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Political behavior does not (always) undermine strt@gic decision making: Theory and
evidence

ABSTRACT

Political behavior pervades strategic decision-mgkoften damaging decision quality and
undermining organizational performance. Howevéitelis currently known about how top
management teams (TMTs) cope with such behavioadboess this major shortfall, we
draw on the upper echelons literature to advarmmn#ngent account of the factors that
differentiate well-functioning and dysfunctional Tg. Focusing on the psychological
context surrounding the TMT, we theorize that ctgaiconsensus, power decentralization,
and behavioral integration are key generative mashas that enable TMTs to countermand
the potentially deleterious consequences of palittehavior. We corroborate our theorizing
using a field study of 117 strategic decisionsyairdrom multiple TMT informants and
secondary databases. Confirming the majority ofhggiotheses, our findings indicate that
behaviorally integrated and decentralized TMTsheatter equipped to attenuate the
potentially damaging effects of organizational posi, thereby safeguarding the quality of

their decision processes.

Keywords: Political behavior, strategic decision-making, topnagement teams, upper
echelons, cognition, behavioral strategy



Introduction

“In strategic decision-making the major issue yautyot to deal with is politics. For me,
that’s the single biggest thing you can get rightvoong.” (Senior Vice President, Global

Healthcare Company).

Political behavior is a central construct in orgational theory (Baldridge, 1971,
March, 1962; Pfeffer, 1981; Quinn, 1980; Vigoda-Gaahd Drory, 2016), and in the
strategic decision-making literature it is widetycapted that political behavior often
damages decision quality and undermines organiztfgerformance (Bourgeois and
Eisenhardt, 1988; Dayan et al., 2011; Dean andfi®har 1996; Elbanna, 2006; Elbanna,
2018; Walter et al., 2012). Strategic decision-mgks an inherently political process (Child
et al., 2010; Pettigrew, 1973), which, by definitiprovokes conflicting viewpoints (Allison,
1971) and triggers power struggles (Pettigrew, 1®18ffer, 1981), not least because
organizations are formed of coalitions with compegtinterests (Cyert and March, 1963;
Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988; Eisenhardt andackgrl992; March, 1962) and because
strategic decisions are highly consequential, cemy@nd judgmental in nature (Elbanna et
al., 2017; Mintzberg et al., 1976). For all of thesasons most strategic decisions are subject
to at least some degree of political behavior (€Cgad March, 1963; Eisenhardt and
Bourgeois, 1988; Eisenhardt and Zbaracki, 1992;,cMat962; Pettigrew, 1973, 1985) and
not surprisingly, empirical evidence has shown gwitical behavior negatively impacts on
decision effectiveness and organizational perfocade.g. Dean and Sharfman, 1996;

Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988; Elbanna and C2idy).



Political behavior such as bargaining, formingaaities, lobbying and coopting
(Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988) can provoke edtaly interpersonal hostilities, risking
missed opportunities and delayed responses. Rbltehavior can also result in information
being distorted, withheld or manipulated (Dean &hdrfman, 1996); and the decision
process can become insular and inward looking—egbeimportant environmental
considerations that might influence the viabilifytlee decision at hand (Hickson et al.,

1986).

Since political behavior is pervasive, and oftemdging, there is a clear need for
research to establish the boundary conditions untdexh TMTs, who have chief
responsibility for strategic decision-making (cloyd and Wooldridge, 2000), are able to
countermand its negative effects, thereby safegugittie quality their decision processes.
However, despite longstanding consensus on thertamuee of studying contextual
contingency factors to understand better the conéxnechanisms that promote
organizational effectiveness (e.g. Brouthers e&l00; Hart and Banbury, 1994; Johns,
2006; 2017; Rajagopalan et al., 1993), surprisifgly studies have examined moderating
influences on the political behavior-decision qgyalelationship (Child et al., 2010). Hence,

the boundary conditions of political behavior remiitle understood.

To address this major shortfall, the present a&titchws on the upper echelons
literature (Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Hambrick, 200 advance a contingent account of
the factors that differentiate well-functioning aghgsfunctional TMTs. To provide new
theoretical insights into the mechanisms enabliny 3 to withstand political behavior, we
employ a direct psychometric approach in the dgarakent and testing of our theoretical
model. In doing so, we avoid the “black box” crigims that have been levelled at prior TMT
research for employing demographic variables a®gates for the TMTs underlying

psychological attributes (Hodgkinson and Sparra®d2 Lawrence, 1997; Markoczy, 1997,



Pettigrew, 1992; Priem et al., 1999). We repordifigs from a field study utilizing multi-
informant, multi-source data drawn from surveys secbondary databases. Our findings
provide important theoretical insights into the bdary conditions of political behavior, by
highlighting the centrality of the TMT’s underlyimgsychological context, which moderates
the extent to which potentially dysfunctional picil behavior undermines decision quality.
As well as advancing new theory, our findings pdevsalient insights for practice.
Accordingly, we detail a series of concrete actithrag can be readily implemented by
executive teams seeking to enhance their prosfmratsinimizing the dangers outlined in

this article. Specifically, we discuss recruitiegtlers with a servant leadership style and
collectivist orientation, as well as undertakingastgy away days and formal team interaction

training—all of which develop a TMT’s ability to wistand political behavior.

Theory and hypotheses

Executive team members engage in political behdwiarfluence the strategic
agenda. When doing so, they are often stratediuein use of information, employing tactics
such as behind the scenes bargaining, forminghabis, lobbying and coopting (Eisenhardt
and Bourgeois, 1988). Such behavior can, and fretyudoes, provoke retaliatory
interpersonal conflict and impede information elation. However, not all TMTSs react
similarly when facing such potentially divisive lzeior. Some teams are better equipped to
prevent the effects of politics escalating to dygstional levels—such teams instead seek to
integrate individual preferences, while taking stepactively promote the information
elaboration ultimately required to safeguard thalityiof their decision processes, and
ensure that their decisions are implemented imalyi fashion (Elbanna, 2018; Elbanna et

al., 2017).



Political behavior manifests in the use of powet arercise of influence (Child et al.,
2010), and is inevitable during strategic decigimgking because organizations are formed of
coalitions of individuals, all with competing ine=ts (Eisenhardt and Zbaracki, 1992).
Conflicting preferences arise from differences emgonal ambitions and interests, and from
decision-makers’ differing functional or hierarcai@ositions within the organization
(Allison, 1971). Furthermore, strategic decisioasénhigh stakes—with significant financial
and long-term implications for the organization—asdsuch, they provoke highly emotive
responses among decision-makers. Strategic desiai@nalso inherently uncertain,
ambiguous, novel, and ill-structured—prompting bsbetween decision-makers as to the
best course of action.

Overall, empirical evidence indicates political beior has largely negative
consequences, damaging organizational performartaraermining decision effectiveness
(Dean and Sharfman, 1996; Eisenhardt and Bourge@88§; Elbanna and Child, 2007).
However, there is an alternative perspective vigvpalitics as a force for good (Kane-
Frieder et al., 2013), and an important mechan@nadapting to change in the external
environment (Daft, 1983; Pfeffer, 1981). This pecypre views political behavior as a means
of resolving conflict, building relationships, resng justice, and developing legitimacy
(Hochwarter, 2012). Effective use of politics cdsoaresult in positive individual level
outcomes including leadership effectiveness, imligl performance, career success, and
stress management (Kimura, 2015), all of whichtpasy impact organizational and
decision outcomes. Recent empirical evidence dews positive politics can influence
decision creativity and propitiousness (Elbannal.e2017), suggesting that political

behavior might not be as damaging as many acceugest.

Prior reviews of strategic decision-making reseadentify four salient categories of

contextual variables pertaining to the TMT, theeem&l environment, the decision itself, and



the firm (Rajagopalan et al., 1993; Shepherd an#tdRR014). While Elbanna and Child
(2007) examined the moderating effects of enviramaledecision and firm characteristics
on the relationship between politics and decisigtsss, this line of inquiry has not so far
included TMT moderators. The TMT, or upper echelpasspective (Hambrick and Mason,
1984), represents a key internal context (Escrisi@\e et al., 2008) since TMTs “make
decisions and engage in behaviors that affecte¢laéhh wealth, and welfare of others—but

they do so as flawed human beings.” (Hambrick amddn, 2007: 341).

Overall in the strategic decision-making literattirere is limited empirical work
operationalizing TMT variables as moderators ofrationships between strategic decision
process characteristics and outcomes (ShepherRuaahdi 2014), and while the direct effects
of TMT characteristics on decision processes amcdootes have been studied (e.g., Hough
and ogilvie, 2005; Papadakis and Barwise, 2002a@alas et al., 1998), relatively little is
known about how TMT characteristics moderate tieces of important decision processes
such as political behavior. Indeed, Elbanna andd@BD07: 449) urge: “future research

could consider additional moderating variableshsagtop management characteristics.”

Strategy research in general requires greater ptygical grounding (Hambrick and
Crossland, 2018; Hodgkinson and Sparrow, 2002; Retval., 2011), and in particular,
extant accounts of politics in strategic decisioaking have tended to downplay the
significance of the TMT’s underlying psychologicantext. This represents a significant
limitation, not least because political behavigr definition, arises from fundamental
differences of interpretation, judgment, decisiosking, and social cognition; and these
differences ultimately drive the conduct of topnesa(cf. Hodgkinson and Johnson, 1994;
Pettigrew, 1992; Elbanna, 2006). Furthermore, #terg to which politics undermines
decision quality is dependent upon whether suamsdaave the necessary psychological

attributes to handle political behavior skillfullghild et al., 2010; Silvester and Wyatt,



2018). Hence by not accounting for the contingefitence of TMT characteristics, current
theory offers an incomplete portrayal of politioser-simplifying the underlying intra-group
cognitive and social psychological mechanisms aypWe thus contend that a focus on the
team’s psychological context is much needed inrai@advance theory concerning why
politics can, and often does, have highly damagomgsequences for some teams, but less
damaging consequences for other teams. To addiegsdue we adopt an upper echelons
perspective (Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick and Maso®4)%nd in so doing, we examine the
moderating effects of three TMT characteristicpanticular on the relationship between

politics and decision quality.

As outlined in Figure 1, we theorize that the negag¢ffects of political behavior are
moderated on the basis of varying levels of cogaitionsensus, power decentralization, and
behavioral integration. We incorporate cognitiveasensus into our model because shared
beliefs and common understanding of strategic sfosers intragroup trust and cohesion
(Cannon-Bowers and Salas, 2001; Healey et al.,;20dlfermans et al., 2005); implying that
in teams characterized by higher levels of consenegponses to political behavior will be
less aggressive and hence less likely to underaunstructive debate and information
elaboration. We incorporate power decentralizaitidm our model because prior theory
suggests that power asymmetries lessen psycholagifety and trigger malignant threat
responses (Edmondson et al., 2003). Furthermoren pwhlitics arise in teams with power
imbalances, there is a risk that the preferencéiseopowerful are forced through, regardless
of their merits, and the valid preferences of #sslpowerful are discarded, reducing the
likelihood of decision success (Dean and Sharfrh@86). The third key moderator in the
model outlined in Figure 1, behavioral integratimnincorporated because it reflects the
degree to which team members engage in mutual @tetiive interaction, or in essence,

their degree of teamness (Carmeli and Haveli, 200@) maintain that behaviorally



integrated TMTs are better able to countermanddnesive effects of political behavior
because they enjoy harmonized social and task ggese—-which promote information
elaboration and effective dispute resolution (Cdlirmaaed Schaubroeck, 2006; Simsek et al.,

2005).

In sum, our central claim is that cognitive conssngower decentralization, and
behavioral integration enable TMTs to stymie theemmernicious effects of political
behavior. Taken together, these cognitive, strattand behavioral factors distinguish well-
functioning teams—characterized by high levelsntfagroup trust, information elaboration

and constructive debate—from dysfunctional teams.

We focus on explaining the implications of politic@havior for decision quality,
because the success or otherwise of individuaesfiadecisions ultimately determine
whether firms adapt and prosper, or fail (Baum Aradly, 2003; Eisenhardt, 1989; Judge and
Miller, 1991). Since strategic decisions have aanajagnitude of impact on organizations,
often entailing a significant financial outlay aace novel, uncertain, and ill-structured
(Eisenhardt and Zbaracki 1992; Mintzberg et al.6t %hrivastava and Grant 1985)—theory
development in the strategic decision-making donsintal. Examples of strategic decisions
include mergers and acquisitions, corporate restring and entry into new markets (Dean

and Sharfman, 1996; Papadakis et al., 1998).

We center our theory development on individualtsgie decisions since prior
research shows that firms do not have consistansida processes; rather, the process

adopted varies from one decision to another, ev#ninithe same firm (Hickson et al., 1986;



Papadakis et al., 1998). Adopting individual sigatalecisions as the unit of analysis enables
us to isolate the role of the TMT in moderating éfiects of politics on decision quality, and
in doing so, begin to develop more micro level tieoof political behavior. Furthermore, a
decisional level of analysis provides a close hekween political behavior during the
strategic decision process and the direct outcarhégat process (Dean and Sharfman, 1996;
Elbanna, 2006)—as opposed to examining the eftéqislitics on overall organizational
performance, which can be problematic owing to ahaslering ambiguity (Forbes, 2007)
and because performance is impacted on by an afieyogenous factors (Pearce et al.,

1987).

Political behavior and decision quality

Prior theory has posited both negative (e.g. DeahSharfman, 1996; Elbanna and
Child, 2007; Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988) arsitpe (e.g. Elbanna, 2018; Elbanna et
al., 2017; Kane-Frieder et al., 2013; Pfeffer, )9&insequences of political behavior. We
argue that this dissensus can be reconciled bynath@ga theoretical account viewing the
effects of political behavior on decision qualitylaeing moderated by the TMT'’s underlying
psychological context. Politics includes covertitacsuch as use of power to defend
interests, agenda control, off-line lobbying andmation, and the strategic use of
information (Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988; Eisedthand Zbaracki, 1992)—which in
teams lacking psychological safety—can be highbypcative and fracture interpersonal
relations. Consequently, ceteris paribus, the mi@isature of politics can trigger retaliatory
interpersonal hostilities which undermine a TMTtslity to adequately elaborate

information and mount major strategic changes timely basis.
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Specifically, political behavior often distractseexitives’ attention away from their
key responsibilities, which causes delayed resgrasel lost opportunities (Eisenhardt and
Bourgeois, 1988). Political behavior also impeadsrmation elaboration (Cyert and March,
1963; Pettigrew, 1973), and decisions taken orb#sts of incomplete or inaccurate
information are likely to result in suboptimal cbes. When information is withheld by team
members, attempts at accurately appraising envieotahconditions are hindered, resulting
in choices which might not be feasible given thevailing environmental conditions
(Hickson et al., 1986). Strategic decisions drilagely by political behavior are also likely
to be motivated by the interests of one, or a smathber of executives, rather than on the
basis of what is optimal for the firm as a wholet{ljrew, 1977; Pfeffer, 1981). Finally,
political behavior imposes additional and unneagssanstraints on perfectly viable decision
options (Nutt, 1993), since promising options maydiscounted if they are not favorable to
powerful individuals or alliances (Dean and Sharin096). The preceding arguments

suggest the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1.Political behavior will be negatively related teaision quality.

The moderating role of cognitive consensus

Our core argument is that while political behavsmevitable during strategic
decision-making (Elbanna et al., 2017; Pettigred7,3), not all TMTs will react similarly
(Child et al., 2010). Hence we focus our theoryadepment on the TMT characteristics that
can weaken the negative effects of politics onglesiquality. We argue that cognitive
consensus—agreement among TMT members concerrargptis, strategies and strengths
of the firm—weakens the causal relation betweeitipal behavior and decision quality.
TMTs with higher levels of cognitive consensustha face of political behavior, will be

more trusting (Cannon-Bowers and Salas, 2001; Ke#es et al., 2005) of the intentions of
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those engaging in politics owing to their high lisvef psychological safety, and hence less
retaliatory and aggressive in their responses. iShis contrast with members of cognitively
diverseteams; who will feel threatened by the politiceti@ns of others and retaliate with
interpersonal conflict and hostility, thereby pgeahg the decision process and jeopardizing

decision quality.

Political behavior will naturally arise even innsensual TMTs—owing to the
uncertain and high-stakes nature of strategic aecimaking (Child et al., 2010; Eisenhardt
and Bourgeois, 1988; Pettigrew, 1973), and becarganizations comprise divisions with
competing interests and claims on scarce reso(iBzeggeois, 1981; Cyert and March,
1963; Elbanna, 2006). Hence, although individuatroers of consensual TMTs will use
politics; high levels of agreement concerning ttnatsgies, strengths and priorities of the
firm means there is less need to use politics &vam instead, executives can direct political
tactics toward facilitating successful decision iempentation—for example as a means of
obtaining necessary resources, unblocking systémegitimate influence, and reducing

inertia (Elbanna, 2018; Elbanna et al., 2017; Kiap2015).

Although political behavior usually risks undermmigy constructive debate as
information gets withheld or distorted, this posasch less risk to decision quality in
cognitively consensual TMTSs; since there is lessdrfer constructive debate and team
maintenance in order to reconcile differences ahiop, due to high levels of shared
understanding and commonly held beliefs (Daft aeddel, 1986; Zenger and Lawrence,
1989; Smith et al., 1994). However, political bebavs much more inflammatory in
cognitively diverse teams, and there is a heigltteisi of restricted information flows
resulting in decisions not being thoroughly debatewl divergent viewpoints being

sidelined; the net effect being inadequate inforoma¢laboration and damaging retaliatory
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actions from marginalized team members who attémpbstruct or sabotage the decision,

which ultimately strengthens the negative relabetween politics and decision quality.

Cognitively consensual TMTs have an underlying alienof psychological safety and
trust built on shared beliefs (Daft and Lengel,@;38enger and Lawrence, 1989). Thus
cognitive consensus weakens the negative effegislitics on decision quality because it
reduces the likelihood of TMT members retaliatiggiast the political behavior of others,
owing to the fact they are more trusting of theimions of those engaging in politics. To
conclude, attempts by executives within consenSiHl's to influence the strategic decision
process through political behavior are less likelyrigger unproductive relational conflict,
which would otherwise limit information elaboratiand slow decision-making, risking
missed opportunities and delayed responses (DahSl@arfman, 1996; Elbanna, 2006). The

preceding arguments suggest the following hyposhesi

Hypothesis 2.Political behavior has a weaker, less negatiegiceiship with decision

guality when cognitive consensus is high, than wihenlow.

The moderating role of power decentralization

Power decentralization is the extent to which CEB&ibute power and
responsibility for strategic decision-making eveaigong TMT members (Finkelstein, 1992;
Finkelstein and Hambrick, 1996). We argue thatetktent to which politics undermines
decision quality will also vary according to the TMunderlying power structures. TMTs
who evenly share power and responsibility for sgyat decision-making will react differently
to political behavior—and be able to safeguarddvetiformation elaboration in the face of
political behavior—relative to TMTs where powercancentrated in the hands of one, or

only a small number of executives.
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When political behavior occurs in TMTs with powerhalances, there is a risk that
the preferences of the powerful are favored, rdgasdof their merits, and the perfectly valid
and viable preferences of the less powerful areadited, reducing the likelihood of decision
success (Dean and Sharfman, 1996). Decentralizatigpowers top managers to prevent the
personal preferences and biases of any one individp manager or subgroup unduly
influencing strategic choices, regardless of thdipal tactics employed, thereby weakening

the negative causal relation between political bemand decision quality.

The equitable distribution of power also has a watibnal effect (Lanaj et al., 2013)
which lessens the need for TMT members to usei@otid enhance their power base or to
further their own personal agendas, but ratheragabes the team thereby increasing their
propensity to use politics for the benefit of thielev collective—for example as a means of
garnering support and building commitment to ensuxessful implementation. Sharing
power within the TMT also induces active participat and greater communication and
information exchange between TMT members (Cao.g2@10), thus promoting information
elaboration and reducing the likelihood of decisiprality being undermined by individual
TMT members using political tactics such as witlag or manipulating information (Cao
et al., 2010; Thanos et al., 2017). Decentraliz&d' 3 benefit from inclusive decision-
making, emboldening TMT members to surface difigrrews and opinions safe in the
knowledge that they are unlikely to face beingaxsired (Carmelli and Schaubroeck, 2006;
Edmondson et al., 2003), which ultimately attensisite potentially negative effects of

political behavior on decision quality.

When powerful executives within centralized TMTgage in political acts such as
withholding and manipulating information, responfes subordinated TMT members will
be emotive and insurgent; that is, subordinatech teembers will actively resist change

(West and Anderson, 1996) and compete for suprerf@usars et al., 2001; Tajfel and
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Turner, 1986), actions which hamper informatiorbetation and escalate hostilities,
ultimately threatening the prospects of successtr@ézed TMTs are more likely to
experience high levels of identity threat (Ashfaatid Mael, 1989; Haslam, 2004; Tajfel et
al., 1971; Turner et 311987) because the status of marginalized top geasas central
members of the dominant coalition are imperilecctSdentity threats strengthen the
damaging effects of political behavior, as indiatiteam members seek to protect their self-
interests by resisting decisions that threaten fhsichological sense of self, heightening

their personal identity concerns at the expengbeofeam.

In contrast, when responsibility for strategic demm-making is distributed evenly
among upper echelons executives, it reinforceshiaeed identity of the TMT as a collective
whole and team members pull together, activelyjamdly shaping the future strategic

direction of the firm. The preceding arguments ssgghe following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3.Political behavior has a weaker, less negatiegiceiship with decision

guality when power decentralization is high, tharew it is low.

The moderating role of behavioral integration

TMT behavioral integration moderates the effectpalitical behavior on decision
guality because such teams possess the requisisetehandle political behavior
constructively. Behaviorally integrated TMTs rediferently to politics owing to their high
levels of unity—members trust in one another’sighib use politics as an agent for
circumventing ‘red tape’ and facilitating effectigsgrategic change—while safeguarding
against the risks of diminished information elalorg which is a major risk factor

associated with political behavior (Dean and Sharfni996).
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When politics arise in behaviorally integrated TM$gch teams are able to prevent
political behavior from spawning a downward spobéver-escalating relationship conflict
that might threaten the team’s effectiveness, asdltin missed opportunities and/or delayed
responses to impending threats. This is becausevlwghlly integrated TMTs have a
collaborative culture (Hambrick, 1994), meaning tieam members react tactfully to the
political actions of others and channel divergenthin the team to facilitate accurate
appraisals of issues (Carmeli and Schaubroeck,)2@dtle reducing their propensity to
retaliate against politics through interpersonaiflict, hostility, and aggression. Hence, the
net effect of high levels of behavioral integratisto weaken the damaging effects of

political behavior on decision quality.

Behavioral integration captures the extent to whithTMT behaves as a trteam
characterized by intense mutual and collaboratiteraction (Hambrick, 1994), contrasting
teams that exist simply as collections of “semiaotoous barons” (Hambrick, 2007: 336).
Behavioral integration thus represents the whokeonéa TMT and its unity of effort
(Lubatkin et al., 2006). By fostering intense cagien, behavioral integration promotes
high quality information exchange (Simsek et a00%), thus weakening the tendency for
political behavior to undermine decision qualityaiingh diminished information elaboration.
In contrast, behavioraisintegrationexacerbates the problems associated with inadequat
information elaboration, strengthening the riskgpalitical behavior leading to biased
choices made on the basis of incorrect or inadeqguédrmation. This is because when
behavioral integration is absent, team memberawonomously and focus on their own area
of the organization (Hambrick, 1998; 2007) limitiocgmmunication between team members
to infrequent bilateral exchanges (Hambrick et200Q1). Hence TMTs lacking behavioral

integration are much more susceptible to the detete consequences of political behavior.
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Behaviorally integrated TMTs are also better ablednfront the high levels of
uncertainty, risk and politics inherent in stratedecision-making, because they are more
adept at managing team members’ identity concsetagyming from a stronger sense of
shared identity throughout the team as a whole;isha strongly held superordinate team
identity (Carmeli and Shteigman, 2010). Such aeshatentity helps to lessen intragroup
anxiety, and promotes effective intragroup funangn(Gaertner and Dovidio, 2000;
Gaertner et al., 1994; Stone and Crisp, 2007)heursince behaviorally integrated TMTs
are characterized by frequent and intense sodeaation, the social mind’s natural
tendency to categorize, differentiate, and disarate (Allport, 1954) is dampened, thus
reducing power asymmetries and associated behadigsfunctions within the group
(Pettigrew, 1998). Hence, members of behaviorallggrated TMTs react more skillfully to
the political actions of significant others, chalimg dissent constructively so as to produce a
diversity of arguments, while ensuring multiplewpoints are considered and opposing
views reconciled to create shared understandings{€lli and Schaubroeck, 2006)—the

overall effect being to weaken the negative effe€golitics on decision quality.

In sum, behavioral integration endows TMTs withghtdegree of psychological
safety, fostering free information exchange, deeislispute resolution, and the creation of
shared understandings of strategic issues (Lubatkah, 2006)—all of which serve to
weaken the pernicious effects of political behawordecision quality. These arguments

suggest the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4.Political behavior has a weaker, less negatiegiceiship with decision

quality when behavioral integration is high, thamem it is low.
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Methods

Sample and procedure

We sent separate surveys to two top managers maE#&36 UK based firms that
formed our sample frame, of whom 117 (approximab@§o) returned usable data. The
participants completed and returned the surveyspeaddently, so as to minimize within firm
cross-contamination. We used the Financial AcceaseMEasy (FAMB database for our

sampling frame and as a source of secondary data.

The sample drawn from the FAME database was resdrio firms with between 50
and 500 employees. We did so because the strategigion processes of very small firms
are more likely to be driven by one individual etlthan a team (Brouthers et al., 1998),
whereas firms with over 500 employees have muclernomplex organizational systems
that might render the influence of TMTs less sdl{&nbatkin et al., 2006; Simsek et al.,
2005). While prior studies in the strategic deaisioaking literature are based predominantly
on manufacturing firms, because the service seefpesents a vital component of the UK
economy and many other Western economies (Papaetakiis 2010), we sampled all
firms—incorporating manufacturing and services @eet-thereby extending the

generalizability of our findings.

The FAME database contains data pertaining to lliomUK firms. For the
purposes of our study we constructed our sampiargé by applying the following criteria
to the firms listed: 1) having between 50 and 50@leyees; 2) having a primary UK trading
address; 3) being private sector based; 4) prayidomplete contact details for all of their

legal officers; 5) providing a minimum of five ysaof complete performance data; and 6)

'FAME is “the most accurate and popular databasékofirms” (Souitaris and Maestro, 2010: 661), which
provides access to the financial information onrillion UK and Irish companies. FAME data is taldirectly
from Companies House, which is a Government departmesponsible for incorporating and dissolving
companies, registering the information companiedegally required to supply, and making that infation
available to the public.
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not being in receivership, dormant, or having besmently acquired. A total of 6,000 firms
prima facie met these criteria. On closer inspectmwever, 32 of these firms were found to
be duplicate entries in the database and/or hiadllincorrect contact details. Hence, the final
sampling frame comprised 5,968 firms, all of whiedre approached. To be incorporated in
the study, however, the firms we approached hadeet two additional requirements,
namely: 7) they must have made a recent strategisidn, with sufficient time having
elapsed to enable assessment of the outcomest afettiaion; and 8) they had to provide two
TMT informants with sufficient knowledge to offeetiled, in-depth responses to our survey
guestions. A total of 236 firms indicated that ttsayisfied our qualifying criteria, of which
117 subsequently returned usable data, i.e. follgpdeted questionnaires from their

respective pair of informants.

We purposefully used two informants in each firnmtidigate common method bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2003) by operationalizing owstfinformant’s measures for our
independent, moderator and certain control vargala@led our second informants’ measures
for our dependent variable. To further mitigate ooom method bias, wherever possible we

utilized objective secondary FAME data to operatlae our variables.

To ameliorate validity concerns arising from the o key informants and to build on
the key informant approaches of prior strategiasies-making research (e.g. Elbanna and
Child, 2007; Goll and Rasheed, 1997; 2005), we weektensive lengths to identify the best
qualified informants to answer our surveys. Westidhrough an upfront and detailed
telephone conversation with the legally design&®dTMT contact in each of the 236 firms
in our sample, and through a series of subsequeetings and telephone conversations with
the two key informants in each firm. We formallya@xined both informants’ competency
(Kumar et al., 1993) by asking each of them to tiag@ involvement in making the focal

decision, and their confidence in answering thesiaes we posed to them, using 7-point



19

Likert scales. The average involvement (mean =;&M1= 0.73 for first informants and
mean = 6.05; SD = 0.78 for second informants),@midence (mean = 6.33; SD = 0.70 for
first informants and mean = 6.14; SD = 0.75 forosecinformants) scores suggest that they
were indeed suitably qualified to participate ia gtudy.

To further safeguard the validity of our data wipigated that informants must both
be part of the inner circle of top managers, wasponsibility for setting the strategic
direction of the firm (Simsek et al. 2005; Smithaét 2005), and with major involvement in
the focal decision (Amason, 1996; Pettigrew, 19929.also ensured that informants were
referencing a recent salient event (a strategitsbey to reduce cognitive bias (Miller et al.,
1997), and we offered a report to informants berarking their firm against the other firms
in our dataset, which would be rendered meaningteg® absence of valid data (Dean and
Sharfman, 1996). Informants were guaranteed andgymfurther encourage valid
responses (Huber and Power, 1985)

We identified the focal strategic decision withamhants through a series of
preliminary meetings and telephone conversatiomsyreng the nominated decisions met our
definition of a strategic decision. When distrilmgtithe surveys to our key informants, we
also provided a written confirmation of the prestyuselected decision, and requested
surveys be completed in relation to that particdiision. As a final check, we asked both
informants to provide a detailed description of deeision. No firm in our sample provided
more than one decision, and to increase the walidibur results, we only included in our

analysis decisions for which we had the completpaases from two informants.

Unit of analysis
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We use individual strategic decisions as our uh@ralysis instead of organizations
because, as noted eatrlier, prior empirical resdamsidemonstrated that strategic decision
processes differ substantially within an organ@atccording to the decision being made
(e.g. Elbanna et al., 2017; Hickson et al., 198&ategic decisions in our sample fell into
four types: new business investment decisions aachergers and acquisitions (21%);
investments in capital equipment such as new pes{E0%); investment in the marketing
domain such as support for new product launche%)4énd; internal reorganization
investments such as corporate restructuring (28%st informants were all top managers,
and comprised CEOs (59%), chief officers (21%)rgessons (10%), and executive
directors (10%). Second informants were also topagars and comprised chief officers

(42%), executive directors (39%), CEOs (14%), amairpersons (5%).

Measures

The background details pertaining to our measaresummarized in Table 1. In all
cases, unless otherwise indicated in the tabléicpgmants evaluated the items using a 7-point
Likert scale. In addition, we incorporated a sedaesontrol variables to rule out alternative
influences that could potentially have a bearingrenstudy’s core constructs. We controlled
for past firm performance because this variablaifigantly influences firm survival and thus
impacts on both behavior and future prospects ofesss (Elbanna and Child, 2007). We also
controlled for firm size (Log size), because larfyens have greater resources at their
disposal, which again can have a bearing on decmitcomes (Rodrigues and Hickson,
1995). Both of these control variables were openalized using objective secondary data
drawn from the FAME database. We accounted forrenmental hostility since this variable
poses significant threats to firm survival and thas influence both behavior and decision

outcomes (Castrogiovanni, 1991; Staw et al., 19848nos et al., 2017). To account for the
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idiosyncratic nature of strategic decisions we aeldphe classification of Papadakis et al.
(1998) and operationalized a series of dummy (@dtipbles for each of the four decision
types (new business investment decisions, investercapital equipment, investment in
the marketing domain and internal reorganizatim@stiments). Finally, we controlled for
procedural rationality, given its well establishefluence on decision outcomes (Dean and

Sharfman, 1996; Elbanna and Child, 2007).

Non-response bias

Using FAME archival data, we compared respondirgjresj non-responding firms on
four key criteria using t-tests. We found no stai#ly significant differences between
responding and non-responding firms for sapes (35), profitability p = .73), industryg =
.30), and number of employegs< .15). We therefore conclude that our resultsate

unduly influenced by non-response bias.

Reliability and validity

As shown in Table 2, the reliabilities of the varsomulti-item Likert scales
incorporated in this study (coefficient Alpha) renfigom 0.74 to 0.91, well above the
commonly accepted threshold of 0.70 (Nunnally, 2938ggesting a satisfactory degree of
internal consistency for all of our self-reporttimsnents. Table 2 reports the alpha
coefficients, average variance extracted result&q%), variable characteristics, and

intercorrelations among the study variables.
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Although we used established measures for operdiramg all of our study variables,
in accordance with the recommendations of CampimellFiske (1959), we assessed both
convergent and discriminant validity, using botiplexatory and confirmatory factor
analysis. Table 3 presents the results of our eafgoy factor analysis, and because of the
large number of items involved, so as to avoidatiohs of recommended ratios of cases to
items (Bauer et al., 2001) we ran three sets abfamalyses (Hart and Banbury, 1994) thus
ensuring stable factor solutions. The three satgcise one each for decision processes
(politics and rationality), TMT characteristics @potive consensus and behavioral
integration), and the environment and decision@utes (environmental hostility and
decision quality). The measures were subjectedstrias of principal components analyses,
rotated to simple structure using the direct obililmiblique rotation method, as commonly
recommended (e.g. Mooi et al., 2018). The resujpiaigern matrices indicate that the
measures attained acceptable convergent and disaritrvalidity in line with expectations.

We also performed confirmatory factor analysisioieing Fornell and Larcker’'s
(1981) procedure to further establish the discrantrvalidity of our measures. We compared
the average variance extracted (AVE) of each coasto its shared variance with other
constructs, following Farrell (2010). In all instas, the average variance extracted from the
constructs exceeded the shared variance betwedwargpnstructs. The highest shared
variance was 0.22 (between political behavior agltblvioral integration). However, the
AVE for each of these constructs (political behavio58, and behavioral integration, 0.74)

far exceeds the shared variance. These resultsrmdae that the measures attain sufficient
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discriminant validity, and overall our tests of gerngent and discriminant validity provide

confidence that our regression results are notlyndfluenced by measurement error.

Results

We use multiple moderated hierarchical regressmatyais to test our hypotheses, by
regressing the second informants’ measures ofidaajgiality onto blocks of the first
informants’ predictor variables. Table 4 shows finested models to isolate the additional
variance explained when our moderators and interatérms are each introduced into the
regression equation. This approach facilitates @epn of the relative importance of TMT
cognitive, structural, and behavioral contingeneied enables the comparison of the relative
degree of explanatory power of the various iteratiof our model using®. We mean
centered all predictor variables to aid interpreta{Aiken and West, 1991; Echambadi and
Hess, 2007). The variance inflation scores adiosyarious regression models ranged from

1.07 to 1.90, thus suggesting multicollinearityag a major concern (Hair et al., 2014).

Supporting our first hypothesis, step 1 of our mathews that political behavior has
a statistically significant and negative effectdatision qualityf§ = -0.26,p = 0.01).
However, step 3 shows that the hypothesized inierabetween political behavior and
cognitive consensus, while in the predicted dimettis not statistically significang & 0.10,

p = 0.26). Hence, we cannot claim support for hypsith 2. Hypothesis 3, however, is
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supported, because step 4 shows that the poligevior x power decentralization
interaction is statistically significant and in theedicted directionfy(= 0.19,p = 0.04), and

the interaction term explains a statistically sfigaint amount of additional variance in the
dependent variable decision qualiyR¢ = 0.03,p = 0.04). To facilitate interpretation of this
interaction, Figure 2 presents a plot of the refeghips, indicating high and low levels of
power decentralization by values one standard tlemiabove and below the mean (Aiken
and West, 1991). The results show that high levkfmlitical behavior are far less damaging

for decision quality in decentralized TMTs than gared to highly centralized teams.

Step 5 of our regression model reveals strong stipmoour fourth hypothesis; that
is, the political behavior x behavioral integratiateraction is statistically significant and in
the predicted directiorg(= 0.29,p = 0.01). This interaction also explains a staity
significant amount of additional variance in demsguality AR2 = 0.05,p = 0.01). To
facilitate interpretation of this interaction Figu8 shows a plot of the relationships,
indicating high and low levels of behavioral integon by values one standard deviation
above and below the mean (Aiken and West, 1991¢afdhe seen, the results suggest that
political behavior causes far less damage to detiguality in behaviorally TMTs than

compared to behaviorally disintegrated teams.

Post-hoc analysis

We performed a series of tests to assess the rasssof the models we estimated.

Following the procedures of Hayes (2013), we wiizhe Johnson-Neyman regions of
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significance test to determine the effects of praitbehavior on decision quality at differing
scores of power decentralization and behaviorabirttion. The results show that 2.95 (out
of 4) is the critical power decentralization scdryetow this value, political behavior has a
statistically significant and negative impact omiden quality, but above this level, political
behavior has a statistically non-significant eff&itnilarly, the results show that 4.55 (out of
7) is the critical behavioral integration scorecs below this value political behavior exerts
a statistically significant negative effect on dgan quality, whereas above this value the
effects of political behavior become statisticalbyn-significant. The results of these analyses

provide further insights into the effects propobgdypotheses 3 and 4.

Endogeneity concerns may arise empirically as eelairon between an estimated
parameter and the residual (Hamilton and NickegH8; Wooldridge, 2010). Theoretically,
our focus on explaining decision quality rathemtipgrformance, which can be both an
antecedent and outcome of political behavior, rateg the possibility of reverse causality
(Dean and Sharfman, 1996; Elbanna, 2006). NevedheWwe tested for endogeneity using
the Durbin-Wu-Hausman (D-W-H) test per Davidson BatKinnon (1993), using TMT
size for identification purposes, and the resuit {0.82,p = 0.42) suggests that endogeneity

IS not a major concern.

Finally, we tested for mediation following the apach of Baron and Kenny (1986),
to determine whether political behavior mediatesdfiects of TMT cognitive consensus,
power decentralization and behavioral integratiordecision quality. We conclude that
neither mediation nor partial mediation is indichteince neither step 2 (regressing the
mediator onto the independent variables), nor 3t@pgressing the dependent variable onto
the mediator and independent variables), of Barmhkenny’s (1986) four step approach are

satisfied.
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Discussion

The central aim of this article was to develop rieeoretical insights into the
psychological mechanisms enabling TMTs to countedribe negative effects of political
behavior. Based on suggestions that extant stcatlegision-making research has paid
insufficient attention to the contingent influerafethe TMT, and that this body of research is
inadequately grounded in human psychology, we thedithat cognitive consensus, power
decentralization, and behavioral integration argred generative mechanisms that equip
TMTs with the ability to stymie the deleteriouseats of politics on decision quality.

As discussed previously, although Elbanna and GB087) examined the
moderating effects of environmental, decision and tharacteristics on the relationship
between politics and decision success, prior testhdy reported in the present article, this
line of inquiry has not included TMT moderatorsidis despite prior reviews in the strategic
decision-making domain highlighting the TMT as & kentextual influence (Rajagopalan et
al., 1993; Shepherd and Rudd, 2014). The abserniteafy concerning the contingent role of
TMT variables is problematic, not least becausdipal behavior essentially concerns social
exchanges between top managers (Hickson et alb).188nce, a focus on the psychological
context surrounding the TMT is required to advathemry concerning why political
behavior can have highly destructive effects in sd@ams, but less so in others. Building on
the insights of upper echelons theory and resgitambrick, 2007; Hambrick and Mason,

1984), the present study has taken the first $tepddress this gap.

Theoretical implications
Despite the utility of an upper echelons perspedir explaining strategic decision-

making processes and outcomes, the TMT and steategision-making research streams



27

have largely evolved independently (Goll and Ragh2605). This represents a significant
gap in theory, because, as we have seen, the ésrtafran organization are fundamentally
shaped by its top executivasdthe decisions they take. Therefore, in our ingasgion of
political behavior in strategic decision-making, pugposefully adopted an upper echelons
perspective to view the causal relation betweertipo®lnd decision quality as being

moderated by the psychological characteristich@fltMT.

Much of the prior upper echelons research hasliargéed on demographic
variables as surrogates for the underlying behaytaaits, and processes of top managers
(Mannor et al., 2016). While these studies havartfeshown that top managers matter a
great deal (Hambrick, 2007; Priem et al., 199%omsistent findings have raised questions
concerning the validity of using demographic prexie investigate the underlying decision
processes at work (Carmeli and Schaubroeck, 2@&®.of the most serious criticisms of
using demographic variables in TMT studies is thigaves a “black box” of unexplained
behaviors and processes (Hodgkinson and Sparrd, 2@wrence, 1997; Pettigrew, 1992).
We addressed this major limitation in the presaumd\sby operationalizing direct
psychometric measures for all of our TMT construetsbling us to provide new theoretical
insights into how TMTs cope with political behayi@arhich inevitably arises during strategic

decision-making, to safeguard decision quality.

The empirical results of this study were largelpgistent with its hypotheses, thus
supporting our contention that political behavenot invariably as damaging as past
theorizing suggests (cf. Bourgeois and Eisenha888; Dean and Sharfman, 1996; Elbanna
and Child, 2007). The results have also demonsiithigt TMTs with decentralized power
structures are less prone to the damaging effégslitical behavior, owing to their high
levels of psychological safety. However, behavigraitegrated TMTs, owing to their

intense collaborative interactions and unity obdffare even better able to navigate the
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complex and risky process of strategic decisioninggkvithout allowing the process to
become subverted by damaging political behavionddethis study highlights the
fundamental importance of behavioral integratiothascentral psychological mechanism
which serves to dampen the corrosive effects afipel We argue that prior research on
political behavior has not fully capitalized onsyphological perspective (Powell et al.
2011), which is troublesome since political behadioectly involves social interactions
between strategic actors (Hickson et al., 1986).thds contribute to theory by opening up
the black box (Lawrence, 1997; Markoczy, 1997;ifedtv, 1992; Priem et al., 1999) of
TMT psychological factors that shape the overaticess, or otherwise, of strategic decisions.
Moreover, the findings indicate that TMT behavi@wehavioral integration) are a more
potent moderator than TMT structures (power deeénétion), whereas TMT cognition (i.e.
cognitive consensus) does not moderate the impadlitical behavior.

An implication of our research for strategic demsmaking theory, more generally,
is the importance of being sensitive to the broadetext. When our moderator variables and
interaction terms are added to the regression mtdst explain an additional 16% of
variance in decision quality, thereby demonstrahiog the explanatory capability of extant
decision process theories can be bolstered bydmgucontingency factors—and in
particular—TMT contingent influences. Decontextmation of political behavior risks
ignoring the embeddedness of top managers in thebr context (Carpenter, 2002; Nielsen
and Nielsen, 2013), and while prior research hagpeehensively accounted for the
contingent role of the external environment (eigekhardt, 1989; Fredrickson and Mitchell,
1984; Judge and Miller, 1991; Goll and Rasheedy ) 9%nsiderably less attention has
focused on other layers of context, such as TMrbaties (Shepherd and Rudd, 2014).

Another inference arising from our study is thabdaoral integration is a pivotal

construct because behaviorally integrated teambeiter able to manage team members’



29

social identity concerns (cf. Ashforth and Mael829Haslam, 2004; Healey and
Hodgkinson, 2017; Hodgkinson and Healey, 2008; 2@014; Tajfel et a) 1971; Turner et

al., 1987). Such identity threats will naturally arthéring strategic decision-making, because
strategic decisions are inherently ill-structured aomplex (Shrivastava and Grant, 1985),
with major long-term ramifications (Eisenhardt &fghracki, 1992). It is probable that
behaviorally integrated TMTs, owing to their sup€ipate team identity and intense mutual
collaboration, are much less prone to dysfunctieoalal categorization processes and
associated fault lines (cf. Lau and Murnighan, 3988ture research could therefore
investigate the role of social identity concermg] attendant social categorization processes,
in moderating the effects of political behaviorcBwvork will ground strategic decision-

making research more firmly in realistic assumpiabout human behavior.

Future research and limitations

As with any research, the present study has limnatthat could be addressed in
future work. For instance, the cross-sectionalaegedesign employed in the present study
limits the possibility of drawing causal inferencEsiture research could therefore execute
longitudinal research designs to more firmly esshbtausality.

We purposefully designed our research methods¢aroivent potential problems
arising from common method variance by utilizingtdifferent TMT informants, with one
informant providing data on the predictor variald@sl another providing data on the
dependent variable. However, future work couldHertenhance confidence in the validity of
the reported results by incorporating ratings fromdtiple TMT informants for independent
variables and then use another, different set dfiphei TMT informants for the dependent

variable.
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In view of the fact that we only sampled firms witbtween 50 and 500 employees,
our findings might not generalize to very smallery large organizations. To address this
concern, future research might strive to replicatefindings, or extend them to the context
of organizations with differing characteristicsthmse of the present sample. Future research
could also examine TMT contingency factors, sucpasical will and skill (Ferris et al.,
2005; Kapoutsis et al., 2017; Pettigrew and McNul895) and trust (McAllister, 1995),
because the ability of top managers to handleipekkillfully, and trust in one another’s
abilities to do so, are likely to be key additiofedtors that shape the processes and outcomes
of political actions.

An unexpected result was our inability to detestatistically significant moderation
effect of cognitive consensus. Given that conserssasomplex, multi-dimensional
construct (cf. Kellermans et al., 2005; Tarakalet2014), further theorizing and empirical
investigations are required to more precisely ustded the effects of cognitive consensus
(and related constructs such as diversity). Siocsensus and diversity can be
operationalized in different ways (cf. Hodgkinsard&parrow, 2002; Kellermans et al.,
2005; Tarakci et al 2014), theorizing accordinght® differing dimensions of consensus or
diversity will yield further useful insights.

Finally, in line with the recommendation of Agwsret al. (2018), future research
might profitably address with greater precisionfibeal level of analysis. In our case we
focused on individual decisions, and we controftadthe influence of different decision
types with a series of dummy variables. Howevedyriresearch might consider sampling
only certain types of decision, and researcheraldhensure careful alignment between the
level of analysis and the outcome variable studidée. decision process underpinning any
one decision may exert only very weak effects @anizational performance owing to the

numerous exogenous influences that determine peaioce. Hence, focusing on decision
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guality as the outcome variable enables the momeddiate relationship between the
strategic decision process and its outcomes teddated, and avoids causal ordering

ambiguity (Elbanna, 2006).

Practical implications

Since political behavior is inevitable during ségic decision-making and, left
unbridled, jeopardizes decision quality, develo@ngMT with the ability to limit the
damage caused by politics is of paramount impoganc

Our findings highlight the importance of TMT powdcentralization and behavioral
integration as central to a TMT's ability to weakée negative effects of political behavior
on decision quality. Hence, organizations shouilizatselective hiring (Evans and Butler,
2011) to recruit top managers—and in particular &@ho are naturally predisposed to
shared decision-making, close collaboration, aedrde exchange of information and ideas.
Of particular importance is the need to identifg anurture senior executives with a servant
leadership style, not least because leaders cleatd by this particular style of leadership
have a tendency to promote power sharing and & src®ommunity (Spears, 1996).
Similarly, CEOs with a collectivist orientation tes group harmony and more readily
emphasize the goals of the group over their petsotaests (Simsek et al., 2005).

Further, strategy away days, strategic retreats s&rategic off-sites are specific
practices that provide a practical means for bngditrong relationships among top managers
(Hodgkinson et al., 2006). In particular, strategyay days that are carefully designed with
clear objectives and a small number of participards facilitate interpersonal contact, foster
cohesion, and build a shared identity (Healey .efll5)—essential traits for TMTs to
manage political behavior more effectively andsandoing, create the enabling conditions

for enhancing the quality of their decision proessand outcomes.
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Finally, formal team interaction training—teachitogp managers how to function
better as a team—is another activity that can lheed to foster behavioral integration, and
to work more effectively in the uncertain and dymaoontext of strategic decision-making.
This type of training entails TMTs learning howalter their coordination practices, adjust
their patterns of communication, and even reassitps to ensure effective task execution
(Marks et al., 2000). Formal team interaction tiregncan thus equip top managers with the
skills to use politics more judiciously for the ledih of the decision at hand, and to respond

more appropriately to the political actions of othe

Conclusion

Most strategic decisions are ultimately politiczfl Johnson, 1987, 1988; Pettigrew,
1973, 1985; Pfeffer, 1981), and prior empiricakaash has tended to emphasize the
damaging effects of political behavior on such diecis and attendant organizational
outcomes (cf. Buchanan, 2008; Mintzberg, 1983;eStier, 2008). However, strategic
decision theory has not yet adequately explained T Ts cope with the inevitable politics
in play. In particular, prior to the study reporiadhis article, there has been a paucity of
work that has examined directly the underlying pgjyogical mechanisms that enable some
teams to withstand the corrosive effects of pdltlmehavior. Addressing this shortfall, we
have theorized that TMTs characterized by highliegécognitive consensus, power
decentralization and behavioral integration fargdbeelative to their counterparts marked by
lower levels of these contingent variables. Suppgrour theorizing, our findings indicate
that political behavior need not be as universadlgnaging as previous accounts have

suggested.
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Theoretical model.
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Moderating effects of behavioral integration on tékationship between political

behavior and decision quality.

Table 1
Outline description of the measures employed irsthdy.
Measures Data Items Source
source
Decision quality | Second 1. Quality of decision relative to its original Amason
informant | intent; (1996)
2. Quality of decision given its effect on company
performance;
3. Overall quality of decision
Political behavior | First The extent to which: Elbanna
informant and Child

1. TMT members were primarily preoccupied by (2007)
their own individual interests, or acted in the
interests of the company.

2. TMT members were open with each other
about their interests and preferences relatedeto| th
decision.

3. TMT members used power to defend their
interests and preferences.

4. The decision affected by bargaining among
TMT members

5. TMT members formed alliances with each
other in order to get their points of view on the
table.
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6. TMT members tended to hide and/or distort
information to defend their points of view.

Cognitive
consensus

First
informant

Extent to which TMT members agreed about:
1. The best way to maximize the company’s lof
term profitability.

2. What the company’s goal priorities should be.

3. The best way to ensure the company’s long-
term survival.

4. Which company objectives should be
considered most important.

Miller et
1@l. (1998)

h)

Power
decentralization

First
informant

Whether the decision was made:

1. By the CEO alone;

2. By the CEO in consultation with one or very
few TMT members;

3. By the CEO in consultation with most or all g
the TMT members;

4. By the entire TMT as a group.

Cao et al.
(2010)

Behavioral
integration

First
informant

1. When a TMT member was busy, other TMT
members often volunteered to help manage thg
workload:;

2. TMT members were flexible about switching
responsibilities to make things easier for each
other;

3. TMT members were willing to help each othg
complete jobs and meet deadlines;

4. TMT members usually let each other know
when their actions would affect another membe
work;

5. TMT members had a clear understanding of
joint problems and needs of other members;

6. TMT members discussed their expectations
each other;

7. The ideas that TMT members exchanged we
of high quality;

8. The solutions that TMT members exchanged
were of high quality;

9. The dialogue among TMT members produce
high level of creativity and innovativeness.

Simsek et
> al. (2005)

Br

da

Past Performance
(control)

FAME data

ROA for the five years preceding the sieci.

Papadakis
et al.
(1998)

Firm size
(control)

FAME data

Number of full time employees in the ydar
decision was made.

Dean and
Sharfman
(1993)

Environmental
hostility
(control)

First
informant

The business environment was:

1. Very risky; a false step can mean the
company'’s undoing;

2. Very stressful, exacting, hostile; very hard to
keep afloat;

3. A dominating environment, in which your
company'’s initiatives count for very little againg

Elbanna
and Child
(2007)

—

the tremendous forces of your business or political

environment.

Procedural

First

1. How extensively did TMT membersk for

Dean and
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rationality informant information in making this decision? Sharfman
(control) 2. How extensively did TMT members analyze | (1996)
relevant information before making the decision?
3. There are some techniques which may be used
to get more information for taking a decision (e|g.
performing quantitative analysis, conducting
feasibility studies, using consultants). To what
extent did the TMT members rely on such
techniques in making this decision?
4. How effective were TMT members at focusing
their attention on crucial information and ignoring
irrelevant information?
5. Please describe the process that had the mast
influence on this decision, 1=most analytical,
7=mostly intuitive.
Decision type Both Detailed written description provided by Papadakis
(control) informants | informants and then coded as one of: new et al.
business investment decision; investments in | (1998)

capital equipment; investment in the marketing
domain; internal reorganization investment. All

measured using (0/1) dummies.
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics, scale reliabilities anddstwariable intercorrelations.
Variables Mean | s.d.| Coefficient| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Alpha
Reliabilities
1. Decision quality 5.68 1.25 0.91 0.88
2. Political behavior 242 101 0.74 -0.30 0.58
(0.00)
3. Investment in new 0.21 0.41 Dummy | -0.09 0.01 -
business (0/1) (0.33) | (0.96)
4. Investment in capital 0.10 0.30 Dummy 0.07 0.00 -0.17 -
equipment (0/1) (0.44) | (0.97) (0.06)
5. Investment in the 0.46 0.50 Dummy | -0.03 -0.12 -0.47 -0.31 -
marketing domain (0/1) (0.76) | (0.19) (0.00) | (0.00)
6. Investment in 0.23 0.42 Dummy 0.07 0.14 -0.28 -0.19 | -0.51 -
reorganization (0/1) (0.46) | (0.14) (0.00) | (0.05)| (0.00)
7. Past performance 1.09 3.25 Secondary0.01 -0.10 0.02 0.02 | -0.08 0.06 -
FAME data | (0.94) | (0.29) (0.84)| (0.81)| (0.37) | (0.49)
8. Firm size 178 113 Secondary 0.07 0.01 -0.07 0.20 | 0.01 -0.09 0.06 -
FAME data | (0.45) | (0.93) (0.46) | (0.03)| (0.89) | (0.33) | (0.56)
9. Environmental hostility] 4.34 1.25 0.78 0.08 | 0.00 -0.19 0.10 | 0.00 0.11 -0.23 0.09 0.74
(0.38) | (0.98) (0.04)| (0.30)| (0.98) | (0.25) | (0.01) | (0.31)
10. Procedural rationality 487 114 0.82 0.32 -0.20 0.02 0.07 | -0.20 0.17 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.71
(0.00) | (0.03) (0.82) | (0.46)| (0.03) | (0.07) | (0.32) | (0.32) | (0.44)
11. Cognitive consensus 5.44 1.13 0.91 0.32-0.25 -0.03 0.06 | -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.09 0.13 0.27 0.85
(0.00) | (0.01) (0.73)| (0.50)| (0.96) | (0.92) | (0.95) | (0.36) | (0.16) | (0.00)
12. Power 2.81 | 0.75] Singleitem 0.22| -0.06 0.07 0.16 | -0.16 0.00 -0.23 0.07 -0.19 0.21 0.02 -
decentralization (0.02) | (0.55) (0.45)| (0.09)| (0.09) | (0.98) | (0.01) | (0.44) | (0.04) | (0.02) | (0.80)
13. Behavioral integratiory 5.00 | 1.05 0.91 0.38 | -0.47 -0.12 0.10 | 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.09 0.06 0.46 0.37 0.12 0.74
(0.00) | (0.00) (0.20)| (0.28)| (0.78) | (0.91) | (0.88) | (0.31) | (0.53) | (0.00) | (0.00) | (0.18)

n = 117;p values are presented in parentheses; Note: Avem@ace extracted estimates are presented indpotbe leading diagonal.




Table 3

Rotated factor patterns.

Decision processes

TMT characteristics

Environmerdnd decision
outcomes

Items

Factor 1
procedural
rationality

Factor 2
political
behavior

Factor 1
behavioral
integration

Factor 2
coghnitive
consensus

Factor 1
environmental
hostility

Factor 2
decision quality

Extensively looking for information

0.83

Analyzing information

0.86

Techniques for obtaining information

0.68

Focusing on crucial information

0.66

Analytical decision process

0.79

Preoccupation with individual interests

0.52

Openness about interests and preferences

0.57

Using power

0.69

Bargaining

0.73

Alliance formation

0.65

Hiding and distorting information

0.72

Volunteering to manage workload

0.74

Switching responsibilities

0.84

Helping each other

0.92

Warning team members when actions would affectrethe

0.80

Clear understanding of joint problems and needs

700

Discussing expectations

0.55

Exchanging high quality ideas

0.81

Exchanging high quality solutions

0.77

Dialogue producing creativity and innovativeness

0.78

Maximizing profitability

0.91

Goal priorities

0.87

Long-term survival

0.89

Most important objectives

0.83

Risky environment

0.85

Hard to keep afloat

0.87

Dominating environment

0.79

Decision quality relative to original intent

Decision quality given effect on company perfornganc

0.91

Overall decision quality

0.95

Eigenvalue

3.79

2.36

6.31

2.47

2.63

2.05

% of variance

34%

21%

49%

19%

44%

34%




Table 4

Results of the hierarchical regression analysislémision quality.

47

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5
Controls: B P B P B P B P B P
Investment in new business -0.12 0.3( -0.10 0.36 0.11- 0.32 -0.13 0.23 -0.08 0.45
Investment in capital equipment 0.00 0.97 -0.04 20.7 -0.05 0.62 -0.04 0.67 -0.05 0.58
Investment in marketing -0.07 0.58 -0.05 0.6p 80.0 0.51 -0.08 0.48 -0.10 0.39
Past performance -0.04 0.65 0.04 0.70 0.03 0.72 200 081 0.04 0.67
Firm size 0.04 0.66 0.01 0.91 0.01 0.95 -0.01 0.93 -0.02 0.86
Environmental hostility 0.03 0.77 0.07 0.47 0.0Y 440. 0.07 0.49 0.09 0.34
Procedural rationality 0.26 0.01 0.12 0.25 0.11 70.2| 0.08 0.41 0.04 0.72
Political behavior (H1) -0.26 0.01 -0.15 0.13 -0.14 0.15 -0.12 0.21 -0.08 0.40
Moderators:
Cognitive consensus 0.17 0.06 0.15 0.14 0.16 0.11 0.22 0.02
Power decentralization 0.19 0.05 0.18 0.07 0.18 .060 0.16 0.10
Behavioral integration 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.12 0.14 .200 0.11 0.32
Interactions:
Palitical behavior x cognitive 0.10 0.26 0.09 0.30 0.00 0.98
consensus (H2)
Political behavior x power 0.19 0.04 0.08 0.40
decentralization (H3)
Political behavior x behavioral 0.29 0.01
integration (H4)
R2 0.18 0.25 0.26 0.29 0.34
AR? due to step 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.26 0.03 0.04] 0.05 0.0
n=117;

Standardized regression coefficients are shown;

Investments in reorganization were used as the dzegory and thus naturally excluded from theetabl
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