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Introduction 

 

An understanding of group dynamics is a critical component of successful fundraising 

management. Teams are commonplace in fundraising and a manager may be responsible for 

managing a work group that could include both employees and volunteers. These individuals 

may be based out of one office, or there may be sub-groups working from different locations 

around the country. He/she may even have responsibility for virtual groups as many charities 

now switch to home working to cut down on overhead costs, particularly when a ‘local’ presence 

is required in many disparate areas of the country. To add to this complexity, there will also be 

occasions when supporters are actively involved in the fundraising process and may even 

become part of a team working to encourage others to give to the organisation. Many larger 
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 Distinguish between a work group and team 
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charities have major gift committees, for example, that include donors, board members, 

community leaders, etc. and a fundraiser may therefore have responsibility for maximising the 

performance and the satisfaction of this highly diverse group. 

 

In this chapter we will therefore examine the issue of group dynamics and study how people 

interact in group/team contexts. We will look at what motivates people to participate in teams 

and the factors that drive their performance. We will also examine the characteristics of effective 

teams and how fundraisers might lead these to improve their impact on the organisation. We 

begin, however, by discussing the nature of groups and how these might differ from teams. 

 

The Nature of Groups 

 

Robbins and Judge (2007, p. 300) define a group as: 

 

“two or more individuals, interacting and interdependent, who have come together to 

achieve particular objectives.” 

 

According to these authors, groups may be either: 

 

Formal – Where the nature and role of the group is defined by an organisation’s structure and/or 

work assignments. The activities of these groups are guided by the mission and objectives of the 

organisation. A group of regional fundraisers coming together to plan a fundraising event would 

be a common example of a formal group.  



 

Informal – Where the nature and composition of the group is not formally defined by the 

organisation. Typically, informal groups are formed by employees to enhance their own 

satisfaction and enjoyment. Individuals may come together to have lunch together, or to socialise 

either inside or outside of the work environment. They can often generate significant social 

bonds and thus if the goals of the group are congruent with the goals of the organisation, they 

can be a significant force for good. Where this is not the case they can be a significant barrier to 

change, posing challenges to the organisations management whenever this is proposed. Because 

of the status and social benefits such groups confer, members can be highly resistant to change or 

management moves to disband them.  

 

On balance though, informal groups tend to be a force for good. They can be key to motivation 

in the work environment as they satisfy a number of the social needs of both employees and 

volunteers. From previous chapters the reader will appreciate how significant these needs can be, 

particularly for volunteers, where the social interaction may even be the primary reason for their 

involvement. It is therefore important for managers to recognise the significance of informal 

groups and to encourage their development where appropriate. Consideration may thus be given 

to designing patterns of work, or even the design of the workplace itself to foster this interaction. 

 

 

 

 

 



Sayles (1957) further subdivides groups into: 

 

Command Groups – Which are determined by the relevant section of the organisational chart 

indicating the individuals who report to a particular manager. These individuals are referred to as 

their command group. 

 

Task Groups – Which are again organisationally determined. Task groups comprise all those 

individuals necessary to complete a given task. The membership may be drawn from a command 

group but it can also stretch into other (related) areas of work. A task group to promote legacies, 

for example, may involve individuals working in the realm of campaigning, service provision, 

and branding. 

 

Interest Groups – Which are not organisationally defined. Such groups consist of individuals 

who band together to achieve a specific objective; such as a change in the working environment, 

working conditions, or to support a peer with a grievance against the organisation.  

 

Friendship Groups – Comprise individuals who elect to come together for their own satisfaction 

and enjoyment. Typically, these are individuals who share common characteristics or interests, 

such as football, music, etc. They therefore extend beyond the work environment. 

 

Other authors view the distinction between command and task groups as the difference between 

a group and a team. Robbins and Judge (2007), for example, see work groups as individuals who 

interact to share information and make decisions that assist each group member in performing 



their role. They don’t engage in collective work, or expend joint effort, so the performance of the 

group is merely the sum of the performance of all its members. 

 

Teams, by contrast, are groups of individuals who come together to solve a particular problem or 

complete a particular task. They are thus highly dependent on each other for success and expend 

considerable coordinated effort to complete their work. As a consequence, there can be a good 

deal of synergy created with the result that the output from the team is much greater than would 

have been the sum of the individual efforts of all its members. It is this synergy that has driven 

recent management interest in team working and many organisations now create teams of 

fundraisers that have responsibility for their own field of operations. There can thus be a legacy 

team, a direct marketing team, an events team, etc. 

 

 

Types of Teams 

There are four key categories of work team of interest in fundraising: 

1) Problem Solving Teams - These typically comprise groups of 5 to 12 individuals brought 

together by the organisation to look for ways of improving the efficiency and effectiveness of 

its fundraising, improving worker/volunteer satisfaction, etc. 

2) Self Managed Work Teams – The defining characteristic of these teams is the fact that they 

take responsibility for their own supervision, including the planning and execution of their 

work, problem solving as required and liaising with key suppliers. Again, they might 

typically comprise 5 to 10 members working on one form of fundraising or income 

generation. 



3) Cross Functional Teams – In this case, membership comprises individuals of the same 

hierarchical level or ‘rank’ within the organisation. They are drawn from different functional 

areas to work on a specific task. A charity designing or redesigning its web presence may 

thus assemble individuals from fundraising, campaigning, service provision, and IT to plan 

and develop the site and associated communications.  

4) Virtual Teams – The increasing technological sophistication of many voluntary organisations 

and the desire to facilitate home working has led to an increased use of virtual work teams. 

Here individuals work together on specific tasks, on either a temporary or permanent basis, 

but meet only rarely (if at all) face-to-face. Instead they meet through media such as Skype, 

video/tele-conferencing, e-mail, etc. 

 

The structure of each team is illustrated in Figure 18.1. 

 

 

Figure 18.1 – Types of Team 

 

 



Stages of Team Development 

 

Anyone who has been part of a team, either at work or as part of their education, will be aware 

that the dynamics of that team can change over time. While they may be initially cautious in 

expressing themselves, as the team members get to know one another they begin to lose some 

inhibitions and become more vocal. This can lead to conflict between two or more members and 

make take time to resolve before the team can function effectively as a unit. These various stages 

of development are well documented with Tuckman (1965) identifying that groups typically pass 

through five stages of development. 

 

1) Forming – As the members come together for the first time there may be uncertainty 

about the purpose of the group, what it is designed to achieve, and by when. There may 

also be some ambiguity about how it will be structured and who will lead and be 

responsible for its output. At this stage members learn how to interact with their peers 

and test what responses and behaviours are acceptable. As this becomes clearer, team 

members will conclude this phase by identifying themselves as a member of the group. 

 

2) Storming – In this stage participants accept the existence of the group but begin to rail 

against the constraints it imposes. There may also be clashes of will as one or more 

members argue about who should lead the group and how it will be organised. When this 

phase is complete a hierarchy will emerge and the pattern of organisation will be clear.  

 



3) Norming  – In this stage members of the team will assimilate a common set of 

expectations about how the group will behave. Close relationships between group 

members will begin to develop and team members will experience a group identity and a 

degree of camaraderie. This stage closes when the norms of behaviour are fully 

assimilated.  

 

4) Performing – As the name suggests, groups in this phase are fully functional. Members 

are fully accepting of the structure and the roles they must fulfil. The focus is now firmly 

on task completion rather than getting to know one another. 

 

5) Adjourning Stage -  Some work teams are set up for a short term purpose such as 

arranging an event or conducting a particular campaign or appeal. When these tasks draw 

to a close the emphasis switches to concluding the activities and preparing for 

disbandment. Some group members may feel a high degree of satisfaction that the task is 

accomplished, while others may experience a sense of loss as the social interaction and 

camaraderie is lost.  

 

The model appears to hold true for many different types of teams in a multitude of different 

situations, but there is some disagreement about when groups are at their most effective. It is 

generally accepted that groups become more effective as they progress through each of the first 4 

stages, but not all groups follow this model. In some circumstances a degree of conflict can 

actually aid performance so some groups may be most effective at the storming phase (McGrew 

et al, 1999). This might be the case where a group has been formed to generate new fundraising 



ideas or think of new approaches. More progress may be made where people are still prepared to 

express honest opinions rather than adhere to group norms. Equally, some research has indicated 

that it is possible for groups to engage in multiple steps simultaneously and even to regress to a 

previous stage (George and Jessop, 1997). Finally, the model has been criticised because it takes 

little account of context. Ginnett (1990) cites the example of flight crews who may meet only 

minutes before a departure and yet must immediately progress to the performing stage. After all, 

most passengers wouldn’t be comfortable with the notion of their flight crews storming (stage 2) 

at around 30,000 feet! For most fundraising contexts, however, the model does provide a useful 

framework for managers and team leaders to reflect on the normal development of their teams. 

 

That said, one of the more interesting strands of research on group dynamics has shown that 

certain types of teams can behave very differently (Gersick, 1988). In the fundraising context, 

some teams are formed for specific periods of time; perhaps to plan for an event or to develop a 

specific campaign. Temporary groups working to deadlines tend to conform to the ‘Punctuated 

Equilibrium Model’ which is depicted in Figure 18.2. In this case, during their first meeting the 

team will develop a framework of behavioural patterns and assumptions that define how the 

problem or issues will be approached. These rules then guide the group for the first half of its life 

and are typically pretty rigidly interpreted. In other words the group has a ‘set’ way of 

approaching the issue. A period of inertia follows where the group pursues this approach, even in 

the face of contradictory evidence suggesting that it may not be working. What is fascinating 

about Gersick’s work is that teams exhibit a transition at the halfway point during their life and 

seemingly always at this point. It appears to make no difference that some teams come together 

for a matter of hours, while others may work together for months.  It is as though teams working 



to deadlines experience a form of mid-life crisis realising that they are halfway through the 

allotted time and then regroup and radically reshape their approach. The transition is thus 

characterised by a burst of changes and the adoption of new perspectives. In Phase 2 a new 

equilibrium emerges followed by a new period of inertia where the new approach is 

implemented. The group’s last meeting is characterised by final burst of activity to complete the 

activity or task. As we noted earlier Seers and Woodruff (1997) stress that this model is limited 

to temporary task groups working under time constraints only. 

 

 

Figure 18.2 – The Punctuated Equilibrium Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Impact of Team Properties and Performance 

 

In arranging for a task to be completed (or a problem to be addressed) the first decision a 

fundraising manager may have to take is whether to leave responsibility for its completion to an 

individual or whether to create a group for this purpose.  In situations where a breadth of 

expertise or problem-solving skill is required, there may be little option but to assemble a group. 

But equally there are many situations where a genuine choice does exist. Many tasks can either 

be broken down into their component parts and handled by individuals or they can be tackled 

holistically by a group. In reaching this decision the evidence from research is that the very 

presence of other people can actually facilitate individual performance (Zajonc, 1965). This is 

known as the social facilitation effect and arises in contexts where tasks are relatively 

straightforward and well-rehearsed. Having other people around seems to act as a motivating 

factor. It is interesting to note that this social facilitation is pervasive across species. Even 

chickens and cockroaches appear to perform simple tasks better in the presence of others of their 

species (Vecchio, 1991). By contrast, where tasks are complex and require a good deal of 

concentration, the presence of others can be a detriment. This is known as the social inhibition 

effect. Managers must therefore consider the nature of the work that must be accomplished and 

take their team versus individual decisions accordingly. 

 

Where teams are required a number of factors will drive their performance. 

 

 



Group Size 

Groups of 5 to 7 are commonly found in the workplace and is argued that groups of this size can 

work well because there is enough scope to bring in a breadth of relevant expertise while 

avoiding some of the difficulties inherent in larger group sizes. Research tells us that larger 

groups can be cumbersome with more formalised ‘rules’ necessary to control the volume of 

participants and their contributions. These rules though can slow down decision-making, lead to 

the isolation of some group members, or even lead to the creation of sub-groups, of which some 

may not be fully committed to the task. Satisfaction can also be lower in larger groups as 

communication is less personal, social bonds are weaker, and there are fewer opportunities to 

participate.  

 

 

Composition 

As we alluded to above the composition of the group will also be an issue. Managers need to 

reflect on the skills a team will require and match the right individuals with the right skills to the 

appropriate team. Groups with a diverse range of skills tend to outperform teams that lack such 

diversity, at least in problem solving situations (Shaw, 1981). The key though is that all the 

selected skills, however diverse they might be, should all be relevant to the task.  

 

Roles 

Managers must also consider the role(s) that each individual will be expected to play in the 

group/team situation. The word ‘role’ is used in this context to define the differentiated set of 

activities each participant will perform. Three categories of role exist: 



 

1) Expected Role – This is the formal role as defined by managers, peers, or current 

incumbents 

2) Perceived Role – The set of activities the individual believes he/she is expected to 

perform, which may or may not conform to the ‘expected’ role 

3) Enacted Role – The actual set of activities the individual performs 

 

Figure 18.3 presents the relationships between these concepts. The process begins with the 

setting of standards by managers and, if appropriate, peers and subordinates. These standards are 

then communicated to the individual. If the process of communication is imperfect, the 

individual will form a perception of their role that may differ from the expected standards. This 

can happen as a consequence of the individual receiving incomplete or partial information giving 

rise to role ambiguity. They can also receive conflicting messages from different managers or 

peers making it impossible for the post-holder to reconcile all the demands placed on them. This 

can lead to role conflict. Finally, as the role is enacted, the individual may have difficulty in 

fulfilling their perceived role if insufficient time and resources are available to complete the task. 

Evaluators will observe the enacted role and draw conclusions about the extent to which it meets 

the standards they have set.  One iteration through the model is known as a role episode. 

 

 



 

Figure 18.3 – A Role Episode 

 

Opinions differ on the extent to which role ambiguity and role conflict should be regarded as 

undesirable and to be avoided. Robbins (1974) determined that moderate degrees of conflict and 

ambiguity can actually have positive effects. Jobs that lack these dimensions can be regarded as 

being bland and uninspiring. In the team context, managers or team leaders must therefore reflect 

on the level of guidance or rules that will be imposed. Some conflict may actually aid creativity 

and problem solving and allow individuals to draw on strengths that may otherwise be 

constrained. 

 

 

Team Roles 

We have thus far focused on individual expertise and the functional roles that they might play in 

a team. These are all legitimate factors in deciding on team membership, but there are other 

considerations too. Notable here is the concept of a team role. While everyone brings work 

experience and expertise to the table, people also bring their favoured ways of behaving in a 

team setting. Some may like to take charge, while others focus on the completion of the task. 

Others will want to question the approach and look outside the team for further information and 

counsel. There will also be individuals who tend to be good at generating ideas, while perhaps 



being less competent at sifting the good from the bad, or seeing them through to completion. All 

these different roles are team roles. 

 

A key researcher in this field, Dr Meredith Belbin conducted numerous studies at Henley 

Management College in the UK over a period of nine years. His team studied the behaviour of 

managers from all over the world in a variety of team situations (Belbin, 1981; 2003). Those 

participating in the study completed a battery of psychometric tests and were then placed in 

teams of varying composition to take part in a complex management exercise. Participants' core 

personality traits, intellectual styles, and behaviours were assessed during the simulation. As the 

research progressed, different clusters of behaviour were identified. These were the team roles 

we refer to above. A summary of the roles identified by Belbin is provided in Exhibit 18.1. 

Individuals typically have a dominant team role that they ‘prefer’ to perform, with a secondary 

role that they could perform if called on to do so.  



 

Exhibit 18.1 – Belbin Team Roles 

 



Belbin’s work is highly significant since it tells us that the most effective teams tend to be those 

that comprise a mix of different team personalities. There is no such thing as a ‘bad’ or even a 

‘good’ team personality. The strength lies in creating a balance. In seeking to optimise team 

performance, managers might thus decide membership on the basis of both the work and team 

roles an individual may be able to perform. There are a variety of different team personality 

assessment tools available but the Belbin team personalities have been developed with 

considerable rigour and been shown to be good predictors of overall team performance. They can 

be found online at www.belbin.com.  

 

 

Cohesiveness 

Cohesiveness is a key concept in team performance. It is defined as the degree to which 

members are attracted to each other and are motivated to stay in the group (Keyton and 

Springston, 1990). Generally, the greater the degree of cohesion the greater the performance of 

the team will be (Mullen and Cooper, 1994). But the strength of this relationship depends on the 

performance norms established by the group. Where norms are high, a highly cohesive group 

will outperform a non-cohesive group, but where performance norms are low and cohesiveness 

high, productivity will be low. If you think about it this makes sense. Highly cohesive groups 

think and act as one. If the performance norms are low all participants will tend to follow this 

lead. These relationships are depicted in Figure 18.4. 

http://www.belbin.com/


 

Figure 18.4 – Relationship Between Group cohesiveness, Performance Norms and Productivity 

Source: Robbins, Stephen P., Judse, Timothy A., Organizational Behavior, 12th © 2007. Printed 

and electronically reproduced by permission of Pearson Education Inc., Upper Saddle River, 

New Jersey 

 

The capacity for enhanced productivity aside, cohesiveness confers other benefits: 

1) Satisfaction – Members of cohesive teams tend to experience higher levels of satisfaction 

than teams that lack cohesion. Members gain value from the strength of their mutual 

bonds 

2) Cohesive groups can generate a strong sense of shared identity or ‘we-ness.’ While this 

can be desirable it can also lead to hostility to other groups who may be in competition 

for resources. Cohesive groups can come to believe that they are in some sense ‘superior’ 



3) Cohesion can also prove a significant barrier to change. It may be necessary for the group 

membership or for the way it approaches its work, to change. This can be threatening as 

both can offer considerable utility to group members. As a consequence, change can 

often be strongly resisted 

 

The link between performance and cohesion can outweigh many of these potential 

disadvantages. For this reason it is typically viewed as a desirable quality in teams. For managers 

seeking to build it Gibson et al (1994) suggest: 

 

1) Making the group size smaller – We have already talked about the optimum size of team 

for many tasks being around 5 to 7 individuals. For teams above this size a reduction in 

membership would make it easier for social bonds and communication to develop which 

in turn build cohesiveness 

2) Encouraging agreement on goals – When individuals ‘buy-in’ to the desirability of 

achieving team goals they are likely to expend greater effort in making the team function. 

This too facilitates cohesion 

3) Increasing the time the team spends together – This may seem a little obvious, but 

allowing the individuals space to foster inter-personal relationships is frequently a viable 

option 

4) Increasing the status of the team – This has the impact of making membership more 

desirable. In the fundraising context, this might be achieved by empowering the team to 

take more of its own decisions or enhancing the package of benefits available to 

participants 



5) Offering group rather than individual rewards – This has the effect of increasing reliance 

on other group members for the attainment of desired outcomes, such as bonuses for the 

achievement of a target.  Increasing the inter-reliance of team members increases 

cohesion. People make more of an effort to work together because it is in their best 

interest to do so 

6) Physically isolating the team – Maximising the amount of social contact the individual 

has with other members of their team and minimising the amount of contact they may 

have with others will increase cohesion. For this reason (and to minimise distractions) 

many organisations plan ‘retreats’ into the schedule for specific teams, where they can 

meet outside of the normal work environment and bond as a team 

 

 

 

Group Decision-Making 

 

Individual Versus Group 

As we highlighted above, the quality of decision-making by groups can be superior to that of 

individuals. Involving a greater number of people in decision-making makes it possible to draw 

on more complete information and knowledge. A wider and more diverse range of possible 

solutions will be considered and the very act of involving individuals can often achieve a much 

higher degree of ‘buy-in’ to the conclusions drawn. 

 



There are of course some negatives too. Groups take time to assemble and while these 

individuals are working as a group there is an opportunity cost as they will not be engaged in 

completing their usual role and responsibilities.  Some groups can be dominated by one or two 

strong personalities who control and shape the discussion, making it difficult for everyone to 

express a view (particularly dissent). It may also not be clear who has ultimate responsibility for 

the consequences of the groups actions or decisions which can in turn drive greater risk taking 

behaviour because of the loss of accountability. 

 

Whether to opt for individual or group decision-making is therefore a tough issue for managers 

to address. On balance, the right choice probably depends on the management objectives. If 

he/she is looking for accuracy then a group decision is probably superior because of the wider 

range of views that will be taken into consideration. Gigone and Hastie (1997) do caution, 

however, that while the team decision may generally be more accurate it will be less accurate 

than the view of the most accurate group member. If speed is a primary consideration individual 

decision making will be preferred, while if creativity or securing ‘buy-in’ are more significant 

issues then opting for a group decision is a better way to go (Swap, 1984). 

 

 

Groupthink 

Where groups are selected to take decisions, management need to be aware of the capacity for 

groups to develop what Janis (1972) referred to as groupthink.  It arises as a consequence of the 

norms of behaviour that are generated as the group dynamic evolves. These norms can create a 



degree of pressure for conformity which can hinder or even deter the consideration of unusual or 

conflicting views. Janis identified eight symptoms of groupthink: 

 

1. An Illusion of Invulnerability – The group can come to view itself as having greater 

control over the consequences of its actions than is actually the case. This enhanced level 

of confidence can drive groups to take much riskier decisions than individual managers  

2. Rationalisation – The group norms can become so powerful that members tend to 

discredit any information or evidence that conflicts with the consensus view of the group. 

The focus shifts to deliberately seeking information that reinforces this view and ignoring 

any alternative data or signals 

3. Negative Stereotyping – Which flows from (2) above. Groups can begin to view others 

who threaten their views in a stereotypical way.  ‘They don’t agree with us, but that’s 

because they are in competition with us for resources. We’d expect them to say that, 

wouldn’t we?’ 

4. Assumption of Morality – Groups can come to view themselves as highly ethical while 

they see others as inherently immoral. In groupthink situations groups can be led to 

morally questionable decisions which they justify by reference to a higher moral ideal, 

e.g. ‘we must take this approach so we can meet all the needs of our beneficiaries’    

5. Pressure to Conform – The group exerts a powerful influence on its membership to 

conform to the consensus view. It becomes increasingly difficult, even for those members 

who may have concerns, to express a dissenting opinion. Rather than create conflict they 

exceed to the dominant view 



6. Self-censorship – Allied to the above, each member may carefully begin to monitor their 

own contributions, checking them against the consensus view and filtering out anything 

that might be regarded as ‘disloyal’ or ‘inappropriate’ 

7. An Illusion of Unanimity – The strength of the behavioural norms is such that any 

reservations members might have are stifled. This creates the impression of unanimous 

endorsement of the group approach or decisions when in reality a number of individuals 

may disagree 

8. Mindguards – These can be thought of as the mental equivalent of body guards. Instead 

of guarding the person, individuals acting as mindguards protect the group leadership 

from dissenting perspectives. They act to deflect objections or to bury information that 

might challenge the current perspective 

 

Groupthink therefore poses a significant challenge to management, particularly in the case of 

groups where there is a high degree of cohesion. In a sense, cohesion can breed groupthink so 

steps need to be taken to minimise the risk of this phenomenon developing. Team leaders need to 

take steps such as deliberately encouraging dissenting views, actively assigning individuals to 

seek out challenging perspectives, and allowing relevant experts from outside the team to sit in 

and offer their input.  There are also procedural safeguards that might be put in place, such as 

creating a formal ‘space’ when a last chance to raise any doubts can be given to all participants. 

 

 

 

 



Group Decision-Making Techniques 

Robbins and Judge (2007) identify four approaches to group decision-making: 

 

1) Interacting Groups – These are by far the most common. Groups of various sizes come 

together face-to-face and engage in verbal and non-verbal communication as they work to 

reach a decision. While commonplace these groups can often be subject to groupthink 

and can censor creative or radical alternatives as a consequence 

2) Brainstorming – Here the group leader states problem and then participants are invited to 

contribute any and all solutions they can see. No criticism is permitted at this stage and 

all the alternatives are recorded, perhaps on a whiteboard or flipchart for later discussion. 

When every contribution has been secured the group then works down through the 

suggestions evaluating the alternatives and discussing them until a consensus view is 

achieved 

3) Nominal Group Technique – Which has similarities to brainstorming but restricts 

discussion during the decision-making process, hence the term nominal. When these 

groups meet each member writes down their ideas on the problem. After this silent 

period, each group member presents one idea to the group. There is still no discussion 

but, as previously, the ideas are recorded. When all the ideas have been presented the 

group discusses each idea and evaluates them. Each group member then silently rank-

orders all the ideas they have heard. The idea that emerges with the highest ranking is the 

final decision. Research has indicated that groups of this nature tend to outperform 

brainstorming groups (Faure, 2004) 

 



4) Electronic Meeting – These are proving increasingly popular as organisations continue to 

embrace modern technology. In this case, the group sits around in a horseshoe shape 

facing a screen and are equipped with a PC or laptop. As the issues are presented 

participants are invited to enter their views via their keyboard. They appear on screen but 

are anonymised so that no-one is aware of the original author. Proponents of the method 

argue that this leads to greater levels of honesty in response as even unpopular views can 

be articulated. It is also argued that the method can speed up decision-making as there is 

no opportunity for the social loafing that might otherwise take place in groups. Studies, 

however, have shown that electronic meetings may actually be less effective, take up 

more time, and result in reduced participant satisfaction (Baltes et al, 2002). 

 

 

Managing Conflict 

 

Thomas (1992) defines conflict as: 

 

“a process that begins when one party perceives that another party has negatively affected 

or is about to negatively affect something that the first party cares about.” 

 

There are many scenarios in fundraising where conflict can occur, either within a team or 

between teams, as different functions within an organisation compete with each other for 

resources, status, and power. Stereotypically, fundraising often finds itself in conflict with other 

‘marketing’ related teams such as the communications team (typically responsible for the 



marketing of the organisation and its branding) and the campaigning or service marketing teams. 

Such teams can disagree on communication priorities, styles, or budgets, and where conflict does 

exist, opportunities to develop synergies from these different forms of communication can be 

missed to the overall detriment of the organisation. 

 

Sources of Conflict 

Conflict typically arises as a consequence of problems with communication, structure, or 

personal variables (Robbins and Judge, 2007). 

 

 Communication – The literature highlights a range of factors that can commonly give rise 

to conflict including semantic difficulties, misunderstandings, poor exchange of 

information, and general ‘noise’ in the communications channel. Interestingly, research 

has also highlighted that conflict can arise both when there is too little and when there is 

too much communication. It would appear that enhancing information exchange is 

helpful to a point, but thereafter individuals can become focused on minutia and the 

potential for conflict increases. 

 Structures – In the context of fundraising, battles can sometimes occur with other teams 

about the messages or media that ought to be used to help the organisation to raise funds. 

Fundraisers will know from experience what works and what doesn’t, so may push for 

images that perhaps conflict with another team who have been briefed to ensure that a 

consistent brand image is projected. Such conflicts are structural, they derive from the 

tasks assigned to each team. Equally, conflict can occur within a team when two 

individuals have been given responsibility for objectives that are in some sense opposing. 



The larger a group might be and the more specialisation undertaken by its members, the 

greater the risk of conflict developing. 

 Personal Variables – A range of other variables can give rise to conflict including 

personality, emotions, and values. Certain personality types seem more prone to conflict, 

with authoritarian individuals most at risk of initiating conflict in a team. Equally, an 

individual having a bad day and unable to manage the anger that was created in his/her 

home environment can bring that anger with them to work and create tensions with 

colleagues as a consequence (Friedman et al, 2004). Conflict can also occur when two 

individuals reach different value judgements about what matters in either the 

prioritisation of tasks or the way in which they should be completed. 

 

Whatever its source conflict only becomes a problem where it rises from the level of perceived 

conflict to ‘felt’ conflict. Individual A can perceive that they are in serious disagreement with 

Individual B but this perception may make neither party anxious or concerned. Conflict only 

becomes a problem where it is felt – i.e. where emotion is stimulated and anxiety, tension, 

frustration, or anger result.  

 

 

Intentions 

Thomas (1992) argued that there was a bridge or mid-point between the emotions that conflict 

can induce in an individual and the behaviours that the individual will exhibit as a consequence. 

Conflict can be either escalated or de-escalated depending on the intentions that are attributed to 

the other party. His framework is depicted in Figure 18.5. Using two dimensions –



cooperativeness (the degree to which one party attempts to satisfy the others’ concerns) and 

assertiveness (the degree to which one party attempts to satisfy his/her own concerns) the author 

identifies five conflict handling intentions: 

 

1) Competing – Where one party seeks to satisfy their own interests regardless of the impact 

on the other 

2) Collaborating – Where both parties work on clarifying the differences between them and 

identify a possible scenario where they could both derive a satisfactory outcome 

3) Avoiding – An individual might decide to withdraw from a conflict or suppress it 

4) Accommodating – Where one party places the interests of the other party above that of 

their own. In effect they then sacrifice their goal so that the other may achieve theirs 

5) Compromising – Where both parties give something up to allow the other to derive a 

partially satisfactory outcome. Neither party ‘wins’ or obtains the outcome they wanted, 

but they attain enough of it that the conflict is resolved 

 

Where conflict is felt it will be important for an individual or team to ascertain the intentions of 

the other party. Unfortunately, these may not be fixed and can be a function of the nature of the 

ongoing dialogue between the parties. A simple misunderstanding in a communication might 

prompt an individual to take a more aggressive stance in response to what they saw as aggression 

on the part of another. There is evidence though that people do tend to have preferences for 

handling conflict and behave relatively consistently over time (Sternberg and Soriano, 1984). 

Understanding the perspectives of others can be immensely helpful in seeking appropriate ways 



to resolve a conflict. Knowing, for example, that an individual has a history of collaboration, 

makes them considerably more approachable should a new source of conflict arise. 

 

Figure 18.5 – Dimensions of Conflict-Handling Intentions 

Source: Thomas, K. (1992) ‘Confl ict and Negotiation Processes in Organizations’, in M.D. 

Dunnette and L.M. Hough (eds) Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 2e (p. 

668) Nicholas Brealey Publishing. 

 

Outcomes 

 

A degree of conflict within a team or between teams may be a positive thing. Conflict challenges 

the status quo, promotes the development of new solutions or objectives, and increases the 

likelihood that a team will be receptive to change (Hoffman and Maier, 1961). Conflict within a 

group can also improve productivity and enhance the quality of its decision-making (Hoffman, 

1959). Where it is felt appropriate to increase the level of task conflict, a manager might bring in 

outsiders to the team whose backgrounds, values, or approaches are known to differ from 



existing team members. They might also restructure teams on a regular basis to create some 

variety in the colleague's individuals must work with, or nominate an individual who is 

deliberately assigned to argue against the accepted team view. 

 

But, of course, too high a level of conflict can be immensely damaging resulting in poor group 

cohesiveness, destructive infighting, increases in work stress, and enhanced employee 

absenteeism or turnover (Hinds and Bailey, 2003). So the issue for managers lies in creating an 

environment where the right level of conflict is developed and excessive levels of conflict are 

actively reduced. To this end Robbins (1974) suggests a range of conflict resolution techniques 

that might be employed: 

 

 Superordinate Goals – Where different teams are given shared goals that require 

cooperation. The communications team might thus be rewarded when the fundraising 

team achieves its target 

 Expansion of Resources – It may be appropriate to relieve a conflict over resources by 

expanding the resources currently available, subject to an appropriate case being made to 

management of course 

 Smoothing – Deliberately playing down differences between the two parties and playing 

up areas of agreement 

 Compromise – Pushing for each party to give up something of value in order to reach 

agreement 

 



 Command – Where management uses its authority to lay down its requirements to the 

individuals or teams in conflict 

 Altering the Structural Variables – Redesigning the structure that led to the conflict, 

through job redesign, the creation of co-ordinating positions, etc 

 Altering the Process – Where parties are routinely competing for resources, both parties 

can be engaged in designing a process for the fair allocation of those resources. 

Assuming that process is transparently followed thereafter the likelihood of arguing over 

future allocations is greatly reduced 

 Problem-Solving – A meeting or series of meetings can be arranged to define the nature 

of the problem and work together towards a mutually beneficial solution. 

 

Summary 

In this chapter we have examined the nature of teams and explored when and how teams should 

be constructed. We have also looked at how the performance of teams can be optimised; by 

considering issues such as group size, work roles, team roles, and group cohesiveness. We have 

also looked at some of the pitfalls to avoid in group decision making, notably the concept of 

groupthink.  

 

We concluded that effective teams share a number of common characteristics; they have 

adequate resources, effective leadership, and operate in a climate of trust. They also have a 

performance and reward system that reflects the performance of the team rather than the 

individuals that comprise it. Effective teams also tend to be relatively small, with no more than 



ten typically recommended in the literature. Generally, the more diverse that group of ten 

individuals can be the better will be the performance of the team. 

 

It is worth noting that although we have championed teamwork in this chapter the creation of 

teams is not always the answer to organisational problems. Managing conflicts, creating, and 

maintaining additional lines of communication and restricting reward systems can all place a 

heavy burden on management time. A cost benefit analysis is therefore highly recommended. 

Many managers have created teams simply because teams are in vogue and not because the 

pattern of work is best suited to that form of structure. Much of what we do in fundraising can 

be performed perfectly adequately by individuals completing a collection of routine tasks while 

they fulfill specific roles and thus work groups rather than teams may be more appropriate. 

Teams are only appropriate where there is a genuinely collective goal and where the input of a 

number of individuals will be necessary to achieve that goal because their aggregate abilities 

make its achievement more likely. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Discussion Questions 

 

1. You have been asked to put together a team to originate and manage a capital campaign for your 

organisation. How would you proceed to assemble your team? Who would comprise it? Why 

would you select these individuals? 

2. What is groupthink? Have there been circumstances where you have witnessed this behaviour in 

a team? What actions might have been taken to avoid this? 

3. What techniques exist for the reduction of conflict between teams in an organisation? 

4. What problems might surface in teams at each stage of the team development model? 

5. Under what circumstances might conflict be advantageous to a group? 

6. Recall a situation where you perceived conflict at work. Describe your intentions for dealing 

with that conflict. How do you think the other party would have described their own intentions? 

What implications might there be for how that conflict could have been resolved? 
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