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Summary Contrary to much boundary spanning research, we examined the negative consequences of boundary
spanning contact in multi-organizational contexts. Results from a sample of 833 Dutch peacekeepers show
that employees’ boundary spanning contact with members of other organizations was associated with reports
of negative relationships with external parties (e.g., work-specific problems, culture-specific problems).
These negative relationships also had a spillover effect such that they mediated the effect of boundary
spanning contact on boundary spanners’ negative attitudes toward their own jobs and organization (e.g., job
attractiveness and confidence in the organization). Copyright # 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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Introduction

Inter-organizational contact has become a standard component of organizational life as employees become increasingly

involved in frequent interactions across organizational boundaries (Cohn, 2000). For example, in rapidly changing

scientific and technical fields, people from numerous organizations interact to advance knowledge (Liebeskind, Oliver,

Zucker & Brewer, 1996). In the public policy, social service, and non-profit sectors, people from multiple organizations

come together to resolve complex social problems. In such multi-organizational settings, there are frequent calls for

coordination and collaboration between employees across organizations (Jennings & Ewalt, 1998). Thus, boundary

spanning, or the linking of individuals within the organization to external parties (Adams, 1976; Friedman & Polodny,

1992; Katz & Kahn, 1978), has become an important aspect of many jobs. This raises an important question for

organizations in multi-organizational settings: What is the impact of boundary spanning contact both on employees’

relationships with members of other organizations and on their attitudes toward their own jobs and organization?

Early work on boundary spanning suggested that there were both positive and negative consequences of inter-

organizational boundary spanning contact in terms of relationships with members of other organizations (Adams,

1976; Tushman &Katz, 1980). However, since then, research on the consequences of boundary spanning has largely

documented its positive effects on external relationships, providing little attention to the possible negative

consequences. For instance, activities such as searching for and collecting information and coordinating objectives,

schedules, and resources across organizational boundaries (Adams, 1980; Edmondson, 1999) have been shown to

Journal of Organizational Behavior, J. Organiz. Behav. (2010)

Published online in Wiley Online Library (wileyonlinelibrary.com) DOI: 10.1002/job.723

*Correspondence to: Katerina Bezrukova, Psychology Department, Santa Clara University, 500 El Camino Real, Santa Clara, CA 95053, U.S.A.
E-mail: ybezrukova@scu.edu

Copyright # 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
Received 19 January 2007

Revised 15 June 2010, Accepted 17 July 2010



increase an organization’s access to knowledge (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Cross & Cummings, 2004; Singh, 2005;

Tushman, 1977), increase the level of trust placed in boundary spanners by members of other organizations (Perrone,

Zaheer, & McEvily, 2003), and extend the reach of an organization to diverse stakeholders (Ahearne, Bhattacharya,

& Gruen, 2005; Bartel, 2001). Richter and colleagues (Richter, West, Van Dick, & Dawson, 2006) have documented

the positive impact of boundary spanning interactions on intergroup relations and intergroup productivity. In contrast to

this dominant view of positive consequences of boundary spanning contact, we argue that such contact in uncertain,

multi-organizational settings can be detrimental. We draw upon social psychological research, which suggests that in

certain situations intergroup contact can be an important source of intergroup conflict (Allport, 1954).

In addition to these external consequences (i.e., boundary spanning employees’ relationships with members of

other organizations), boundary spanning research has examined the internal consequences of boundary spanning

contact (e.g., boundary spanners’ attitudes toward their own jobs and organization, Blau, 1960; Marrone, Tesluk, &

Carson, 2007). However, much of this research has considered either internal or external consequences (e.g., Bartel,

2001; Callister &Wall, 2001); hence, we know little about how these consequences may be related to one another or

have potential spillover effects. For example, it is important for organizations to know if boundary spanners facing

external problems are more likely to have negative attitudes toward the organization as well. In this study, we thus

extend existing research on boundary spanning by explicitly examining the relationship between external

relationships and internal attitudes toward one’s own job and organization. We focus on boundary spanners’ attitudes

toward their jobs in terms of job attractiveness and attitudes toward their organization in terms of confidence in the

organization. We draw upon research and theory on the spillover effects of conflict (Keenan & Carnevale, 1989;

LaBianca, Brass & Gray, 1998; Smith, 1989) and the spillover effects people experience when they hold multiple

social roles (Burke & Stets, 2009; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000) to understand how negative external consequences of

boundary spanning contact may spill over into negative internal attitudes toward one’s job and organization.

The context in which we investigate the links between boundary spanning contact in uncertain, multi-

organizational settings and negative consequences for both external relations and internal attitudes is that of

international peacekeeping. International peacekeeping is a situation in which many organizations, such as

peacekeeping missions, local authorities and international organizations, are simultaneously trying to resolve a

multi-faceted social problem, specifically the ending of large-scale political conflict. It is a complex and uncertain

context in which members of these various organizations must interact with one another (Weiss, 1999). Thus,

boundary spanning contact between members of different organizations such as peacekeepers, local government

officials, and representatives of international organizations is a frequent occurrence. Furthermore, positive

relationships with members of other organizations are important to creating a lasting and stable peace (Flint, 2001;

Weiss, 1999). Unfortunately, in such complex or uncertain settings, where lack of coordination and differences in

organizational goals abound, negative boundary spanning relationships seem to be common (Aall, 2000; Sion,

2008). Thus, our research context allows us to examine empirically the potential negative consequences of frequent

boundary spanning contact in an uncertain, multi-organizational setting. Last, little is known in boundary spanning

research about multinational environments (see Luo, 2005 for a recent exception). By specifically examining

international peacekeeping, our research also informs knowledge of boundary spanning in international contexts.

Negative Outcomes of Boundary Spanning Contact in Uncertain Contexts

External consequences: Work-specific and culture-specific problems with members of other
organizations

Frequent interpersonal contact across organizational boundaries may have negative consequences for boundary

spanning employees’ relationships with members of other organizations. We first examine work-specific problems,
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which we define as perceived discrepancies, disagreements or incompatibilities between one’s own work-related

interests and desires, and those of another party (Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Wall & Callister, 1995).

Unlike boundary spanning research, social psychological research on the contact hypothesis shows that, in the

absence of certain optimal conditions—namely, equal status, common goals, intergroup cooperation, and the

support of authorities, law or customs (Allport, 1954)—contact across group boundaries often results in problems

and conflict with members of other groups (Gaertner et al., 1999; Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Pettigrew, 1998;

Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Particularly in uncertain, multi-organizational settings, the conditions for optimal contact

are not likely to be met. For instance, in multi-organizational settings, power and resources are often unequally

distributed. As a result, individuals interacting across organizational boundaries often differ in status (Callister &

Wall, 2001). Furthermore, organizations in uncertain settings often lack common goals and institutional structures

that facilitate positive work relationships across organizational boundaries (Beckman, Haunschild, & Phillips, 2004;

Haunschild & Miner, 1997) (see the Research Context section for more details on the lack of optimal conditions for

contact in our setting).

In addition to the lack of optimal conditions for contact across organizational boundaries, multi-organizational

settings in which complex issues such as education, health care, or economic development are at stake are often

characterized by limited resources (Anheier, Toepler & Sokolowski, 1997; Bindu & Lin, 2007; Mulroy & Tamburo,

2004). Frequent contact with members of other groups under conditions of limited resources can also lead to work-

related problems because of perceptions that one’s own group is more deprived than other groups (Brief, Umphress,

Dietz, Burrows, Butz, & Scholen, 2005; Harinck, De Dreu, & Van Vianen, 2000; Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003; Sherif &

Sherif, 1969). Thus, we predict that in uncertain, multi-organizational settings, the more frequently boundary

spanning contact occurs, the more likely boundary spanners are to experience work-specific problems with members

of other organizations (see Figure 1 for our conceptual model).

Hypothesis 1: The frequency of boundary spanners’ contact with members of other organizations will be

positively associated with work-specific problems with members of other organizations.

In addition to boundary spanners interacting with others as organizational representatives, in international

settings, contact across organizational boundaries often overlaps with contact across national culture boundaries

(Adler, 2000; Arnett, 2002; Erez & Gati, 2004; Luo, 2005). With respect to our setting, one author on peacekeeping

notes, ‘‘each national battalion brings its own particular cultural complex and set of assumptions’’ (Duffey, 2001: p.

147). As national culture is a framework for social interaction, guiding and motivating how individuals interact

within a particular nation (Douglas & Dubois, 1977; Hofstede, 2001; Schwartz, 1994, 1999), boundary spanning

contact between people of different national cultures is another form of intergroup contact. The optimal conditions

Figure 1. Conceptual model
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for contact across national cultures are also lacking in many international settings such as ours; thus, we predict

frequent organizational boundary spanning contact will also lead to culture-specific problems (Allport, 1954;

Hewstone & Brown, 1986). We define culture-specific problems as perceived differences in expectations and

opinions regarding appropriate behaviors and values in a cross-cultural interaction (Ayub & Jehn, 2006; Brett &

Okumura, 1998; Dubinskas, 1992; Gelfand, Erez & Aycan, 2007). For instance, in our setting, Dutch peacekeepers

reported problems with Bosnians, Chinese, Africans and others, due to cultural differences in expectations and

behaviors (see the Research Context and Measures sections for more details). Regarding the lack of optimal

conditions for cultural contact in peacekeeping contexts, peacekeepers and residents do not share cultural goals; for

example, peacekeepers see themselves as sojourners or cultural tourists, while the locals are long-term residents

interested in rebuilding and revitalizing their country and culture (Sion, 2008). Members of the different national

cultural groups also do not have equal status; peacekeepers from the developed countries often have more power and

resources than locals or peacekeepers from developing countries (Duffey, 2001).

In addition to the lack of optimal conditions, cross-cultural contact also often involves emotional and behavioral

adjustments to fit different national cultural expectations which often lead to culturally related problems (Molinsky,

2007). Although culture-specific problems typically fade as one gains experience or familiarity with a different

culture (Bennett, 1986; Van Vianen, De Pater, Kristof-Brown, & Johnson, 2004), in contexts such as ours, there are

often many national cultures represented, making it difficult to gain familiarity and experience with all the different

norms and expectations that one encounters. For example, in our data, Dutch peacekeepers mentioned the difficulties

inherent in working with members of many different nationalities, each with their own set of expectations of

appropriate conduct. Indeed, research shows that living in an environment with more than one national culture and

engaging in frequent negotiations between sets of cultural values, norms, and identities can result in strained and

stressful relationships (Romero, Carvajal, Valle, & Orduna, 2007). Thus, we expect that in our setting, frequent

boundary spanning contact will be positively associated with culture-specific problems.

Hypothesis 2: The frequency of boundary spanners’ contact with members of other organizations will be

positively associated with culture-specific problems with members of other organizations.

Internal consequences: Job attractiveness and confidence in the organization

Frequent interpersonal contact across organizational boundaries may also have negative consequences for

employees’ attitudes toward their own job and toward their organization. In our context, we examine attitudes toward

one’s job as job attractiveness and attitudes toward one’s organization as confidence in the organization. Boundary

spanning research shows that a high degree of interpersonal interaction can result in boundary spanners’ negative

attitudes toward their jobs (e.g., Singh, Goolsby & Rhoads, 1994). This could be because employees involved in

frequent interpersonal interaction often have to manage or suppress their own attitudes and emotions in order to

perform their jobs (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Hochschild, 1983; Williams, 2007). This can be emotionally and

psychologically demanding, which can then lead individuals to view their jobs as less attractive (Cordes &

Dougherty, 1993; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner & Schaufeli, 2001) and also to view the organization that puts

them in such a situation with less confidence (Johnson & O’Leary-Kelly, 2003).

Second, research on job attractiveness also highlights the importance of characteristics of the task environment

in determining how attractive people may find their jobs and organizations (Rynes & Miller, 1983; Saks, Wiesner

& Summers, 1996). In complex, multi-organization settings such as the one we examine, there are often insufficient

resources to do one’s job (Anheier et al., 1997; Bindu & Lin, 2007; Mulroy & Tamburo, 2004). In such

circumstances, frequent contact across boundaries may highlight one’s inability to work effectively as each

interaction reveals the constraints and limitations imposed on doing one’s job, which can lead to low job

attractiveness. Frequent contact may also decrease confidence in the organization because it raises concerns about

the organization’s ability to raise and provide the resources needed to accomplish its mission. Frequent contact
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across organizational boundaries in multi-organizational settings is also likely to highlight other difficult features

of the task environment, such as complexity and uncertainty (Beckman et al., 2004; Jap, 2001), which may also

result in boundary spanners doubting their organizations and regarding their jobs as unattractive. Therefore, we

hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3: The frequency of boundary spanners’ contact with members of other organizations will be

negatively associated with job attractiveness and confidence in the organization.

The spillover of external relations to internal attitudes

While the above hypotheses suggest that boundary spanning contact can have a direct negative effect on

relationships with outsiders and on attitudes toward the organization, contact can also indirectly have an effect on

boundary spanners’ attitudes toward their jobs and organization. Specifically, frequent contact can result in problems

with those outside the organization which can then spillover to influence boundary spanners’ attitudes toward their

own jobs and organization. This can occur because boundary spanners have two major roles: Representing the

organization to outsiders and integrating external information within the organization (Aldrich & Herker, 1977;

Friedman & Polodny, 1992; Tushman & Katz, 1980; Tushman & Scanlan, 1981). Theory and research regarding

multiple roles suggests that negative experiences in one role often spill over to influence negative attitudes in another

role (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Rothbard, 2001). Spillover may occur because negative experiences in one role,

such as work-specific problems with members of other organizations, may lead to rumination or negative emotions,

which then inhibit performance in another role, such as communicating within the organization (Burke & Stets,

2009; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). Spillover could also occur because negative experiences in one role are

distressing and tax individuals’ psychological resources, thus resulting in withdrawal and disengagement from

the other role (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Rothbard, 2001). For example, as we note above, because they have

negative relationships with members of other organizations, boundary spanners may have decreased perceptions of

personal accomplishment and performance in their external role (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993), which can lead to

negative attitudes in their role as members of their own organization.

Last, research on conflict dynamics shows that negative relationships in one domain, such as the intergroup

domain, can be transported into negative relationships and attitudes in another domain, such as the within-group

domain (Keenan & Carnevale, 1989; Proudford & Smith, 2003; Smith, 1989). This can occur because individuals

themselves act as connections between different domains, facilitating the movement of conflict from one domain to

another. For example, in our context, peacekeepers are trying to maintain peace along with the local governments

and NGOs. While peacekeepers all represent the same organization when they are dealing with members of these

outside organizations, once they are within their own organization they may each try to represent the point of view of

their external counterpart, leading to conflicts between the peacekeepers themselves. That is, boundary-spanners’

contact and subsequent conflict with those outside the organization may expose them to points of view that may cast

their own jobs and organization in a negative light. In a similar vein, LaBianca et al. (1998) argued that in cooperative

(vs. competitive) boundary-spanning contexts, conflict in one domain is likely to spillover to another domain.

Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4: The frequency of boundary spanners’ contact with members of other organizations will be

negatively associated with job attractiveness and confidence in the organization, and this relationship will be

mediated by their work-specific problems.

Culture-specific problems are also likely to mediate the effects of frequency of boundary spanning contact on

attitudes toward one’s job and organization. First, in international organizations, boundary spanners are typically

interacting with members of a different culture due to their jobs and organization. In such circumstances,

peacekeepers can attribute the fact that they are encountering culture-specific problems to their job and organization.
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Thus, external contact may indirectly influence negative attitudes toward one’s job and organization through culture-

specific problems. Negative experiences in the cross-cultural domain, a non-work domain, may also provoke

negative thoughts and emotions which boundary spanners may carry back into the organization, a work domain. For

example, a study of Japanese expatriates shows that cross-cultural adjustment in the non-work domain spills over

into work-related attitudes (Takeuchi, Yun & Tesluk, 2002). Furthermore, in our context, contact between members

of local and foreign cultures is ideally occurring because they are engaged in building peace, not because they are in

competition with one another. As noted above, when engaged in a non-competitive task, spillover effects between

external and internal consequences of boundary spanning are more likely to occur (LaBianca et al., 1998). Thus,

culture-specific problems with those outside the organization may be brought into the organization, resulting in

negative attitudes toward one’s own job and organization.

Hypothesis 5: The frequency of boundary spanners’ contact with members of other organizations will be

negatively associated with job attractiveness and confidence in the organization, and this relationship will be

mediated by their culture-specific problems.

Research Context

The multi-organizational setting for our study of boundary spanning was an international peacekeeping mission.

International peacekeeping missions are formed to inhibit violence between warring parties and to allow negotiated

solutions in an ethnopolitical conflict situation. Peacekeeping missions are composed of peacekeeping forces

or military troops contributed by countries that are third-parties to the ethnopolitical conflict. Peacekeeping forces

have frequent contact with other organizations that are also involved in maintaining peace after a war (Aall,

Miltenberg & Weiss, 2003), such as local government officials, members of non-governmental organizations

(NGOs, e.g., Oxfam or the Red Cross), and members of inter-governmental organizations (IGOs, e.g., UNICEF or

UNHCR).

Positive relations between peacekeeping forces and these other organizations are crucial for effective

peacekeeping (Flint, 2001; Weiss, 1999). However, despite this necessity, past research on ethnopolitical conflict

suggests that there is a lack of optimal conditions for contact between peacekeeping forces and members of other

organizations. First, there are definite status differences between the military and non-military actors (such as

civilians or local government). Military peacekeeping organizations are often much larger and have access to greater

physical and financial resources than NGOs and local governments of post-war countries; these often lead to status

differences between military peacekeepers and NGOs (Aall, 2000: p. 133). Second, in the post-war context,

‘‘military actors clash with civilians over basic questions of means and ends of their mission based on differing

conceptions of the mandate’’ (Duffey, 2001: p. 149). Often, military peacekeepers are engaged in short-term goals,

such as stopping violence, while civilian actors are often engaged in more long-term goals, such as reconstruction

(Aall, 2000: p. 134). Third, cooperation between peacekeeping forces and other actors in post-conflict situations is

absent. For instance, during the Bosnian peacekeeping mission, the absence of cooperation between UN bodies,

national peacekeeping forces, and local bodies was legendary (Cockell, 2002: p. 490). Finally, there are few

regulative norms or institutionalized structures such as alliances or joint governance structures that support inter-

organizational contact (Aall, 2000; Last, 2000).

Reports and research on peacekeeping operations have also documented a wide variety of problems between

members of different organizations involved in ethnopolitical conflict sites (Aall, 2000; Ramarajan, Bezrukova,

Jehn, Euwema & Kop, 2004; Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations, 2000). The quote below from

our data provides an illustration from a peacekeeper of boundary-spanning contact and the kinds of problems that are

encountered in our context:
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I was stationed in a small town in Bosnia. There were rumors of bad treatment of prisoners in the local police

station. From our UN-IPTF team we were trying to build a relationship of trust and confidence with the chief of

this local police station. An NGO concerned with human rights came and demanded we should investigate these

rumors immediately, passing by the local commander. This would violate our relationship, and we refused. The

NGO made threats to report and bring this into the media.

For all these reasons, we believe that our research context is appropriate for testing our hypotheses.

Method

Sample

The participants were a sample of Dutch military peacekeepers stationed in one region who had participated in

peacekeeping missions between 1995 and 1999 (N¼ 833). A survey methodology was employed to investigate the

problems in peacekeepers’ interactions during missions. The questionnaire was developed by the Clingendael

Institute for International Relations with help from professional military staff. A copy of the questionnaire was sent

to the home address of 1703 Dutch military peacekeepers from Fall 1999–Summer 2000. Anonymity was assured by

assigning a third party (a group of university researchers) to process and analyze the data at an aggregate level. The

response rate was 52 per cent, which is considered adequate in survey research, where the return rate of mail-in

questionnaires is often 20–25 per cent (Roth & BeVier, 1998). Interviews with UN-NATO officials indicated that the

sample was comparable to the population of peacekeepers in terms of age, profession, experience, task demands,

etc., suggesting no evidence of non-response bias (see Gibson & Gibbs, 2006 for a similar procedure). We received

permission to publish the data from the Clingendael Institute and the relevant Dutch authorities. The peacekeepers

were all male and between the ages of 23 and 58 (mean age was 41 years). Their military rank ranged from Sergeant

to General, with 25 per cent of the respondents holding the rank of Captains and 20 per cent holding the rank of

Majors. They had served in the military between 2 years to 39 years, with a mean of 20 years. Lastly, the sample

included land-forces (55 per cent), naval forces (3 per cent), air-forces (4 per cent), and the military police (38 per

cent). There were no significant differences across these groups on the variables of interest.

Independent Variable

Measures

Contact

Since wewere interested in all instances of employees’ inter-organizational contact, we operationalized this variable

as frequency of boundary-spanning contact between peacekeepers and members of other organizations such as

NGOs, inter-governmental organizations, and local authorities. Prior literature on peacekeeping describes

interactions with all three types of organizations as typical (Aall, 2000; Last, 2000). Participants responded to the

question, ‘‘What parties did you have contact with? Please indicate the frequency of these contacts for your job.’’

Three choices of parties were listed under this question, ‘‘Contact with NGOs (for example The Red Cross); Contact

with local (or regional) authorities; Contact with Governmental Organizations (e.g., UNHCR).’’ Frequency of

contact was measured on a five-point Likert scale (1¼ hardly ever; 5¼ daily) for each item, and the items were

averaged to create the scale for contact (Cronbach’s alpha was 0.73).
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Dependent Variables

We used two variables to operationalize employee external relations with members of other organizations: One was

work-specific problems and the other was culture-specific problems. We also used two variables—job attractiveness

and confidence in the organization—to operationalize employees’ internal attitudes toward their own job and

organization. We measured the various dependent variables using multiple methods.

Quantitative measures

Work-specific problems

Work-specific problems with members of other organizations was measured quantitatively using two survey items.

Participants were first instructed to consider the problems they faced with a list of parties, including local authorities,

IGOs, and NGOs. They were then asked to respond to the following items: ‘‘How serious were these problems

with [local authorities/NGOs/IGOs]?’’ (1¼ not at all serious; 5¼ very serious) and ‘‘Have you been personally

involved in these problems with [local authorities/NGOs/IGOs]?’’ (1¼ not at all; 5¼ heavily involved).

Conceptually, seriousness and personal involvement both reflect the intensity of the problem, i.e., both serious

problems and problems one is personally involved in are likely to be highly intense work-specific problems.

Therefore, we averaged the two scores (Cronbach’s alpha¼ 0.80) to arrive at our composite measure of work-

specific problems.

In addition to the survey items, we used supplementary textual information that was available in our dataset

to verify the nature and extent of work-specific problems faced by our participants. Some examples of boundary

spanning interactions that participants described, which we coded as work-specific problems include: ‘‘Non-

government organizations don’t follow up on agreement,’’ ‘‘I found the lack of willingness to cooperate

within and between NGOs,’’ and ‘‘the attitude of local authorities with whom we had to cooperate. They promise

a lot but do little and protract the case until you leave.’’ This supplementary information was collected

from interviews that we conducted on a randomly selected sub-set of peacekeepers during the study. Even though

these data were not sufficient to perform a full-scale content analysis of peacekeepers’ experiences regarding

their issues with personnel of other organizations, we were able to use the data to provide face validity for our

measure.

Confidence in organization (mission)

This variable was measured with the survey item, ‘‘How much confidence did you have in the mission organization

(UN-HQ, NATO)?’’ (1¼No confidence; 5¼Great confidence). In peacekeeping missions, confidence in the

mission is akin to the extent of an employee’s confidence in their organization.

Qualitative measures

In addition to the above survey items, we also had qualitative data from open-ended questions (all 833 participants

provided answers). We content-analyzed these data to measure the two remaining dependent variables—‘‘culture-

specific problems’’ and ‘‘job attractiveness.’’ We employed the content-analysis procedure that allowed us to

make direct quantitative comparisons of peacekeepers’ responses based on a replicable methodology (Huff,

1990; Kabanoff, 1996) frequently employed in prior research (e.g., Abrahamson &Hambrick, 1997; Doucet & Jehn,

1997; Kabanoff, 1997). First, we employed conventional translation and back-translation of the participants’

responses (Brislin, 1980) which was done by two Dutch bilingual graduate research assistants independently
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(reliability¼ 97 per cent). We then gave the English and Dutch versions of the transcripts to a Dutch bilingual

academic (a professor of translation) to check whether the English version had achieved accuracy. All transcripts

were found accurate.

Second, following the procedure of Doucet and Jehn (1997), we used the program MonoConc Pro 2.0 (Barlow,

2000) to create a frequency list with the terms mentioned most to least often. Then, two independent raters blind to

the hypotheses independently considered all terms from this frequency list and developed lists of key words

characterizing our variables of interest based on relevant job attraction research (Chapman, Uggerslev, Carroll,

Piasentin, & Jones, 2005; Dalal & Singh, 1986; Rynes & Barber, 1990; Saks, 1989; Saks et al., 1996) and literature

on cross-cultural conflict (Adler, 2000; Ayub& Jehn, 2006; Dubinskas, 1992). We controlled for method biases (e.g.,

the effects of consistency motifs, implicit theories, social desirability tendencies, dispositional and transient mood

states, etc.) through the design of the study’s procedures—different raters coded different variables (see Podsakoff,

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003: p. 887, for the ‘‘procedural remedies’’). They discussed their respective lists of

key terms and composed the final keyword list containing only the words that they agreed upon. For example, some

key words for the ‘‘culture-specific problems’’ variable that cued us to search for text regarding instances of this

variable for context coding were ‘‘cultural differences,’’ ‘‘different countries,’’ ‘‘multinational,’’ ‘‘non-western

colleagues,’’ ‘‘different cultures,’’ ‘‘foreign colleagues,’’ ‘‘racial/cultural hatred.’’ Examples of keywords for the

‘‘attractiveness of assignments’’ variable (reverse coded) are ‘‘treated like enemy,’’ ‘‘unsafe/attacked/violence/

hostage,’’ ‘‘death/dead,’’ ‘‘abandoned,’’ ‘‘not capable,’’ ‘‘crisis,’’ ‘‘threat,’’ ‘‘suffering,’’ ‘‘no hope/little hope/

hopelessness,’’ ‘‘misery.’’

Then, following the method of Jehn and Werner (1993), two independent raters blind to the hypotheses

conducted keyword searches on all individual responses, reviewed the surrounding context, and coded the text

for each variable of interest based on the definitions of variables that they were given. They jointly went through

the first few individual responses to develop the coding guidelines (e.g., ‘‘Any statements with reference to nation

will be considered as a cultural statement’’). They segmented roughly 30 per cent of all the data together with

high reliability (the Cohen’s Kappas were 0.73 and 0.78 for ‘‘culture-specific problems’’ and ‘‘job attractiveness,’’

respectively). Then, they divided in half the remaining data and coded the data for job attraction or culture-specific

problems. The rating scale for culture-specific problems was 1¼ not very culturally problematic to 5¼ very

culturally problematic and for job attractiveness was 1¼ very unattractive to 5¼ very attractive. When raters rated a

response farther than 1 point apart, they discussed the response until they reached an agreement and then, refined

their coding rules.

Culture-specific problems
Based on research on cross-cultural interactions and conflict (Ayub & Jehn, 2006; Brett & Okumura, 1998; Jehn &

Bezrukova, 2004; Molinsky, 2007; Romero et al., 2007) we defined problems which arise due to perceptions of cross-

cultural differences as culture-specific problems. Individuals were asked the following question: ‘‘When people work

together, it is inevitable that differences in opinion and vision, different interests and personal irritations occur. What

problems in cooperation were most difficult during your latest mission?’’ Illustrative examples demonstrating

culture-specific problems (rating of 5, very culturally problematic) identified from the data are provided below.

Problems arising from cultural differences are most difficult. Some examples are an attempt of suicide after a

mutual disagreement and emotional eruptions during the daily evaluations.

Racial hatred between African colleagues from different countries was the most difficult problem to resolve.

Other problems include tribal hatred between Africans from the same countries and irritations between

Pakistani and Indians and colleagues from Bangladesh and Pakistan.

Working with Chinese always results in dangerous surprises. They are not capable for their tasks, but if you

criticize them a conflict is started quickly.
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Job attractiveness

Respondents were asked, ‘‘What aspects of the assignments did you find attractive/unattractive?’’ Some examples of

the participants’ responses (rating¼ 1, very unattractive) identified from the content-analyzed data are included

below (the keywords that helped us find these instances are bolded):

It is hard to accept bureaucracy, hard to cope with deaths and being severely ill/hurt, hard to get used to

intimidation, threat, and hostage taking.

I hate being subordinate to headquarters, feeling not capable; being left to your fate by the crisis. We fall back on

UN that isn’t there when you need them most.

Control Variables

We included age and military education as control variables because they reflect competence and expertise that may

affect peacekeepers’ perception of their conflicts with members of other organizations. We initially controlled for

prior experience in the military, but since this variable was highly correlated with age (r¼ 0.78, p< 0.001), we

removed prior experience in the military from further analysis. We also controlled for hours that peacekeepers

worked on average per week during their mission.

Results

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of our variables using Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998) to test

the underlying structure of our proposed model (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999; Podsakoff et al.,

2003). We report the comparative fit index (CFI), standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and the root-

mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA). Employing Hu & Bentler (1999) empirically derived joint criteria,

model fit is good when CFI> 0.96 and SRMR< 0.09 or SRMR< 0.09 and RMSEA< 0.06. The measurement

model proposed a three-factor structure corresponding to the hypothesized distinctions between contact, external

relations and internal attitudes. The results indicate that the three-factor model fits the data well (X2¼ 7.15, df¼ 3,

p¼ n.s.; CFI¼ 0.98, RMSEA¼ 0.04, and SRMR¼ 0.02). By comparison, the model positing that there was a single

factor underlying all the study variables did not fit well (X2¼ 33.07, df¼ 6, p< 0.001; CFI¼ 0.89, RMSEA¼ 0.07,

and SRMR¼ 0.05). Further, because all measures were assessed through self-report, in order to control for the

effects of common method variance, we also included a latent method factor as the fourth factor and allowed all

items to load on their theoretical constructs as well as on the method factor. This approach is recommended as one of

the preferred approaches to control for common method bias when the specific source of the method effects is

unknown (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Adding the method factor did not improve model fit: The four-factor model fit the

data poorly (CFI¼ 0.86, RMSEA¼ 0.09, and SRMR¼ 0.07). This result further indicated the absence of severe

common method variance.

Table 1 provides the means, standard deviations, and correlations between variables. Boundary spanners’ contact

with others from outside was positively and significantly correlated with work-specific problems and culture-specific

problems, while it was negatively and significantly associated with attractiveness of the assignment and confidence

in the organization’s mission.

We then conducted hierarchical linear regression analysis to examine the direct and mediated effects of frequency

of boundary spanning contact on negative attitudes toward relations with others and toward the job and organization.
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Hypotheses 1 and 2 predicted that boundary spanning employees would have more negative outcomes regarding

relationships with those outside the organization, such as work-specific problems and culture-specific problems,

when they hadmore frequent contact with others from outside their organization. As shown in Table 2, Column 1, the

relationship between contact and work-specific problems was significant and positive (b¼ 0.44, p¼ 0.00) and as

shown in Table 3, Column 1, the relationship between contact and culture-specific problems was significant and

positive (b¼ 0.14, p¼ 0.00). Therefore, in support of Hypotheses 1 and 2, we do find that frequent contact across

organizational boundaries in complex, multi-organizational settings, such as ethnopolitical conflict interventions, is

associated with negative attitudes regarding relationships with external parties.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that there will be a negative association between frequency of boundary spanning contact

and boundary spanners’ attitudes toward one’s job and organization, specifically, their confidence in the organization

and attraction to the job. As shown in Table 2, Column 2, the relationship between contact and confidence in the

mission of the organization is negative (b¼�0.10, p¼ 0.00) and as shown in Table 2, Column 3, the relationship

between contact and attractiveness of one’s job is also negative (b¼�0.09, p¼ 0.05). Thus, in support of

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between variables

Correlations

Mean SD

1 2 3 4 5 6 7N¼ 833 N¼ 833

1. Age 41.08 7.86
2. Military Education 3.58 1.32 0.03
3. Work Hours 71.08 25.34 0.07 0.03
4. Contact 0 1.11 0.10�� �0.06 0.02
5. Work-specific problems 2.25 .96 0.09� �0.01 0.06 0.47��

6. Culture-specific problems .53 1.08 0.07 �0.01 �0.01 0.14�� 0.11��

7. Confidence in Mission 3.32 1.03 �0.09� 0.08� 0.08� �0.12�� �0.13�� �0.13��

8. Job Attractiveness 3.00 0.72 0.00 �0.02 �0.06 �0.10�� �0.19�� �0.04 �0.12��

�p< 0.05; ��p< 0.01, two-tailed tests.

Table 2. Work-specific problems as a dependent variable and a mediator

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5

Work-specific
problems

Confidence in
mission

Job
attractiveness

Confidence in
mission

Job
attractiveness

Step 1: Controls
Age 0.08� �0.09�� 0.00 �0.09�� 0.00
Work hours 0.05 0.08� �0.05 0.08� �0.05
Military education �0.01 0.07� �0.02 0.07� �0.02
R2 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00
Adjusted R2 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00
F 2.66� 5.60�� 0.79 5.60�� 0.79

Step 2: Main effects
Contact (Cnt) 0.44��� �0.10�� �0.09� �0.06 �0.02
Work-specific problems �0.09� �0.16��

Change in R2 0.20 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03
F change 201.97��� 8.56��� 6.98�� 7.34�� 12.30���

R2 0.20 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.03
Adjusted R2 0.20 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.03
F 52.97��� 6.38��� 2.34� 6.35��� 5.41���

�p< 0.05; ��p< 0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Hypothesis 3, we also find that boundary spanners’ frequent contact across organizational boundaries in complex,

multi-organizational settings is associated with negative attitudes toward their own jobs and organization.

Last, Hypotheses 4 and 5 stated that the relationship between frequency of contact and attitudes toward one’s own

job and organization will be mediated by negative relationships with those outside the organization. In Table 2

(Columns 2–5), we show the results of a mediated regression analysis for work-specific problems (H4), using Baron

and Kenny’s (1986) three-regression procedure. In Table 2, Column 2 and Column 3, as we noted above, we show

that our independent variable, frequency of contact, significantly predicts our outcomes, confidence in the mission

(bcontact¼�0.10, p< 0.01) and job attractiveness (bcontact¼�0.09, p< 0.05), respectively. However, as shown in

Table 2, Column 4, the effect of contact on confidence in the mission is no longer significant (bcontact¼�0.06,

p¼ 0.12) when work-specific problems is added to the equation (bwork-specific problems¼�0.09, p< 0.05) and the

Sobel statistic is also significant (t¼�1.99, p¼ 0.04). Similarly, as shown in Table 2, Column 5, the effect of contact

on job attractiveness (bcontact¼�0.02, p¼ 0.59) is no longer significant when work-specific problems is added to the

equation (bwork-specific problems¼�0.16, p¼ 0.00, and Sobel statistic is t¼�4.33, p< 0.00). Thus, we observe strong

support for Hypothesis 4 that work-specific problems mediate the relationship between boundary spanning contact

and attitudes toward the job and organization.

Regarding the influence of culture-specific problems as a mediator (H5), in Table 2, Column 2 and Column 3, we

show that our independent variable, frequency of contact, significantly predicts our outcomes, confidence in the

mission (bcontact¼�0.10, p< 0.01) and job attractiveness (bcontact¼�0.09, p< 0.05), respectively. However, as

shown in Table 3, Column 4, the effect of contact on confidence in the mission remains significant (bcontact¼�0.08,

p< 0.05) when culture-specific problems is added to the equation (bculture-specific problems¼�0.11, p¼ 0.00), but the

Sobel statistic is also significant (t¼�2.64, p¼ 0.01), suggesting partial mediation. Last, as shown in Table 3,

Column 5, there is no support for the hypothesis that the relationship between contact and job attractiveness is

mediated by culture-specific problems (bculture-specific problems¼�0.03, n.s.) and the Sobel statistic is also not

significant. Thus, support for the role of culture-specific problems as a mediator (Hypothesis 5) is limited; culture-

specific problems does not mediate the relationship between frequency of contact and job attractiveness but it does

partially mediate the relationship between frequency of contact and confidence in the organization’s mission.

We also confirmed our results of the mediation, that is, our spillover hypothesis, using structural

equation modeling (SEM) (Muthén & Muthén, 1998). We examined a model in which our two variables regarding

Table 3. Culture-specific problems as a dependent variable and a mediator

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5

Culture-specific
problems

Confidence in
mission

Job
attractiveness

Confidence in
mission

Job
attractiveness

Step 1: Controls
Age 0.07 �0.09�� 0.00 �0.09�� 0.00
Work Hours �0.02 0.08� �0.05 0.08� �0.05
Military Education �0.01 0.07� �0.02 0.07� �0.02
R2 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00
Adjusted R2 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00
F 1.33 5.60�� 0.79 5.60�� 0.79

Step 2: Main effects
Contact (Cnt) 0.14��� �0.10�� �0.09� �0.08� �0.09�

Culture-specific problems �0.11�� �0.03
Change in R2 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01
F change 15.31��� 8.56��� 6.98�� 9.10��� 3.86�

R2 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.01
Adjusted R2 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.01
F 4.84�� 6.38��� 2.34� 7.07��� 2.03y

yp< .1; �p< .05; ��p< .01, two-tailed tests.
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problems with external parties (i.e., work-specific problems and culture-specific problems) were dependent

variables, the independent variable was the frequency of contact and age, education and hours were control variables.

Simultaneously, the two dependent variables regarding negative attitudes toward the job and organization (i.e., job

attractiveness and confidence in the mission) were also included in the model and the independent variables were the

frequency of contact, work-specific problems and culture-specific problems.

Model fit is seen as reasonable when X2/df< 3 and CFI> 0.90 (Jackson, Colquitt, Wesson &Zapata-Phelan, 2006;

Kline, 1998) or employing Hu & Bentler (1999) empirically derived joint criteria, when CFI> 0.96 and

SRMR< 0.09 or SRMR< 0.09 and RMSEA< 0.06. Our hypothesized model fit the data well: X2¼ 18.16,

p<¼ 0.01, df¼ 7, so X2/df< 3 and CFI¼ 0.96 and SRMR¼ 0.03 and RMSEA¼ 0.04. Furthermore, the estimates

for the paths confirm the results we observed with the regression analyses; specifically: (a) Contact was positively

and significantly associated with work-specific problems, b¼ 0.36, p< 0.01; (b) contact was positively and

significantly associated with culture-specific problems, b¼ 0.14, p< 0.01; (c) work-specific problems was

negatively and significantly associated with confidence in the organization’s mission, b¼�0.09, p< 0.05; (d) work-

specific problems was negatively and significantly associated with job attractiveness, b¼�0.11, p< 0.05; (e)

culture-specific problems was negatively and significantly associated with confidence, b¼�0.10, p< 0.05; and (f)

culture-specific problems was negatively but not significantly associated with job attractiveness, b¼�0.01, n.s.

Thus, our results showing strong support for four of our five hypotheses (H1–H4) and partial support for the fifth

(H5) are consistent across both the regression and SEM approaches.

Discussion

Our theoretical and empirical findings enable us to make several contributions to the literature on boundary

spanning. First, this paper extends existing research on boundary spanning by examining the negative outcomes of

unregulated boundary spanning activity. Our results revealed that frequent contact of boundary spanning

peacekeepers with other organizations’ personnel was related to more problems (both work- and culture-related)

faced with these external parties, and also related to more negative attitudes toward their own job and organization.

Although our findings are consistent with research that demonstrates that negative biases toward members of the

outgroup increase under conditions of uncertainty (Mullin & Hogg, 1998; Reid & Hogg, 2005), past boundary

spanning research has primarily emphasized the positive outcomes of boundary spanning for organizations (Ahearne

et al., 2005; Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Bartel, 2001; Cross & Cummings, 2004; Perrone et al., 2003; Singh, 2005;

Tushman, 1977). However, we argued that the negative outcomes of boundary spanning activity deserve attention in

their own right, and so we examined a variety of negative outcomes related to both employees’ relations with others

and employees’ responses to their job and organization.

Second, we study boundary spanners’ attitudes toward their jobs and organization, and we find similarity in the

direction of the effects of contact on internal attitudes and external relations. This also counters boundary spanning

theory which suggests that boundary spanners’ external relationships and internal attitudes are inversely related—

that is, cooperative and positive relationships with outsiders may result in less positive attitudes within boundary

spanners’ own organization and vice versa (e.g., Bartel, 2001; Perrone et al., 2003). One reason for this difference

could be that prior research did not examine boundary spanning contact in complex, uncertain, multi-organizational

settings; rather they examined boundary spanning in situations where boundary spanning contact is likely to be

facilitated (e.g., joint ventures, corporate-community alliances, etc.). It is possible that contexts such as ours are

challenging task environments, resulting in difficult external relations and hence negative internal attitudes.

In fact, we proposed and found evidence to support such a ‘‘spillover’’ hypothesis to explain why both internal and

external consequences may be negatively related to boundary spanning contact. While one possibility is that conflict

between groups leads to cohesion within each group (e.g., Sherif & Sherif, 1969), a spillover hypothesis suggests that
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conflict between groups may lead to conflict within groups (or vice versa) (e.g., Keenan & Carnevale, 1989; Smith,

1989). Thus, in contrast to much boundary spanning research that emphasizes that internal attitudes and external

relations are often opposites, we draw on research on conflict dynamics (e.g., Keenan & Carnevale, 1989; Smith,

1989) and multiple role research (e.g., Burke & Stets, 2009; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000) to propose and test a

spillover hypothesis. We show that indeed, in complex, multi-organizational settings, the negative effects of

boundary spanning contact spillover from external relationships into attitudes toward one’s job and organization.

Thus, we provide a novel and more complete theoretical and empirical account of the far-reaching negative effects of

boundary spanning contact, moving from outside the organization to within it.

Interestingly, we found that work-specific problems with outsiders spill over to negatively influence both

confidence in one’s organization and job attractiveness, but we do not find that culture-specific problems spill over as

strongly. One reason for this could be that work-specific problems with members of other organizations could

naturally affect attitudes related to work (such as one’s job and organization), but culture-specific problems may be

less easily attributed to aspects of work and more easily attributed to other factors (for instance, their own or the other

party’s personality or cross-cultural experience). Examining a wider range of internal attitudes might allow future

research to hone in on the ways in which external culture-specific problems could spill over into organizations.

Study Limitations and Future Research

We realize that our study has several limitations. Primarily, our data collected based on survey methodology do not

allow us to determine true cause—effect relationships which is common in field research. We believe that our study

methodology, while lacking causal conclusions, has advantages in bringing to bear multiple methods (quantitative

and qualitative data), a unique setting and sample in which to test our hypotheses, and complex and contextualized

social perceptions (Huberman &Miles, 1985). We also performed the mediation analyses in the reverse direction to

check the robustness of our model and did not find support for that model. Past research on boundary spanning

(Callister &Wall, 2001; Kellogg, Orlikowski, & Yates, 2006), peacekeeping (Duffey, 2001; Last, 2000; Sion, 2008),

and the personal interview experiences of one of the authors at various times in the peacekeeping process, also

suggest that our model is reasonable and feasible.

We have taken several strategies to address the common method issues that may emerge from our primary reliance

on a single survey. We designed our coding procedure in line with Podsakoff and colleagues’ (2003) guidelines (e.g.,

different raters who were unfamiliar to specific hypotheses performed the coding of different variables in our study)

to eliminate the possibility for common variance due to method. We also performed SEM analyses to control for

common method bias when the specific source of the method effects is unknown (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Podsakoff

et al., 2003). Our results indicated the absence of severe common method variance. Finally, to provide external

verification of our work-specific problems dependent variable, we incorporated additional peacekeepers’ interviews

and responses regarding the problems they have experienced with others from outside the organization in our

analysis. The consistency of our findings across both the qualitative and quantitative measures gives us confidence in

our data.

Our second set of limitations is related to our participants’ responses. First, despite our satisfactory response rate

of 52 per cent, we lack data on non-respondents, thus it is difficult to know if individuals who had negative boundary

spanning experiences were also less likely to respond to our survey. However, our results were robust to some checks

for non-response bias, such as modeling of selection bias and regression imputation methods (Heckman, 1979; Roth,

1994; Switzer III, Roth, & Switzer, 1998). Our interviews with UN-NATO officials also alleviate some of our

concerns about critical differences between our sample and the population of peacekeepers. Second, despite having

been collected soon after the end of the mission, we realize our data may be subject to retrospective biases; that is,

peacekeepers could be biased in recalling and hence over-reporting instances of conflict (Pratto & John, 1991).
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However, recent research specifically on autobiographical memory suggests that for adaptive reasons people are

more likely to remember positive events more than negative events (Walker, Skowronski, & Thompson, 2003).

Furthermore, the unpleasantness associated with negative events has been shown to fade in memory faster than the

pleasantness associated with positive events (Walker, Vogl, & Thompson, 1997), which would also make it harder to

find support for our hypotheses.

Third, there is a possibility that peacekeepers belonging to the same unit had shared experiences of problems with

external parties, yet we were not able to gather unit level information to test for hierarchical structures in our data.

However, peacekeepers typically do not interact with others outside the organization as an entire unit; rather, most

interactions involve two individuals from each organization. In fact, a unit often covers a large physical area (for

example, estimates of the Dutch peacekeeping unit in Srebernica at the time of the massacre in 1995 was 500

peacekeepers covering an area of 200 sq. miles with a population of over 36 000 people) making each interaction of a

peacekeeper with local people or government and NGO employees truly unique. Last, some survey questions on

employees’ negative attitudes seem to assume there were problems (‘‘1¼ not at all serious’’ has both people who had

no problems and those that had minimal problems). To address this concern, we removed the people with at least

one ‘‘1’’ on any of the items that were used to create the ‘‘work-specific problems’’ scale and re-ran our analysis—

we found similar results. However, future research should consider using better anchors for the questions to more

accurately measure the variables of interest.

Finally, this study has some limitations and potential opportunities for future research in terms of the variables

examined. Despite our discussion of the alignment of organizational and national cultural boundaries (Hypothesis 2)

(Adler, 2000; Erez &Gati, 2004), we do not have the data to examine the joint versus separate effects of the two types

of boundary-crossing contact on problems. Future research could experimentally investigate this by assigning

individuals from the same (vs. different) countries to represent the same (vs. different) groups and make contact

across both boundaries. We also did not measure role conflict, a variable which has been examined in the boundary

spanning literature (Adams, 1976; Friedman & Polodny, 1992; Lysonski, Singer, & Wilemon, 1988) and could also

act as a mediator for our hypothesis regarding the influence of contact on negative internal consequences. Lastly, we

were not able to empirically distinguish between types of conflict in our setting, such as resource versus identity

conflicts (Harinck et al., 2000). While contact is likely to lead to both types of conflicts in our setting, studying

contexts where such types of conflict can be separated is also a direction for future research.

Practical Implications

From a practical and managerial perspective, our sample and setting are particularly relevant in today’s world of

increasingly soft organizational boundaries and complex multi-organizational settings. We believe that studying the

military, given current issues of world politics, will be informative to both researchers and policymakers. The state of

affairs we describe is not only relevant to organizations operating in international political conflict, but also to a wide

variety of other organizational fields and industries such as disaster management, health care, or biotechnology,

where boundary spanners from multiple organizations operate in uncertain environments. For instance, research in

biotechnology has shown that inter-organizational relations are usually carried out by individual scientists who may

be from large pharmaceutical companies, universities, and small biotech firms, each of whom may come with

differing expectations regarding collaborative work in technologically uncertain environments (Liebeskind et al.,

1996; Oliver & Liebeskind, 1998). In disaster response, government officials, local community leaders and private

business owners are often forced to work together on short-notice in the absence of organizational mechanisms that

support cooperation (Kunreuther & Useem, 2009).

For managers of employees in boundary spanning roles, the contact conditions under which boundary spanning

occurs in complex, multi-organizational settings should be taken into account. Our finding that greater contact
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between boundary spanners can increase conflict, rather than cooperation, in the absence of inter-organizational

norms and routines about cooperation, also has implications for organizational strategy in multi-organizational

settings. Organizational decision-makers in similar situations may want to analyze the implications of contact-

under-uncertainty for both external and internal consequences when thinking about the costs of alliances, joint

ventures, or other cooperativemechanisms.We hope this research will help contemporary organizations to recognize

how complex, uncertain environments can affect boundary spanning activities, and to leverage their external

interactions through cooperative mechanisms.
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