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Method
■ In our study, we measured the individual language parameters 

of 65 participants (in 13 teams) during an early meeting of a 
software engineering project. The participants took part in a six-
months-course that simulated an industry project.

■ Video taped discussions were coded with a German version of 
the Motivational Interviewing Skill for group discussions 
(MISC 2.1, cf. Klonek & Kauffeld, 2012). Coding was performed 
by using INTERACT software (Mangold, 2010); two videos were 
coded twice by two trained raters with an interrater-reliability of 
K=.55.

■ Overall team performance was assessed with a 5-point single-
item (“The team meets its quantitative and qualitative goals.”; 
1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree) adapted from Kirkman 
and Rosen (1999) by two raters (ICC=.76).

Further Research
■ In this study the amount of Change Talk is 

higher than the amount of Sustain Talk 
indicating that teams are in an action-
phase (cf. Prochaska & DiClemente, 
1984). We assume that in later project 
phases, this ratio may change. 

■ The link between interaction behavior and 
team perfomance should be studied with a 
larger sample (cf. Kauffeld & Lehmann-
Willenbrock, 2012).   

■ Sequential analysis (Bakeman & Quera, 
2011) may help to identify whether single 
Sustain Talk statements faciltate 
subsequent ideas or interrupt an idea flow 
(cf. Sonalkar et al. 2013).

■ Sequential Analysis (Bakeman & Quera, 
2011)  can also reveal phases of conflicts 
in which members exchange in Change 
Talk – Sustain Talk patterns.

■ Software projects often depend on cooperative team work and are likely to fail if participating engineers are not willing to work on the same 
solution (cf. Hoegel & Parboteeah, 2006). According to Lewin (1952) these interpersonal conflicts can also be expressed in terms of driving and 
hindering forces. 

■ In order to investigate the impact of this social psychology construct we propose to operationalize driving and hindering forces by means of 
individual change and sustain talk (cf., Amrhein et al.,2003; Klonek, Ianiro, Kauffeld, 2013) In our study, we measured the individual language 
parameters of 65 participants (in 13 teams) during an early meeting of a software engineering project. 

■ We show that decoding change-related language provides a tool similar to force-field analysis (Lewin,1952) which can reveal interpersonal driving 
and hindering forces in team discussions. Further, it allows detecting ambivalences within individuals. 

Preliminary Results
■ Results from four teams with an average discussion length of 43:18 minutes (SD=19:42 

minutes) are presented in Figure 1. The average frequency of Change Talk across groups
was 167 (SD=112.40), while the average frequency of Sustain Talk was 43 (SD=38.00). 

■ In order to compare language parameters from different teams, we standardized all codes to 
a 1-hr period. Participants expressed significantly more Change Talk than Sustain Talk 
(t(19)=4.31; p<.001). Interestingly, in the underperforming Team D the percentage of Change 
Talk [Change Talk/(Change Talk + Sustain Talk)] was smaller than in the other three teams 
(75.87 % vs. 84.16 %). 

Change Talk (+)/Sustain Talk (-)

Reasons (G/g) “We should…” (arguments for and against change)

Desire (W/w) “I want to…”; “I’d like to…”; “I love to…”

Ability (F/f) “I can”; “We are able to…”

Need (N/n) “I need”; „We must“

Activation (A/a) Member movement towards or away from change that is not 
captured by the other categories
Taking steps (S/s) Concrete and specific steps towards or away from a target
behavior associated with change

Commitment (V/v) Agreements; intention to change; obligations

Neutral 

Giving Information (I), Closed Question (c) Open Question (o)

Table 1 – Coding shema (cf. Klonek & Kauffeld, 2012)
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Figure 1 – Percentage Change Talk (%CT) and Sustain Talk (%ST)

Note: Percentage Change Talk is calculated by dividing Change Talk by the sum of Change Talk and Sustain Talk
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