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ABSTRACT
The authors compare a sample of students enrolled in business classes from 2005 to 2007
with a 2017–2018 sample of business students in terms of their attitudes toward group proj-
ects. The two cohorts of students are classified as Millennials, those born before 1995, and
Generation Z, those born in or after 1995. Our analyses demonstrate significant changes in
some attitudes about group projects and greater anxiety by Gen Z students than by
Millennials about the contributions of other team members.
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Introduction

Numerous studies have documented the increased use
of group projects in the business curriculum. The use
of group projects is not an educational fad. It is
grounded in pedagogical research demonstrating that
students are more likely to understand and retain
knowledge learned in class assignments that involve
collaborative learning and group projects (Burford &
Chan, 2017; Maguire, & Lee, 2005). In addition, group
projects are viewed as crucial learning experiences by
businesses looking for employees who can work
effectively in teams (Gardner & Korth, 1998; National
Association of Colleges and Employers, 2017).

Most of the published work on team projects has
been conducted with students who would be classified
as Millennials. The beginning and end of this gener-
ational group varies by source. It is defined as those
born between 1977 and 1994 (Kerin & Hartley, 2016;
Myers & Sadaghiani, 2010), between 1980 and 1995
(Ng, Schweitzer, & Lyons, 2010), or at various earlier
or later dates (Howe & Strauss, 2000). Beginning at
early grades, Millennials participated in group projects
and are viewed as being “team oriented” (Alsop, 2008;
Howe & Strauss, 2000; Myers & Sadaghiani, 2010).
Millennials are often perceived as enjoying group
work because it is collaborative, it is characterized as
being “fun,” and provides more opportunities for cre-
ative work and interpersonal communication (Alsop,
2008). Pedagogies that worked well with Millennials

may need to be adjusted as a new cohort of students
has entered universities, Generation Z. Several recent
studies have examined the values and attitudes of this
new generation. Merriman (2015), analyzing data col-
lected by Ernst & Young, reported that Gen Z was
not protected by their parents in the same way that
baby-boomer parents protected their Millennial chil-
dren. School shootings and disasters have influenced
the way Generation Z sees the world. Echoing the
same concerns, Strong (2016) reported that Gen Z
tends to be more anxious about working with others,
especially at the university setting. Mohr and Mohr
(2017) posited that college professors may consider
restructuring class activities and collaborative learning,
as Gen Z will be eventually replacing most Millennial
students in university classrooms. Business educators,
however, must balance these characteristics of Gen Z
students with the desire of businesses for college grad-
uates who are problem solvers, work well with others
in teams, and are effective communicators (National
Association of Colleges and Employers, 2017).

In the present study, we compare business student
attitudes toward team projects between a sample of
246 students enrolled in upper-division business
classes during the 2017–2018 academic year with an
earlier sample of 303 students enrolled in business
classes between 2005 and 2007. These students com-
pleted a survey regarding their attitudes toward group
projects as well as a series of questions regarding their
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“social styles.” The scale of attitudes toward group
projects was developed by students in a marketing
research class in autumn 2004. The scale includes
statements about camaraderie, creative problem solv-
ing, possible problems in group dynamics, concern
about the contributions of group members, and the
level of instruction students expect from their profes-
sor. As attitudes about other students are an import-
ant part of group interactions, the present study also
includes information on student social styles that
describe how people relate to each other in social
occasions, teams, or sales settings. The scale of social
styles was developed by Merrill and Reid (1981) and
focuses on social interactions between people using
the dimensions of assertiveness (desire for control,
dominance) and responsiveness (desire for connec-
tions with others).

Literature review

Research on team projects

Hansen (2006) examined the extensive literature on
team projects and noted that most research studies
documented that business students liked group proj-
ects, while at the same time pointing out concerns
about effective communication as well as the import-
ance of accountability to ensure equitable contribu-
tions among group members. The issue of uneven
contributions of group members has been researched
extensively in the business education literature
(Bacon, Stewart, & Stewart-Belle, 1998; McCorkle
et al., 1999). Ashraf (2004) documented that less moti-
vated students take away from the performance of
highly motivated students and indicated that team
projects may not always be as beneficial as commonly
believed. Several other studies, however, have sug-
gested numerous ways to improve team performance
through improved instructor discussion of group
dynamics and timelines, communication, the building
of trust, outlining the criteria for evaluation, providing
opportunities for peer assessments, and appropriate
penalties for noncontributors (Brooks & Ammons,
2003; Chapman & Van Auken, 2001).

Research on Millennials and Generation Z

In addition to our study of student personalities, we
also examine the effects of two generational cohorts on
attitudes toward group projects. A large majority of
students in our 2005–2007 sample were Millennials, as
institutional research records indicate that most of
these students were born between 1982 and 1988. In

contrast, over 70% of students in our 2017–2018 sam-
ple are Generation Z, the generation that has mostly
replaced Millennials in undergraduate college pro-
grams (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). The date range that
defines Millennials varies substantially from source to
source. Most researchers indicate that the generation
began in the late 1970s or 1980 and that the generation
ended in the mid-1990s (Carson, 2005).

The group born in or after 1995 is known by many
different names including iGen, Generation Z, and
Gen Z. This group is generally seen as a new gener-
ation, not a subset of the Millennials. Generation Z
has not yet had the same amount of attention from
researchers as Millennials. However, there are a num-
ber of studies by research and consulting firms that
provide some information about this new generation.
According to Beall (2017), this group already has a
significant influence on our culture and markets. They
represent the group that will likely decide the future
of educational institutions in this country as they
make up most of our college students today and will
represent most of the traditional college student mar-
ket for the next decade.

During the Great Recession, Generation Z children
saw the impact of the financial crisis on their families
and their neighbors. They are worried about the
financial consequences of their decisions, particularly
student loan debt. To achieve their personal and
financial goals, Generation Z students are also more
willing to give up their privacy than earlier genera-
tions to be successful in college. Morrison (2017)
wrote that 76% of Gen Z students said that closer
monitoring of their work by the university would
reduce college dropout rates, and 91% said that they
approve of their university using analytics to track
their weekly progress. Thus, Generation Z would wel-
come interventions by their professors or the univer-
sity to ensure better educational outcomes. For Gen Z
students, studying in college is not only a way to get a
diploma in a chosen field, but also a launchpad to a
successful career (Josuweit, 2018).

Research on social styles

As a measure of personality, we use the social style
dimensions developed by Merrill and Reid (1981)
because they refer to the ways people relate to each
other. As group projects are an important pedagogy
used in business education, variables that influence
student attitudes about such projects need to be con-
sidered. The advantage of the personality classifica-
tions elaborated by Merrill and Reid is that they can
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be observed by others without needing to take a per-
sonality test.

Merrill and Reid (1981) examined how dimensions
of assertiveness and responsiveness influence social
interactions. Assertiveness refers to an individual’s
desire to influence the decisions of others. Assertive
people tend to be certain that their opinions are correct
and are willing to use force to influence others. In con-
trast, the trait of responsiveness reflects “feelings
toward others”; the desire to develop personal bonds
with those around them. The combination of respon-
siveness and assertiveness traits has been used by
Merrill and Reid to form four social styles that deter-
mine how each person interacts with others. Someone
who is low in assertiveness and low in responsiveness
is classified as an analytical. Analyticals are “critical,
indecisive, stuffy, picky, moralistic, industrious, persist-
ent, serious, exacting, orderly” (Merrill & Reid, 1981, p.
60). Someone who is high in assertiveness and low in
responsiveness is a driver. Drivers are “pushy, severe,
tough, dominating, harsh, strong willed, independent,
practical, decisive, efficient” (Merrill & Reid, 1981, p.
60). Someone high in assertiveness and high in respon-
siveness is an expressive. Expressives are “manipulative,
excitable, undisciplined, reacting, egotistical, ambitious,
stimulating, enthusiastic, dramatic, friendly.” Last,
someone who is low in assertiveness and high in
responsiveness is an amiable. Amiables are “unforming,
unsure, pliable, dependent, awkward, supportive,
respectful, willing, dependable, agreeable” (Merrill &
Reid, 198, p. 60).

The dyads with the greatest conflicts are drivers
and amiables, and analyticals paired with expressives.
Drivers tend to roll over amiables, thinking that those
individuals are content to be dominated by having
others make decisions. Amiables, however, resent
being “rolled over.” Instead, they want to develop per-
sonal relationships based on trust and respect. The
conflict between analyticals and expressives is mostly
one of work style. Expressives like to work quickly
and tend to pay less attention to details, while analyti-
cals take a studied approach to all tasks and are very
detail oriented. Social styles research has been used
extensively in sales training (Comer et al., 2014; Cron
et al., 2005; Sujan, Weitz, & Sujan, 1988).

Research questions

In this study, we examine the attitudes of business stu-
dents about group projects and how these attitudes
have changed between 2005–2007 and 2017–2018. As
group projects are an important pedagogy used in

business education, variables that influence student atti-
tudes about such projects need to be considered. As a
measure of personality, we use the social dimensions of
personality developed by Merrill and Reid (1981)
because they refer to the ways people relate to each
other. Understanding how different personality groups
approach group projects may provide business educa-
tors with additional insights as to how to structure the
numerous team projects in the business curriculum.

As our earlier sample consisted of Millennials
(born between 1982 and 1988), and the later sample
consists primarily of Gen Z students (born in 1995 or
later), a comparison of the two samples allows us to
examine how the students currently in our classes are
different from the students in our classes 12–14 years
ago. Our research focuses on the following questions:

Research Question 1: Have student attitudes toward
group projects changed between 2005 and 2007 and
2017 and 2018? If so, how?

Research Question 2: Do social styles affect attitudes
toward group projects?

Research Question 3: What has a greater effect on stu-
dent projects: the passage of time from 2005–2007 to
2017–2018 or student personality characteristics?

Research method and sample

The questions measuring attitudes toward group projects
were developed after consultation with 24 marketing
research students. A total of 10 statements were created
and tested by the marketing research students with the
help of their professor. To avoid creating a response set,
about half of the statements were phrased as positives
such as, “I enjoy the camaraderie of working with other
group members.” Others were phrased as negatives,
“Group projects waste a great deal of time.” Students’
responses were collected using a 5-point Likert-type
scale with responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree). The negative statements are not
reversed in the analyses that follow. Instead, high agree-
ment with negative statements means that students have
negative attitudes toward group projects.

The questionnaire for this study includes a copy-
righted scale by the TRACOM Group for the meas-
urement of assertiveness and responsiveness, and
social styles. This scale consists of a series of 30 bipo-
lar opposite descriptors using a 4-point semantic dif-
ferential scale. The questionnaire was administered in
marketing and operations classes at two Association
to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business–accredited
business schools.
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A total of 549 students completed a questionnaire
for the project. There were 303 surveys collected
between 2005 and 2007, and 246 surveys were col-
lected in the 2017–2018 academic year. Students
received bonus points for completing the survey. The
response rate varied by class and by year. The
response rate for the earlier sample was about 87%,
while it was about 80% for the later sample, for an
average response rate for both samples of about 84%.

The sample consisted of 51% men and 49% women.
The 2005–2007 sample included more men (53%) com-
pared with the 2017–2018 sample (45%). As the surveys
were collected in upper-division business classes, 87% of
the students were either juniors or seniors. Information
about the age of the 2005–2007 sample was obtained
from the Office of Institutional Research. The great
majority of students in the first sample were Millennials
born between 1982 and 1988. Only the 2017–2018 sam-
ple was asked a question about the year of their birth.
About 70% of the later sample was born in 1995 or
later, classifying them as Generation Z. Interestingly, the
30% of students in the later sample that would officially
classified as Millennials are very similar in their attitudes
to Gen Z. This finding indicates that as the tail end of
the Millennials shared a lot of the same experiences
with Gen Z and have similar attitudes. The sample
includes responses from two Association to Advance
Collegiate Schools of Business–accredited business
schools. Comparisons between the two universities
showed no statistically significant differences between
the two groups; thus, the responses from the two uni-
versities were pooled into one sample.

Findings

Research Question 1: Have student attitudes
toward group projects changed between
2005–2007 and 2017–2018?

Table 1 demonstrates the differences between the
2005–2007 sample and the 2017–2018 sample on

attitudes toward group projects. The Likert-type scale
ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The data were analyzed using analysis of variance.
Differences between the mean scores for each state-
ment by each of the two samples were tested for sig-
nificant differences using the F statistic and the .05
level of statistical significance. The scores of the nega-
tive statements such as “Group projects bring out the
worst in people” were not reversed. For example,
scores for the “bring out the worst in people” state-
ment show a mean of 2.44 for the 2005–2007 sample
and a mean of 2.89 for the 2017–2018 sample. The
difference in the scores of the two samples is statistic-
ally significant at the .05 level, F (2,515) ¼ 26.86,
p¼ .00, indicating that fewer students in the latter
sample disagreed with the statement. In examining
the 10 statements in the scale created by marketing
research students in 2004, three of the statements
showed statistically significant differences between the
two groups. In addition to the increase in the number
of students feeling apprehensive because “group proj-
ects bring out the worst in people,” two other state-
ments also showed a statistically significant reduction
in positive sentiments toward group projects or an
increase in negative attitudes about group projects.
The later sample had lower levels of agreement with
the statement “I enjoy the camaraderie of working
with other group members” (mean of 3.67 for the
earlier sample vs. 3.50 for the later sample),
F (2,516)¼ 3.98, p¼ .05. Similarly, there was an
increase in the number of students in the later sample
who agreed with the statement, “I am anxious when I
join a group because I fear that group members will
not produce up to my expectations” (mean of 3.40 for
the earlier sample vs. 3.61 for the later sample),
F (2,515)¼ 4.70, p¼ .03. These findings are consistent
with the research by Bridgeworks (2017), showing that
Gen Z students tend to be more cautious or anxious
when joining teams.

A factor analysis of the 10 statements that were
used to measure student attitudes about group

Table 1. Mean ratings of attitudes towards group projects by cohorta.
Attitudes towards group projects 2005–07 2017–18 Total F df p

Group projects waste a great deal of time 3.01 2.98 3.00 0.09 2,517 .76
I enjoy the camaraderie of working with other group members 3.67 3.50 3.60 3.98 2,516 .05�
I am anxious when I join a group because I fear that group members
will not produce up to my expectations

3.40 3.61 3.49 4.70 2,515 .03�

Professors don’t give us enough guidelines for group projects 2.89 3.04 2.96 2.39 2,517 .12
I enjoy taking the leadership role in group projects 3.49 3.39 3.44 1.11 2,517 .29
Group projects bring out the worst in people 2.44 2.89 2.54 26.85 2,515 .00�
Group projects allow me to exercise creative problem- solving skills 3.56 3.40 3.49 3.24 2,516 .08
I learn more on group projects than when I study for exams 3.05 3.00 3.03 0.17 2,516 .68
I do most of the work when I am involved in group projects 3.36 3.31 3.34 0.37 2,516 .54
I dislike assignments that do not have a clear-cut correct answer 3.33 3.43 3.38 1.00 2,516 .32
aAttitudes towards projects were measured with a Likert scale: 1 ¼ strongly disagree and 5 ¼ strongly agree.�Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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projects shows that attitudes toward team projects can
be summarized by three components: concern about
the participation of other team members, enjoyment
of camaraderie and creative problem solving, and the
amount of direction by faculty that is desired by stu-
dents (see Table 2). Factor 1 is positively correlated
with “Group projects waste a great deal of time,” “I
am anxious when I join a group because I fear that
group members will not produce up to my expect-
ations,” and “Group projects bring out the worst in
people.” It is correlated negatively with “I enjoy the
camaraderie of working with other group members,”
“Group projects allow me to exercise creative prob-
lem-solving skills,” and “I learn more on group proj-
ects than when I study for exams.” Thus, Factor 1 is
labeled as the fear factor because it represents stu-
dents’ concerns about the contributions of other team
members, as well as a general dislike for group proj-
ects. In contrast, Factor 2 represents enjoyment of
camaraderie, leadership, and creative problem solving.
The statements highly correlated with Factor 2 are “I
enjoy taking the leadership role in group projects,”
“Group projects allow me to exercise creative problem
skills,” and “I do most of the work when I am
involved in group projects.” Factor 2 has been labeled
as the fun factor, as it focuses on the enjoyment of
team projects. Factor 3 focuses on faculty guidance
and direction in group projects. The statements most
highly correlated with Factor 3 are “I dislike assign-
ments that do not have a clear-cut correct answer,”
and “Professors don’t give us enough guidelines for
group projects.” These three factors explain 55.62% of
the variance in student responses to the team proj-
ects scale.

Table 3 demonstrates how the three factor compo-
nents changed between 2005 and 2007 and
2017–2018. The mean component scores for Factor 1
(fear factor) and for Factor 3 (guidance factor) are sig-
nificantly different in the later sample than they were

in the first sample. The Fear Factor significantly
increased from 2005–2007 (mean factor score¼ –.11)
and 2017–2018 (mean factor score¼ .14), F¼ 7.63,
p ¼ .01. Similarly, the guidance factor went from a
mean score of –.07 in 2005–2007 to .10 in 2017–2018,
F¼ 3.75, p ¼ .05. It is noteworthy that the fun factor
(highly correlated with camaraderie, creativity, and
leadership) did not significantly change between the
two time periods. This analysis provides further sup-
port for the findings shown in Table 1. In the
2017–2018 sample, students were more apprehensive
when it came to the contribution of other team mem-
bers and desire more guidance from their professor.
But, at the same time, they enjoyed many of the
aspects of group projects.

Research Question 2: Do social styles affect
attitudes toward group projects?

We also asked students in the two samples to respond
to a scale measuring social styles (Merrill & Reid,
1981). Table 4 shows how students with the four
social styles identified by Merrill and Reid differ in
their attitudes toward group projects. Social styles
appear to have a significant effect on attitudes toward
group projects on five of the 10 statements in the
scale. As one would expect, expressives and amiables
who are higher on responsiveness than others tended
to “enjoy the camaraderie of working with other
group members.” Expressives and amiables had a
mean score of 3.74 on the 5-point Likert-type scale,
while drivers had a mean score of 3.30 and analyticals
a score of 3.14 when it came to enjoying the
“camaraderie of working with other group members,”
F¼ 10.76, p ¼ .00. Those higher on assertiveness,
drivers and expressives had significantly higher mean
scores of 3.57 and 3.68, respectively, F¼ 12.22, p ¼
.00, than did those who were less assertive because
they “enjoy taking the leadership role in group

Table 2. Factor analysis of attitudes toward group projects: Unrotated.
Attitudes toward group projects Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Group projects waste a great deal of time. .66 .06 –.11
I enjoy the camaraderie of working with other group members. –.56 .44 .28
I am anxious when I join a group because I fear that group members

will not produce up to my expectations.
.54 .37 –.05

Professors don’t give us enough guidelines for group projects. .48 .30 .47
I enjoy taking the leadership role in group projects. –.25 .70 –.45
Group projects bring out the worst in people. .56 .22 .21
Group projects allow me to exercise creative problem- solving skills. –.64 .52 .03
I learn more on group projects than when I study for exams. –.59 .45 .21
I do most of the work when I am involved in group projects. .41 .61 –.37
I dislike assignments that do not have a clear-cut correct answer. .35 .25 .56

Factor 1 explains 26.42% of the variance. Factor 2 explains 18.64% of the variance. Factor 3 explains 10.56% of the variance. Combined, they explain
55.62% of the variance.
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projects.” There were also higher levels of agreement
for “exercising creative problem-solving skills” by
drivers, expressives, and amiables than by analyticals,
who had a low score of 3.14 compared with 3.49 for
all the students in the sample, F¼ 4.01, p ¼ .01. In
contrast, those low on responsiveness, drivers and
analyticals, were less likely to agree with the state-
ment, “I learn more on group projects than when I
study for exams,” F¼ 2.73, p ¼ .04.

Thus, student social styles appear to have a signifi-
cant effect on attitudes toward team projects, though
the effects of social style are different than the effects
of cohort (comparisons of the earlier and the later
sample). Students who are higher on responsiveness
(expressives and amiables) enjoy the camaraderie of
group projects. Those who are higher on assertiveness
(drivers and expressives) enjoy taking the leadership
role in team projects. Analyticals, those students who
are low both on responsiveness and assertiveness,
appear to enjoy group projects less than other groups.
analyticals also believe they learn less in group proj-
ects than other students.

Research question 3: What has a greater effect on
student projects: The passage of time from
2005–2007 to 2017–2018 or student personality
characteristics?

Our final research question examined the effect of
cohort (2005–2007 vs. 2017–2018) independently of
social style using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA).
This analysis also allowed us to control for the effects

of gender, as there was a significant difference in the
proportion of men and women between the two sam-
ples. The 2017–2018 sample consisted of a higher per-
centage of women (55%) than did the 2005–2007
sample (47%). In our ANCOVA analysis, we used the
three factor scores for attitudes toward team projects
shown in Table 2 (fear, fun, guidance) as dependent
variables, cohort and gender as factors (nominal-scale
variables), and the characteristics of assertiveness and
responsiveness that form the basis for the social style
classification as covariates (interval scale variables).

Table 5 shows the relative effect of cohort, gender,
and personality in the ANCOVA (including the inter-
action of cohort and gender) in predicting differences in
fear, fun, and guidance factor scores. Levene’s test of
equality of error variances is not statistically significant
in all comparisons, indicating that we cannot reject the

Table 3. Changes in mean Factor Scores between 2005–07
and 2017–18.
Factors 2005–07 2017–18 F statistic df p

Factor 1: Fear �.11 .14 7.63 2,512 .01�
Factor 2: Fun .01 .02 0.12 2,512 .73
Factor 3: Guidance �.07 .10 3.75 2,512 .05�
�Statistically significant at the .05 level.

Table 4. Mean ratings of attitudes towards group projects by social stylea.
Attitudes towards group projects Driver Expressive Analytical Amiable Total F df p

Group projects waste a great deal of time 3.29 2.88 3.07 3.00 3.00 2.47 4,515 .06
I enjoy the camaraderie of working with other group members 3.30 3.74 3.14 3.74 3.60 10.76 4,516 .00�
I am anxious when I join a group because I fear that group members
will not produce up to my expectations

3.86 3.39 3.47 3.48 3.49 1.07 4,513 .36

Professors don’t give us enough guidelines for group projects 3.04 2.99 2.87 2.90 2.96 0.09 4,515 .96
I enjoy taking the leadership role in group projects 3.57 3.68 3.19 3.11 3.44 12.22 4,515 .00�
Group projects bring out the worst in people 2.84 2.59 2.69 2.56 2.64 1.49 4,513 .22
Group projects allow me to exercise creative problem- solving skills 3.56 3.60 3.14 3.46 3.49 4.01 4,514 .01�
I learn more on group projects than when I study for exams 2.92 3.15 2.71 3.05 3.03 2.73 4,514 .04�
I end up most of the work when I am involved in group projects 3.57 3.41 3.14 3.20 3.34 2.52 4,514 .01�
I dislike assignments that do not have a clear-cut correct answer 3.55 3.25 3.53 3.41 3.38 1.93 4,514 .12
aAttitudes towards projects were measured with a Likert scale: 1 ¼ strongly disagree and 5 ¼ strongly agree.�Statistically significant at the .05 level.

Table 5. Analysis of Covariance examining the effects of
cohort, gender, and components of social style (assertiveness
and responsiveness) as predictors of Fear, Fun, and Guidance
Factor Scores.

B t-value Significance

Predictors of Fear Factora

Cohort �0.25 �2.12 .03�
Gender �0.20 �0.21 .84
Cohort�Gender 0.20 1.16 .25
Assertiveness 0.02 0.15 .88
Responsiveness �0.54 �5.97 .00�

Predictors of Fun Factorb

Cohort �0.22 �1.82 .07
Gender �1.67 �1.74 .08
Cohort�Gender 1.30 1.29 .20
Assertiveness 0.70 7.02 .00�
Responsiveness �0.03 �0.35 .73

Predictors of Guidance Factorc

Cohort �0.07 �0.57 .57
Gender 1.15 1.16 .25
Cohort�Gender �1.51 �1.45 .15
Assertiveness �0.35 �3.41 .00�
Responsiveness 0.12 1.32 .19

aLevene’s test of equality of error variances, F (3,506) ¼ 1.37, p ¼ .23.
bLevene’s test of equality of error variances, F (3, 506) ¼ 1.81, p ¼ .11.
cLevene’s test of equality of variances, F (3, 506) ¼ .95, p ¼ .44.�Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent
variables is equal for all groups. This satisfies an import-
ant assumption for the interpretation of ANCOVA
results. The effects of cohort (comparison of 2005–2007
results with 2017–2018 results) have a statistically signifi-
cant effect on fear factor scores regarding team projects.
The difference in fear factor scores of the two cohorts is
statistically significant even when controlling for the
effect of different gender distributions in the two sam-
ples, t¼ –2.12, p ¼ .03. Of the personality variables, only
responsiveness (the desire to maintain good relationships
with others) has a significant effect on fear scores. These
findings support other research on Generation Z stu-
dents, which shows that this cohort of students were
more concerned about the contributions of others in col-
laborations (Bridgeworks, 2017).

However, the effects of cohort do not have a sig-
nificant effect on fun factor scores when controlling
for the effects of gender. The lack of significant differ-
ences of the two cohorts when it comes to the fun
factor is consistent with the findings shown in
Table 3. While the later cohort appeared to score
higher on the fear factor, there were no significant
differences on the elements of group projects that
they considered as being “fun,” such as camaraderie.
Of the two personality variables used in the analysis
(assertiveness and responsiveness), only assertiveness
has a significant effect on the fun factor scores, as
more assertive students enjoy the group process more
than less assertive students do. This is consistent with
the analyses shown in Table 3, as more assertive stu-
dents (drivers and expressives) enjoy team activities
more than less assertive students (analyticals and ami-
ables) do. Assertiveness is also the only variable that
has a significant effect on the guidance factor.
However, in contrast to assertiveness being positively
related to the fun factor, it is negatively related to the
guidance factor. Assertive students appear to both
enjoy group projects more and are less likely to need
extra guidance.

Discussion and implications for teaching and
business practice

This research study shows that student attitudes
toward team projects in business classes have changed
significantly since 2005–2007. The student sample
from 2017 to 2018 appeared to be more anxious than
the earlier cohort “because (they) fear that group
members will not produce up to … expectations,”
were a little less likely to enjoy the camaraderie in
team projects, and were more likely to believe that

“Group projects bring out the worst in people.”
Concern about the contributions of others have been
identified in this study as the fear factor.

These findings are consistent with earlier research
findings regarding Generation Z (Bridgeworks, 2017).
These students want to ensure that their college edu-
cation provides value for the money they spend on
tuition and other education-related expenses (Beall,
2017). For this reason, all class activities and assign-
ments are evaluated in terms of the educational value
they provide. If class assignments result in inequities
in the contributions of team members, Gen Z is more
likely to be dissatisfied than earlier cohorts are.

Gen Z students are less likely than Millennials to
trust others with matters important to them. The focus
on one’s own advancement by Gen Z is reflected in the
changes in their attitudes about group projects. Gen Z
is more likely to believe that “Group projects bring out
the worse in people” than Millennials. Additionally,
while Gen Z students mostly liked the camaraderie
between group members, they liked it less than the ear-
lier sample of Millennials did. Another notable differ-
ence is the desire for more guidance from professors
(guidance factor) in the 2017–2018 group.

While Generation Z students are more concerned
about accountability and recognition of their individual
contributions in group projects, these issues have been
discussed in business education research for the last
20 years. The problem of uneven contributions to group
projects by “free riders” or “social loafers” has been
amply documented in business education research
(Aggarwal & O’Brien, 2008; Ashraf, 2004; Bacon et al.,
1998; McCorkle et al., 1999). Potential remedies to
group dynamics issues in group projects have also been
discussed by business education researchers over the
years (Brooks & Ammons, 2003; Chapman & Van
Auken, 2001). Early intervention by the professor and
accountability for individual contributions have been
identified as important steps to minimize “free riding”
and negative sentiments toward group projects.
Measures to increase individual accountability and to
reduce “free riding” will likely be welcome by most Gen
Z students as this cohort appears to approve of inter-
vention by faculty and/or the university aimed at ensur-
ing academic success (Josuweit, 2018; Morrison, 2017).

Additionally, business educators must be attentive
to student concerns about the “learning” achieved by
participating in group projects. In both our early and
later samples, students were almost equally divided in
terms of agreeing or disagreeing with the statement, “I
learn more on group projects than when I study for
exams” (overall mean for both samples was 3.0 on a
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5-point Likert-type scale). Bacon’s (2016) research
provides further support for the argument that many
students do not learn very much when participating
in team projects. As Generation Z students are
increasingly concerned about getting value for the
money they pay for college tuition, it is important to
maximize both team dynamics skills as well as the
learning that occurs in business classes.

Our analyses also indicate that attitudes about
group functioning are affected by the personality char-
acteristics of assertiveness and responsiveness, even
after controlling for the effects of cohort and gender.
As instruction on social styles using the dimensions
developed by Merrill and Reid (1981) has been shown
to be effective in sales-customer training and for team
activities, professors may want to discuss with stu-
dents how each person’s social style affects his or her
interactions with others. Students who are high on
assertiveness (drivers and expressives) are more likely
to dominate team processes at the expense of group
members who are less assertive (analyticals and ami-
ables). Similarly, students who are high on responsive-
ness (expressives and amiables) want to establish
closer relationships and trust with others. As students
are increasingly concerned about the contributions of
others in team projects, it is important that they
understand how to communicate effectively with
others who are different than them.

Generation Z’s desire for greater control and
accountability will continue to influence business edu-
cation pedagogies. Over time, as more differences
emerge between the Millennial generation and
Generation Z, it is likely that business educators will
need to modify their pedagogies to satisfy the demands
of a generation that expects that their college experien-
ces will contribute to their future career success.
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