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Abstract: This study examines how organizational assimilation processes influence individual
and team performance within a management education setting. Building on prior evidence that
teaching operations management fosters convergence in students’ thinking and decision-
making, we extend the inquiry by conceptualizing convergence as an assimilation process
within a temporary organization—the classroom. Using a longitudinal survey design and non-
parametric analysis of EMBA students’ responses, we find that teaching leads to significant
convergence in decision-making approaches and that such convergence positively affects team
performance but not individual exam performance. These findings contribute to administrative
sciences by extending organizational assimilation and shared cognition theories into
educational environments, with practical implications for organizational learning, onboarding,
and team-based learning systems.

Keywords: organizational assimilation; temporary organization; team performance;
management education; convergence; shared cognition

1. Introduction

Is a management degree worthwhile? In essence, this question concerns the goal
of management education. At a business school, the purpose of education should go
beyond the simple transfer of knowledge from professors to students. It must enable
the students to become capable of solving real-world problems and making decisions
effectively. Dewey [1] postulated that education ought to encourage “reflective
thinking,” which Baron [2] defined as a type of thinking that considers options and
reasons before choosing a course of action or adopting a belief. Baron [2] further
proposed a general normative or prescriptive model of the phases of reflective
thinking. Similarly, we put forth that the goal of management education should be to
enable students to develop and enrich their way of thinking in managerial decision-
making. This is an integral part of leadership [3]. A fundamental yet implicit
assumption underlying this statement is that the professor should be able to influence
the students’ thinking and decision-making through teaching, i.e., teaching should
matter. Rahmat et al. [4] suggested that the professor could shape the classroom
dynamics to create value for student learning [5]. Similarly, Blazar and Kraft [6]
claimed that teachers can choose activities that help students get positive learning
experiences.

Extrapolating the research question, we pose a crucial social question, i.e., “Does
education make a real difference?” Answering this question convincingly is vital,
especially for developing nations, where decision-making to allocate scarce national
resources to competing sectors should be one of the most challenging issues. Our study
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can help developing countries prioritize investing in education for economic and social
development.

Building on earlier work that demonstrated the convergence of students’ thinking
and decision-making through teaching operations management [7], this study
explicitly extends that inquiry by framing convergence as an organizational
assimilation process and examining its impact on team performance. Thus, while the
prior study focused on the cognitive effects of teaching, the present research
contributes broader organizational insights by framing the classroom as a temporary
organization. Assimilation processes such as convergence in thinking and decision-
making are central to how organizations learn and adapt [8]. By studying these
processes in the classroom, we gain insights into foundational mechanisms of
organizational learning in professional environments.

As one of the core disciplines in any business curriculum, operations
management is about optimally managing resources, processes, and capabilities to
create value [9]. While teaching operations management, we ask the same fundamental
question, “Does the classroom teaching create any real value for the students?” It is
equivalent to “Does the classroom teaching matter?” In a business school, it is usual
that teaching and learning occur in organizational settings, e.g., classrooms and teams.
Thus, such teaching and learning are organizational processes in which we presume
organizational assimilation occurs.

In this paper, we present an exploratory study examining organizational
assimilation and its effect on performance in a business course class, trying to answer
two research questions: whether organizational assimilation occurs and how such
organizational assimilation affects performance in a business course class. We carry
out research in two phases. First, we hypothesize that organizational assimilation is
embodied in the organization’s members converging in thinking and decision-making
[10]. That is, as organizational assimilation occurs, students taking a business course
together converge with each other in terms of thinking and decision-making. Second,
we hypothesize that such convergence enables the student to perform better in class,
implying that organizational assimilation positively affects its members’ performance.
To prove the hypotheses, we analyzed survey and classroom performance data of the
students in an EMBA class.

We structure the paper as follows. In Section 2, we review references closely
related to the key propositions in the paper. Then, we develop the research framework
that lays out research hypotheses. In the next section, we present the survey results,
discuss how to derive the data that should be analyzed to test our ideas, and summarize
the results of hypothesis testing. Finally, in the last section, we discuss conclusions
and their managerial implications.

2. Literature review

What is the raison d’étre of a business school? It is a question about the goal of
business education. As Baron [2] proposed, education should make students capable
of reflective thinking to recognize, evaluate, and solve real-world problems. As
teachers, professors play a critical role in accomplishing this educational objective [6].
By designing course structures, coordinating classroom activities, and evaluating
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students’ individual and team-based performance, the professor can guide and
influence the entire process through which the students acquire knowledge and form
common mental models with their classmates [11]. In effect, the professor plays the
role of a conductor in an orchestra. These teachings and learnings in the class
constitute organizational assimilation or socialization processes [12].

As a vital part of any business curriculum, operations management is the study
of maximizing value for society by effectively producing products and services
through managing a firm’s resources, processes, and capabilities [9]. The most
fundamental question in teaching operations management is concerned with the goal,
i.e., why we teach students operations management. Some argued that students
become more capable or effective by learning operations management. For instance,
they suggested that education helps students become capable of getting insights and
solving real-world problems, emphasizing more practical aspects of education.
Similarly, Balwant [13] put forth that we can teach business students to acquire
flexible leadership by using an experiential classroom learning exercise. Aguirre et al.
[14] demonstrated whether and how to teach ethics to business students, while Anwar
et al. [15] showed how to shape students’ entrepreneurial intention through education.

Even for technical or analytical methodologies such as operations research,
Connell et al. [16] stressed the importance of the tacit knowledge that should be
embedded within an organization. It implies that valuable knowledge should be
associated with the decision maker’s capability, which is more than just a mechanical
sum of technical or analytical know-how. Using optimization modeling, Williams et
al. [17] tried to teach the students how to gain insights into preparing for potential
business disruptions. Experimenting with an experiential learning approach, Jones et
al. [18] highlighted enabling the students to practice what they learn in the classroom
to solve problems in a real-world organizational environment and thus the
organizations to enhance their performance as meaningful goals of teaching operations
management [19]. Similarly, Babier et al. [20] designed a course in which
undergraduate students form teams to suggest and implement an analytics project to
solve a real-world problem. Adopting the case-based teaching of operations
management, Drake [21] also stressed it for the students to make decisions in real-
world settings effectively.

On the contrary, others are focused on a more profound level linked with
changing the students’ perceptions or ways of thinking. Carlos-Arroyo et al. [22]
postulated that complex thinking is a transversal competency essential to professional
training in business. Suggesting ‘teaching the fundamentals of the innovation process’
as an increasingly imperative goal of business and engineering education, Seidel et al.
[23] emphasized a user-centered design-thinking methodology as a valuable tool to
teach the innovation process. In designing an innovative course on supply chain
management, Natarajarathinam et al. [24] postulated an educational goal to help
students develop critical thinking, problem-solving, reflection skills, and technical
competencies. Consistent with Natarajarathinam et al. [24], Elsawah et al. [25] also
examined whether using a set of systems thinking concepts and methods can
effectively promote systems thinking among students in a higher-education setting. In
essence, Elsawah et al. [25] tested whether classroom teaching can help students to
develop a particular way of thinking, i.e., perspective. They utilized data gathered
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through action experiments in authentic educational settings [26], which did not
involve controlled conditions. It seemed appropriate because Elsawah et al. [25]
investigated the impacts of teaching systems thinking in an educational setting. They
gave the students two assignments, whose results were compared to gauge whether
they gained competency in specific systems thinking skills.

In essence, the goal of teaching operations management should be to enable the
students to develop their own capability of thinking and decision-making to solve
managerial problems effectively. In fact, it is not just for teaching operations
management but for teaching business in general. Then, we must ask sow the students
can develop their capability of thinking and decision-making through teaching and
learning in class, i.e., we should identify the process through which teaching could
help the students to develop such capability.

Teaching and learning occur in an organizational setting, i.e., among students in
class. In turn, students taking the same course together form a cohort organization.
Thus, like in any other organization, the students in the cohort class experience
organizational assimilation or socialization, i.e., they interact with each other and
engage in learning activities together [12,27]. A unique feature is that there is a
professor who directs the goal of the class by defining course objectives and contents
clearly, oversees the students’ communications, and coordinates their activities
throughout these organizational interactions [6,28].

As members of the same team or organization, sharing the experience of working
together, the students develop similar mental models that enhance similar ways of
thinking and behaviors through the assimilation or socialization process [29-31]. Class
discussions play a pivotal role in assimilating or socializing students in the class and
also in teams [4]. In fact, learning itself is a result of social interaction in the classroom.

Beyond traditional perspectives on management education, organizational
assimilation has long been recognized as a critical process shaping how individuals
integrate into collective environments [12,27]. In administrative sciences, this process
is comparable to developing shared mental models [32] and organizational learning
[8]. Assimilation in organizational settings fosters a convergence of cognitive
frameworks, facilitating coordination, communication, and performance [33]. In this
extended study, we view the classroom as a temporary organization and extend the
assimilation theory to educational contexts, proposing that teaching and peer
interaction drive not only individual knowledge acquisition but also the formation of
collective cognitive structures that mirror organizational socialization dynamics.

3. Research framework and design

What is the overarching goal of business education? It should be to enhance the
student’s capability of making managerial decisions and solving real-world problems
effectively. In order to prove whether we accomplish this goal in business schools, i.e.,
whether business teaching and learning help students be more competent in managerial
decision-making and problem-solving, we conduct research in two phases. First, we
hypothesize and prove that teaching and learning operations management make
students’ thinking and decision-making converge with each other significantly.
Second, we show that such convergence helps the students perform better in class,
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indirectly proving that business teaching and learning enable the students, i.e., future
managers, to become more competent in real-world management.

Figure 1 depicts the research framework. It indicates that integrated teaching and
learning affect students’ organizational convergence (in thinking and decision-
making) and also individual knowledge acquisition (largely through lectures). In turn,
organizational convergence facilitates both team and individual learning. Similarly,
individual knowledge enriches both team and individual learning. Finally, we premise
that the learning in the class can enhance the student’s capability of real-world
managerial problem-solving.

Teaching and Learning Business

Phase 1 V\\“\
o

_} | Organizational Individual
Convergence Knowledge
Phase 2 H21 —————————— H22
Team-based Individual
Performance Performance
i H
1 1
1 1
1 1
v v

Real-world Managerial Capability

=)  Propositions: suggested hypotheses

-------- > Presumed causation

Figure 1. Research framework.

3.1. Preliminary description of survey structure and measurement

To test the hypotheses, we collected data using a survey questionnaire with
twenty multiple-choice questions, each with five choices. Each question presents a
managerial or economic situation based on real-world cases and then asks each student
to choose an appropriate answer that describes the situation properly, diagnoses the
managerial problem acceptably, or enables the decision-maker to solve the problem
effectively. For each question, there are five choices. But there is no right or wrong
answer. Each question is designed such that it does not require any specific knowledge
or experience in management. Rather, the answer selected by the student reflects her
perspective or propensity in thinking, i.e., how to think in approaching managerial
problem-solving.

The survey instrument and initial convergence measurement approach were
based on prior work [7], demonstrating the effect of teaching operations management
on students’ thinking and decision-making. In the present study, we extend this
approach by linking convergence to performance outcomes and reframing the
classroom as a temporary organization.

One of the key constructs in this study is ‘convergence’ in thinking and decision-
making. To operationalize it, we define a mode answer for a question as an answer
(choice) chosen by the students most repeatedly for that question. Now, we measure a
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student’s level of ‘convergence’ with the number of mode answers that the student has
chosen in the survey. This process is to be more formally defined in a later section.

3.2. Hypothesis in phase 1—Convergence in thinking and decision-
making

The research question in phase 1 is, “Do teaching and learning significantly affect
the student’s way of thinking and decision-making in operations management?” More
specifically, we want to test whether classroom teaching and learning make the
students in the same course develop similar perspectives or ways of thinking in
operations management, i.e., there is a convergence in terms of the students’ thinking
and decision-making.

A theoretical foundation for explaining such convergence is the theory of
organizational assimilation or socialization, which is the process by which individuals
become integrated into the culture of organizations [27]. During organizational
assimilation, students interact with each other and engage in learning activities
together [12] and thus develop similar mental models, which promote similar ways of
thinking and behaviors [31]. In fact, class discussions facilitate assimilating or
socializing students [4].

In this paper, we hypothesize that the more assimilated the students in the class,
the more converged their thinking and decision-making, i.e., the stronger the students’
common mental model. Further, we expect that the more converged the students’
thinking and decision-making, the larger the difference in the number of mode answers
before and after taking the course together. As such, the null hypothesis is that there
is no difference in the number of mode answers between before and after taking the
course.

Hypothesis 1. Teaching and learning by students who take the operations
management course together for a semester make the students’ thinking and decision-
making converge with each other’s.

Hypothesis 1 implies that while taking a course together, the students’ thinking
and decision-making have become more converged with others in the class. To
understand the logic underlying this hypothesis, we need to start by asking what it
means to converge in thinking and decision-making. We have already suggested that
an integrated course is designed to use team-based action learning as well as lecture-
based, more traditional learning methods. Thus, when students take an integrated
course together, they form teams and actively participate in group activities such as
discussions, debates, brainstorming, and projects involving real-world problem-
solving. While they extensively work together in team activities, the students try to
reach a consensus to accomplish their common goal. Although the team members
initially might have diverse or different perspectives regarding various issues in
management, they gradually find commonality among themselves through team
activities. In fact, as a team, all the team members are responsible for producing
outcomes such as team reports in a consistent way, i.e., at least the majority of the
team members or all the team members if the team size is relatively small, like 3 or 5,
should agree with each other regarding the reports. This process of team building or
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assimilation affects each team member’s way of thinking and decision-making in a
direction conducive to building consensus among the team members.

3.3. Hypotheses in phase 2—Convergence and class performance

In phase 2, we investigate whether the convergence in thinking and decision-
making has a significant effect on the student’s performance in the class. In order for
a team to perform well as one entity, it is essential for the team members to develop
unity: this is the process of convergence, i.e., organizational assimilation. Stout et al.
[11] studied the relationship between the team members’ shared mental model and
their team performance and concluded that the shared mental model enables the team
members to communicate effectively. Effective communication among team
members, in turn, helps the team prepare better planning, which leads to higher
performance. That is, the more converged the team members are in terms of their
thinking and decision-making, the better the team’s performance.

Similarly, from an individual member’s perspective, to make a significant
contribution to improving the team’s performance, it seems crucial to facilitate the
organizational assimilation process, through which the member forms a shared mental
model with other team members and develops a similar propensity for thinking and
decision-making. Therefore, we put forth that as an individual team member tries
harder to assimilate herself into the team’s shared mental model, she can make a bigger
contribution to improving her team’s performance. While actively experiencing and
learning for her team’s performance, in turn, she enhances her individual capability,
improving her own academic performance in the class [34].

The operations management course in this study was designed as an integrated
one consisting of team activities and individual knowledge acquisition (Table 1). As
such, we want to look at the relationship between the level of convergence and
performance by separating the student’s performance in her own individual knowledge
acquisition, i.e., individual evaluation, from her performance as a member of her team
in the class, i.e., team evaluation.

Table 1. Course design.

Evaluation criteria

Weight  Category Elements Brief explanation
Term project
c vsi . A team consists of 45 students

ase analysis . ; ;
50% Team-based evaluation ) . gCtIOI'l legrrlnln &
) Business game xperiential learning
Final grade . Team-centered activities

Participation

50% Individual evaluation Exam A conventional written exam in the' last class

. Short and full essay, analysis questions

Notes: 1) Course: Operations Management, a core course for the EMBA program; 2) The class meets
for 3 hours every Saturday for 16 weeks; 3) Number of students enrolled in the class: 33; 4) Number of
students in the study: 29 (four were absent during either of the two surveys).

Hypothesis 2. Such convergence (as in Hypothesis 1) enables the students to
perform better in the class.
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Hypothesis 2.1. A student with more robust convergence performs better in her
team evaluation. That is, the larger the A;, the higher the student i’s team performance.

Hypothesis 2.2. A student with more robust convergence performs better in her
individual evaluation. That is, the larger the 4A;, the higher the student i’s individual
performance,

# of student i’'s mode answers in week 16

where A;= .
t # of student i's mode answers in week 1

We have already suggested that the more converged the team members are in
terms of their thinking and decision-making, the better the team’s performance as one
entity. From this reasoning, we can infer that if a student tries hard to understand her
team members and is actively involved in team activities, she is more likely to develop
her thinking and decision-making consistently with her team members. Thus, a higher
level of convergence indicates that the student has worked very hard for her team to
perform well in the class. When a student works hard, e.g., studies diligently, whether
it is for her team or herself, it is reasonable to expect her to perform well in the class
as well.

Hypothesis 2 implies that as a student’s thinking and decision-making become
more converged with other students in the class, the student’s performance in the class
improves.

3.4. Course design and sample

The professor designed the course as an integrated one comprising two
pedagogical methodologies, i.e., individual and team-based. The main pedagogical
method for individual learning is lecture, while for team-based learning, methods such
as case analysis, case presentation, business games, and term projects are utilized.
More information about the course is in Table 1.

At the end of the semester, the professor graded each student so that her final
grade consisted of two areas: team-based and individual activities. For the team-based
grade, the student was evaluated based on her team’s performance in terms of case
analysis and term project, in addition to the role she played as a team member to
improve her team’s performance, e.g., case presentation and participation during case
discussion. On the other hand, for the individual grade, the student was evaluated
based on her own scores in the final exam, an in-class written exam, which tested her
knowledge of the subjects covered in the professor’s lectures.

Although the number of students in the class was 33, we collected data from 29
students who took the surveys both at the beginning and at the end of the course. Since
they were actual students in an EMBA program, the subjects’ attributes could not be
controlled [25]. For instance, their educational and career backgrounds varied widely.

3.5. Survey structure and administration

The survey was administered as follows (Table 2). On the first day of the course,
the students took the survey, which consisted of 20 questions about operations
management. The survey was designed such that each question does not require the
student to possess any previous knowledge or experience in operations management.
Each question measures the student’s perspective rather than specialized knowledge
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about management. The students took the same survey on the last day of the course.
We premised that by comparing the students’ answers on the first and the last day of
the course, we could test the hypothesis that classroom teaching and learning make the
students converge in terms of their way of thinking in operations management. After
taking the same course in the same classroom, the ‘classmate’ managers, i.¢., students,
became more similar in terms of their thinking and decision-making regarding
operations management, i.e., their views converged. It implies that classroom
education does have a significant impact on the way managers think and make
decisions on operations.

Table 2. Survey timeline, rules, and questions.

Timeline

. The st survey was on the first day of the course.
. There were 14-week lectures and a 2-week break between the first and last classes.
. The 2nd survey was on the last day of the course.

Rules

The same questionnaire was used for the first and the second survey. There was no mention of or reference to the survey questions for 16
weeks between the first and the second survey. Therefore, it was improbable that when students took the second survey, they could recall
any questions from the first survey. That is, there was no learning effect between the two surveys.

Sample survey questions

Sample Question 1

At first glance, this mess is a series of intricately intertwined product shortages. China’s lack of shipping containers has forced other
countries that rely on Chinese components and chemicals to limit production. The situation at the port shows a more complex and subtly
intertwined set of problems. This is more than just a product shortage issue. Barriers that are seldom fixed and constantly move around
leave products stacked in the wrong place, away from where they should be. A shortage of finished products in retail stores means
containers are loaded onto numerous ships docked at sea or clustered on riverbanks. The sheer accumulation of warehouse goods indicates a
need for more truck drivers to transport them to their next destination. What is the core/essence of this paragraph? Choose the most
appropriate answer among the following five choices.

(1) Supply chain disruption.

(2) Shortage of finished goods at retailers.

(3) Pileup of goods in warehouses.

(4) Economic growth after the pandemic.

(5) Factories’ limited production.

Sample Question 2

Increasing market volatility has increased the need for agility and flexibility, and growing concern about the environmental impact of
supply chains has prompted the localization and optimization of supply chains. Increasingly longer and more interconnected physical
streams reflect the growing complexity of product portfolios. Al-based supply chain management solutions are a powerful weapon in
addressing these challenges. Analyzing a significant amount of data and supporting managerial decision-making, Al has great potential to
impact businesses significantly. However, the solution must also fit well with the organizational strategy. This alignment allows companies
to address key decision-making challenges with the appropriate level of insight while avoiding unnecessary complexity. What is the
core/essence of this paragraph? Choose the most appropriate answer among the following five choices.

(1) AT has the potential to become a game changer for supply chain management.

(2) As the company’s product portfolios become more complex, so does its supply chain.

(3) Al-based solutions should be well aligned with the company’s organizational strategy.

(4) Companies can make effective decisions by analyzing huge volumes of data.

(5) As market volatility increases, the supply chain must be more agile and flexible.

4. Analysis

After administering the survey and collecting data from 29 students who took the
operations management course together, we analyzed them systematically.
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4.1. Survey result

The survey data were organized, and key measures or variables were derived as
follows. Table 3 shows how the survey’s raw data at the opening of the course is
organized and analyzed. There are 29 students in rows and 20 questions in columns.
cij is the answer 1, 2, ..., or 5, selected by student i for survey question j. For each
question j, there is a mode answer my;, which is the answer (i.e., the choice) the
students most repeatedly chose for question j in the beginning survey. Then, x; is the
number of mode answers among the answers selected by student i. We take the same
steps for the raw survey data collected from the second survey at the end of the course.

Table 3. Definition of a mode answer.

Question j
1 2 3 v 19 20 i =Z"’ii
j
1 C11 C12 C13 C1j C1,19 C1,20 X1
2 C21 C22 C23 Caj C2,19 C2,20 X
3 C31 C32 C33 C3j C3,19 C3,20 X3
Student i
i Ci1 Ciz Ci3 Cij Ci19 Cizo0 Xi
29 €291 €292 €293 C29j €29,19 €29,20 X29
Mode answer My Mmp, Mmps Mp; My Myo0

Notes: ¢;; = 1,2,3,4,0r 5;
my;: mode answer, which is the answer (choice) chosen by the students most repeatedly for question j
in the beginning survey;
K = {1 if (¢ = mbj);
/ 0  otherwise
x;: the number of mode answers among the answers chosen by the student i.

Following the steps above, we can calculate the number of mode answers selected
by the students in the course for each set of questions. Table 4 shows the variables
representing actual survey data.

Table 4. Variables and descriptive statistics.

Descriptive Statistics

N Range Min Max Mean Std. Dev.  Variance = Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic ~ Stat Stat Stat Stat Std. Error  Stat Stat Stat Std. Error  Stat Std. Error
W16-W1 29 14 -6 8 1.17 0.539 2.904 8.433 0.042 0.434 0.911 0.845

Valid N (listwise) 29

Notes: (1) W1: # of mode answers selected by each student for the survey in the first week (week 1);
(2) W16: # of mode answers selected by each student for the survey in the last week (week 16). Note
that data is considered to be normal if skewness is between —2 and +2 and kurtosis is between —7 and
+7 [35].

10



Administrative Sciences Research 2025, 1(1), 3079.

4.2. Hypothesis testing

Considering that the sample size of 29 is relatively small, we need to apply non-
parametric analysis methods. More specifically, we utilize the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank
and Mann-Whitney U tests [36].

4.2.1. Phase 1

To test Hypothesis 1, we define the null and test hypotheses as follows:

*  Hy: There is no difference in the number of mode answers selected by the student
between before and after the cohort classroom learning.

* H;: The number of mode answers selected by the student after the cohort
classroom learning is significantly larger than that before the cohort classroom
learning.

Table 5 shows the hypothesis test results based on the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank
method. It proves that the hypothesis is accepted at a 95% significance level, i.e., the
null hypothesis is rejected at a 95% confidence level. Recall that Hypothesis 1
suggested that the number of ‘mode answers’ selected by each student should increase
significantly after taking the course. By proving Hypothesis 1, we can firmly claim
that teaching operations management significantly impacts the student’s way of
thinking in operations management, i.e., such teaching engenders convergence of
perspective or way of thinking among the students. Organizational assimilation occurs
and is reflected in the convergence of thinking and decision-making.

Table 5. Hypothesis testing result: Hy before = after; H; before < after.

Test Statistics ?

W16-W1
Z —-2.187°
Asymptotic Sig. (1-tailed) 0.0145

Notes: ® Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test; ® Based on negative ranks.

4.2.2. Phase 2

To test Hypothesis 2, we need to group the students into two as follows:

1) Group 1—those students who have not increased their level of convergence, i.¢.,
low converged students with A; < 1.0; there are 11 students in Group 1.

2) Group 2—those students who have increased their level of convergence, i.e., high
converged students with A;> 1.0; there are 18 students in Group 2.

# of student i’'s mode answers in week 16

where A;= .
t # of student i's mode answers in week 1

Table 6 shows the descriptive statistics for the team-based and individual grades
of the students in each group, i.e., Group 1 (low-converged students) and Group 2
(high-converged students).
To test Hypothesis 2, we define the null and test hypotheses as follows:
*  Ho: There is no difference in performance (individual scores or team-based scores
in the course) between ‘low converged’ and ‘high converged’ students.
*  Hj: The (individual or team-based) performance of a ‘high converged’ student is
better than that of a ‘low converged’ student.

11
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics of grades (team-based versus individual).

(1) Total students

Standard Skewness Kurtosis
N Range Minimum  Maximum  Mean Deviation
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Team 29 14.4600  32.1000 46.5600 39.1462  3.7621 —0.144 0.434 —-0.843 0.845
Individual 29 37.0 11.5 48.5 35.034 9.1211 —0.894 0.434 0.705 0.845
Valid N 29
(2) Group 1: low converged students (A;< 1.0)
Standard Skewness Kurtosis
N Range Minimum  Maximum  Mean Deviation
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Team 11 14.4600  32.1000 46.5600 377145  4.3704 0.759 0.661 0.078 1.279
Individual 11 36.5 11.5 48.0 33.955 9.5458 -1.233 0.661 2.652 1.279
Valid N 11
(3) Group 2: high converged students (A;> 1.0)
Standard Skewness Kurtosis
N Range Minimum  Maximum  Mean Deviation
Statistic Statistic ~ Statistic Statistic Statistic ~ Statistic Statistic ~ Std. Error Statistic ~ Std. Error
Team 18 10.6600  34.4000 45.0600 40.0211 3.1527 -0.677 0.536 -0.379 1.038
Individual 18 33.5 15.0 48.5 35.694 9.0670 -0.775 0.536 0.114 1.038
Valid N 18

Table 7 presents the result of the Mann-Whitney U Test, which indicates that
Hypothesis 2.1 is strongly supported, i.c., the team-based performance of a ‘high

converged’ student is significantly better than that of a ‘low converged’ student.

Figure 2 graphically shows the result.

Table 7. Difference of team-based performance between low and high converged

students.

Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test Summary

Total N

Mann-Whitney U

Wilcoxon W

Test Statistic

Standard Error

Standardized Test Statistic
Asymptotic Sig. (1-sided test)
Exact Sig. (1-sided test)

29
140.500
311.500
140.500
22.243
1.866
0.031
0.030
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Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
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Figure 2. Difference of team-based performance between low and high converged

students.

On the contrary, Table 8 shows the result, which does not reject the null
hypothesis regarding the students’ individual performance. That is, we might not say
that the individual performance of a ‘high converged’ student is better than that of a
‘low converged’ student. Therefore, we cannot accept Hypothesis 2.2. Again, Figure

N =11

1

Mean Rank = 11.23

Group
2

N=18
Mean Rank = 17.31

Frequency

3 graphically shows the conclusion.

Table 8. Difference of individual performance between low and high converged

students.

Frequency

055

0s0

045

040

035

030

025

weaj

Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test Summary

Total N
Mann-Whitney U
Wilcoxon W
Test Statistic
Standard Error

Standardized Test Statistic

Asymptotic Sig. (1-sided test)

Exact Sig. (1-sided test)

29
110.500
281.500
110.500
22.229
0.517
0.303
0.306
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Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
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Figure 3. Difference of individual performance between low and high converged
students.

The result of the analysis shows that all but one hypothesis is accepted (Figure
4). Thus, discussing the result related to Hypothesis 2.2, the only hypothesis rejected,
in greater detail seems necessary. In the original framework (Figure 1), we proposed
that organizational convergence in thinking and decision-making facilitates both team
and individual learning, implying that the higher the convergence, the better the
student’s individual performance (Hypothesis 2.2). However, the analysis result
confirms only Hypothesis 2.1 (the higher the convergence, the better the student’s
team-based performance), but not Hypothesis 2.2.

Teaching and Learning Business

Phase 1 V\“\
ey

- . Organizational Individual
Convergence Knowledge
T,
Phase 2 HZ 1 _::—'—""-—.—.. Hz 2
1 - a2
Team-based Individual
Performance Performance

Real-world Managerial Capability

sl Accepted hypothesis
ssnmssP  Rejected hypothesis

........ +  Presumed causation

Figure 4. Hypothesis testing result.
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To understand the result fully, we think it is important to see how the individual
grade was measured. In section 3.4, we described how to determine the individual
grade, i.e., “On the other hand, for her individual grade, the student was evaluated
based on her own scores in the final exam, an in-class written exam, which tested her
knowledge about the subjects she learned through the lectures delivered by the
professor.” Exactly according to the way that the individual performance was
measured, it is clear that there might be little connection between individual grade and
team-based activities, which constitute the fundamental basis for the organizational
assimilation process, i.e., organizational convergence in thinking and decision-
making.

5. Conclusion and discussion

The findings in this study offer valuable insights into administrative sciences by
highlighting how organizational assimilation processes can be deliberately cultivated
within educational environments. Specifically, the positive relationship between
convergence in decision-making and team performance aligns with theories of shared
cognition and organizational socialization [32,37]. These results suggest that
individual assimilation of mental models can enhance collective outcomes even in
temporary organizations such as classrooms [32]. Moreover, the finding that
convergence does not significantly improve individual performance raises essential
considerations about balancing assimilation with independent critical thinking—an
issue equally relevant to real-world organizational training and onboarding programs.

This research is exploratory to answer the question, “Does teaching make a
difference?” It is one of the most fundamental questions in education. As business
school professors, we all face the same question, i.¢., “Does teaching business make a
difference for managers?” We started with a more focused scope, i.c., in the context
of teaching operations management. The research question was, “Does teaching
operations management make a significant difference for managers in operations
management?” To answer the question, we must first prove that teaching operations
management significantly impacts the student’s way of thinking and decision-making
in operations [38]. Note that teaching in this study is more comprehensive than a
traditional lecture-oriented approach, involving the students’ experiential learning as
a whole [39—41]. Only after demonstrating that teaching can make a considerable
impact can we further try to prove that such an impact is effective, i.e., achieving
educational goals. Since we cannot measure the students’ actual performance in the
real world, we looked into the students’ performance in the class.

To prove the propositions, we adopted a survey methodology. The sample was
from an actual classroom setting, i.e., we surveyed EMBA students at a business
school, who were primarily senior-level managers with at least ten years of job
experience. As the sample size was small, we applied nonparametric analysis tools,
i.e., the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank and Mann-Whitney U tests, to analyze the survey data.
The analysis proved two of the three hypotheses we put forth.

Hypothesis 1 was fully accepted, i.e., teaching operations management
significantly impacted the students’ way of thinking and decision-making in
operations management. We supported the hypotheses by showing that the students
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significantly converged in their answers to the survey questions. For the hypothesis
that links the student’s convergence with her class performance, we proved it partially,
i.e., the higher the student’s convergence, the better her ‘team-based’ performance
(Hypothesis 2.1), but not her ‘individual’ performance (Hypothesis 2.2). As we have
already discussed, there might be a slightly more complex relationship between
individual knowledge acquisition and convergence [42].

We summarize the analysis results in Figure 4. Although we believe that
integrated teaching and learning can influence both convergence in thinking and
decision-making at the organizational level and knowledge acquisition at the
individual level, the current design of the study makes it difficult to observe or quantify
how much each student has acquired knowledge individually. Therefore, the current
scope of the study comprises the left-hand side, i.e., the integrated teaching and
learning enhance the student’s convergence in thinking and decision-making, and in
turn the convergence has a positive effect on the student’s team-based performance
[43], but not on her individual learning performance. Nevertheless, we cannot
conclude that there is no relationship between individual knowledge and team-based
or individual performance. It could imply that in the current study, we do not have
enough evidence to show the causality, probably due to not measuring how much
knowledge each student has acquired during the class.

This study makes a few significant contributions to the literature. First, we
empirically proved that teaching operations management could impact students’
thinking and decision-making. In addition, we identified the link between a student’s
convergence and her team-based performance in the class, i.e., the stronger the
convergence, the better the team-based performance. We extrapolate this result to the
student’s managerial capability, i.e., the stronger the convergence, the more capable
the student is of real-world managerial problem-solving, assuming that the professor
teaches the students effectively [44]. These are nontrivial implications.

On a more practical side, we hope that the research results strongly support the
significance of education so that policymakers in developing countries should invest
in education intensively as one of the top priorities for their social and economic
advancement.

There is a key managerial implication. Managers can improve team effectiveness
by fostering environments where shared mental models are developed. Training
programs, onboarding sessions, and leadership workshops should emphasize not only
technical skills but also alignment in thinking, terminology, and decision frameworks.
Encouraging structured group reflection or scenario-based exercises can promote
convergence and better team coordination. There is also a caveat. While alignment in
decision-making improves group outcomes, overemphasis may suppress individual
creativity and adaptability. As such, management education and corporate training
should balance encouraging standardized practices and nurturing independent, critical
thinking. This balance is vital for preparing managers to both integrate well within
teams and solve novel problems autonomously.

As with any exploratory study, however, a few areas need more refinement and
extension. For this kind of survey research, it is essential to develop the right questions
that can measure what the study is supposed to measure. In this regard, we believe the
questions were appropriately designed to measure how the student’s way of thinking
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changes. The questions were not developed to measure the student’s exact level of
knowledge or experience. Nevertheless, other researchers might want to create similar
questions more rigorously. As pointed out before, this study’s goal was not to show
how to teach effectively. To prove the effectiveness, we should have gathered the
students’ performance data after graduation. It can be a daunting task, but not an
impossible one. Finally, given the small sample size of the data, we believe applying
nonparametric approaches such as the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank and Mann-Whitney U
Test was reasonable. However, one can adopt other parametric methods if the sample
size can be made large.

We suggest two additional research questions for future research, which we have
not sufficiently investigated in this paper. First, note that in the research framework
(Figure 1), we did not specifically consider any causal relationship between
organizational convergence and individual knowledge, implying that it was outside
the scope of the current study. Although we can assume a positive correlation between
the two, future research must confirm it. The other question concerns comparing active
learning (like in this study) and more traditional lecture-oriented pedagogy. Although
we can propose a general superiority of active learning to lecture-oriented learning,
we should rigorously investigate it to derive contingent outcomes. For instance, it
might be possible to see that the traditional approach can more effectively enhance
specific knowledge performance measures under certain conditions. Answering these
two research questions will extend our understanding of the relationship between
teaching and practical performance.

We believe this study contributes to administrative sciences by demonstrating
how organizational assimilation processes, typically studied in workplace settings,
operate similarly within educational organizations. By conceptualizing the classroom
as a temporary organization, we extend theories of shared cognition, organizational
learning, and socialization into an educational domain. Future research could explore
how structured interventions optimize convergence and independent thinking to
maximize organizational effectiveness.
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