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Disclaimer and Notice to Course Participants 

The content presented in this course reflects the opinions, interpretations, and professional judgment of 
Acuity PDH and its contributing authors. While every effort has been made to ensure accuracy, the material 
is provided for general educational and informational purposes only and should not be relied upon as a 
substitute for professional judgment, independent verification, or applicable legal or regulatory guidance.  
This course is not intended for use as a design basis, specification, or substitute for site-specific engineering 
or surveying work, and should not be applied directly to design or construction without independent  
professional evaluation. 

This course is not a substitute for the standards, codes, statutes, regulations, or licensing board 
requirements of any local, state, or national authority. Where any information in this course conflicts with or 
differs from applicable local, state, or national rules, codes, or regulations, those governing rules and 
regulations shall control. Codes and standards change over time, and participants are responsible for 
confirming they are referencing the current edition of any code or standard discussed and for verifying 
current requirements in their own jurisdiction before applying any information presented here to actual 
practice. 

Acuity PDH develops its courses with the goal of meeting applicable continuing education requirements in 
the jurisdictions where it operates and advertises, as identified on www.acuitypdh.com. Because continuing 
education and PDH requirements may vary by state, and not all states formally approve individual providers  
or courses, participants are encouraged to confirm that a course meets the requirements of their specific 
licensing board before submitting it for credit. 

Based on Acuity PDH’s review of the applicable requirements, it is the opinion of Acuity PDH that this course 
meets the continuing education requirements of the Surveying and Engineering Boards identified on the 
Acuity PDH website as of the effective date shown on the cover sheet of this course. 

This course does not constitute engineering, surveying, or legal advice, and completion of this course does 
not establish a professional relationship between the participant and Acuity PDH. Application of any 
concept, method, or example discussed in this course remains the sole responsibility of the licensed 
professional, who must exercise independent professional judgment consistent with the standard of care in 
their jurisdiction. Acuity PDH is not affiliated with, and does not endorse or vouch for, any third-party  
publications, standards bodies, or organizations referenced in this course, and is not responsible for how 
any participant or employer applies the material presented. 

Acuity PDH makes no warranty, express or implied, as to the completeness, accuracy, or currency of the 
information presented, and course content may not reflect the most recent changes in codes, standards, or 
regulatory requirements. Course materials are subject to human error, including in drafting, editing, and 
review. Review questions and course content are intended for learning reinforcement only and do not certify 
professional competency. 

If you identify an inconsistency, error, or outdated reference in this course, please notify Acuity PDH 
immediately through the contact information listed on our website so that it can be reviewed and corrected.  
Your feedback helps maintain the quality and reliability of this course library. 

This course and its contents are the property of Acuity PDH and may not be reproduced or redistributed 
without permission. 

By completing this course, the participant acknowledges that they have read and understood this disclaimer 
and agrees that Acuity PDH shall not be held liable for any loss, damage, or professional consequence 
arising from the use or misuse of the information presented. 

http://www.acuitypdh.com/
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Thank You 

Thank you for choosing Acuity PDH for your continuing education needs. 

We're a small firm, and that's by design. We started this company because we believe continuing 
education should actually be useful to the professionals who complete it, not just a box to check. Every 
course in our library is built with that goal in mind: content that respects your time, your intelligence, and 
the work you do every day in the field and in practice. 

Being small means we don't have the resources of a large training company, but it also means something 
else: your business genuinely matters to us. When you choose one of our courses, you're supporting a 
firm that reads every piece of feedback that comes in, that takes corrections seriously, and that is still, 
after every course we publish, trying to get a little better at this. We don't take that trust for granted. 

We know you have options when it comes to meeting your continuing education requirements, and we're 
grateful you spent this time with us. If there's ever anything we can do better, or anything you'd like to see 
us cover in a future course, we'd genuinely like to hear from you. 

Thank you again for your business and for the work you do as a licensed professional. It's an honor to 
play a small part in supporting your career. 

The Acuity PDH Team 
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Course Description 
Practical Team Building for Surveying Professionals 

 

Strong teams do not happen by accident. In the surveying profession, where accuracy, 
safety, and efficiency depend on coordinated effort between field crews, office 
technicians, and project managers, the quality of teamwork directly affects the quality of 
the work product. A crew that communicates poorly, lacks trust, or struggles with 
unresolved conflict will produce results that reflect those shortcomings. Conversely, a 
well-built team brings consistency, accountability, and a shared commitment to doing the 
job right. 

This course is designed for licensed Professional Land Surveyors (PLS) who lead, 
manage, or work alongside survey teams in any practice setting. Whether the 
participant oversees a two-person field crew, manages a multi-office operation, or 
occupies a hybrid role spanning both field and office responsibilities, the principles 
covered in this course apply directly to everyday professional life. 

The course examines team building from the ground up, beginning with a foundational 
understanding of what makes survey teams distinctive compared to teams in other 
industries. From there, it moves through the full arc of team development, covering 
communication strategies, trust and accountability, conflict resolution, leadership 
techniques, and the process of building a team culture that sustains performance over 
time. 

The content is practical by design. Each unit draws on real-world scenarios familiar to 
surveying professionals and presents tools, methods, and frameworks that can be 
applied immediately. The course does not treat team building as a soft skill to be 
managed separately from technical work. Instead, it frames strong teams as a core 
professional competency, one as essential to successful project delivery as instrument 
calibration, boundary research, or deed interpretation. 

Upon completing this course, participants will be equipped with a working knowledge of 
team dynamics, communication best practices, conflict resolution approaches, 
motivational strategies, and cultural development techniques tailored specifically to the 
surveying profession. The course awards two professional development hours (PDH) 
and is applicable to licensed surveyors practicing in any jurisdiction (if accepted by 
governing board, see webpage for additional information).  
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Course Objectives 
Upon successful completion of this course, the participant will be able to: 

 

1. Describe the unique characteristics of survey teams and explain how those 
characteristics shape team dynamics in both field and office settings. 

2. Identify and apply effective communication strategies for conveying technical 
information accurately across crew members, technicians, and project managers. 

3. Explain the role of trust and psychological safety in team performance and 
identify practices that build and sustain trust within a survey team. 

4. Apply structured conflict resolution techniques to address interpersonal and 
operational disagreements common in surveying work environments. 

5. Describe leadership approaches appropriate to the surveying profession and 
explain how leadership style affects crew performance, morale, and retention. 

6. Identify motivational strategies that align individual effort with team goals and 
explain how accountability structures support consistent performance. 

7. Define team culture in the context of a surveying practice and explain the 
methods by which leaders intentionally shape and maintain that culture over 
time. 

8. Evaluate team strengths and weaknesses using practical diagnostic approaches 
and develop action steps for targeted improvement. 

9. Apply team-building frameworks to common project scenarios in land surveying, 
including deadline-driven fieldwork, multi-crew coordination, and client-facing 
deliverables. 

10. Recognize the connection between team cohesion and professional outcomes 
including accuracy, safety, client satisfaction, and long-term business success. 
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Section 1: Introduction 
Surveying is, at its core, a team endeavor. Even the sole practitioner who runs a one-
person operation depends on a network of relationships to get work done: clients who 
provide access and context, government offices that supply records, and colleagues 
who fill gaps during peak seasons or complex projects. For the vast majority of licensed 
surveyors, however, the daily reality involves working alongside other people in 
structured crews, shared offices, and layered project hierarchies. The quality of those 
working relationships is not incidental to the quality of the work. It is central to it. 

This course takes that premise seriously. Team building is not a peripheral concern for 
survey professionals. It is not a topic reserved for managers attending corporate 
retreats or for practices large enough to have a human resources department. It is a 
practical, daily responsibility that affects everything from crew safety in the field to the 
accuracy of a final plat submitted to a client. When teams function well, projects move 
forward with momentum, problems get solved at the level where they originate, and the 
people doing the work feel competent and valued. When teams do not function well, the 
opposite is true, and the consequences show up in missed deadlines, rework, turnover, 
and sometimes in errors that carry professional liability. 

What makes team building in surveying distinct from team building in other professions 
is the specific combination of conditions under which survey teams operate. Field crews 
work in physically demanding, often hazardous environments where communication 
must be precise, situational awareness must be high, and trust in a crewmate's 
judgment can be a matter of personal safety. Office staff work under different but equally 
real pressures: tight production schedules, complex data sets, and the need to translate 
field observations into legally defensible documents. Project managers and licensed 
surveyors in supervisory roles must coordinate between these two worlds, often 
simultaneously, while managing client expectations and regulatory requirements. 

These conditions create a team environment unlike what most generic management 
literature describes. A survey crew is not a sales team. It is not a software development 
group. It is not a manufacturing floor. The people who make up a survey team bring a 
specific mix of technical training, physical skill, professional pride, and, often, a 
personality type that gravitates toward precision and independence. Leading and 
building a team with those characteristics requires an approach calibrated to those 
realities. 

This course is organized around six main units, each addressing a distinct dimension of 
team performance. The first unit establishes a foundational understanding of survey 
teams as a specific type of professional group, including how they form, how they 
function across field and office roles, and what distinguishes high-performing survey 
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teams from those that merely get by. The second unit focuses on communication, 
arguably the most frequently cited source of both team success and team failure. It 
examines how technical information moves through a crew, where breakdowns tend to 
occur, and what practices produce consistent clarity. 

The third unit addresses trust and accountability, two concepts that are often discussed 
separately but are deeply interconnected in the survey context. Trust without 
accountability produces complacency. Accountability without trust produces anxiety. The 
unit explores how to build and sustain both within the same team structure. The fourth 
unit takes on conflict, which is a normal and inevitable feature of any team environment. 
The goal is not to eliminate conflict but to manage it constructively. Survey professionals 
who learn to navigate disagreement without letting it damage working relationships gain 
a significant professional advantage. 

The fifth unit examines leadership and motivation from the perspective of the survey 
professional who leads others, whether by title or by expertise. This is not a unit about 
management theory abstracted from reality. It is a practical look at how leadership 
choices, large and small, shape the environment in which crew members and 
technicians do their best work. The sixth and final main unit addresses team culture, the 
set of shared values, habits, and expectations that define how a team operates over 
time. Culture is often described as something that exists independently of any 
individual, but it is also something that leaders and team members actively shape 
through their daily behavior. 

Running through all six units is a consistent theme: team building is a skill, and like all 
professional skills, it can be learned, practiced, and improved. The licensed surveyor 
who completes this course will not emerge as a different person. They will, however, 
have a more structured and better-informed approach to one of the most consequential 
dimensions of professional practice. That is the goal. 

A note on how this material is framed. Throughout the course, the term survey team is 
used broadly to encompass any combination of field crew members, instrument 
operators, party chiefs, office technicians, CAD drafters, project managers, and licensed 
surveyors working together toward shared project outcomes. The specific composition 
of the team matters less than the relationships and dynamics within it. Whether the 
team consists of two people on a boundary job or twenty people spread across multiple 
field crews and an office, the principles covered here apply. 

The course draws on established frameworks from organizational behavior, leadership 
development, and professional communication, adapted specifically for the conditions 
and culture of the surveying profession. Where general management principles are 
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referenced, they are translated into terms and scenarios that a practicing surveyor will 
recognize. The aim throughout is to be useful, not theoretical. 

With that framing in place, the course begins with the most foundational question: who 
are survey teams, and what makes them tick? 
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Section 2: Unit 1 — The Nature of Survey Teams: 
Understanding Who You Are Working With 
Part 1: How Survey Teams Are Different 
Before any meaningful team building can take place, it helps to understand what kind of 
team is being built. Survey teams occupy a specific and somewhat unusual place in the 
professional landscape. They are technical teams, meaning the work they produce 
requires specialized knowledge, trained judgment, and adherence to professional 
standards. They are also physical teams, meaning a significant portion of the work 
happens outdoors, in conditions that vary and cannot always be controlled. And they are 
legally accountable teams, meaning errors have consequences that extend beyond 
inconvenience into professional liability, financial loss, and sometimes litigation. 

This combination of characteristics shapes everything about how survey teams function. 
Technical precision is non-negotiable, which creates a culture that tends to value 
accuracy above speed and correctness above consensus. Physical work in variable 
environments demands adaptability and situational awareness, which means that team 
members need to be capable of independent judgment even when supervision is not 
immediately available. Legal accountability means that the stakes of poor performance 
are real and documented, which creates pressure that can either motivate or destabilize 
a team depending on how it is managed. 

Understanding these characteristics is not just an academic exercise. A project manager 
who treats a survey crew like a generic labor force, assigning tasks without accounting 
for technical judgment or field conditions, will consistently underperform. A party chief 
who assumes crew members will function like office workers, waiting for explicit 
direction before acting, will find the crew unable to respond effectively when conditions 
change. The starting point for effective team building in surveying is an honest 
recognition of what survey work actually requires and who survey professionals actually 
are. 

Survey professionals, as a group, tend to share certain traits. They are drawn to 
precision. They take professional standards seriously. They are often more comfortable 
with technical problem solving than with interpersonal conflict. Many entered the 
profession because of an interest in the physical world, in measurement, geometry, and 
the documentation of physical reality, not because of an interest in managing people or 
navigating office dynamics. This does not mean survey professionals are poor 
communicators or ineffective leaders. It means that those skills often require more 
intentional development than the technical skills that come more naturally to the 
profession. 
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None of this is a criticism. It is a realistic description of the professional culture that team 
builders in surveying are working within. Recognizing it allows for a more targeted and 
effective approach to building strong teams. 

Part 2: The Structure of a Typical Survey Team 
Survey teams come in many configurations depending on the size of the practice, the 
type of work, and the organizational model of the firm. However, most survey teams 
share a recognizable structural pattern that consists of distinct roles with distinct 
responsibilities, operating in two primary environments: the field and the office. 

In the field, the core unit is the crew. Traditional field crews consist of at least two 
people: an instrument operator and a rod person, sometimes called a rodman or crew 
member. In larger operations or more complex projects, crews may include a party chief 
who oversees fieldwork and coordinates with the office, along with additional crew 
members responsible for clearing, flagging, or carrying equipment. The party chief role 
is particularly important from a team dynamics perspective because it combines 
technical responsibility with a supervisory function. Party chiefs are often the most 
experienced field personnel, but experience alone does not make someone an effective 
team leader. 

In the office, the team typically includes drafters, CAD technicians, and data processors 
who work with field data to produce deliverables. In larger firms, these roles may be 
further divided between those who process raw field data and those who produce final 
drawings and documents. Office staff often have less direct interaction with field crews 
than might be assumed, which creates a communication gap that is one of the most 
common sources of project inefficiency in the surveying profession. 

Bridging the field and office is the project manager or the licensed surveyor in charge of 
the project. This role involves coordinating the flow of information between field and 
office, managing client relationships, monitoring schedule and budget, and making the 
professional judgments that only a licensed surveyor is authorized to make. In smaller 
practices, one person may fulfill all of these functions simultaneously. In larger 
operations, project management may be a dedicated role separate from both fieldwork 
and office production. 

Understanding this structure is foundational to team building because different roles 
create different perspectives, different pressures, and different communication styles. A 
crew member in the field experiences the project as a series of physical tasks to be 
completed in real time under real conditions. An office technician experiences the same 
project as a data set to be processed and a drawing to be produced. A project manager 
experiences it as a schedule, a budget, and a set of client commitments. These are not 
competing views. They are complementary perspectives on the same project, and one 
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of the most powerful things a team builder can do is help team members understand 
each other's perspectives. 

Part 3: Stages of Team Development 
Teams do not arrive fully formed. Every team, regardless of the experience level of its 
members, goes through a recognizable developmental arc. Understanding this arc 
helps team leaders and team members recognize where they are in the process and 
what is needed to move forward. 

One widely referenced model of team development describes four stages: forming, 
storming, norming, and performing. A fifth stage, adjourning, is often added to account 
for the dissolution of teams at project completion. While this model originated outside 
the surveying profession, it maps onto the survey team experience with enough 
accuracy to be useful. 

In the forming stage, team members come together for the first time or in a new 
configuration. There is often a degree of politeness and caution during this stage. 
People are assessing each other and the situation. Field crews that have been recently 
assembled, or that have added new members, experience this stage acutely. The 
primary need during forming is clarity: clear roles, clear expectations, and clear 
communication from whoever is in the leadership position. 

In the storming stage, the initial politeness gives way to friction. Personalities clash. 
Working styles conflict. Disagreements emerge about how tasks should be done, who is 
responsible for what, and how decisions get made. This is a normal and healthy stage 
of team development, but it is also the stage where many teams get stuck. Survey 
crews experiencing storming may show it through persistent low-level conflict between 
crew members, challenges to the party chief's authority, or unresolved tension between 
field and office staff. The key to moving through storming is not suppressing the conflict 
but addressing it constructively. 

In the norming stage, the team begins to establish its own identity. Working relationships 
solidify. Communication patterns become more efficient. Team members develop a 
better understanding of each other's strengths and limitations. Trust begins to form. For 
survey teams, the norming stage often corresponds to the point where the crew starts to 
develop a shared rhythm, where the work begins to feel coordinated rather than 
effortful. 

In the performing stage, the team is operating at a high level. Members are working with 
confidence, supporting each other effectively, and producing quality results consistently. 
This is the goal, but it is also important to recognize that it is not permanent. Personnel 
changes, new project types, or significant organizational shifts can push a team back to 
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an earlier stage. Understanding this helps leaders avoid the assumption that a team that 
has performed well in the past will automatically perform well under new conditions. 

The adjourning stage is particularly relevant in surveying because project-based work 
regularly brings teams together and then disperses them. When a major project 
concludes, a team that has developed strong cohesion experiences a form of loss. 
Acknowledging this transition, recognizing the team's contributions, and managing the 
conclusion of a project thoughtfully sets the stage for smoother formation of the next 
team configuration. 

Part 4: Roles Within a Team Beyond Job Title 
In any team, formal job titles tell only part of the story. Team members also play informal 
roles that are distinct from their position on an organizational chart. These informal roles 
can either support team performance or undermine it, and a skilled team leader pays 
attention to both. 

Among the informal roles that tend to appear in survey teams, several are consistently 
influential. The informal leader is the person others look to for guidance, validation, or 
energy, regardless of whether that person holds a formal leadership title. In a field crew, 
this might be an experienced crew member who commands more respect from the rest 
of the crew than the assigned party chief. Recognizing the informal leader is important 
because ignoring that dynamic will not make it go away. A smart team builder finds ways 
to align the informal leader's influence with team goals rather than working against it. 

The subject matter expert is the person everyone defers to on specific technical 
questions. In a survey office, this might be a senior technician who has processed a 
particular type of data longer than anyone else. This person's expertise is a team asset, 
but it can also become a bottleneck if the team relies too heavily on a single individual 
and fails to develop broader technical capacity. 

The connector is the team member who maintains relationships and keeps 
communication flowing. In a survey firm, this is often the person who knows everybody, 
passes information between field and office informally, and smooths over small tensions 
before they become larger ones. Connectors are often underestimated in formal 
assessments of team performance, but their absence is felt immediately when they 
leave. 

The skeptic is the team member who questions plans, challenges assumptions, and 
points out problems before they become failures. Skeptics are frequently perceived as 
negative or obstructive, but in a profession where errors have real consequences, a 
well-functioning skeptic is a significant asset. The challenge is creating a team 
environment where skeptical input is welcomed and considered rather than suppressed. 
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The integrator is the team member who works across boundaries, whether between 
field and office, between departments, or between the team and external stakeholders. 
In a survey practice, the integrator is often the project manager, but the function can be 
performed by anyone in the team who naturally bridges gaps and synthesizes 
information. 

Recognizing these informal roles requires observation over time. A team leader who 
pays attention to how work actually gets done, rather than only to how it is supposed to 
get done according to the org chart, will develop a much more accurate picture of the 
team's real dynamics. 

Part 5: The Composition of High-Performing Survey Teams 
Not all survey teams perform at the same level. Even when the formal credentials, 
experience levels, and technical resources are comparable, some teams consistently 
outperform others. Understanding what distinguishes high-performing teams from 
average ones is one of the most practically valuable areas of team research. 

High-performing survey teams share a set of observable characteristics. They 
communicate with unusual clarity and frequency. They resolve problems at the level 
where problems occur rather than escalating everything upward. They hold each other 
accountable without relying exclusively on formal authority to enforce standards. They 
are resilient when conditions change, whether that means adapting to unexpected field 
conditions, absorbing a personnel change, or recovering from a project setback. And 
they maintain a consistent standard of quality not because someone is watching, but 
because that standard has become part of how they define themselves as a team. 

Clarity of purpose is perhaps the most fundamental characteristic of high-performing 
teams. Every member of the team understands not just what they are doing but why it 
matters. In a survey context, this means more than knowing the project type and the 
deliverable due date. It means understanding the client's purpose in commissioning the 
survey, the downstream uses of the data, and the ways in which each crew member's 
individual contribution connects to the final product. When team members understand 
the purpose of their work at that level, the quality of their individual contributions 
improves. 

Role clarity is closely related but distinct. A team member who understands the purpose 
of the project but is unclear about their specific responsibilities within it will still 
underperform. High-performing teams are notable for the absence of ambiguity about 
who is responsible for what. This clarity does not require rigid formality. In fact, the best 
survey teams tend to be flexible about task assignments while remaining clear about 
accountability. The difference between flexibility and confusion is whether everyone 
knows the difference. 
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Mutual respect is a less tangible but equally important characteristic. In high-performing 
survey teams, technical expertise is recognized and valued regardless of formal title. A 
licensed surveyor who dismisses the input of an experienced crew member because of 
a title difference is not leading a high-performing team. Neither is a party chief who 
treats office technicians as service providers rather than professional colleagues. 
Mutual respect creates the conditions under which team members feel safe raising 
concerns, offering suggestions, and admitting mistakes, all of which are essential to 
consistent quality. 

Psychological safety refers to the shared belief among team members that the team is 
safe for interpersonal risk taking. In practical terms, this means that team members 
believe they can speak up, ask questions, or acknowledge errors without fear of ridicule, 
punishment, or marginalization. Psychological safety is widely regarded as one of the 
strongest predictors of team performance across a wide range of industries and 
contexts. In the survey profession, where errors carry professional and legal 
consequences, the temptation to suppress or conceal mistakes is significant. 
Psychological safety is what makes a team capable of catching and correcting errors 
before they become problems rather than after. 

Finally, high-performing survey teams tend to have a shared commitment to continuous 
improvement. They debrief after projects, not to assign blame but to identify what 
worked and what did not. They are willing to change processes that are not producing 
results. They actively seek to develop the skills of their members. This orientation 
toward learning is what allows a team to improve over time rather than simply repeating 
the same performance indefinitely. 

Part 6: Common Team Dysfunctions in Survey Practices 
Just as it is useful to identify the characteristics of high-performing teams, it is equally 
useful to recognize the patterns that consistently undermine team performance. Patrick 
Lencioni's model of team dysfunction, outlined in his widely read work on the subject, 
identifies five interrelated dysfunctions that tend to appear in sequence: absence of 
trust, fear of conflict, lack of commitment, avoidance of accountability, and inattention to 
results. While this model was developed in a general organizational context, each of 
these dysfunctions appears with recognizable frequency in survey teams. 

Absence of trust in a survey team typically manifests not as dramatic betrayal but as 
chronic low-level self-protection. Team members who do not trust their colleagues guard 
information, avoid admitting uncertainty, and decline to ask for help even when they 
need it. In a field setting, this might look like a crew member who struggles with an 
unfamiliar instrument but does not ask for assistance because asking feels like an 
admission of weakness. In an office setting, it might look like a technician who submits 
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data without flagging an anomaly because they are not sure how the project manager 
will respond. 

Fear of conflict shows up differently in surveying teams than in some other professional 
environments. Survey professionals often have strong technical opinions and are not 
shy about defending them. However, the conflict avoidance that Lencioni describes is 
less about avoiding disagreement on technical matters and more about avoiding the 
harder interpersonal conversations: the crew member who is consistently late, the 
technician whose work quality has declined, the party chief whose communication style 
is creating problems with the rest of the crew. These conversations get avoided, and the 
problems fester. 

Lack of commitment in a survey team can result from unclear direction, inadequate buy-
in on project decisions, or a history of decisions being made without input from the 
people who will carry them out. When a crew is told to execute a field plan that they 
were not consulted on and that they believe has problems, commitment to that plan is 
limited. This does not mean every decision needs to be made by committee. It means 
that the people responsible for execution need to understand the reasoning behind 
decisions and feel that their expertise was considered. 

Avoidance of accountability is closely related to the trust deficit described earlier. In 
teams where accountability conversations are uncomfortable or where there is no clear 
norm for addressing underperformance, team members who are meeting expectations 
begin to resent those who are not. This resentment compounds over time and, if left 
unaddressed, erodes the commitment of the team's most capable members. 

Inattention to results is the most visible dysfunction but also the one most likely to be a 
symptom of the others rather than an independent cause. A team that does not trust 
each other, avoids necessary conflict, lacks commitment, and will not hold each other 
accountable will eventually stop focusing on results. Quality suffers. Standards drift. The 
shared goal of producing accurate, defensible survey work gets displaced by the goal of 
simply getting through the day. 

Recognizing these patterns in a real team takes honest self-assessment. A project 
manager or party chief who wants to build a stronger team must be willing to look at 
their own team's dynamics with clear eyes, identify which dysfunctions are present, and 
begin addressing them systematically. The following units in this course provide specific 
tools and strategies for doing exactly that. 

Part 7: Diversity of Experience and Its Value in Survey Teams 
Survey teams often span wide ranges of experience, from newly licensed surveyors or 
fresh field crew members who bring current technical training and energy to veterans 
with decades of accumulated field knowledge that no textbook captures. Managing this 
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diversity of experience effectively is one of the more nuanced challenges of team 
building in the profession. 

The instinct in many survey operations is to organize teams by experience level, placing 
veteran crew members together and grouping newer employees separately. This 
approach has surface logic but misses a significant opportunity. Mixed experience 
teams, when managed well, tend to outperform homogeneous ones because they 
combine the pattern recognition of experience with the technical currency and fresh 
perspective of newer professionals. 

Making mixed experience teams work requires intentional structure. Newer team 
members need clarity about what they are expected to contribute and clear channels for 
asking questions without feeling like a burden. Experienced team members need to 
understand that mentoring is a professional responsibility, not an optional add-on to 
their primary duties. And the team leader needs to create conditions where knowledge 
transfer happens naturally as part of the workflow rather than as a formal and 
uncomfortable process. 

One effective approach is pairing newer crew members with experienced ones on tasks 
that require judgment rather than only physical execution. When a newer crew member 
observes and participates in the decision-making process of an experienced colleague, 
they absorb not just the technical answer but the reasoning behind it. Over time, this 
kind of embedded learning produces better professionals than classroom instruction 
alone could accomplish. 

The contributions of experience should also not be romanticized to the point of 
dismissing the genuine value that newer professionals bring. Surveyors who have 
recently completed formal education often have stronger fluency with current software, 
updated technical standards, and emerging technologies than veterans who learned the 
profession before those tools existed. A team culture that respects experience without 
being uncritically deferential to it is more likely to stay current, adapt to change, and 
perform at a high level over time. 

Part 8: The Relationship Between Team Composition and Project 
Outcomes 
The people on a survey team and the way they are organized relative to each other 
have a direct and measurable effect on project outcomes. This is not a statement about 
individual talent. It is a statement about fit, structure, and dynamics. 

Project outcomes in the survey profession are typically evaluated across four 
dimensions: accuracy, timeliness, safety, and client satisfaction. Each of these 
dimensions is influenced by team composition and dynamics in specific ways. 
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Accuracy depends on the technical competence of individual team members, but also 
on the review processes, communication patterns, and error-checking habits that the 
team has developed. A technically competent crew that does not communicate well will 
produce less accurate results than a crew of similar technical ability that has strong 
communication norms. Errors in surveying most commonly arise not from individual 
incompetence but from miscommunication, assumption, and inadequate quality checks, 
all of which are team-level phenomena. 

Timeliness is similarly affected by team dynamics. A crew that resolves field problems 
efficiently because team members trust each other's judgment and communicate clearly 
will consistently outpace a crew of similar size and skill that must escalate every 
decision or relitigate settled questions repeatedly. The time cost of poor team dynamics 
is rarely tracked directly but is significant. 

Safety in the field is a team responsibility in the most direct sense. Individual situational 
awareness matters, but so does the team's habit of watching out for each other, 
communicating about hazards, and maintaining shared standards for how work near 
traffic or in other high-exposure environments gets done. A safety culture in a field crew 
is either built intentionally or it is not built at all, and its presence or absence shows up in 
incident rates over time. 

Client satisfaction is influenced by everything upstream of the client interaction. When a 
team produces accurate work on schedule and communicates proactively about project 
status, client relationships improve naturally. When errors, delays, or communication 
failures reach the client, the team's internal dysfunction has become a client-facing 
problem. Clients rarely see the team dynamics directly, but they experience the results 
of those dynamics in every deliverable and every interaction. 

Part 9: Bringing It Together 
The foundational insight of this unit is that survey teams are a specific type of 
professional group with characteristics, dynamics, and challenges that deserve a 
targeted approach to team building. The generic advice found in management literature 
is not wrong, but it is often incomplete when applied to the particular combination of 
technical precision, physical work, professional accountability, and interpersonal 
complexity that defines the survey team environment. 

Building a strong survey team begins with understanding who the people on that team 
are, what roles they play formally and informally, what stage of development the team is 
in, and what patterns of strength and dysfunction are present. None of this requires a 
degree in organizational psychology. It requires the same observational skill, systematic 
thinking, and honest assessment that a good surveyor applies to every other 
professional challenge. 
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The remaining units of this course build on this foundation by addressing specific 
dimensions of team performance in depth. Each unit provides practical frameworks and 
actionable strategies that can be adapted to the specific conditions of any survey 
practice. The goal throughout is not to transform survey teams into something they are 
not, but to help them become a more deliberate and effective version of what they 
already are. 
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Section 3: Unit 2 — Communication in the Field and Office: 
Strategies for Clarity and Coordination 
Part 1: Why Communication Is the Central Team Skill 
Of all the factors that determine whether a survey team performs well or poorly, 
communication is the one that shows up most consistently in both directions. When 
project post-mortems identify what went wrong, communication failures are almost 
always present. When high-performing teams are asked to describe what makes them 
effective, communication quality is almost always near the top of the list. This pattern 
holds across firm sizes, project types, and geographic regions. It holds for two-person 
field crews and for multi-office operations. Communication is not just one team skill 
among many. It is the skill through which all other team skills are expressed. 

This is particularly true in surveying, where the consequences of miscommunication are 
concrete and often costly. A misunderstood benchmark description produces incorrect 
elevations. A misheard distance in a noisy field environment produces incorrect 
measurements. A failure to communicate a change in project scope between project 
manager and field crew produces a deliverable that does not match what the client 
needed. These are not hypothetical risks. They are the kinds of errors that practicing 
surveyors encounter, investigate, and have to explain to clients and licensing boards. 

The purpose of this unit is not to present communication as a vague interpersonal virtue 
but as a professional competency with specific components that can be learned, 
practiced, and improved. The unit examines communication in the contexts where 
survey teams actually operate: the field, the office, the boundary between field and 
office, and the relationship between the team and its clients. It identifies the most 
common communication failures in each context and presents practical strategies for 
addressing them. 

Before moving into those specific contexts, it is worth establishing a framework for 
thinking about communication in general. Communication is not simply the transfer of 
information from one person to another. It is a process in which a sender encodes a 
message, transmits it through a channel, and a receiver decodes it. At every step in that 
process, there are opportunities for distortion, loss, and misunderstanding. The sender 
may not encode the message clearly. The channel may introduce noise or interference. 
The receiver may interpret the message through a different frame of reference than the 
one the sender intended. Effective communication requires attention to all three 
components, not just the content of the message itself. 

In the survey environment, the encoding step often goes wrong because the sender 
assumes shared knowledge that does not actually exist. An experienced party chief who 
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gives abbreviated field instructions based on what seems obvious to them may be 
leaving a newer crew member with critical gaps in understanding. The channel step 
goes wrong when communication relies on mediums that are poorly suited to the 
message, such as a brief radio transmission for a nuanced instruction about how to 
handle an ambiguous boundary monument. The decoding step goes wrong when the 
receiver interprets the message through assumptions, habits, or mental models that 
differ from the sender's. 

Understanding communication as a system rather than a simple transmission helps 
team leaders and team members identify where their specific communication 
breakdowns are occurring and address them at the right point. 

Part 2: Field Communication — Precision Under Pressure 
Field communication in surveying operates under conditions that place unusual 
demands on clarity and brevity. Crew members may be working at significant distances 
from each other. Background noise from traffic, equipment, or wind can obscure spoken 
words. Time pressure encourages abbreviated communication. Physical separation 
means that nonverbal cues, which normally contribute significantly to understanding, 
are often unavailable. 

These conditions make field communication one of the highest-risk communication 
environments in the profession. They also make it one of the most important areas for 
deliberate improvement. 

The most fundamental principle of effective field communication is confirmation. Every 
instruction or information exchange in the field should be confirmed by the receiver. This 
is not bureaucratic formality. It is a direct countermeasure against the most common 
source of field error: the assumption that the message was received as sent. 
Confirmation does not need to be elaborate. A brief acknowledgment that repeats the 
key content of the instruction is sufficient. What matters is that the sender hears 
something back that confirms the message was received accurately. 

In radio or intercom communication, which is common on larger survey jobs, 
confirmation is especially important because the channel itself introduces additional risk 
of distortion. A crew member who receives a radio instruction and responds with a 
simple affirmation has not confirmed understanding. A crew member who responds by 
restating the instruction has confirmed it. The difference between these two responses 
is small in terms of time and effort and large in terms of error prevention. 

Another critical principle of field communication is precision in terminology. Survey 
crews develop shared vocabularies over time, which is efficient and appropriate. 
However, shared vocabulary creates risk when it is assumed to be universal. A term or 
abbreviation that one crew uses internally may mean something different to a new crew 
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member, a subcontractor working alongside the crew, or a client representative 
observing the work. The habit of using precise, unambiguous terminology and defining 
terms when there is any possibility of misunderstanding prevents a category of error 
that is disproportionately common given how easily it can be avoided. 

Distance and noise in field communication require that instructions be structured for 
maximum clarity in minimum words. Long, qualified, conditional instructions are poorly 
suited to field communication. The most effective field instructions follow a simple 
structure: what to do, where to do it, and what to report back. Supplementary context 
can be provided before the crew deploys or when crew members are in close proximity, 
not over a radio or across a noisy highway right of way. 

Fatigue is a field communication factor that is frequently underestimated. Survey 
fieldwork is physically demanding, and fatigue degrades communication quality in ways 
that are measurable but not always visible. Fatigued crew members miss details, make 
assumptions, and are less likely to ask clarifying questions. Leaders who recognize the 
communication effects of fatigue build check-in routines into long field days, particularly 
at points in the workflow where precision is highest or where conditions are most 
hazardous. 

Part 3: The Role of Briefings and Debriefings in Field Operations 
One of the most consistently effective tools for improving field communication is the 
structured briefing before field operations begin and a structured debrief when they 
conclude. These practices are standard in industries where errors have serious 
consequences, including aviation, surgery, and military operations. They are underused 
in surveying, but the logic behind them applies equally well. 

A pre-field briefing does not need to be long or formal. Its purpose is to ensure that 
every crew member begins the field day with the same understanding of what is to be 
accomplished, how it is to be accomplished, what conditions or hazards to be aware of, 
and what the criteria for a successful outcome look like. A briefing that takes five 
minutes and prevents a half-day of rework represents an excellent return on that 
investment. 

Effective briefings address several consistent elements. The project context gives crew 
members enough background to understand why they are doing what they are doing, 
which improves the quality of their judgment in the field. The specific plan for the day 
covers the sequence of tasks, the locations to be visited, and the priority order if 
conditions change and the original plan cannot be fully executed. Potential 
complications identify the conditions or situations that are most likely to require a 
decision in the field, which helps crew members anticipate rather than react. Safety 
considerations cover the specific hazards present on that day's work area. 
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Communication protocols establish when and how crew members should communicate 
with each other and with the office, including what circumstances warrant a call back to 
the project manager rather than a field-level decision. 

The debrief at the end of a field day or field operation is equally valuable but is even 
less commonly practiced. A structured debrief asks three basic questions: what did we 
accomplish, what did we encounter that we did not expect, and what do we need to 
carry forward to the next phase of work? The debrief serves multiple purposes 
simultaneously. It closes out the communication loop on the day's work, ensuring that 
information is captured while it is fresh. It surfaces issues before they become problems 
in the office processing phase. And it creates a habit of team reflection that, over time, 
continuously improves the crew's ability to anticipate and manage field conditions. 

Debriefs are most effective when they are treated as learning conversations rather than 
performance evaluations. The question is not what went wrong and who is responsible, 
but what happened and what can be done differently. Leaders who run effective debriefs 
ask open questions, listen without judgment, and follow up on what is raised. Leaders 
who treat debriefs as opportunities to correct or criticize will find that crew members 
stop contributing honestly, which defeats the entire purpose. 

Part 4: Office Communication — Managing Information Flow in a 
Production Environment 
Office communication in a survey firm operates under different conditions than field 
communication but carries its own set of risks and challenges. The office environment is 
typically less physically demanding than the field, but it is often more information-dense. 
Office staff manage large volumes of data, coordinate multiple projects simultaneously, 
and must maintain precise records and documentation standards. The communication 
challenges in the office are less about noise and distance and more about information 
overload, ambiguity, and the gap between what is documented and what is actually 
understood. 

One of the most persistent office communication challenges in surveying is the gap 
between what project managers know and what office technicians know. Project 
managers typically have a fuller picture of client expectations, project history, and scope 
nuances than the technicians who are processing data and producing deliverables. 
When that information does not flow from project manager to technician, technicians 
make assumptions to fill the gap. Some of those assumptions are correct. Some are 
not. The ones that are not correct produce rework, delays, and in the worst cases, 
defective deliverables. 

The solution to this problem is not more email. It is structured information transfer at the 
handoff points that matter most: when a project is initiated, when field data comes in 
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from the field crew, when a draft deliverable is ready for review, and when client 
feedback requires a revision. At each of these handoff points, the person with the most 
project knowledge should communicate the key context to the person who is taking on 
the next phase of work. This communication should be brief, specific, and documented, 
meaning that the receiving party has a record of what was communicated and can refer 
back to it. 

Another significant office communication challenge is the management of revision 
cycles. In survey production work, it is common for a deliverable to go through multiple 
rounds of review and revision before it is finalized. Each revision cycle introduces the 
risk of communication error: a reviewer communicates a change, the technician 
interprets it differently than intended, and the revision does not address the actual issue. 
Managing revision cycles effectively requires clear communication about what specific 
change is being requested, why it is needed, and what the expected outcome looks like. 
Vague revision comments like needs more detail or check the boundaries produce more 
revision cycles, not fewer. 

Documentation standards are a form of office communication that is easy to 
underestimate. The way that field notes are structured and recorded, the naming 
conventions used for project files, the format of internal project memos, and the 
organization of project folders are all communication tools. When these standards are 
consistent and well understood, information moves efficiently through the office system. 
When they are inconsistent or poorly understood, people spend time searching for 
information, making assumptions about what they cannot find, and occasionally working 
from outdated or incorrect data. 

Part 5: Bridging the Field-Office Gap 
The communication gap between field crews and office staff is one of the most 
structurally significant challenges in survey team performance. It exists partly because 
of physical separation, but more fundamentally because of differing work environments, 
different daily rhythms, and different frames of reference for understanding the same 
project. 

Field crew members experience the project as a physical reality. They see the terrain, 
encounter the monuments, navigate the access challenges, and make real-time 
judgments about conditions that no one in the office has witnessed. Office staff 
experience the project as data, drawings, and documents. Their frame of reference is 
the coordinate system, the deed description, and the deliverable specification. Neither 
frame of reference is more valid than the other. The project exists in both dimensions 
simultaneously, and a complete understanding of it requires both perspectives. 
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The communication gap between these two frames of reference produces predictable 
problems. Office technicians who have not seen the field conditions make processing 
decisions that do not account for the physical reality the crew encountered. Field crews 
who do not understand the downstream uses of their data make collection decisions 
that produce gaps or ambiguities in the office. Project managers who are inadequately 
informed about either dimension make coordination decisions that satisfy neither the 
field nor the office. 

Closing this gap requires deliberate structural effort. Several strategies have 
demonstrated consistent effectiveness in survey practices. 

Regular structured communication between field crews and office staff, beyond the 
routine data submittal process, is perhaps the most powerful single intervention. When 
field crew members and office technicians have regular opportunities to discuss projects 
together, even briefly, they develop a mutual understanding that improves performance 
on both sides. The crew member who knows how their data will be processed makes 
better decisions in the field. The technician who understands what the crew 
encountered in the field interprets the data more accurately. 

Cross-training, in which office staff spend time in the field and field crew members 
spend time in the office, is a more significant investment but produces proportionally 
more significant results. Surveyors and technicians who have experience on both sides 
of the field-office boundary are consistently more effective communicators because they 
have direct experiential knowledge of the other side's context. Cross-training is not 
always logistically simple, but even limited exposure, a day or two in the field for an 
office technician, or a day in the office for a field crew member reviewing how their data 
is processed, produces a measurable improvement in mutual understanding. 

Standardized field documentation practices are another critical bridge between field and 
office. When field notes, data files, and field communication follow consistent formats 
that the office has been involved in designing, the transfer of information from field to 
office becomes more reliable and less dependent on individual interpretation. The 
involvement of office staff in developing field documentation standards is particularly 
important, because the people who process field data are the best judges of what 
information they need and in what format. 

Part 6: Communication Technology and Its Limits 
The survey profession has access to an expanding range of communication 
technologies, from mobile devices and real-time data transfer systems to project 
management software and cloud-based document platforms. These technologies 
genuinely improve communication efficiency in many contexts, and a survey team that 
makes intelligent use of them has a real competitive advantage. 
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However, communication technology also introduces its own set of risks that a 
thoughtful team leader needs to manage actively. 

The first risk is substitution, which occurs when technology replaces rather than 
supplements the human communication that a situation actually requires. A project 
manager who sends a detailed email about a complex scope change instead of calling 
the affected team members has substituted an efficient channel for the appropriate one. 
Complex, nuanced, or emotionally sensitive communication requires human interaction. 
The efficiency of electronic communication is most valuable for routine information 
transfer, not for the conversations that matter most. 

The second risk is information overload. Teams that rely heavily on email and 
messaging platforms often develop a pattern where important communications get lost 
in the volume of routine ones. Team members begin to skim rather than read. Critical 
details get missed. A communication tool that was intended to improve information flow 
ends up degrading it. 

The third risk is false confirmation. Because electronic communication does not provide 
the immediate feedback of face-to-face or even voice communication, it is easy to 
assume that a sent message has been received and understood. The read receipts and 
delivery confirmations that some platforms provide confirm only that the message was 
delivered, not that it was read carefully or understood accurately. Important 
communications that are sent electronically should be followed up with confirmation, 
particularly when the stakes are high. 

The fourth risk is channel mismatch, which is the use of a communication channel that 
is poorly suited to the message. Short status updates are well suited to text or 
messaging platforms. Detailed technical instructions are better conveyed in writing with 
an opportunity for questions. Sensitive feedback on performance or behavior requires a 
private, real-time conversation. Project scope discussions benefit from visual aids and 
the ability to work through questions interactively. Matching the channel to the message 
is a communication discipline that high-performing teams develop intentionally. 

Part 7: Listening as a Professional Competency 
Most discussions of communication focus on the sending side: how to convey 
information clearly, how to structure messages, how to choose the right channel. 
Listening receives less attention, which is ironic given that listening failures are 
responsible for a substantial share of communication breakdowns in any team 
environment. 

Effective listening is not the same as being quiet while the other person talks. It is an 
active process that involves attention, comprehension, and response. Active listening in 
a professional context means attending fully to what is being said without 
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simultaneously planning a response, asking clarifying questions when the message is 
ambiguous, reflecting back key content to confirm understanding, and resisting the 
impulse to evaluate or judge what is being said before it has been fully expressed. 

In the survey profession, poor listening shows up in recognizable patterns. The party 
chief who consistently misremembers instructions from the project manager because 
they were already mentally in the field while the instructions were being given. The 
technician who interprets a client's revision comment based on what they expected the 
client to say rather than what the client actually said. The project manager who asks for 
crew member input on a project plan and then dismisses it without genuine 
consideration, teaching the crew member that speaking up is pointless. 

These patterns are not always the result of disrespect or indifference. They often reflect 
simply that listening has not been identified as a professional skill that warrants 
attention and deliberate practice. When a survey team establishes an explicit norm of 
active listening, the improvement in communication quality is often faster and more 
significant than improvements achieved through other interventions. 

One practical approach to improving listening at the team level is the debrief practice 
described earlier in this unit. A team that regularly holds structured debriefs in which 
everyone is expected to contribute and all contributions are genuinely considered builds 
listening habits through practice. Over time, team members who have experienced 
being genuinely listened to become better listeners themselves. 

Part 8: Communication Across Hierarchy 
Survey teams, like most professional teams, operate within hierarchical structures. 
Licensed surveyors have supervisory authority over unlicensed crew members. Party 
chiefs have operational authority over the crew. Project managers coordinate work 
across crews and departments. This hierarchy serves legitimate purposes: it establishes 
accountability, enables efficient decision-making, and ensures that licensed authority is 
exercised appropriately. 

However, hierarchy also creates communication risks that team leaders need to actively 
manage. The most significant of these is the tendency for critical information to be 
filtered or suppressed as it moves upward through a hierarchy. A crew member who 
discovers an anomaly in the field may hesitate to report it if they are uncertain how the 
party chief will respond. The party chief who receives the report may soften or qualify it 
before passing it to the project manager. The project manager may further filter the 
information before it reaches the licensed surveyor. By the time the information reaches 
the person who needs it most, it may be unrecognizable. 

This filtering effect is the natural result of the communication risk that comes with 
hierarchy, not malice: the risk of being the bearer of bad news, the risk of appearing 
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incompetent, the risk of slowing down a project that is already under pressure. 
Managing this risk requires deliberate effort at every level of the hierarchy. 

Leaders who want accurate upward communication must create conditions where 
delivering bad news is rewarded rather than punished. This means responding to 
reports of problems with curiosity and problem-solving orientation rather than frustration 
or blame. It means explicitly thanking team members who surface issues early. It means 
demonstrating through repeated behavior that the messenger is safe, even when the 
message is unwelcome. 

Downward communication, from leaders to team members, carries a different set of 
risks. Leaders who communicate directives without context create team members who 
cannot exercise good judgment when conditions change. Leaders who communicate 
only through formal channels create information gaps that get filled with speculation. 
Leaders who are inconsistent in their communication style create uncertainty about 
what standards actually apply. 

The most effective leaders in survey teams communicate both up and down with the 
same commitment to clarity, accuracy, and timeliness that they expect of their crews in 
the field. They model the communication standards they want the team to adopt, 
because in team environments, behavior is always more instructive than stated 
expectation. 

Part 9: Communicating About Uncertainty 
One of the most professionally significant communication challenges in surveying is 
communicating about uncertainty. Survey professionals regularly encounter situations 
where the available evidence is ambiguous, where multiple interpretations are 
defensible, or where additional investigation is needed before a conclusion can be 
reached. How a surveyor communicates about these situations to colleagues and 
clients is a professional skill that has significant implications for both project quality and 
professional credibility. 

The temptation in uncertainty situations is to project more confidence than the evidence 
warrants, either to avoid appearing incompetent or to avoid alarming a client who wants 
definitive answers. This temptation should be actively resisted. Projecting false certainty 
in a situation where genuine uncertainty exists sets up downstream problems that are 
significantly harder to manage than the discomfort of honest uncertainty communication 
would have been. 

Effective communication about uncertainty follows a consistent structure. First, be clear 
about what is known and on what basis it is known. Second, be equally clear about 
what is not known and why. Third, identify what would be needed to resolve the 
uncertainty. Fourth, give a realistic assessment of what the practical implications of the 
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uncertainty are for the project and the client. This structure produces communication 
that is honest without being alarming and professional without being evasive. 

Within the team, communication about uncertainty is equally important. A crew member 
who is uncertain about how to handle an ambiguous monument situation should 
communicate that uncertainty to the party chief rather than making a unilateral decision 
that may be incorrect. A technician who encounters a data anomaly should flag it to the 
project manager rather than making an interpretive choice that may not be appropriate. 
Creating a team culture where admitting uncertainty is respected rather than criticized is 
one of the most important things a team leader can do for both quality and safety. 

Part 10: Bringing Communication Into Practice 
The strategies described in this unit are only as valuable as the consistency with which 
they are applied. Communication improvement is not a one-time initiative. It is a 
sustained practice that requires attention, reinforcement, and periodic recalibration. 

Survey team leaders who want to improve communication within their teams should 
begin by conducting an honest assessment of where their current communication is 
working and where it is not. This assessment is most useful when it involves input from 
team members at all levels, because the communication failures that leaders are least 
likely to see are often the ones most visible to the people around them. 

From that assessment, the most productive approach is to identify the two or three 
highest-impact communication improvements the team can make and focus attention 
there before attempting to address everything at once. Communication habits are 
deeply ingrained, and changing them takes time. Attempting to change too many at 
once produces superficial improvement across the board rather than substantive 
improvement where it matters most. 

The briefing and debrief practices described in this unit are among the highest-return 
communication improvements available to most survey teams because they address 
multiple communication dimensions simultaneously: clarity before action, reflection after 
action, and the building of shared understanding over time. For teams that are not 
currently using these practices, implementing them consistently is likely to produce 
visible improvement in communication quality within weeks rather than months. 

Ultimately, the goal of all the communication strategies in this unit is to produce a team 
in which information flows reliably in all directions, problems are surfaced early, 
decisions are based on accurate understanding, and the people doing the work feel 
genuinely informed and heard. That kind of communication environment does not 
happen by accident. It is built deliberately, maintained consistently, and reinforced by 
leaders who treat communication as the foundation on which all other team 
performance rests, not as a soft skill on the periphery. 
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Section 4: Unit 3 — Building Trust and Accountability Within 
Survey Crews 
Part 1: Why Trust Is the Foundation of Team Performance 
Trust is the element that determines whether a team is merely a group of people 
working in proximity or a genuinely cohesive unit capable of sustained high 
performance. This distinction matters enormously in the survey profession, where the 
difference between a crew that functions as a team and one that does not shows up 
directly in the quality, accuracy, and safety of the work produced. 

The concept of trust in a team context is sometimes treated as though it were primarily 
a matter of personal affinity, as though teams that get along well naturally develop trust 
and teams that do not get along cannot. This is a significant oversimplification. Trust in a 
professional team is not primarily about liking each other. It is about confidence: 
confidence that a colleague will do what they say they will do, that they will perform their 
technical responsibilities competently, that they will be honest about what they know 
and do not know, and that they will not use a teammate's vulnerability against them. 
These are professional qualities, not personal ones, and they can be developed and 
maintained in teams whose members have little in common outside of their shared 
work. 

In the survey context, trust operates at several distinct levels. At the most basic level, 
there is task trust: the confidence that a crew member will complete their assigned work 
correctly and on time. A party chief who trusts the crew member at the rod does not 
need to verify every reading. A project manager who trusts the party chief does not need 
to call the field multiple times a day to confirm progress. Task trust makes teams 
efficient by reducing the overhead of supervision and verification. 

At a deeper level, there is judgment trust: the confidence that a colleague will make 
sound decisions when conditions change and supervision is unavailable. Judgment trust 
is particularly important in survey fieldwork, where conditions regularly deviate from the 
plan and crew members must make real-time decisions without being able to consult 
the project manager on every issue. A crew that has developed judgment trust within 
itself is far more resilient than one in which all decision-making authority is concentrated 
at the top. 

At the deepest level, there is interpersonal trust: the confidence that a teammate will be 
honest, that they will not undermine or misrepresent each other, and that the team is a 
safe environment for admitting mistakes, raising concerns, and asking for help. This is 
the level of trust that the concept of psychological safety addresses. It is also the level 
that is most difficult to build and most damaging to lose. 
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Understanding these different levels of trust helps team leaders and team members 
identify what kind of trust deficit they are dealing with when team performance is not 
where it should be. A task trust deficit requires different interventions than a judgment 
trust deficit, which in turn requires different interventions than an interpersonal trust 
deficit. Treating all trust problems as though they were the same kind of problem leads 
to interventions that address the wrong level and produce limited results. 

Part 2: How Trust Is Built in Survey Teams 
Trust is not built through declarations. It is built through consistent behavior over time. 
This is a point that cannot be overemphasized because it runs counter to the instinct of 
many leaders who want to address trust deficits through meetings, team-building 
exercises, or conversations about values. Those interventions are not without value, but 
they are not substitutes for the behavioral consistency that is the actual currency of 
trust. 

In the survey team context, trust-building behavior falls into several consistent 
categories. 

Competence demonstration is the most fundamental. Team members extend task trust 
to colleagues whose technical work they have had the opportunity to observe and 
evaluate. A new party chief who performs field operations with skill and accuracy earns 
the task trust of the crew through demonstrated competence. A new office technician 
who processes data carefully and accurately earns the trust of the project manager 
through the quality of their output. This is why the early period of any team member's 
tenure in a new role is so important: it is the window during which first impressions 
about competence are formed and initial trust levels are established. 

Follow-through is equally important. The most straightforward way to build trust in any 
professional relationship is to consistently do what one says one will do. A party chief 
who tells the crew they will have the field plan before they leave in the morning and 
delivers on that commitment repeatedly builds trust through that consistency. A project 
manager who tells a client they will have a revised deliverable by Friday and meets that 
deadline consistently builds the same kind of trust. Conversely, a pattern of missed 
commitments, even when the reasons are legitimate, erodes trust in a way that is 
difficult to reverse. 

Honesty, including the willingness to deliver unwelcome information accurately, is a third 
pillar of trust building. In teams where people tell each other what they think the other 
person wants to hear, trust is superficial. Real trust requires the experience of honest 
communication, including honest communication about problems, errors, and 
limitations. A survey professional who tells a colleague or client early that a deliverable 
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will be delayed, rather than waiting until the delay is unavoidable, demonstrates the kind 
of honesty that builds lasting trust even when the immediate news is unwelcome. 

Vulnerability is perhaps the least intuitive trust-building behavior, particularly in a 
professional culture that tends to value confidence and technical authority. However, 
research on trust in teams consistently shows that leaders and team members who are 
willing to acknowledge limitations, admit mistakes, and ask for help when they need it 
generate more trust than those who project constant competence and certainty. In the 
survey context, a party chief who says directly that they are uncertain how to handle a 
specific field situation and asks for input from an experienced crew member is modeling 
exactly the kind of honest self-awareness that teams need in order to function without 
defensiveness. 

Consistency across situations is the final dimension of trust-building behavior. Team 
members observe whether a colleague or leader behaves the same way when things 
are going well as when they are under pressure, whether the same standards are 
applied to everyone or whether there are favorites, and whether stated values match 
actual behavior when the stakes are real. Consistency under pressure is particularly 
important in the survey context because field conditions regularly create exactly that 
kind of pressure. A party chief who maintains the same standards of accuracy, safety, 
and communication when the crew is behind schedule as when they are on track earns 
a qualitatively different level of trust than one whose standards vary with the level of 
pressure. 

Part 3: Trust and the New Team Member 
The entry of a new team member into an established survey crew or office team 
presents a specific trust challenge that deserves direct attention. Established teams 
have existing trust relationships, informal norms, and communication patterns that a 
new member has not yet been incorporated into. The new member, simultaneously, is 
forming first impressions about the team's culture, standards, and dynamics that will 
shape their behavior for as long as they are part of the team. 

New team members face a specific version of the trust challenge: they need to build 
trust with the established team while operating with the significant disadvantage of 
being unknown quantities. The trust deficit at the start of any new professional 
relationship is not a reflection on the new member's actual quality. It simply reflects the 
absence of the behavioral history that trust requires. 

The most effective way to accelerate trust building for a new team member is to provide 
early opportunities for competence demonstration in low-stakes situations. Rather than 
placing a new crew member immediately into the most demanding field situations, a 
thoughtful party chief or project manager gives the new member tasks where their 



Florida Provider CE176  

  

competence can be demonstrated and observed without high consequences if 
something goes wrong. Successful performance in those situations builds the 
foundation of task trust that more complex assignments will later require. 

Equally important is the clarity of expectations communicated to a new team member 
from the start. Trust is easier to build when the standards are clear, because consistent 
behavior against clear standards is the most straightforward way to build a reputation 
for reliability. New team members who are given vague or contradictory expectations 
are set up for the experience of appearing unreliable even when they are genuinely 
committed to performing well. 

The established team's behavior toward a new member also has a significant effect on 
how quickly trust develops. Teams that are inclusive and that actively incorporate new 
members into the social and informational fabric of the team build trust faster than 
teams that are closed or that treat new members as outsiders until they have proven 
themselves over an extended period. A crew that briefs a new member thoroughly on 
team norms and communication habits, includes them in debriefs, and gives them 
honest feedback in a supportive way is building the conditions for trust development 
actively rather than passively. 

Part 4: When Trust Breaks Down 
Trust breakdowns in survey teams are more common than most practitioners like to 
acknowledge. They happen when commitments are not kept, when honest 
communication fails, when a colleague's error affects others' work, when favoritism or 
inconsistency is perceived, or when a team member's behavior violates the implicit 
standards that the team has established. Understanding how trust breaks down and 
what it takes to rebuild it is as important as understanding how to build it in the first 
place. 

The most damaging trust breakdowns are those that are not addressed directly. When a 
trust-damaging event occurs and is allowed to pass without acknowledgment, the 
affected team members do not interpret the silence as evidence that the event was 
inconsequential. They interpret it as evidence that the behavior is acceptable, or that the 
leader is unwilling or unable to address it. Either interpretation compounds the original 
damage. 

Rebuilding trust after a breakdown requires several things. First, the behavior that 
caused the breakdown must be acknowledged honestly, without minimization or 
deflection. A party chief who failed to deliver on a commitment to the crew must 
acknowledge that failure directly rather than offering explanations that function as 
excuses. An office technician whose processing error affected a field crew's workday 
must own that error clearly rather than qualifying it. Honest acknowledgment of the 
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specific behavior that broke trust is the non-negotiable starting point of any meaningful 
repair process. 

Second, the repair requires changed behavior, not just changed words. The crew 
member or colleague who was affected by the trust breakdown needs to see evidence 
that the behavior has changed before they will extend trust again. That evidence must 
come through the same mechanism through which trust was originally built: consistent 
behavior over time. There is no shortcut to this. Trust rebuilding is slow precisely 
because the damage was done to the behavioral record that trust is based on, and 
repairing that record requires a new behavioral record to replace it. 

Third, the team leader has a specific responsibility in trust repair situations that goes 
beyond what individual team members can be expected to do on their own. When the 
trust breakdown involves a behavior that has team-wide implications, whether it is a 
pattern of favoritism, a consistent communication failure, or a recurring safety shortcut, 
the leader must address it at the team level, not just in a private conversation with the 
individual involved. Team-wide trust damage requires team-wide repair. 

Part 5: Accountability as a Complement to Trust 
Trust and accountability are often presented as opposites: the idea being that if you truly 
trust someone, you should not need to hold them accountable, and that accountability 
implies a fundamental distrust of the person being held accountable. This framing is 
both common and wrong. Trust and accountability are not opposites. They are 
complements that reinforce each other when both are present and undermine each 
other when either is absent. 

In a survey team context, accountability means something more specific than simply 
checking whether work was done. It means that team members have clear, shared 
expectations about what constitutes acceptable performance, that they monitor each 
other's performance against those expectations, and that deviations from expectations 
are addressed in a timely, honest, and constructive way. This kind of accountability is 
not a management function imposed from above. It is a team function that operates 
laterally among peers as much as vertically between leaders and direct reports. 

Accountability without trust is a surveillance culture in which team members feel 
monitored and distrusted. They respond to this environment by complying with visible 
requirements while finding ways to avoid the scrutiny they perceive as oppressive. The 
result is a team that performs adequately when observed and cuts corners when not. 
This is the worst possible outcome for a profession in which quality depends on the 
work that happens when no one is watching. 

Trust without accountability is a permissive culture in which the absence of 
consequences for underperformance gradually erodes the commitment of the team's 
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most motivated members. When a crew member who consistently performs below 
standard is allowed to continue doing so without consequence, the message received 
by the rest of the crew is that the standards do not actually matter. The most engaged 
and capable team members respond to this message by reducing their own effort to 
match the standard that is actually being enforced, or by leaving the team altogether. 

The combination of high trust and high accountability produces what researchers 
sometimes call a performance culture: an environment in which team members feel safe 
enough to be honest about challenges and errors, and motivated enough to hold 
themselves and each other to high standards consistently. This is the environment that 
survey teams need in order to produce the level of quality that the profession demands. 

Part 6: Establishing Accountability Structures in Survey Teams 
Accountability does not emerge spontaneously in teams. It must be built through 
deliberate structural choices about how expectations are set, how performance is 
monitored, and how deviations from expectations are addressed. 

The starting point is clarity of expectations. It is not possible to hold someone 
accountable for a standard they do not know exists or that has never been explicitly 
articulated. In survey teams, expectations tend to cluster around several dimensions: 
technical quality, timeliness, safety compliance, communication practices, and 
professional conduct. Each of these dimensions needs to be defined clearly enough that 
a team member can recognize whether they are meeting the standard. 

Technical quality expectations in a survey team should be defined in terms of specific, 
observable outcomes rather than general attributes like doing good work or being 
accurate. What level of closure is acceptable on a field traverse? What is the maximum 
acceptable discrepancy between field data and adjusted coordinates? What constitutes 
an adequate field note for a given project type? When these standards are articulated 
specifically, accountability becomes both possible and fair. 

Timeliness expectations need to account for the reality that survey work involves 
significant uncertainty about how long tasks will take in the field. A realistic approach to 
timeliness accountability establishes expectations about communication when a task is 
taking longer than anticipated, rather than simply penalizing team members for not 
hitting estimates that were always somewhat speculative. A crew member who calls in 
when the field work is running behind and provides a realistic updated timeline is 
meeting a communication expectation that has genuine value. A crew member who 
says nothing and simply returns late, regardless of the reason, is not. 

Safety compliance expectations must be both clearly articulated and consistently 
enforced. This is the one area where the consequences of accountability failure are 
potentially irreversible. A safety standard that is selectively enforced, that applies when 
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the supervisor is present but not when they are absent, or that is negotiated away under 
time pressure, is not a safety standard. It is a guideline, and guidelines do not protect 
people. Establishing real safety accountability in a survey team requires that every 
safety expectation be enforced consistently, that deviations be addressed immediately, 
and that team members feel equally empowered to enforce safety norms regardless of 
who is present. 

Communication expectations are among the most commonly overlooked dimensions of 
accountability in survey teams. The expectation that crew members will call in when 
conditions change, that office technicians will flag data anomalies when they encounter 
them, that project managers will communicate scope changes promptly to affected team 
members: these are communication commitments that need to be treated as 
accountable expectations, not optional courtesies. When communication expectations 
are part of the accountability structure, information flows more reliably throughout the 
team. 

Part 7: Peer Accountability — The Hardest and Most Important Kind 
Of all the forms of accountability that exist in teams, peer accountability is the most 
difficult to establish and sustain, and it is also the most powerful. When team members 
hold each other accountable, accountability is distributed throughout the team rather 
than concentrated in the leader. This distribution makes the team more resilient, more 
self-correcting, and less dependent on managerial oversight. 

Peer accountability is difficult because it requires team members to have direct 
conversations with colleagues about performance and behavior. These conversations 
are uncomfortable for most people, particularly in professional cultures that prize 
individual competence and are accustomed to leaving interpersonal feedback to 
managers and supervisors. Survey professionals, whose professional identity is closely 
tied to technical precision and personal accountability for their own work, may find peer 
accountability conversations especially challenging because they require engaging 
directly in the kind of interpersonal territory that many technically oriented professionals 
prefer to avoid. 

The reluctance to engage in peer accountability is understandable, but it is also costly. 
When a crew member's behavior is affecting team performance and no one addresses it 
directly, three things happen. The behavior continues and its impact compounds. The 
team members who are absorbing the impact become increasingly resentful. And the 
team leader, who may not have direct visibility into the situation, cannot address what is 
not being reported. The result is a slow deterioration of team cohesion that eventually 
surfaces in ways that are much more difficult to address than the original behavior 
would have been. 
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Building peer accountability in a survey team requires both structural support and 
cultural permission. The structural support comes from explicit team agreements about 
standards and expectations: when the team has agreed together on what the standards 
are, holding a colleague to those standards feels less like personal criticism and more 
like upholding a shared commitment. The cultural permission comes from the team 
leader, who must model accountability conversations themselves, respond 
constructively when accountability issues are raised, and explicitly affirm that 
addressing peer behavior is a team responsibility, not an act of disloyalty. 

One practical approach to building peer accountability is the use of structured team 
retrospectives, which are distinct from the debrief practice described in the 
communication unit. While a debrief focuses on a specific field day or project phase, a 
retrospective addresses the team's overall performance over a longer period, typically a 
project or a quarter. A well-facilitated retrospective asks team members to identify what 
is working well, what is not working, and what specific changes would improve team 
performance. Done in an environment of trust and constructive intent, a retrospective 
surfaces peer accountability issues in a way that makes them about team improvement 
rather than individual criticism. 

Part 8: The Leader's Role in Trust and Accountability 
The leader of a survey team, whether that role is held by a licensed surveyor, a project 
manager, or a party chief, has a disproportionate influence on the trust and 
accountability environment of the team. This influence operates not primarily through 
formal authority but through the consistency, transparency, and integrity of the leader's 
daily behavior. 

Leaders build trust with their teams through exactly the same mechanisms that team 
members build trust with each other: competence demonstration, follow-through on 
commitments, honest communication, willingness to acknowledge limitations, and 
consistency across situations. What is different for leaders is that their behavior is more 
visible and its effects more amplified. A leader who is inconsistent in applying standards 
sends a message to the entire team simultaneously. A leader who fails to follow through 
on a commitment to the team damages trust not with a single relationship but with the 
group as a whole. 

Leaders also shape the accountability environment in ways that team members cannot. 
When a leader addresses underperformance promptly and constructively, they signal 
that standards are real and that the team takes them seriously. When a leader allows 
underperformance to continue without response, they signal the opposite. This signal is 
received by every team member who observes the situation, not just the individual 
whose performance is being addressed. 
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One of the most important and most frequently mismanaged leadership responsibilities 
in the trust and accountability space is the accountability conversation: the direct, 
private discussion with a team member about a performance or behavior issue. These 
conversations are uncomfortable for leaders and team members alike, and the 
discomfort often causes leaders to delay them, soften them to the point of 
ineffectiveness, or avoid them entirely. The result is the accountability vacuum 
described earlier: the team member whose behavior is the problem may not understand 
that there is a problem, while everyone else on the team is watching to see whether the 
leader will address it. 

Effective accountability conversations follow a consistent structure that makes them 
more manageable and more productive. The conversation begins with a specific, factual 
description of the observed behavior or performance issue. It continues with a clear 
statement of the standard that is not being met and why that standard matters. It 
provides the team member with an opportunity to respond and explain their perspective. 
It concludes with a clear, mutually understood expectation for what will change and by 
when. And it establishes a plan for follow-up that makes the expectation accountable 
rather than aspirational. 

This structure keeps the conversation focused on behavior and standards rather than 
on personality or judgment, which makes it easier for the team member to hear and 
respond constructively. It also produces a clear outcome, a specific behavioral 
commitment with a timeline, that can be monitored and followed up on in subsequent 
interactions. 

Part 9: Accountability Without Blame 
One of the most significant barriers to effective accountability in survey teams is the 
conflation of accountability with blame. When accountability conversations consistently 
feel like blame assignments, team members learn to avoid them. They also learn to 
conceal the information that would trigger an accountability conversation, which means 
that errors and performance issues get hidden rather than addressed. In a profession 
where the consequences of hidden errors can include professional liability and safety 
incidents, this is an extremely costly dynamic. 

The distinction between accountability and blame is not primarily about tone, though 
tone matters. It is primarily about purpose. Blame seeks to identify who was responsible 
for a failure and assign consequences. Accountability seeks to understand what 
happened, why it happened, and what needs to change to prevent it from happening 
again. Blame is backward-looking and punitive. Accountability is forward-looking and 
constructive. 
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In practice, maintaining this distinction requires genuine commitment from the team 
leader. When a field crew returns with data that has a significant problem, the 
accountability-focused leader asks what happened, what the crew encountered, and 
what would need to be different in the field or in the planning process to prevent the 
same problem in the future. The blame-focused leader asks why the crew did not catch 
it and what their explanation is. Both leaders are addressing the same situation. Only 
one of them is producing information and commitment that will actually improve future 
performance. 

The accountability-without-blame approach does not mean that individual performance 
issues are ignored or that persistent underperformance has no consequences. It means 
that the primary purpose of addressing performance issues is improvement, and that 
consequences, when they are necessary, are applied as a last resort rather than a first 
response. In a team that operates with this approach consistently, team members are 
more likely to self-report errors, more likely to flag concerns before they become 
problems, and more likely to engage honestly with performance feedback because they 
have learned that the purpose of feedback is to help them improve, not to build a case 
against them. 

Part 10: Sustaining Trust and Accountability Over Time 
Building trust and accountability in a survey team is not a project with a completion date. 
It is an ongoing practice that requires continuous attention. Teams that invest heavily in 
trust and accountability at the start of a new team configuration and then treat those 
investments as permanent tend to find, over time, that trust erodes and accountability 
drifts. The conditions that made trust and accountability strong initially, clarity of 
expectations, consistent follow-through, honest communication, and constructive 
response to performance issues, must be maintained actively in order to remain 
effective. 

Several practices support the sustained health of trust and accountability in survey 
teams over time. Regular check-in conversations between leaders and team members, 
conducted with genuine curiosity rather than as administrative formalities, provide a 
mechanism for catching trust and accountability issues before they compound. These 
conversations are most useful when they go beyond task status to ask about team 
dynamics, interpersonal issues, and whether the team member feels they have what 
they need to perform at their best. 

Periodic team-level retrospectives, as described earlier in this unit, provide a structured 
mechanism for recalibrating team expectations and addressing accountability drift 
before it becomes entrenched. The frequency of these retrospectives should match the 
pace of project work: monthly retrospectives make sense for teams with high project 
turnover, while quarterly retrospectives may be sufficient for teams on longer projects. 
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Celebrating and acknowledging strong performance is an often-overlooked dimension of 
accountability maintenance. Accountability systems that focus exclusively on addressing 
underperformance send the message that the only time performance matters is when it 
is insufficient. Teams in which strong performance is recognized explicitly and 
specifically, not with generic praise but with acknowledgment of the particular quality or 
behavior that is being recognized, develop a stronger accountability culture because 
accountability is understood as a two-way commitment rather than a surveillance 
mechanism. 

Finally, trust and accountability in survey teams are most durable when they are 
embedded in a broader team culture that values both. The next three units of this 
course address conflict resolution, leadership, motivation, and team culture in ways that 
build directly on the foundation established here. The relationship between trust, 
accountability, and the broader dimensions of team performance is cumulative: 
investment in each dimension strengthens all the others, and neglect of any one 
dimension creates vulnerabilities that eventually affect the whole. 
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Section 5: Unit 4 — Conflict Resolution for the Surveying 
Professional 
Part 1: Reframing Conflict in the Professional Context 
Conflict has a poor reputation in most professional environments. It is associated with 
dysfunction, difficult personalities, wasted time, and damaged relationships. Most 
professionals, including most survey professionals, would prefer to avoid it entirely. This 
preference is understandable, but it is also problematic, because conflict is not a sign 
that something has gone wrong with a team. It is a sign that the team is composed of 
people with different perspectives, different experiences, and different ideas about how 
work should be done. In a profession that depends on precise judgment, those 
differences are not just inevitable. They are valuable. 

The goal of conflict resolution in a survey team is not to eliminate disagreement but to 
create conditions in which disagreement can be expressed, engaged with, and resolved 
in ways that strengthen the team rather than damage it. A survey team that never 
experiences conflict is not a harmonious team — it is a team in which people have 
learned that expressing disagreement is unsafe or futile, which is a far more serious 
problem than the conflict itself would have been. 

This reframing matters because it changes the question that team leaders and team 
members bring to conflict situations. Instead of asking how to make the conflict stop, the 
more productive question is how to engage with the conflict in a way that produces a 
better outcome than either party's initial position would have. That question is 
answerable with specific skills and structured approaches, which is what this unit 
provides. 

Before examining those skills and approaches, it is worth being clear about the 
distinction between productive and destructive conflict. Productive conflict is 
disagreement about ideas, approaches, priorities, or methods. It is focused on the work 
and the outcome, not on the people involved. It is expressed with professional respect 
and engaged with genuine openness to the possibility that the other perspective has 
merit. Destructive conflict is disagreement that becomes personal, that attacks 
character or competence rather than engaging with ideas, that is expressed with 
contempt or hostility, or that is pursued for the purpose of winning rather than resolving. 
The strategies in this unit are designed to keep conflict in the productive category and to 
redirect it there when it begins moving toward the destructive. 

Part 2: Sources of Conflict in Survey Teams 
Understanding where conflict comes from in a survey team is a prerequisite to 
addressing it effectively. Conflict that is treated as though it has a single cause, typically 
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a difficult personality or a simple misunderstanding, will be addressed with interventions 
that are too shallow to produce lasting resolution. Most conflict in survey teams has 
multiple contributing causes, and effective resolution requires identifying and addressing 
the actual sources rather than the surface manifestations. 

Role ambiguity is one of the most common conflict sources in survey teams. When 
responsibilities are unclear or overlap between team members without explicit 
coordination, conflict over ownership of tasks is virtually inevitable. Two crew members 
who both believe a specific quality check is the other person's responsibility will produce 
a team in which that check is done poorly or not at all, and the resulting error will 
produce conflict about who is at fault. Two office technicians who have overlapping data 
management responsibilities will eventually conflict over whose version of a file is 
authoritative. Resolving these conflicts requires not just addressing the interpersonal 
dynamic but clarifying the underlying role structure. 

Resource competition is another significant source of conflict in survey operations. Field 
equipment, vehicle access, office software licenses, and staff time are all finite 
resources that multiple projects may compete for simultaneously. When the allocation of 
these resources is perceived as unfair or when it consistently disadvantages one project 
or one team member relative to others, conflict is a predictable result. Resource conflict 
is particularly challenging because it often reflects real constraints rather than 
mismanagement. Addressing it requires transparent communication about how 
allocation decisions are made and consistent application of the criteria being used. 

Value differences produce some of the most persistent and difficult conflict in survey 
teams. When team members have fundamentally different beliefs about what 
constitutes acceptable quality, about the relative priority of speed versus accuracy, 
about how safety requirements should be interpreted, or about professional obligations, 
disagreements about specific decisions become proxy battles for deeper disagreements 
about values. This type of conflict is not resolved by negotiating a compromise on the 
immediate issue. It requires a more fundamental conversation about team standards 
and professional commitments that surfaces the value difference and addresses it at 
that level. 

Workload imbalance creates conflict in survey teams in two distinct ways. First, team 
members who are consistently carrying more than their share of the work become 
resentful of those who are not. Second, team members who perceive that they are 
being given less interesting or less developmental work than their colleagues become 
resentful of those who receive the more valued assignments. Both forms of workload 
conflict are often invisible to leaders who are not paying close attention to distribution of 
both volume and type of work across the team. 
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Communication failures, as discussed extensively in the previous unit, produce a 
significant share of the conflict in survey teams. Misunderstood instructions, incomplete 
information transfer, and assumptions that turn out to be incorrect all create situations 
where people believe they acted correctly based on the information they had, but the 
outcome is still wrong. These situations produce conflict about responsibility because 
both parties have a genuine and defensible claim that they did what was reasonable 
given what they knew. Resolving this type of conflict requires addressing not just the 
immediate situation but the communication system that produced the misunderstanding. 

Personality and style differences are the conflict source that is most visible and most 
frequently cited, but they are less often the actual root cause than they appear to be. 
What looks like a personality conflict is frequently a role ambiguity conflict, a value 
difference conflict, or a communication failure conflict that has been allowed to develop 
a personal dimension through repeated unresolved friction. Addressing the personality 
dimension without addressing the underlying structural or communication issue 
produces temporary relief at best. 

Part 3: The Spectrum of Conflict Responses 
Individuals respond to conflict differently based on their personality, professional culture, 
past experience, and the specific dynamics of the situation. Understanding the range of 
conflict responses and their respective strengths and limitations helps survey 
professionals choose a more intentional and effective response rather than defaulting to 
habit. 

The most widely used framework for understanding conflict response styles was 
developed by Kenneth Thomas and Ralph Kilmann and identifies five basic orientations: 
competing, collaborating, compromising, avoiding, and accommodating. Each 
orientation reflects a different balance between concern for the individual's own 
outcome and concern for the relationship or the other party's outcome. 

The competing orientation prioritizes winning the conflict over maintaining the 
relationship or finding a mutually acceptable solution. In survey teams, this orientation is 
appropriate in situations where a non-negotiable professional standard is at stake, such 
as a safety requirement or a licensure obligation. A licensed surveyor who holds firm on 
a technical standard despite pressure from a client or a colleague is appropriately 
applying a competing orientation to protect a professional value. Applied too broadly, 
however, the competing orientation produces a team environment in which 
disagreement feels like combat and losing an argument feels like a personal defeat. 

The collaborating orientation seeks to find a solution that genuinely satisfies the 
interests of all parties, rather than splitting the difference or having one party win at the 
other's expense. This is the most time-intensive conflict response but also the one most 
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likely to produce durable resolution and strengthen the team relationship. Collaboration 
is most appropriate when both parties have legitimate interests that the solution needs 
to accommodate and when the relationship is important enough to justify the investment 
of time and effort that genuine collaboration requires. 

The compromising orientation seeks a middle ground that partially satisfies both parties. 
It is faster than collaboration and more relationship-preserving than competing, but it 
produces solutions that neither party is fully satisfied with and that therefore tend to be 
revisited. In survey teams, compromise is appropriate when time pressure is real and a 
workable solution that both parties can live with is more valuable than the time it would 
take to find a fully satisfying one. The risk of defaulting to compromise is that it trains 
teams to expect that their interests will always be partially sacrificed, which reduces the 
honesty and directness of future conflict communication. 

The avoiding orientation withdraws from the conflict, either by delaying engagement, 
changing the subject, or physically removing oneself from the situation. Avoiding is 
appropriate in situations where the conflict involves a minor issue that will resolve itself, 
where the timing is wrong for a productive conversation, or where the avoiding party 
needs time to process and prepare. Applied too broadly, avoiding becomes the pattern 
described earlier in this unit: the team learns to suppress rather than engage with 
disagreement, and issues compound into larger problems. 

The accommodating orientation prioritizes the relationship or the other party's outcome 
over one's own. Accommodating is appropriate when the issue at stake is less important 
than the relationship, when one party recognizes they were wrong and the appropriate 
response is to defer to the other's position, or when building goodwill for a future 
situation that will matter more is the strategic priority. Applied too broadly, 
accommodating creates teams in which certain members consistently sacrifice their 
interests and eventually disengage from genuine participation in team decisions. 

The most effective conflict response is the one that fits the specific situation rather than 
the one that matches the individual's habitual style. Survey professionals who develop 
fluency in multiple conflict response orientations and who can read a situation 
accurately enough to choose the most appropriate one are significantly more effective in 
conflict situations than those who rely on a single default response regardless of 
context. 

Part 4: A Framework for Direct Conflict Resolution 
When a conflict between team members requires direct engagement rather than 
avoidance or accommodation, having a structured framework for that engagement 
significantly improves the likelihood of a productive outcome. The following framework is 
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adapted from established conflict resolution practice and tailored to the survey team 
context. 

The first step is to separate the problem from the people involved. Every conflict has a 
content dimension, the issue itself, and a relationship dimension, the dynamic between 
the people involved. Effective conflict resolution addresses the content dimension 
without allowing the relationship dimension to derail the conversation. In practice, this 
means framing the issue in terms of the situation, the work, or the standard, rather than 
in terms of the other person's character or motivation. A party chief who raises a 
concern about a crew member's pace of work by saying that the current pace is creating 
schedule risk is addressing the content dimension. A party chief who says the crew 
member does not take the work seriously is addressing the relationship dimension in a 
way that is unlikely to produce a useful outcome. 

The second step is to identify interests rather than positions. A position is the specific 
outcome that a party wants from a conflict situation. An interest is the underlying need 
or concern that the position is intended to satisfy. Positions are often incompatible. 
Interests frequently are not. Two crew members who are in conflict about which of two 
different field approaches to use have positions that are mutually exclusive, but their 
underlying interests, getting accurate data, finishing on schedule, maintaining 
professional standards, may be entirely compatible. Finding a solution that addresses 
both parties' interests rather than simply choosing one position over the other produces 
more durable resolution. 

The third step is to generate multiple options before evaluating any of them. When 
parties in a conflict jump immediately to evaluating each other's positions, they tend to 
become advocates for their own position rather than problem-solvers. Separating the 
option-generation phase from the evaluation phase, deliberately brainstorming multiple 
possible solutions without immediately assessing their merit, opens up the solution 
space and makes it more likely that a creative or mutually satisfying solution will be 
identified. 

The fourth step is to evaluate options against objective criteria rather than against the 
preferences of either party. In the survey context, objective criteria might include 
technical standards, project requirements, safety regulations, or professional practice 
norms. When the evaluation of options is grounded in criteria that both parties accept as 
legitimate, the evaluation is less likely to devolve into a contest of preferences or a test 
of whose authority is greater. 

The fifth step is to reach a clear, explicit agreement about what will happen next and to 
establish a mechanism for following up. A conflict conversation that ends without a clear 
agreement about what will change is incomplete. It may feel resolved, particularly if the 
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conversation itself was productive and positive in tone, but without a specific 
commitment about what will be different, the same issue is likely to resurface. A brief 
explicit summary of what was agreed at the end of a conflict resolution conversation, 
along with a plan for following up to confirm that the agreement is being honored, 
converts the conversation from a discussion into a resolution. 

Part 5: Conflict Between Field and Office 
The structural relationship between field crews and office staff in a survey operation 
creates a specific pattern of recurring conflict that deserves dedicated attention. This 
conflict is not primarily about personalities or individual behavior. It is structurally 
produced by the combination of physical separation, different work rhythms, different 
frames of reference, and the dependency relationship in which each side's ability to do 
their work depends on the quality of what the other side provides. 

Field crews depend on accurate and complete project instructions, timely access to 
background data, and responsive support when field conditions create questions that 
need office input. Office staff depend on complete, well-documented, and appropriately 
formatted field data from the crew. When either side fails to deliver what the other 
needs, the natural human response is frustration, and frustration that recurs consistently 
enough tends to solidify into a narrative about the other side's incompetence or 
indifference. 

The narrative that develops between field and office in many survey operations has a 
recognizable shape. From the field perspective, the office is disconnected from field 
reality, makes unrealistic demands about schedule and data completeness, and 
provides instructions that are inadequate or arrive too late to be useful. From the office 
perspective, the field crew rushes through work, documents inconsistently, and makes 
field decisions that create processing problems in the office without considering the 
downstream consequences. 

Both narratives contain elements of truth. Both also contain significant distortion 
produced by the absence of mutual understanding of the other side's context. The most 
effective intervention for field-office conflict is not to adjudicate the specific grievances 
but to create the mutual understanding that prevents those grievances from developing 
in the first place. The cross-training and structured communication practices described 
in the communication unit address this directly. Where those practices have not been 
established, field-office conflict tends to be persistent regardless of how individual 
incidents are handled. 

When field-office conflict must be addressed directly, the most important principle is that 
it must be addressed at the structural level, not just the interpersonal level. A mediated 
conversation between a party chief and an office technician who are in conflict about a 
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specific data submission may resolve the immediate tension, but it will not prevent the 
next iteration of the same conflict if the underlying structural issues, unclear field 
documentation standards, inadequate project briefings, or absent communication 
protocols between field and office, are not also addressed. 

Part 6: Conflict Involving Authority and Hierarchy 
Conflict in survey teams frequently involves an authority dimension, either because the 
conflict is between people at different levels of a hierarchy, or because it involves a 
disagreement about whose authority applies to a specific decision. These conflicts are 
among the most difficult to resolve constructively because they carry both the content of 
the disagreement and the stakes of the authority relationship simultaneously. 

Conflict between a crew member and a party chief, or between a party chief and a 
project manager, involves an inherent power imbalance that shapes the conflict in 
significant ways. The party with less formal authority faces a real risk in engaging 
directly with the conflict: they may be perceived as insubordinate, they may be overruled 
regardless of the merit of their position, and they may damage the working relationship 
with a person who has formal authority over their daily work life. These risks produce 
the filtering and suppression behavior described in the communication unit, where 
problems and disagreements are withheld from authority figures rather than surfaced 
directly. 

Leaders in survey teams must take specific steps to make upward conflict expression 
safe and productive. The most fundamental of these is to respond to upward challenges 
and disagreements with genuine engagement rather than defensive dismissal. A party 
chief who responds to a crew member's challenge to a field decision by hearing the 
concern out, engaging with its substance, and explaining the reasoning behind the 
original decision, is modeling that upward conflict expression is safe. A party chief who 
responds by asserting authority or implying that the crew member is overstepping, 
regardless of whether the authority assertion is technically correct, teaches the crew 
that disagreement is unsafe and drives conflict underground. 

At the same time, authority hierarchies in survey teams serve legitimate purposes that 
must be maintained even as upward conflict expression is encouraged. A crew member 
who disagrees with a party chief's decision has a right and a responsibility to express 
that disagreement, but that expression should occur through direct conversation, not 
through unilateral defiance. The distinction between raising a concern and acting 
unilaterally on a disagreement is a professional standard that survey teams need to 
maintain in order to function with appropriate accountability. 

Conflict involving the authority of licensure is a specific category that requires direct 
mention. In situations where a licensed surveyor has made a professional judgment that 
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an unlicensed crew member disagrees with, the appropriate response is to express the 
disagreement through legitimate channels rather than to override or circumvent the 
licensed professional's judgment in the field. Licensure exists precisely to establish 
accountability for professional judgment, and that accountability structure must be 
respected even in conflict situations. If a crew member believes a licensed surveyor's 
judgment creates a safety risk, the response is to raise the safety concern directly and 
immediately, not to act unilaterally without the licensed surveyor's knowledge. 

Part 7: Managing Chronic Conflict and Difficult Patterns 
Most conflict in survey teams is situational: it arises from a specific triggering event, is 
addressed through direct engagement, and resolves without leaving permanent damage 
to the team's dynamics. However, some teams develop patterns of chronic conflict, 
recurring disagreements between specific individuals or groups that do not resolve 
through ordinary means and that gradually erode the team's cohesion and performance. 

Chronic conflict in a survey team typically has one of several underlying causes. 
Unaddressed trust damage, which was discussed in the previous unit, produces 
ongoing tension that surfaces as conflict over apparently minor issues while the real 
issue remains unaddressed. Structural problems that generate repeated friction, such 
as persistent role ambiguity or consistently unfair resource allocation, produce conflict 
that recurs as long as the structure remains unchanged. And occasionally, chronic 
conflict is produced by a genuine incompatibility between specific individuals whose 
working styles, values, or personalities create persistent friction that does not respond 
to ordinary resolution efforts. 

Addressing chronic conflict requires a more thorough diagnostic process than 
addressing situational conflict. The leader who attempts to resolve a chronic conflict 
pattern by addressing the most recent specific incident as though it were an isolated 
event will find that the resolution does not hold. The pattern will reassert itself because 
the underlying cause has not been addressed. A more effective approach begins with 
an honest assessment of what is actually driving the pattern, which may require 
gathering information from multiple team members rather than relying on the 
perspectives of only those directly involved. 

When chronic conflict is driven by structural issues, the resolution is structural change. 
When it is driven by unaddressed trust damage, the resolution is the trust repair process 
described in the previous unit. When it is driven by persistent value differences that 
cannot be bridged, the resolution may require accepting that the conflict cannot be fully 
resolved and finding ways to manage the working relationship so that the conflict does 
not continue to affect team performance. 
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In rare situations, chronic conflict between specific individuals in a survey team does not 
respond to any of these interventions and continues to damage team performance. In 
these situations, the team leader faces a difficult but necessary decision about whether 
the working relationship can be restructured, whether one or both parties need to be 
reassigned, or whether other personnel decisions are required. Allowing chronic 
destructive conflict to continue indefinitely out of a desire to avoid difficult decisions is 
itself a decision, and one that consistently damages the team over time. 

Part 8: Third-Party Intervention and Mediation 
In some conflict situations, the parties directly involved are too close to the issue, too 
emotionally invested, or too unequal in formal authority to resolve the conflict without 
outside assistance. In these situations, a third-party intervention, in which someone 
outside the conflict helps the parties reach resolution, may be appropriate and 
necessary. 

Within a survey organization, third-party intervention is most commonly provided by a 
team leader, project manager, or senior professional who is not directly involved in the 
conflict and who has the trust of both parties. Effective internal mediators share several 
characteristics. They approach the situation with genuine neutrality, meaning they do 
not come in with a predetermined view of who is right. They create space for both 
parties to fully express their perspective before moving toward resolution. They focus 
the conversation on the issue rather than the people. And they help the parties identify 
solutions that address underlying interests rather than simply adjudicating between 
positions. 

The most common mistake in internal mediation is the premature solution, where the 
mediator proposes a resolution before both parties have had the opportunity to fully 
express their perspective and feel genuinely heard. A resolution that is imposed before 
the parties feel understood will not generate the commitment that durable resolution 
requires. Effective mediation is patient, and the patience is not wasted: a mediation 
process in which both parties feel genuinely heard produces resolutions that hold far 
more consistently than ones in which one or both parties feel that their perspective was 
dismissed. 

In situations where the conflict involves a formal complaint, a potential violation of 
professional standards, or a legal dimension, internal mediation may not be appropriate, 
and the organization may need to engage external resources or follow formal complaint 
processes. Survey team leaders should understand the difference between conflicts 
that are appropriate for internal resolution and those that require external handling, and 
should not attempt to mediate situations that exceed the scope of informal internal 
processes. 
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Part 9: Conflict Prevention as a Team Practice 
The most effective approach to conflict management is not to become more skilled at 
resolving conflicts after they occur, but to create team conditions that prevent 
unnecessary conflict from developing in the first place. This does not mean creating a 
conflict-free team, which is neither possible nor desirable. It means addressing the 
structural, communication, and cultural conditions that generate unnecessary and 
unproductive conflict, leaving the team's conflict energy available for the productive 
disagreements that drive improvement. 

The most powerful conflict prevention practices in survey teams address the sources of 
conflict identified earlier in this unit. Clarity of roles and responsibilities, revisited 
regularly and updated as project conditions change, prevents the role ambiguity conflict 
that produces so much ongoing friction in survey operations. Transparent resource 
allocation processes, communicated clearly and applied consistently, prevent the 
resource competition conflict that produces resentment and friction between projects 
and teams. Regular structured communication between field and office, combined with 
cross-training that builds mutual understanding, prevents the field-office conflict that is 
so common and so persistent in many survey operations. 

Building a team norm of raising issues early is perhaps the single most impactful conflict 
prevention practice available to survey teams. Most conflicts that become serious began 
as minor issues that were visible early but were not raised. A crew member who felt 
unable to say that an instruction was unclear. An office technician who noticed a data 
anomaly but was uncertain whether it warranted a conversation with the project 
manager. A party chief who was aware that a colleague was struggling but did not want 
to create awkwardness by saying something. Each of these situations represents a 
moment where a brief, honest, low-stakes conversation could have prevented a conflict 
that eventually became costly and disruptive. 

Creating a team culture where early issue-raising is normal and valued requires 
consistent positive reinforcement from team leaders. When a team member raises an 
issue early and the response is constructive and appreciative, the behavior is 
reinforced. When the response is dismissive or critical, the behavior is suppressed. 
Over time, the pattern of leader responses to early issue-raising teaches the team 
whether that behavior is safe and valued, which determines whether the team develops 
a culture of early intervention or one of conflict accumulation. 

Part 10: Bringing Conflict Resolution Into Practice 
Survey professionals who develop genuine skill in conflict resolution become more 
effective team members and more effective leaders. They spend less time managing 
the aftermath of unresolved conflicts and more time on the work itself. Their teams are 
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more honest, more collaborative, and more resilient in the face of the challenges that 
survey work inevitably produces. 

Developing that skill requires practice, and practice requires situations to practice in. 
Survey professionals who actively seek out lower-stakes conflict situations as 
opportunities to develop their conflict resolution skills will be better prepared when the 
higher-stakes situations arise. A party chief who practices the framework of separating 
problems from people in a minor crew disagreement is building the same skill they will 
need when a more significant conflict emerges. A project manager who consciously 
works on identifying interests rather than positions in a negotiation with a client is 
developing the same capacity they will need when a difficult internal conflict requires 
resolution. 

Team leaders who want to build conflict resolution capacity across their team, rather 
than just in themselves, should consider making the framework and principles in this 
unit explicit team knowledge. When team members share a common vocabulary and a 
common approach to conflict, the team as a whole becomes more capable of engaging 
with disagreement constructively. Disagreements that might otherwise escalate into 
damaging conflict get caught earlier and resolved more efficiently because the team has 
a shared understanding of how to engage with them. 

The investment in conflict resolution skill and the structural conditions that support it 
pays dividends throughout the life of a survey team. Teams that handle conflict well 
retain their best people longer, produce more consistent quality, and recover more 
quickly from the setbacks and challenges that are an inevitable part of professional 
work. In the context of the broader team-building framework that this course is building, 
conflict resolution is the capability that protects the trust, communication, and 
accountability investments that the previous units have described. Without it, those 
investments are vulnerable to being undone by conflicts that go unaddressed. With it, 
they become more durable over time. 
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Section 6: Unit 5 — Leadership and Motivation in Survey 
Team Environments 
Part 1: Leadership in the Survey Profession — What It Actually Means 
Leadership is one of the most discussed and least consistently defined concepts in 
professional life. In the survey profession, where technical authority is well established 
and formal hierarchy is clearly understood, leadership is sometimes treated as 
synonymous with seniority or licensure. The most experienced person in the room 
leads. The licensed surveyor makes the calls. The party chief runs the crew. These 
assignments of authority are legitimate and necessary, but they describe only the formal 
dimension of leadership, which is the part that is least interesting and least influential in 
determining how well a team actually performs. 

The more consequential dimension of leadership in survey teams is not about who 
holds formal authority. It is about who shapes the environment in which work gets done, 
who sets the tone for how the team treats each other, who defines what standards 
actually apply in practice as opposed to on paper, and who creates the conditions under 
which team members can perform at their best. These functions can be performed by a 
party chief, a project manager, a licensed surveyor, or, in many cases, a team member 
who holds no formal leadership title at all. 

This distinction matters practically because survey teams regularly operate in conditions 
where formal authority is not immediately present. A field crew working independently of 
direct supervision for hours or days at a time is not being led moment to moment by the 
project manager back at the office. The leadership that shapes how that crew works 
comes from the party chief, from the informal leaders within the crew, and from the 
culture that has developed within the team over time. Understanding leadership as 
something that is exercised continuously through behavior, not just invoked through 
authority, is the starting point for developing genuine leadership effectiveness in the 
survey profession. 

This unit examines leadership from multiple angles: the different styles and approaches 
that leaders use, the specific challenges of leading in the survey environment, the 
relationship between leadership and motivation, and the practical behaviors that 
distinguish leaders who produce high-performing teams from those who do not. The 
goal throughout is to provide survey professionals with a more sophisticated and 
actionable understanding of leadership than the simple equation of authority with 
leadership allows. 
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Part 2: Leadership Styles and When They Apply 
Leadership research over the past several decades has consistently found that effective 
leaders do not use a single approach in all situations. They vary their style based on the 
needs of the team member, the complexity of the task, the stakes of the situation, and 
the urgency of the moment. This does not mean that effective leaders are inconsistent 
or unpredictable. It means that they have developed a repertoire of approaches and the 
situational judgment to apply the right one at the right time. 

Several leadership style frameworks are relevant to the survey team context. The 
situational leadership model developed by Paul Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard, which 
has been refined and extended by subsequent researchers, provides a useful starting 
point. This model proposes that the appropriate leadership style for a given situation is 
determined by the readiness of the team member being led, which is defined as the 
combination of their competence and their commitment to the task at hand. 

When a team member is new to a task and lacks both the competence to perform it 
independently and the confidence that comes from experience, a directing style is most 
appropriate. The directing leader provides explicit instructions, close monitoring, and 
clear feedback. They define the what, the how, and the when of the work because the 
team member does not yet have the knowledge or judgment to define those things 
reliably themselves. In the survey context, this is the appropriate style for a new crew 
member learning an unfamiliar instrument or a technician being introduced to a new 
data processing workflow for the first time. 

As a team member develops competence but may still lack the confidence or 
commitment to perform independently at a high level, a coaching style becomes more 
appropriate. The coaching leader continues to provide direction and structure but also 
begins to explain the reasoning behind instructions, invites the team member's input on 
how tasks might be approached, and provides more substantive feedback on 
performance. The goal of the coaching style is to build not just skill but judgment and 
ownership. In the survey context, this is the appropriate style for a crew member who 
has developed basic competence but has not yet developed the situational judgment 
that experienced field professionals demonstrate. 

When a team member has developed solid competence but may be experiencing 
uncertainty about their own ability or a dip in motivation, a supporting style is most 
appropriate. The supporting leader steps back from directing the work itself and focuses 
instead on providing encouragement, facilitating problem-solving conversations, and 
affirming the team member's capability. The supporting leader asks more than they tell, 
listens more than they instruct, and removes obstacles rather than prescribing solutions. 
In the survey context, this is the appropriate style for an experienced crew member who 
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is navigating a particularly challenging project or who is adjusting to a change in team 
structure or project type. 

When a team member has both high competence and high commitment, a delegating 
style is appropriate. The delegating leader assigns responsibility for outcomes rather 
than tasks, provides the resources and information the team member needs, and holds 
them accountable for results without micromanaging the process by which those results 
are achieved. In the survey context, this is the appropriate style for an experienced 
party chief who is leading a crew on a project type they know well, or for a senior 
technician managing an established production workflow. 

The critical insight of situational leadership is that no single style is superior in all 
contexts. A leader who applies a directing style to an experienced, highly competent 
team member treats them as less capable than they are and produces resentment and 
disengagement. A leader who applies a delegating style to a new team member who 
lacks the competence to perform independently sets them up for failure and then 
blames them for the predictable result. Effective leadership requires accurate reading of 
the situation and flexible application of the appropriate style. 

Part 3: Transformational and Transactional Leadership 
Beyond situational style variation, leadership research distinguishes between two 
broader orientations that have particular relevance to the survey team context: 
transactional leadership and transformational leadership. 

Transactional leadership is an exchange relationship between leader and team member. 
The leader provides direction, resources, and rewards. The team member provides 
effort and compliance. The relationship is governed by explicit or implicit agreements 
about what performance is expected and what the team member will receive in return. 
Most formal employment relationships have a transactional foundation, and 
transactional leadership is both legitimate and necessary in most team environments. 
Party chiefs who assign tasks, monitor completion, and provide feedback on quality are 
engaging in transactional leadership. Project managers who establish schedules, 
monitor progress, and approve deliverables are doing the same. 

The limitation of transactional leadership, applied exclusively, is that it produces the 
level of performance that the exchange relationship specifies and no more. Team 
members who are operating within a purely transactional framework do what is required 
to meet the agreed standard and what is required to avoid negative consequences. 
They do not go beyond that standard unless there is a specific incentive to do so. In 
survey work, where the difference between adequate performance and excellent 
performance can be significant, a purely transactional approach puts a ceiling on what 
the team can achieve. 
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Transformational leadership operates through a different mechanism. Rather than 
motivating through exchange, transformational leaders motivate through inspiration, 
meaning, and the development of team members' own values and capabilities. 
Transformational leaders articulate a compelling vision of what the team is working 
toward and why it matters. They connect individual team members' contributions to a 
larger purpose. They invest in the development of team members as professionals, not 
just as producers of a specific output. And they model the values and behaviors they 
want the team to embody, consistently and visibly. 

In the survey profession, transformational leadership looks like a licensed surveyor who 
helps a new crew member understand not just how to operate an instrument but why 
the accuracy of that measurement matters for the client, the project, and the profession. 
It looks like a project manager who connects a production team's daily work to the 
broader purpose of the survey, helping technicians understand the downstream 
consequences of the data they are processing. It looks like a party chief who takes time 
at the end of a field day not just to confirm that the work was completed but to 
acknowledge the specific things the crew did well and to help them understand what 
those things say about their professional development. 

The most effective leaders in survey teams combine transactional and transformational 
approaches. The transactional foundation ensures that standards are clear, that 
performance is monitored, and that the basic exchange relationship of employment is 
honored. The transformational layer provides the meaning, inspiration, and professional 
development investment that elevates team performance from adequate to excellent 
and that produces the kind of team member engagement that makes a team more than 
the sum of its individual contributors. 

Part 4: The Specific Leadership Challenges of Survey Team 
Management 
Leading a survey team presents challenges that are specific to the profession and that 
are not fully addressed by general management literature. Survey team leaders who 
understand these specific challenges are better prepared to navigate them than those 
who try to apply generic management principles without adaptation. 

The dual authority challenge arises from the fact that survey teams typically include 
both licensed professionals and unlicensed staff, and the relationship between licensure 
and authority is not always straightforward. A licensed surveyor has professional and 
legal authority over certain decisions regardless of their position in the organizational 
hierarchy. A party chief may have operational authority over a field crew that includes 
members with more years of experience. A project manager may have scheduling and 
resource authority over a crew that includes professionals with deeper technical 
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expertise on the specific project type. Navigating these overlapping authority 
relationships requires clarity about which dimension of authority applies to which type of 
decision and communication that makes that clarity explicit to all involved. 

The physical separation challenge is distinctive to survey teams with active field 
operations. Leaders who are managing remotely, whether from a different location or 
from an office while the crew is in the field, are working without the constant 
observational feedback that makes leadership in co-located environments more 
straightforward. They cannot see when a crew member is struggling with a task, when 
field conditions have changed in ways that affect the plan, or when interpersonal tension 
is developing within the crew. Managing effectively under conditions of physical 
separation requires more deliberate communication, clearer upfront alignment on 
expectations, and greater trust in the judgment of the people in the field. 

The technical credibility challenge is particularly relevant in the survey profession, 
where technical expertise is the primary basis of professional authority. A party chief or 
project manager who is perceived as technically competent by the team commands a 
different quality of followership than one whose technical capability is questioned. This 
does not mean that leaders must always be the most technically skilled person in the 
team. It does mean that leaders must maintain enough technical engagement to 
understand the work their team is doing and to make credible technical judgments when 
they are called for. Leaders who allow their technical knowledge to become significantly 
outdated relative to the tools and methods their team uses will find their authority 
undermined in ways that formal title cannot fully compensate for. 

The project-based team challenge reflects the reality that many survey teams are 
assembled for specific projects and then reconfigured when the project concludes. This 
means that the team development work described in earlier units, building trust, 
establishing communication norms, and developing accountability culture, must begin 
again with each new team configuration. Leaders who are managing project-based 
teams must be particularly skilled at the early stages of team formation because they 
cycle through those stages more frequently than leaders of stable, long-term teams. 

Part 5: Motivation in Survey Teams — Understanding What Drives 
Performance 
Leadership and motivation are inseparable in practice. The most sophisticated 
leadership approach in the world produces limited results if the team members it is 
applied to are not motivated to perform. Understanding what motivates survey 
professionals is therefore a critical component of effective leadership in the profession. 

Motivation research distinguishes between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic 
motivation comes from outside the individual: compensation, recognition, advancement, 
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and the avoidance of negative consequences. Intrinsic motivation comes from within: 
the satisfaction of doing work well, the engagement that comes from interesting and 
challenging tasks, the sense of meaning that comes from contributing to something of 
value. Both types of motivation influence performance, but they do so in different ways 
and in different contexts. 

Extrinsic motivators, particularly compensation, are important for establishing a baseline 
of engagement. Team members who feel that their compensation is unfair relative to 
their contribution or their market alternatives are unlikely to bring full commitment to 
their work regardless of how compelling the intrinsic aspects of the work might be. 
Compensation functions as what is often called a hygiene factor: something that 
produces dissatisfaction when it is insufficient but does not, by itself, produce high 
motivation when it is adequate. Getting compensation right is necessary but not 
sufficient for building a highly motivated survey team. 

Extrinsic recognition, in the form of explicit acknowledgment of strong performance, 
functions somewhat differently from compensation. Recognition is most motivating 
when it is specific, timely, and genuine. A party chief who tells a crew member 
specifically what they did well on a challenging field day and why it mattered is providing 
recognition that reinforces the specific behavior and communicates genuine attention to 
the crew member's performance. Generic praise, the equivalent of saying the job was 
good without specificity, has limited motivational value because it does not provide the 
information that motivates continued performance of the specific behavior being 
recognized. 

Intrinsic motivation in survey professionals tends to cluster around several consistent 
themes. The craft dimension of survey work, the satisfaction of a well-executed 
traverse, a cleanly resolved boundary, a precisely measured control network, is a 
source of genuine intrinsic motivation for many survey professionals. Leaders who 
frame quality as a professional craft rather than simply a compliance requirement 
engage this dimension of motivation effectively. 

Problem-solving engagement is another significant intrinsic motivator in the survey 
profession. Survey work regularly presents problems that require both technical 
knowledge and creative judgment: conflicting calls in boundary research, ambiguous 
monuments, novel field conditions, complex data anomalies. Team members who are 
engaged in solving these problems, who feel that their judgment is valued and their 
solutions recognized, experience a quality of motivation that task assignment alone 
cannot produce. Leaders who involve team members in problem-solving rather than 
simply delivering solutions to them tap into this motivational resource. 
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Professional development is a third intrinsic motivator that is particularly powerful in 
licensed professions. Survey professionals who feel that their work is developing their 
expertise and expanding their professional capability are more engaged than those who 
feel that their work is static and developmental. Leaders who provide challenging 
assignments, mentoring relationships, and explicit attention to professional growth 
create a motivational environment that attracts and retains high-performing team 
members. 

Part 6: The Motivational Environment — What Leaders Create 
Individual motivation is influenced not just by the inherent characteristics of the work but 
by the environment in which the work happens. Leaders have a disproportionate 
influence on that environment, and the characteristics of the environment they create 
either amplify or suppress the intrinsic motivation that team members bring to their 
work. 

Autonomy is one of the most consistently powerful motivational environmental factors 
identified in research. People who have meaningful control over how they approach 
their work are consistently more motivated than those who are given no discretion about 
method. In the survey context, autonomy means that experienced party chiefs and crew 
members have real decision-making authority over field methods within established 
technical parameters, that office technicians have genuine latitude in how they organize 
and execute their production workflows, and that project managers have meaningful 
input into project planning and resource allocation decisions. Leaders who 
micromanage the details of experienced team members' work undermine the autonomy 
that would otherwise motivate high performance. 

Mastery orientation refers to the extent to which the work environment supports the 
development of skill and expertise over time. Teams that operate in mastery-oriented 
environments, where learning is valued, mistakes are treated as developmental rather 
than disqualifying, and professional growth is actively supported, are more motivated to 
pursue continuous improvement. In the survey context, mastery orientation is cultivated 
through structured mentoring, opportunities to work on novel and challenging project 
types, investment in training, and a culture that values expertise and rewards its 
development. 

Purpose clarity is the extent to which team members understand how their individual 
contribution connects to the broader goals of the project, the client, and the profession. 
Research by Adam Grant and others has demonstrated that connecting individuals to 
the downstream beneficiaries of their work, the clients who depend on accurate surveys 
for property decisions, the communities whose infrastructure depends on precise 
construction staking, the colleagues whose safety depends on accurate site 
documentation, produces measurable increases in motivation and performance. Survey 
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team leaders who help their teams understand the purpose and downstream 
consequences of their work are tapping into a significant and often underutilized 
motivational resource. 

Relatedness, or the quality of social connection within the team, is a third motivational 
environmental factor of considerable importance. People who feel genuinely connected 
to their teammates, who experience their team as a social community rather than simply 
a work assignment, are consistently more motivated to contribute, more willing to help 
each other, and more resilient when the work is challenging. Leaders who invest in team 
cohesion, through the deliberate team-building practices that this course as a whole 
addresses, are simultaneously investing in the motivational environment that supports 
high performance. 

Part 7: Accountability, Consequences, and the Motivation Connection 
The relationship between accountability and motivation is often misunderstood in ways 
that produce counterproductive leadership behavior. The most common 
misunderstanding is the assumption that the primary mechanism of accountability is 
negative consequence: that team members perform because they fear the 
consequences of underperformance. This assumption leads to leadership approaches 
that overweight threat and underweight the motivational dimensions of accountability. 

Research on human motivation consistently shows that threat-based motivation, the use 
of negative consequences as the primary driver of performance, produces compliance 
rather than commitment. Team members who are performing primarily to avoid 
punishment will meet the minimum visible standard and no more. They will not exercise 
initiative, take creative approaches to problems, or go beyond the literal requirements of 
their assigned tasks. In the survey profession, where the difference between a 
technically compliant and a genuinely excellent deliverable often lies in judgment calls 
that no accountability system can fully specify, compliance motivation is a significant 
limitation. 

Accountability produces its highest motivational value not through the threat of 
consequences but through the commitment mechanism described in the previous unit. 
When team members have made explicit commitments to their colleagues and leader 
about what they will do and when they will do it, the motivation to honor those 
commitments draws on social and professional values that are far more powerful than 
fear of punishment. A party chief who has committed to the project manager that the 
field work will be completed to a specific standard by a specific date is motivated by the 
desire to honor that commitment, not primarily by the fear of what will happen if they do 
not. 
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This commitment mechanism works best when the accountability structure includes 
peer accountability, as described in the previous unit. When team members feel 
accountable to each other, not just to the team leader, the social and professional 
stakes of commitment are multiplied. Honoring a commitment to a colleague has a 
different quality of motivation than honoring a commitment to a supervisor, because the 
colleague relationship is less formal and the social consequences of letting down a peer 
may feel more immediate and personal than the professional consequences of 
underperforming for a superior. 

Part 8: Leading Through Change 
Survey teams regularly experience change that their leaders must navigate: new 
technology, personnel transitions, changes in project scope or client requirements, shifts 
in organizational structure, or changes in regulatory or professional standards. Leading 
effectively through change requires a specific set of leadership behaviors that differ in 
important ways from the behaviors that produce high performance under stable 
conditions. 

The most fundamental change leadership behavior is honest communication about what 
is changing, why it is changing, and what the implications for the team will be. Survey 
professionals, who are by professional disposition precise and factual, respond poorly to 
vague or equivocal change communication. A leader who announces a significant 
change without providing clear context about why the change is happening, or who 
communicates in ways that minimize the disruption the change will create, damages 
trust and produces speculation that is typically more alarming than the actual situation. 

Change also disrupts the established team dynamics that produce high performance. A 
team that has developed strong trust, effective communication patterns, and solid 
accountability norms can have all of those things disrupted by a significant personnel 
change, a shift to a new technology platform, or a major reorganization. Leaders who 
understand the team development framework described in the first unit of this course 
know that a team that has been performing at a high level may cycle back to an earlier 
developmental stage when significant change occurs. Managing the team through that 
regression requires the same attentiveness and deliberate investment that the initial 
team development required. 

Resistance to change is a normal and predictable response in most professional teams, 
and survey teams are not an exception. Experienced survey professionals who have 
developed effective practices over many years have legitimate reasons to approach 
changes to those practices with skepticism. Their resistance is not simply a character 
flaw or a lack of adaptability. It often reflects genuine expertise about what works and 
genuine concern about what might be lost. Leaders who dismiss resistance as 
obstruction miss the information it contains. Leaders who engage with resistance 
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genuinely, hearing the concerns behind it and incorporating legitimate feedback into 
how the change is implemented, convert potential obstructors into invested participants. 

Part 9: Developing Leaders Within the Team 
One of the most significant leadership responsibilities in a survey team is developing the 
next generation of leaders within it. This is true partly for practical reasons: 
organizations that develop leaders internally build capability over time, reduce their 
dependence on external hiring, and retain experienced professionals who see a path for 
professional growth. It is also true for team performance reasons: teams that include 
multiple people with developed leadership capacity are more resilient, more self-
managing, and more capable of sustaining high performance through personnel 
transitions. 

Developing leaders within a survey team requires deliberate attention to which team 
members have leadership potential and to providing those individuals with experiences 
that develop their leadership capacity. Not every high-performing technical professional 
has or desires leadership responsibility, and effective leader development respects that. 
But for those who do have both the capacity and the interest, the most effective 
development comes through progressively expanded responsibility, explicit mentoring 
on the leadership dimension of their work, and honest feedback on their leadership 
behavior. 

Party chiefs represent the most common point of leadership development investment in 
survey field operations. The transition from experienced crew member to party chief is 
one of the most significant professional transitions in the field environment, because it 
requires the development of supervisory and communication skills that are qualitatively 
different from the technical skills that produced success as a crew member. A new party 
chief who receives only technical guidance from the project manager will develop less 
effectively than one who also receives explicit attention to the leadership and 
communication dimensions of the party chief role. 

Mentoring is the most powerful individual-level leadership development tool available in 
survey organizations. A mentor relationship in which an experienced leader actively 
attends to a developing leader's growth, provides honest feedback on both technical 
and interpersonal performance, and creates deliberate learning opportunities 
accelerates leadership development significantly compared to what happens through 
unguided experience alone. Survey organizations that build mentoring into their 
professional development culture consistently produce more capable leaders at all 
levels of the organization. 
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Part 10: Bringing Leadership and Motivation Into Practice 
The leadership and motivation principles described in this unit represent a significant 
expansion of the leadership repertoire available to survey professionals who have 
primarily relied on formal authority and technical expertise as their primary leadership 
tools. Developing that expanded repertoire requires both conceptual understanding and 
deliberate practice. 

Survey professionals who want to develop their leadership effectiveness should begin 
by honestly assessing their current default leadership style and its fit with the situations 
they most commonly face. A leader who defaults to a directing style with experienced 
team members, or who defaults to a delegating style with team members who need 
more support, is applying the wrong tool to the situation and limiting the team's 
performance as a result. Honest self-assessment, ideally informed by feedback from the 
team members being led, is the necessary starting point. 

From that assessment, the most productive developmental focus is typically not the 
most dramatic change but the most impactful one. A leader who has strong technical 
credibility but limited skill in the coaching style will produce more improvement by 
developing that specific skill than by attempting to transform their entire leadership 
approach simultaneously. A leader who is effective at individual direction but struggles 
with team-level motivation will produce more improvement by developing their 
understanding and practice of purpose communication than by attempting to overhaul 
all dimensions of their motivation approach. 

The motivational environment that leaders create is ultimately more influential than any 
individual leadership behavior. A survey team that operates within a high-autonomy, 
mastery-oriented, purpose-clear environment will sustain higher performance over a 
longer period than one whose leader applies technically correct leadership behaviors in 
a motivationally impoverished environment. Building that environment is the leadership 
work that compounds over time, that produces returns not just on today's project but on 
the team's capacity to perform on every project that follows. 

The final unit of this course, which addresses team culture, builds directly on the 
foundation established here. Culture is, in significant part, the product of sustained 
leadership behavior over time. The leaders who create the highest-performing survey 
team cultures are those who understand leadership not as a set of techniques to be 
applied situationally but as a way of being in professional relationship with their teams 
that is consistent, values-driven, and oriented toward the sustained development of both 
people and performance. 
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Section 7: Unit 6 — Building and Sustaining a Team Culture 
That Performs 
Part 1: What Team Culture Actually Is 
Culture is one of those concepts that is invoked frequently in professional environments 
and defined precisely almost never. Leaders talk about building a strong culture, about 
protecting the culture they have, or about needing to change the culture of a struggling 
team, without always being clear about what they mean by the term or what 
mechanisms are available for actually shaping it. This vagueness is not just an 
intellectual inconvenience. It is a practical problem, because a concept that cannot be 
defined clearly cannot be managed deliberately, and culture that is not managed 
deliberately does not remain healthy on its own. 

For the purposes of this course, team culture is defined as the shared set of values, 
beliefs, norms, and behavioral expectations that characterize how a team operates over 
time. Culture is not a document, a mission statement, or a set of posted values on an 
office wall. It is the pattern of actual behavior that the team demonstrates consistently, 
especially in situations that are difficult, ambiguous, or high-stakes. The culture of a 
survey team is visible not in what the team says it believes about quality, safety, 
communication, and professional standards, but in what the team actually does when 
those values are tested by time pressure, resource constraints, or competing priorities. 

This distinction between stated culture and actual culture is one of the most important 
things a survey team leader needs to understand. Many organizations have a gap 
between the culture they describe and the culture they enact. A firm that professes a 
commitment to quality but consistently allows deliverables to go out the door with known 
deficiencies because the schedule is tight has an actual culture of schedule over quality, 
regardless of what is written on the wall or stated in the employee handbook. A crew 
that says it prioritizes safety but routinely skips traffic control setup when the work is 
expected to take only a few minutes has an actual culture of expedience over safety. 
The gap between stated and actual culture is where team culture problems live, and 
closing that gap is the central challenge of culture leadership. 

Understanding culture also requires recognizing that it is not created by leaders alone, 
even though leaders have a disproportionate influence on it. Culture is the product of 
the accumulated behavior of everyone in the team, reinforced through the responses of 
everyone in the team to each other's behavior. A team leader who models strong 
professional standards but does not address deviations from those standards in team 
members will find that the culture reflects the deviations more than the model. A team 
that has developed informal norms that contradict the leader's stated expectations will 
enact the informal norms in situations where the leader is not present. Culture is 
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ultimately what the team does when it is operating on its own, which is why the 
investment in building a strong culture is the investment most likely to produce 
sustained performance over time. 

Part 2: The Components of a High-Performance Survey Team Culture 
A high-performance culture in a survey team is not a generic concept that can be 
imported from outside the profession. It is a specific configuration of values, norms, and 
behavioral patterns that fits the technical demands, professional standards, and 
operational realities of survey work. While every team's culture has unique elements 
that reflect its specific history and personnel, the highest-performing survey team 
cultures share a recognizable set of characteristics. 

A commitment to technical excellence is the most fundamental cultural component in 
the survey profession. This means more than meeting minimum standards. It means 
that the team has collectively internalized a standard of quality that is defined by 
professional pride rather than compliance, and that this standard is applied consistently 
regardless of whether external review is present. In a culture of technical excellence, a 
crew member who notices an anomaly in field data raises it as a matter of course, not 
because someone required them to but because leaving it unexamined is inconsistent 
with who they understand themselves to be as professionals. 

A safety-first orientation is a cultural characteristic that must be distinguished from 
safety compliance. Compliance means following safety rules when they are enforced. A 
safety-first culture means that every team member has internalized the value that no 
project timeline, client demand, or resource constraint justifies taking a risk with 
personal safety or the safety of the public. In a genuine safety-first culture, a crew 
member who stops work because a traffic control setup is inadequate is not creating a 
problem. They are acting consistently with who the team is and what the team values. 
The difference between compliance and culture in safety is the difference between safe 
behavior when observed and safe behavior all the time. 

Honest communication is a cultural characteristic that builds directly on the trust and 
communication work described in earlier units but extends beyond individual behavior 
into team-wide expectation. In a team with a strong honest communication culture, 
information flows accurately in all directions without filtering, softening, or selective 
emphasis. Problems are reported early. Uncertainty is expressed directly. Feedback is 
given constructively and received openly. This does not mean that every communication 
is blunt or undiplomatic. It means that the team has collectively committed to accuracy 
over comfort in how it exchanges information, and that this commitment is maintained 
even when the accurate information is unwelcome. 
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Mutual accountability is a cultural characteristic that describes the extent to which team 
members hold each other to shared standards without requiring a formal authority figure 
to enforce those standards. In a team with a strong mutual accountability culture, a crew 
member who observes a colleague taking a shortcut that compromises data quality 
says something about it, not because it is in their job description but because the team's 
shared standard makes the shortcut everyone's concern. Mutual accountability culture 
is perhaps the most difficult cultural characteristic to develop because it requires the 
psychological safety and peer trust that are built through the work described in Units 3 
and 4, combined with the explicit accountability structures described in those same 
units. 

Continuous improvement orientation is a cultural characteristic that distinguishes teams 
that get progressively better over time from those that plateau. Survey teams with a 
continuous improvement culture treat every project as a learning opportunity, debrief 
regularly with genuine curiosity about what can be done better, and are willing to 
change established practices when better approaches are identified. This orientation 
requires a specific kind of psychological safety: the safety to acknowledge that current 
practices are not optimal without that acknowledgment being taken as an indictment of 
the people who developed and implemented those practices. 

Respect for persons regardless of title or experience level is a cultural characteristic that 
enables the knowledge sharing, honest communication, and peer accountability that 
high performance requires. In a respectful survey team culture, the contribution of a new 
crew member is taken seriously even though the member is new. The concern raised by 
an office technician is engaged with genuinely even though the technician is not 
licensed. The field judgment of an experienced party chief is valued even when it 
conflicts with the office's initial assessment. Respect is not the same as agreement. It is 
the commitment to engage honestly and genuinely with every team member's 
contribution. 

Part 3: How Culture Forms and Why It Persists 
Understanding how culture forms is essential to understanding how to shape it 
deliberately. Culture does not emerge from decisions or declarations. It emerges from 
accumulated patterns of behavior and the responses to that behavior over time. Every 
interaction in a team is a small data point that contributes to the team's collective 
understanding of what is normal, what is valued, and what is tolerated. 

When a party chief addresses a safety shortcut immediately and directly, the entire crew 
receives a data point about what the safety culture actually is. When the same shortcut 
is allowed to pass without comment, the crew receives a different data point. Over time, 
the pattern of these data points becomes the team's working understanding of the 
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culture, and that understanding shapes behavior in future situations with far more 
influence than any stated policy or posted standard. 

This mechanism explains why culture is so persistent once it has formed. Every 
instance of behavior that is consistent with the established culture reinforces it. Every 
instance that is inconsistent with the established culture is either corrected, in which 
case the correction reinforces the culture, or allowed to pass, in which case the culture 
begins to shift in the direction of the uncorrected behavior. Culture change is difficult 
precisely because this mechanism operates continuously and requires consistent 
counter-pressure over an extended period to produce a meaningful shift. 

It also explains why the early period of a team's formation is so disproportionately 
important for culture. The behaviors and responses that occur in the first weeks and 
months of a new team's existence set patterns that become increasingly entrenched 
over time. A team that establishes honest communication norms, strong safety 
practices, and mutual accountability in its early period has a much easier time 
maintaining those norms than a team that must change them after they have been 
replaced by less functional patterns. Culture is always easier to build well than to 
rebuild. 

The founding leader effect is particularly significant in this context. In a new team or a 
team that has recently undergone a significant leadership transition, the new leader's 
behavior in the early period of their tenure has an outsized influence on culture 
formation. The standards the new leader enforces, the behavior they model, the 
responses they give to the team's early test cases, including the inevitable early 
situations that probe what the new leader will and will not accept, all become founding 
data points for the culture that will develop. Leaders who are aware of this effect are 
more deliberate about the signals they send in the early days of a new leadership 
relationship. 

Part 4: The Leader as Culture Architect 
Leaders are the primary architects of team culture, even though they do not build it 
alone. This role is not exercised primarily through formal culture-building activities, 
though those have their place. It is exercised through the cumulative pattern of the 
leader's daily behavior, decisions, and responses to the team's behavior. 

The most powerful culture-building mechanism available to a survey team leader is 
what the leader pays attention to. When a leader consistently attends to quality, asking 
about it, recognizing it when it is present, and addressing it when it is absent, quality 
becomes a cultural priority. When a leader consistently attends to safety, the same 
dynamic applies. When a leader pays attention to communication, the team learns that 
communication is something the leader monitors and values. The things a leader does 
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not pay attention to, regardless of whether they appear in stated values or policies, are 
the things the team learns are optional. 

The second most powerful culture-building mechanism is what the leader models in 
their own behavior. A project manager who insists on thorough project briefings but 
never completes one themselves communicates through their behavior that the briefing 
is not actually a priority. A party chief who insists on the crew following field 
documentation standards but whose own field notes are consistently incomplete signals 
that the standard is for the crew but not for leadership. Leaders who model the 
standards they expect from their teams build culture through the alignment of stated 
expectation and personal behavior. Leaders who do not model those standards 
undermine their stated expectations through the same alignment, just in the wrong 
direction. 

The third culture-building mechanism is what the leader responds to and how. Every 
time a team member brings a problem forward, every time a safety concern is raised, 
every time a performance issue is addressed or ignored, every time a creative 
suggestion is welcomed or dismissed, the leader's response provides a data point about 
the culture. Leaders who consistently respond to problems with problem-solving 
curiosity build a culture in which problems are surfaced early. Leaders who consistently 
respond to safety concerns with genuine attention build a culture in which safety is 
taken seriously. The responses do not need to be elaborate or formal. They need to be 
consistent and genuine. 

The fourth mechanism is what the leader celebrates and what the leader tolerates. 
Recognition of specific behaviors communicates what the culture values. Tolerance of 
specific behaviors, the willingness to allow behavior to continue without response, 
communicates what the culture permits. A leader who celebrates the crew member who 
catches a data error before it becomes a problem is building a culture that values error 
detection. A leader who tolerates the crew member who consistently skips the debrief is 
building a culture in which the debrief is understood to be optional. What is celebrated 
and what is tolerated together define the actual culture more accurately than any stated 
values document. 

Part 5: Culture and the Onboarding of New Team Members 
One of the most concrete expressions of a team's culture is how it receives new 
members. The onboarding process, both formal and informal, is the primary mechanism 
through which a new team member learns what the team's culture actually is. It is also a 
significant opportunity for culture reinforcement, because the process of explicitly 
communicating cultural expectations to a new member simultaneously reaffirms those 
expectations for the existing team. 
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In many survey operations, onboarding is primarily or exclusively technical: new crew 
members learn instrument operation, field procedures, safety protocols, and 
documentation standards. This technical onboarding is necessary, but it is insufficient 
for conveying the team's culture. The new member who learns only the technical 
dimensions of the job learns what to do but not how the team goes about doing it, what 
the team's actual priorities are, and what kind of professional behavior the team expects 
and values. 

Effective cultural onboarding communicates several things that technical onboarding 
typically does not. It communicates the team's actual standards, not just the minimum 
requirements, and explains the reasoning behind them. It communicates how the team 
communicates, including the informal norms that govern how information flows, how 
concerns are raised, and how feedback is given and received. It communicates the 
team's history and the experiences that shaped the current culture, which gives new 
members a sense of context and continuity. And it communicates what the team 
expects of new members in terms of how they engage with the culture rather than just 
how they perform their technical tasks. 

Pairing new team members with established members who embody the team's culture 
is one of the most effective onboarding practices available. The modeling function of this 
pairing, in which the new member observes and participates in the work of an 
experienced colleague who demonstrates the team's cultural norms through daily 
behavior, is more powerful than any formal communication about what the culture is. 
Culture is transmitted most effectively through observation of behavior rather than 
through description of values. 

The onboarding period is also when new team members are most susceptible to 
misreading the culture in ways that will be difficult to correct later. A new crew member 
who observes an established member cutting a safety corner in the first week of their 
tenure will register that observation as a data point about the culture, regardless of what 
the formal safety policy says. A new technician who raises a concern in their first week 
and receives a dismissive response will register that interaction as a data point about 
whether honest communication is safe, regardless of what the leader has said about 
valuing transparency. Managing the onboarding experience carefully, ensuring that what 
new members observe and experience accurately reflects the culture the team is trying 
to build, is a specific and important leadership responsibility. 

Part 6: Diagnosing Culture Problems 
Most survey team leaders are better at describing the culture they want than at 
accurately diagnosing the culture they have. The gap between these two pictures is 
where culture problems live and where culture improvement work needs to begin. 
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Diagnosing the actual culture of a survey team requires gathering information from 
multiple sources and attending to behavioral evidence rather than stated values. 
Several diagnostic approaches provide useful information. 

Observation of team behavior in naturally occurring situations, rather than in contrived 
or formal settings, provides the most accurate cultural data available. A leader who pays 
attention to how crew members behave with each other when no supervision is 
immediately present, how office staff communicate about projects when the project 
manager is not in the room, and how team members respond to errors and unexpected 
problems is observing the culture directly. The patterns that emerge from systematic 
observation over time reveal the actual culture with far more accuracy than any survey 
or interview could. 

Listening to the stories that team members tell about the team and about the 
organization provides rich cultural data. Every team has a set of stories that circulate 
informally and that encode the team's understanding of what it values and how it 
operates. Stories about a crew member who caught a critical error before it reached the 
client, about the time a safety standard was maintained despite significant time 
pressure, or about a project manager who went to extraordinary lengths to support the 
crew through a difficult field situation are stories that reinforce specific cultural values. 
Stories about the time the schedule was prioritized over safety, about the project where 
the client feedback revealed systematic quality failures, or about the way a legitimate 
concern was dismissed by leadership encode a different and less functional cultural 
understanding. The stories a team tells about itself reveal what the team actually 
believes about itself. 

Listening to what team members raise, and what they do not raise, in formal and 
informal settings is another diagnostic window. Teams with honest communication 
cultures surface problems, concerns, and suggestions with relative frequency and in 
direct terms. Teams with cultures of suppression produce apparent consensus in formal 
settings while significant concerns circulate informally. The discrepancy between what is 
said in meetings and what is said in informal conversations is itself a cultural indicator. 

Exit conversations with team members who are leaving the team voluntarily can provide 
cultural diagnostic information that is difficult to obtain from current members. People 
who are leaving have less to lose from honest communication and often have 
accumulated observations about the team's culture that they have not previously felt 
safe to share. These conversations are most informative when they are conducted 
without defensiveness, with genuine curiosity, and with a commitment to using the 
information for improvement rather than to assign blame or justify existing practices. 
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Part 7: Culture Change in Survey Teams 
Changing the culture of an established survey team is among the most difficult 
leadership challenges in the profession. It is difficult because culture is deeply 
embedded in the patterns and relationships of the team, because it is reinforced 
continuously through the mechanisms described earlier, and because the people whose 
behavior needs to change have often been operating according to the existing culture 
for extended periods and may not perceive the existing culture as problematic. 

The starting point of culture change is always an honest assessment of the gap 
between the current culture and the desired culture. Without clarity about what 
specifically needs to change, culture change efforts become vague and diffuse, 
producing the appearance of activity without meaningful movement toward a different 
behavioral pattern. The diagnostic approaches described in the previous section provide 
the information needed to define this gap with sufficient specificity to guide a change 
effort. 

Culture change requires a change in behavior, not just a change in stated values. A 
leader who announces that the team's culture will now prioritize honest communication, 
without changing any of the specific behaviors and responses that have previously 
discouraged honest communication, will find that the announcement has no lasting 
effect. The change must be behavioral and consistent, not declarative and episodic. 

Several principles guide effective culture change in survey teams. The first is that the 
leader must change their own behavior before expecting the team's behavior to change. 
If the cultural problem is that safety standards are inconsistently enforced, the leader 
must model consistent enforcement before the team can be expected to internalize that 
standard. If the cultural problem is that problems are not surfaced early, the leader must 
demonstrate through repeated specific responses that surfacing problems early is safe 
and valued before the team will change its behavior in that direction. 

The second principle is that culture change requires identifying and addressing the 
specific behavioral patterns that maintain the current culture. Every dysfunctional culture 
is maintained by specific recurring behaviors that reinforce it. A culture of blame is 
maintained by specific leader responses to errors that focus on fault assignment rather 
than problem-solving. A culture of communication suppression is maintained by specific 
responses to unwelcome information that discourage future communication. Identifying 
these maintaining behaviors and changing them specifically is more effective than 
general culture change efforts that do not target the mechanisms through which the 
current culture is reproduced. 

The third principle is that culture change takes longer than leaders typically expect, and 
that the temptation to declare victory too early is one of the most common failure modes 
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of culture change efforts. Genuine behavioral change at the team level requires 
sustained attention and consistent reinforcement over months or years, not weeks. 
Leaders who maintain consistent pressure for cultural change long enough for new 
behaviors to become habitual, rather than retreating when early results are encouraging 
and complacency sets in, are the ones who produce durable cultural transformation. 

The fourth principle is that culture change is most sustainable when it is built 
collaboratively with the team rather than imposed on it. Team members who have 
participated in identifying what needs to change and why, who have had genuine input 
into what the new cultural standards should look like, and who feel ownership of the 
change effort are significantly more committed to sustaining it than team members who 
have simply been told that the culture is changing and what they need to do differently. 
Collaborative culture building does not mean that every cultural standard is subject to 
team vote. It means that the team's experience and perspective inform the change 
process in ways that produce both better outcomes and greater commitment. 

Part 8: Culture and Professional Standards 
The relationship between team culture and professional standards in the survey 
profession deserves specific attention because it represents one of the places where 
the stakes of culture are highest. Survey professionals operate under a framework of 
professional standards, including the standards maintained by licensing boards, the 
technical standards that define practice in the profession, and the ethical obligations 
that define professional conduct. These standards are not optional, and a team culture 
that treats them as negotiable creates professional and legal risks that extend beyond 
the team to the licensed professionals whose names appear on the work. 

A strong survey team culture is not just compatible with rigorous professional standards. 
It is the mechanism through which professional standards are actually maintained in 
daily practice. A licensing standard that says deliverables must reflect the professional 
judgment of a licensed surveyor is enforced not primarily by the licensing board but by 
the team culture that determines how closely technical work is reviewed, how errors are 
handled, and whether the licensed surveyor's signature reflects genuine oversight or 
nominal approval. The culture is the real quality control system, and professional 
standards are its framework. 

Survey team leaders who are also licensed professionals carry a specific cultural 
responsibility related to professional ethics. The way that a licensed surveyor responds 
to pressure to compromise professional standards, whether that pressure comes from 
clients, from management, or from schedule constraints, sends a signal to everyone on 
the team about the real priority of professional integrity in that team's culture. A licensed 
surveyor who holds firm on a professional standard under pressure, explaining clearly 
why the standard exists and why it cannot be negotiated, is performing one of the most 
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powerful culture-building acts available to a professional leader. A licensed surveyor 
who accommodates the pressure and allows the standard to be compromised, even 
once, is sending an equally powerful but destructive cultural signal. 

This does not mean that licensed professionals must be inflexible about everything. 
Professional practice involves genuine judgment about how standards apply in specific 
situations, and reasonable professionals can differ about those judgments. What it 
means is that the boundary between professional judgment and professional 
compromise must be maintained deliberately and that the team culture must reflect a 
genuine commitment to the former and an unambiguous rejection of the latter. 

Part 9: Sustaining Culture Over Time and Through Change 
Building a strong team culture is a significant investment of time, consistency, and 
deliberate leadership attention. Sustaining that culture over time, through the personnel 
changes, project transitions, technology shifts, and organizational developments that 
every active survey practice experiences, requires equally deliberate attention. 

Personnel transitions are among the most significant culture sustainability challenges 
because every departure and every addition changes the team's social and behavioral 
fabric. When a team member who has been a strong cultural carrier, someone who 
embodies the team's values and norms in their daily behavior and who reinforces those 
norms in their interactions with others, leaves the team, the culture loses one of its 
supports. When new members join, they bring cultural influences from their previous 
teams and organizations that may or may not be consistent with the existing culture. 

Managing culture through personnel transitions requires attention to both dimensions 
simultaneously. Departures of cultural carriers should be acknowledged and their 
cultural contribution explicitly recognized, both as genuine appreciation and as a 
reaffirmation of the values they embodied. New members should be onboarded with the 
deliberate cultural orientation described earlier in this unit, and their early behavior 
should be monitored for signs of misalignment with the team's cultural norms so that 
those misalignments can be addressed early rather than allowed to establish alternative 
patterns. 

Technology transitions are a second significant culture sustainability challenge. When a 
survey team adopts new equipment, software platforms, or field methodologies, the 
change affects not just how work is done but often who has expertise, which established 
practices remain relevant, and what the team's relationship with technical authority 
looks like. Leaders who manage technology transitions by attending to the cultural 
dimensions, acknowledging the expertise that is being rendered less central, creating 
pathways for established professionals to develop competency in new tools, and 
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maintaining clarity about professional standards even as methods change, protect the 
cultural continuity that sustains performance through the transition. 

Organizational growth and structural change present a third culture sustainability 
challenge. A survey practice that grows from a small team where culture is maintained 
primarily through personal relationships and close daily contact to a larger organization 
where multiple crews and offices operate with less direct connection faces the challenge 
of culture at scale. Cultures that depend on close personal contact for maintenance do 
not scale automatically. Maintaining culture at scale requires more explicit articulation of 
cultural norms, more deliberate development of cultural carriers at multiple levels of the 
organization, and more intentional management of the practices and rituals through 
which the culture is transmitted and reinforced. 

Part 10: Building a Culture of Excellence — The Cumulative Effect 
The individual components of a high-performance survey team culture, technical 
excellence, safety orientation, honest communication, mutual accountability, continuous 
improvement, and respect for persons, do not function independently of each other. 
They form a system in which each component supports and reinforces the others, and 
in which the strength of the system as a whole is greater than the sum of its parts. 

A team that has developed a strong honest communication culture makes mutual 
accountability more manageable because team members can raise performance 
concerns directly without fear of social damage. A team with strong mutual 
accountability makes continuous improvement more achievable because team 
members support each other in maintaining the standards that improvement requires. A 
team with a genuine commitment to technical excellence makes safety culture more 
sustainable because the same professional pride that drives quality drives the refusal to 
take shortcuts that compromise safety. These reinforcing relationships mean that 
investment in any one cultural component strengthens all the others, and that neglect of 
any one component creates vulnerabilities that eventually affect the whole. 

The cumulative effect of a well-developed team culture is a team that performs at a level 
that individual talent alone cannot account for. The team that has developed strong 
cultural foundations produces better work, handles adversity more effectively, retains its 
best people more consistently, and delivers on client commitments more reliably than a 
comparably talented team without those foundations. This differential is not always 
immediately visible, but it becomes unmistakable over the life of a practice that has 
invested in culture versus one that has not. 

For the survey professional who leads a team, the investment in culture is the 
investment with the longest time horizon and the most durable return. Technical skills 
can be developed or hired. Equipment can be purchased. But a team culture that 
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produces consistent excellence, that maintains professional standards under pressure, 
that surfaces and corrects errors before they become problems, and that treats every 
member of the team as a genuine professional contributor, is something that must be 
built deliberately over time and that, once built, becomes the most valuable and least 
replicable competitive asset a survey practice can have. 

The closing summary that follows this unit draws together the key themes of the course 
as a whole, connecting the six units into a unified framework for team building in the 
survey profession and pointing toward the ongoing practice of team development that 
the course, by its nature, can only begin. 
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Section 8: Closing Summary 
Surveying is a profession built on precision. The instruments, methods, and standards 
that define the practice exist to ensure that measurements are accurate, boundaries are 
defensible, and the work product can be relied upon by clients, courts, and 
communities. That same commitment to precision, applied to the human dimension of 
survey practice, is what this course has been about. 

The six units of this course have examined team building in the survey profession from 
six distinct but deeply connected angles. Each unit addressed a specific dimension of 
team performance: the nature of survey teams, communication, trust and accountability, 
conflict resolution, leadership and motivation, and team culture. Each of those 
dimensions is important in its own right, but the most significant insight of the course as 
a whole is the relationship between them. They do not function independently. They 
form a system in which strength in one dimension supports strength in the others, and 
weakness in one dimension creates vulnerabilities that eventually affect the whole. 

The first unit established that survey teams are a specific kind of professional group with 
characteristics that shape everything about how they need to be led and developed. 
The technical demands of the work, the physical conditions of field operations, the legal 
accountability that accompanies licensure, and the professional culture of the survey 
profession together create a team environment that requires an approach calibrated to 
those realities rather than borrowed wholesale from generic management literature. 
Understanding who survey professionals are and what they bring to team environments 
is the foundational prerequisite for building those teams effectively. 

The second unit demonstrated that communication is not one team skill among many 
but the medium through which all other team skills are expressed. The clarity of field 
instructions, the fidelity of information transfer between field and office, the honesty of 
upward communication through hierarchical structures, and the willingness of team 
members to communicate about uncertainty rather than projecting false confidence are 
all communication behaviors with direct consequences for the quality of survey work. 
Teams that invest in communication, through structured briefings and debriefs, through 
clear field documentation standards, through deliberate channel selection, and through 
the development of genuine listening as a professional competency, produce more 
accurate, more timely, and more professionally defensible work than teams that treat 
communication as incidental. 

The third unit established trust and accountability as complementary rather than 
competing forces in team performance. Trust without accountability produces 
complacency. Accountability without trust produces a surveillance culture in which 
compliance replaces commitment. The combination of high trust and high accountability, 
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built through consistent behavior, honest communication, and constructive response to 
performance issues, produces the performance culture in which survey teams 
consistently meet the professional standards the work demands. The specific practices 
of accountability, from clarity of expectations through peer accountability to the 
structured accountability conversation, provide the mechanisms through which that 
culture is maintained in daily practice. 

The fourth unit reframed conflict as a normal and potentially productive feature of team 
life rather than a symptom of dysfunction. The goal of conflict resolution in survey teams 
is not to eliminate disagreement but to create conditions in which disagreement is 
engaged with constructively and resolved in ways that strengthen the team. The 
framework for direct conflict resolution, the attention to structural sources of conflict 
rather than only interpersonal dimensions, and the emphasis on conflict prevention 
through role clarity, transparent resource allocation, and early issue-raising together 
provide survey professionals with a toolkit for managing one of the most consistently 
challenging dimensions of team life. 

The fifth unit addressed leadership and motivation as inseparable dimensions of the 
same professional responsibility. Effective survey team leadership requires situational 
flexibility, the ability to apply the right leadership approach to the specific combination of 
team member readiness and task demands that each situation presents. It also requires 
the development of a motivational environment characterized by autonomy, mastery 
orientation, and purpose clarity, an environment in which team members bring genuine 
commitment to their work rather than mere compliance with its requirements. The 
investment in developing leaders within the team extends the capacity of the 
organization over time and builds the resilience that comes from distributed leadership 
capacity. 

The sixth unit brought these themes together under the concept of team culture, the 
shared set of values, beliefs, norms, and behavioral expectations that characterize how 
a team operates over time. Culture is not what a team says it values. It is what the team 
does when those values are tested by time pressure, resource constraints, or 
competing priorities. Building a high-performance survey team culture requires 
deliberate attention to what leaders model, what they attend to, what they respond to, 
and what they celebrate or tolerate. Sustaining that culture through personnel changes, 
technology transitions, and organizational growth requires equally deliberate attention to 
the mechanisms through which culture is transmitted and reinforced. 

The most important takeaway from this course is also the simplest: team building is a 
professional skill, and like all professional skills, it can be learned, practiced, and 
improved. The licensed surveyor who completes this course is not a different 
professional than the one who began it, but they are a better-equipped one. They have 
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a more structured understanding of how survey teams develop and perform. They have 
specific frameworks and tools for addressing the communication, trust, conflict, 
leadership, and culture dimensions of team performance. And they have a clearer sense 
of where to focus attention to produce the most meaningful improvement in their specific 
team environment. 

The work that this course describes does not end with the final review question. It 
continues in every briefing and debrief, every accountability conversation, every conflict 
engagement, every leadership decision, and every behavioral choice that either 
reinforces or undermines the team culture being built. That ongoing practice, conducted 
with the same precision and professional commitment that survey professionals bring to 
their technical work, is what produces the teams that consistently deliver accurate 
surveys, meet project deadlines, maintain safe work environments, and exceed client 
expectations. 
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Section 9: Review Questions 
The following ten questions are designed to assess comprehension of the course 
material. Each question presents four answer choices. The correct answer is identified 
following each question, along with a reference to the section of the course where the 
answer is found. 

Question 1 

Which of the following best describes the concept of psychological safety as it applies to 
survey team performance? 

A. The physical safety protocols established for field crew members working near active 
traffic. 

B. The shared belief among team members that the team is safe for interpersonal risk 
taking. 

C. The confidence a crew member has in their own technical ability to operate field 
instruments. 

D. The formal safety compliance program administered by a project manager on behalf 
of the crew. 

Question 2 

According to the course, what is the most fundamental principle of effective field 
communication in survey operations? 

A. Using standardized radio protocols approved by the project manager before field 
operations begin. 

B. Limiting all field communication to written documentation to reduce the risk of 
misunderstanding. 

C. Confirmation, meaning every instruction or information exchange in the field should 
be confirmed by the receiver. 

D. Assigning a dedicated communication officer within each field crew to manage all 
information exchange. 
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Question 3 

Which of the following correctly identifies the five stages of team development as 
described in the course? 

A. Initiating, planning, executing, monitoring, and closing. 

B. Forming, storming, norming, performing, and adjourning. 

C. Orienting, clarifying, producing, sustaining, and transitioning. 

D. Assembling, conflicting, stabilizing, excelling, and disbanding. 

Question 4 

According to the course, what distinguishes accountability from blame in the context of 
survey team performance? 

A. Accountability is applied only to licensed professionals, while blame is applied to 
unlicensed crew members. 

B. Accountability focuses on assigning consequences for past failures, while blame 
focuses on preventing future ones. 

C. Blame seeks to identify who was responsible for a failure and assign consequences, 
while accountability seeks to understand what happened and what needs to change to 
prevent it from happening again. 

D. Accountability is a formal management function, while blame is an informal peer 
response to underperformance. 

Question 5 

According to the course, what is the primary reason that trust without accountability 
produces a counterproductive team environment? 

A. Trust without accountability causes team members to pursue individual recognition 
rather than shared project goals. 

B. Trust without accountability produces a permissive culture in which the absence of 
consequences for underperformance gradually erodes the commitment of the team's 
most motivated members. 

C. Trust without accountability prevents the project manager from monitoring field crew 
performance during active operations. 

D. Trust without accountability causes licensed surveyors to delegate professional 
judgment to unlicensed crew members. 
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Question 6 

Which of the following correctly describes the collaborating conflict response orientation 
as presented in the course? 

A. A response that prioritizes the relationship over the individual's own outcome by 
deferring to the other party's position. 

B. A response that seeks a middle ground that partially satisfies both parties by splitting 
the difference between their positions. 

C. A response that seeks to find a solution that genuinely satisfies the interests of all 
parties rather than splitting the difference or having one party win at the other's 
expense. 

D. A response that withdraws from the conflict until the timing is more appropriate for a 
productive conversation. 

Question 7 

According to the course, which of the following best describes the situational leadership 
model's core principle? 

A. Effective leaders apply a single consistent leadership style across all situations to 
build trust through predictability. 

B. The appropriate leadership style for a given situation is determined by the readiness 
of the team member being led, which is defined as the combination of their competence 
and their commitment to the task at hand. 

C. Leaders should delegate all technical decisions to the most experienced crew 
member regardless of the team member's current commitment level. 

D. Leadership style should be determined primarily by the complexity of the project 
rather than by the characteristics of the team member performing the work. 

Question 8 

According to the course, what does the actual culture of a survey team reveal about the 
team's values? 

A. The actual culture is most accurately reflected in the firm's written policies and posted 
professional standards. 

B. The actual culture is visible not in what the team says it believes about quality, safety, 
communication, and professional standards, but in what the team actually does when 
those values are tested by time pressure, resource constraints, or competing priorities. 
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C. The actual culture is determined by the credentials and licensure status of the team's 
senior professionals. 

D. The actual culture is established during the onboarding process and remains fixed 
throughout the team's operational life. 

Question 9 

According to the course, which of the following describes the most powerful mechanism 
through which a survey team leader builds and reinforces team culture? 

A. Conducting annual performance reviews that formally assess each team member's 
alignment with stated cultural values. 

B. Posting written cultural standards in shared workspaces where all team members 
can review them regularly. 

C. The cumulative pattern of the leader's daily behavior, decisions, and responses to the 
team's behavior. 

D. Organizing quarterly team building events designed to strengthen interpersonal 
relationships among crew members. 

Question 10 

According to the course, what is the correct characterization of the relationship between 
transformational and transactional leadership in the survey team context? 

A. Transactional leadership is appropriate for field crews while transformational 
leadership is reserved for office staff and project managers. 

B. Transformational leadership replaces transactional leadership as a team matures and 
develops stronger internal accountability norms. 

C. The most effective leaders in survey teams combine transactional and 
transformational approaches, with the transactional foundation ensuring clear standards 
and the transformational layer providing meaning, inspiration, and professional 
development investment. 

D. Transactional leadership is a temporary measure used during team formation, after 
which transformational leadership becomes the exclusive leadership mode. 
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