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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

Organizational theorists agree that leaders are key contributors to organizational
and team success (Burke, Stagl, Klein, Goodwin, Salas, & Halpin, 2006; Chemers, 1993,
Chemers & Murphy, 1995; Lord & Maher, 1991). Leaders of teams assist to coordinate
the collective resources of the team in order to reach a shared goal. Given the challenges
and potential opportunities that multicultural diversity adds to team functioning and
performance, managing multicultural work teams is one of the difficult challenges that
leaders face in a global economy, and it is something that leaders have much to learn
about (Tsui & Gutek, 1999).

Leadership researchers and the popular business press have attempted to address
the required skills and success factors to leading diverse teams. These sources provide
practitioner-oriented articles and books on how to manage teams based on case studies of
specific companies, or theoretical conceptualizations and frameworks from leadership
and team researchers which encourage and propose that leaders promote a team identity,
make the team aware that cultural differences will influence the team, promote
collaboration, and facilitate meetings in order to ensure full participation from all team
members (see, Becker, 2004; Burke, Shuffler, Salas, & Gelfand, 2010; Stonehouse,
Hamill, Campbell, & Purdie, 2004; Cordery, Soo, Kirkman, Rosen, & Mathieu, 2009;

Goodbody, 2005) and increase their effectiveness. While these sources do provide



examples of how issues of multicultural diversity may be addressed in organizations or
teams, this work lacks empirical testing.

Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine the mechanisms through
which leaders can facilitate teamwork within multicultural teams, such that performance
is maximized and relationships maintained. While leaders have been shown to have a
tremendous impact on the performance of homogeneous teams, the mechanisms that
leaders need to employ to mitigate against the decrements in shared affect and behavior,
that can occur in multicultural teams has yet to be investigated. The specific aim of this
study was to investigate the manner in which leadership (i.e., leader social distance)
interacts with team diversity present in multicultural teams.

As a result of human innovation and technological progress the process of
economic globalization has increased at a rapid rate. The process of economic
globalization refers to the integration of economies around the world, and also to the
movement of labor and technology across international borders. The International
Monetary Fund’s report on globalization (Di Giovanni, Gottselig, Jaumotte, Ricci, and
Tokarick, 2008) indicates that countries benefit from economic globalization. More
specifically, their citizens benefit from access to a wider variety of goods and services,
lower prices, improved health, more and better-paying jobs. However, from an
organizational perspective globalization can create extreme challenges for organizational
leaders.

Over the last 30 years, in response to changing economic conditions and in an

effort to share and transfer knowledge across geographic and temporal boundaries,



organizations have adopted the use of teams in order to accomplish their work (Goodwin,
Burke, Wildman, & Salas, 2009; Kozlowski & llgen, 2006). In a global economy this
means that organizational leaders are managing the efforts of teams and organizations
with diverse cultural backgrounds. The differences in these cultural backgrounds can
present serious obstacles in the leadership of teams and organizations. For example, when
members of a team differ on their language fluency this can lead to problems with
communication but for the members who lack language fluency, it can also impact the
perceptions of those members’ capabilities to contribute to the task. Another obstacle that
can arise comes from the fact that members may differ in their approach for
accomplishing their task. For example, if members of a team differ on the cultural
dimension of tolerance for ambiguity, which refers to the manner an individual perceives
and processes information about ambiguous situations or stimuli, their reactions to the
same situation may be very different. One member may experience stress and react
prematurely to situations, where another member may react to the same situation with
curiosity and interest. When these types of obstacles arise, the team could stalemate.
Cultural diversity in teams can generate difficulties or obstacles leading to the team’s
success. Leaders are a mechanism by which multicultural teams can overcome their
obstacles. Leadership is a fascinating topic with much still remaining to be learned.
Thus, it is no surprise that researchers are turning their attention to how leadership and

culture interact, and the impact of leadership in multicultural teams.



General Approach

The traditional body of leadership research has focused on leadership styles and
has focused most on the leader-follower interaction and not the leader-team interaction.
One perspective of leadership not based on leadership styles is the functional leadership
approach. Specifically, it addresses the relationship between leader and the team
(Fleishman, Mumford, Zaccaro, Levin, Korotkin, & Hein, 1991; Mumford, Zaccaro,
Harding, Fleishman, & Reiter-Palmon, 1993; Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001). The
basic principle of the functional perspective of leadership is that the team leader is, “....to
do, or get done, whatever is not being adequately handled for group needs” (McGrath,
1962, p. 5). This perspective defines leadership as social problem solving, in order to help
the team accomplish their goal (Zaccaro, et al., 2001). This study investigated the impact
of leader social distance (i.e., via functional leadership behaviors) between the leader and
the team. Therefore the emerging question is: how does a team leader’s social distance
impact the processes and the effectiveness of multicultural teams?

The topic of leadership at a distance was initially proposed by Bogardus (1927,
1928), where he proposed that leadership was automatically accompanied by social
distance. He further went on to hypothesize that the prestige and thus the influence of the
leader is diminished by a reduction of social distance. In other words, a leader’s influence
and the respect they command are reduced because as social distance is reduced a
leader’s weaknesses are more apparent to the follower. Since the introduction of this
construct, empirical work on leader distance is still lacking. Napier and Ferris (1993)

provided a deeper and more extensive examination of this construct. Napier and Ferris



(1993) made an assertion about leader distance and work place dynamics which can also
be applied to understanding team dynamics. That is, without understanding the role that
leader distance has on team dynamics, our comprehension of team dynamics is lacking.
The leader’s impact on a team has critical influences on how a team performs. A recent
meta-analysis (Burke, Stagl, Klein, Goodwin, Salas, & Halpin, 2006) found that
leadership in teams does in fact matter in terms of achieving team performance outcomes.
However, an area that has still received little empirical attention is research on how a
leader influences team dynamics.

As mentioned above, one of the biggest challenges that leaders face in a global
economy is managing multinational teams. Leaders are placed in positions where they
may need to address unquestioned biases that can interfere with team functioning. Recent
research has determined that perceptions of distance vary based on culture (Weinfurt &
Moghaddam 2001). Some cultures are more likely to perceive social distances whereas
others are not as sensitive to distances between leaders and subordinates. In order to
better understand team dynamics and the impact of leadership in diverse teams, this study

examined the influence that a leader’s social distance has on culturally diverse teams.

Purpose of the Present Study
The lack of controlled laboratory examinations of the impact of leadership on
multicultural teams led to the design of the current study, with the aim to answer the
question: How does the leader moderate the relationships between team cultural diversity,
team emergent states, and team processes? Specifically, how does the team’s cultural

diversity composition interact with the characteristics of the leader?

5



Before summarizing the literature and rationale for the hypotheses, the
relationships explored in this study are summarized in Figure. This figure 1 represents a
model which graphically represents the hypothesized relationships among the variables in
the current study. Formal hypotheses predict that leader social distance will moderate the
relationship between team cultural diversity and team processes such that team diversity
is positively related to team processes when leader social distance is low and negatively
related to team processes when leader social distance is high. Formal hypotheses also
predict that teams with higher levels of affective emergent states will exhibit better team
processes. The model also depicts predictions about the mediated moderated relationship
among team diversity, leader social distance, team affective states and team processes. It
is also predicted that when teams are high on the cultural dimension of power distance
they will have higher levels of team affect and demonstrate more team processes when
the leader is socially distant, as compared to when the leader is socially close. A positive
relationship between team processes and team outcomes is also expected. Finally, team
processes will mediate the moderated relationship among team diversity, leader social

distance and team outcomes.



Figure 1. Graphical representation of study variable relationships.



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

The current study drew upon several established literatures in order to provide a
theoretical basis. The areas that are relevant and informative to the current study are the

literatures on leadership, culture, and teams.

Leadership

Leadership has been a topic of interest for centuries. Examples of early writings
about leaders and their style of leadership can be found in some of the great literary
works of the Western world (e.g., the Iliad, the Odyssey). The intrigue and study of
history has essentially been the study of leaders, and answering such questions about who
these leaders were, what these leaders did, and why they did the things they did. The
intrigue of leadership in organizations began in the 1920s and 1930s (Bass, 1990) when
industrial and organizational psychologists set out to investigate the leadership
phenomenon.

The first approach used to understand leadership in organizations was the trait
approach. This approach revolved around the notion that leaders possessed certain
characteristics that non-leaders did not (see Bowden, 1926; Cowley, 1931). The literature
on leadership since the trait approach has evolved dramatically. The evolution of the
leadership literature has seen leadership researchers hypothesize theories that focused less
on traits and more on the situation (Murphy, 1941; Schneider, 1937), the interaction
between traits and the situation (Bass, 1960; Case, 1933), a humanistic perspective
(Blake & Mouton, 1964; McGregor, 1966), the leader-follower interaction (Fiedler 1967;

Graen, 1976; House, 1971), and the styles of leaders (Avolio & Bass, 1991; Bass, 1985).
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The traditional body of leadership research has focused on the leader-follower
interaction, and even the leader-organization interaction, and not the leader-team
interaction. As the use of teams has increased in organizations, research has begun to
focus on the role of leadership in team effectiveness. Team leadership is the primary
focus of this dissertation.

It has been argued that the examination of team leadership needs to move beyond
applying individual and organizational level leadership theories to teams and rather focus
on how leaders foster more interconnectivity (Zaccaro, Heinen, & Shuffler, 2009;
Kozlowski, Watola, Jensen, Kim, & Botero, 2009). Therefore, rather than utilizing
traditional leadership theories as a basis for the development of this study, the literature
on team leadership is more relevant. In this study team leadership is defined as the
enactment of the affective, cognitive, and behavioral processes needed to facilitate
performance management (i.e., adaptive, coordinated, integrated action) and team
development (Burke, DiazGranados, & Salas, in press).

The influencing power of leaders and its impact on teams has received some
attention in the leadership literature. For example, Shamir, Zakay, Breinen, and Popper
(1998) found that transformational leadership (i.e., leaders who show concern for
followers’ needs) was positively related to team potency. Moreover, Lim and Ployhart
(2004) found that team member ratings of their commanders transformational leadership
style was positively related to team performance. However, this research has focused on

different styles of leadership. One condition of leadership that has been examined in



conjunction with leadership style, specifically with transformational and charismatic
leadership, is that of leader distance.

The differences between close and distant charismatic leaders have been
examined to some extent, but not recently (e.g., Howell, Bowen, Dorfman, Kerr &
Podsakoff, 1990; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Shamir, 1995; Yagil, 1998). However, the
examination of leader distance has primarily focused on the physical distance between
leaders and followers. Napier and Ferris (1993) and more recently Antonakis and Atwater
(2002) built upon past conceptualizations of leader distance (e.g., Ferris, Judge, Rowland,
& Fitzgibbons, 1994; Judge & Ferris, 1993; Rothaus, Morton, & Hanson, 1965) and
defined distance as a multidimensional construct comprised of psychological, structural,
and functional distance.

No research to date has examined leader distance as a multidimensional construct.
Moreover, no research has examined the impact of leader distance and how it affects
different cultures. The focus of this study was to isolate one dimension of the
multidimensional construct of leader distance, specifically that of social distance. This
study further investigated how differences in social distance (i.e., proximal and distant
leadership) impacts multicultural teams.

Several perspectives from the leadership literature help to explain why the
hypotheses proposed in this study, that is how leader social distance will moderate the
enactment of affective and cognitive states, as well as, behavioral processes in a
multicultural team. As such, a review of the literature on team leadership is provided.

However to narrow the focus of team leadership a review of the functional leadership
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approach which specifically addresses in broad terms the behavioral functions that
leaders can take within a team is also provided. Lastly, the literature on leader distance
serves as a basis, and how leader distance may change the influencing power of a leader,
in order to fully examine the role of the leader and its impact on team dynamics.
However, before an explanation of the leader’s role in a team, the nature of team
functioning will first be explained. Once an understanding of how teams function is clear
and how they specifically function during a team task, the role of the leader can be better

articulated.

Team Leadership

Effective team performance is a product of several key characteristics (Zaccaro &
Klimoski, 2002; Zaccaro et al., 2001). First, there needs to be an effective integration of
team members’ actions and knowledge. Since the operating environment of teams has
changed dramatically in the last ten years; teams are required to work in much more
complex environments, and with increased work tempos. Therefore a second key
characteristic of teams is the ability of teams being adaptable; given the dynamic
demands of organizations the need for this is greater now more than ever. Third, how
effectively the leader organizes the team to make progress towards their team goal
contributes to the success of a team.

Work is organized around teams because it is believed that teams can produce
more effective results than individuals can on the same task. However, some research has
found that teams are only as good as their best team member. Meaning, an exceptional

team member can create better outcomes compared to that of what their team can create
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(Davis, 1969; Hill, 1982). The benefit of effective team leadership is the achievement that
the team reaches a level that no one member could reach (Hackman & Wageman, 2007,
Zaccaro, et al., 2009). That is, what the team produces is better than the best team
member, and better than the sum of the individual team members’ abilities.

The inability of all teams to reach a this level of performance can be attributed to
process losses (Steiner, 1972; Zaccaro, et al., 2009). Process losses may be indicative of
factors such as poor communication either within the team, or with external resources,
poor coordination among team members, or because of a lack of integration of
information among the team members. The umbrella term for the overarching processes
by which teams effectively perform their task has been attributed to the construct of
teamwork. This begs the questions, what can a leader do to help reduce process losses in
teams?

Specifically, of interest in the present context is the impact that leader social
distance will have on a team. However, before the discussion on leader social distance a
discussion on the specific leadership theory what defined the leader’s behaviors within
the manipulation will be presented. The current study drew from functional leadership to
clearly define, and make explicit, the behaviors that the leader would engage in while

leading the team.

Functional Leadership
The central premise of functional leadership theory is that of social problem
solving. The leader’s role is to diagnose problems that may arise, generate and plan

potential solutions, and assist the team in implementing solutions (Fleishman et al, 1991).
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The critical distinction between the functional leadership approach and that of team
leadership is that the functional perspective emphasizes leadership as a boundary role
which links the team to its environment, teams operating in complex domains where
sensemaking is required, and that leaders are not defined by a specific set of behaviors.
Rather, leaders do whatever needs to be done so that teams can perform effectively. A
critical premise of functional leadership is that team effectiveness and leader
effectiveness are not synonymous. In fact, team circumstances (i.e., member ability, team
composition, etc.) may necessitate certain leader activities for team success.

Morgeson, DeRue, and Karam (2010) took a functional approach to
understanding team leadership and conducted a thorough review of the team leadership
literature in order to develop a taxonomy of team leadership functions (see Table 1).

Table 1. Taxonomy of team leadership functions (adapted from Morgeson et al., 2010)

Transition Phase Leadership Functions

Compose team

Selects highly competent team members

Selects team members who have previously worked well together
Selects team members that have previously worked well with the leader
Selects team members so there is the right mix of skills on the team
Selects highly motivated team members

gagrwnE

Define mission
1. Ensures the team has a clear direction
2. Emphasizes how important it is to have a collective sense of mission
3. Develops and articulates a clear team mission
4. Ensures that the team has a clear understanding of its purpose

5. Helps provide a clear vision of where the team is going

Establish expectations and goals

Defines and emphasizes team expectations

Asks team members to follow standard rules and regulations
Communicates what is expected of the team

Communicates expectations for high team performance
Maintains clear standards of performance

Sets or helps set challenging and realistic goals

ocuprwdE
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Establishes or helps establish goals for the team's work

Ensures that the team has clear performance goals

Works with the team and individuals in the team to develop performance goals
0. Reviews team goals for realism, challenge, and business necessity

B oo~

Structure and plan

Defines and structures own work and the work of the team

Identifies when key aspects of the work need to be completed

Works with the team to develop the best possible approach to its work

Develops or helps develop standard operating procedures and standardized processes
Clarifies task performance strategies

Makes sure team members have clear roles

I R

Train and develop team

Makes sure the team has the necessary problem solving and interpersonal skills
Helps new team members learn how to do the work

Provides team members with task-related instructions

Helps new team members to further develop their skills

Helps the team learn from past events or experiences

agrwbdE

Sensemaking

Assists the team in interpreting things that happen inside the team
Assists the team in interpreting things that happen outside the team
Facilitates the team's understanding of events or situations

Helps the team interpret internal or external events

Helps the team make sense of ambiguous situations

agrwnE

Provide feedback

Rewards the performance of team members according to performance standards
Reviews relevant performance results with the team

Communicates business issues, operating results, and team performance results
Provides positive feedback when the team performs well

Provides corrective feedback

agrwdE

Action Phase Leadership Functions

Monitor team
1. Monitors changes in the team's external environmental
2. Monitors team and team member performance
3. Keeps informed about what other teams are doing
4. Requests task-relevant information from team members
5. Notices flaws in task procedures or team outputs

Manage team boundaries
1. Buffers the team from the influence of external forces or events
2. Helps different teams, communicate with one another
3. Acts as a representative of the team with other parts of the organization (e.g., other teams,
management)
4. Advocates on behalf of the team to others in the organization
5. Helps to resolve difficulties between different teams

Challenge team

14



Reconsiders key assumptions in order to determine the appropriate course of action
Emphasizes the importance and value of questioning team members

Challenges the status quo

Suggests new ways of looking at how to complete work

Contributes ideas to improve how the team performs its work

AR A

Perform team task
1. Will "pitch in" and help the team with its work
2. Will "roll up his/her sleeves" and help the team do its work
3. Works with team members to help do work
4. Will work along with the team to get its work done
5. Intervenes to help team members get the work done

Solve problems
1. Implements or helps the team implement solutions to problems
2. Seeks multiple different perspectives when solving problems
3. Creates solutions to work-related problems
4. Participates in problem solving with the team
5. Helps the team develop solutions to task and relationship-related problems

Provide resources

Obtains and allocates resources (materials, equipment, people, and services) for the team
Seeks information and resources to facilitate the team's initiatives

Sees to it that the team gets what is needed from other teams

Makes sure that the equipment and supplies the team needs are available

Helps the team find and obtain "expert" resources

agrwnE

Encourage team self-management
1. Encourages the team to be responsible for determining the methods, procedures, and schedules
with which the work gets done
2. Urges the team to make its own decisions regarding who does what tasks within the team
3. Encourages the team to make most of its own work-related decisions
4. Encourages the team to solve its own problems
5. Encourages the team to be responsible for its own affairs
6. Encourages the team to assess its performance

Support social climate
1. Responds promptly to team member needs or concerns
2. Engages in actions that demonstrate respect and concern for team members
3. Goes beyond own interests for the good of the team
4. Does things to make it pleasant to be a team member
5. Looks out for the personal well-being of team members

Drawing from the episodic cycles of team processes as delineated by Marks and
colleagues (2001) Morgeson and colleagues developed their taxonomy around the
transition and action phases. During the transition phase the critical team leadership
functions include defining the mission, goals and standards of performance, making sense
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of the team environment, and facilitating feedback. These leadership functions help to
develop the foundation of the team. The action phase, when the team is focused on the
direct contribution at accomplishing the team’s goal, requires leader activities that help
monitor the team and its performance environment, challenge the team to continually
improve, and cultivates a positive social climate within the team.

In the current study the functional leadership approach was used to define the
behaviors that the confederate leader exhibited during the task. Appendix C provides the
leader’s script with the leadership behaviors highlighted and how each condition differed.
The condition under which these behaviors will be conveyed to the team will be based on

the theory of social distance.

Leader Social Distance

There is perhaps no construct that is so fundamental to interpersonal interactions
in organizations, yet so incompletely understood, than distance in organizations. Graen
(1976) has contributed greatly to our understanding of the aspect of distance in relation to
a leader and a subordinate. His leader member exchange model of leadership
hypothesizes that in-groups and out-groups exist within this leader-subordinate
relationship. Members who are considered by the leader to be a part of the in-group enjoy
different rewards, and benefit from different leadership behaviors and experience
different levels of satisfaction and performance ratings. These benefits are attributed to
the relative closeness in their working relationship with their leader.

Researchers have explored the phenomena of organization and leader distance,

but have done so by examining it as a unidimensional construct. Rothaus, Morton, &

16



Hanson (1965) examined psychological distance, Kerr and Jermier (1978) examined
spatial distance, and Sundstrom, Burt, & Kamp (1980) examined physical distance.
Napier and Ferris (1993) and more recently, Antonakis and Atwater (2002) examined
distance as a multidimensional construct comprised of social, structural, and functional
distance. Social distance refers to the psychological effects of actual and perceived
demographic, cultural and value differences between the supervisor and the subordinate.
Napier and Ferris delineated that demographic similarity; power distance, perceived
similarity, and values similarity are dimensions of social distance. Demographic
similarity is based on the age, race or gender differences between leaders and
subordinates. Power distance refers to follower acceptance of power differentials between
the follower and the leader. Perceived similarity refers to the degree to which the
subordinate believes they are similar to the leader. Lastly, values similarity refers to
similarity of beliefs, values, or attitudes between followers and their leader. This study
focused on the dimension of social distance.

Structural distance encompasses those aspects of distance brought about by
physical structure (e.g., actual physical distance between work spaces of the supervisor
and subordinate) as well as organizational structure (e.g., the degree of centralization or
span of management) and supervision structure (e.g., the amount of task and social
contact between the supervisor and subordinate). This type of distance is often discussed
in terms of propinquity (physical distance).

Functional distance describes the degree of closeness and quality of the functional

working relationship between the supervisor and subordinate, in essence, whether the
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subordinate is a member of the in-group or the out-group of the supervisor. This
dimension is conceptually distinct from psychological and structural distance in that it
describes the behavioral manifestation of distance in the functional working relationship
between the supervisor and subordinate. Functional distance is based on how well the
leader and subordinates understand each other.

Antonakis and Atwater (2002) expanded upon Napier and Ferris’s (1993) model
of distance in several important ways. Napier and Ferris suggest that more interaction
between subordinates and leaders results in better performance. However, Antonakis and
Atwater believe that the closeness and therefore the effectiveness of a leader is dependent
on many factors not one dimension alone. Second, Antonakis and Atwater posit that
social and interaction distances are independent of one another. That is, identification
with the leader is possible if social distance is small or large. Most important, and
pertinent to this study, is that Antonakis and Atwater went beyond the single unit of
analysis used by Napier and Ferris. Rather they took into consideration the impact of
leader distance on different levels of analysis, teams and collectives. Table 2 outlines the
dimensions of leader social distance with example indicators for each distance construct.

Table 2. Dimensions of Leader Distance

Distance Construct General Indicators Specific Indicators

Social Distance Attributional Charisma Organizational performance cues,
image-building techniques,
visionary behaviors, use of
rhetoric, and articulation of

ideology

Authority

Demographic Similarity Age, sex, education, experience,
and race distance

Power

Power Distance

18



Perceived Similarity
Rank

Social Standing
Status

Trust

Values Similarity

Ethical, moral, and altruistic
orientations

Work related value, sex role
orientation, and cultural value
distance

Structural Distance

Design Distance
Opportunity to Interact

Proximity to Leadership
Spatial Distance (Task Contact)
Span of Management

Office design distance

Social contact at work, social
contact outside work,
accessibility

Functional Distance

Affect

Degree of Leader to Follower
Interaction

Frequency of Interaction
Relationship Quality

Liking, support, trust

Supervisor satisfaction,
relationship satisfaction

Leaders do not lead in a social vacuum; leadership indeed is a social affair

(Mintzberg, 1973; Porter & McLaughlin, 2006). Despite the influence of leaders, the

distance construct has been overlooked within leadership research. Moreover, in the

teams’ literature no attention has been paid to the impact of social distance between

leader and team, and its effect on team performance. Leader distance has been defined as

a multidimensional construct consisting of social, structural, and functional distance. To

further understand how social distance can mitigate the decrements often experienced by

multicultural teams, the current study created a lab-based study with leadership having

two levels of distance, socially distant or socially close.
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Culture and Diversity

Managing diverse work teams is one of the difficult challenges that leaders face,
and it has been described as “not going smoothly” (Tsui & Gutek, 1999, p. 1). The
changing demographic composition of the workforce due to labor and market trends has
created these challenges for today’s organizations and leaders (Triandis, Kurowski, &
Gelfand, 1994). Diversity in organizations has often been portrayed as the “double-edged
sword”. That is, on one side there are positive effects associated with diversity (e.g.,
increased levels of innovation and problems solving effectiveness, see Horwitz &
Horwitz, 2007), but on the other side there are negative outcomes associated with
diversity (e.g., reduced interpersonal liking, and intergroup communication, see Tsui &
O’Reilly, 1989).

Prior research provides evidence that culture is defined as the manner in which
individuals perceive, think, and make decisions about their environment (Triandis, 1995).
Therefore, | argue that heterogeneity on cultural dimensions will influence team
processes and team outcomes. Complex team tasks encompass both individual and team
processes (llgen, Major, Hollenbeck, & Sego, 1991). Individuals engaged in complex
tasks often have specialized knowledge or distributed information about different pieces
of the problem. Therefore, critical team processes such as information sharing and
participation in team discussion are required for effective team performance. | argue that
cultural diversity will impact how teams engage in team processes.

The term diversity is meant to refer to the distribution of certain attributes among

interdependent team members (Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt, 2003). Some attributes are
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easily detectable and are considered to be surface-level attributes (e.g., age, sex, racio-
ethnicity), while others are underlying attributes, deep-level, and only become evident
after interaction between individuals (e.g., personality, attitudes, values). To better
understand the impact that cultural diversity has on team processes and outcomes, this
research explored the relationship between diversity -- focusing on deep level diversity
on the cultural values of collectivism, individualism, tolerance for ambiguity and power
distance-- and a team’s ability to effectively coordinate their attitudes and behaviors to
effectively perform a complex team strategy and decision making task.

Organizations are becoming increasingly diverse. Globalization has created
commerce without borders, which in essence means that companies are building their
resources by partnering with companies located outside of their natural domestic borders.
It is quite common to see listed in the paper that a company based in Australia is bidding
for a Canadian company, or that a company has offices in London, Bogota, Hong Kong,
Singapore and Sao Paulo. Increase of diversity in organizations can be associated with
benefits or detriments. To better understand how to harness the potential that can be
found in diverse teams, more empirical work needs to be conducted to investigate
multicultural teams rather than conducting more multinational studies or cross-national
comparisons. Therefore, this study examined multicultural teams and the impact that
leader distance may have on the relationships between diversity and processes and team
outcomes. | theorize that social distance, specifically socially close leaders, will provide a

context that may minimize the negative effects of being different based on cultural
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dimensions. In other words, the negative effect of diversity and team processes will be
improved by close leaders. Therefore, formally stated hypothesis 1 states:
Hypothesis 1: The relationship between team cultural diversity and team
processes is moderated by leader social distance in such a way that teams’
diversity is more positively related to team processes when leader social distance

is low than when leader social distance is high.

Team Affective Emergent States and Team Processes

Affective emergent states describe the states of teams as opposed to how team
members interact. Emergent states represent the products of team experiences and when
teams interact often, these emergent states then become new inputs to subsequent
processes and outcomes. Examples of affective emergent states include cohesion,
psychological safety, and collective efficacy. A meta-analysis by Gully et al. (2002)
showed that the relationship between collective efficacy, the feeling of the overall
capabilities of the team to reach their goal, and team processes was positive and
significant. The theoretical basis of this finding, and others similar, is based in social
cognitive theory, that efficacy is a determinant of the amount of effort that an individual
will put forth in order to successfully accomplish the teams goal (Bandura, 1986). Other
affective emergent state research, specifically that of psychological safety, has also
reported similar findings between affect and team behaviors. For example, Edmondson
(1999) found a significant relationship between psychological safety, the belief that the
team is safe for interpersonal risk taking, and learning behaviors. Based on these

empirical findings the following hypothesis is put forth:
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Hypothesis 2: Team affective emergent states are positively related to team

processes.

Team affect states should facilitate teamwork processes such as information
sharing and discussion participation in a team because it alleviates excessive concern
about others’ reactions to ones’ own actions, sharing of information, or stating ones’
points of view which have the potential for threat. For example, if team members are
unwilling to share a dissenting point of view based on unique information they hold, the
team may stay the course in making a decision that does not allow them to reach their
performance goal. In contrast, if a team member feels that team members’ are capable of
accomplishing their task, it is more likely for the individual to mention unshared
information, and to participate in the discussion.

Brown and Leigh (1996) found that higher levels of job involvement and exertion
of greater effort resulted when affect (e.g., psychological safety) was high in
organizations. West and colleagues (West, 1987; West & Altink, 1996; West & Farr,
1990) argue that one of the main influences on team processes (i.e., problem solving
processes) is affective states. They argue that individual participation is inhibited when
people feel insecure and unsafe in their environment. Individuals who feel threatened or
unsafe tend to stay the course. That is, they continue to use routines that have worked in
the past rather than taking the risk to attempt or create new methods. Moreover, they are
likely to not divulge or share unique information that they may be privy to. Given these

findings, | formally hypothesized that:
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Hypothesis 3: Team affective emergent states mediate the moderated relationship

among team diversity, leader social distance and team processes.

Team level power distance will also likely interact with the leader social distance.
Power distance is defined as the extent to which people regard unequal status differences
as legitimate (Hofstede, 1980). Those individuals who rate high on power distance will
expect that those individuals higher in status will emphasize their status over them.
Moreover, individuals who rate high on power distance accept their lower status and
authority roles vis-a-vis those that have more power (Adler, 1991). Specifically in the
organizational context, individuals high on power distance will likely accept a high
structured authority relationship with leaders. When individuals that are comfortable with
and expect these types of status differences encounter a situation where their leader does
not embody the high status rank that they would expect, this incongruency could lead to
detriments in affect. | believe that teams that rate higher on power distance will actually
have higher levels of affect when their leader acts as they would expect them to act,
socially distant. Therefore I formally hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4: Leadership condition and team power distance will interact in such

a way that teams high on power distance and led by leaders who are socially

distant will have a higher positive affect than teams high on power distance and

led by leaders who are socially close.

Team Processes and Team Outcomes
In a meta-analytic investigation of the impact of information sharing predicting

team performance, Mesmer-Magnus and DeChurch (2009) reported that information
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sharing of unique information was more predictive in hidden profile tasks (i.e., where
relevant information is distributed among team members; Stasser & Titus, 1985) than on
non-hidden profile tasks. When information is distributed among team members it is
important for information to be shared in order to make effective team decisions. Cohen
and Levinthal (1990) argued that when individuals who have unique information interact,
the process of participating in discussion increases the capacity of the team to make novel
linkages and associations beyond what any one individual could do. Communication of
information facilitates team decision making because team members become aware of
unspoken assumptions, which results in improved decision quality (Schultz, Ketrow, and
Urban, 1995). This suggests that information sharing should be positively related to team
performance outcomes.

As previously mentioned, not all team outcomes are task-driven. In addition to
performance outcomes, affect based team outcomes (e.g., team viability) are also critical
to team performance. Team viability, often characterized as a general dimension of team
outcomes (Sundstrom, De Meuse, & Futrell, 1990), is the team’s attitude towards
remaining on the team. Team viability refers to the degree team processes maintain the
willingness of team members to continue their collaboration. Unlike team task
performance, team viability is primarily affect, attitude, or emotion based (Barrick et al.,
1998). Teams who engage in information sharing and discussion participation will be
more satisfied with their experience with the team, and report higher levels of team
viability. Therefore, it is posited that the more teams engage in team processes like

information sharing and discussion participation, the greater the team performance
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outcomes and team viability. Moreover, team processes will mediate the moderated
relationship between team diversity, leader social distance, and team outcomes.

Hypothesis 5: Team processes are positively related to team outcomes.

Hypothesis 6: Team processes will mediate the moderated relationship among

team diversity, leader social distance and team outcomes.

Similar to hypothesis 4, | believe that team level power distance will also interact
with leader social distance to predict processes. Again, power distance refers to the extent
to which people regard unequal status differences as legitimate (Hofstede, 1980).
Because I think it is important for there to be a fit between the team and the leader, if
there is an incongruence between what the team believes the status differential should be
between a leader and his/her subordinates then I believe that this will impact how the
team members interact with one another. Hypothesis 5 predicts this interaction will
impact team processes. Formally stated, | put forth the following:

Hypothesis 7: Leadership condition and team power distance will interact in such

a way that teams high on power distance and led by leaders who are socially

distant will have higher team processes than teams high on power distance and led

by leaders who are socially close.
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Figure 2. Hypothesized relationships between study variables.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS AND MATERIALS

Participants

Participants in the present study were 496 undergraduate psychology students
assigned to 124 four-person teams. Participants’ average age was 19.92 years (SD =
2.86). There were 65 all-female teams and 59 all-male teams. Teams were assigned a
trained confederate leader of the same sex. Hypotheses were tested separately for male
and female teams. The ethnicity represented in the sample include Caucasian (51%),
Hispanic or Latino (19%), Black/African American (13%), Asian or Asian American
(10%), Pacific Islander (2%), American Indian (2%), Middle Eastern (2%) and other
(2%, predominantly consisting of Caribbean). | conducted Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) tests in order to determine if participants from these ethnicity/racial groups
differed with respect to their scores on any of the cultural dimensions measured in this
study. No significant differences were found. Participants were recruited using two main
sources: (1) using the Psychology department’s participant management system, SONA,
and (2) using a local area posting site (e.g., Craigslist) to recruit students for their
participation. Out of all teams 41% of the individuals were recruited from Craigslist and
59% were recruited from SONA.

The power analysis was conducted prior to data collection. I used equations
provided by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) and Green (1991) to calculate the required
sample size needed to analyze the data. Specifically, | used Green’s equation, included
below, which accounts for anticipated effect sizes when calculating sample size

requirements for multiple regression was used.
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N> 8/f+ (m-1)

The anticipated effect size is represented by f 2, N is the required sample size, and m is the
number of predictors in the equation. The equation used to test the mediated moderation
hypotheses contain 10 predictors (the most of any equation in the analyses conducted).
To be conservative, fzwas set to be .13 (Cohen, 1988). Therefore, by substituting these
values into the equation shown above, the minimum required sample size is 71 for
detecting a significant effect at an alpha level of .05 and a power level of .80. The overall
sample size would have met this minimum requirement, if hypotheses would have been
analyzed using all teams (male and female) in the same sample. However, because male
and female teams reacted differently to diversity and the leadership manipulation,
analyses were conducted separately for male and female teams. Therefore, power in

detecting effects is lower than anticipated.

Design

This laboratory-based study used a leader manipulated variable consisting of two
levels of social distance, high distance (socially distant leaders), and low distance
(socially close leaders). Team composition with respect to heterogeneity on cultural
dimensions was measured as a continuous variable rather than experimentally
manipulating team composition with respect to heterogeneity. Research participants
either signed up via the psychology department’s online participant management system
(SONA) or via email per communication with me from craigslist.org. Once the

participants signed up for a specific timeslot (4 participants per timeslot), which was
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randomly assigned to a leader condition (distant or close), students were provided the
option of being compensated with class credit points as approved by the psychology
department or with cash ($8 per study hour). The study lasted for 2.5 hours. Analyses
were conducted to determine any differences between paid participants and SONA
credited participants on all study variables and no differences were found. Prior to arrival,
the participants were aware that the study was a team-based study. All study materials
and methods were approved through the university internal review board (see Appendix

A).

Procedure

Once informed consent was acquired individually from each participant, the 4
individuals were taken to the laboratory where each participant was randomly assigned to
one of four roles seated around a square table.
Measurement of Actual and Perceived Diversity

The first survey that the participants completed consisted of the measures of the
four dimensions of culture (i.e., collectivism, individualism, tolerance for ambiguity, and
power distance) and of their perceived diversity of the team with respect to culture. Next,
graphical representations of the four team members’ actual scores on each of the cultural
dimension were produced. Since all measures were completed via Qualtrics, an online
survey tool, the leader was able to download the data in real time from the internet and
import the data into the Excel based spreadsheet which was then linked to a PowerPoint
file, which created the diversity elicitation graph. An example of the graph is included in

Figure 3.
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Prior to receiving the graphs which showed the participants their scores on each
of the cultural dimensions, participants were asked to rate their perceptions of their
team’s diversity again. The RA then gave each participant a graph and provided them
with an overview of how to interpret the four separate graphs. As part of the explanation
provided to the team members the RA provided a definition of each cultural dimension
(see Appendix B for the definition script). The RA never interpreted the graphs for the
team; they simply explained the concepts of each cultural dimension. Interpretation of the
graphs was left up to each team member to interpret. Finally, participants were asked

once again to complete the measure of their perceived team diversity.
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Figure 3. Diversity elicitation graph
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Declarative knowledge training and quiz

The team engaged in a 20-minute RA led scripted training on the study task. The
training focused on declarative knowledge and purposefully did not cover any procedural
information which would be covered by the leader. The declarative knowledge training
consisted of board set-up, what each item on the board represented and provided an
overview of how to move around the board. The training did not include explanations on
the mechanics of how to play the game, their goal, or their individual roles.

Following the declarative knowledge training with the RA, a declarative
knowledge quiz was administered to ensure that all team members understood the basic
mechanics of the game. The RA then graded the quiz and provided the team with
feedback on any responses which were incorrect. Next, the RA presented the leader, as
they walked into the lab space. The leader was introduced as someone who had led other
teams before and as an expert in the game Pandemic. During the introduction, the RA
described the leader to the team as someone who had a tremendous amount of experience

playing the game and had knowledge on how to win the game.

Task

The research platform used for this study was a modification of an off the shelf
board game called Pandemic, published by Z-Man Games (2008, Figure 4 displays a
picture of the game board). The task is collaborative in nature with the primary goal
being to save the world by curing 4 diseases before pandemic occurs. Participants take on

1 of 4 roles, of which each has a unique ability that the other team members do not have.
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Figure 4. Picture of the study platform Pandemic.

Leader Manipulation

Once the leader entered the room the leader portrayed a specific persona of a
distant or close leader, depending on the condition assigned to the team. Each confederate
had received over 40 hours of training, didactic and simulated. Each confederate’s
training consisted of the development of their knowledge on the theory of leader distance
and social distance, mock practice sessions with the RAs as the participants, observation
of digitally recorded videos of themselves and the other confederates acting out the script,
and participation in debriefs after each session to ensure all confederates portrayed each
dimension of social distance the same. Each confederate also performed at least 10 live

pilot sessions to ensure they were prepared for their role.
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The first 15 minutes of the leader’s interaction with the team was spent explaining
the procedures and structure of playing Pandemic. It was during this training that the goal
of the game was communicated to the team, and the procedures they would have to
follow in order to play the game (i.e., selecting two player cards per turn, not showing
team members the cards in the their hands, etc.). The leader’s script was developed so
that in each condition the leader displayed the same specific functional leadership
behaviors. In order for the manipulation of leader social distance to be conveyed by the
leader, the script was modified so that when the leader communicated a specific
functional leadership behavior, depending on the condition, they would emphasize, or
not, the distance between them and the team on authority, power and structure. | have
included in Appendix C a table which presents the leader script and how it aligns to each
functional leader behavior and how each condition’s script was modified to emphasize
each condition of social distance.

Upon completion of the leader-guided training the leader then provided the team
with a 10 minute practice round, where the players were instructed to play the game with
an open hand (the players were allowed to discuss freely the cards in their hand
throughout the study, but they were instructed to not show each other the cards in their
hands after the practice round). During this time the participants were guided through
their moves by the leader and they were allowed to ask the team leader any questions
regarding how to play the game but never regarding strategy. After this round, team
members completed measures involving their affect toward the team as well as questions

regarding their perception of their team’s diversity.
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Practice Round

Once the practice round was finished, the leader then started the team on a
training round which lasted for 15 minutes. The participants were instructed by the leader
that he or she would be observing them so he or she could provide feedback to the team
at the end of the round. In addition to observing their moves, the leader would also be
managing external resources which would be presented to them by the RA. After
completing the training round, participants completed measures of perceptions of
diversity and of their team processes during the training round. Upon completion of the
measures, the leader then provided the team feedback. The training round provided the
team with a realistic preview of what was expected of them by the leader (i.e., structure
of play) and also provided them with the opportunity to gain a better understanding of

how to play the task.

Post-Performance Measures

After the training round the team then engaged in their performance round, which
was similar to the training round in time and format (i.e., observed by the leader, external
resources, etc.). Immediately after, the leader provided the team with his or her feedback
and then left the room. At this point, team members completed measures of their team
processes during the performance round and their perceptions of team viability. During
the experimental debrief it was explained to them that the leader was a trained
confederate acting in a particular manner and following a script. A flowchart explaining

the experimental procedure is presented in Figure 5.
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Measures

As previously mentioned all survey data were collected via laptops using an
online survey system called Qualtrics. All scales used a Likert-type response scale and
were examined for any necessary reverse coding. Validated scales were used when
possible, but some scales required some modifications to fit the context of this study. In
order to statistically control for as much variance as possible, a variety of variables were
collected and used as control variables when appropriate. All Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficients, which are presented below, and in Table 8 and Table 9 presented on the
diagonal, were calculated using individual team member ratings to determine the internal
consistency of each of the measures. Cronbach’s alpha is also reported for the composite
scores which were created for affect and processes. These calculations were based on the

average team-level score of each individual measure to calculate alpha.

Control variables
In order to statistically control for as much variance as possible, a variety of

variables that are conceptually and empirically related to teamwork were measured and
used as control variables when appropriate. The following describes each control variable
by providing the citation, the scale used, sample items, and coefficient alpha information.

See Appendix H for full scale descriptions.

Trust

Trust was not used as a part of the affect measure since research has demonstrated
that trust is a promoter of teamwork behaviors (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995).
Trust was used as a significant control variable in several of the analyses for both male
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and female teams. The two-dimensional scale by Wildman and colleagues (2009) was
used and includes 16-itms which measure the dimensions of trust (8-items) and distrust
(8-items). Each item was rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “not at all” to “very much
so0”. Sample items include, “How certain are you that your teammates will perform well”
and “How positive are you that your teammate will try and do what is best for the team”.
Internal consistency of this measure was calculated on the individual level and it was

determined to be appropriate .92.

Levels of Self-concept

Levels of self-concept refer to people’s self-definitions when they relate
themselves to others (Markus & Wurf, 1987). These levels of self-concept have been
linked to the forms of social exchange (e.g., negotiation, reciprocal, etc., see Flynn,
2005). The three dimensional scale developed by Selenta and Lord (2005) was used and
includes 15-items. Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “strongly disagree”
to “strongly agree”. Sample items include, “I value friends who are caring, empathetic
individuals” and “When | become involved in a group project, | do my best to ensure its
success”. Internal consistency of this measure was calculated on the individual level and

it was determined to be appropriate at .81.

Personality
As demographic variables may influence team performance (Barrick, Steward,
Neubert, & Mount, 1998; Driskell, Hogan, & Salas, 1987), | used two of the big five

personality dimensions as control variables. The MINI-IPIP scales developed by
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Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas (2006) were used. These scales include 20-items and
use a 5-point Likert scale from *“very inaccurate” to “very accurate”. The two dimensions
that proved to be statistically significant control variables were the dimensions of
conscientiousness and neuroticism. Internal consistency of these two sub-dimensions of
personality were calculated based on the individual level data a =.67 for

conscientiousness, and o =.68 for neuroticism.

Self-construal

Self-construal is an individual factor that has been linked to the relationship
between cultural variables and interaction styles (Gudykunst, et al., 1996). Self-construal
is defined as one’s self-image and is composed of two subdimensions (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991). The Oetzel and Ting-Toomey (2003) 8-item scale was used to measure
self-construal. The measure used a 5-point Likert scale from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree”. Sample items of this measure include “I respected the decisions made
by others” and “I tried not to depend on others”. Internal consistency of this measure and
the subdimension of interdependence were calculated based on the individual level data o

=.72, for both the overall scale and the subdimension of interdependence.

Team Diversity on Cultural Dimensions
Team diversity with respect to dimensions of culture was operationalized using
the four cultural dimensions of collectivism, individualism, tolerance for ambiguity, and
power distance. Standard deviations for team member scores on the following scales

were used.
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Collectivism

To assess the dimensions of collectivism and individualism the two-dimensional
scale of individualism and collectivism created by Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier
(2002) was used. The total scale consisted of 36-items, of which 19-items measured the
construct of collectivism. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the collectivism measure was
.86. Each item was rated on a 5-point scale from *“strongly disagree”, coded 1, to
“strongly agree”, coded 5. A sample item for collectivism includes, “My family or friends

are central to who | am.”

Individualism
The scale that measured individualism consisted of 17- items which measured the
construct of individualism. An acceptable internal consistency reliability for the measure
of individualism was found with o =.86. Each item was rated on a 5-point scale from
“strongly disagree”, coded 1, to “strongly agree”, coded 5. The scale of individualism
included items such as, “I prefer being able to be different from others” and “It is

important for me to remember that my personal goals have top priority”.

Tolerance for Ambiguity

Tolerance for Ambiguity was measured using McLain’s (1993) 22-item scale.
Acceptable internal consistency reliability for the measure of tolerance for ambiguity was
found with o =.87. Sample items of this scale include “I am tolerant of ambiguous
situations” and “I generally prefer novelty over familiarity”. This scale used a 5-point

response scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
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Power Distance

The last cultural dimension measured was that of power distance. | used the scale
developed by Maznevski, DiStefano, Gomez, & Wu (1997) which consists of 7-items
using a 7-point Likert scale. Acceptable internal consistency reliability for the measure of
power distance was found with a =.77. A sample item of the power distance measure
included “A hierarchy of authority is the best form of organization”.

In order to create cultural heterogeneity indices | calculated the standard deviation
of each cultural dimension for all 4 participants. The measure of heterogeneity should be
interpreted as the larger the heterogeneity score the more diverse the team is on that
specific cultural dimension. In order to test Hypotheses 4 and 7 which make predictions
about average power distance, an average score of power distance was used in the
analyses. In Table 3 the intercorrelations between averages and standard deviations for all
culture dimensions are presented. See Appendix D for full scale descriptions.

Table 3. Intercorrelations between culture dimension measures (averages and standard
deviations)

Variable Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Average Collectivism -
> Al\xgir\a;?deualism 437" -
e | a2 | am | -
4. Average Power 2307 | o058 | -137 B

distance

5. Collectivism

h ) 037 | -198" | 101" | -.168 --
eterogeneity

*k *

6. Individualism 462" | 6137 | 218" | -141 | -122 | --

heterogeneity

7. Tolerance for

ambiguity 062 | -027 | 024 | 074 | 140 | -026 | --
heterogeneity
8. Power distance -001 | -.180" | 213" | -.198" | .418™ | -.139 | 3177 | --
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heterogeneity

9. Perceptions of
cultural diversity * -.099 .091 -035 | -119 | .089 | .024 | .104 | -.012 --
(Post training round)

10. Perceptions of
cultural diversity -.086 120 | -.058 | -.142 | .050 | .092 | .103 [ -.037 | .925**
(Post performance)

Note. N = 124. ** p < .01, two-tailed. * p < .05, two-tailed. * Higher ratings mean perceptions of similarity.

Perceived Diversity

Perceptions of team cultural diversity were measured with an item that asked the
team “Overall, how similar or dissimilar culturally is your team”. The rating scale ranged
from *“very dissimilar” coded as a 1, and “very similar” coded as a 7. Therefore, higher
ratings should be interpreted as perceptions of team similarity and lower ratings on this
item mean that team members perceived their team to be dissimilar. Perceptions of
diversity were collected during the second survey, post presentation of the diversity
elicitation graph, post practice round and after the performance round.

To determine whether viewing the diversity graphs affected perceptions of team
diversity | conducted an analysis of the data in which team level perceptions of diversity
were predicted by actual team diversity on each of the cultural dimensions. In the model,
I used team-level perceptions of diversity collected prior to viewing the diversity graphs
as a control variable, and then added the four heterogeneity measures in the same step.
The only significant predictor of post-graph diversity perceptions was the actual team
heterogeneity with respect to individualism. The relationship between heterogeneity on
individualism and perceptions of cultural diversity was positive; meaning that as diversity
on individualism increased so did team-level ratings of the perceived diversity within

their team.
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I also examined if actual diversity, as measured by heterogeneity on each cultural
dimensions was a predictor in the participants initial perceptions measure prior to
receiving the diversity elicitation graph. Results of this analysis proved that the model

was not significant. Correlations between perceptions of diversity are included in Table 3.

Affect
The surveys that were used to measure the team’s level of affect consisted of

psychological safety, collective efficacy, and cohesion. A principal components analysis
revealed that a single factor explained 69% of the variance in these measures. Therefore,
I combined the three team-level measures of affect into a single affect composite by
averaging the team-level averages on each measure of psychological safety, collective
efficacy, and cohesion. More detail on each individual measure is provided below.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for team level affect scores on the three measures of affect
(i.e., using psychological safety, cohesion, and collective efficacy as “item scores”) was
.69. Correlations between the individual measures are provided in Table 4. These three

measures were averaged to form an overall team score for affect.

Psychological Safety

To measure psychological safety the scale by Edmondson (1999), which
measured the shared belief that the team is safe for interpersonal risk taking, and a scale
developed by May, Gilson, & Harter (2004), which measured the feeling that one can
show and employ one’s self without fear of negative consequences to self-image, status,
or career, was used. Sample items include “If you make a mistake on this team, it is often
held against you”, “It is safe to take a risk on this team,” and “No one on this team would

44



deliberately act in a way that would undermine my efforts”. The response scale used for
this measure was a 7-point scale ranging from “never” to “always”. An acceptable
internal consistency reliability for the measure of psychological safety was found with a
=.69. Indices of interrater agreement (see James et al., 1984) were computed and
determined to be suitable for aggregation of data to the team level. The agreement value

averaged over teams was .89.

Collective efficacy

Collective efficacy was assessed using the Chen, Gully, & Eden (2001) measure
which includes 8-items using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree”. Sample items include “We will be able to achieve most of the goals that
we have set for ourselves™ and “When facing difficult tasks, we are certain that we will
accomplish them”. An acceptable internal consistency reliability for the measure of
collective efficacy was found with a =.94. Indices of interrater agreement (see James et
al., 1984) were computed and determined to be suitable for aggregation of data to the

team level. The agreement value averaged over teams was .97.

Cohesion

The cohesion sub-dimension from the teamwork scale developed by Hoegl &
Gemuenden (2001) was used to measure cohesion. The scale was rated on a 7-point scale
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” and consisted of 8- items. Sample items
include “The team was important to succeeding in the game” and “All members were

fully integrated in our team”. An acceptable internal consistency reliability for the
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measure of cohesion was found with o =.89. Indices of interrater agreement (see James et
al., 1984) were computed and determined to be suitable for aggregation of data to the
team level. The agreement value averaged over teams was .81. See Appendix E for full

scale descriptions.

Table 4. Intercorrelations between individual affect measures.

1 2
1. Psychological Safety --
2. Collective Efficacy 5317 -
3. Cohesion 500" 5407
Note. N = 124, ** p < .01, two-tailed.
Process

The surveys that were used to measure team processes consisted of information
sharing, discussion participation, shared leadership, and teamwork. A principal
components analysis revealed that a single factor explained more than 85% of the
variance in these measures. Therefore, | combined the four team-level measures of
processes into a single process composite by averaging the team-level averages on each
measure of information sharing, discussion participation, shared leadership and
teamwork. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for team level processes scores for the four
measures of processes (i.e., using information sharing, discussion participation, shared
leadership and teamwork as “item scores”) was .93. The identical measure was collected
during the training round as a control variable and during the performance round as a
mediator. More detail on each individual measure is provided below. Correlations

between the individual measures are provided in Table 5.
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Information sharing

Information sharing was measured using a 3-item scale developed by Bunderson
& Sutcliffe (2002). The three items asked each team member to evaluate the extent to
which information necessary to make key decisions was freely shared among team
members, team members worked hard to keep team members up to date on their
activities/information received, and team members were kept informed about issues
impacting their team decision. This survey used a 7-point Likert scale ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Indices of interrater agreement (see James et al.,
1984) were computed and determined to be suitable for aggregation of data to the team
level. The agreement value averaged over teams was .97. An acceptable internal

consistency reliability for the measure of information sharing was found with o =.89.

Discussion participation

Discussion participation was measured by a 3-item measure derived from
Campion et al. (1993). Participants used a 7-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree”
to “strongly agree”. ltems asked each participant if they had a say in how the work of the
team was carried out, if all members were able to participate in decision making, and if
the decision made for the team were designed for everyone to participate. An acceptable
internal consistency reliability for the measure of discussion participation was found with
a =.89. Indices of interrater agreement (see James et al., 1984) were computed and
determined to be suitable for aggregation of data to the team level. The agreement value

averaged over teams was .96.
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Shared leadership

Shared leadership was measured using an adapted version of the survey created
and validated by Hiller, Day, & Vance (2006). The survey consisted of 12 items, and
used a 7-point scale from “never” rated as 1 to “always” rated as 7. Items asked each
team member the extent to which their team engaged in specific behaviors, such as,
sharing in planning how the work gets done. An acceptable internal consistency
reliability for the measure of shared leadership was found with a =.98. Indices of
interrater agreement (see James et al., 1984) were computed and determined to be
suitable for aggregation of data to the team level. The agreement value averaged over

teams was .93.

Teamwork

The survey developed by Hoegl & Gemuenden (2001) was used to measure
teamwork. The dimensions that were used for measuring processes included support,
effort and communication. The measure consisted of 11 items, and used a 7-point scale
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Sample items include “The team was
important to succeeding in the game” and “It was important to the members of our team
to be part of this game”. An acceptable internal consistency reliability for the measure of
teamwork was found with o =.89. Indices of interrater agreement (see James et al., 1984)
were computed and determined to be suitable for aggregation of data to the team level.
The agreement value averaged over teams was .92. See Appendix F for full scale

descriptions.
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Table 5. Intercorrelations between individual process measures.

1 2
1. Shared leadership
2. Teamwork 892"
3. Information Sharing 8437 828"
4. Discussion Participation 706" 7317 7827
Note. N = 124. ** p < .01, two-tailed.
Outcomes

Team viability

As part of outcomes, team viability was measured using 5-items which reflected
the affective and interpersonal outcomes regarding the team. Specifically the items
measured the degree to which the team would like to continue to function together as a
team in the future, if given the opportunity. The measure used a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from “not at all” to “very much”. A sample item included “How much would you
like to come back and work with your team on a different project if there were to be a
follow-up study in the future”. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the aggregated team
scores was .88. Indices of interrater agreement (see James et al., 1984) were computed
and determined to be suitable for aggregation of data to the team level. The agreement

value averaged over teams was .95. See Appendix G for full scale descriptions.

Performance

Task performance was measured by the number of diseases the team cured during
the performance episode. To cure a disease one participant must collect 7 player cards of
the same color in their hand and is able to travel to a city on the board which contains a
research station. The maximum number of diseases they could cure was 4, the average
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number of diseases cured in their performance session was Mpaje teams = .66, SDmae teams =

.90 and Mremale teams = -32, SDfemale teams = -53.

Manipulation check
To evaluate the effectiveness of the social distance manipulation, participants

were asked at the end of their interaction with their leader but before they were debriefed
to respond to a 2-item scale. Items included “My team leader liked to emphasize their
authority over the team” and “My leader and | are similar to one another”. The two items
formed a reliable scale (Cronbach’s o = 74). This scale was measured on a 7-point scale

ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

All analyses were conducted at the team level. Originally, analyses were planned
to be conducted with both male and female teams combined. However, in order to
determine whether male and female teams were reacting differently to diversity and to
the leader manipulation, | began by testing hypotheses for the two populations separately.
See Table 8 (for male teams) and 9 (for female teams) for Pearson product-moment
correlations, coefficient alpha reliabilities, and descriptive statistics for all study
variables.

IBM SPSS 19.0 for Windows was used to test study hypotheses. Multiple
regression analyses or simple bi-variate correlations were used to analyze all
hypothesized relationships between study variables. Mediated moderation analyses were
used to examine the interaction between leader social distance and diversity when
predicting the mediated relationship between team affect and team processes and team
processes and team outcomes. The conceptual models for this study, with each link
numbered as to the corresponding hypothesis, are presented in Figure 6. This chapter is
organized by hypothesis and the analyses conducted to test the hypotheses by gender.

Table 6 provides an overview of each formally stated hypothesis.
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Figure 6. Conceptual model with hypotheses numbered.

Table 6. Overview of study hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1 The relationship between team cultural diversity and team processes
is moderated by leader social distance in such a way that team
diversity is more positively related to team processes when leader

social distance is low than when leader social distance is high.

Hypothesis 2 | Team affective emergent states are positively related to team

processes.

Hypothesis 3 | Team affective emergent states mediate the moderated relationship
between team diversity and leader social distance as predictors of

team processes.

Hypothesis 4 | Leadership condition and team average power distance will interact in
such a way that teams high on power distance and led by leaders who

are socially distant will have a higher positive affect than teams high
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Table 9. Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations for study variables, female teams

Variable Name N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Leader condition 65 0.46 0.0 -
2. Collectivism heterogeneity 65 132 014 _pog (.86)
3. Individualism heterogeneity 65 099 014 _1p4 -075 (.66)
4. Tolerance for ambiguity heterogeneity 65 094 012 105 335" -232 (.87)
5. Power distance heterogeneity 65 178 025 _go5 462" -118 377" (.77)
6. Average collectivism 65 339 0.33 150 -162 -455™ 168 109 -
7. Average individualism 65 368 022 _q141 -287" 585 4277 -201  -.440™ -
8. Average tolerance for ambiguity 65 329 0.20 101 002 174 182 130 -.054 118 -
9. Average power distance 65 3.82 0.0 133 -216 -318™ -.003 -.089 333" -135 -.044 -
10. Team processes- training round 65 498 076 347 018 033 186 227 015 035 314" -024
11. Performance- training round 65 017 042 _gos -.080 281" -.081 -.053 -137 077 070 149
12. Team trust 65 473 054 314" 044 -.089 138 164 331" -082 034  -084
13. Self-conceptualization 65 412 0.19 168 333" -.066 202 254" 059 -116 230 116
14. Personality- conscientiousness 55 374 043  _p31 032 -329" -.188 -032 077 -012 -141 007
15. Personality- neuroticism 55 255 050 _ps6 131 142 097 -.062 -231 053 -225  -312"
16. Self-construal- interdependence 65 393 0.30 041 012 -239 -171 -.042 4027 -.206" -104  -.044
17. Self-construal 65 409 022 o095 206  -294" 006 156 2707 -3997  -085  -.089
18. Team affect 65 434 039 343" 114 -025 113 273" 206 040 195 -130
19. Team processes- performance round 65 544 0.63 283" 052 037 154 227 026 041 236 -.148
20. Performance- performance round 65 032 053 251" -323" 188 -162 -131 -074 233 091 193
21. Team viability 65 389 051 221 o072 112 206 290" 123 007 176 -.225
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Table 9. Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations for study variables, female teams (con’t)

Variable Name 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
11. Performance- training round 008 -
12. Team trust 433" -131 (.92)
13. Self-conceptualization 185 038 3147 (.81)
14. Personality- conscientiousness -035 -121 062 027 (.67)
15. Personality- neuroticism -130 023 -093 192 157 (.68)
16. Self-construal- interdependence 066 -119 307" 163 171 -.040 (.72)
17. Self-construal 130 131 3587 278" 192 054 8527 (72)
18. Team affect 756" -157 7827 322" 104 -.139 189 263" --
19. Team processes- performance round 834~ -087 481" 248" 034 -119 188 205 719" -
20. Performance- performance round 221 382" 113 -018  -049  -196 049  -055 130 314" -
21. Team viability 578" -070 638" 275" 088  -.074 298" 317" 720" 758" 253

Note. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient is presented in parenthesis on the diagonal.
**p < .01, two-tailed.
*p < .05, two-tailed.
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Manipulation Checks

To gauge the effectiveness of the leader social distance manipulation, participants
rated their leader on similarity to them and emphasis of their authority by the leader.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on these items with condition (socially
distant vs. socially close) as the independent variable. Results indicated that, in the
socially close condition leaders were rated as more similar to the team members (M cjose =
4.23, SD ¢jose = .80) as compared to socially distant leaders (M gistant = 2.53, SD gistant =
.85), F (1, 122) = 131.32, p < .001, n* = .52. In addition, the socially distant leaders were
rated as leaders who placed more of an emphasis on their authority over the team (M gistant
=5.57, SD gistant = -93; M ciose = 3.71, SD qiose = .98), F (1, 122) = 107.35, p < .001, n =
.49. Data were further investigated to determine that the study manipulation did not
impact other variables such as team motivation and team climate. ANOVAs were also
used to test ratings on these items with condition as the independent variable. Results
indicated that, there were no significant differences between conditions on motivation (M
close = 2.09, SD ciose = .85; M gistant = 2.20, SD gistant = .82), F (1, 122) = .547, p = .461, > =
.004, or team climate (M ¢jose = 7.00, SD ¢iose = 1.17; M gistant = 6.58, SD gistant = 1.22), F (1,

122) = 3.35, p = .07, n* = .030.
Hypothesis 1 Results

Male Teams
Hierarchical regression analyses were used to test the hypothesis that the

relationship between team heterogeneity and team processes was moderated by leader



social distance. To test Hypothesis 1 for male teams the variables were entered into the
regression analysis in 3 steps: (1) the control variables (i.e., teamwork processes for the
training round); (2) leader condition (distant vs. close) and heterogeneity on each cultural
dimension (i.e., collectivism, tolerance for ambiguity, power distance, and
individualism); and (3) the interaction terms between leader condition and each cultural
dimension heterogeneity variable. Table 10 summarizes the results for these analyses. All
equations were significant, with the final equation resulting in an R? =.64, F (10, 48) =
8.66, p = .000. As a result of these analyses the interaction between diversity on tolerance
for ambiguity and leadership was a significant predictor in the model predicting team
processes (8 =-.1.22, p = .04). Specifically, the results demonstrate that there was a
negative relationship between heterogeneity on tolerance for ambiguity and team
processes and this negative relationship was stronger for teams with socially close leaders
(see Figure 7), than teams who had leaders who were socially distant. Therefore,

Hypothesis 1 was not supported for male teams.

Table 10. Regression analysis summary for predicting team processes, male teams

Variables B SEB p 95% CI B
Constant 0.46 1.817 --
Control variables:

Processes- training round 0.80 0.12 0.70** [.57,1.03]
Leader condition® 3.10 2.52 1.77 [-1.97,8.17]
Tolerance for ambiguity (TA) heterogeneity -0.87 0.94 -0.14 [-2.76, 1.02]
Individualism (1) heterogeneity -0.33 1.07 -0.04 [-2.49, 1.82]
Power distance (PD) heterogeneity -0.11 0.38 -0.04 [-.87, .66]
Collectivism (C) heterogeneity 0.62 0.70 0.11 [-.78, 2.03]
Condition x TA -2.10 1.21 -1.22** [-4.53, .34]
Condition x | 0.28 1.39 0.18 [-2.51, 3.07]
Condition x PD 0.11 0.62 0.11 [-1.15, 1.36]
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Condition x C -1.18 1.22 -0.90 [--3.64, 1.28]

R? 0.64

F (10, 48) 8.66**

Avg team power distance? 0.09 0.13 0.10 [-.17, .35]
Condition x Avg team power distance® -0.10 0.18 -0.07 [-.45, .26]
R? 67

F (12, 46) 9.33**

Note. N = 59.

**p <. 05.

*0=distant, 1=close.
% terms were added as an additional step to the equation to test for Hypothesis 7.
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Figure 7. Interaction between leader condition and heterogeneity in tolerance for
ambiguity predicting team processes male teams.

Female Teams

To test Hypothesis 1 for female teams, the identical equation was run with the
exception of the control variables which were used in the model. For female teams, the
only significant control variables were self-construal interdependent and personality-
conscientiousness. Training round processes were not a significant predictor in this

equation as they were for the male teams; therefore | removed it from the model. Table
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11 summarizes the results for these analyses. All equations were significant, with the
final equation resulting in an R? =.35, F (11, 43) = 2.11, p = .04. As a result of these
analyses it was determined that for female teams with a close leader, there was a positive
relationship between tolerance for ambiguity heterogeneity and team processes. On the
other hand, for female teams with a distant leader this relationship was negative. This
result indicates that teams with higher levels of heterogeneity on tolerance ambiguity
experienced lower levels of reported team processes when they were led by distant
leaders. Therefore, for female teams Hypothesis 1 was supported. The interaction is

plotted and shown in Figure 8.
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Table 11. Regression analysis summary for predicting team processes, female teams

Variables B SEB p 95% CI B
Constant -1.77 2.56 --
Control variables:

Self-construal-interdependent 0.30 0.16 0.26** [-.03, .63]
Personality- conscientiousness 0.19 0.15 0.18 [-.11, .49]
Leader condition® -6.09 3.84 -2.85 [-13.84, 1.66]
Tolerance for ambiguity (TA) -1.51 2.42 -0.15 [-6.39, 3.38]

heterogeneity
Individualism (I) heterogeneity 1.59 1.37 0.21 [-1.17, 4.35]
Power distance (PD) heterogeneity -0.05 0.95 -0.01 [-1.97,1.87]
Collectivism (C) heterogeneity 0.77 1.96 0.10 [-3.18, 4.72]
Condition X TA 5.56 2.96 2.52** [-.42, 11.53]
Condition x | 2.56 2.05 1.18 [-1.58, 6.70]
Condition x PD 1.65 1.27 1.39 [-.92, 4.22]
Condition x C -2.80 2.51 -1.75 [-7.86,2.25]
R 0.35
F (11,43) 2.11**
Avg team power distance® -0.18 0.17 -0.15 [-.51, .15]
Condition x Avg team power 0.16 0,21 0.10 [-.27, .58]
distance®
R 35
F (13,41) 10.47**
Note. N = 55.
**p < 05,

*0=distant, 1=close

terms were added into the equation as an additional step to test for Hypothesis 7.
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Figure 8. Interaction between leader condition and heterogeneity in tolerance for
ambiguity predicting team processes female teams.

Hypothesis 2 Results
Hypothesis 2 stated that team affective emergent states would be positively
related to team processes. Simple bi-variate correlations (see Table 12 for summary
results) indicated that team affective emergent states were significantly related to team
processes, for both male and female teams. For male teams, the correlation between team
affect and processes was r = .30, p = .01, and for female teams the correlation between

team affect and processes was r = .40, p = .000. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was supported.
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Table 12. Correlations between team affect and team processes, male and female teams

. Team
Variable N Processes
Male teams
Team affect 59 0.30**
Female teams
Team affect 65 0.40**

Note: **p < .05

Hypothesis 3 Results

Hypothesis 3 predicted mediated moderation (Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005)
such that team affective emergent states would mediate the previously hypothesized and
tested interaction between leader condition and team cultural diversity on team processes.
According to Muller et al. (2005), to show mediated moderation three models must be
estimated. The first model tests the significance of the interaction term as a predictor of
the dependent variable, the second model tests the significance of the interaction term as
a predictor of the mediator, and the third model controls for the interaction term between
the independent variable and the moderator when testing the relationship between the
mediator and the dependent variable. To show an overall moderating effect the
interaction term between the independent variable and the moderator variable must be a
significant predictor in model 1 and model 2. When the mediator is added to the 3"
model, the beta weight for the independent variable and the moderator should become
non-significant or should drop in its magnitude as well as the mediator being a
statistically significant predictor in the model. This would indicate that the mediator is
explaining some of the variance that was not being explained in the previous models. The

results for male and female teams are provided below.
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Male Teams

The first model necessary to test mediated moderation consists of using regression
to determine whether leader condition and heterogeneity interact to predict team
processes. As we can see in Table 10, the first model in testing mediated moderation is
the same as the model required to test Hypothesis 1. The results of this analysis indicated
a statistically significant interaction term between heterogeneity on tolerance for
ambiguity and leader condition in predicting team processes (f =-1.22,t(48) =-1.73, p
=.04). Given that the first step necessary to test for mediated moderation was confirmed,
I continued to test for mediated moderation by creating the 2" model which predicted
team affect, the mediator, as the dependent variable. The second model proved to be a
non-significant model, with no significant interaction terms between cultural dimensions
and leadership condition as predictors of team affect (F (11, 41) = 1.75, p = .10). The
second condition to test mediated moderation was not met, therefore | did not proceed
with any further steps. Therefore, results indicated that for male teams Hypothesis 3 was
not supported. Team heterogeneity did not interact with team leader condition to predict

team affect.

Female Teams

In testing the 3 models to examine for mediated moderation for female teams, |
repeated the process described in the preceding section. As shown in Table 11, leader
condition interacted with heterogeneity in tolerance for ambiguity to predict team
processes (8 =2.52,t(43) = 1.88, p =.03). The second model used to test mediated

moderation predicts the mediator, in this case team affect. Results indicated that there

66



was a significant interaction between heterogeneity on power distance and leadership
condition (f =1.69, t (54) = 1.73, p = .04). The plot of this interaction is presented in
Figure 9. However, since the same interaction term in model 1 was not a significant
predictor in model 2, I did not continue to test for mediated moderation since the pre-
conditions were not met. Therefore, for female teams Hypothesis 3 was not supported.
However, the relationship between team heterogeneity on the power distance dimension
and team affect was moderated by team leader condition. Specifically, teams with close
leaders had a positive relationship between diversity on power distance and team
processes. On the other hand, teams with distant leaders had a slightly negative

relationship between diversity on power distance and team processes.
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Figure 9. Interaction between leader condition and heterogeneity in power distance
predicting team affect female teams.
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Hypothesis 4 Results

Male Teams

Hypothesis 4 predicted that average team levels of power distance would interact
with the leader condition when predicting team affect in such a way that teams with high
average power distance and leaders who are socially distant would have higher positive
affect than teams with low average power distance and socially distant leaders.
Hierarchical regression analyses were used to test the interaction between average team
power distance and leader condition predicting team affect in male teams. To test
Hypothesis 4, the variables were entered into the regression analysis at 3 steps (see Table
13 for a summary of these analyses): (1) the control variable (i.e., team trust); (2) leader
condition (distant vs. close), the heterogeneity variables for each cultural dimension (i.e.,
collectivism, tolerance for ambiguity, power distance, and individualism) and the average
score of team power distance; and (3) the terms representing interactions between
heterogeneity on each cultural dimension and leader condition and the term representing
an interaction between average team power distance and leader condition. All equations
were significant, with the final equation resulting in an R* =.53, F (12, 46) = 4.29, p =
.000. However, the change in R? was not significant when the interaction terms were
added in the last step (AR?=.07, p = .27), indicating that the interaction between team
power distance and leader condition did not explain any additional variance in the model.
Moreover, the interaction term for average team power distance by leader condition was
not significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was not supported for male teams. The

relationship between average team power distance and affect was not moderated by team
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leader condition. However, there was a significant interaction term between heterogeneity
on collectivism and leader condition. The relationship between heterogeneity on
collectivism and team affect was negative for teams with distant leaders, and positive for
teams with close leaders. Figure 10 illustrates this interaction and the summary of this
analysis is presented in Table 13.

Table 13. Regression analysis summary for testing the leader condition and average team
power distance interaction predicting affect, male teams

Variables B SEB B 95% CI B
Constant 2.37 2.15 -- --
Control variables:

Team Trust 0.62 0.11 0.73** [.41, .84]
Leader condition® -4.27 2.85 -2.74 [-10.01, 1.47]
Tolerance for ambiguity (TA) 0.19 0.96 0.03 [-1.74, 2.13]

heterogeneity
Individualism (I) heterogeneity -1.18 1.18 -0.17 [-3.55, 1.20]
Power distance (PD) 0.09 0.44 0.04 [-.80, .98]

heterogeneity
Collectivism (C) heterogeneity -0.97 0.76 -0.19 [-2.51,.56]
Average team power distance 0.11 0.11 0.15 [-.12, .33]

(AvgPD)

Condition x TA -0.12 1.30 -0.07 [-2.74, 3.63]
Condition x 1 0.55 1.53 0.38 [-2.53, 3.63]
Condition x PD 0.19 0.70 0.22 [-1.22, 1.59]
Condition x C 2.50 1.30 2.14** [-.12,5.12]
Condition x AvgPD -0.15 0.17 -0.12 [-.49,.21]
R? 0.53

F (12, 46) 4.29**

Note. N = 59.

**p <. 05 (one-tailed).
*0=distant, 1=close
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Figure 10. Interaction between heterogeneity on collectivism and leader condition
predicting affect male teams

Female Teams

Hierarchical regression analyses were also used to test the interaction between
average team power distance and leader condition predicting team affect in female teams.
To test Hypothesis 4, the variables were entered into the regression analysis at 3 steps
(see Table 14 for a summary of these analyses): (1) the control variable (i.e., team trust,
self-concept); (2) leader condition (distant vs. close), the heterogeneity variables for each
cultural dimension (i.e., collectivism, tolerance for ambiguity, power distance, and
individualism) and the average score of team power distance; and (3) the interaction
terms for heterogeneity on each cultural dimension by leader condition and the
interaction term for average team power distance by leader condition. All equations were
significant, with the final equation resulting in an R =.71, F (13, 51) = 9.49, p = .000.

However, the change in R? was not significant when the interaction terms were added in
g
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the last step (AR?=.033, p = .35), indicating that the interaction term between average
team power distance and leader condition was not significant and did not explain any
additional variance in the model. Moreover, that the interaction term was not a significant
predictor. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was not supported for female teams. The relationship
between average team power distance and affect was not moderated by team leader
condition. However, there was a significant relationship between heterogeneity on
tolerance for ambiguity and leader condition. There was a strong negative relationship
between heterogeneity on tolerance for ambiguity and affect for socially distant leaders.
For socially close leaders the relationship was slightly positive, but very close to zero.
Figure 11 illustrates this interaction and the summary of this analysis is presented in

Table 14.
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Table 14. Regression analysis summary for testing the leader condition and average team
power distance interaction predicting affect, female teams

Variables B SE B p 95% CI B
Constant 1.95 1.24 -- --
Control variables:

Self-concept 0.15 0.08 0.17** [-.02, .32]
Team Trust 0.53 0.07 0.70** [.39, .66]
Leader condition® -3.14 2.04 -1.94 [-7.23, .96]
Tolerance for ambiguity (TA) -2.13 0.96 -0.31** [-4.05, -.21]

heterogeneity
Individualism (I) heterogeneity -0.003 0.63 0.00 [-1.26, 1.26]
Power distance (PD) 0.01 0.42 0.002 [-.84, .86]
heterogeneity
Collectivism (C) heterogeneity -0.09 0.81 -0.02 [-1.70,1.53]
Average team power distance 0.06 0.11 0.07 [-.16, .29]
(AvgPD)
Condition x TA 2.15 1.28 1.29%* [-.41, 4.72]
Condition x | 0.44 1.09 0.27 [-1.76, 2.64]
Condition x PD 0.43 0.59 0.48 [-.76, 1.62]
Condition x C 0.07 1.13 0.05 [-2.20, 2.33]
Condition x AvgPD -0.07 0.16 -0.05 [-.40,.25]
R 0.71
F (13, 51) 9.49**
Note. N = 65.

**p <. 05 (one-tailed).
*0=distant, 1=close
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Figure 11. Interaction between heterogeneity on tolerance for ambiguity and leader
condition predicting affect female teams

Hypothesis 5 Results

Hypothesis 5 predicted that team processes would be positively related to team
outcomes. Two team outcomes were measured: (1) team performance (i.e., number of
diseases cured) and (2) team viability. Simple bi-variate correlations (see Table 15 for
summary results) indicated that team processes were significantly related to both team
performance and team viability, for both male and female teams. For male teams, the
correlation between team processes and performance was r =.278, p = .01, and for team
processes and team viability the correlation was r =.582. p = .000. For female teams the
correlation between team processes and team performance was r = .316, p = .000, and for
team processes and team viability the correlation was r = .763. Therefore, Hypothesis 5

was supported for both male and female teams.
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Table 15. Bi-variate correlations between team process and team outcomes, male and
female teams.

. Team Team
Variable N Performance Viability
Male teams
Team process 59 278** .582**
Female teams
Team process 65 316** 163**

Note: **p < .05

Hypothesis 6 Results

Male Teams

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the interaction between leader condition and team
heterogeneity on team outcomes would be mediated by team processes. To test
Hypothesis 6, the variables were entered into the regression analysis at 3 steps: (1) the
control variable (i.e., personality-neuroticism); (2) leader condition (distant vs. close), the
heterogeneity variables for each cultural dimension (i.e., collectivism, tolerance for
ambiguity, power distance, and individualism); and (3) the interaction terms for
heterogeneity on each cultural dimension by leader condition. Results indicated that
none of the models were significant models predicting team performance. Therefore, |
did not continue to test for mediation moderation since the first pre-condition was not
met.

To test Hypothesis 6 on viability, the variables were also entered into the
regression analysis at 3 steps: (1) the control variable (i.e., processes- training); (2) leader
condition (distant vs. close), the heterogeneity variables for each cultural dimension (i.e.,

collectivism, tolerance for ambiguity, power distance, and individualism); and (3) the
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interaction terms for heterogeneity on each cultural dimension by leader condition. The
difference in variables between this equation and the previous one tested when predicting
performance, were control variables used. The only control variable that was appropriate
to use was processes as measured after the training round. Results demonstrated three
statistically significant models predicting team viability but none of the interaction terms
were statistically significant predictors of the dependent variable. Therefore, since the
first condition of testing mediated moderation was not found no further analyses were
conducted. Therefore, Hypothesis 6 for male teams was not supported. Team
heterogeneity with respect to the cultural dimensions did not interact with leader

condition to predict either team performance or viability.

Females

The same steps were taken to investigate Hypothesis 6 for female teams. The
variables were entered into the regression analysis at 3 steps: (1) the control variable (i.e.,
processes- training); (2) leader condition (distant vs. close), the heterogeneity variables
for each cultural dimension (i.e., collectivism, tolerance for ambiguity, power distance,
and individualism); and (3) the interaction terms for heterogeneity on each cultural
dimension by leader condition. The first model, resulted in a statistically significant
interaction for tolerance for ambiguity and leader condition (8 =-2.30,t (54) =-2.13,p <
.05). As shown in Figure 12, heterogeneity with respect to tolerance for ambiguity was
positively related to performance outcomes for female teams with distant leaders but

negatively related to performance outcomes for female teams with close leaders.
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Figure 12. Interaction between leader condition and heterogeneity in tolerance for
ambiguity predicting team performance female teams.

The second model, which was used to test Hypothesis 1, predicts the mediator, in
this case team processes. Results, as seen in Table 11 and Figure 8, indicated a
statistically significant interaction between tolerance for ambiguity and leader condition
predicting processes, which supports the second precondition for mediated moderation.
The plotted interaction shows that the relationship between heterogeneity on tolerance for
ambiguity was positive for teams with socially close leaders, and negative for teams with
socially distant leaders. This interaction is in the opposite direction to that found in the
first model. Therefore, team processes are not mediating the interaction of heterogeneity

and leader condition. Table 16 summarizes the results of these analyses.

76



Table 16. Mediated moderation results for models 1 and 2 female teams

Model 1: Model 2:
Variables Team Team processes
performance (same as H1)

Control variables

Processes training round 0.17 -

Self-construal- Interdependence -- 0.26**

Personality- Conscientiousness -- 0.18
Main variables

Condition® 3.73%* -2.85

Collectivism (C) heterogeneity -0.26 0.10

Individualism (I) heterogeneity 0.14 0.21

Tolerance for ambiguity (TA) 0.22 -0.15

heterogeneity

Power distance (PD) heterogeneity 0.10 -0.01
Interaction terms

Conditionx C -0.76 -1.75

Condition x 1 -0.10 1.18

Condition x TA -2.30** 2.52**

Condition x PD -0.44 1.39
Mediator variable

Team processes -- --
R? for total equation 0.34 0.35
F (df) for total equation 2.75** (10,54) 2.11** (11, 43)

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported for the final step in each model. Dashes indicate that the values
are not applicable.

N = 65.

**p < .05 (one-tailed).

" 0=distant, 1=close.

The first model to test the mediated moderation predicting team viability in
female teams indicated that there was a significant interaction term for team
heterogeneity with respect to power distance and leader condition (f =1.65, t (42) =
1.96, p <.05). This interaction is plotted and shown in Figure 13, which shows that the
relationship between heterogeneity on power distance and team viability is negative for
teams with socially distant leaders, and the relationship is positive for teams with socially

close leaders. Since model 2 for testing mediated moderation predicting team viability is
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the same as the second model for testing mediated moderation predicting performance,
we know that the significant interaction term in this equation is the interaction term that
consists of heterogeneity on tolerance for ambiguity and leader condition. Since the same
interaction term is not significant in both model 1 and 2, the second pre-condition for
testing mediated moderation was not found. Therefore, no further analyses were
conducted and Hypothesis 6 for female teams predicting team viability was not-

supported.
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Figure 13. Interaction between leader condition and heterogeneity on power distance
predicting team viability female teams

Hypothesis 7 Results

Male Teams
Hypothesis 7 stated that team average power distance and the leadership condition

would interact in such a way that teams with high power distance and leaders who are
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socially distant will have higher team processes than teams with low power distance and
socially distant leaders. Hierarchical regression analyses were used to test this interaction.
To test Hypothesis 7 for male teams, the variables average team power distance and the
interaction between average team power distance and leader condition were added to the
regression equation developed previously to test Hypothesis 1. These variables were
entered into the equation as the fourth step predicting team processes. Results (see Table
10) indicated that adding these variables did not explain additional variance (AR? = .03, p
=.14). Therefore, Hypothesis 7 was not supported for male teams. Team leader condition
did not moderate the relationship between team average power distance and team

processes.

Female Teams

To test Hypothesis 7 for female teams, the variables for average team power
distance and the interaction between average team power distance and leader condition
were entered into the regression equation developed to test Hypothesis 1. These terms
were entered into the equation as the fourth step predicting team processes. Results are
summarized in Table 11. Results indicated that adding the team average power distance
terms resulted in a non-significant model (R* = .35, F (13, 41) = 1.71, p = .09). Therefore,
Hypothesis 7 was not supported for female teams either.

Results of all analyses are summarized in Table 17. Figures 14, for male teams,
and 15, for female teams, show my conceptual model, the links that remain are the links
which were supported by the data. The links which were not supported have been

removed.
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Table 17. Overview of results by hypotheses.

Hypothesis

Results of hypothesis testing

1. The relationship between team

cultural diversity and team
processes is moderated by leader
social distance in such a way that
team diversity is more positively
related to team processes when
leader social distance is low than

when leader social distance is high.

Male teams: hypothesis not supported.
However, a negative relationship between
heterogeneity on tolerance for ambiguity
and team process was made weaker by
distant leaders

Female teams: hypothesis supported for

tolerance for ambiguity dimension.

Team affective emergent states are

positively related to team processes.

Male teams: hypothesis supported.

Female teams: hypothesis supported.

Team affective emergent states
mediate the moderated relationship
among team diversity, leader social

distance and team processes.

Male teams: hypothesis not supported.
Female teams: hypothesis not supported.
However the relationship between
heterogeneity in power distance and affect
was positive for those with socially close
leaders, and negative for those with

socially distant leaders.

Leadership condition and team
average power distance will interact

in such a way that teams high on

Male teams: hypothesis not supported.
However, the relationship between

heterogeneity in collectivism and affect
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power distance and led by leaders
who are socially distant will have a
higher positive affect than teams
high on power distance and led by

leaders who are socially close.

was negative for those with socially distant
leader, and positive for those with socially
close leaders.

Female teams: hypothesis not supported.
However the relationship between
heterogeneity on tolerance for ambiguity
and affect was negative for those with
socially distant leaders, and close to zero

with socially close leaders.

Team processes are positively
related to team outcomes

(performance and viability).

Male teams: hypothesis supported.

Female teams: hypothesis supported.

Team processes will mediate the
moderated relationship among team
diversity, leader social distance and

team outcomes.

Male teams: hypotheses not supported for
either outcome.

Female teams: hypotheses not supported
for either outcome. However, the
relationship between heterogeneity on
tolerance for ambiguity and performance
was positive for teams with socially distant
leaders, and negative for teams with
socially close leaders. There was a positive

relationship between heterogeneity on
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power distance and viability when leaders
were socially close, but when leaders were
socially distant there was a negative

relationship.

7.

Leadership condition and team
power distance will interact in such
a way that teams high on power
distance and led by leaders who are
socially distant will have higher
team processes than teams high on
power distance and led by leaders

who are socially close.

Male teams: hypothesis not supported.

Female teams: hypothesis not supported.
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