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Structured Abstract:

Purpose — We test the conditional effect of team compositbn team performance; specifically, how
collective team orientation, group consensus, lfaaltconfigurations and trust among team

members explain the objective performance of ptdgams in cross cultural contexts.

Design/methodol ogy/approach — Employing path analytical framework and bootstraethods, we
analyze data from a sample of 73 cross culturgeptdeams. Relying on ordinary least-squares

regression, we estimate the direct and indireeicgdfof the moderated mediation model.

Findings — Our findings demonstrate that the indirect dffet collective team orientation on
performance through team trust is moderated by t®@mber consensus, diversity heterogeneity,
and faultlines’ strength. By contrast, high dispmrsamong members, heterogeneous team

configurations and strong team faultlines leadte levels of trust and team performance.

Resear ch limitations/implications — The specific context of the study (cross cultstadents’ work
projects) may influence external validity and linhie generalization of our findings as wellthe

different compositions of countries of origin.

Practical implications — From a practical standpoint, these results nedy practitioners understand
how the emergence of trust contributes to perfooeait will also help them comprehend the
importance of managing teams while bearing in ntimel cross cultural contexts in which they

operate.

Social implications — In order to foster team consensus and overcbhmeftects of group members’
cross cultural dissimilarities as well as team tfands, organizations should invest in improving
members’ dedication, cooperation and trust befavekihg to achieve significant results,

particularly in heterogeneous teams and crossraliitontexts.

Originality/value — Our study advances organizational group reselyckhowing the combined
effect of team configurations and collective teamermtation to overall team performance and by
exploring significant constructs such as team cosisg, team trust, and diversity faultline strength

to examine their possible moderated mediationirothe process.

Keywords Collectiveteam orientation; Team trust; Team consensus; IFedtconfigurations; Team

performance; Moderated mediation.

Article Classification: Research note
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Running Heads: Cross cultural Project Teams



When a new team project is established, membersy kheir personal traits and previous
experiences, as well as the tendency to act irrdift ways at different moments depending on the
effects of other members’ interactions. Severabdans should be met for teams to excel (Kozlowski
and llgen, 2006; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp and Gils2808). Among these, the ability to interact
effectively with other team members is of paramoumportance if team goals are to be achieved
(Oosterhof, Van der Vegt, Van de Vliert and Sandz209).

The aim of this paper is to gain an in-depth undeding of the impact that team trust has on
performance, and examine how contextual factors rtlate to the team composition influence the
group dynamic and outcomes.

Trust is one of the critical factors for effectiteam processes and performance (Ashleigh and
Prichard, 2012)Prior research has examined the positive statedsetim@rge from exchanges and
interactions that build intra-team trust and hawesifive effects on group functioning and outcomes
(Langfred, 2007Mannix and Jehn, 2004; Mathieu et al., 2008k #Wgue for critical examination of
the conditions under which these states are mketylto emerge or be weakened due to the complex
social exchanges caused by members' heterogeneities

Diverse group composition has effects on group dyos and performance (Horwitz and
Horwitz, 2007; Jackson and Joshi, 2011) and intsgu®l trust is the basis for cooperation and $ocia
exchange in organizations (Blau, 1964; McAllist&g95). It is critical to understand how team
composition influences team trust and cooperatidhimvcross cultural project teams, where members
with different cultural origins work together tovdsra common goal (Kirkman and Shapiro, 2005).
Indeed, team members from different cultural backgds will have noticeable differences, which
could determine whether they will be inclined tdider cooperative team norms, exert themselves on
behalf of the team regardless of the differences, favor the whole group over the subgroup (van
Knippenberg, De Dreu and Homan, 2004).

Although the impact of demographic diversity vamesisiderably when studied individually, these
dissimilarities may play complementary roles in lakpng group dynamics. When combined, this
variety might also explain more of the within-grodiwersity outcomes. For this reason, we build on

diversity faultlines literature, which proposes iageteam composition not from the perspective of a
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single attribute but rather as a complex compaditsifferent team configurations (Lau and Murnigham

1998). Moreover, the team’s collective orientatioray serve as a proxy of underlying cultural

dissimilarities among members (Alavi and McCormi2R07; Wagner, 1995), given that the effects of
certain diversity attributes may be more pronourioesbme cultures than in others (Stahl, Maznevski,
Voigt and Jonsen, 2010).

This study advances cross cultural diversity teasearch in several ways. First, we respond to
calls to measure the combined effect of diversttyitauites (Harrison and Klein, 2007; Jackson and
Joshi, 2011). Consequently, we model our frameveordt test it using conditional process modeling
(Hayes, 2013). Second, we explore significant oot — collective team orientation and team trust
to examine their possible moderated mediation irokle process. Lastly, we examine the moderated-
moderator role of team consensus, diversity atiebiand faultline configurations in the relations
among collective orientation, team trust and teanfiopmance.

Theor etical Background and Hypotheses

What makes a group of people perform effectivelygcmiting individuals who achieve superior
performance levels does not guarantee a high elam performance (Klein and Kozlowski, 2000).
A team’s composition, understood as the configanatf the team members’ attributes, is particularly
influential on the team’s interactions and outconidarrison, Price, Gavin and Florey, 2002; van
Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007). The propensiyotd collectively, and the preference for doing so
as well as the emergence of trust among team maembduence teams and their functioning (Ferrin,
Bligh, and Kohles, 2007; Mohammed and Angell, 200ddth positively and negatively (van
Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007). Contextual facgrch as membership configuration, shared
agreement and subgroup creation may also infludre@utputs and performance (Bell, 2007; Chan,
1998; Lau and Murninghan, 1998).

Contextual factors of team functioning: Membershiversity configurations

Previous research on team diversity has neglettedccombined and interactive effects of multiple
dimensions of team diversity (Jackson and JosHil20an Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007). Team
membership diversity is the distribution of diffaoces among team members on any specific personal

attribute that members might use to describe h@y #nd other teammates are different (Harrison and



Klein, 2007; Williams and O’Reilly, 1998). Thus,rigflects the degree of differences within the team
(van Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007). All teansedgnce differences, but not all differences are
relevant to the situation in which the team is tiorang. Diverse work teams function differently to
homogeneous teams (Earkyd Gibson, 2008lackson and Joshi, 2011; Williams and O’Reilly980
Heterogeneity within groups reduces trust (PolZerisp, Jarvenpaa and Kim, 2006), provokes
stereotyping of others, and interferes with graupctioning (Ely and Thomas, 2001). Members tend to
perceive those not within their subgroups as oatygrindividuals and as potential antagonists with
incompatible objectives, beliefs and teamwork rsaffandel and Jaussi, 2003; van Knippenberg et al.,
2004). Prior research produced mixed and contmgidindings in linking cultural dissimilarities,ro
team trust (Chattopadhyay, 1999) with team perfoiceaBowers, Pharmer and Salas, 2000; Chrobot-
Mason and Aramovich, 2013; Guillaume, Brodbeck Bilketa, 2012).

Heterogeneous groups may also influence team faminty through interpersonal perceptions
based on the degree of similarity and attractioctohding to Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1982)da
the associated Social Categorization Theory (Turri987), people use social psychological
classification mechanisms to categorize themsedwes others as belonging to the same or different
subgroups. Categorization processes might produtegreups, disturb group dynamics, and contribute
to problematic relations among subgroup memberns irdappenberg et al., 2004).

Furthermore, the Similarity Attraction Paradigm (Bg, 1971) suggests that sharing similar
attitudes and values increases interpersonal tittnaand bonding (Jackson and Joshi, 2011; Riordan,
2000). People assume that they consistently andrently share a common vision with teammates if
they have similar demographic attributes and timégrisimilar attitudes and values. They experience
greater attraction to these other similar membehich in turn reinforces their beliefs, and makenth
more dedicated to teamwork (Harrison, Price and, B898; Tsui, Egan, and O'Reilly, 1992). These
similarities also promote a sense of team ideitigyn Knippenberg et al., 2004; Williams and O'Reill
1998).

Cross cultural project teams: The underlying hetgeneity.
Demographic dissimilarities influence team outcornmeslifferent ways (Horwitz and Horwitz, 2007;

van Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007). Scholars awphasized the importance of considering



factors beyond visible differences. However, undeg differences in attitudes and values have
received considerably less attention in the liteats this type of diversity is more difficult dbserve
(Bowers et al., 2000; Harrison et al., 1998). Rissiubm a meta-analysis (Bell, 2007) provide evien
on the importance of members’ values that can litetedmwork; this includes collective team
orientation (Earley and Gibson, 1998; Oyserman,nGoul Kemmelmeier, 2002, Zhou and Shy, 2011).

Team members’ collective orientation is an impartictor for effective team performance
(Wagner, 1995). Members’ preference to functiopas of a team is a culture-based value (Triandis,
1995). Collective orientation has been studiedatcultural level (Hofstede, 2001), but also aacidr
influencing individual differences within team segs (Alavi and McCornick, 2007; Eby and Dobins,
1997; Kirkman and Shapiro, 2005). In fact, collgsti and individualist dimensions of culture renets
sets of individuals’ beliefs and values concerning independence from and interdependence among
other team members (Alavi and McCormick, 2007).

Furthermore, people high in collectivism orientatiend to put aside their own self-interest in
deference to the interest of their group. Convgrsgleople low in collectivism (i.e., more
individualistic orientation) tend to put forth apdomote their own welfare over the interests oirthe
group (Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1995).

Drawing on this logic, teams whose members haverbgeéneous values will be more prone to
experience concerns regarding difficulties in tleierpersonal communication and, therefore, peecei
a negative impact on integration and team perfoomdBtahl et al., 2010). Conversely, team-oriented
members profit from group interactions and favoe tbursuit of the group’s interest, leading to
improved team cooperation and performance (Alad BttComick, 2007; Eby and Dobbins, 1997).
Collectively oriented members will be more likely prefer procedures that promote consensus and
commonality (Earley and Gibson, 1998), subsequeh#y will be loyal to their in-group and pursue
the group’s aims instead of their own (Triandis93)0 They will also promote the cooperation needed
for effectiveness (Eby and Dobbins, 1997) and thexelop trust between members.

Conversely, in cross cultural project teams suchnasur study, where students come from
different countries of origin, the likelihood thiteir differences imply diverging values, attitudesl

beliefs is huge. These dissimilarities might cadiséinct social categorizations and lead to faiemt



towards similar in-group members and intoleraneetds dissimilar out-group members (Guillaume et
al.,, 2012; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Peopko aend to hold stereotypes and behavioral
expectations about others from different countosrigin. Members will categorize each other based
on their provenance because they view in-group neesnds more trustworthy and willing to cooperate
(Frazier, Johnson, Gavin, Gooty, and Snow, 201@s a result, we expect that the greater the
heterogeneity regarding team members’ countriesrigin, the greater the likelihood that different
perspectives will appear and affect team performanc

The moderating effect of shared agreement amongneaembers.

Consensus about collective team orientation cannolerstood as differences among members in their
perceptions regarding the way teamwork should fancMinimal within-group dispersion represents a
high consensus between members. High levels ofedigm regarding team members’ collective
orientation suggest the absence of a shared realiy, therefore, a greater likelihood of
misunderstanding and subsequent decrease in tesmn These dispersion properties are seen as
moderators that account for the differential eBest the mean levels of shared team orientation and
team trust (e.g., Colquitt, Noe, and Jackson, 2@@1zalez-Roma, Peiro, and Tordera, 2002).

We expect that little consensus regarding teamtai®n will result in negative outcomes, or
weaken the relationship between team trust andpaance. Building on climate literature (Lindell
and Brandt, 2000), we argue that consensus regpteéam orientation has a moderating effect on the
level of trust among teammates.

Therefore, we anticipate that teams will have d#fé degrees of consensus about collective
team orientation when they are composed of menfbarsdifferent countries of origin. For this reason
we expect,

H 1: Collective team orientation (mean team level) ldadgam trust (mean team level).

H2: The consensus regarding team members’ perceptfarwlective orientation moderates the

positive relationship between team orientation esain trust, sucthat, when consensus is
high, the relationship is positive and, conversellgen consensus is low, this relationship is

weakened.



H3: The consensus and the country-of-origin will madierthe positive relationship between the
team’s collective orientation and team trust, silielt, when consensus is high and there is a
low variability in countries-of-origin among membethe relationship will be positive and,
conversely, when consensus is low and there iglavariability in countries-of-origin, this
relationship is weakened.

Emergent Team Trust and Performance

Shared trust in a team setting provides the canditifor outputs to take place and it serves as a
facilitator of work attitudes, perceptions, behasiand outcomes (Dirks and Ferrin, 2001jdvelops
through repeated social interactions (Blau, 1964y is based on an individual's expectations that
others will behave in ways that are helpful oredst not harmful (McAllister, 1995). &ncourages
cooperative behavior among members by increaskeig ébility to work together (Ferrin et al., 2007).
Beliefs about group members’ trustworthiness cailiiate the building of trust even in diverse gpsu
(McKnight, Cummings and Chervan$998).

Team trust has a significant influence on the iitlial's as well as the team’s performance (Cohen,
Ben-Tura and Vashdi, 2012; Mach, Dolan and Tzaf2il0). Trust enhances performance by
increasing the efforts made, the positive attitudesl cooperation among group membe€mssta, 2003;
Mannix and Jehn, 2004 Trust influences group performance as it in@eamembers’ efforts and
dedication towards group achievements and thelingiless to work cooperatively (Markislathieu
and Zaccarg2001; Mathieu et al., 2008; Simon and Sturmer, 2003

We expect trust to play a mediator role in crodtucal project teams when the level of collective

orientation is high. Trust will be easier to gerterand sustain in forming a collective identity whe
members share similar values and cultural backgleumand that will affect team performance.
Therefore, we hypothesize:

H4: Team trust will mediate the relationship betwebme team’s collective orientation and
performance such that the level of team orientatdhbe positively related to trust, and
trust will be positively related to performance.

Team trust dispersion



When consensus exists about team trust and trubivwess among members, more positive attitudes
and perceptions may occur; conversely, when disaggat exists, outcomes will be weakened (De
Jong and Dirks, 2012). In keeping with this logie can determine four different configurations.

When trust dispersion is minimal within a teamembers understand trust-related events in the
same way, leading to more homogeneous impressiothexpectations and members experiencing a
shared degree of agreement (Chan, 1998; LindelBaaddt, 2000). It follows that, when dispersion is
minimal and the mean perception of trust is high, would expect positive outcomes such as shared
awareness of constructive interactions within grdypamics. Likewise, when dispersion is minimal
and team trust is low, we would expect weakenetegative outcomes due to the fact that there will b
a shared understanding that non-constructive ictieres have been occurring within the team (De Jong
and Dirks, 2012).

When team trust dispersion is relatively high witlhi teammemberswill experience ambiguity
and uncertainty because their perceptions wilegfa lack of understandings among members (Simon
and Sturmer, 2003). Thus, high trust dispersion mmply disagreement between teammates. It follows
that, when dispersion and the mean perceptionust tare both high, we should expect moderate
positive outcomes, although disjointed understajmdimong teammates could be transformed into
weakened outcomes over the short term. In the s&ine when trust dispersion and the level of team
trust are low, this configuration may reflect ins@tent expectations, low social integration andrpo
group processes, thus damaging collective groupoowts (Simon and Stlrmer, 2003). In contrast,
when the agreement and level of trust are higts likely that performance will also be high. These
hypothetical configurations and expected outpuad e the following hypothesis:

H5: The consensus of team members’ perceptions abant teistmoderates the relationship
between the levels of team trumtd performance such that, when consensus is ttigh,
relationship between truahd performance will be positive and, when consgisiow, this
relationship will be weakened.

The moderating role of team members’ configurations
Readily detectable diversity attributese associated with the self-categorization pro¢ess, van

Knippenberg et al., 2004), given that they candigrmated after brief interpersonal contact. Drawong
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the logic of social and self-categorization persipes, easily distinguishable dissimilarities cdaypa
social role in categorizing members into subgrofsGrath, Berdahl and Arrow, 1995; Tsui, Porter
and Egan, 2002) and will thus influence intra-tedymamics negatively and lessen performance
(Harrison et al., 2002).

Given the mixed results of the demographic diverdiamain (Horwitz and Horwitz, 2007; Joshi
and Roh, 2009; van Knippenberg and Schippers, 20@8eparchers have begun to explore other
compositional patterns, such as team faultlinedigorations (Jackson and Joshi, 2011). The diversit
faultline is based on team members’ demographgnalent along multiple attributes (Thatcher and
Patel, 2011). Demographic faultline findings haveetp found to influence team processes and
outcomes more than those findings found by examidemographic diversity single dimensions (Lau
and Murnigham, 2005). This suggests that the stractconfiguration of diversity is an important
constituent of team dynamics (Thatcher and P&@dl]).

The focus of the faultlines perspective is on threicsure or configuration of team members’
diversity attributes (Jackson and Joshi, 2011). sThthe faultlines perspective stresses that
dissimilarities among team members are most likelgave significant consequences when they cause
the formation of distinct subgroups (Lau and Muhaig, 1998).

Given that individual differences are abundantrivss cultural project team compositions and that
these differences may affect the level of trust mgnmembers, examining the factors that assist in
lessening these effects is of special interest.ciSpally, we expect that the existence of strong
faultlines will have an intervening negative effeatteam trust. Hence, we propose an interacti@ctef
hypothesis:

H6: There is a three-way interactive effect of teansttiimean), diversity faultline and team
trust (dispersion) on team performance, such tietelationship between team trust (mean)
and team performance is stronger when consens$ighi@nd diversity faultline is low.

We test a seventh hypothesis consisting of theathvesnditional model (a moderated moderation
mediation model) to capture the indirect effect tehm collective team orientation, team trust,
consensus among members and diversity configur&ialtiines, where team orientation (dispersion)

will moderate (together with country of origin) tiveirect effect of team orientation (level) onnea
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performance through team trust (level). Furthermtgam trust (dispersion) will also moderate (along
with the diversity faultline) the relationship bet@n team trust and performance (second path of the
moderation). Combining the above set of hypothesegjepict the overall model in figure I: The cross

cultural conditional model of trust.

Method

Sample and data collection

Our sample comprised 323 individuals in 73 diveessems enrolled in both upper undergraduate and
graduate programs in a business school at a majeersity in the United Kingdom. Students were
randomly assigned to project teams, working on adatory ten-week project that counted for their
final grade. Team projects were assessed by thmiahsr at the end of the course and consisted of an
HR case assignment and a strategy game simulation.

Of the teams, 33 consisted of Master's level andw&®e final-year undergraduate students.
Members’ average age was 23.1 years (21.2 for grattwmates and 25.2 for Master's students). The
standard deviation was 3.3; however, ages ranged 19 to 43 among undergraduates, and from 21 to
40 among Master’s studentd8.3% of the participants were female.

Members represented 30 different countries ofimrig.g., Western, Far East and African
countries). Teams witlifour different countries-of-origin accounted for.1%,; teams withthree
different countries, 34.2%; teams with two cowedrof origin, 33%, and 19.2% of the teams were
composed of members from only one country of origin

Team sizes ranged from four to six membeXs @.9; SD= 0.7). Teams with four members
represented 27.4% of the total; those with five tners, 56.2%; and those with six members, 16.4%.

We collected data via survey during the second dfathe team project, after a period of team
interaction. The final response rate at the grewellof analysis was 87.5%, a very high respontee ra
(Baruch and Holtom, 2008). A minimum of three mersbiead to respond in order for that team to be
included in our study. Ten teams were dropped kwmranly one or two members returned the

questionnaires.
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Team members provided information on demographia, dehich we also gathered simultaneously
from the University's administrative records foreey member. This allowed us to double-check team
diversity scores and adding the members’ missirigrimation (Allen, Stanley, Williams and Ross,
2007).

Measures

Dependent variable. Group performancaVe measured this variable as the final objective
measure of team performance. We collected data &norimdependent source a week after the project
ended. In HR courses, it was measured by the dvaral grade assigned to the group project (the
quality of the written team assignment and its praksentation). Meanwhile, in Strategy coursesh eac
team’s overall financial performance (cumulativesvand losses) was used to create a ranking and the
team presentation scores were then added to contpetdinal grade on a 1 to 100 scale. We
standardized and normalized the performance sdoresach course to allow for comparisons across
the performance scores.

Predictor variables We employed validated multi-item scales aggregatedhe team level.
Respondents indicated to what extent they agredld egdch statement on a seven-point Likert-scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (stronglyese). To have an accurate picture of the phenomeno
we used a measure of central tendency (mean) arehaure of dispersion (standard deviation). As per
the team diversity measures, we used Euclideaandistwhen aggregated at the team level, and we
calculated the team faultline as well.

Collective team orientation (level)We measured this via a self-reported scale develogeddvi
and McCormick (2007). The 14 items capture colectiorientation values among members;
specifically, it assesses the level of memberg-@&iception as interdependent with and similathi
other teammates. A high score indicates a highetl lef collective orientation. However, given the
expectation of dispersion among members’ values,deenot adopt Chan’s (1998) consensus and
referent shift models that mandate agreement amaiegs because these models treat dispersion among
team members as an error variance (Chan, 1998jsHiarand Klein, 2007). Furthermore, direct
consensus models have hidden the importance dérdisp in predicting work-related outcomes (Chan,

1998; Kirkman and Shapiro, 2005).
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Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was 0.%@ith a mean intra-class correlati®@C(2) of
0.81, a mean ofCC(1) of 0.50, and a mean, of 0.45. These values show weak agreement among
team member ratings as expected in a cross cultordkext (Blise, 2000; Chan, 1998; Kirkman and
Shapiro, 2005). Sample items included, “It is imipot for me to maintain harmony within the team”
and “l would rather depend on myself than on otkam members.”

Collective team orientation (consensug)ccording to Chan (1998), dispersion is a grouglev
property consisting of team member variability. €emsus was operationalized as the standard
deviation of the within group, cumulating squarestahces between pairs of individuals. The higher
scores represent greater dispersand zero implies that all team members’ responsge dentical.

Team trust (level)Members’ perceptions of how much trust exists agniheir teammates were
measured by nine items from th&erpersonal Trust Questionnaieveloped by McAllister (1995).
Higher scores represent a high level of team ti@ebnbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was 0.88,
with a mean intra-class correlation ICC (2) of 0.&0nean of ICC (1) of 0.48 and a megg,of 0.69.
Sample items include, "If | share my problems wi#tam members, | know they would respond
constructively and caringly" and "Most of my teamesaapproach their task with professionalism and
dedication.”

Team trust (consensus)The trust consensus construct was operationalizedha standard
deviation of the within group, cumulating squaréstahces between pairs of individuals. This index i
based on the dispersion of data around the graugd-teeans such that higher scores represent greater
dispersionand zero implies that all team members’ responggs wentical.

Team demographic diversityVe selected overt demographic characteristics agchge, gender,
and country-of-origin heterogeneity with the asstiampthat, in the context of an international besis
school, these characteristics create divergentepgons and interests. We then used the individual
characteristics to create team-level statisticdicators to capture both the degree of heterogeneit
present in every team and the faultlines strength.

We operationalized the team-level heterogeneitgxnals the separation between a group member
and all of his or her peers on every specific damyoigic characteristic. We wanted to capture within-

group differences among types of team composi#ansuggested by diversity scholars (Harrison and
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Klein, 2007), this operationalization of within-tealiversity fluctuates from one member to anotlser a
it reflects how group members are distributed wétbpect to a demographic characteristic by camurin
lateral differences and highlighting dissimilar{tyarrison and Klein, 2007).

To calculate the team ratio, we used tMean Euclidian Distancersqrt [T (Si - Sjf /n ] /n. Thisindex
averages the dyadic differences between each thailiand all the other members within the group;
high scores indicate greater distance betweensmpemnd the group. These calculationsre done for
every member and for each demographic attributieeviiise, this operationalization allowed for the
transforming and considering of gender, age, anghtrp-of-origin heterogeneity as if they were
nominal variables. Finally, we computed all theresdor dissimilarities for each team (ranging from
to .99). Thus, a larger score indicated a greaifégrence in demographic characteristics within the
team (Tsui et al., 1992).

Diversity faultlines configurations We measured group faultlines along two overt dgagohic
characteristics (age and gender). The strengthdersity faultline quantifies the extent to winia
given team is split into homogeneous subgroups @raliMurnigham, 1998). We used a new cluster-
based method based on the Average Silhouette WAIBW) (Rousseeuw, 1987). Given that the
silhouette technigdeombines the cluster's cohesion and separatiooyétcomes the limitations of
other current approaches (for a review of existgtlines methods, see Glenz and Meyer, 2013).

Silhouette widths range from -1 to +1. Positiveues fors(i) show that the assignment of a person
to his/her cluster is better than the assignmenther clusters. The closer the values(fis to +1 or -1,
the stronger the association to the cluster, whilaes near 0 indicate an ambiguous associaticengGl|
and Meyer, 2013; Rousseeuw, 1987). Although ASVgearfrom -1 to +1, its value is comparable to

other methods that usually fall into the range filoto 1, because negative ASW values only occur for

! Specifically, to assess every demographic attripute assigned a value of 1 to the observed diftereon a specific
demographic variable between an individual and lerogroup member, while non-differences were assign value of 0.
Then, these differences were averaged across thberwf people within the group (e.g., a male gr@up of two males and
three females would be assigned a value of O forgbthe same as the other male and 3 for beingrdift from each of the
three females).

%2 The ASW (Average Silhouette Width) represents asueafor the quality of a group’s partitioning witeference to the
within-subgroup homogeneity, the between-subgragamation and the optimal number of clusters (Ghmt Meyer, 2013).
Thus, the larger the numeric value of the faulfliine greater the strength will be in the in-groupgcording to Rousseeuw
(1987), the question of whether a persdéma clustered condition should be assigned tstefuA or cluster B is contingent on
the silhouette widtls(i) of person with respect to clusters A and B. This is givently formulas(i) = b — g / max(g b)
whereg; defines the average dissimilarityiab all cluster A, andb, is the average dissimilarity 0&nd cluster B. (If there are
more than two clusters, is calculated as the minimal average dissimiladtyany cluster other than A as has been explained
by Glenz and Meyer, 2013.)
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predominantly misconfigured cluster solutions, wtalll solutions that fit better than random have an
ASW value in the 0 to 1 range (Glenz and Meyer 3201

Control variables To reduce the possibility of alternative explanasio we controlled for
contextual variables such as the course to ava@d fsom instructors’ evaluations, and the team size
because larger teams tend to have greater hetaibgéeg., Bantel and Jackson, 1989; Biemann and
Kearney, 2010).
Procedures
To avoid problems associated with common methodanee (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and
Podsakoff, 2003) we used different data sourcevatuate input and output measures of team diyersit
and performance, and self-reported data to assassdynamics and some of the control variables.

Before testing our hypotheses, we conducted pnetingi analyses to check the measures’
psychometric properties and their discriminantditfi followed by an assessment of the aggregation
analyses. Then, we tested hypotheses at the teahdkanalysis if= 74). We used th®ROCESS
macro for SPSS v.19 developed by Hayes, which seseke moderated mediation effégtayes,
2013). A 10,000 bootstrap re-sample and a biasctad 95% confidence interval at each level of the
moderator was used for the analyses (PreachergRuakd Hayes, 2007).

Discriminant validity checkWe conducted a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFAhwAMOS.21
to examine the distinctiveness of the scales fer éhdogenous constructs (team trust, and team
collective orientation). Results indicate adequiten the data; chi-squar&?(309) = 702.88p<.001;
root-mean squared error approximati®®MSEA = 0.064; comparative fit indexCgl) = 0.840; and
goodness of fit index@FIl) = 0.852). Additionally, we examined whether comng alternative models
with fewer factors fit the data better; howeveterlative models exhibited a poorer fit. Moreovbg
chi-square difference test also corroborated thdicating that the two-factor model yielded a eeftt

than the one-factor modeh (y? = 853.11;4df = 16,p<.001), Measures are sufficiently divergent from

one another to be considered separately.

¥ PROCESSs a computational tool for path analyses-basedearaiions and mediation analysis as well as thaibination
as a “conditional process model” (Hayes and Pread®d 3). In addition to estimating the coefficemtf the model using
ordinary least squared (OLS) regressions path #acalyframework, PROCESSgenerates direct and indirect effects in
mediation models, conditional effects in moderatndels, and conditional indirect effects in motiedlamediation models
(Hayes, 2013). This macro also facilitates the maoended bootstrapping methods (Mackinnon, Lockweaod, Williams,
2004), and provides a means to probe the signifieafi the conditional indirect effect.
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Aggregation at the team levelhe aggregation of self-reported data raises speamerns (James,
Demaree and Wolf, 1984). We averaged scores fodiffierent team members into each group to
adjust the analysis level to the focus of the wmtler study. Team performance is a function, an
aggregation of the efforts made by the entire t@&ozlowski and ligen, 2006). Therefore, we test our

hypotheses at the team level.

Results

Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and elations at the group level are provided in Talble |
Our findings reveal several significant relatiopshiAs expected, trust has a positive relationglitp
performance (0.44<.01) and with collective team orientation (0.p8,05).

Due to the cross cultural origin of the sample, &esv, we hypothesized the non-agreement among
team members. We tested this question by examthmgorresponding analyses of variance F-statistic,
the associated intra-class correlations (ICC) adiefits (Blise, 2000), and the inter-rater agregmen
(IRA) index (James et al., 1984). Results show aknsgreement between team raters, confirming our
contention that these constructs in cross culteain contexts are an additive construct model (Chan
1998), or a composition construct model (Blise, @00and do not require agreement to justify

aggregation (see Table | for a summary).

The direct effect of collective orientation on teatrust and the moderating effect of collective
orientation (consensus)Hypothesis 1 proposes the direct effect of colecteam orientation (level)
and team trust (level). As can be seen in Tablah# coefficient is 0.42SE=0.16) and statistically
different from zero § < .01). Meanwhile, hypothesis 2 predicts that tiffece of collective team
orientation (level) depends on the consensus artearg members. The coefficient for the product is -
9.51 BE=2.97) and is also statistically different fromadp < .01). The increase in variance due to

the interaction i&’= 0.0383,F(1, 61)= 5.206p<.01, corroborating the effect of both variablest ika
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the level and consensus of collective team oriemtain predicting the team trust level. Thus,

hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported.

The moderated moderation effect of collective ofigiion consensus and country-of-origin
diversity.Hypothesis 3 predicts that country of origin modesahe interaction between collective team
orientation (level) and collective orientation (sensus). The moderated moderation analyses (see
Table IV) are statistically significanii= - 4.039t(61)= -2.28 p= .03, meaning that there is evidence of
a three-way interaction between the collective raaon level and consensus among members and
country-of-origin diversity. In other words, the gmitude of the moderation of the effect of colleeti
orientation by its consensus depends on countorigin heterogeneity. Furthermore, the three-way
interaction explains a significant amount of adutitil variance (3.83% of the variance).

As shown in Table Ill, among those teams with “Aighd “moderate” levels of country-of-origin
heterogeneity (the mean and plus one standardtaeviaom the mean), the effect of collective team
orientation is moderated by collective team conggng&ffect= -9.51,t(61)= -3.20 p= .01; Effect= -
15.44, t1(61)= -3.11 p= .01, respectively, but among those teams with "l@@untry-of-origin
heterogeneity, there is no significant associations supporting hypothesis 3.

The indirect effect of team orientation through teatrust. Hypothesis 4 predicts the mediation
role of team trust (level) on the relationship betw collective team orientatidifevel) and team
performance. Carrying out a simple mediation anslys/e see that collective team orientation
indirectly influences performance through its ef$eon team trust. The results detailed in Table IV
show the collective team orientation’s influenceteam trustg= 0.425) and that of team trust on team
performancel{= 0.43. A bias-corrected bootstrapping confidence irdgefar the indirect effectap=
2.98) based on 10,000 bootstrap samples was grdibeive zero (0.61 to 6.28). Furthermore, there is
no evidence that collective team orientation inflees team performance independently of its effact o
team trust¢’= 0.54;p= .51). This supports hypothesis 4 which predicés rtrediating effect of team

trust (see the estimates in Table 1V).

Insert Table IV about here
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The three-way interaction of trust consensus andelisity faultline on the team trust and team
performance relationHypothesis 6 predicts the diversity faultline’s deaation of the team trust level
and consensus interaction. The moderated moderai@iyses (see Table 1V) are statistically
significant b= -4.017,t(61)= -2,25,p= .03, meaning that there is evidence of a threeiwsgraction
between team trust level and consensus among menaet the team faultline strength. This reflects
the fact that the magnitude of the moderating €fbéconsensus on team trust depends on the diversi
faultline. The three-way interaction accounts faignificant amount of additional variance: 4.12%.

As can be seen in the conditional bottom sectioiadble IV, among those teams with a “low”
level of diversity faultline (minus one standardridéion from the mean), the effect of consensughen
level of team trust is slightly significanEffect= 45.28,t(61)= 1.81 p= .08. However, for teams with
“moderate” or “high” levels of diversity faultlineif is not moderate. As some researchers have
commonly noted that interaction effects have smiddict sizes and their tests of significance fredjye
suffer from low power, some scholars (e.g., Mc@ladl and Judd, 1993; Mohammed and Angell, 2004)
have recommended that significance levels be rdlaag<0.10 for interaction. We can thus concur
with them as hypothesis 5 is also supported.

The overall conditional process model; the modexhteoderation mediated modeHypothesis 7
proposes exploring the overall test of the moduwd;indirect effect that is also moderated in baithg.

We also tested this hypothesis using conditionalcgss analyses (Edwards and Lambert, 2007;
Preacher et al., 2007) and using model n. 48 fromyed's PROCESS templates (Hayes, 2013).
According to Hayes (2013: 346), “The individualezffs are not necessarily of immediate interest or
relevance. What matters is the estimation of thectliand indirect effects, for they convey inforioat
about how X influences Y directly or through a nadi and how those effects are contingent to
moderators”.

As can be seen in Table Va and Vb, both three-wggractions achieve a reasonable level of
significance: the coefficient for collective teamemtation (level and consensus) and country djiri
is -2.42, 6E= 1.70) and statistically different from zero (p 89); while team trust (level and

consensus) and diversity faultline is -124$:=69.9 andp= .08).
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As can be seen in Table Vb, the conditional indiegtects of team orientation on performance at
values of the four moderators suggest interestigglts. Only one third of the potential combinasiar
conditional moderators reach significance (the #86-corrected bootstrap confidence intervalsHer t
indirect effects, based on 10,000 bootstrap samplese entirely above zero). However, the direct
effect was not statistically significant’€ -2,956, p= 0.36), and there was no evidence that the
collective team orientation level directly influett performance, independently of its effects ostfru
consensus and diversity configurations.

As these findings suggest, the overall model capttine effects of collective orientation (level),
team trust (level), consensus among members, avelsiy configuration faultlines, where team
orientation dispersion will moderate (together witbuntry of origin) the indirect effect of team
orientation (level) on team performance througmigaust (level). Additionally, team trust (dispens)
will also moderate (together with the diversity Ifhnie) the relation between team trust (level) and
performance (in the second path of the mediat®pgcifically, we found that, among teams with lower
team orientation dispersion (mean or minus onedstahdeviation) team orientation (level) has a
positive indirect effect on team performance ($eedstimates of conditional indirect effects in [€ab

Vb). Hypothesis 7 is thus corroborated.

Overall, these results support the hypothesized emedhere the effect of collective team
orientation on team performance is mediated by teast and moderated by team members’ consensus
and contextual diversity heterogeneity (the couwtrprigin, and the team faultlines’ configuration)
The influence of the indirect effect of collectiteam orientation on team performance through team
trust depends on consensus, the strength of hetitg, and demographic diversity, and faultlines'
configuration.

Discussion and Conclusions

This research improve our understanding of the ahtieat team trust has on performance and examine

how configurational contextual factors that relaiethe team composition influence group dynamics
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and outcomes. We tested the influence of team ceitipo on team trust and performance in cross
cultural project teams. Our findings demonstrate tonditional indirect effect of collective team
orientation on performance through team trust, attarized by team consensus among fellow members,
demographic diversity, and faultlines’ configuratio

Our findings provide empirical evidence that cooxaies our hypotheses: First, the influence of
group member’s collective orientation on performr@has an indirect effect through team trust. Second
the hypothesized mediation relation is contingemtiite consensus among team members. Third, we
prove the existence of the moderated moderati@abbemographic diversity (country-of-origin) and
team faultlines’ configuration in the effect of lative team orientation on performance; thaths, t
magnitude of the moderating effect of consensuscalfective team orientation depends on the
heterogeneity of the country-of-origin compositiand the magnitude of the moderating effect of
consensus on team trust depends on the strenfblthihes’ configurations (Hayes, 2013).

These empirical results contribute to further ustierd the impact of teams’ structural
configurations (Lau and Murnighan, 1998), the dffefcwithin-team heterogeneity (Jackson and Joshi,
2011; Timmerman, 2000) and the antecedent rolearhtorientation, as well as the role of trust in
helping a team function (Frazier et al., 2010).yThkso explain the performance variance among cross
cultural project teams. Taken together, these ffigglihave important theoretical and managerial
implications for team management.

Team members’ configurations and team trust

Within-group differences regarding the members’ dgraphic attributes may provoke less antagonism
if a shared meaning of teamwork exists (van Knijyeeg et al., 2004). Our findings suggest that, the
more shared the collective team orientation is,ltheer the effect of the categorization mechanism.
Hence, teammates will exhibit greater engagementfuttl their goals and enhance overall
performance (Alavi and McComick, 2007; Bui and Bari2012; Guillaume, van Knippenberg, and
Brodbeck, 2014; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Tigerences among members’ assessments
regarding collective team orientation are ofterohethe level of consciousness; thus, some of their

effects may not be easily recognized. For thisaeai is not only a question of low consensus or a
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lack of awareness among members; some other bacidjdifferences will also help to explain these
misinterpretations, such as members’ countriesigfro

Consistent with other researchers’ empirical res{@osta, 2003), our study also shows that team
trust mediates the relationship between team hgdemity and performance (Marks et al., 2000;
Williams and O’Reilly, 1998). Our findings corrolate the idea that team members may share a
certain degree of consensus in their understarmfitige team and the task at hand (van Knippenberg
and Schippers, 2007; Zhou and Shi, 2011).

Theoretical implicationsOne of the important contributions of our reseaschurther developing
Chan’s (1998) typology of composition models andiag complementary variables of the context
(Johns, 2006). Treating dispersion as a team legabtruct does not entirely explain the added
variance across teams because dispersion may agipeaery level of the mean construct. However,
adding a second contextual determinant variablpshptovide a more accurate explanation of the
phenomenon.

This study also contributes to the management figldproviding empirical evidence of the
moderating roles that team consensus, team het@ibtgand diversity faultlines’ configurations play
We extend the theory of social identity and setegarization theory (Tajfel, 1982; Turner, 1987) in
cross cultural contexts. Likewise, team memberBéctive orientation works as a counter-mechanism
in building team trust and allowing for succesdedm accomplishment. The combined impact of
collective orientation consensus and members’ trackgls on performance as well as the role played
by trust consensus and team configuration bring approach to the field, explaining the hidden
mechanisms that potentially influence cross cultig@m projects.

Practical implications These results may help practitioners better stded how the emergence
of trust contributes to performance, and the imgaré of managing cross cultural teaimgreate the
conditions under which trust and cooperation ammegnbers are likely to materializ®lanagers can
encourage interventions that strengthen interpafdorks to promote trust and shared meanings. We
also provide further support to the contention ,tathin teams, trust helps the group function and
overcome the effects of dissimilarities among iesmbers. This, in turn, leads to better performance

(McKnight et al., 1998; Schippers, Den Hartog, Kwogn, and Wienk, 2003).
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As for diversity within team configurations, oumdiings highlight the need to accommodate
heterogenic compositions in order to have simitastgh members to work well together, and members
who are diverse enough to bring a variety of partspes and skills to the task (Guillaume, Dawson,
Woods, Sacramento and West, 2013; Jackson and, Rixti). Therefore, organizations should be
cautious about their expectations from heterogema@paups(Ely and Thomas, 2001and invest in
training to improve members’ dedication, group aation and trust before looking to achieve
significant results.

Strengths, limitations and future directionsOur study has strengths and limitations, both
conceptual and methodological. The validation af model has benefitted from strong empirical data
that support and provide a theoretically consisseniof findings, although complementary models may
shed further light on the matter. The number ofstarcts we employed was limited; however, we
avoid problems of common method variance by caltgoexternal measures of team performance and
demographic characteristics.

Although the way we integrated the different measwf group diversity composition provides a
more accurate picture of the phenomenon, a batfarement of indicators may be applied in future
studies. This can be done specifically in termghef boundaries of collective team orientation, the
different compositions of countries of origin, andw cultural identity affects consensus, gender and
age roles. The team-level of analysifers a more coherent perspective with respecthefteam
functioning and the explanatory power. The samjale is high compared to earlier studies; however, a
larger number of teams would allow for analyses #ne more robust. The specific context of our gtud
(cross cultural student project teams) may alsoe hawdermined external validity and limited the
generalization of our findings. Future replicatigithin organizational settings should be encouraged

The effects of group diversity should be furtheplered (Biemann and Kearney, 2010). We also
suggest further exploring team faultline configioas$ in terms of both measurement issues and new
mediators or moderators. This will allow reseaw@lbétter capture the team composition heterogeneity
and its effects on team functioning and outputs.

To conclude Our findings add to the cross cultural researnohcalturally divers’ teams by

showing the combined effect of team configuratiansl team collective orientation on overall team
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performance, and by exploring significant consgwtich as team consensus, team trust, and diversity
faultlines’ strength to examine their conditionalerin the process. Low consensus, dissimilartibes
fellow team members, heterogeneous team configmstand strong faultlines lead to low levels of
trust and team performance. This piece of resgam@Vides new insights potentially valuable for thos

practitioners managing in a cross cultural context.
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Figurel.
The research model The cross culturabnditional model of trust
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Tablel.
Agreement statistics for team trust and collectdam orientation

I wG(J) uniform I WG(J) measure-specific

Measures Mean Median SD Range Shape 02 Mean Median SD Range  Fratio ICC(1) ICC(2)

Team Trust 0.90 0.95 0.17 0.06 to 0.98 Moderate 214 069 085 035 0211t 098 488 048 0.80
skew

095 0.09 056 to 0.98 Moderate 214 049 067 041 020to 097 517 050 0.81

Collective orientation 0.92
skew

Note rwe) is reported because multi-item measures were used. SD = standard deviation of r ws) values; Shape = the alternative null distribution;
0E2 = variance of the alternative null distribution. In line with LeBreton and Senter (2008, p. 832), variance estimations for measure-specific null
distributions (i.e., moderate skew) were taken (Biemann et al., 2012, p. 71).

Tablell.
Correlations and descriptive statistics at the tkaval
Variables: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Team Objective Performance -
2. Team Collective Orientation (level) .01 (.72)
3. Team Collective Orientation (consensus) .05 =21t -
4. Country-of-origin Diversity -.26* .04 -.01 -
5. Team Trust (level) 43 30+ -.01 -=25%  (.91)
6. Team Trust (consensus) -27* -.01 .05 15 -.60** -
7. Team Faultlinesa =20 T .05 -.09 -.09 -.01 -12 -

Mean 62.3 4.73 012 387 5.05 015 0.74
SD 939 .33 .06 1.8 .56 .09 22

Notes:  n=T73teams. Significant at: ***p<.001; *p<.01; *p<.05; fp< .1 (two-tailed).
The Cronbach alphas are shown in the diagonal.
a Demographic team ratios (age and gender) were first calculated as dissimilarity.



Tablelll.
The moderated moderation results for each regmegsith

Moderated Moderations : (1t path) as a function of team orientation

(consensus) and country-of-origin

(2nd path) as a function of team trust
(consensus) and diversity faultlines
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Consequent: Team Trust (Y) Performance (Y)
[Model 3] Coeff. SE P Coeff. SE P
Intercept ~ 5.357*** 0.45 .000 - - -
Team Orientation (X) ~ 0.42** 0.16 .009
Team orientation — Dispersion (M)  -0.595 0.94 528
Country of origin (W)  -0.073 0.04 .093
Two-way interactions:
AMFX) -9.51% 297 .01
M*wW)  0.080 0.14 572
M*W)  -0.036 0.65 956
Three-way interaction:
X*M*W) -4.039* 1.77 .026
R2=0.552, F(11,61)= 6.825"** p <.000
[Model 3]
Intercept 77.63*** 8.91 .000
Team trust (X) 6.05* 2.48 .018
Trust dispersion (M) -1.34 18.34 942
Team faultline (W) 9.17t 5.28 .088
Two-way interactions:
(X*M) 10.27 21.31 632
X*W) 1.25 10.47 .905
M*Ww) -59.42 68.42 .389
Three-way interaction:
X*M*W) -136.8 * 69.47 .050
R2=0.351, F(11,61)= 3.004*, p<.01
Conditional effect of X * M interaction at values of W :
Country of origin (W) Faultline (W)
Effect SE P Effect SE P
-SD -357 2.56 A7 45.28 1 25.07 .07
Mean  -9.51* 2,97 .01 10.27 21.31 63
+S8SD -15.44* 4.97 .01 -24.75 30.20 42

Notes. n =73 teams. Significant at: ***p<.001; *p<.01;*p<.05; tp<.1; Coeff. = Regression coefficients in unstandardized
form; SE = Standard error; X = Antecedent variable; M = Primary moderator; W = Secondary moderator; Y = Dependent
variable. Control variables included as covariates were team size and course. Values for the quantitative moderator are the
mean and plus / minus one SD from the mean. OLS - Ordinary Least Squares Regression. Results are based on 10,000

bootstrap samples.



32

TablelV.
Model coefficients for team trust simple mediataralyses

[Model 4] Consequent
M (Team trust) Y (Objective Team Performance)
Antecedents Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p
X (Collective team — yoese 0159 01 277 3.23 395
orientation)
M (Team trust) — — — 6.99** 2.39 .001
Constant 341 0.847 .001 59.9** 18.3 01
R2=0.479 R2=0.308
F (7, 65)=8.531*** p<.001 F (8, 64)= 3.554* p<.01
Total and Direct effects Indirect Effect
Bias corrected
Effect SE t p Boot Boot and accelerated
effect SE cl
Total effect of XonY 0.207 3.24 0.64 949
) 2.98 1.42 {0.61, 6.28}
Direct effect of Xon'Y -2.77 3.23 -0.86 .395

Notes n=73teams. Significantat: ***p<.001; *p<.01; *p<.05; tp<.1; Coeff. = Regression coefficients; SE = Standard
error; X = Antecedent variable; M = Mediator; Y = Dependent variable. Control variables included as covariates were course,
team size and dispersion variables. OLS - Ordinary Least Squares Regression. Results are based on 10,000 bootstrap
samples.
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TABLE Va.
Model coefficients for the conditional process maafdrust — The moderated mediation model of

collective team orientation (X) on team performa@¢ethrough team trust (M) at values of the four
moderators

[Model 48] Consequent:
M (Trustin Team) Y (Objective Team Performance)
Antecedents: Coeff. SE p Coeff SE p
X (Team Orientation 0.50* 0.20 .02 -2.96 3.20 .36
7.57* 250 .00

)

M (Team Trust) - - -

W (Team Orientation (dispersion) -0.09 1.20 .94
Z (Country of origin) -0.11* 0.05 .03

X*Ww -5.42 3.77 16

X*Z 0.19 0.15 21

w*z -0.11 0.61 .86

X*W*zZ  -292t 1.70 .09 - - -

Q (Team Trust dispersion) - - - 2.87 18.3 .88

V (Diversity Faultlines) -8.46 5.32 A1
m*v 3.54 9.93 .12
mM*Q 13.3 21.0 53
vV*Q -54.18% 67.9 .08
mM*v*Q - - - -124.81 69.9 .08
constant -0.31 0.55 57 78.24* 8.86 .000
C1(Course) -0.03 0.10 .80 -1.14 1.47 44
C2 (Team size) 0.08 0.12 52 -2.59 1.59 10
R2=10.226 R2=0.329

F (9, 63)= 2.041* p<.05 F (10,62)= 3.043* , p<.00

Note. n=73teams. Significantat: ***p<.001; *p<.01; *p<.05; 1 p<.1 Coeff. = Regression coefficients in
unstandardized form; SE = standard error; X = Antecedent variable; M = Mediator; Y = Dependent variable; W = Primary
moderator first path; Z = Secondary moderator first path; Q = Primary moderator second path; V = Secondary
moderator second path;

C = Controls. Values for quantitative moderator are the mean and plus/ minus one SD from the mean.
OLS - Ordinary Least Squares Regression. Results are based on 10,000 bootstrap samples.
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TableVbh.
Conditional indirect effects for the conditionabpess model of trust
Moderators: Conditional indirect effects of X on Y at
values of the moderators:
Oriwa?:;ion S;Jgrrr’i;%, 'lz-rilasT Tean7 s Effect Boot SE 0 2t
(consensus) | Diversity |(consensus) At Bootstrap Cl
-SD Mean Mean -SD 5.685 3.01 0.96 to 13.38
-SD Mean +SD -SD 9.009 452 1.76 t0 19.93
-SD Mean -SD Mean 5.480 242 1.66 to 11.84
-SD Mean Mean Mean 6.457 2.93 1.711013.73
-SD Mean +SD Mean 7.434 4.14 1.06 to 17.91
-SD Mean -SD +SD 8.600 3.72 2.81t018.45
-SD Mean Mean +SD 7.229 3.68 1.44 10 16.88
-SD +SD Mean -SD 10.113 5.05 1.7510 22.65
-SD +SD +SD -SD 16.027 7.66 3.75t034.74
-SD +SD -SD Mean 9.749 4.36 2.96 t0 21.20
-SD +SD Mean Mean 11.486 5.02 3.05t0 23.86
-SD +SD +SD Mean 13.224 7.09 1.98 to 30.66
-SD +SD -SD +SD 15.299 6.94 4.44 10 33.14
-SD +SD Mean +SD 12.860 6.58 2.311t029.55
Mean Mean Mean -SD 3.346 1.92 0.43to 8.35
Mean Mean +SD -SD 5.303 2.78 0.91t012.23
Mean Mean -SD Mean 3.226 1.65 0.63to 7.39
Mean Mean Mean Mean 3.801 1.87 0.85t0 8.52
Mean Mean +SD Mean 4.376 2.50 0.61to 11.02
Mean Mean -SD +SD 5.062 243 1.17t011.20
Mean Mean Mean +SD 4.255 2.30 0.73 to 10.50
Mean +SD Mean -SD 5.572 2.81 114 t0 13.12
Mean +SD +SD -SD 8.831 4,06 2.50t0 19.50
Mean +SD -SD Mean 5.372 2.63 1.241012.19
Mean +SD Mean Mean 6.329 2.79 1.7010 12.98
Mean +SD +SD Mean 7.287 3.72 1.38 0 16.48
Mean +SD -SD +SD 8.430 4.01 1.97 to 18.51
Mean +SD Mean +SD 7.086 3.65 1.34 10 16.58

Note. n=T73teams. Coeff. = Regression coefficients in unstandardized form; SE = standard error; Boot SE = Bootstrap standard
error; BCa = Bias corrected and accelerated; Cl = Confidence interval; X = Antecedent variable; M = Mediator; Y =
Dependent variable. Control variables included as covariates were team size and course. Values for quantitative moderators
are the mean and plus / minus one SD from the mean. OLS - Ordinary Least Squares Regression. Results are based on
10,000 bootstrap samples. Only significant relationships were reported (Cls containing zero are interpreted as non-
significant).



