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CREATING HYBRID TEAM CULTURES: AN EMPIRICAL TEST 
OF TRANSNATIONAL TEAM FUNCTIONING 

P. CHRISTOPHER EARLEY 
Indiana University 

ELAINE MOSAKOWSKI 
Purdue University 

Focusing on hybrid team culture within transnational teams as a facilitator of group 
interaction, we hypothesized a curvilinear relationship between team heterogeneity on 
nationality and effective performance. Through a qualitative field study, we developed 
a mediation model of the effects of transnational team dynamics. Two confirmatory 
laboratory studies followed. The hypothesized curvilinear relationship was confirmed, 
with homogeneous and highly heterogeneous teams outperforming moderately heter- 
ogeneous ones in the long run. Drawing from conceptual work on status hierarchies, 
group "faultlines," and group membership, we discuss implications for team structures 
in transnational settings. 

Organizational researchers who recognize the brid team culture, we refer to an emergent and 
heterogeneous nature of the workforce have in- simplified set of rules, norms, expectations, and 
creasingly focused on the dynamics of teams with roles that team members share and "enact." This 
multicultural and multinational members (e.g., Ar- emergent culture offers a common sense of identity 
gote & McGrath, 1993; Elron, Shamir, & Ben-Ari, that becomes group-specific, provides a basis for 
1998; Jackson, May, & Whitney, 1995; Jackson, team-member self-valuation, and facilitates team 
Salas, & associates, 1992; Lawrence, 1997; Snow, interaction and performance (Casmir, 1992; Kli- 
Snell, Davison, & Hambrick, 1996). But what does moski & Mohammed, 1994). 
team heterogeneity mean in a global context, where In the next section, we review extant research 
nationalities, races, religions, genders, and so forth, on team diversity. In the following section, we 
all matter? For example, gender role expectations suggest an upright U-shaped relationship be-
may vary dramatically across cultures. Teams with tween team heterogeneity and team effectiveness 
both national and gender diversity may function and propose hypotheses that link team heteroge- 
differently than those with only gender diversity. neity with effectiveness. We then present three 
We suggest current knowledge on team heterogene- studies testing these hypotheses. Drawing on re- 
ity and performance does not adequately incorpo- sults of the first, qualitative study, we propose a 
rate the complexity of nationally diverse teams. mediation model describing the effects of trans- 

This article examines the effects of heterogeneity national team dynamics. Results of two confirma- 
in transnational teams. We suggest nationality is a tory laboratory studies examining that model are 
superordinate determinant of a person's self-iden- then presented. 
tity, derived through a meaning system shared with 
others (Shweder & Levine, 1984). We argue that 
transnational teams do not begin with shared THE EXTANT LITERATURE ON TEAM 
meaning systems and that successful heteroge- HETEROGENEITY 
neous teams create hybrid team cultures over time Three literatures inform study of the impact of 
(Hambrick, Davison, Snell, & Snow, 1998). By hy- 	 heterogeneity on team effectiveness. The first is 

the organizational demography literature (e.g., 
O'Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989; Pfeffer, 1983; 
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rence, Amy Randel, Anne Tsui, and John Wagner for 	 observable traits are surrogates for internal mediat- 
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thank Pino Audia, Tim Morris, and Nigel Nicholson for graphic research on team composition has exam- 
their invaluable assistance in collecting the study 3 data. ined differences in observable characteristics such 
In addition, we thank the London Business School for its as age or functional background, showing that team 
administrative assistance. similarity is positively associated with team effec- 
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tiveness and interpersonal attraction (Hambrick & 
Mason, 1984; Tsui et al., 1992). Homogeneous team 
members generally report stronger affinity for their 
teams than heterogeneous team members (Ibarra, 
1992). Second, the cultural diversity literature (e.g., 
Cox, 1993; Cox, Lobel, & McLeod, 1991; Jackson et 
al., 1992; Watson, Kumar, & Michaelson, 1993) en- 
compasses studies of team members' demographic 
backgrounds and highlights demographic variables 
presupposed to relate directly to cultural attributes, 
values, and perceptions. The benefits of cultural 
diversity are often attributed to the variety of per- 
spectives, values, skills, and attributes that diverse 
team members contribute (Maznevski, 1994). Fi- 
nally, groups research addresses team composition 
effects (e.g., Hackman, 1976, 1987; McGrath, 1984; 
Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1985). 
For example, research on minority influence (e.g., 
Moscovici, 1976; Nemeth, 1986) has demonstrated 
that small amounts of heterogeneity (for instance, a 
single, vocal, dissenting opinion) can enhance team 
functioning, depending upon a group's task. The 
groups literature suggests the relationship of heter- 
ogeneity to performance is mixed and subject to a 
number of constraints imposed by work settings 
(McGrath, 1984; Nemeth, 1986). 

Integrating these three perspectives might logi- 
cally lead to postulating an inverted U-shaped re- 
lationship between team heterogeneity and effec- 
tiveness. That is, one would expect some optimal, 
moderate level of heterogeneity to balance homo- 
geneous teams' ease of communication, low rela- 
tional conflict, and ability with heterogeneous 
teams' task-based conflict and creativity (Amabile, 
1988). We next propose an alternative functional 
relationship generated from a theoretical model of 
how a hybrid team culture improves team effective- 
ness. Rather than positing an inverted U, we argue 
for an upright U. Our argument is that, given suffi- 
cient opportunity to work together, homogeneous 
and highly heterogeneous teams will be more effec- 
tive than moderately heterogeneous ones. 

THEORY DEVELOPMENT 

Recent work on transnational team effectiveness 
has focused on the importance of the culture 
emerging from team interaction. We call such emer- 
gent cultures hybrid, although different terms in 
the literature include third cultures (Casmir, 19921, 
team-based mental models (Klimoski & Moham-
med, 1994), and synergy (Adler, 1991). A hybrid 
team culture consists of an emergent and simplified 
set of rules and actions, work capability expecta- 
tions, and member perceptions that individuals 
within a team develop, share, and enact after mu- 

tual interactions. To the extent these rules, expec- 
tations, and roles are shared (Rohner, 1987; 
Shweder & Levine, 1984), a strong culture exists. 
These characteristics need not be completely 
shared among a team's members, just as cultural 
values are not uniformly shared among a society's 
members (Rohner, 1987), but there must be signif- 
icant overlap among team members to achieve a 
strong team culture. Our thesis is that an effective 
team is one with a strong team culture, because 
shared member expectations facilitate individual 
and team performance and communication. A 
strong team culture may derive from overlapping 
and preexisting characteristics of team members or 
from newly developed patterns of team member 
interaction. 

Shared understanding has been viewed as impor- 
tant for team functioning in several perspectives. 
For example, effective groups often display shared 
conceptions of their expectations and rules (Betten- 
hausen, 1991; Hackman, 1987). A team mental 
model (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994) is a shared 
psychological representation of a team's environ- 
ment constructed to permit "sense-making" and 
guide appropriate group action (Elron et al., 1998). 
When team members perceive shared understand- 
ings with other members, the positive affect and 
propensity to trust generated by such a discovery 
fuels performance improvement (Klimoski & Mo-
hammed, 1994) and bolsters group efficacy (Ban- 
dura, 1997). In an innovative simulation study, Car- 
roll and Harrison (1998) found that length of 
service was positively related to a team's culture 
and that the strength of this relationship varied 
somewhat with context. 

Team member characteristics influence the emer- 
gence of a shared culture in two general ways. First, 
team members' personal characteristics shape their 
expectations of appropriate interaction rules, group 
efficacy beliefs, and group identity. Second, these 
personal characteristics affect team members' ex-
pectations of how other members should act within 
the team. Thus, a person's demographic back- 
ground influences her or his self-construal as a 
team member and view of others within the group 
(Lickel, Hamilton, Wieczorkowska, Lewis, Sher- 
man, & Uhles, 1998; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 

Given team members' individual traits, when are 
expectations and roles shared within a group? Con- 
sider three types of team heterogeneity: high homo- 
geneity, moderate heterogeneity consisting of a few 
salient subgroups, and high heterogeneity. By het- 
erogeneity, we refer to the number of distinguish- 
able subgroups that a group's members perceive on 
the basis of salient traits or characteristics (Lau & 
Murnighan, 1998). Critical to this definition is how 
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team members vary on traits with psychological 
salience. We do not constrain the absolute or rela- 
tive numbers of members needed to constitute a 
subgroup since we agree with Turner (1985) that 
group identity is a psychological experience of an 
individual. Reasonably, any subgroup requires at 
least two members sharing salient traits. We should 
note that an alternative definition of moderate het- 
erogeneity allows relatively modest differences 
among individuals on a larger number of dimen- 
sions. This idea is captured in the Euclidean dis- 
tance measure proposed by Turner (1985) and op- 
erationally defined by Tsui and colleagues (1992).) 

We define a highly homogeneous team as one in 
which all members perceive themselves as sharing 
key salient characteristics (Lau & Murnighan, 
1998). Similarities are not based simply on objec- 
tive characteristics; rather, they are based on per- 
ceived commonalities among team members. This 
homogeneity leads group members to share expec- 
tations of how each member should act, even 
though actions may be differentiated. For example, 
kibbutz members have collective expectations 
about member responsibilities (such as rotating 
leadership duties), even though they do not all 
enact these responsibilities (not every member be- 
comes a leader). Members share expectations and 
perceptions of group "entitativity" (Campbell, 
1958; Lickel et al., 1998), or the degree to which 
group members bond into one coherent unit and 
make only weak attachments within subgroups 
(Jackson et al., 1995; Lau & Murnighan, 1998). 
Campbell introduced the construct of group entita- 
tivity to describe a group that is unified from the 
perspective of group members. 

In a moderately heterogeneous team, subgroups 
or factions exist. Moderate heterogeneity is defined 
as a condition in which team members perceive 
differences among themselves that are based on a 
few salient features that distinguish subgroups. 
This definition implies perceived differences 
among individuals on relatively few demographic 
dimensions. Moderate heterogeneity is exemplified 
in the Group Five case in Lau and Murnighan's 
research (1998: 330). Finally, in a highly heteroge- 
neous team, most, if not all, the team members 
differ from other team members on salient traits. 
Initial member expectations of what roles individ- 
uals should play, what procedures are appropriate 
for group actions, and so forth, may diverge. Tran- 
snational organizations and international research 
consortia offer examples of highly heterogeneous 
national teams. 

How might unified team cultures emerge within 
these three forms? The answer depends on the ba- 
sic motive for creating commonality within a 

group. We draw from several conceptual frame- 
works to describe this motive. First, Henri Tajfel 
and John Turner proposed complementary models 
of group process: social identity theory (Tajfel, 
1982) and self-categorization theory (Turner, 1985, 
1987). These theories rest on the assumptions that 
individuals form group memberships on the basis 
of their relative similarity to others and that indi- 
viduals seek to distinguish their in-groups from 
other groups by emphasizing differences with out- 
siders and derogating out-group members. Second, 
the sociologist Everett Hughes argued that individ- 
uals establish relative social roles on the basis of 
primary and auxiliary status-determining traits 
(Hughes, 1971). He suggested that people deter- 
mine their statuses using hierarchically ordered 
primary trait categorizations. Third, Lau and Mur- 
nighan (1998) suggested that demographic "fault- 
lines" underlie how team diversity affects function- 
ing. Faultlines are the "hypothetical dividing lines 
that may split a group into subgroups based on one 
or more attributes (Lau & Murnighan, 1998: 328). 
Analogous to the geological fault lines under tec- 
tonic plates, demographic faultlines arise from a 
combination of team member attributes. Lau and 
Murnighan argued that task characteristics moder- 
ate how faultlines exaggerate or mitigate subgroup 
formations. Especially at early stages of group de- 
velopment, task type may exacerbate perceived dif- 
ferences among subgroups. 

Drawing on these perspectives, we posit that peo- 
ple base group attachments on perceived similari- 
ties in personal characteristics. Once perceived, 
these similarities contrast with the perceived dis- 
similarities of outsiders to enhance self-construals 
and worth (Brewer, 1993; Chen, Brockner, & Katz, 
1997; Markus & Kitayama, 1991) and strengthen 
group entitativity (Campbell, 1958; Lickel et al., 
1998). Which characteristics members perceive as 
primary depends upon their societal, cultural, and 
personal backgrounds. The likelihood of a unified 
team culture's emerging varies as a function of 
group composition. In a homogeneous team, mem- 
bers have mutually shared worldviews (coincident 
to membership), and a unified team culture results 
from preexisting in-group attachments and shared 
perceptions. Given preexisting commonalities 
among members, a unified team culture will form 
quickly and with relative ease when a homoge- 
neous team faces external demands such as organi- 
zational goals for performance and innovation. 

Subgroup identities dominate a team with mod- 
erate heterogeneity (Jackson et al., 1995; Lau & 
Murnighan, 1998; Zenger & Lawrence, 1989). As 
challenges or threats confront the team, members 
retreat toward preexisting subgroup identities for 
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ego protection. Instead of forming a unitary iden- 
tity, the team divides into preexisting subgroups, 
creating a potential for relational conflict (Jehn et 
al., 1997; Lau & Murnighan, 1998). For example, 
Fielder (1966) conducted a study of heterogeneous 
groups with Dutch and Belgian members; these 
people reported a less pleasant atmosphere and 
experienced more communication problems than 
the members of homogeneous groups. In a moder- 
ately heterogeneous team, subgroup identities pro- 
vide an easy retreat that subgroup members hesitate 
to abandon. Thus, multiple subcultures are likely 
to persist in moderately heterogeneous teams 
(Davison, 1994; Hambrick et al., 1998). 

In a highly heterogeneous team, few common 
bases for subgroup formation, self-categorization, 
and social identity exist. Members will attempt to 
create and establish a new shared understanding of 
team member status, team processes, role expecta- 
tions, communication methods, and so forth. Hy- 
brid culture depends upon group understanding 
emerging from team member interaction. Unlike a 
homogeneous or moderately heterogeneous team, a 
highly heterogeneous team cannot easily fall back 
on a preexisting identity or on subgroup identities, 
because few commonalities exist. Perhaps more im- 
portant, the notion of what constitutes primary 
traits is not shared. Thus, when external demands 
confront a highly heterogeneous team, it must form 
a hybrid team culture to move forward, although 
such formation may require significant time and 
effort (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). 

As suggested earlier, teams with unified cultures 
are likely to perform better than other teams. A 
unified team culture facilitates internal communi- 
cation (Oetzel, 1995), coordination and strategic 
action (Hackman, 1987), cohesiveness (Klimoski & 
Mohammed, 1994), and team efficacy (Bandura, 
1997). We posit that the likelihood and timing of 
hybrid team culture formation and, hence, of a 
unified team culture, will vary with a team's degree 
of heterogeneity. We argued earlier that homoge- 
neous and highly heterogeneous teams will de- 
velop strong cultures. In a homogeneous team, the 
culture will develop shortly after team formation. 
In a highly heterogeneous team, it will develop 
after the team has had sufficient time and opportu- 
nity to form a common basis of exchange and in- 
teraction. 

Which characteristic or characteristics will be 
most important for perceived heterogeneity? Few 
researchers in the fields of diversity and demogra- 
phy have proposed specific hierarchies of charac- 
teristics. When national and/or cultural origins dif- 
fer within a group, nationality is likely to be the 
most salient for two reasons. First, nationality often 

determines communication patterns and interac- 
tion styles (Geringer, 1988; Oetzel, 1995). Second, 
nationality and culture have meta-effects on indi- 
viduals' trait hierarchies (Turner, 1985). That is, 
nationality shapes the content and overall structure 
of a person's trait hierarchy. We posit that particu- 
larly in transnational teams, the primary status- 
determining trait (Hughes, 1971) is nationality and 
that other traits, such as race, gender, religion, and 
profession, are secondary determinants (Hambrick 
et al., 1998). 

Therefore, we hypothesize that team heterogene- 
ity on nationality affects team-related process and 
outcome variables such as performance, communi- 
cation, planning, team identity, and team confi- 
dence. Time will interact with heterogeneity, so 
effects will differ over the short term and the long 
term. As we will demonstrate, the time period de- 
fined as the long term may range from an hour to 
several months, depending on a team's task. To 
explore temporal effects, we applied Gersick's 
(1988) finding that the concept of time changes 
with a group's task. A group must have consider- 
able opportunity and motivation to interact and 
become acquainted. A critical, punctuated event, 
like an imposed deadline, offers these conditions. 
We defined the short run as the period prior to the 
critical event and the long run as any time after- 
ward. 

Hypothesis I .  In the short run, teams that are 
homogeneous on member nationality will out- 
perform moderately or highly heterogeneous 
teams. Homogeneous teams' members will ex- 
perience greater satisfaction with their team 
performance than moderately or highly heter- 
ogeneous teams' members. 

Hypothesis 2. In the long run, there will be a 
curvilinear relationship between team hetero- 
geneity on nationality and team outcomes. Rel- 
ative to moderately heterogeneous teams, 
homogeneous and highly heterogeneous teams 
will perform better and be more satisfied with 
their performance. 

OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH STUDIES 

We tested Hypotheses 1and 2 with three studies. 
In study 1, we used intensive field observations of 
and interviews with the members of five transna- 
tional teams to assess how transnational team com- 
position affected performance and to identify key 
mediating variables that accounted for this effect. 
Studies 2 and 3 were confirmatory tests of the spe- 
cific mediating variables identified in study 1. 
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STUDY 1 

Methods 

Participating organization. This research dic- 
tated a certain level of national diversity in the 
participating organization. We also needed a com- 
pany that emphasized teamwork, in that teams had 
significant opportunities to interact, outcomes from 
team activities were significant for the organiza- 
tion, and each team's work was loosely structured. 
The first teamwork criterion, significant opportuni- 
ties to interact, was related to our central thesis. 
Without these opportunities, a team might not be 
able to create a hybrid culture. The significance of 
team actions was important because we hypothe- 
sized critical events would catalyze the hybrid cul- 
ture's creation. Finally, the loose structure of work 
would ensure variability in team strategies and 
member responsibilities. Using these criteria, we 
identified a large multinational organization with 
this type of team environment. The first author met 
with a former executive student from the host com- 
pany who expressed an interest in participating in 
the study. The company is a large multinational 
clothing producer. It employs over 17,000 people 
worldwide. It began in the 1960s; by the early 
1990s, company revenues exceeded $3 billion per 
year. The company has plants and subcontractors 
in Asia (including Vietnam, China, Indonesia, and 
Thailand), Central and Eastern Europe (including 
the Czech Republic and Hungary), Central and 
South America (including Brazil and Costa Rica), 
and North America (including the United States 
and Mexico). Our contact was based in the Pacific 
Rim, and the teams observed were from this region. 

Teams often developed new product lines and 
marketing plans (work that would include ill-struc- 
tured problems), and teams were a stepping stone 
for promotion (outcomes were significant). After 
several meetings, the researcher and company rep- 
resentatives identified five teams that met our cri- 
teria and conducted meetings in a single geo- 
graphic location (Bangkok). Choosing centrally 
located teams aided field observation. 

Data collection methods. Data were collected 
from the five teams through direct observations of 
team meetings, company records of demographic 
information, and open-ended and structured on-
site interviews with key team personnel. These 
data were gathered during the fall of 1997. The first 
author worked with the company contact in 
Bangkok. Several of the teams already existed, and 
these varied in how long members had worked 
together. The rest of the teams were planned but 
had not yet been formed. All teams consisted of 
midlevel managers who ranged from 28 to 43 years 

old and had an average of six years of company 
experience. Thirty-seven managers participated in 
the five teams, which had respectively 7, 11, 7, 7, 
and 5 members representing a total of eight coun- 
tries. These were heterogeneous teams with rich 
national diversity. In most cases, team members 
had similar functional, work, and educational 
backgrounds, so the primary salient distinction be- 
came nationality. In addition, the international 
context of the teams' work further enhanced mem- 
bers' national identities. 

The five teams were involved in product devel- 
opment, marketing, and sales with special empha- 
ses on developing Pacific Rim markets. The Appen- 
dix presents further details about the five teams' 
work and time frames. Because of our agreement 
with the company representative, we do not name 
the company or individuals involved. The com-
pany prohibited the use of any recording device 
during meetings, but the researcher (the first au- 
thor) was permitted to take field notes and inter- 
view team members after meetings. All of the 
quotes used in the study are presented verbatim 
(they were written down at the time of the inter- 
views). Team meetings were observed several times 
over a six-week period. Interviews were frequently 
conducted immediately after the team meetings be- 
cause of the travel constraints facing some team 
members. In other instances, interviews were con- 
ducted several days after team meetings. Observa- 
tions were drawn from a total of 1 2  meetings. 

The following section discusses findings ob-
tained through the field observations and inter- 
views. Since complete meeting transcripts were not 
available, formal textual analysis was not possible. 
Following Maxwell (1996), Golden-Biddle and 
Locke (1997), and Spradley (1979), we offer quotes 
from the meetings and the subsequent interviews as 
the basis for our inferences. 

Overview of Observations 

Table 1 presents team descriptions, member na- 
tionalities, summary observations, sample com-
ments, and overall effectiveness ratings made by 
the first author and a company general manager. 
The teams were classified as having low, moderate, 
or high heterogeneity in terms of both our criteria- 
perceived differences among team members on na- 
tionality and cultural background-and Lau and 
Murnighan's description of faultlines. Two assis- 
tants blind to the hypotheses were given those 
guidelines and asked to use the biographical infor- 
mation and general summary comments that team 
members made about one another to classify the 
five teams into one of three categories of heteroge- 



2000 Earley and Mosakowski 31 

neity (low, moderate, and high). There was 100 
percent agreement, and Table 1presents these cat- 
egorizations. Although teams 3-5 had similar pro- 
portions of members with distinct nationalities, 
team 4 was classified as having low heterogeneity 
in terms of Lau and Murnighan's faultline concept. 
The members of team 4 were seen as not differing 
on the salient characteristic of nationality because 
all had extensive experience (and family relations) 
in Thailand. The classification also concurs with 
team members' responses to questions about team 
cohesiveness and a sense of common identity. The 
next subsection discusses the test of the team effec- 
tiveness hypotheses. A discussion of intervening 
variables that emerged as central to the various 
teams' functioning follows. 

Preliminary test of Hypotheses 1 and 2. General 
observations suggested marked differences in effec- 
tiveness. Teams 1,2, and 4 functioned effectively 
and conducted their work competently. Although 
team 2 had some initial problems, its members 
were able to establish a common understanding 
and agree on how to complete their work. The 
members of teams 1, 2,  and 4 were very satisfied 
with their team experiences. A team 2 member told 
the first author this: "I have come to look forward to 
my meetings here. I find the different views pre- 
sented to be refreshing." In contrast, teams 3 and 5 
had many significant problems, and they did not 
achieve their team objectives. The leader of team 5 
chastised his group at one meeting, saying, "If we 
don't get anything done soon, [the company] is 
going to wonder why they ever put us into this 
team." After this meeting, one team member con- 
fided in the observer and said, "I know why [the 
leader] was criticizing us. I think that we are just 
not doing anything right as a team and I hope that 
we can just finish this project and go back to our 
own companies." The teams with moderate heter- 
ogeneity suffered from the poorest performance. 

Further evidence was provided by effectiveness 
ratings. During a debriefing interview, the first au- 
thor asked the general manager his overall assess- 
ment of the five teams' effectiveness, including the 
question, "Overall, how would you judge the effec- 
tiveness of this team in terms of what it has pro- 
duced for the company?" (1 = not at all effective 
and 5 = highly effective). In addition, the author 
made his own overall rating of group effectiveness. 
This assessment was made on the same five-point 
scale, although it was based on group process in- 
stead of outcome. The patterns in Table 1suggest 
that the most effective teams were either highly 
heterogeneous (teams 1 and 2) or highly homoge- 
neous (team 4). The lowest-rated team (team 5) was 
moderately heterogeneous, consisting of two major 

subgroups. Thus, the observations and ratings sup- 
port the hypothesis that team performance is a cur-
vilinear function of heterogeneity with an upright 
U shape. 

These observations beg the question of why these 
differences occurred and how they relate to under- 
lying group processes. From the observations and 
field notes, we identified underlying mechanisms 
affecting the observed group outcomes. We read 
over the field notes and wrote down the key events 
and actions observed. Next, we interpreted the sig- 
nificance of these drawing on selected quotes and 
stories. For example, one team 3 member made this 
comment: "As far as I'm concerned, the only reason 
that I'm staying in this team is because I have to. 
We don't seem to get anything done because no one 
knows what we are supposed to be doing." Two 
assistants sorted these data into the minimal num- 
ber of categories. Next, we reviewed these derived 
categories in light of the extant literature on group 
process (Gersick, 1988; Hackman, 1987; McGrath, 
1984) and generated five categories. Our observa- 
tions divided into the following process categories: 
rules and practices used, communication and con- 
flict, team efficacy and perceived effectiveness, 
team identity and unity, and changes over time. 
This classification scheme was not imposed on the 
data by the observer (the first author), and the data 
were collected without this scheme. 

We present categorical data for each team in Ta- 
ble 2 and discuss each category below. This discus- 
sion includes a brief category description, followed 
by illustrative quotes and stories and an interpre- 
tation and restatement of the process variable (see 
Golden-Biddle & Locke, 1997: 63). 

Rules and practices used. Rules and practices 
reflect norms governing team members' interaction. 
For example, seats were not assigned in teams 1,2, 
and 4. Members sat wherever they wished, and 
their seating patterns changed across meetings. A 
team 4 member noted that "I like to move around 
and sit near different people in each meeting so that 
I get a different perspective on issues." In contrast, 
in teams 3 and 5 the seating arrangements divided 
members into two subgroups and emphasized an 
"us-versus-them" atmosphere. Further, the seating 
arrangement allowed physical closeness among 
subgroup members so that they could whisper 
within but not between subgroups. The revolving 
seating of teams 1, 2,  and 4 provided the team 
members with exposure to all other members. This 
lowered potential barriers between individuals. 

Interaction styles varied across teams. The meet- 
ings for teams 1 , 2 ,  and 4 began with approximately 
5-15 minutes of general nonwork discussions 
about weather, restaurants, the economic climate, 



TABLE 1 

Descriptions, Performance Ratings, and Selected Quotes, Study 1 


Team Mandate and 

Membership 


Team 1 
Regional marketing 


Thai, 2 

Australian, 1 

American, 1 

Vietnamese, 1 

Malaysian, 1 

Indonesian, 1 


Team 2 
Product development 

Thai, 3 
Australian, 2 
American, 3 (2 based in 
Thailand, 1 in Malaysia) 
Hong Kong, 1 
Malaysian, 1 
Indonesian, 1 

Team 3 
Product marketing 

Thai, 4 
American, 3 (all based in 
Thailand with between 
three months and two years 
time in Thailand) 

Team 4 
Product sales 

Thai, 5 
British, 1 
American, 1(both having 
substantial experience in 
Thailand) 

Team 5 
Product sales 

Thai, 3 
American, 2 (with very 
limited Thai experience) 

Type and Performance 

High heterogeneity 
Manager rating, 4 
Observer rating, 5 

High heterogeneity 
Manager rating, 5 
Observer rating, 4 

Moderate heterogeneity 
Manager rating, 3 
Observer rating, 3 

Low heterogeneity 
Manager rating, 4 
Observer rating, 4 

Moderate heterogeneity 

Manager rating, 1 

Observer rating, 2 


Overall Impression of the Observer 

Of the various groups, this one seemed to 
handle diverse issues well. Despite 
language barriers and diverse styles, team 
members spent considerable time 
communicating and bying to understand 
each other. The Australian member was 
generally the most forceful, but other 
members were also eager contributors. 
Disagreements occurred, but they were 
resolved quickly and a clear pattern did 
not emerge among the same set of 
individuals. 

This was the most cohesive group observed. 
Members had a positive view of one 
another, seemed to honestly enjoy each 
other's company, and continued their 
discussions before and after the meetings. 
This group also spent the most time on an 
internal structure for dispute resolution, 
informal communication policies, and 
practices for dividing the work burden. 

Sometimes the discussion style suggested 
two simultaneous and distinct meetings. It 
was not uncommon for the Thais to speak 
in Thai and not translate. Confrontation 
was common, despite a conflict avoidance 
style of two Thai managers. Thai members 
often remained silent when confronted by 
an American. Team members did not 
enjoy being at meetings, and they did not 
particularly like one another or respect 
each other's opinions. While a formal 
reporting structure existed in this group, 
the Thais appeared to follow it because it 
was mandated and not because they 
wanted to do so. 

This team was very effective and operated 
well from the beginning. The team 
members were polite and gave each other 
ample opportunity to speak. The non- 
Thais were content with the Thais 
speaking Thai to clarify a point. Both non- 
Thais also spoke reasonably good Thai. At 
times, the Thai members corrected their 
Western associates' command of the Thai 
language. Disagreements resolved 
themselves quickly. This group had the 
most formal power differentiation. 

This team had the most problems. The split 
between the Americans and Thais was 
quite dramatic and severe. Many problems 
stemmed from signals from the American 
leader that the team was unimportant 
(watching his watch) and he was 
impatient with his Thai colleagues. The 
Thai managers were generally unwilling to 
participate in the meetings. The reporting 
structure was bifurcated, with the Thais 
often appealing to a single Thai manager 
who interacted with the Americans 
(usually with the American who spoke 
some Thai). 

Sample Comments 

As for me, I think that the people I have 
worked with on this team are fist-rate 
and very dedicated to the company. It is 
true that we sometimes have 
disagreements with each other but we 
have developed an informal way of 
dealing with our problems. (Malaysian 
manager) 

There were several times early on in our 
meetings that I thought our differences 
would be a problem for the team and its 
capability to deal with company 
challenges. My general feeling is that 
we were able to overcome these 
limitations by spending a great deal of 
time early on talking with one another 
and deciding the best ways to 
communicate. . . people in our team 
take more time trying to understand 
each other. (American manager working 
in Thailand) 

My Thai colleagues tq very hard and I 
think that they are making a lot of 
progress in adopting modern methods. 
However, they still have a long way to 
go. (American team leader) 

There are a number of lessons that the 
Thai people can teach others who wish 
to do business in Thailand. Sometimes 
we think of ourselves as a third-world 
country, but I do not think that this is 
true. We have a competitive economy 
that is just having some problems at the 
moment. (Thai manager) 

I did not realize that Western people 
would show such an interest in 
Thailand. Both of my work colleagues 
[American and British team members] 
have taken the time to learn my 
language and more about my counby 
(Thai manager) 

I think that the Thai managers are worried 
about their jobs because of the 
economic problems in Asia. They prob- 
ably should be worried although no one 
is going be fired if they continue to 
perform well. (American team leader) 

I think that [the company] is not sending 
people for work in Thailand who have 
enough international experience in 
marketing and sales. Although my work 
colleagues are very competent . . .we 
need to communicate. . . and this does 
not happen. (Thai member) 
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and currency fluctuations. A team 2 member com- 
mented that they were uncomfortable without this 
chit-chat. In addition, teams 1 and 2 developed 
rules for introducing new points of discussion. For 
example, a Thai team 1member requested clarifi- 
cation of a controversial agenda point and com- 
mented that the issue was "one of those delicate 
points that our regional director would like to have 
disappear." Several group members (American, 
Vietnamese, and Malaysian) agreed, and the leader 
formally acknowledged their opinion. These emer- 
gent rules and practices for conducting meetings, 
handling potential disagreements, and so forth em- 
phasized team integration and team members' 
awareness of one another's views. Further, these 
rules were created early in the teams' development. 
For example, team 1 members confronted their 
American team leader with questions about team 
responsibilities, company expectations, urgent 
projects, and procedural questions. 

The procedures used in teams 3 and 5 developed 
very differently. During the first team 5 meeting, 
the American team leader monopolized the discus- 
sion. The two Americans then conversed with one 
another, excluding the Thais. About midway 
through the discussion, it was clear the Americans 
were dominating it, occasionally including one 
Thai manager. Meanwhile, the other two Thai man- 
agers sat very quietly. The leader then turned to 
them (they were sitting beside one another) and 
asked, "We haven't heard anything from you two 
on these issues, what do you think?" Generally, 
practices in teams 3 and 5 exacerbated the sub- 
group split. Conflicting expectations and discourse 
styles demonstrated the lack of consensus about the 
rules for group interaction. 

Communication and conflict. This category cov- 
ers the amount and style of communication among 
team members and whether conflict was construc- 
tive (task productive) or destructive (interpersonal; 
Jehn, 1997). All five teams conducted meetings al- 
most entirely in English. A team 1 member ex-
plained people spoke in English because doing this 
excluded no one. Team 4 members, however, some- 
times spoke in Thai. 

A general observation about teams 1 , 2 ,  and 4 was 
that people were usually open and willing to listen 
to one another. For example, in a meeting the Ma- 
laysian member of team 1said this: "Siri [not actual 
name], I couldn't agree with you more on this point 
even though this isn't how we are doing things in 
KL. . . . I just hadn't thought about it the way you 
suggested it but I understand your suggestion." On 
another occasion, an American member of this 
team suggested the economic crisis offered oppor- 
tunities to take advantage of low regional produc- 

tion costs. The Australian leader responded that 
the company didn't want to further the perception 
that it was there to take advantage of the economic 
crisis and the group's focus should be on new mar- 
kets. The American backed down, saying, "You're 
right, at this stage we should be very careful to 
present ourselves as wanting to move the region out 
of its economic problems and not taking advantage 
of it. Maybe we can use our new marketing efforts 
as a way of showing that [the company] is ready to 
stay the course in Asia." Other members quickly 
nodded agreement. Thus, team members expressed 
disagreement while saving face. These communica- 
tion patterns reflected an openness to other team 
members' ideas and an interest in protecting one 
another. 

Members of teams 3 and 5 were not so open to 
others' views, although they often supported fellow 
subgroup members' views. Team 5 discussed a new 
product line expected to receive more sales atten- 
tion within the region. One Thai manager com-
mented the following: "This just is not the type of 
product that will sell in Thailand. Thai people 
prefer their [item] in a much different form." This 
communication reflected defensiveness by the Thai 
subgroup. Further, Thai members initially held di- 
vergent opinions on this issue, but they quickly 
unified in opposition to the American. 

Conflict was observed in all five teams, and 
styles of conflict management varied. A Vietnam- 
ese team 1 member thought an agenda item was 
made irrelevant by newly generated company in- 
formation and suggested the team not discuss it. 
Other members (American and Malaysian) dis- 
agreed, and for five minutes or so, the team dis- 
cussed the item's relevance. The observer later 
asked the team leader how this dispute resolution 
procedure developed. He said, "To avoid the kind 
of conflict that this might mean for some of the 
members, we decided a more informal 'nod of the 
heads and eye contact' was the best approach." 
Team 1's informal voting practices reflected a de- 
sire to examine work issues while avoiding exces- 
sive interpersonal strife. 

In sharp contrast, the typical team 3 pattern for 
airing and resolving differences was the following: 
the Thais would talk among themselves (in Thai) 
while the Americans would talk among themselves 
or look at one another (sometimes rolling their eyes 
or showing other signs of impatience). Finally, an 
American would restate the need to speak English 
so that all opinions could be heard. He would do so 
in a curt and abrupt fashion, conveying his anger 
toward his Thai colleagues. The Thai managers 
would comply with a few terse comments. Two 
Thai members would seem uncomfortable (shifting 
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uneasily in their chairs) and would not speak fur- 
ther. In both teams 3 and 5, work-related conflict 
evolved into interpersonal and destructive conflict. 
This development was reflected in terse speech, 
lack of eye contact, and even audible grunts and 
groans of disapproval. The conflict within teams 3 
and 5 was almost always along subgroup lines, 
with the Thai members confronting or being con- 
fronted by their American and British colleagues. 

Team efficacy and perceived efSectiveness. 
Team members' perceptions of group efficacy var- 
ied across teams. Efficacy refers to Bandura's (1997) 
concept of capability to perform work, and effec- 
tiveness refers to individuals' judgments of work 
outcomes. The members of teams 1 and 4 had the 
strongest confidence in their teams' potential; the 
members of teams 3 and 5, the weakest confidence; 
and the members of team 3, moderate confidence. 

Toward the end of a team 1 meeting, the Austra- 
lian leader commented on feedback from the gen- 
eral manager about their team's marketing accom- 
plishments: "Just as a closing thought, I want you 
all to know that we are already getting some atten- 
tion from [the company]. I spoke with [a general 
manager] on the phone and he says that we are 
doing first-rate work in our efforts. I think that they 
were not sure if we would be worth the expense 
and time, but now they believe that we can get 
some new ideas generated for the company. The 
feedback that we're receiving is all very good and 
the company is keen for us to continue our efforts. 
If we continue at this rate, we'll all be general 
managers [laughter]." Additionally, team 4 mem-
bers expressed confidence in their own capabili- 
ties. As one Thai manager noted, "At least we can 
agree on how to do business in Thailand effec- 
tively, this is more than the government can say." 

The confidence of team 3 members was quite 
low. One meeting focused on a new plan for a 
government-sponsored Grand Thailand Sale, an 
initiative to boost retail sales. The discussion was 
lengthy and heated at times. The team 3 leader 
moderated several arguments and even stopped 
the meeting for a break. Later, he commented to 
the observer: "It was getting really tense and I 
figured that a break would let people get some 
perspective. Sometimes they [the team] act like 
kids wanting to prove who is right. We'll never 
accomplish anything if this is how we act." After 
the second team 5 meeting, one American man- 
ager told the observer, "I don't know why I have 
to work on this team. There isn't any question 
that we aren't going to get anything done." Thus, 
the members of teams 3 and 5 had low confidence 
in their teams' efficacy, whereas teams 1 and 4 
showed strong confidence. 

Team identity and unity. This category reflects 
the sense of entitativity, or the common perception 
of group cohesiveness. Comments about team iden- 
tity were rare in all five teams, although several 
people offered some insights. A Thai manager from 
team 4 noted this: "We know each other pretty well 
here and even the farang [foreigners] have been 
here quite some time. In fact, [the British member] 
is married to a Thai lady. This means that we un- 
derstand each another in many important ways." 
Teams 1 and 2 also expressed a sense of team 
identity. A team 1 member told the observer they 
had named their team the Transpacific Travellers, 
and he was considering team T-shirts. During the 
second team 2 meeting, one topic led to heated 
discussion among the Thai managers and the 
American manager who spoke fluent Thai. The 
team leader suggested further discussion be con- 
ducted in English so "we remember that we are a 
single team and not a bunch of groups forced to- 
gether"; the other group members smiled, nodded 
agreement, and continued their discussion in En- 
glish. These teams had esprit de corps and strong 
senses of interdependence and a common fate. 

Teams 3 and 5 expressed disunity and a lack of a 
common identity in a number of ways. A Thai 
manager from team 3 commented this: "You know, 
I do not think that the [home office] really under- 
stands our situation. Even some of the managers 
[referring to his team members] over here from 
XXXX don't understand how difficult things are. It 
sometimes makes me wonder if they know very 
much about Thailand and this region." Team 5 
scheduled a meeting that the American team leader 
later canceled because of interfering business obli- 
gations. Several members expressed strong dissat- 
isfaction. One Thai manager turned to the other 
American manager and said, "Remember that he is 
one of yours," with a smile but underlying anger. 
These comments reflect a strong split in team mem- 
bers' views of their own in-groups. This us-versus- 
them mentality made it easy for one subgroup to 
blame the other subgroup for mistakes and to put 
work off onto one another. 

Changes over time. The opportunity to observe 
the initial team dynamics varied across teams. 
Teams 1and 3 had interacted for quite some time 
prior to the study, and the observer was forced to 
rely upon retrospective accounts of their formative 
periods. Teams 2,4, and 5 had been formed later, so 
observations captured the formative period. Ac- 
cording to our hypotheses, highly heterogeneous 
teams would only develop hybrid cultures over the 
long run, whereas homogeneous teams would op- 
erate with a common culture early on. Further, we 
argued that the diversity of a highly heterogeneous 



36 Academy of Management Journal February 

team would stimulate members to create their own 
common culture. Several observations bear on 
these propositions. 

By the end of the observation period, the mem- 
bers of teams 1,2 ,  and 4 had developed effective 
interaction patterns and clear expectations. In 
teams 1and 2,  the managers commented that this 
shared understanding emerged after confusion 
during early meetings. A team 2 member said the 
following: "In the beginning, no one really un- 
derstood anyone else in the team given how di- 
verse we were. Hell, we didn't really even share a 
language completely. We spent a lot of our time 
in the beginning trying to figure out how we 
would do things, what was expected of us, and 
getting to know each other better. It wasn't easy, 
but it was worth it." Managers from team 4, how- 
ever, did not experience such confusion, and 
they operated as if they knew ex ante what was 
expected of them in the team (how to interact, 
how to resolve disagreements). A team member 
said, "We had little difficulty getting our work 
started because we all were familiar with what 
was expected of us and how we should go about 
doing our work despite the challenges." These 
comments suggest the highly diverse teams began 
with a great deal of confusion that was overcome 
after effort was expended by group members. For 
the homogeneous team 4 members, little confu- 
sion existed from early on. 

Over time, we did not observe significant im- 
provement in the level of shared understanding 
among the members of teams 3 and 5. For team 5 ,  
this lack of change was not unexpected, given the 
short time the members had been together (team 5 
was newly formed at the time of the observer's first 
encounter). However, this lack of shared under- 
standing was notable for team 3, which had been 
meeting regularly for six months. 

Analysis and summary of observations. Teams 
demonstrated marked differences in shared role ex- 
pectations, communication and conflict manage- 
ment styles, group confidence, and team member 
demeanor. Teams 1, 2,  and 4 reported the least 
amount of conflict and the most effective commu- 
nication patterns. Communication flowed without 
subgroup barriers. In addition, team members con- 
fronted challenges openly and with little hesita- 
tion. In one case, team 1 created a volunteer task 
force. Teams 1 and 2 also emphasized rules and 
practices that were inclusive rather than exclusive. 
For example, dissenters maintained group cohe- 
sion by nodding instead of registering dissenting 
public votes. The informal procedure was a coop- 
erative (and potentially face-saving) way to resolve 
disagreements. Team 4 showed a high level of co- 

operation, and members were very comfortable 
with one another. Their discussions emphasized 
keeping others involved at all times. 

In contrast, teams 3 and 5 displayed dysfunc- 
tional interactions. Upon encountering a problem, 
members accused one another of being its source or 
of not fully understanding it. Team 5 showed a very 
strong split between the Thai and American man- 
agers. The Thais complained that their American 
counterparts did not understand the complex 
causes of the Pacific Rim economic downturn. 
Members of teams 3 and 5 mentioned a lack of 
empathy within their teams, and the Thai members 
sometimes reverted to their first language. Al- 
though members of both subgroups (American and 
Thai) expressed interest in understanding the oth- 
er's viewpoint, they did not achieve such under- 
standing. Team 5 clearly had the most difficulties 
of any team studied. Team members viewed one 
another in terms of a foreign-versus-local dichot- 
omy. Conversations across this divide were gener- 
ally forced and uncomfortable. 

Conclusions 

This study was an exploratory investigation con- 
ducted to ground a general theory. In our concep- 
tual framework, we hypothesized an upright 
U-shaped function relating team heterogeneity to 
team effectiveness, and the results derived from our 
observations support the existence of this function. 
Also, the performance of the heterogeneous teams 
improved over time, but that of the homogeneous 
or moderately heterogeneous teams stayed rela- 
tively constant. These findings offer preliminary 
support for Hypotheses 1and 2. 

These results raise the question of how national 
heterogeneity impacts team dynamics. Through 
analysis of field observations, we identified medi- 
ating variables potentially responsible for the hy- 
pothesized effect. Study 1suggests that the creation 
of a unified team culture may depend upon several 
intervening conditions: establishment of rules for 
interpersonal and task-related interactions, cre-
ation of high team performance expectations, effec- 
tive communication and conflict management 
styles, and the development of a common identity. 
In addition, a lack of cross-cultural empathy and 
understanding appeared to contribute to the dys- 
functional activities of teams 3 and 5 .  Not unex- 
pectedly, these are among key variables previously 
linked to group effectiveness (Bandura, 1997; Lau & 
Murnighan, 1998; McGrath, 1984). Therefore, we 
propose a hypothesis about the process variables 
behind the team heterogeneity effect: 
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Hypothesis 3. The relationship of team mem- 
ber heterogeneity to peflormance and member 
satisfaction will be mediated by members' 
shared identity, team efficacy, expectations, 
and intrateam communication. 

We now report the results of two confirmatory 
studies conducted to test Hypotheses 1through 3. 

STUDY 2 

Methods 

Participants. Ninety-two managers (22 women 
and 70 men) voluntarily participated in the study. 
We recruited participants from an executive train- 
ing course at a European business school. The 
course focused on general management topics, 
ranging from business strategy through marketing 
to organ-izational behavior, and was taught in En- 
glish. All participating managers were fluent in 
English as a first or second language. These man- 
agers came from a total of 34 different countries in 
Asia (for instance, Brunei, Hong Kong, and Singa- 
pore), North and South America (for instance, Can- 
ada, the United States, Brazil, Chile, and Colum- 
bia), Europe (for instance, England, Germany, and 
Sweden), and the Middle East and Africa (for in- 
stance, Kenya, Israel, and South Africa). They were 
employed in full-time management positions, and 
most were sponsored by their organizations. All 
participants in the program were at comparable 
general management levels. The average age of 
study participants was 43 years old, and the aver- 
age number of years of postuniversity education 
was one. 

Design and task. The study employed a two- 
factor, mixed design with team type (homogeneous, 
split, or heterogeneous) as a between-subjects fac- 
tor and time (pre- versus postplanning) as a re- 
peated factor. Each team had four individuals, and 
team type consisted of three levels: the homoge- 
neous type, in which all members of the team came 
from the same country; the split type, in which two 
members were from one country and the other two 
members were from another country; and the het- 
erogeneous type, in which all four members were 
from different countries. Within each team type, we 
systematically assigned members on the basis of 
nationality to avoid regional biases whenever pos- 
sible. For example, a split team would consist of 
two Germans and two Indonesians, or a heteroge- 
neous one would include individuals from Asia, 
North America, the Middle East, and Europe. The 
repeated-measures factor, time, consisted of two 
20-minute performance trials during which the 
teams performed the task. The two performance 

periods were separated by a 30-minute planning 
session. All materials were presented in English. 

The task chosen for this experiment was adapted 
from a study by Earley, Wojnaroski, and Prest 
(1987). It was designed to promote team-level per- 
formance opportunities as a function of team pro- 
cess and interaction. The task was a managerial 
simulation in which each team was given short 
descriptions of fictitious products. Teams were 
asked to recommend a medium with which to ad- 
vertise each product (for instance, television, news- 
paper, trade journal) after applying four criteria 
provided to them and to write a justification for 
each choice. Teams were instructed to evaluate, 
recommend, and justify as many products as pos- 
sible in the time allotted. 

Dependent measures. For study 2, the key pro- 
cess variables (team identity, team efficacy, role 
expectations, and intrateam communication) as-
sessed in this research were measured as follows: 
Team identity referred to an individual's sense that 
his or her team had a unified identity. It was as- 
sessed with these three items, each rated on a five- 
point scale (1= strongly disagree and 5 = strongly 
agree): (1)"The feeling that we are all sharing a 
common set of beliefs and values is high in our 
group," (2) "Our group has a strong sense of what it 
is," and (3) "Our group acted as a single, cohesive 
team." For subsequent analyses, we averaged the 
responses to the items to obtain a composite score 
that had a reliability (Cronbach's alpha) of .65 for 
time 1and of .86 for time 2. Although for the first 
trial the reliability is a bit low, it is quite acceptable 
for time 2. It is likely that the lower time 1reliabil-
ity reflects greater inconsistency in the groups' 
senses of identity. 

In addition, members' perceptions of subgroup 
formation were assessed at the end of the experi- 
ment in terms of the perceived emergence of fac- 
tions within teams. Subgroup perceptions were as- 
sessed with two items each rated on five-point 
scales (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly 
agree): (1)"After our planning session, it was clear 
that our group was divided into subgroups" and (2) 
"Our group really consisted of several smaller 
groups of people based on how people interacted 
with each other." For subsequent analyses, we 
reverse-coded responses to the items (higher rat- 
ings indicated less subgroup formation) and aver- 
aged them to obtain a composite score having a 
reliability (a)of .91. 

Team members' perceptions of their groups' effi- 
cacy were assessed with an adapted form of Ban- 
dura's (1997) efficacy scale. We calculated team 
efficacy by averaging team members' perceptions 
that their group could successfully achieve a given 
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performance level as a team. Efficacy was measured 
by asking the members of a team to rate their team's 
efficacy for five levels of performance-completing 
10, 15, 20, 25, and 30 advertisements in a 20-
minute performance period-using a 100-point 
certainty scale (0 = certain the performance level 
cannot be achieved and 100 = certain the perfor- 
mance level can be achieved; a = .72 and -80, times 
1and 2,  respectively). 

To assess team member role expectations, we 
measured the amount of planning a team did prior 
to the second performance trial. This variable as- 
sessed the extent to which members thought that 
their team had clarified what should be done, how 
it should be done, and so forth. Planning was mea- 
sured after time 2 with a single item: "Our group 
was effective and thorough concerning how we 
planned for working in the second part of the task" 
(1= strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). 

Intrateam communication, the perceived effec- 
tiveness of communication within a team, was as- 
sessed with two items: (1)"People talked with one 
another openly and freely in our group" and (2) 
"We did not seem to understand what one another 
was saying during our discussions (1 = strongly 
disagree, 5 = strongly agree; item 2 reverse-coded; 
a = .72 and .75, times 1and 2,  respectively). 

In addition to the process variables, two separate 
outcomes were assessed. First, team performance was 
measured at a group level as each group's number of 
correctly completed justifications for a particular me- 
dium choice; correctness meant conforming to the 
selection criteria provided to the teams. Two graduate 
business students unaware of the experimental cate- 
gories rated each team's performance. This procedure 
resulted in very high interrater agreement (r = .94), 
and any disagreements were resolved by discussion 
between the raters and the first author. Given the 
straightforward nature of this task, it was not surpris- 
ing that few disagreements occurred. 

Second, satisfaction with the team's performance 
was assessed with two items: (1)"How satisfied are 
you with your group's performance?" and (2) "How 
happy do you feel about the performance of your 
group?" (1 = not at all satisfiedlhappy and 5 = 

completely satisfiedlhappy; a = .82). 
Team efficacy, team identity, intrateam commu- 

nication, and performance were measured at both 
trials, whereas planning, subgroup formation, and 
satisfaction were only measured after the second 
trial. All variables (except performance) were cal- 
culated as aggregates of each member's responses, 
so there was a single score for each team. 

A principal axis factor analysis was conducted 
with an "oblimin" rotation on planning, subgroup 
formation, and satisfaction at the individual level 

of analysis. The factor analysis demonstrated that 
the three scales were independent of one another 
(three eigenvalues greater than 1.00 accounted for 
68 percent of the variance, and off-factor loadings 
were less than .35 and on-factor loadings greater 
than .40). 

Procedures. All participants followed similar ex- 
perimental procedures. The first author conducted 
the team exercise as part of two ongoing executive 
education courses. The session in which the exper- 
iment was conducted focused on general principles 
of organizational behavior but not on the topic of 
the exercise. Participants were in residence for ap- 
proximately one to two weeks attending diverse 
classes. After being introduced to the participants, 
the first author lectured on the general importance 
of organizational behavior in a modern business 
setting. The experimental task was introduced as a 
focal demonstration for the next several hours. The 
managers were told they were randomly assigned 
to four-person teams. In actuality, the first author 
had constructed the teams systematically using 
class rosters completed prior to class. Participants 
were instructed to work in these teams on the busi- 
ness simulation about new product advertising 
strategies. Prior to this class session, participants 
had worked together in larger teams of 6-8 people. 
Whenever possible, members of a preexisting group 
were not assigned to the same experimental group. 

Next, a packet of materials with an instruction 
sheet and product descriptions for 30 products was 
distributed to the teams. The task required each 
team to read a paragraph describing a fictitious 
product, choose a medium in which to advertise it 
(from a list of eight possible media), and write 
statements in support of their choice. The products 
ranged from household goods to business comput- 
ers. All teams were provided with a "media fact 
sheet" containing four criteria to be used when 
choosing an advertising medium for a product, and 
they were told that their performance would be 
evaluated in terms of their use of these criteria. The 
media fact sheet emphasized considering who 
would buy a product, where it would be distrib- 
uted, when it would be advertised, and how much 
money would be available for advertising. The fact 
sheet briefly described each consideration. 

Each team then went to a private room, where 
members introduced themselves and received task 
instructions. After the first author had answered 
questions, he gave the participants a short question- 
naire assessing the demographic variables, team effi- 
cacy, team identity, and intrateam communication. 
After completing this questionnaire, the team mem- 
bers began a 20-minute performance period. 

After the first 20-minute period, each team was 
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asked to count the products it had completed, and 
the completed work was collected. Team members 
were instructed to spend 30 minutes discussing 
and planning effective ways to perform their task. 
After this, they received a second questionnaire 
assessing their team efficacy, team identity, and 
intrateam communication. Upon completion of the 
second survey, the teams worked for another 20 
minutes on a new set of product descriptions. After 
the second performance period, each team counted 
the number of products completed, and the first 
author collected materials and distributed a final 
postexperimental questionnaire assessing satisfac- 
tion with team performance, planning effective- 
ness, and subgroup identity formation. 

After they had completed the final questionnaire, 
the teams were debriefed interactively as to the 
exercise's objectives. In particular, the first author 
queried the participants, using an open-ended for- 
mat, about how well they had worked on the task 
and communicated with one another. He took notes 
on each team's self-reported procedures for task 
performance and for sharing information. How 
team composition plays a dynamic role in the func- 
tioning of international work teams was then 
stressed to participants. 

Results 

Descriptive statistics. Table 3 reports the means 
and standard deviations for the demographic vari- 
ables, team type, team efficacy, team identity, plan- 
ning, intrateam communication, team performance, 
subgroup formation, and satisfaction with team 
performance across the team types. 

Tests of hypotheses. To test the two hypotheses 
predicting that team type influences the dependent 
variables differently over time, we conducted a 
two-way, repeated-measures multivariate analysis 
of variance (MANOVA), with team type as a be- 
tween-subjects factor and time as a within-subjects 
factor, for team efficacy, team identity, and in- 
trateam communication. Gender, age, and educa- 
tion level were covariates. Data were analyzed at 
the group level for all variables (N = 23) after an 
analysis of variance indicated that between-groups 
variance was greater than within-group variance 
and that normality and independence of error 
terms were present. We report significance at the 
.10 and .05 levels using one-tailed tests appropriate 
for our directional hypotheses. The analyses, con- 
ducted at a group level, are a conservative test since 
they reflect the stable patterns of four aggregated 
scores. 

The results of the MANOVA demonstrate a sig- 
nificant effect for time (Wilks's lambda F,, ,, = 

95.97, p < .01) and the team-type-by-time interac- 
tion (Wilks's lambda F,, ,, = 5.15, p < .05). We 
conducted a one-way MANOVA with team type as 
a between-subjects factor for planning, satisfaction 
with team performance, and subgroup identity, 
with gender, age, and education level as covariates. 
The results demonstrate a significant effect for team 
type (Wilks's lambda F,, ,, = 3.54, p < .05). After 
obtaining a significant multivariate F, we estimated 
follow-up repeated-measure univariate analyses of 
variance (ANOVAs) for team efficacy, identity, 
communication, and performance as well as 
ANOVAs for planning, satisfaction, and subgroup 
identity. Table 4 presents the results. They demon- 

TABLE 3 

Descriptive Statistics across Team Types for Study 2 Dependent Variablesa 


Homogeneous Mixed Heterogeneous 

Variable 

1.Age 
2. Gender 
3. Education 
4. Efficacy, time 1 
5. Efficacy, time 2 
6. Identity, time 1 
7. Identity, time 2 
8. Communication, time 1 
9. Communication, time 2 

10. Performance, time 1 
11.Performance, time 2 
12. Planning 
13. Satisfaction 
14. Subgroup identity 

Mean sad. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. 1 2 3 

43.07 4.99 43.59 5.61 41.28 5.13 
0.75 0.88 0.72 . I 1  
4.89 1.16 5.00 1.43 4.87 0.42 .09 .14 

85.07 5.38 78.30 6.65 79.72 4.86 - .19 - .32- .23  
90.77 7.12 84.31 10.87 93.67 5.46 .14 -.07 -.55 

2.67 0.67 2.15 0.59 1.94 0.39 .29 .04 -.29 
3.99 1.08 3.33 1.06 4.19 0.84 -.25 -.37 -.20 
3.28 0.70 2.64 0.82 2.09 0.72 .22 .ll -.I1 
3.99 1.07 3.33 1.06 4.18 0.84 -.05 -.01 -.40 

14.29 1.18 13.13 1.99 12.50 1.76 .27 .16 -.30 
21.29 4.45 18.38 2.59 23.50 2.78 .03 -.25 -.42 
4.25 0.70 2.88 1.38 4.28 0.77 -.07 -.08 -.29 
3.77 1.23 3.08 1.19 3.84 0.78 -.08 - . I9  -.30 
3.63 1.14 3.09 1.36 4.17 1.02 -.35 -.28 -.35 

Pearson Correlations 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 


.20 

.35 .42 

.33 .29 .34 

.44 .20 .65 .02 

.03 .50 .30 .28 .10 

.ll .05 .33 .16 .31 -.03 

.08 .58 -.02 .15 -.07 .54 .08 

.20 .33 .03 .36 - . I9  .35 .01 .38 

.31 .05 .04 .40 -.I7 .32 .28 .19 .50 

.18 .04 -.06 .37 -.09 .17 .26 .15 -.02 .38 

" Correlations with an absolute value greater than .45 are significant at p < .05; biserial correlations are reported for gender. 
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strate the hypothesized interaction of team type 
and time period. This interaction pattern is similar 
across variables, demonstrating that the dependent 
variables were at their highest values in the homo- 
geneous teams at trial 1 and that, at trial 2,  they 
were higher for both the homogeneous and highly 
heterogeneous teams than for the split teams. 

To test Hypothesis 2 ,  we examined the curvilin- 
ear effect across team type using the quadratic term 
of the ANOVAs. The results, presented in Table 4, 
demonstrate generally consistent support for the 
hypothesis that the relationship of team composi- 
tion to performance, team efficacy, team identity, 
and intrateam communication is curvilinear in trial 
2,  and that its relationship to planning, satisfaction, 
and subgroup identity is curvilinear. The quadratic 
analysis demonstrated that, for all dependent vari- 
ables, the homogeneous and highly heterogeneous 
teams were significantly higher on all measures 
than the split teams. 

Mediation tests. To assess the mediating role of 
team identity, efficacy, and communication in the 
relation of team heterogeneity to performance and 
satisfaction (Hypothesis 3), we conducted a medi- 
ated regression analysis using the procedure de- 
scribed by James and Brett (1984). Given the small 
sample (23 groups), however, the results, which are 
presented in Table 5, should be interpreted with 
some caution. 

We began with two dummy variables contrasting 
the homogeneous (dummy 1)or the highly hetero- 
geneous (dummy 2) team types (conditions) with 
the moderately heterogeneous condition. In the 
first equation, we regressed performance and satis- 
faction on team identity, efficacy, planning, sub- 
group identity, and communication for trial 2 and 
then added the two heterogeneity dummy vari- 
ables. (We were not able to conduct this analysis for 
trial 1 since planning and subgroup identity were 
only assessed after trial 2.) In the second equation, 
we regressed performance and satisfaction on the 
two dummies and then added the hypothesized 
mediating variables. According to James and Brett 
(1984), hypothesized mediating variables should 
account for significant variance in the dependent 
variables in both equations. Further, the two 
dummy variables should be significantly related to 
the dependent variables in the second but not the 
first equation. The results of the analysis for per- 
formance (reported in Table 5) demonstrate that, 
with the hypothesized mediating variables con-
trolled, the two dummy variables only accounted 
for 8 percent of the variance; prior to the entrance 
of the mediating variables, they accounted for 30 
percent. These analyses for satisfaction demon- 
strate that the two dummy variables accounted for 

6 percent of the variance in satisfaction after we 
had accounted for the mediating variables; prior to 
our entering the mediators, they accounted for 14 
percent. James and Brett (1984) suggested that a full 
mediating relationship requires that the antecedent 
variables (here, the two dummies) be significantly 
related to the dependent variables prior to the en- 
trance of the hypothesized mediators. This condi- 
tion was not fully satisfied. Although the second 
dummy variable was related to performance and 
satisfaction, the first one was related to perfor- 
mance but not satisfaction. Thus, the results indi- 
cated support for a partial, but not full, mediating 
relationship, and Hypothesis 3 received mixed sup- 
port. 

STUDY 3 

The results from study 2 provided generally con- 
sistent support for the hypotheses, so we sought to 
test additional mediating variables and extend our 
confirmatory test. In this next study, heterogeneity 
was measured somewhat differently than in study 2 
to overcome a methodological limitation of the lat- 
ter. In study 2,  we measured moderate heterogene- 
ity by examining only the specific case in which a 
group was split evenly between two national iden- 
tities. In study 3, we included other forms of mod- 
erate heterogeneity to enhance the generalizability 
of our results. Also, the second study was short in 
overall duration, and it was not clear how results 
might change after a longer period of participant 
interaction. The final study was a survey investiga- 
tion examining ongoing activities for teams of grad- 
uate business students. We tested an additional 
intervening variable identified in study 1, per-
ceived team conflict. Thus, we sought to confirm 
the findings of the earlier studies and expand them. 

Methods 

Participants. Master's of business administra- 
tion (M.B.A.) students at a European business 
school participated in study 3 as a required part of 
their courses; of a total 161 students, 109 were men 
and 52 were women. The participants came from 
26 different nations, with 28 percent coming from 
the United Kingdom, 22 percent from the United 
States, 27 percent from western and central Europe, 
and 23 percent from Asia, Africa, or South Amer- 
ica. The teams had been established by the school's 
M.B.A. office before the semester when the re-
search was conducted, and the students' assign- 
ments were based on the school's desire to intro- 
duce national and cultural diversity into M.B.A. 
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TABLE 4 

Results of Analyses of Variance and Quadratic Analysis, Study 2 


ANOVA Quadratic Analysis 

Dependent Variable df 
Mean 

Square 
Mean 

Square 

Team efficacy 
Covariates 
Team type 
Time period 
Team type X time 

Efficacy, time 1 
Efficacy, time 2 

Team identity 
Covariates 
Team type 
Time period 
Team type X time 

Identity, time 1 
Identity, time 2 

Communication 
Covariates 
Team type 
Time period 
Team type X time 

Communication, time 1 
Communication, time 2 

Performance 
Covariates 
Team type 
Time period 
Team type X time 

Performance, time 1 
Performance. time 2 

Planning 
Covariates 
Team type 

Planning 

Satisfaction 
Covariates 
Team type 

Satisfaction 

Subgroup identity 
Covariates 
Team type 

Subgroup identity 

p < . l o ,  one-tailed test 
" p < .05, one-tailed test 
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study groups. The teams ranged from six to eight 
people and had a mode of six members. 

Procedures. Participants worked in the study 
groups as a normal part of their first M.B.A. semes- 
ter. Team interactions took place formally within 
classes and informally during study group sessions 
and school social activities. As a result, the amount 
of interaction was relatively extensive over a three- 
month period. 

All data were collected unobtrusively through 
archival records (such as grades provided by pro- 
fessors) and questionnaires completed as class ex- 
ercises unrelated to the study. Neither the students 
nor their professors were aware of the current 
study's focus. This procedure was intended to en- 
hance the mundane realism of group interactions 
and ensure the data reflected underlying group and 
individual perceptions. However, this procedure 

also limited the study to data available through 
existing instruments and class exercises. 

Data were collected after the M.B.A. teams had 
worked together for four weeks. The survey, admin- 
istered during a course entitled "Developing Effec- 
tive Managers," assessed students' views of their 
teams' dynamics. This course was team-taught by 
four faculty members, each of whom had approxi- 
mately 60 students. Students completed the survey 
outside of class and received an electronic request 
to return the questionnaire to their professors after 
one week. The result was 129 surveys (a response 
rate of 52 percent) received during the fifth week of 
the semester. A follow-up e-mail message was sent 
two weeks later requesting surveys be returned. 
This follow-up generated an additional 47 surveys, 
which we received in the seventh week of the 
course, so the total response rate was 71 percent. 

TABLE 5 
Results of Mediated Regression Analysis, Study 2 

-- 

Dependent Variable Step ARZ see. b f 

Performance 
Team efficacy 
Communication 
Team identity 
Planning 
Subgroup identity 
Dummy 1 
Dummy 2 

Performance 
Dummy 1 
Dummy 2 
Team efficacy 
Communication 
Team identity 
Planning 
Subgroup identity 

Satisfaction 
Team efficacy 
Communication 
Team identity 
Planning 
Subgroup identity 
Dummy 1 
Dummy 2 

Satisfaction 
Dummy 1 
Dummy 2 
Team efficacy 
Communication 
Team identity 
Planning 
Subgroup identity 

* p < .05, one-tailed test 
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Analysis of the two batches of surveys demon- 
strated no differences in responses to the variables 
(specific items are described in the next section). 
Sufficient data were obtained for 24 (I61 individ- 
ual responses) complete M.B.A. teams, and only 
intact teams were used in subsequent analyses. 

The performance measure was a project score 
assigned by each team's professor on a group paper. 
This assignment was distributed after the second 
week of class and was due in the 8th week of the 
11-week course. Although the four instructors had 
developed grading criteria together, they assigned 
grades independently approximately 2 weeks after 
the due date. The instructors did not know the 
questionnaire results when they assigned the 
grades. Finally, the first author obtained demo- 
graphic variables from school records. 

Tests of hypotheses. Several dependent variables 
were measured with the group dynamics survey. Al- 
though some of these variables overlap with those in 
study 1, several new variables were identified, broad- 
ening tests of the hypotheses. Data reflected a cross- 
sectional design, with the teams working together for 
five to seven weeks. These teams were "real" to their 
members in as much as the performance outcomes 
had significance (grades) and relevance (experience), 
and team members were unaware of the study. Data 
were collected only once for each variable; a com- 
plete test of Hypothesis 1was not possible. Instead, 
these data are appropriate for testing Hypotheses 2 
and 3 only. It was assumed that, during the eight 
weeks before the paper's due date, the teams had 
sufficient opportunity and impetus to integrate their 
actions. 

Dependent and predictor variables. As de-
scribed earlier, performance was the numeric score 
assigned to a group project by a team's professor. 
The grades were based on a 25-point system and 
ranged from 12 to 22. No significant grade differ- 
ences were observed across the four streams taught 
by different professors. 

All the questionnaire items were rated on an 
eight-point scale (1 = the statement is not at all 
accurate and 8 = the statement is completely accu- 
rate). For analyses, responses were averaged. Team 
communication was assessed with four items: 
(1)"The purposes of the meetings we get involved 
in are clearly communicated," (2) "We really listen 
to one another and try to understand the feelings 
and points of view of each other," (3) "Each of us 
has the freedom to express himself on any issue at 
any time," and (4) "We freely express our feelings 
and ideas in meetings" (a = .89). 

Three items assessed team planning and role 
clarity: (1)"Each member knows and understands 
the work-related problems faced by others," (2) 

"Our approach to solving operating problems could 
be described as systematic and logical," and (3) 
"Each member of the group is clear on how his 
work ties in with that of the others" (a = .89). 

An additional aspect of the team process was 
assessed in study 3 ,  namely, the degree of team 
conflict experienced by members: (1)"When con- 
flict or tension arises in our group, it is settled by 
honest give and take which resolves all sides of the 
issue and results in the full commitment of each 
member" and (2) "We work together in a relation- 
ship free of strain" (a = .62). 

Team member satisfaction with the group was 
assessed with two items: (1)"The members of our 
group have positive feelings for one another" and 
(2) "We have a high degree of trust and confidence 
in one another" (a  = .85). 

Team heterogeneity was based on the mix of 
nationalities within each team. For demographic 
characteristics having few categories, such as gen- 
der, a relational demography difference measure is 
an appropriate measure, but such a method was not 
appropriate for our assessment of heterogeneity 
based on nationality given the large number (26) of 
different countries represented by study 3's partic- 
ipants and the varying sizes of the groups. Thus, we 
did not use an Euclidean measure estimating intra- 
group variation (e.g., Chatman & Barsade, 1995; 
Tsui et al., 1992). In addition, a relational measure 
would not have adequately captured our interest in 
subgroup structures. (For purely exploratory pur- 
poses, we used a relational Euclidean assessment 
and found results consistent with those reported 
using the trichotomous categorization described 
below.) 

Each group was assigned a heterogeneity score 
based on the number of subgroups represented 
within each team. As noted, team size ranged from 
six to eight members, with the number of national- 
ities within a team ranging from two to six (the 
mode was three), In the teams with only two na- 
tionalities (n= 51, one nationality dominated, with 
either one or two members coming from the other 
nationality. We assigned a heterogeneity score of 0 
to teams having only two nationalities represented, 
a 1to teams having three or four nationalities, and 
a 2 to teams having five or more nationalities. This 
categorization scheme is consistent with our con- 
ceptual framing of heterogeneity, as it distinguishes 
among relatively homogeneous groups, heteroge- 
neous groups dominated by subgroups, and heter- 
ogeneous groups with no obvious subgroups. 

This measurement of heterogeneity differs from 
that used in study 2 but parallels that used in study 
1. In the third study, heterogeneity was not an-
chored with a completely homogeneous team, and 
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the split heterogeneity condition was not based on pendent variables, we conducted a one-way 
numerically identical subgroups. In the low-heter- MANOVA using heterogeneity as the independent 
ogeneity case, teams had only two nationalities rep- variable. On finding a significant main effect 
resented, with only one or two members of one (Wilks's lambda F,,, ,, = 3.77,  p < ,051, we con- 
nationality and a strong majority from the other. ducted a series of follow-up one-way ANOVAs 
This type of categorization scheme was reflected in with a quadratic trend analysis, using the demo- 
study 1, and it captures Lau and Murnighan's graphic variables as covariates and team heteroge- 
(1998) strong faultline concept. neity as the independent variable. Table 6 presents 

the results of this analysis and means for each 
dependent variable. 

Results The results of the quadratic analysis are consis- 
Descriptive statistics. A principal axis factor tent with the findings from study 2. Performance 

analysis with an oblimin rotation conducted on the was higher in the low- and high-heterogeneity cat- 
four sets of items (communication, conflict, plan- egories than in the moderate category. Communi- 
ning, and satisfaction) resulted in four eigenvalues cation, satisfaction, and planning were higher with 
having values of 1.0 or greater accounting for 73 low and high heterogeneity than with moderate 
percent of the variance. An examination of the fac- heterogeneity. No differences were observed for 
tor loadings demonstrated that the various items perceived conflict or satisfaction. Thus, Hypothesis 
loaded independently as expected, with on-factor 2 received mixed support. 
loadings being all greater than .40 and off-factor To test Hypothesis 3, we conducted mediated 
loadings all less than .35.  regression analyses on team performance and sat- 

Table 6 reports the means, standard deviations, isfaction, using the dummy-coding procedure re- 
and Pearson correlations for the demographic vari- ported in study 2. The results, reported in Table 7, 
ables of age, gender, and race; team heterogeneity demonstrate a partial mediating role of communi- 
based on nationality; team performance; team com- cation, conflict, and planning in the relation of 
munication; team conflict; team member satisfac- team heterogeneity to performance and satisfac- 
tion; and planning and role clarity. tion. For performance, the hypothesized mediators 

Test of hypothesis. As with study 2,  we analyzed accounted for 72 percent of the variance prior to 
the data at the team level of analysis using one- our entering the dummy variables and for 56 per- 
tailed significance tests. A preliminary check con- cent of the variance after we controlled for the 
firmed that between-groups variance was greater dummy variables. The dummy variables accounted 
than within-group variance and that the data were for 20 percent of the variance prior to the entrance 
multivariate normal with independent error terms. of the mediating variables but for only 4 percent 
To test Hypotheses 1 and 3 ,  predicting that team after we controlled for them. For satisfaction, this 
heterogeneity will differentially influence the de- pattern was repeated, with the dummy variables 

TABLE 6 

Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables and Quadratic Analysis, Study 3 


Quadratic 
Analysis Team Heterogeneity Pearson Correlations " 

Variablea Mean s.d. 
Mean 

Square F,, ,,, Low Moderate High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1.Age 
2. Gender 
3.  Race 
4. Communication 
5. Performance 
6. Conflict 
7. Satisfaction 
8. Planning 
9. Heterogeneity 

"Gender was coded 0 = women, 1 = men; race was coded 0 = white, 1 = nonwhite. 
One-tailed significance tests are reported at the group level (N = 24) for the quadratic analysis. 
' Correlations with an absolute value greater than .40 are significant at p < .05; biserial correlations are reported for gender and race. 

* p < .05 
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TABLE 7 

Results of Mediated Regression Analysis, Study 3 


Dependent 
Variable Step AR2 

Performance 
Communication 
Conflict 
Planning 
Dummy 1 
Dummy 2 

Performance 
Dummy 1 
Dummy 2 
Communication 
Conflict 
Planning 

Satisfaction 
Communication 
Conflict 
Planning 
Dummy 1 
Dummy 2 

Satisfaction 
Dummy 1 
Dummy 2 
Communication 
Conflict 
Planning 

* p < .05, one-tailed test 

only accounting for 1percent of the variance after 
we controlled for the mediators but for 10 percent 
prior to our doing so. As with study 2, the mediat- 
ing relationship was a partial one since the hetero- 
geneity variable contrasting the high with the mod- 
erate heterogeneity condition was the only 
significant dummy related to performance and sat- 
isfaction. Together, these results provide mixed 
support for Hypothesis 3. 

DISCUSSION 

The studies reported in this article suggest that 
the processes underlying teams are more complex 
than they were previously thought to be. During the 
initial interaction phases of the teams studied here, 
heterogeneity had a detrimental impact on team 
functioning. This disadvantage was not a monoton- 
ically decreasing function; rather, the impact was 
consistent, with both split and heterogeneous 
teams inferior to a homogeneous team. Over time, 
however, the impact of heterogeneity on team per- 
formance and other team outcome variables be- 
came curvilinear. After forming ways to interact 
and communicate, highly heterogeneous teams ap- 

s.e. b t 

peared to create a common identity. This observa- 
tion is consistent with Elron's (1997) research on 
top management teams, which demonstrated that 
cultural heterogeneity was positively related to 
team performance and issue-based conflict. A hy- 
brid team culture may provide the basis for ex- 
change and coordination within a diverse team and 
thus permit productive use of member talents and 
resources. In contrast, a perceived sense of "team- 
ness," or entitativity, appeared absent in the split 
teams. The moderately heterogeneous groups 
showed many communication problems, relational 
conflict, and low levels of team identity. These 
intervening conditions have been found to be dys- 
functional for team effectiveness (Jehn, Chadwick, 
& Thatcher, 1997; Thatcher, Jehn, & Chadwick, 
1998). 

The present studies have several important im- 
plications. With regard to Hughes's (1971) notion of 
trait hierarchies, we corroborated that nationality is 
a primary status-determining characteristic within 
transnational teams. What is unclear, however, is 
which auxiliary traits also matter and how these 
traits vary by cultural background. To some degree, 
Turner's self-categorization theory (1985) sheds 
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light on trait hierarchies. Self-categories may be 
ordered hierarchically by perceived importance, 
with people identifying with categories to varying 
degrees. People use trait categories to define them- 
selves if sufficient overlap exists within a trait 
class. Inclusion at one level (for instance, the cate- 
gory "fruits" includes both apples and oranges), 
however, may not mean inclusion at a more prox- 
imate level (apples and oranges are not both citrus 
fruits). In this sense, national group membership 
may be an abstract category subordinate only to a 
category such as being human (Turner, 1985). 

Critical to self-categorization is that traits are per- 
ceived to overlap. For example, in the first study, 
team 4 included three separate nationalities (Thai, 
American, and British) but had a strong group iden- 
tity because of the members' perception of a com- 
mon cultural orientation. In study 3, team members 
whose demographics were similar to study 1's team 
4 instead perceived cultural schisms associated 
with distinct national identities. Our diverse mea- 
surements of heterogeneity over the three studies 
demonstrated the importance of team members' 
perceptions. In study 1,we sought to identify the 
general phenomenon of national heterogeneity and 
potential mediating variables. It appeared that 
problems arose from perceptions of clear sub-
groups. In study 2,  we isolated a demographic com- 
position effect and tested potential mediating vari- 
ables. Study 3 allowed us to expand the definition 
of moderate heterogeneity beyond that of equally 
sized subgroups. Other configurations of moderate 
heterogeneity appeared to also generate an us-ver- 
sus-them mentality. It remains open for future re- 
search to address what leads to strong perceptions 
of acculturation in some circumstances (study 1's 
team 4) but not in others (study 3's moderately 
heterogeneous groups). 

A related issue concerns the content of the trait 
hierarchy itself. What traits are relevant to par- 
ticular individuals, and how might organizations 
use this information to design effective teams? If 
a team overcomes differences attributable to na- 
tionality, does this suggest that other traits, like 
gender and race, are now salient and potentially 
problematic (Hughes, 1971; Turner, 1985)? To 
complicate matters, what if trait salience differs 
by each member's cultural background? Auxil- 
iary traits may differ across team members. For 
instance, an American manager might perceive 
race and gender to be important auxiliary status- 
determining traits, whereas an Israeli manager 
might see religion as critical. Further, the Amer- 
ican might view race and gender as somewhat 
more important, whereas the Israeli might per- 
ceive religion as extremely important. Status hi- 

erarchies are individually defined and are poten- 
tial sources of conflict. Designing an effective 
team may require understanding differences in 
members' trait hierarchies. 

The relative balance of trait differentiation, or the 
extent to which an individual seeks identification 
with others with whom he or she shares a trait, is 
also important, according to work by Brewer and 
her colleagues (see Brewer [I9931 for a review). In 
her optimal distinctiveness theory, Brewer argued 
that people psychologically trade off individuality 
needs against team identity needs. What this im- 
plies for our findings is that a highly heterogeneous 
group may initially experience a disproportionate 
emphasis on individuality, with team members 
strongly aware of interpersonal differences. Coun- 
terbalancing forces may motivate the creation of 
commonalities among group members, with a hy- 
brid team culture becoming a common identity. A 
split group may balance individual and team iden- 
tities, and members are not motivated to adjust this 
balance. Although this result may satisfy individu- 
als, it blocks team integration and entitativity. Har- 
stone and Augoustinos (1995) suggested that the 
presence of a third subgroup may offset the diffi- 
culties of two subgroups. These authors demon- 
strated that the in-group bias predicted by a mini- 
mal groups paradigm did not occur when 
individuals were divided into three instead of two 
subgroups. Fractionation into three or more sub- 
groups may facilitate hybrid culture creation 
through greater information sharing about personal 
traits, backgrounds, and interests. 

Our article provides a new perspective on the 
black box of demography (Lawrence, 1997). Law- 
rence (1997) and Jackson and colleagues (1995) 
suggested that organizational demography studies 
had overemphasized a direct link between demo- 
graphic characteristics and outcomes without ade- 
quately describing intervening psychological and 
social constructs. Our conceptual model suggests 
that a hybrid team culture represents a pattern of 
intervening constructs generated by self-definition 
and members' perceptions of one another. A tran- 
snational perspective on team formation allows ex- 
ploration of the black box of demography from a 
meta-level. In a "feminine" culture, where roles are 
not directly linked to gender (Hofstede, 1980), gen- 
der may influence team cohesion through a psycho- 
logical experience like supportiveness. In a "mas- 
culine" culture with gender-linked roles, gender 
may influence cohesion through a different mech- 
anism, such as conflict or the exercise of power. 

These findings have implications for managers. In- 
ternational joint ventures consisting of two major 
partners often run into problems because of strong 
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subgroup identification. For instance, in the takeover 
of Rover Motor Company by B W ,  the mixture of a 
German emphasis on formal structure, hierarchy, and 
engineering precision with British traditionality, 
charm, and elegance created a number of organiza- 
tional difficulties (for example, severe disagreements 
concerning marketing strategies for Rover automo- 
biles) that eventually resulted in the resignation of 
Rover CEO John Tower. Despite various assurances 
that the new CEO would be British, BMW chose to 
replace Tower with a German engineer kom BMW's 
board. In commenting on his decision to withdraw 
from Rover, Tower suggested that strong "guidance" 
from BMW was inconsistent with Rover's style of 
low-key leadership. 

The present studies are not without limita- 
tions. We sampled individuals differing on many 
dimensions, but we focused on one-national 
background. Given the obvious complexity of na- 
tion as a surrogate for individual differences, our 
approach does not fully capture the richness of 
nationality. For instance, the cultural distances 
among the nations represented on a team will 
likely influence team processes and member per- 
ceptions of heterogeneity [Lau & Murnighan, 
1998). Likewise, the work teams in studies 2 and 
3 were not necessarily as psychologically salient 
to their members as other teams they belonged to, 
such as their families and long-term work groups. 
The salience of differences may motivate the 
members of heterogeneous teams to cooperate, 
and this was the focus of study 1,The natural 
work teams observed in study 1differed from the 
teams in studies 2 and 3 in several ways, includ- 
ing how much team members knew about one 
another's power and status differences, members' 
personal and cultural backgrounds related to 
their task performance, and the personal signifi- 
cance of the work outcomes. The field observa- 
tions from study 1 converged with the findings 
from studies 2 and 3, demonstrating the mundane 
realism and generalizability of these results. 
Taken together, these three studies offer strong 
evidence in support of the hypotheses. 

Globalization has been a catchall phrase for 
team heterogeneity within a micro-organizational 
context. Global organizations and markets de- 
mand more transnational coordination. To ask if 
transnational teams exist is unnecessary; to un- 
derstand their operating processes and structural 
conditions is of the utmost importance. Diversi- 
ty-at least, national heterogeneity-is not an in- 
herent characteristic of effective teams. Research- 
ers must set aside the ideological lure of diversity 
to seek a systematic explanation of team process. 
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APPENDIX 

Detailed Description of the Teams in Study 1 

Team 1. This regional marketing team explored new 
opportunities for existing products in the Pacific Rim, 
especially mainland China. The group met every two 
weeks, generally in Bangkok or Kuala Lumpur. The 
American and Australian were based in Bangkok, each 
having spent over two years in Asia. The team was 
formed approximately 12 months before the first author 
began observing it. 

Team 2 .  This product development team focused on 
creating new product lines for the Pacific Rim and be- 

yond. Their mandate was to emphasize relatively inex- 
pensive product offerings and products within a partic- 
ular apparel category. This team met once or twice 
monthly in different locations, which often included 
Bangkok or Hong Kong. This team was formed shortly 
before the first author began working with them; it had 
not met prior to the initial meeting he observed. 

Team 3. This product marketing team evaluated exist- 
ing Thai product lines and expansion opportunities into 
countries such as Pakistan and Vietnam. This group met 
every two weeks in Bangkok, although several team 
members often traveled within Southeast Asia. The 
American members first worked for the company in the 
United States and later in the Pacific Rim. Two of the 
four Thais were women, and all members were in their 
30s. This team was formed six months before the re- 
searcher's entry into the company. 

Team 4. This product sales group was charged with 
overseeing the sales of various existing product lines, such 
as clothing and accessories, in Thailand and neighboring 
countries, including Myanmar, Malaysia, and Vietnam. 
Both non-Thai team members had resided in Thailand for 
many years and were fluent in the Thai language. This 
group met every two weeks in the Bangkok office, although 
their sales territories included other countries. The com- 
pany formed this team shortly before the first author began 
working with them. It had met three times prior to the first 
meeting he observed. 

Team 5. This product sales group was responsible for 
sales of various product lines in Thailand and in neighbor- 
ing countries, including Myanmar, Malaysia, Pakistan, and 
Vietnam. The American members had lived in Thailand for 
a short time and had minimal knowledge of Thailand and 
its culture. Like team 4, this group met every two weeks in 
Bangkok, although the team members' sales territories were 
spread across Southeast Asia. This team was newly formed 
when the researcher first observed it. 
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