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The main purpose of this study was to analyze the impact of individual characteristics of cultural sensitivity, adaptability, cohesion, and cultural diversity on the multicultural team performance. Also, we analyzed the moderating effect of being a team member or a team leader on the relationships mentioned above. To test out hipotheses, data were collected from 415 members of multicultural teams specifically, from 304 team members and 111 leaders. The findings provided evidence to support a positive relationship between cultural sensitivity, adaptability, cohesion, and team performance. Cultural diversity did not show a significant impact on team performance. The study also showed that the leaders and members had different perceptions about the factors that influence team performance. For instance, team members consider that cohesion influences team performance, while leaders consider adaptability as the key factor to achieve performance. Main implications from findings are discussed.
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1 Introduction

With today’s highly heterogeneous workplaces, the growing need for companies to include cultural diversity as a characteristic in their workforce (Gonçalves et al., 2020) have made multicultural teams increasingly being used by companies as one of the key ways of collaboration in order to increase productivity (Choi et al., 2018; Ratasuk and Charoensukmongkol, 2020) and achieve organizational goals (Hoever et al., 2012).

Literature shows a large list of benefits that multicultural teams bring to companies, in terms of creativity (Ali et al., 2019), innovation (Jones et al., 2020), competitiveness (Neukam, 2017), organizational commitment (Stahl and Maznevski, 2021), problem solving (Yasmeen et al., 2020), and improved decision making (Han and Beyerlein, 2016; Neukam, 2017).

Culturally diverse teams (multicultural teams) are considered a key source of organizational success and to achieve organizational performance (Ho et al., 2017). The mostly studies were focused on single variables such a demographic diversity, informational diversity, language, or management, among others, and specifically, demographic diversity has been one of the most popular factor. However, studies showed conflicting results, for instance, Thomas (1999) found a negative relationship between cultural diversity and team performance, while Cox and Blake (1991) and Gibson (1999) found a positive relationship. Earley and Mosakowski (2000) found a curvilinear relationship and Williams and O’Reilly (1998) found no relationship between both variables. Socio-cultural background and identity differences frequently result in disagreements and mistrust in culturally team dynamics (Van Knippenberg and Mell, 2016). Research regarding the diverse factors that influence team functioning and performance (Boone et al., 2019; Salzberg et al., 2019) has never been more necessary (Stahl and Maznevski, 2021). Explicitly, at the top management team level, Boone et al. (2019, p.278) stated that “TMT nationality diversity received only limited attention in prior research and we still know little about why and when it affects innovation performance of MNCs.” Therefore, there is still lack of knowledge about how many factors influence the team performance, specifically in multicultural contexts, and the way in which they do it. Therefore, we attempt to contribute to this branch of study by examining characteristics of multicultural team members and leaders, namely cultural sensitivity, adaptability, cohesiveness and cultural diversity as key factors in determining team performance.

Additionally, previous literature has pointed out that sometimes there exists disparity in perceptions of important organizational issues between leaders and the team members they lead (Gibson et al., 2009; Tafvelin et al., 2017). Differences in the views have implications for team performance (Kline, 2001). We also contribute to the limited research on study of differences in perceptions among team members and team leaders regarding what is relevant for team performance (Tafvelin et al., 2017; Tuncdogan et al., 2017). As noted by Ratasuk and Charoensukmongkol (2020), dissimilarity in perceptions may negatively impact team performance.

McLeod et al. (1996) established that a successful team performance takes place when the team achieves the established objectives. In general terms, a high performing team will exhibit positive engagement in taskwork and teamwork behaviors, involving shared integration, synthesis and sharing of information (Salas et al., 2008). In a context of diversity and multiculturality, compared to teams composed of members from one culture, multicultural teams can achieve better and more effective performance due to the set of values, characteristics, capabilities, and emotions of each team member (Salas et al., 2008) achieving high results.

Specifically, for this study, multicultural team performance will be defined as the result achieved by the team that meet the required productivity (Tabassi et al., 2017, 2019), quality, and time standards (Kirkman and Shapiro, 2001; West and Markiewicz, 2004; Lawler and Worley, 2006).



2 Cultural sensitivity and multicultural team performance

The importance of cultural sensitivity in interacting with individuals from different cultures (Horverak et al., 2013; Lefringhausen et al., 2020) is a relevant variable in any multicultural team. There are studies stating that individuals who possess cultural intelligence establish open and tolerant attitudes by improving performance levels in a multicultural team (Ang et al., 2006).

Terrell and Rosenbusch (2013) define cultural sensitivity as a set of skills that involves understanding and managing cultural differences and having the willingness and an open and inclusive attitude to analyze members’ relationships from different perspectives. Cheng et al. (2012) and Lee et al. (2021) believe that all team members should receive adequate training in cultural sensitivity to solve problems arising from cultural differences that may affect team performance positively. Handin and Steinwedel (2006) add that the perception and appreciation of cultural differences by the leader and team members allows for meaningful relationships with people from other cultures. Therefore, a high level of cultural sensitivity in both the leader and the members of a team facilitates the effective performance of the team (Van der Zee and van Oudenhoven, 2000).

Terrell and Rosenbusch (2013) and Cumberland et al. (2016) state that global leaders must have skills in relating to people from different cultures, as it is a determining role for team performance. Likewise, Puck et al. (2008) and Aretoulis (2018) argue that cultural sensitivity allows individuals in a team to recognize and identify cultural differences among members, which allows them to improve their work together and achieve the objectives set. Kappagomtula (2017) states that if team members and leaders are aware of the cultural differences of their teammates, they can establish a closer relationship with them, generating greater trust and facilitating creative collaboration.

Therefore, according to the literature review established on cultural sensitivity, it is observed that this variable positively affects the team’s performance. Based on the above, the following hypothesis is proposed:


H1: Cultural sensitivity is positively related to multicultural team performance.
 



3 Adaptability and multicultural team performance

According to the literature, the term of “team adaptation” is defined as the result of one or several changes that leads to effective team performance (Beal et al., 2003).

To achieve successful performance, teams must adapt. Such adaptation involves, on the one hand, team-level skills such as cohesion, interaction norms, goal clarity (Kozlowski et al., 1999), and group learning (Ramos-Villagrasa et al., 2019) and, on the other hand, individual skills of team members such as knowledge sharing (Bedwell, 2019; Park and Park, 2019), learning orientation, self-regulation (Ramos-Villagrasa et al., 2019), personal bonds, social interactions with local colleagues, national colleagues and family members (Kang and Shen, 2018; Bayraktar, 2019), and similarity of cultures (Varma et al., 2020).

At the individual level, adaptability is defined as work behavior that helps employees adapt to change by demonstrating excellence in problem-solving, uncertainty management, stress, crisis, new learning, and adaptability related to people, culture, and environment (Pulakos et al., 2000; Park and Park, 2019). This ability to adapt is considered one of the strategic global talent development skills required to do business effectively (Bayraktar, 2019). Meanwhile, Beus et al. (2014) refer to adaptation as “the ability to perform tasks satisfactorily and in a short time after joining the team” (p.490), overcoming difficulties experienced in daily work (Konanahalli et al., 2014). Organizations that foster the ability to adapt, their employees present better levels of individual performance and successful change management and promote organizational learning (Park and Park, 2019).

Taking into account the cultural component of the multivultural teams, the cultural adaptability of teams is a phenomenon that has been studied in the literature on expatriate management (Puck et al., 2008; Chen et al., 2010; Harari et al., 2018). McNulty and Brewster (2017) define cultural adaptation as the degree of comfort or absence of stress experienced by the expatriate when participating in an international team. House et al. (2004) provide another definition of cultural adaptability, considering it as the ability to understand other cultures and behave accordingly in order to achieve established goals and establish a positive relationship with peers and team leaders. The process cultural adaptation occurs in two stages: an exchange of knowledge and management of cultural differences where the ability of individuals to adapt their behavior to a specific cultural context plays an essential role (Javidan et al., 2006).

One of the best known models of cultural adaptation is the model by Black et al. (1991) which states that cultural adaptation is a process composed of three elements: the cultural adaptation of living in the host country, the interaction with people from the host culture and the job responsibilities of the new job. Puck et al. (2008) and Takeuchi et al. (2019) consider expatriate adaptation as a relevant benchmark for measuring a member’s adaptation to a multicultural team.

There are several studies (Lawson et al., 2009; Lu and Tjosvold, 2013; Low et al., 2020) on the adaptation of new members to a team; socialization practices between the new member and team members are vital for establishing positive links that lead to a rapid adaptation in the team and, to a greater extent, in a multicultural team. Beus et al. (2014) argue that bringing a new team member on to the team creates uncertainty for both the member and the team, which can affect performance. Bouncken et al. (2016) argue that the experience in cultural adaptability of both the team and the new member are elements that favor the rapid and positive integration of the team member. Following the above mentioned arguments, team member adaptability can make grow the degree of comfort when working together leader, members coming from different cultures, increasing the problem-solving capability, reducing uncertainty and stress, enhancing new learning, and as a concequence, and improving team performance. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:


H2: Adaptability is positively related to multicultural team performance.
 



4 Cohesion and multicultural team performance

Cohesion is a relevant variable that represents a shared perception and experience among team members (Carron et al., 2002; Kozlowski and Chao, 2012). The term team cohesion is often defined as the mutual bond of attraction that forms between the members of a group, resulting from working for a common purpose and backed by the intention to remain united (Keyton and Springston, 1990; Casey-Campbell and Martens, 2009). Therefore, cohesion is a relevant variable to measure team performance (Salas et al., 2015) since individuals are critical drivers when working in teams (Judge and LePine, 2007).

Weiss et al. (2017) explain the importance of the study of cohesion for the team performance, describing how the process of selection of individuals should be. Acton et al. (2020) study the impact that team composition has on cohesion, indicating that a bad team composition generates a negative cohesion and therefore, harms the team performance level.

Mach et al. (2010) explain that trust and team cohesion play a mediating role, explaining that trust among teammates mediates the relationship between trust in the leader and team cohesion affecting team performance. Rodríguez-Sánchez et al. (2017) analyze the relationship between cohesion and performance (creative and perceived) in a reciprocal way through the mediating effect of collective commitment. The results show that creative teams tend to develop a strong cohesion that leads to better performance.

Previous studies point out the importance of analyzing cohesion in work teams because it decreases the level of conflict, anxiety among members and participation (Yoo and Alavi, 2001; Salas et al., 2015; Black et al., 2019) and increase satisfaction with the team (Tekleab et al., 2009). Most studies show that cohesion also favors productivity (Carless and De Paola, 2000; Carron and Brawley, 2000; Beal et al., 2003; Yang and Tang, 2004; Salas et al., 2015). In this sense, we can begin by indicating that Zaccaro et al. (2001), advocate that highly cohesive teams tend to show better performance in situations of adversity than those with low cohesion. This is because teams with high cohesion tend to be more united and develop better communication, are more committed to strive to achieve the established objectives and are therefore more decisive in the face of obstacles. On the contrary, when there is low cohesion, the members feel little motivation to participate and achieve the goals.

The positive relationship between cohesion and performance has also been defended in subsequent research; for example, Abrantes et al. (2020), in which they argue that cohesion serves as a mechanism to improve the performance of tenured teams. They point out that members develop cohesion when they feel connected and committed to each other to achieve objectives. In other words, each member fully identifies with the group and feels good being part of it; this generates trust, commitment and willingness to collaborate with their peers (Milliken and Martins, 1996; Taggar, 2002; Stahl et al., 2010). Into the context of multicultural teams, we understand that they need of knowledge sharing, personal bonds, social interactions with people from different cultures, and as a consequence, cohesion is even more relevant to achieve a successful team performance. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:


H3: Cohesion is positively related to multicultural team performance.
 



5 Cultural diversity and multicultural team performance

Cultural diversity can be defined as the set of ways of thinking, attitudes, and values that characterize the team and the product of the mixture of national cultures of its members (Hofstede, 1980; Kim, 2017; Guzmán-Rodríguez et al., 2021; Stahl and Maznevski, 2021).

A frequently used model in cultural studies is the model of cultural dimensions of Hofstede (1980). This study defines “culture” as the system of values and beliefs of a society and establishes four cultural dimensions: Individualism vs. collectivism (i.e., degree to which society rewards individual vs. collective action); power distance (i.e., The extent to which people expect and agree that power should be shared unequally.); masculinity vs. femininity (i.e., societal preference for achievement, heroism, assertiveness, and material rewards for success); uncertainty avoidance (i.e., the degree to which society rewards individual vs. collective action.). Later on, three more dimensions are added to model of Hofstede (2001): long-term vs. short-term Orientation (i.e., a societies’ connection of the past with the current and future actions/challenges) and indulgence vs. restraint (i.e., Degree of freedom societal norms afford to citizens in fulfilling their human desires; Hofstede, 2001).

Although a high amount of literature on cultural diversity in teams has been performed (Matveev, 2017; Tabassi et al., 2019; Jones et al., 2020; Varma et al., 2020), it has produced mixed results (Tshetshema and Chan, 2020), because it not only contributes to providing new ideas and perspectives but can also produce adverse effects on group’s processes and performance (Dayan et al., 2017). The double-edged sword, the” nature of cultural diversity in teams, is supported by Stahl and Maznevski (2021). In this regard, they point out that cultural diversity would positively or negatively impact team outcome, depending on whether a team is composed of members from different countries or members from a single country.

Many studies focused on the benefits that cultural diversity brings to organizations. For instance, it has been widely studied that culturally heterogeneous teams can achieve higher levels of innovativeness and performance than culturally homogeneous teams (Feitosa et al., 2018; Stahl and Maznevski, 2021). Teams with members from various cultures can provide a broader range of perspectives, task-related knowledge, abilities, and skills (Gabelica and Popov, 2020).

Employees with diverse backgrounds having specific cultural knowledge and deployment of team member’s cross-cultural competence, diversity provides a creative advantage for teams to enhances successful outcomes (Jones et al., 2020) solve problems in different ways, and they may also have a higher tolerance for taking risks (Bertelsmann, 2018).

Previous literature based on Hofstede’s cultural model confirms the positive relationship between cultural diversity and creativity and innovation in economic terms (Williams and McGuire, 2010). When individuals have a clear collectivist orientation, there is low power distance and low uncertainty avoidance, all of which influence innovation. In other words, when human resources practices promote collectivism, it becomes easier for employees to feel identified with the organization, employees feel motivated to work as a team, because individual and collective interests coincide, and as a consequence, performance improves (Dahms and Kingkaew, 2019). On the contrary, when there is a clear individualistic orientation, this hinders trust among team members and as a consequence, causes a negative effect on team performance (Bouncken et al., 2016). Similarly, Vrânceanu and Iorgulescu (2016) conducted a comparative study according to Hofstede’s dimensions applied to Romanian service companies.

The results are opposite to expected in terms of the masculinity vs. femininity dimension, and similar in terms of power distance and tolerance for uncertainty.

Beyene et al. (2016) analyze firms in the textile manufacturing industry and find that high levels in all dimensions of cultural diversity negatively affect activities involved in innovative product development.

On the other hand, researchers conducted studies about cultural diversity and its adverse effects on team performance. In this regard, pessimistic perspectives are based on similarity-attraction theory (Byrne, 1997), suggesting that people prefer to interact with similar rather than dissimilar people. At the same time, social-identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 2004) suggests that individuals prefer to classify themselves and others into certain social identity groups and that this identification has implications for advancing the interests of group members (Tajfel and Turner, 2004). In this case, team members would prefer peers from their own culture, which can make uneffective communication within teams, and as a consequence, be detrimental to team performance (Lisak et al., 2016). According to these theories, individual behaviors bring detrimental performance whene people display reluctant and uncomfortable reactions when interacting with colleagues who have different values and opposing personalities (Kim et al., 2017).

Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Cultural orientation is related to multicultural team performance, in such a way that:


H4.1: Collectivism is positively related to multicultural team performance.

H4.2: Power distance is negatively related to multicultural team performance.

H4.3: Uncertainty avoidance is positively related to multicultural team performance.

H4.4: Masculinity is negatively related to multicultural team performance.
 



6 Exploring differences between leader and team members and team performance

Differences in the views of stakeholders have implications for team performance (Kline, 2001). For instance, when work teams and their managers differ in their perceptions of variables such as group communication, organizational support (Tafvelin et al., 2017), or diversity climates (Mckay et al., 2009), there results a negative impact on team productivity. However, researchers have often treated these discrepancies in perceptions as “errors” (Bliese, 2000; Toegel and Conger, 2003) and have not studied them.

Gibson et al. (2009) develop in their research the concept of leader-team perceptual distance, considering the differences between a leader and a team in perceptions of the same social stimulus. They argued that the leader-team perceptual differences were related with a decrease in team performance. This relationship was explained on the basis of collective cognition of the team. Every team possesses cognitive properties (collective cognition) that are different from the sum of the cognitions of individual team members (Gobis et al., 2015). The lowered team performance due to leader-team perceptual differences is because these differences prevent the team from maximizing collective cognition and thus from reaching its full potential (Gibson et al., 2009).

Studies have used various terms such as “perceptual congruence” (Benlian, 2014), “perceptual fit” (Ostroff et al., 2005), and “perceptual similarity” (Gibson et al., 2009) in place of perceptual distance.

Few studies have analyzed the relation between different managerial and employee perspectives and organizational performance. When comparing leader-team perceptions with respect to communication, work performance, goal accomplishment, and organizational support, studies have found disagreement between leaders and their teams (Hatfield and Huseman, 1982; White et al., 1985; Engle and Lord, 1997; Heald et al., 1998; Hsiung and Tsai, 2009; Li and Thatcher, 2015). Further, when the disagreement between the leader and employees was high, it resulted in lower work performance (Ostroff et al., 2005; Fleenor et al., 2010). Conversely, lower perceptual differences were associated with increases in team performance (Gibson et al., 2009; Bashshur et al., 2011), and this effect is most substantial when a team’s perceptions are more favorable than the leader’s. Arguably then, team performance decreased when leader and team members disagreed (Bashshur et al., 2011).

It is the case of the study presented by McKay et al. (2009). They found that when both agreed positively in the perception of organizational diversity climate, in this case, related to the degree to which a firm is thought to utilize fair employee policies, the most outstanding performance happened, and when both agreed negatively in the perception about the issue, the lowest performance was shown in the company. It is also the case of Tafvelin et al. (2019), that indicated in their study that whether the leaders and their teams agree or not on perceptions of leadership has been found to impact follower well-being and performance. In their study they also proved that when leaders and followers agreed, leaders’safety leadership behaviors and followers’self-efficacy to give safety-related feedback improved. Cole et al. (2013) investigated the joint effect of leaders’ power distance values with their team’s power distance values on team performance. They found that incongruence between leaders’ and teams’ power distance values in either direction has an effect on team effectiveness mediated by justice perceptions.

Studies have also attempted to understand the effect of perceptual distance on team performance when a leader rated higher or lower than the team (Tafvelin et al., 2017). While Gibson et al. (2009) found that better team performance was achieved when the leader’s perceptions were slightly higher than that of the team, other studies found contrariwise. For instance, Cole et al. (2013) found that leader-team perceptual distance resulted in strong negative effect on the performance of the team when leader’s perception of power distance was higher than the perception of the team members. Similarly, Bashshur et al. (2011) suggested that team performance indicators were lowest when leaders perceived a higher support climate relative to the team. They explained the findings on grounds of passive leadership resulting due to higher leader perception due to which the leader fails to understand the needs of the team.

Several theoretical explanations have been extended to explain the outcomes on team performance resulting from leader-team perceptual differences or perceptual similarity. These include cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957), similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1997), consistency-based situational-strength (Meyer and Maltin, 2010), and organizational exchange theory (Blau, 1964, 1968).

A lack of perceptual agreement between the leader and the team is expected to weaken the obligation on the part of team members to reciprocate and perform at higher levels (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002; Chen et al., 2005). One explanation of perceptual differences between leader and the team is anchored in the relative difference in the position and power between the manager and the team (Patterson et al., 2004) due to which they have differential access to relevant information, different interpretations of that information and also different referents of comparison (Gibson et al., 2009).

Stahl and Maznevski (2021) reported that though sufficient literature was available on diversity in work teams (for, e.g., Bowers et al., 2000; Horwitz and Horwitz, 2007) as well as on the link between cultural diversity and team outcomes, the findings were at best equivocal. To date, no meta-analyses was found that specifically focused on cultural diversity and its effect on team performance per se (Stahl and Maznevski, 2021). Meta-analyses of research on work-group member diversity and team performance has not evidenced a relationship between the two. Hence, relatively little is yet understood regarding the mechanisms and factors that determine the effects of cultural diversity in teams. Researchers postulate that the effects of cultural diversity in teams are likely to be understood only when attention is directed toward contextual moderators and mediating mechanisms in research on multiculturally diverse teams (Mannix and Neale, 2005; Joshi and Roh, 2009). Thus, it was proposed by Stahl and Maznevski (2021) that cultural diversity does not have a direct impact on team performance. Rather, cultural diversity and its dimensions are likely to have an indirect effect on team performance, mediated by various process variables. Hence, it was important to bring together leadership and team dynamics to explain multicultural team performance. Stahl and Maznevski (2021) in their research retrospective sought to explore and identify the moderating factors in the relationship between cultural diversity and team performance. Since few studies have focused on moderating variables in studies of cultural differences and team performance (Stahl and Maznevski, 2021) in our study we focus on differences into the role played by the individuals (leader or team members) to explore a potential role as moderator in the relationship of individual characteristics, viz., cultural sensitivity, adaptability, cohesion, and cultural sensitivity with multicultural team performance. Since our intention is to explore different views from leader and team members, we do not propouse a formal hypothesis about it. We suppouse a moderator role for role played into the teams, since leaders can reinforce some specific variables while team members reinforce another ones.



7 Methods


7.1 Sample

The sample used to test our hypotheses is composed of middle and senior managers working in internationalized Mexican and North American companies with subsidiaries in Mexico, South America, the United States, and the European Union.

Specifically, two criteria were used to select the companies in the sample, on the one hand, companies with international business activities related to exports, imports, mergers, and acquisitions; and on the other hand, companies with at least one subsidiary abroad. The suitability of these criteria is reflected in the work of Sullivan (1994), which indicates that these parameters can be good indicators of a company’s degree of internationalization.

Our sample consisted of a total of 180 companies. Human resources managers were contacted by email or telephone in order to know their availability to participate in our research. Additionally, we had the support of the Mexican Chamber of Commerce Industry in Monterrey, which contacted various organizations (and their human resource managers) linked to internationalized companies to obtain access to their databases for the application of the questionnaire, either electronically or in person.



7.2 Instrument

We collected data from team leaders and team members. To collect data, we used a survey questionnaire. Specifically, an online survey questionnaire. After 2 months collecting data, five hundred seventy questionnaires (570) were collected, but we discard 155 of them, because they did not fit the target profile or were not completed. Finally, we obtained a final sample of 415 participants, coming the 93% via online and 7% were completed fisically.

Demographic characteristics can be summarized it as follows: 111 (27%) responses were from team leaders, and 304 (73%) were team members. The average age was between 26 and 55 years old. In terms of gender, the sample was quite balanced, specifically we obtained response from 211 (51%) of male participants and 204 (49%) from females. Regarding nationalities, the predominant nationality was Mexican (291), representing the 70%, followed by 71 from Europe, representing the 17% of the sample, and the rest were from North American, Asian and Latin American (except Mexican) nationalities.



7.3 Measures

As we have mentioned above, the instrument for collecting information for all of the variables was a questionnaire, and responses were based on a five-point Likert scale, with responses ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” With the purpose to test the reliability and validity of our scales, we follow previous literature (Hair et al., 1999) and we performed a confirmatory factor analysis. Specifically, we performed it separately for each construct using SEM software, EQS 6.1. Results confirmed the reliability of our scales. Factor loading was at least 0.7 or close to, and the average extracted variance (AVE) higher than 0.5. Cronbach’s alpha score were also appropriate. Indicators of the goodness of fit are within the accepted limits (Muller, 1997).

Aditionally, following criteria of Fornell and Larcker (1981) to test discriminant validity, we found that all AVEs exceed square correlations (Table 1 summarizes AVEs results), supporting the discriminant validity among our variables. Information about items used, factor loadings, R2, the goodnesses of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to each variable is shown in Appendix I.



TABLE 1 Composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE), and square correlations between variables.
[image: Table1]


7.3.1 Multicultural team performance

According to Kinnebrew (2011), measurement of team performance is limited due to they carry it out a certain degree of objectivity, and following her recommendation, we used the measurement scale called “team productivity index” by Kirkman and Rosen (1999) and modified by Kinnebrew (2011) because, it is considered a reliable measure that can be applied to cultural contexts. It consists of six items (see Appendix I).



7.3.2 Cultural sensibility

Cultural sensitivity is the ability to empathize with people’s interests, thoughts, values, and ideas from different cultures. To measure cultural sensibility variable, we used the items from the managerial, cultural flexibility scale obtained from previous studies by Puck et al. (2008) and consists of four items (see Appendix I).



7.3.3 Adaptability

Adaptability to the multicultural team measures the degree of comfort a team member or team leader has when working with the rest of the members from cultures other than their own (Black et al., 1991; Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al., 2005). The three items (see Appendix I) to measure this variable comes from the scale of “adaptation to a multicultural context” by Puck et al. (2008).



7.3.4 Cohesion

Team cohesion is the link between the multicultural team members, their commitment and integration with the team’s goals (Kozlowski and Ilgen, 2006). To measure this variable, cohesiveness scale of Chidambaram (1996) is used. It is measured through four items (see Appendix I).



7.3.5 Cultural diversity

To measure cultural diversity, we used four dimensions or theoretical constructs distinguished by Hofstede (1980, 2001) and House et al. (2004). They are the collectivist orientation (as opposed to the individualist), the distance of power, the orientation toward masculinity (gender roles) and the avoidance of uncertainty (aversion as opposed to tolerance). For each dimension, a set of items was proposed to the respondents. Specifically, six items have been used for collectivist orientation, for power distance, five in orientation toward masculinity and five for uncertainty avoidance. Items can be checked into the Appendix I.



7.3.6 Leader or team member role

We designed “1” if the position was the team leader, and “2” if the position was the team member.



7.3.7 Control variables

Gender: Gender of participants were identified as 1 = male, 2 = female. Age: Age of participants were ranked using the following categories: (1) from 18 to 25, (2) between 26 and 35, (3) between 36 and 45 years, (4) between 45 and 55 years, and (5) more than 55 years. International experience: We have defined previous international experience as the period of time measured in years that the member has participated in an international work experience, because, following Schneider and De Meyer (1991), the person who has said experience contributes valuable knowledge of global management in addition to a variety of different opinions due to their interaction with international environments (Schneider and De Meyer, 1991). In this regard, participants responded regarding working international experience and answered one of the following options (1) none, (2) less than 2 years, (3) between 2 and 3 years, (4) between 3 and 5 years, and (5) more than 5 years. Previous experience in multicultural teams: Regarding previous experience in multicultural teams, participants responded to the sentence regarding experience working multicultural teams and by choosing one of the following options: (1) none, (2) less than 2 years, (3) between 2 and 3 years, (4) between 3 and 5, and (5) more than 5 years.





8 Results

Table 2 shows the leading statistics and correlations. The majority of the relationships at the correlational level are as expected. Multicultural team performance was significant and positively correlated to cultural sensibility, multicultural team adjustment, cohesiveness, collectivism, and uncertainty avoidance. Correlations between multicultural team performance and power distance and masculinity were negative but not significant.



TABLE 2 Main statistics and correlations.a
[image: Table2]

To test our hypotheses, hierarchical regressions were performed. Specifically, we introduced control variables in a first step (model 1), main variables in a second step (model 2), and finally, interaction terms after centring variables were introduced (model 3). The results are shown in Table 3. Hypothesis 1 establishes the positive relationship between cultural sensitivity and multicultural team performance, and our results support the theoretical prediction (β = 0.100*). Same regression results for H2 and H3. Specifically, to the relationship between adaptability and multicultural team performance, we obtained a statistically significant coefficient (β = 0.160); to the relationship between cohesiveness and multicultural team performance, we also obtained a statistically significant coefficient (β = 0.225), finding support to our hypotheses H2 & H3.



TABLE 3 Hierarchical regression results for hypotheses.
[image: Table3]

Our theoretical assumptions predicted different positive and negative relationships between cultural orientation and multicultural team performance (H4). Unfortunately, our data showed no statistical significance to any of the relationships between dimensions of cultural orientation and multicultural team performance, at least, not direct relationships.

Finally, with the aim to explore if the role played by individuals could introduce differences into our results, we introduced interactions terms into the regression (model 3, Table 3). We found statistical significance for two of the relations tested. Specifically, we found that the role played by individuals into the team (leader or team member) interacts with main variables so that adaptability to the team and cohesiveness change depending on if the role played is team leader or team member. To interpret the meaning of the statistically significant interactions, we plotted team role about adaptability and team role about “Cohesiveness” (Figures 1, 2; Aiken et al., 1991). High and low levels of adaptability (team adjustment) and cohesiveness were defined as one standard deviation above and below the mean, respectively. In Figure 1 can be observed that when individuals play a team leader role, adaptability (team adjustment) is significatively related to multicultural team performance. Figure 2 shows that cohesiveness is significatively related to multicultural team performance when individuals play team member role.

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1
 Plot interaction team role (Leader/ member) and adapability (Team adjustment) on multicutural team performance.


[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2
 Plot interaction team role (Leader/ member) and cohesiveness (Team adjustment) on multicutural team performance.




9 Discussion and conclusion

The main purpose of this empirical study was to analyze the impact of individual characteristics as cultural sensitivity, adaptability, cohesion, and cultural diversity on the multicultural team performance. The findings indicate the existence of a positive relationship between cultural sensitivity, adaptability, cohesion, and team performance. Cultural diversity did not show a significant impact on team performance.

It seems that the ability to understand people’s point of view from different cultures, to accept, understand and appreciate cultural differences enhances intercultural communication quality (Peng, 2006; Liu-Farrer, 2014) minimizes cultural differences within team members (Segura-Robles and Parra-González, 2019) and improves performance (Deardorff, 2006; Ramthun and Matkin, 2012). The results show congruence with previous research (Puck et al., 2008; Chua et al., 2012; Segura-Robles and Parra-González, 2019; Moradi, 2020) who pointed out that cultural sensitivity positively influences the performance of multicultural teams. This means that team members and leaders consider that in order to achieve multicultural team performance, it is not only important to be aware of the differences in perspectives and approaches caused by cultural diversity, but also, it is crucial to have the ability to empathize with those values and ideas. This ability to empathize encloses a deep understanding of an individual’s feelings from different cultures, their points of view, interests, values, and beliefs.

The foregoing leads to suggesting the importance of designing strategies aimed at, on the one hand, promoting cultural sensitivity that imply an open attitude toward constructive discussion, the absence of prejudices and tolerance regarding other ways of thinking, and on the other hand, to create awareness in the members about the importance of effective communication in the team. All of this implies expressing their opinions clearly and directly with the rest of the team. We also suggest that developing trust, honesty, tolerance, effective communication, and a genuine interest for collaboration are strategies that may help to foster cultural sensitivity. Additionally, developing trust, honesty, tolerance fosters an effective communication between team leaders and members along with a genuine interest for collaboration may be a good strategy to enhance cultural sensitivity.

Prior literature suggests that adaptability is considered one of the strategic global talent development skills required to do business effectively (Bayraktar, 2019) based on people to adapt successfully to change deploys excellence in problem-solving, uncertainty management, stress, crisis, new learning related to people, culture, and environment (Pulakos et al., 2000; Park and Park, 2019). For instance, our findings showed that, team members consider this adaptability as important due to its impact on team performance, this result finds consistency with previous studies that establish a positive relationship between both variables (Pulakos et al., 2000; Puck et al., 2008; Beus et al., 2014; Park and Park, 2019; Peltokorpi and Zhang, 2020). One possible reason to explain this is that new members go through a kind of adaptation or learning curve when joining the team and, because their peers come from different cultures, if you do not have the ability to adapt, understand a different way of doing things, and be willing to work on it, the culture clash within different values and mental schemes can be detrimental to the group performance.

Regarding team cohesion, our results support previously conducted research that shows that in cohesive teams, members feel connected and committed to each other and collaborate to achieve objectives. In the same way, each member fully identifies with the group and feels good being part of it; this generates trust, commitment, and willingness to collaborate with their peers (Milliken and Martins, 1996; Stahl et al., 2010) to improves performance (Zaccaro et al., 2001; Rico et al., 2012; Salas et al., 2015; Abrantes et al., 2020). This indicates that for team members it is very important to establish links within colleges in the team because this enhances the sense of belonging, team identification feeling and fosters motivation to contribute to a common goal. Taking the above arguments into account, we recommend establishing training programs to encourage leaders to become aware of the importance that cohesion is for team members.

Literature maintains that cultural diversity in teams is a source of benefits based on the mix of knowledge, experience, values and perspectives that enhances the team and therefore, it is considered as a path to improve team performance. In this regard, and contrary to what we expected, the results of both groups did not show significant evidence of this relationship in any of the four Hofstede’s dimensions. In other words, both leaders and members agree that an orientation to collaboration and submission of individual interests for the team goals (e.g., collectivism), expectation regarding importance of positions within team hierarchy (e.g., power distance dimension), preference for achievement, competition, confrontation and individual goals and material rewards for success (e.g., masculinity dimension), and the preference to avoid working under unplanned situations or in the absence of formal rules and structures (e.g., Uncertainty avoidance) are factors that do not significantly influence the team performance. Our findings exploring the effects of cultural diversity of multicultural team performace are slight similar than previous work on multicultural team innovation (Guzmán-Rodríguez et al., 2021) although in that case, Guzman-Rodriguez and colleages found than only the power distance orientation affected positively to the team innovation.

One possible argument to explain the above is because the predominant culture is Mexican one, and considering that it is a culture oriented to teamwork and to establish links with each other, the members feel motivated and committed to contribute significantly to the performance, therefore, they hardly express opinions contrary to the majority in order not to cause conflicts and maintain group harmony. This argument finds consistency with studies that consider due to the nature of cultural diversity may has a “double-edged sword” so, it would positively or negatively impact team outcome, depending on level of diversity within the teams.

A second argument to explain this lack of relationship between cultural diversity and the performance of teams for leaders and members may be since the companies chosen for the study have a long way to go in terms of the management of cultural diversity in teams, teams have support mechanisms that help their proper functioning and successful management of diversity.

Finally, based on the exploration and analysis of the moderating role of the role played by individuals (leaders or team members) into the team, significant differences have been found between the perception of the members and the perception of the leaders about the concepts that affect team performance. For instance, according to team members’ perception, cohesion is a variable that positively influences performance. Conversely, leaders differ in the above because they do not perceive cohesion as a variable that determines performance. The foregoing suggests that, perhaps, taking into consideration that the Mexican culture is the predominant one into the sample, and, that it is characterized by having a high distance of powers, the differences in status between the leader and the members are clearly defined, therefore, it can be expected that feeling identified with the team and with a common goal is more important for the members since, based, in some way, they are only those who work more closely, considering that the leader at a higher level due to the marked difference in status.

On the other hand, leaders consider that the ability to adapt to the team (e.g., adaptability) is a factor that determines the achievement of performance, this could be because when leaders are assigned to a team or vice versa, perhaps adaptation is one of the main steps as part of the organizational socialization, therefore, it entails a key in successful collaboration. This shows the need, in the first place, to identify the needs, expectations, and motivations of each team leader and members separately, to establish mechanisms for minimizing those differences in such a way that both individual and team’s goals can be achieved successfully. This result supports previous investigations that point out that leader-team perceptual differences are detrimental to team performance (Gibson et al., 2009).

This study contributes to the literature because it provides a deeper understanding of the internal mechanism of multicultural teams and their performance work. This will give companies the tools to face a growing need for internationalization more competitively.

The results indicate that managers must consider cultural sensitivity, adaptability, and cohesion as individual characteristics of the members in the recruitment and training programs in order to achieve a multicultural team’s successful performance.

Training programs must include a formal development of adaptation skills to work with people from different cultures, and to strengthen cultural sensitivity in team members and team leaders to prepare them to manage differences originated by the diversity of perspectives, values, and experiences based on team members’ culture.

Finally, this study makes it possible to identify a clear difference between the perceptions of leaders and the members about the factors that influence team performance. This is a call to pay more attention to the needs of both groups and to everything in the design and implementation of mechanisms to eliminate those differences in perceptions or to minimize them as much as it could be possible.



Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



Ethics statement

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study on human participants in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. Written informed consent from the participants was not required to participate in this study in accordance with the national legislation and the institutional requirements.



Author contributions

LG-R: Investigation, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing. AA-E: Investigation, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing. TA: Investigation, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing. MB-B: Investigation, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing.



Funding

The author(s) declare financial support was received for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. This work has been partially supported by the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation (Ref: PID2021-128420OB-I00), and by Plan Propio UCA, 2022–2023.



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



References

 Abrantes, A. C. M., Passos, A. M., Pinae Cunha, M., and Miner, A. S. (2020). Managing the unforeseen when time is scarce: how temporal personality and team improvised adaptation can foster team performance. Group Dyn. Theory Res. Pract. 24, 42–58. doi: 10.1037/gdn0000113

 Acton, B. P., Braun, M. T., and Foti, R. J. (2020). Built for unity: assessing the impact of team composition on team cohesion trajectories. J. Bus. Psychol. 35, 751–766. doi: 10.1007/s10869-019-09654-7

 Aiken, L. S., West, S. G., and Reno, R. R. (1991). Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions Newbury Park, London, New Delhi: Sage.

 Ali, I., Ali, M., Leal-Rodríguez, A. L., and Albort-Morant, G. (2019). The role of knowledge spillovers and cultural intelligence in enhancing expatriate employees’ individual and team creativity. J. Bus. Res. 101, 561–573. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.11.012

 Ang, S., van Dyne, L., and Koh, C. (2006). Personality correlates of the four-factor model of cultural intelligence. Group Org. Manag. 31, 100–123. doi: 10.1177/1059601105275267

 Aretoulis, G. N. (2018). Gender based perception of successful construction of project managers’ attributes. Sociol. Sci. 7:112. doi: 10.3390/socsci7070112

 Bashshur, M. R., Hernández, A., and González-Romá, V. (2011). When managers and their teams disagree: a longitudinal look at the consequences of differences in perceptions of organizational support. J. Appl. Psychol. 96, 558–573. doi: 10.1037/a0022675 

 Bayraktar, S. (2019). A diary study of expatriate adjustment: collaborative mechanisms of social support. Int. J. Cross-cult. Manag. 19, 47–70. doi: 10.1177/1470595819836688

 Beal, D. J., Cohen, R. R., Burke, M. J., and McLendon, C. L. (2003). Cohesion and performance in groups: a meta-analytic clarification of construct relations. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 989–1004. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.6.989 

 Bedwell, W. L. (2019). Adaptive team performance: the influence of membership fluidity on shared team cognition. Front. Psychol. 10:2266. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02266 

 Benlian, A. (2014). Are we aligned… enough? The effects of perceptual congruence between service teams and their leaders on team performance. J. Serv. Res. 17, 212–228. doi: 10.1177/1094670513516673

 Bertelsmann (2018) “Cultural diversity has a positive impact on innovation.” Bertelsmann Stiftung. Available at: www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/our-projects/living-diversity/project-news/cultural-diversity-has-a-positive-impact-on-innovation/

 Beus, J. M., Jarrett, S. M., Taylor, A. B., and Wiese, C. W. (2014). Adjusting to new work teams: testing work experience as a multidimensional resource for newcomers. J. Organ. Behav. 35, 489–506. doi: 10.1002/job.1903

 Beyene, K. T., Shi, C. S., and Wu, W. W. (2016). The impact of innovation strategy on organizational learning and innovation performance: do firm size and ownership type make a difference? South Afric. J. Indus. Eng. 27, 125–136. doi: 10.7166/27-1-1308

 Bhaskar-Shrinivas, P., Harrison, D. A., Shaffer, M. A., and Luk, D. M. (2005). Input-based and time-based models of international adjustment: meta-analytic evidence and theoretical extensions. Acad. Manag. J. 48, 257–281. doi: 10.5465/amj.2005.16928400

 Black, J., Kim, K., Rhee, S., Wang, K., and Sakchutchawan, S. (2019). Self-efficacy and emotional intelligence. Team Perform. Manag. 25, 100–119. doi: 10.1108/TPM-01-2018-0005

 Black, J. S., Mendenhall, M., and Oddou, G. (1991). Toward a comprehensive model of international adjustment: an integration of multiple theoretical perspectives. Acad. Manag. Rev. 16, 291–317. doi: 10.2307/258863

 Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and Power in Social Life In B. Holzer and C. Stegbauer (Eds.), Schlüsselwerke der Netzwerkforschung, Wiesbaden: Springer 51–54.

 Blau, P. M. (1968). Social exchange. Int. Encycloped. Soc. Sci. 7, 452–457.

 Bliese, P. D. (2000). “Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: implications for data aggregation and analysis” in Multilevel Theory, Research and Methods in Organizations. eds. K. J. Klein and S. W. J. Kozlowski (San Francisco: Jossey–Bass), 349–381.

 Boone, C., Lokshin, B., Guenter, H., and Belderbos, R. (2019). Top management team nationality diversity, corporate entrepreneurship, and innovation in multinational firms. Strateg. Manag. J. 40, 277–302. doi: 10.1002/smj.2976.

 Bouncken, R., Brem, A., and Kraus, S. (2016). Multi-cultural teams as sources for creativity and innovation: the role of cultural diversity on team performance. Int. J. Innov. Manag. 20:1650012. doi: 10.1142/S1363919616500122

 Bowers, C. A., Pharmer, J. A., and Salas, E. (2000). When member homogeneity is needed in work teams: a meta-analysis. Small Group Res. 31, 305–327. doi: 10.1177/104649640003100303

 Byrne, D. (1997). An overview (and underview) of research and theory within the attraction paradigm. J. Soc. Pers. Relat. 14, 417–431. doi: 10.1177/0265407597143008

 Carless, S. A., and De Paola, C. (2000). The measurement of cohesion in work teams. Small Group Res. 31, 71–88. doi: 10.1177/104649640003100104

 Carron, A. V., and Brawley, L. R. (2000). Cohesion. Small Group Res. 31, 89–106. doi: 10.1177/104649640003100105

 Carron, A. V., Bray, S. R., and Eys, M. A. (2002). Team cohesion and team success in sport. J. Sports Sci. 20, 119–126. doi: 10.1080/026404102317200828 

 Casey-Campbell, M., and Martens, M. L. (2009). Sticking in all together: a critical assessment of the group cohesion performance literature. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 11, 223–246. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2370.2008.00239.x

 Chen, Z. X., Aryee, S., and Lee, C. (2005). Test of a mediation model of perceived organizational support. J. Vocat. Behav. 66, 457–470. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2004.01.001

 Chen, G., Kirkman, B. L., Kim, K., Farh, C. I., and Tangirala, S. (2010). When does cross-cultural motivation enhance expatriate effectiveness? A multilevel investigation of the moderating roles of subsidiary support and cultural distance. Acad. Manag. J. 53, 1110–1130. doi: 10.5465/amj.2010.54533217

 Cheng, C. Y., Chua, R. Y., Morris, M. W., and Lee, L. (2012). Finding the right mix: how the composition of self-managing multicultural teams’ cultural value orientation influences performance over time. J. Organ. Behav. 33, 389–411. doi: 10.1002/job.1777

 Chidambaram, L. (1996). Relational development in computer-supported groups. MIS Q. 20, 143–165. doi: 10.2307/249476

 Choi, S., Lee, S., Choi, K., and Sun, K.-A. (2018). Investment–cash flow sensitivities of restaurant firms: a moderating role of franchising. Tour. Econ. 24, 560–575. doi: 10.1177/1354816618759201

 Chua, R. Y., Morris, M. W., and Mor, S. (2012). Collaborating across cultures: cultural metacognition and affect-based trust in creative collaboration. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 118, 116–131. doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.03.009

 Cole, M. S., Carter, M. Z., and Zhang, Z. (2013). Leader–team congruence in power distance values and team effectiveness: the mediating role of procedural justice climate. J. Appl. Psychol. 98, 962–973. doi: 10.1037/a0034269 

 Cox, T. H., and Blake, S. (1991). Managing cultural diversity: implications for organizational competitiveness. Executive 5, 45–56. doi: 10.5465/ame.1991.4274465

 Cumberland, D., Herd, A., Alagaraja, M., and Kerrick, S. (2016). Assessment and development of global leadership competencies in the workplace: a review of literature. Adv. Dev. Hum. Resour. 18, 301–317. doi: 10.1177/1523422316645883

 Dahms, S., and Kingkaew, S. (2019). A configurational perspective on subsidiary top management team national diversity and performance. Pers. Rev. 48, 1507–1529. doi: 10.1108/PR-10-2018-0389

 Dayan, M., Ozer, M., and Almazrouei, H. (2017). The role of functional and demographic diversity on new product creativity and the moderating impact of project uncertainty. Ind. Mark. Manag. 61, 144–154. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2016.04.016

 Deardorff, D. K. (2006). Identification and assessment of intercultural competence as a student outcome of internationalization. J. Stud. Int. Educ. 10, 241–266. doi: 10.1177/1028315306287002

 Earley, P. C., and Mosakowski, E. (2000). Creating hybrid team cultures: an empirical test of transnational team functioning. Acad. Manag. J. 43, 26–49. doi: 10.2307/1556384

 Engle, E. M., and Lord, R. G. (1997). Implicit theories, self-schemas, and leader-member exchange. Acad. Manag. J. 40, 988–1010. doi: 10.2307/256956

 Feitosa, J., Grossman, R., and Salazar, M. (2018). Debunking key assumptions about teams: the role of culture. Am. Psychol. 73, 376–389. doi: 10.1037/amp0000256

 Festinger, L. (1957). A Theory of Social Comparison. Human Relations, 5, 66–71.

 Fleenor, J. W., Smither, J. W., Atwater, L. E., Braddy, P. W., and Sturm, R. E. (2010). Self–other rating agreement in leadership: a review. Leadersh. Q. 21, 1005–1034. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.006

 Fornell, C., and Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error: algebra and statistics. J. Mark. Res. 18, 382–388. doi: 10.1177/002224378101800313

 Gabelica, C., and Popov, V. (2020). “One size does not fit all”: revisiting team feedback theories from a cultural dimensions perspective. Group Org. Manag. 45, 252–309. doi: 10.1177/1059601120910859

 Gibson, C. B. (1999). Do they do what they believe they can? Group efficacy and group effectiveness across tasksand cultures. Acad. Manag. J. 42, 138–152. doi: 10.2307/257089

 Gibson, C. B., Cooper, C. D., and Conger, J. A. (2009). Do you see what we see? The complex effects of perceptual distance between leaders and teams. J. Appl. Psychol. 94, 62–76. doi: 10.1037/a0013073

 Gobis, K., Foks, H., Serocki, M., Augustynowicz-Kopeć, E., and Napiórkowska, A. (2015). Synthesis and evaluation of in vitro antimycobacterial activity of novel 1H-benzo [d] imidazole derivatives and analogues. Eur. J. Med. Chem. 89, 13–20. doi: 10.1016/j.ejmech.2014.10.031

 Gonçalves, G., Sousa, C., Arasaratnam-Smith, L. A., Rodrigues, N., and Carvalheiro, R. (2020). Intercultural communication competence scale: invariance and construct validation in Portugal. J. Intercult. Commun. Res. 49, 242–262. doi: 10.1080/17475759.2020.1746687

 Guzmán-Rodríguez, L. E., Bornay-Barrachina, M., Arizkuren-Eleta, A., Galindo-Manrique, A. F., and Pérez-Calderón, E. (2021). “The influence of transformational leadership, cultural orientation and emotional conflict on innovation in multicultural teams” in Handbook of Research on Multidisciplinary Approaches to Entrepreneurship, Innovation and ICTs (IGI Global), 124–155.

 Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., and Black, W. C. (1999) Multivariate Data Analysis. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall

 Han, S. J., and Beyerlein, M. (2016). Framing the effects of multinational cultural diversity on virtual team processes. Small Group Res. 47, 351–383. doi: 10.1177/1046496416653480

 Handin, K., and Steinwedel, J. (2006). Developing global leaders: executive coaching targets cross-cultural competencies. Glob. Bus. Organ. Excell. 26, 18–28. doi: 10.1002/joe.20118

 Harari, M. B., Reaves, A. C., Beane, D. A., Laginess, A. J., and Viswesvaran, C. (2018). Personality and expatriate adjustment: a meta-analysis. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 91, 486–517. doi: 10.1111/joop.12215

 Hatfield, J. D., and Huseman, R. C. (1982). Perceptual congruence about communication as related to satisfaction: moderating effects of individual characteristics. Acad. Manag. J. 25, 349–358. doi: 10.2307/255996

 Heald, M. R., Contractor, N. S., Koehly, L. M., and Wasserman, S. (1998). Formal and emergent predictors of coworkers’ perceptual congruence on an organization’s social structure. Hum. Commun. Res. 24, 536–563. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2958.1998.tb00430.x

 Ho, J., Gaur, S., Chew, K., and Khan, N. (2017). Gender roles and customer organisational citizenship behaviour in emerging markets. Gender Manag. 32, 503–517. doi: 10.1108/GM-01-2017-0009

 Hoever, I. J., van Knippenberg, D., van Ginkel, W. P., and Barkema, H. G. (2012). Fostering team creativity: perspective taking as key to unlocking diversity’s potential. J. Appl. Psychol. 97, 982–996. doi: 10.1037/a0029159 

 Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s Consequences: International Differencesin Work-Related Values, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications

 Hofstede, G. (2001) Culture’s Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, Institutions, and Organizations across Nations 2nd Edn. USA, CA: Sage Publications

 Horverak, J. G., Sandal, G. M., Bye, H. H., and Pallesen, S. (2013). Managers’ selection preferences: the role of prejudice and multicultural personality traits in the assessment of native and immigrant job candidates. Eur. Rev. Appl. Psychol. 63, 267–275. doi: 10.1016/j.erap.2013.07.003

 Horwitz, S. K., and Horwitz, I. B. (2007). The effects of team diversity on team outcomes: a meta-analytic review of team demography. J. Manag. 33, 987–1015. doi: 10.1177/0149206307308587

 House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., and Gupta, V. (Eds.) (2004). Culture, Leadership, and Organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62 Societies Sage publications.

 Hsiung, H. H., and Tsai, W. C. (2009). Job definition discrepancy between supervisors and subordinates: the antecedent role of LMX and outcomes. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 82, 89–112. doi: 10.1348/096317908X292374

 Javidan, M., House, R. J., Dorfman, P. W., Hanges, P. J., and De Luque, M. S. (2006). Conceptualizing and measuring cultures and their consequences: a comparative review of GLOBE’s and Hofstede’s approaches. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 37, 897–914. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400234

 Jones, G., Chace, B. C., and Wright, J. (2020). Impact of diversity on innovation. Int. J. Innov. Sci. 12, 323–343. doi: 10.1108/IJIS-04-2020-0042

 Joshi, A., and Roh, H. (2009). The role of context in work team diversity research: A meta-analytic review. Academy of management journal, 52, 599–627. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2009.41331491

 Judge, T. A., and LePine, J. A. (2007). The bright and dark sides of personality: Implications for personnel selection in individual and team contexts. Research companion to the dysfunctional workplace: Management challenges and symptoms, 332

 Kang, H., and Shen, J. (2018). Antecedents and consequences of host-country nationals’ attitudes and behaviors toward expatriates: what we do and do not know. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 28, 164–175. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.07.001

 Kappagomtula, C. L. (2017). Overcoming challenges in leadership roles–managing large projects with multi or cross culture teams. Eur. Bus. Rev. 29, 572–583. doi: 10.1108/EBR-12-2015-0177

 Keyton, J., and Springston, J. (1990). Redefining cohesiveness in groups. Small Group Res. 21, 234–254. doi: 10.1177/1046496490212006

 Kim, M. (2017). Effects of team diversity, transformational leadership, and perceived organizational support on team-learning behavior. Social Behavior and Personality: an international journal. 45, 1255–1269.

 Kim, A., Kim, Y., Han, K., Jackson, S. E., and Ployhart, R. E. (2017). Multilevel influences on voluntary workplace green behavior: individual differences, leader behavior, and coworker advocacy. J. Manag. 43, 1335–1358. doi: 10.1177/0149206314547386

 Kinnebrew, K. C. (2011). Multinational teams: The relationship between work values and productivity and the moderating effect of degree of operational integration. Doctoral dissertation. University of Denver.

 Kirkman, B. L., and Rosen, B. (1999). Beyond self-management: antecedents and consequences of team empowerment. Acad. Manag. J. 42, 58–74. doi: 10.2307/256874

 Kirkman, B. L., and Shapiro, D. L. (2001). The impact of cultural values on job satisfaction and organizational commitment in self-managing work teams: the mediating role of employee resistance. Acad. Manag. J. 44, 557–569. doi: 10.2307/3069370

 Kline, T. J. (2001). Team members’ and supervisors’ ratings of team performance: a case of inconsistency. Psychol. Rep. 88, 1015–1022. doi: 10.2466/pr0.2001.88.3c.1015

 Konanahalli, A., Oyedele, L. O., Spillane, J., Coates, R., Von Meding, J., and Ebohon, J. (2014). Cross-cultural intelligence (CQ): It’s impact on British expatriate adjustment on international construction projects. Int. J. Manag. Proj. Bus. 7, 423–448. doi: 10.1108/IJMPB-10-2012-0062

 Kozlowski, S. W., and Chao, G. T. (2012). The dynamics of emergence: cognition and cohesion in work teams. Manag. Decis. Econ. 33, 335–354. doi: 10.1002/mde.2552

 Kozlowski, S. W., Gully, S. M., Nason, E. R., and Smith, E. M. (1999). “Developing adaptive teams: a theory of compilation and performance across levels and time” in The Changing Nature of Work Performance: Implications for Staffing, Personnel Actions, and Development. ed. Pulakos, 240–292.

 Kozlowski, S. W., and Ilgen, D. R. (2006). Enhancing the effectiveness of work groups and teams. Psychol. Sci. Public Interest 7, 77–124. doi: 10.1111/j.1529-1006.2006.00030.x

 Lawler, E. E., and Worley, C. (2006). Built to Change: How to Achieve Sustained Organizational Effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass

 Lawson, B., Petersen, K., Cousins, P., and Handfield, R. (2009). Knowledge sharing in interorganizational product development teams: the effect of formal and informal socialization mechanisms. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 26, 156–172. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00343.x

 Lee, Y., Li, J. Y., and Tsai, W. H. S. (2021). Diversity-oriented leadership, internal communication, and employee outcomes: a perspective of racial minority employees. J. Public Relat. Res. 33, 314–334. doi: 10.1080/1062726X.2021.2007388

 Lefringhausen, K., Ferenczi, N., and Marshall, T. C. (2020). Self-protection and growth as the motivational force behind majority group members’ cultural adaptation and discrimination: a parallel mediation model via intergroup contact and threat. Int. J. Psychol. 55, 532–542. doi: 10.1002/ijop.12620 

 Li, A., and Thatcher, S. M. (2015). Understanding the effects of self and teammate OCB congruence and incongruence. J. Bus. Psychol. 30, 641–655. doi: 10.1007/s10869-014-9387-0

 Lisak, A., Erez, M., Sui, Y., and Lee, C. (2016). The positive role of global leaders in enhancing multicultural team innovation. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 47, 655–673. doi: 10.1057/s41267-016-0002-7

 Liu-Farrer, G. (2014). Asian multiculturalism in the regional framework. Journal of Asia-Pacific Studies (Waseda University) 22.

 Low, W. W., Abdul-Rahman, H., and Zakaria, N. (2020). Organisational culture of Malaysian international construction organisations. Int. J. Constr. Manag. 20, 105–121. doi: 10.1080/15623599.2018.1484552

 Lu, S. C., and Tjosvold, D. (2013). Socialization tactics: antecedents for goal interdependence and newcomer adjustment and retention. J. Vocat. Behav. 83, 245–254. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2013.05.002

 Mach, M., Dolan, S., and Tzafrir, S. (2010). The differential effect of team members’ trust on team performance: the mediation role of team cohesion. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 83, 771–794. doi: 10.1348/096317909X473903

 Mannix, E., and Neale, M. A. (2005). What differences make a difference? The promise and reality of diverse teams in organizations. Psychol. Sci. Public Interest 6, 31–55. doi: 10.1111/j.1529-1006.2005.00022.x

 Matveev, A. (2017). Intercultural competence in organizations. Manag. Profession. 10, 978–973. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-45701-7

 Mckay, P. F., Avery, D. R., and Morris, M. A. (2009). A tale of two climates: diversity climate from subordinates’ and managers’ perspectives and their role in store unit sales performance. Pers. Psychol. 62, 767–791. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2009.01157.x

 McLeod, P. L., Lobel, S. A., and Cox, T. H. (1996). Ethnic diversity and creativity in small groups. Small Group Res. 27, 248–264. doi: 10.1177/1046496496272003

 McNulty, Y., and Brewster, C. (2017). Theorizing the meaning (s) of ‘expatriate’: establishing boundary conditions for business expatriates. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 28, 27–61. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2016.1243567

 Meyer, J. P., and Maltin, E. R. (2010). Employee commitment and well-being: a critical review, theoretical framework and research agenda. J. Vocat. Behav. 77, 323–337. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2010.04.007

 Milliken, F. J., and Martins, L. L. (1996). Searching for common threads: understanding the multiple effects of diversity in organizational groups. Acad. Manag. Rev. 21, 402–433. doi: 10.2307/258667

 Moradi, E. (2020). Validation of Persian translation of the intercultural sensitivity scale using Rasch model. J. Ethnic Cultur. Stud. 7, 63–75. doi: 10.29333/ejecs/374

 Muller, R. O. (1997). Structural equation modeling: Back to basics. Struct. Equ. Model. Multidiscip. J. 4, 353–369. doi: 10.1080/10705519709540081

 Neukam, M. (2017). Managing the fuzzy front-end in multicultural teams. Eur. J. Innov. Manag. 20, 578–598. doi: 10.1108/EJIM-11-2016-0112

 Ostroff, C., Shin, Y., and Kinicki, A. J. (2005). Multiple perspectives of congruence: relationships between value congruence and employee attitudes. J. Organ. Behav. 26, 591–623. doi: 10.1002/job.333

 Park, S., and Park, S. (2019). Employee adaptive performance and its antecedents: review and synthesis. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 18, 294–324. doi: 10.1177/1534484319836315

 Patterson, M., Warr, P., and West, M. (2004). Organizational climate and company productivity: the role of employee affect and employee level. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 77, 193–216. doi: 10.1348/096317904774202144

 Peltokorpi, V., and Zhang, L. E. (2020). Exploring expatriate adjustment through identity perspective. Int. Bus. Rev. 29:101667. doi: 10.1016/j.ibusrev.2020.101667

 Peng, S. Y. (2006). A comparative perspective of intercultural sensitivity between college students and multinational employees in China. Multicult. Perspect. 8, 38–45. doi: 10.1207/s15327892mcp0803_7

 Puck, J. F., Mohr, A. T., and Rygl, D. (2008). An empirical analysis of managers’ adjustment to working in multi-national project teams in the pipeline and plant construction sector. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 19, 2252–2267. doi: 10.1080/09585190802479488

 Pulakos, E. D., Arad, S., Donovan, M., and Plamondon, K. E. (2000). Adaptability in the workplace: development of a taxonomy of adaptive performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 85, 612–624. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.612

 Ramos-Villagrasa, P. J., Passos, A. M., and García-Izquierdo, A. L. (2019). From planning to performance: the adaptation process as a determinant of outcomes. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 55, 96–114. doi: 10.1177/0021886318807484

 Ramthun, A. J., and Matkin, G. S. (2012). Multicultural shared leadership: a conceptual model of shared leadership in culturally diverse teams. J. Leadersh. Org. Stud. 19, 303–314. doi: 10.1177/1548051812444129

 Ratasuk, A., and Charoensukmongkol, P. (2020). Does cultural intelligence promote cross-cultural teams’ knowledge sharing and innovation in the restaurant business? Asia Pac. J. Bus. Administr. 12, 183–203. doi: 10.1108/APJBA-05-2019-0109

 Rhoades, L., and Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support: a review of the literature. J. Appl. Psychol. 87, 698–714. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.698

 Rico, R., Sánchez-Manzanares, M., Antino, M., and Lau, D. (2012). Bridging team faultlines by combining task role assignment and goal structure strategies. J. Appl. Psychol. 97, 407–420. doi: 10.1037/a0025231 

 Rodríguez-Sánchez, A. M., Devloo, T., Rico, R., Salanova, M., and Anseel, F. (2017). What makes creative teams tick? Cohesion, engagement, and performance across creativity tasks: a three-wave study. Group Org. Manag. 42, 521–547. doi: 10.1177/1059601116636476

 Salas, E., Cooke, N., and Rosen, M. (2008). On teams, teamwork, and team performance: discoveries and developments. Hum. Factors 50, 540–547. doi: 10.1518/001872008X288457 

 Salas, E., DiazGranados, D., Klein, C. C., Burke, S., Stagl, K. C., Goodwin, G. F., et al. (2008). Does team training improve team performance? A meta-analysis. Hum. Fact. J. Hum. Fact. Ergonom. Soc. 50, 903–933. doi: 10.1518/001872008X375009

 Salas, E., Grossman, R., Hughes, A. M., and Coultas, C. W. (2015). Measuring team cohesion: observations from science. Hum. Fact. J. Hum. Fact. Ergonom. Soc. 57, 365–374. doi: 10.1177/0018720815578267

 Salzberg, A., Gough, M., and Suen, I. S. (2019). Sustainable innovation behavior in restaurants. J. Foodserv. Bus. Res. 22, 167–190. doi: 10.1080/15378020.2019.1592655

 Schneider, S. C., and De Meyer, A. (1991). Interpreting and responding to strategic issues: the impact of national culture. Strateg. Manag. J. 12, 307–320. doi: 10.1002/smj.4250120406

 Segura-Robles, A., and Parra-González, M. E. (2019). Analysis of teachers’ intercultural sensitivity levels in multicultural contexts. Sustain. For. 11:3137. doi: 10.3390/su11113137

 Stahl, G. K., Mäkelä, K., Zander, L., and Maznevski, M. L. (2010). A look at the bright side of multicultural team diversity. Scand. J. Manag. 26, 439–447. doi: 10.1016/j.scaman.2010.09.009

 Stahl, G., and Maznevski, M. (2021). Unraveling the effects of cultural diversity in teams: a retrospective of research on multicultural work groups and an agenda for future research. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 52, 4–22. doi: 10.1057/s41267-020-00389-9 

 Sullivan, D. (1994). Measuring the degree of internationalization of a firm. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 25, 325–342. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490203

 Tabassi, A. A., Abdullah, A., and Bryde, D. J. (2019). Conflict management, team coordination, and performance within multicultural temporary projects: evidence from the construction industry. Proj. Manag. J. 50, 101–114. doi: 10.1177/8756972818818257

 Tabassi, A. A., Roufechaei, K., Bakar, A. H. A., and Yusof, N. (2017). Linking team condition and team performance: a transformational leadership approach. Proj. Manag. J. 48, 22–38. doi: 10.1177/875697281704800203

 Tafvelin, S., Nielsen, K., Abildgaard, J. S., Richter, A., von Thiele Schwarz, U., and Hasson, H. (2019). Leader-team perceptual distance affects outcomes of leadership training: examining safety leadership and follower safety self-efficacy. Saf. Sci. 120, 25–31. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2019.06.019

 Tafvelin, S., von Thiele Schwarz, U., and Hasson, H. (2017). In agreement? Leader-team perceptual distance in organizational learning affects work performance. J. Bus. Res. 75, 1–7. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.01.016

 Taggar, S. (2002). Individual creativity and group ability to utilize individual creative resources: a multilevel model. Acad. Manag. J. 45, 315–330. doi: 10.2307/3069349

 Tajfel, H., and Turner, J. C. (2004). “The social identity theory of intergroup behavior” in Political Psychology (Psychology Press), 276–293.

 Takeuchi, R., Li, Y., and Wang, M. (2019). Expatriates’ performance profiles: examining the effects of work experiences on the longitudinal change patterns. J. Manag. 45, 451–475. doi: 10.1177/0149206317741195

 Tekleab, A. G., Quigley, N. R., and Tesluk, P. E. (2009). A longitudinal study of team conflict, conflict management, cohesion, and team effectiveness. Group Org. Manag. 34, 170–205. doi: 10.1177/1059601108331218

 Terrell, R., and Rosenbusch, K. (2013). How global leaders develop. J. Manag. Dev. 32, 1056–1079. doi: 10.1108/JMD-01-2012-0008

 Thomas, D. C. (1999). Cultural diversity and work group effectiveness: an experimental study. J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 30, 242–263. doi: 10.1177/0022022199030002006

 Toegel, G., and Conger, J. A. (2003). 360-degree feedback: time for reinvention. Acad. Manag. J. Learn. Educ. 2, 297–311. doi: 10.5465/amle.2003.10932156

 Tshetshema, C. T., and Chan, K. Y. (2020). A systematic literature review of the relationship between demographic diversity and innovation performance at team-level. Tech. Anal. Strat. Manag. 32, 955–967. doi: 10.1080/09537325.2020.1730783

 Tuncdogan, A., Acar, O. A., and Stam, D. (2017). Individual differences as antecedents of leader behavior: toward an understanding of multi-level outcomes. Leadersh. Q. 28, 40–64. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.011

 Van der Zee, K. I., and van Oudenhoven, J. P. (2000). The multicultural personality questionnaire: a multicultural instrument for multicultural effectiveness. Eur. J. Personal. 14, 291–309. doi: 10.1002/1099-0984(200007/08)14:4<291::AID-PER377>3.0.CO;2-6

 Van Knippenberg, D., and Mell, J. N. (2016). Past, present, and potential future of team diversity research: from compositional diversity to emergent diversity. J. Organ. Behav. Hum. 136, 135–145. doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.05.007

 Varma, A., Yoon, Y. J., and Froese, F. J. (2020). Expatriate Demographic Characteristics and host country national support: An empirical investigation in central/South America. Cross Cultural & Strategic Management.

 Vrânceanu, C. A., and Iorgulescu, M. C. (2016). A look at Hofstede’s cultural dimensions in two service sectors from Romania. Amfiteatru. Econ. J. 18, 875–884.

 Weiss, J. A., Outland, N. B., Bell, S. T., DeChurch, L. A., and Contractor, N. S. (2017). “Interpersonal compatibility in HERA” in NASA Human Research Program Investigators’ Workshop, Galveston, TX.

 West, M., and Markiewicz, L. (2004). Building Team-Based Working: A Practical Guide to Organizational Transformation Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

 White, M. C., Crino, M. D., and Hatfield, J. D. (1985). An empirical examination of the parsimony of perceptual congruence scores. Acad. Manag. J. 28, 732–737. doi: 10.2307/256129

 Williams, L. K., and McGuire, S. J. (2010). Economic creativity and innovation implementation: the entrepreneurial drivers of growth? Evidence from 63 countries. Small Bus. Econ. 34, 391–412. doi: 10.1007/s11187-008-9145-7

 Williams, K., and O’Reilly, C. (1998). Demography and diversity in organizations: a review of 40 years of research. Res. Organ. Behav. 20, 77–140.

 Yang, H. L., and Tang, J. H. (2004). Team structure and team performance in is development: a social network perspective. Inf. Manag. 41, 335–349. doi: 10.1016/S0378-7206(03)00078-8

 Yasmeen, A., Ahmad, M., Raziq, M. M., and Khan, M. L. (2020). Structural empowerment, cultural diversity, and interpersonal conflict: evidence from international NGOs in Pakistan. Int. J. Cross-cult. Manag. 20, 125–139. doi: 10.1177/1470595820904391

 Yoo, Y., and Alavi, M. (2001). Media and group cohesion: relative influences on social presence, task participation, and group consensus. MIS Q. 25, 371–390. doi: 10.2307/3250922

 Zaccaro, S. J., Rittman, A. L., and Marks, M. A. (2001). Team leadership. Leadersh. Q. 12, 451–483. doi: 10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00093-5



Appendix

Appendix I

Items and Results for CFA for each of the measures.
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