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Abstract 

Teams have become an important part of many organizations.  In order to create effective 

teams, it is important to know how team composition affects team performance.  This 

study meta-analytically assesses the impact of team intelligence and team personality on 

team performance. This study expands on previous meta-analyses in several ways.  While 

previous studies have tended to focus on sample-weighted mean correlations (e.g. 

Prewett et al., 2009) or population correlations (corrected for unreliability in predictor 

and criterion; e.g. Bell, 2007), this study presents operational validities, which correct for 

unreliability in the criterion but not unreliability in the predictor.  These validities are 

more useful from an applied standpoint, because in the field, practitioners use intelligence 

and personality tests as they are; they do not use an intelligence construct or personality 

constructs to determine who will participate in a team.  This study also expands on 

previous studies by examining additional moderator variables.  For each team predictor 

variable-team performance relationship, the effects of task complexity, number of 

members per team, type of performance (i.e. task, OCB, CWB), and purpose of 

performance rating (i.e. research or development, administrative) are examined.  In 

addition, for team agreeableness-team performance and team extraversion-team 

performance relationships, whether the task is people-oriented or not is examined as a 

moderator.  For team agreeableness-team performance and team emotional stability-team 

performance relationships, the current study investigates the effect of whether the team 

existed for the same length of time as the study (e.g. lab studies) vs. whether team existed 

prior to and/or after the study. 
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Team Intelligence and Personality Predicting Team Performance 

 Teams have become more and more prevalent in work settings (Barrick, Stewart, 

Neubert, & Mount, 1998; Devine, Clayton, Phillips, Dunford, & Melner, 1999).  As such, 

research on teams has become a major topic in Industrial/Organizational Psychology (e.g. 

Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008; Ilgen, 

Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005).  One important topic to examine is the relationship 

between team composition variables and team performance.  This may be compared to 

the selection literature and the relationship between individual difference variables and 

individual performance, in that the same/similar variables are studied (e.g. personality, 

intelligence) and selecting an individual into a job or choosing certain individuals to be 

part of a team based on these variables has an effect on performance.  This study focuses 

on how general mental ability and personality variables affect team performance.   

Review and Summary of Previous Meta-analyses 

 A number of meta-analyses have previously investigated the relationship of team 

intelligence and/or personality.  In order to give a background for this meta-analysis and 

set up why a new meta-analysis is useful, I will first summarize these previous studies 

and their limitations and, then, explain how this meta-analysis extends upon previous 

meta-analyses.  Previous meta-analyses are listed chronologically. Brief summaries of 

each study can be found in Table 1. 

Bowers, Pharmer, and Salas (2000) examined the relationship between team 

performance and homogeneity in intelligence and in personality.  It is important note that 

homogeneity is only one way to operationalize these composition variables; other ways to 
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operationalize these variables include mean, maximum, and minimum.  Therefore, this 

meta-analysis was smaller in scope than the current study in terms of the types of 

operationalizations of predictor variables examined.  In addition, there were several 

problems with this study.  The first problem was that the authors assumed that all effect 

sizes found were independent, even if they were from the same study and drawn from the 

same subject pool.  This violates the independence assumption and may lead to biased 

estimates.  Next, rather than evaluate the relationship between each personality 

characteristic and team performance, the authors lumped all types of personality together.  

It is reasonable to think that this may mask the effects of the different variables.  In fact, 

when looking at the individual-level personality-job performance literature, we do see 

that different personality variables differentially predict job performance.  For example, 

the validity for conscientiousness and job performance at the individual level is .23, while 

the validity for Openness to Experience and job performance is .05 (Barrick, Mount, & 

Judge, 2001).  Bowers et al. found a small but non-significant relationship between team 

intelligence and team performance and between team personality and team performance, 

suggesting that heterogeneity of intelligence and heterogeneity of personality are not 

strong predictors of team performance.  

 Devine and Philips (2001) examined the relationship between cognitive ability 

and team performance.  They examine four ways of measuring cognitive ability—mean 

team ability, the ability of the highest scoring member (i.e. maximum), the ability of the 

lowest scoring member (i.e. minimum), and heterogeneity.  By using these 

operationalizations, team composition can be investigated in more depth.  The study also 
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used lab vs. field as a moderator, though the authors note that this distinction was 

correlated with other factors.  Field studies “tended to involve standing teams engaged in 

familiar behavioral tasks with long term frames” while “lab studies tended to use novel 

intellectual tasks, short timeframes, and ad hoc groups of students who had little 

familiarity with one another” (p.521).  While overall this study was conducted well, the 

current study expands on Devine and Phillips by including additional predictor variables 

and additional moderators. 

 Bell (2004) investigated the effects of team intelligence and team personality on 

team performance.  Lab vs. field, task type per Steiner (1972), and task type per Devine 

(2002) were hypothesized moderators of these relationships.  Steiner’s task types are 

additive, conjunctive, disjunctive, and compensatory.  Additive tasks are tasks where 

team members’ inputs can be summed.  For instance, teams generating ideas can include 

each member’s ideas.  In conjunctive tasks, the team’s performance is determined by the 

weakest individual.  For instance, an assembly line can only work as fast as its slowest 

member.  Disjunctive tasks are tasks where the group can only choose one solution, 

which may not be blended from multiple positions.  For example, if a group chooses to 

purchase a piece of equipment or not to purchase the piece of equipment, this would be a 

disjunctive task.  Compensatory tasks are tasks where one person’s input can compensate 

for another’s.  Devine’s taxonomy is comprised of 14 types of teams that are grouped into 

two categories:  intellectual or physical.  Bell used these two categories in her analyses.  

Intellectual tasks involve “thinking as a core task, mental skills, a nonlinear work process, 

the derivation of new knowledge, and information as the primary work outcome. In 



4 

 

contrast, physical work involves a core task, physical skills, a linear workflow, applying 

existing knowledge, and a tangible product” (p.296).  Unfortunately, results regarding lab 

vs. field and task type per Devine were difficult to interpret since these two moderators 

were highly correlated.  In addition, Bell looked at interdependence as a moderator of the 

relationships of teamwork-related and taskwork-related variables with team performance 

and looked at team tenure as a moderator of all of her team design variables and team 

performance.  Unfortunately, the teamwork-related, taskwork-related, and design 

variables categories include a number of variables, making it difficult to interpret how 

intelligence and each of the personality variables are related to team performance.   

Overall, Bell’s study is well-done, though there are several limitations.  For instance, 

Bell’s literature search only went back to 1987.  [This was remedied in Bell (2007), 

which is based upon this 2004 dissertation.  Bell (2007) is discussed below.]   In addition, 

Bell corrected for predictor unreliability for all operationalizations of her predictor 

variables.  Reliability of each of these variables is measured at the individual level.  It is 

possible to argue that minimum and maximum predictor operationalizations are based on 

one individual and, therefore, correcting these operationalizations based on internal 

consistency reliability may make sense.  However, the mean is a composite, and 

therefore, reliability formulas for composites must be used to calculate the correct 

reliability for the mean.  Since Bell (2004, 2007) does not mention using these formulas, 

it seems unlikely that she used them.  It also does not make sense to correct heterogeneity 

of predictor variables for unreliability since heterogeneity measures combine a number of 

individuals and are not composites. 
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 Peeters, Van Tuijl, Rutte, and Reyman (2006) looked at the relationship between 

personality characteristics and team performance using mean/sum/proportion of high 

scoring individuals (trait elevation) and standard deviation/variance (trait variability) 

measures of Big 5 personality traits.  However, corrections for trait elevation are based on 

reliability at the individual level, which may also be problematic since the trait elevation 

is a team-level variable.  In addition, when several correlations were presented in the 

same study, these values were averaged when a composite should have been created.  The 

sample size is also quite small, ranging from four to 10 independent samples for main 

effect analyses and two to five independent samples for moderator analyses.   

 Stewart (2006) investigated aggregated (mean, sum) group composition and 

heterogeneity of group composition. For aggregated measures, only the main effect of 

cognitive ability was reported.  A main effect for overall personality was measured, but 

each personality variable (e.g. extraversion, openness to experience) was not measured 

separately.  It is likely that different personality variables have different relationships 

with team performance, and therefore, important information is lost when these 

relationships are not examined separately.   Measures of heterogeneity were not separated 

by variable (e.g. personality, cognitive ability), most likely masking relationships 

between the variables and team performance.   

 Anderson (2006) looked at the relationship between team personality and team 

performance.  For his primary analyses, Anderson restricted his data to correlations that 

matched Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, and Mount’s (1998) theory, which matches 

operationalizations of team personality (i.e. mean,  variance, minimum, maximum) with 
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Steiner’s (1972) task types (i.e. additive, compensatory, conjunctive, disjunctive).  

Unfortunately, Bell (2004) and Anderson’s study both found that matched 

operationalizations do not predict team performance better than unmatched.  Therefore, 

by restricting his data, Anderson reduced his sample size without improving the quality 

of the data.  Anderson also investigated several moderators of the team personality-team 

performance relationship:  task typology using the RIASEC model, task typology using 

the Steiner (1972) model, and contrived (i.e. “created for the sole purpose of the study 

and met only once,” p.17) vs. existing teams.  Contrived vs. existing teams was meant to 

assess the team’s likelihood of working together long enough for personality to “develop 

and influence outcomes” (p.17).  Anderson chose not to assess the likelihood that a team 

personality could develop by measuring time (e.g. in days) because previous research 

(Morgan, Salas, & Glickman, 2001) suggests that the impact of time on the team 

personality-team performance relationship is not linear.    The present study reports 

results for moderators not included in Anderson’s meta-analysis (e.g. task 

interdependence, job complexity). 

 Bell (2007) is based on Bell’s (2004) dissertation, which is summarized above.  

Bell (2007) investigated how well team intelligence and team personality (per the Big 5; 

for mean, minimum, maximum, and heterogeneity operationalizations) predicted team 

performance.  Lab vs. field, team type [per Devine’s (2002) typology], match of 

operationalization of predictor with Steiner’s (1972) task taxonomy, and team tenure 

were examined as moderators.  Tenure was only examined for team personality-team 

performance relationships, and even then, most of the relationships were not presented.  
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Like Bell (2004), Bell (2007) is a good quality meta-analysis.   However, team type (per 

Devine, 2002) was strongly correlated with lab vs. field setting (e.g. of the 34 lab studies, 

26 were intellectual teams, two were physical teams, and seven were classified as 

mixed/other, while for field studies, there was only one intellectual team and seven 

physical teams).   Also, mean and variance operationalizations of predictors were 

corrected for unreliability.  However, means are composites, and therefore, reliability 

formulas for composite must be used to calculate the correct reliability for the mean.  For 

heterogeneity operationalizations, it does not make sense to correct for unreliability since 

a) unreliability is measured at the individual- rather than team-level and variance 

operationalizations only exist at the team level and b) heterogeneity measures are not 

composites.  In addition, Bell found that team tenure did not moderate team personality-

team performance relationships; however, she states that this is probably due to low 

statistical power. 

 Prewett, Walvood, Stilson, Rossi, and Brannick (2009) investigated the 

relationship between team personality (for all of the Big Five personality traits except 

Openness to Experience) and team performance.  They examined the following 

moderators:  outcome vs. behavioral criteria and interdependence of workflow.  While 

this study is well done, there are a few limitations.  First, Prewett et al. did not include 

Openness to Experience in this study for theoretical reasons.  However, Openness is an 

important personality variable and it is useful to have an understanding of how it relates 

to team performance.  Second, when more than one correlation was presented in a study, 

the correlations were averaged when the correct method in this situation is to create a 
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composite.  Third, when examining behavior vs. outcome criteria, Prewett et al. should 

have included one correlation (or composite correlation) from the relevant study for each 

a) behavior criteria and b) outcome criteria (as appropriate).  Instead, they stated, “When 

conducting moderator analyses on criterion choice, one correlation per study was selected 

to allow for statistical comparison, with behavioral criteria favored” (p.282).  This likely 

reduced the number of correlations available for the outcome criteria, which increases the 

likelihood of second-order sampling error. 

 The current study expands upon the previous meta-analyses.  First, it includes 

more recent studies.  The literature search for Prewett et al. (2009), the most recent team 

personality-team performance meta-analysis, was from 1990 to 2007.  The literature 

search for Bell (2007), the most recent team intelligence-team performance meta-

analysis, was from 1980 to April 2006.  The present study includes articles though 

August 2012, over four additional years of research.  Second, while previous studies have 

tended to focus on sample-weighted mean correlations (e.g. Prewett et al., 2009) or 

population correlations (corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; e.g. Bell, 

2007), this study also presents operational validities.  Operational validities, which 

correct for unreliability in the criterion but not unreliability in the predictor, are more 

useful from an applied standpoint, because in the field, practitioners use intelligence and 

personality tests as they are; they do not use an intelligence construct or personality 

constructs to determine who will participate in a team.  Therefore, from a practitioner 

standpoint, using construct validities should overcorrect reliabilities while using observed 

correlations give practitioners a weaker estimate that does not tell how well the predictor 
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is predicting actual performance (since it does not correct for unreliability in 

performance).  Since practitioners should prefer a more accurate estimate of the predictor 

measure-actual performance relationship, operational validity is superior to both observed 

and construct correlations.  Third, this study expands on previous studies by examining 

additional moderator variables.  Specifically, I examine how team intelligence-team 

performance and team personality-team performance relationships are moderated by task 

complexity, number of members per team, type of performance (i.e. task, OCB, CWB), 

and purpose of performance rating (i.e. research or development, administrative).  Task 

complexity has been found to be an important moderator of the intelligence-performance 

relationship at the individual level (Hunter & Hunter, 1984) and research needs to test if 

the results at the individual-level generalize to the team-level.  There is also reason to 

believe complexity may moderate the relationship between personality and team 

performance.  For instance, in more complex jobs, communication is likely to matter 

more and personality has been shown to affect communication (Driskell, Goodwin, Salas, 

& O’Shea, 2006; Neuman & Wright, 1999).  The number of members per team may 

affect how teams work together.  For example, it will likely become more important to 

keep track of who knows what and who is supposed to do what when teams are larger.  

Theory suggests personality may be related to team mental models (e.g. Lim & Klein, 

2006; Mohammed, Ferzandi, & Hamilton, 2010), which in turn are related to team 

performance (e.g. Homan et al., 2008; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010).   Type of 

performance (e.g. OCBs, task performance) has been found to moderate the relationship 

between composition variables and performance at the individual level (e.g., LePine & 
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Van Dyne, 2001; Hattrup, O'Connell, & Wingate, 1998), and this study will examine 

whether that relationship generalizes to the team level. Raters have been shown to be 

more lenient and more likely to include non-performance factors (e.g. seniority) when 

rating performance for administrative purposes than for research purposes (e.g. Harris, 

Smith, & Champagne, 1995) or development purposes (e.g. Decotiis & Petit, 1978; 

Zedeck & Cascio. 1982).  Therefore, the purposes of the performance rating may be an 

important moderator of team intelligence-team performance and team personality-team 

performance relationships.   In addition, for team agreeableness-team performance and 

team extraversion-team performance relationships, whether the task is people-oriented or 

not is examined as a moderator.  At the individual level, there is some evidence that 

agreeableness and extraversion have stronger relationships to performance for people-

oriented tasks than for tasks that are not people-oriented (Barrick & Mount, 1991).  This 

meta-analysis will examine whether that relationship generalizes to the team-level.  For 

team agreeableness-team performance and team emotional stability-team performance 

relationships, the current study investigates the effect of whether the team existed for the 

same length of time as the study (e.g. lab studies) vs. whether team existed prior to and/or 

after the study.  This allows us to determine whether having to work with someone long 

term affects performance.  This construct is separate from tenure in that it includes the 

possibility that teams will continue working together (e.g. team members may be willing 

to deal with a disagreeable individual’s behavior in the short-term but may not be willing 

to if they know they will have to continue interacting with that person for a quite a 

while). 
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 This study presents a number of hypotheses.  These were developed a priori; some 

of these hypotheses proved not testable due to lack of sufficient studies. 

Intelligence/General Mental Ability/Cognitive Ability 

Intelligence, also referred to as general mental ability (e.g. Judge, Higgins, 

Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999; Schmidt & Hunter, 2004) or cognitive ability (e.g. Hunter, 

1986; Mead & Drasgow, 1993), has a strong positive relationship with job performance 

at the individual level (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Kuncel, Hezlett, & Ones, 2004).  

However, just because this relationship exists at one level doesn’t mean it will exist at 

another level (e.g. James, 1982; Freedman, 1999; Klein, Dansereau, & Hall, 1994).  That 

said, a positive correlation between intelligence and performance at the team level does 

make sense.  More intelligent people working on a team are likely to provide better inputs 

for the project/task, which should, in turn, improve team performance (Bell, 2004). In 

addition, it seems likely that intelligent teammates would be able to understand other 

members’ ideas quicker and to identify trends in other team members’ behaviors (e.g. 

yelling at team member A decreases his/her performance), which could allow teammates 

to better choose actions that increase team productivity. 

It is also important to consider how intelligence is operationalized.  Previous 

studies (e.g. Barrick et al., 1998) and meta-analyses (e.g. Bell, 2007; Prewett et al., 2009) 

have focused on four primary operationalizations of team-level intelligence variables:  

mean, maximum (highest member’s score), minimum (lowest member’s score), and 

heterogeneity.  Each of these has implications for team composition.  Mean suggests that 

“more of a trait is always better or worse, regardless of how that characteristic is 
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distributed among team members” (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998, p. 378).  

The minimum and maximum, on the other hand, suggest that one individual’s trait can 

influence the entire group (e.g. one disagreeable person can make the entire group 

unhappy, one conscientious member can get the entire team organized; Barrick et al., 

1998).  Finally, heterogeneity suggests that having some individuals high and some 

individuals low on a trait influences that team either for the better or the worse.  For 

instance, performance is often thought to be enhanced by heterogeneity in extroversion 

because there will be both leaders and followers in the team.  Too many extroverts may 

lead to too much socialization and/or too much time spent jockeying for a leader position.  

Too few extroverts may leave the team leaderless (Waldman, Atwater, & Davidson, 

2004).  

In terms of intelligence, mean, minimum, and maximum operationalizations are 

likely to lead to increased team performance while heterogeneity is unlikely to predict 

performance.  Mean intelligence should predict team performance since more cognitive 

ability should be associated with an increase in the quality of inputs (Bell, 2007), which 

in turn should be associated with better performance.  Minimum intelligence sets a lower 

bound on the team’s intelligence.  The higher this lower bound is, the more cognitive 

resources are in the group.  Since these resources are associated with higher quality 

inputs (Bell, 2007), the team should perform better if they have more resources.  In 

addition, an individual who is less intelligent may not be able to do their part of the task 

well, decreasing the team’s overall performance.  This is particularly problematic if other 

team members cannot perform (or help perform) the less intelligent individual’s work 
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(e.g. they don’t have the expertise).  Maximum intelligence is likely to predict team 

performance, too.  An individual who is intelligent may be able to better identify which 

information in a conversation is useful, brainstorm better ideas, and in general, offer 

better inputs to the team.  Heterogeneity, on the other hand, is less likely to predict 

performance.  The relationship between team cognitive ability and team performance 

should theoretically be strongest when all individuals in a team have high intelligence.  

While a team comprised of all high ability members would be low in heterogeneity, so 

would a team composed of all low ability members, though we would expect the low 

ability members to perform poorly.  This suggests that heterogeneity of cognitive ability 

will not predict team performance. 

Results from previous meta-analyses concur with theory.  Bell’s (2007) study 

shows that minimum (�̅ = .28) and mean/sum (�̅  = .26) intelligence are the best 

predictors of team performance, followed by maximum (�̅  = .22).  Heterogeneity, on the 

other hand, does not appear to predict team performance well (�̅  = .01).  These results are 

similar to those found by another meta-analysis, Devine and Phillips (2001).  Based on 

these results, I hypothesize that: 

 Hypothesis 1:  Team intelligence will be positively correlated with team 

performance. 

 Hypothesis 2:  Mean, minimum, and maximum measures of team intelligence will 

be positively correlated with team performance, while heterogeneity in team intelligence 

will have a negligible correlation with team performance. 
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 Since minimum and the maximum intelligence both are part of mean intelligence 

(i.e. the highest and lowest members’ scores are included in the calculation of the mean), 

it would be interesting to determine whether mean intelligence adds unique variance over 

minimum and maximum intelligence when predicting team performance.  Bell (2004) 

states that she found that mean intelligence did add unique variance over minimum 

intelligence and over maximum intelligence, separately.  (She did not test whether mean 

intelligence added unique variance after both minimum and maximum intelligence were 

included in the equation.)  However, she calculates sample size based on number of 

teams rather than number of studies.  Based on her number of studies, results are not 

significant.  The change in R
2
 after controlling for just the maximum was only .01.  After 

controlling for both minimum and maximum, it likely would have been even smaller.  

Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 3:  When predicting team performance, mean intelligence not add 

unique variance over minimum and maximum intelligence. 

Task Type    

It seems likely that for different types of tasks, intelligence may be more or less 

useful.  I will discuss this proposition in terms of Devine’s (2002) taxonomy.  This 

taxonomy was chosen because it attempted to “integrate and extend previous 

classification efforts” (p.292).  Devine’s taxonomy consists of two clusters—intellectual 

work teams (e.g. executive, negotiation, design) and physical work teams (e.g. service, 

medical, military)—containing 14 team types.   Intellectual teams tend to require few 

physical abilities and have low structure and require nonlinear work processes, thus 
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requiring more mental work.  Physical work teams, on the other hand, are likely to 

require high to moderate physical abilities, to be more structured and linear, and to be 

dependent on hardware or other equipment.   

 While Bell (2007) hypothesized that relationships might differ based on team 

cluster, these results were not reported since team type and study setting were very 

strongly related.  Therefore, this dissertation will attempt to address the effect of 

intellectual vs. physical teams as a moderator of the team intelligence-team performance 

and team personality-team performance relationships.  By definition, cognitive ability 

(i.e. intelligence) should matter more for jobs that are cognitive in nature, and since 

intellectual teams have low structure and nonlinear processes, these tasks are more likely 

to be cognitively complex.  Therefore: 

 Hypothesis 4:  Intelligence will predict performance of intellectual teams better 

than performance of physical teams. 

 One exception is expected to occur.  While most physical teams are low in 

cognitive complexity (e.g. production teams, sports teams), medical teams (e.g. doctors, 

surgeons) are considered to be physical teams but are performing cognitively complex 

tasks.  Since the tasks medical teams do are cognitively complex, it is expected that 

cognitive ability will predict performance for medical teams better than it predicts 

performance for other physical teams. 

Team Tenure    

As team members get to know each other, their dynamics may change (Bell, 

2004).  Harrison et al. (2002), for example, suggest that deep-level diversity 
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characteristics (i.e. characteristics that are not immediately apparent upon meeting an 

individual), such as cognitive ability, should matter more over time, as team members 

learn where each person stands on these variables and begin to categorize in-groups and 

out-groups based on deep-level variables. Heterogeneity of cognitive ability should 

become more important over time as in-groups and out-groups begin to reflect cognitive 

ability.  

It is also reasonable to hypothesize that minimum, maximum, and mean 

operationalizations of cognitive ability may predict performance better or worse over 

time.  For instance, it may not be immediately apparent that a team member is relatively 

low in intelligence, and time may be required first to identify this trait and then to 

determine how to work around this trait (e.g. assigning easier tasks to the individual).  

This might suggest that the effect of the lowest member’s intelligence decreases over 

time as his/her teammates learn how to mitigate his/her lack of cognitive ability.  On the 

other hand, knowing that a member is extremely intelligent may lead members to give the 

intelligent member more cognitively challenging work, increasing the effect of this 

member’s intelligence.  Given the time to learn about each other and to plan, groups that 

are more intelligent (i.e. high mean intelligence) are likely to be able to figure out how to 

best divide work to increase performance and how to best work around team members’ 

weaknesses, which should in turn increase performance.  

Hypothesis 5: The relationship for mean, heterogeneity, and maximum 

intelligence will be stronger for teams that have been together for a longer duration than 

teams who have been together for a shorter duration, while the relationship for minimum 
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intelligence will be weaker for teams that have been together for a longer duration than 

teams who have been together for a shorter duration. 

Study Setting 

The distinction of lab vs. field is important in team studies since these setting 

variables act as proxies for a number of other variables (e.g. length of time the team 

spends on the task, task complexity).  For example, in lab settings, tasks may be less 

complex since most require less prior knowledge and fewer learned skills and are 

performed for shorter lengths of time.  Since job complexity has been found to moderate 

the intelligence performance relationship at the individual level (Hunter & Hunter, 1984), 

it is reasonable to think that the differences in lab vs. field may moderate the team 

intelligence-team performance relationship.  Bell’s (2007) estimates were generally larger 

for lab than field (�̅ = .26 and .14, respectively), though only the results for minimum and 

maximum intelligence were significantly different.  Unfortunately, study setting and team 

type (per Devine, 2002) were highly correlated, so it is difficult to know how setting truly 

affected the team intelligence-team performance relationship.  This may be partially due 

to the fact that Bell considered class projects to be lab settings.  Most of these projects are 

intellectual tasks.  However, class projects should be considered separately from lab 

studies since they can resemble either lab or field studies.  For example, Mohammed and 

Angell (2003) state that student teams in the classes they studied were paired with 

organizations (e.g. university-related businesses, industry, government, nonprofit 

organizations) and asked to identify ways that the organizations could improve 

efficiency.  This task strongly resembles a field study (e.g. working with an actual 
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company, performing work the company will be interested in), suggesting that calling 

this a lab study would not be optimal.  Since class studies can resemble lab or field 

studies, the effect size associated with the team intelligence-team performance 

relationship for class studies will likely fall between the effect sizes associated with the 

relationships for lab and field.   

Updating this meta-analysis may provide additional data that makes it easier to 

determine whether there is an effect of study setting or task type.  Since my theory and 

Bell’s (2007) results contract each other (theory suggests lab relationships are weaker, 

Bell’s results show a stronger relationship for lab tasks), I propose: 

 Research Question 1:  Will study setting moderate the team intelligence and team 

performance relationship? 

In addition, since there are reasons to believe that team tenure and task 

complexity may be part of the reason that study setting moderates the team intelligence-

team performance relationship, I will test whether study setting still moderates the team 

intelligence-team performance relationship after controlling for the effect of team tenure 

and job complexity. 

Research Question 2:  Will the team intelligence-team performance relationship 

be moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and task complexity as 

moderators? 

Cognitive Task Complexity   

Intelligence is known to be a strong predictor of individual job performance; the 

relationship between individual-level intelligence and performance at the individual level 
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is estimated to be .51 (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).  However, there is one important caveat.  

Intelligence predicts job performance best for complex jobs and becomes less predictive 

as job complexity declines (Hunter & Hunter, 1984).  While this relationship is well 

known at the individual level, it is important to investigate whether it generalizes to the 

team-level. 

Hypothesis 6:  Job complexity will moderate the team intelligence-team 

performance relationship, such that it is stronger for more complex jobs than for less 

complex jobs. 

 Hunter and Hunter (1984) used a measure of job complexity which is based off of 

the Data, People, and Things categorizations used in the Dictionary of Occupational 

Titles (DOT) and described by Hunter (1980).  Hunter states that the measure of job 

complexity used was based on the Data taxonomy and the two extreme Things categories.  

 Rather than using Hunter’s (1980) taxonomy, a more current method of 

examining job complexity will be used.  As mentioned, Hunter’s job complexity model 

originates from the Data/People/Things complexity ratings Dictionary of Occupational 

Titles (DOT).  However, since Hunter’s model was created, the DOT has been replaced 

by O*Net.  O*Net is more user-oriented than the DOT and has a career exploration 

emphasis.  Because job complexity is not a characteristic of the workers, O*Net did not 

keep the Data/People/Things ratings.  Instead, O*Net replaced Data/People/Things 

ratings with Job Zones.  Job Zones measure the occupational preparation (e.g. education, 

training) required for positions (Oswald, Campbell, McCloy, Rivkin, & Lewis, 1999).  
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Since more complex jobs are likely to require more training, this variable should be a 

proxy for job complexity. 

Job Zones should be related to job complexity since Job Zones were originally 

created primarily using specific vocational preparation (SVP) scale data (Oswald et al., 

1999).  In a sample of 121 DOT titles (taken from a DOT summary tape from the 

Division of Occupational Analysis), the correlation between SVP and Data was found to 

be -.84.  (In the DOT, higher values indicate that jobs are less complex.)  The correlation 

between SVP and Things was -.41 (Miller, Treiman, Cain, & Roos, 1980).  While the 

strong correlation between SVP and Data suggests that Job Zones and task complexity 

may be measuring the same construct, it is important to note that Job Zones have been 

revised are not completely comprised of SVP scores.  For instance, a recent report states 

that survey data with updated information such as a) education levels of job incumbents 

and b) related work experience and training have been used to update the jobs within the 

Job Zones.  In addition, this report states that there were jobs that had not previously been 

given a Job Zone classification, suggesting that new jobs may have been added since both 

the last DOT and the original O*Net Job Zone classifications (The National Center for 

O*NET Development, 2008).   

O*Net uses five job zones.  Occupations in Job Zone 1 require little to no 

preparation (e.g. bus drivers, waiters/waitresses).  Job Zone 2 includes jobs that require 

some preparation but can be learned fairly quickly (e.g. flight attendants, bank tellers).  

Job Zone 3, on the other hand, requires moderate preparation, such as a vocational or 

associate’s degree.  Jobs in this zone include dental assistants and electricians.  
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Occupations in Job Zone 4 require considerable preparation, such as a bachelor’s degree 

and a few years of work-related experience (e.g. historians).  Job Zone 5 requires 

extensive preparation.  These jobs usually require a graduate level degree (e.g. lawyers, 

surgeons) (Oswald et al., 1999).  These categories encompass jobs at all levels of 

complexity and, therefore, should be useful as a proxy for complexity. 

Several studies have attempted to examine task complexity as moderator of team 

composition-team performance.  Higgs, Plewnia, and Ploch (2005), for instance, 

examined whether job complexity moderated the relationship between team 

heterogeneity and team performance.  However, at the meta-analytic level, the closest 

investigation has been by Bowers et al. (2000), who looked at the how task difficulty 

(Bowers et al. specify that task difficulty is cognitive complexity) moderates several of 

deep-level characteristics and team performance.  However, this does not affect the 

importance of the proposed study for several reasons.  First, Bowers et al. report their 

results for the relationship between a) homogeneity of personality, gender, and cognitive 

ability (combined into one category) and b) team performance, while the current study 

plans to look at how task complexity moderates the relationship between each deep-level 

composition variable and team performance.  Second, Bowers et al. only use 

homogeneity measures of their predictor variables, while this study examines mean, 

lowest member, highest member, and heterogeneity measures.  In addition, this study is 

interested in examining whether the finding from the individual level that task complexity 

moderates the relationship between cognitive ability and performance generalizes to the 

team level.  Therefore, measures of homogeneity will not best answer this question. 
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Interdependence   

In addition to cognitive complexity, team tasks can be more or less complex based 

on the amount of interdependence required.  As these tasks become more interdependent, 

the complexity of interactions increases.  It seems likely that an intelligent individual is 

more capable of noting trends in which actions improve team performance and 

coordination, which actions hurt the team’s interactions, and what actions should be taken 

to prevent and/or remedy group problems. In addition, Resick, Dickson, Mitchelson, 

Allison, and Clark (2010) found that the teams’ mean intelligence is related to similarity 

and accuracy of team mental models.  This shared knowledge is thought to improve 

communication (Orasanu, 2005), which is in turn related to team performance (e.g., 

Homan et al., 2008; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010).  Since communication is 

likely more important in settings that require more interdependence among members (due 

to the increased interaction that is likely required), general mental ability should matter 

more for more interdependent teams.  

I will use the following categories of task interdependence:  pooled 

interdependence, sequential interdependence, reciprocal interdependence, and team 

interdependence.  With pooled interdependence, each worker tends to do the entire task.  

Work is added together to form an overall team production (e.g. sum the number of 

widgets each team member made).  With sequential interdependence, workers do 

separate tasks in a specified order.  Perhaps the best example of this is an assembly line, 

where each worker performs his job before passing the product on to the next worker.  

Reciprocal interaction involves two-way interaction.  Often members have their own 
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roles, but order of steps is flexible.  Team interdependence involves members working 

jointly and simultaneously.  It “requires mutual interactions with group discretion to 

decide the particular course of inputs and outputs among members” (Saavedra, Earley, & 

Van Dyne, 1993, p.63). 

 While Bell (2004) did investigate this relationship, she investigated how task 

interdependence moderated the relationship between a) “team-related predictors” (e.g. 

extraversion, agreeableness) and performance and b) “task-related predictors” (e.g. 

general mental ability, conscientiousness) and performance.  Using broad categories, 

rather than individual variables (e.g. cognitive ability, extraversion) likely hid effects.  

Bell states that no obvious relationships were found, and Bell (2007) does not address 

interdependence. 

 Based on theory, I propose: 

 Hypothesis 7:   The team intelligence-team performance relationship will be 

stronger for teams with higher levels of interdependence (e.g. team interdependence) than 

teams with lower levels of interdependence (e.g. pooled interdependence). 

Number of Individuals per Team 

 Another way to make teamwork more complex is to increase the size of the team.  

As these teams increase in size, the complexity of interactions increases (e.g. making sure 

that each team member knows what he/she needs to know about the work and about 

which members have which pieces of useful knowledge will become more difficult).  

Resick, Dickson, Mitchelson, Allison, and Clark (2010) found that the teams’ mean 

cognitive ability is related to similarity and accuracy of team mental models.  [Team 
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mental models are defined as “team members' shared, organized understanding and 

mental representation of knowledge about key elements of the team's relevant 

environment” (Mohammed & Dumville, 2001, p.90).]  Team mental models are related to 

team performance (e.g., Homan et al., 2008; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010).  Since 

team mental models are likely to be more important when there are more individuals in a 

team, I propose: 

 Hypothesis 8:  The team intelligence-team performance relationship will be 

stronger for teams with more individuals than for teams with fewer members. 

Type of Job Performance   

While long recognized to be important, even as late as 1990, complaints about the 

lack of research regarding performance were made (e.g. Campbell, 1990).  However, 

since then, the construct of job performance has been better explored.  Three types of 

performance are commonly seen in the literature:  task performance, organizational 

citizenship behaviors (OCBs), and counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs; Rotundo & 

Sackett, 2002).  Task performance is comprised of activities that a) “directly transform 

raw materials into the goods and services that the organization produces (e.g. ringing up 

purchases at a retail store, running production machinery)” or b) “service and maintain 

the technical core by replenishing its supply of raw materials; distributing its finished 

products; and providing important planning, coordination, supervising, and staff 

functions that enable it to function effectively and efficiently” (Motowidlo & Van 

Scotter, 1994, p. 476).   
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OCBs, or contextual performance, are “contributions to the maintenance and 

enhancement of the social and psychological context that supports task performance” 

(Organ, 1997, p. 91).  Borman and Motowidlo (1993) noted five groups of behaviors that 

generally encompass contextual performance: a) following the organization’s rules and 

procedures, b) defending and supporting the organization’s goals, c) volunteering for 

additional tasks outside of one’s job, d) aiding and working with others, and e) continuing 

with extra enthusiasm and effort so that one can finish his/her own tasks successfully.  In 

general, task performance is a function of knowledge, skills, and ability, while contextual 

performance is more a function of motivational characteristics, such as personality 

(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). 

At team-level OCBs may split into two types of group OCBs.  For instance, 

individuals within a team may individually make decisions to help other team members 

with their tasks (pooled OCBs) or the entire team may vote and choose to put in extra 

time in order to finish a project on time (team OCBs).  In the first of these examples, each 

member acts individually, making individual choices (Shin & Choi, 2010).  These 

individual acts may be influenced by group norms (Bommer, Dierdorff, & Rubin, 2007).  

The second example involves the entire group making a decision, and therefore, it is the 

team as a whole that is acting (Chen, Lam, Naumann, & Schaubroek, 2005).   

 Counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) are “any intentional behavior on the 

part of an organization member viewed by the organization as contrary to its legitimate 

interests” (Sackett, 2002, p. 5).  Gruys and Sackett (2003) identified 11 categories of 

counterproductive behaviors from the CWB literature: 1) poor attendance, 2) misuse of 
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time and resources, 3) misuse of information, 4) poor quality work, 5) unsafe behavior, 6) 

alcohol abuse, 7) substance abuse, 8) theft and related behavior, 9) destruction of 

property, 10) inappropriate physical actions, and 11) inappropriate verbal actions.  

Research suggests that while CWBs and OCBs are correlated, they are distinct constructs 

(Sackett, Berry, Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006), and therefore, should be examined 

separately. 

 Research also suggests that managers consider task performance, OCBs, and 

CWBs when rating overall job performance.  This supports the notion that these three 

types of performance are all important to managers and, therefore, are important from an 

applied standpoint (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002).   

 Type of performance moderates the relationship between composition variables 

and individual-level performance (e.g., LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Hattrup, O'Connell, & 

Wingate, 1998).  This moderation, however, may lead to skewed perceptions of the 

relationships between composition variables and performance.  Kehoe (2008), for 

instance, suggests that at the individual level, our estimates of the relationship between 

intelligence and performance may be overestimated because studies examining the 

relationship are likely to focus on task rather than contextual performance criteria.  

Therefore, it seems worthwhile to see if this is the case in the team literature and, if so, 

how that affects estimates of the relationships between team intelligence and team 

performance. 

Based on the fact that researchers may be differentially examining OCB, CWB, 

and task performance when studying composition variables, I will examine job 
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performance as a moderator.  However, I acknowledge that analyses will probably focus 

on OCB and task performance.  Humphreys et al. (2010), in a meta-analysis of team 

performance variables, decided not to code team CWBs due to the low number of studies 

that examined this outcome. 

 Based on theory, I propose: 

Hypothesis 9:  Type of performance will moderate the team intelligence-team 

performance relationship, such that the team intelligence-team performance relationship 

will be stronger for task performance than for OCBs or CWBs. 

Performance (Behavior) vs. Effectiveness (Outcome) Criterion   

Campbell (1990) argued that performance should be defined in terms of behaviors 

since employees can control their behaviors.  Many outcomes contain elements not under 

the employees’ control.  For example, an individual’s sales in dollars may be skewed by 

the wealth of those in his/her sales region.  Regions that tend to have higher incomes may 

be more likely to make purchases.  Likewise, production output may be influenced by the 

state of a machine.  If a machine is constantly breaking down, even the best employee 

cannot reach optimal production.  Therefore, Campbell makes the distinction between 

performance, which is under the employee’s control, and effectiveness, which is a 

function of both the employee’s behaviors and outside factors (e.g. wealth of sales 

region).  Due to the fact that effectiveness is contaminated by factors outside of the 

employees’ control, relationships between team composition and team effectiveness are 

likely to be weaker than those between team composition and team performance. 
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Hypothesis 10:  The team intelligence-team performance relationship will be 

stronger when performance is used as the dependent variable than when effectiveness is 

used. 

Purpose of the Performance Rating   

Research has shown that performance ratings are more lenient when used for 

administrative purposes than when used for research purposes (Harris, Smith, & 

Champagne, 1995) or development purposes (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Zedeck & Cascio. 

1982).  When ratings are used for administrative purposes, raters tend to include political 

considerations in their ratings (Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; Longenecker, 1989).  

Since political adjustments may be considered criterion contamination, it is likely 

correlations between variables will be stronger for studies using performance appraisals 

for developmental or research purposes. 

Hypothesis 11:  The team intelligence-team performance relationship will be 

stronger when ratings are used for developmental or research purposes instead of 

administrative purposes. 

Personality 

 While there are many ways to describe personality, research suggests that these 

can be grouped into five major categories, or factors (Dilchert, Ones, & Van Rooy, & 

Viswesvaran, 2006; Digman, 1990).  These factors, commonly referred to as the Big 

Five, are conscientiousness, agreeableness, extraversion, openness to experience, and 

neuroticism (or neuroticism’s positive end:  emotional stability).  Conscientious 

individuals strive for achievement and are self-disciplined and organized.  Agreeable 
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individuals tend to trust others and to be altruistic and nurturing towards others.  

Extraverted individuals are warm, sociable, and assertive.  They enjoy being active and 

seek excitement.  Individuals high in openness to experience enjoy aesthetics, often 

daydream, and are intellectually curious.  Neurotic individuals often have negative 

feelings, such as anxiety, depression, and anger (Costa & McCrae, 1995; Digman, 1990). 

These five personality traits are quite different.  Therefore, there are different 

reasons why each of these should or shouldn’t correlate with team performance.  

Expected relationships with performance will be addressed separately for each trait. 

Conscientiousness   

Meta-analytic data shows that conscientiousness predicts performance well at the 

individual level (ρ = .23; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001).  Since conscientiousness taps 

productivity and being dependable/responsible (Costa & McCrae, 1995) and 

conscientious individuals are more likely to set and stay committed to goals (Barrick, 

Mount, & Strauss, 1993), it is logical to conclude that more conscientious individuals 

would provide better quality inputs to the performance process.  Because inputs to the 

team’s performance should affect overall team performance (such that better inputs lead 

to better performance), conscientiousness should be positively correlated with team 

performance.  

In regards to actual team behaviors, there are additional reasons to believe that 

conscientiousness should be positively correlated with team performance.  Since people 

who are conscientious focus on achieving the task at hand, they are less likely to engage 

in social loafing (“the reduction in motivation and effort when individuals work 
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collectively compared with when they work individually or coactively,” Karau & 

Williams, 1993, p.681) or free riding (which occurs when a member(s) of the group 

“obtains benefits from group membership but does not bear a proportional share of the 

costs of providing the benefits,” Albanese & van Fleet, 1985, p. 244), both of which can 

occur in teams (Barry & Stewart, 1997).  In addition, conscientiousness is positively 

correlated with organizational citizenship behaviors (Organ & Ryan, 1995), which 

suggests that conscientious individuals may take steps to aid other members when 

problems occur.  Based on these findings, it is reasonable to believe that people who are 

conscientiousness will have better inputs than others and that they will help their team 

members to achieve.  Therefore, I propose: 

   Hypothesis 12:  Team conscientiousness will be positively correlated with team 

performance. 

 Different operationalizations of team conscientiousness are also important.  Since 

conscientiousness adds to the inputs each team member offers, it should perform like 

intelligence, and mean, minimum, and maximum should be good predictors of team 

performance.  In addition, one conscientious member may be able to keep other members 

on task.  On the other hand, one member who is low on conscientiousness may distract 

the group, turn in poor quality work, or not meet deadlines, which may prevent the group 

from performing optimally.  Heterogeneity operationalizations may also predict team 

performance.  As Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, and Mount (1998) point out, when certain 

members are more conscientious than other members, the more conscientious members 

may have to perform the work of the less conscientious members.  This may lead to 
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feelings of low equity or justice within the team and may cause conflict.  Conflict, in 

turn, has been shown to detract from performance (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003).   

Results from Bell (2004) suggest that minimum conscientiousness matters most (�̅  

= .18), followed by heterogeneity (�̅  = -.12), mean (�̅  = .08), and maximum (�̅  =- .01).  

However, Bell’s (2007) differ slightly, suggesting that mean conscientiousness is the best 

predictor of job performance (�̅  = .12), followed by minimum conscientiousness (�̅  = 

.10), maximum conscientiousness (�̅  = .08), and heterogeneity (�̅  = -.03).  The most 

likely cause of the different estimates between Bell (2004) and Bell (2007) is the number 

of studies each used.  For example, Bell (2004) reports 9 studies investigating minimum 

conscientiousness, while Bell (2007) reports 14.  However, several other factors may 

have affected the estimates:  the two meta-analyses conducted their literature search using 

slightly different search engines [e.g., Bell (2007) used ProQuest Digital Dissertations 

while Bell (2004) did not; Bell (2004) used EconLit while Bell (2007) did not], Bell 

(2007) reports examining conference manuals and proceedings, and Bell (2007) excluded 

studies “that assessed the relationship between composition variables and performance in 

groups that were not task interdependent (e.g., idea generation groups)” and  studies 

where the performance measure did not “reflect the general objective of the team (e.g., 

not time to completion for a decision-making task)” (p. 601).  Overall, Bell’s (2004, 

2007) results suggests that a) in general, more conscientiousness is better and b) 

heterogeneity in conscientiousness may lead to lower performance or may be unrelated to 

performance.  
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A recent meta-analysis suggests that Bell’s (2007) findings may be stable (mean 

and minimum: �̅ = .13, maximum: �̅ = .09, and heterogeneity: �̅ = -.06; Prewett, 

Walvood, Stilson, Rossi, & Brannick, 2009).  This study will examine whether these 

relationships stay stable with additional studies.  Therefore, I propose: 

Hypothesis 13:  Minimum, mean, and maximum measures of conscientiousness 

will be positively correlated with team performance.   

Since minimum and the maximum conscientiousness both are part of mean 

conscientiousness (i.e. the highest and lowest members’ scores are included in the 

calculation of the mean), it would be interesting to determine whether mean 

conscientiousness adds unique variance over minimum and maximum conscientiousness 

in predicting team performance.  Bell (2004) states that she found that mean 

conscientiousness did add unique variance over minimum conscientiousness and 

heterogeneity of conscientiousness.  (She did not include maximum conscientiousness in 

these analyses.)  However, she calculates sample size based on number of teams rather 

than number of studies.  Based on her number of studies, results are not significant.  In 

addition, using the data presented in a correlation matrix her Appendix C, I ran 

hierarchical regressions with first minimum conscientiousness, then minimum and mean 

conscientiousness, predicting team performance.  The change in R
2
 for this was minimal 

(∆ R
2
 = .01).  Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 14:  When predicting team performance, mean conscientiousness will 

not add unique variance over minimum and maximum conscientiousness. 
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Task Type    

Hogan, Raza, and Driskell (1988) point out the one of the major reasons 

researchers could not find consistent relationships between personality and team 

performance for a number of years is that task type, which is a stronger predictor of team 

performance, had not been controlled for.  They suggest that different types of tasks 

require different types of behaviors.  Based on this, it seems likely that task type will 

moderate the relationship between personality and team performance. 

As discussed in the section on cognitive ability, I will use Devine’s (2002) 

taxonomy to study task type.  Devine’s taxonomy consists intellectual work teams and 

physical work teams.   Intellectual teams tend to require few physical abilities and have 

low structure, thus requiring more mental work.  Physical work teams, on the other hand, 

are likely to require high to moderate physical abilities, to be more structured, and to be 

dependent on hardware or other equipment.   

 The types of intellectual teams are executive, command, negotiation, commission, 

design, and advisory.  Executive teams are teams who are high in the organizational 

hierarchy who deal with ambiguous and constantly changing tasks that do not have 

standard operating procedures.  Like executive teams, command teams make decisions 

that affect the organization.  However, command teams typically gather information to 

identify the situation and then suggest a standard response to said situation.  Negotiation 

teams compete with one another to attempt to maximize benefits for a larger entity (e.g. 

unions).  “Commissions engage in special projects or investigations requiring judgments 

or plans” (Devine, 2002, p.301).  These projects are often high profile and team members 
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are chosen to represent various contingencies that are affected by the decision.  Design 

teams also work on specific projects.  However, their projects are creative or innovative 

in nature.  Advisory teams, as their name suggests, often advise higher ups in regards to 

sociotechnical issues and improvements to organizational effectiveness.  These teams 

rarely have the authority to implement a decision (Devine, 2002). 

 The types of physical teams are service, production, performance, medical, 

response, military, transportation, and sports.  Service teams focus on helping customers 

and clients by doing things such as identifying customer problems and taking action to 

meet the customer’s needs.  “Production teams build or assemble a tangible product in a 

continuous, standardized fashion” (Devine, 2002, p. 302).  These teams tend to use 

complex tools and machinery.  Performance teams are comprised of performing artists 

(e.g. actors, musicians) who carry out behavioral sequences for an audience.  Medical 

teams diagnose health problems and take action to alleviate and/or cure said problems.  

Such actions may include surgery or prescribing medications.  “Response teams 

physically move to the scene of an accident or a natural disaster, diagnose the situation, 

and provide some form of rapid treatment or intervention” (Devine, 2002, p.302).  The 

defining characteristic of military teams is that they use or threaten to use lethal force.  

Transportation teams move people or cargo from one location to another using 

machines/vehicles (e.g. planes, buses).  Sports teams (e.g. basketball teams, baseball 

teams) compete against each other in well-defined tasks. 
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 Bell (2007) was not able to examine whether relationships might differ based on 

Devine’s (2002) team clusters because team type and lab vs. field were highly correlate.  

Therefore, this paper will attempt to address this issue.   

Since most of the physical teams seem likely to be more easily monitored (e.g. 

outcomes for service teams can be determined by customer surveys, production teams 

can be evaluated by output) than cognitive tasks, conscientiousness may matter less.  As 

mentioned above, conscientiousness includes, in part, being self-disciplined and 

organized (Costa & McCrae, 1995; Digman, 1990).  It may be that a supervisor’s 

monitoring of the task removes some of the need to have self-discipline since the task is 

spelled out and likely to be rewarded or punished based on performance.  Therefore: 

Hypothesis 15:  Conscientiousness will predict performance of intellectual teams 

better than performance of physical teams. 

If enough data is available, this paper will attempt to address each type of team 

within Devine’s clusters.  It would be useful to address specific types of teams because it 

is likely that within clusters, predictors may behave differently.  For example, it may be 

less beneficial to have extremely conscientious executive team members since they are 

likely to need to make decisions quickly, something that conscientious individuals are 

less likely to do (Moss, 1998; Mount, Oh, & Burns, 2008).   

Team Tenure   

As team members get to know each other, their dynamics may change (Bell, 

2004).  Harrison et al. (2002) also suggest that deep-level composition variables (e.g. 

personality) should matter more over time since members may take a while to determine 
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people’s standings on these variables.  Specifically, Harrison et al. think that in-groups 

and out-groups within teams will form based on deep-level variables after team members 

have identified where group members stand on these variables and used these variables to 

classify each other.  This should cause measures of the heterogeneity of 

conscientiousness to become more important over time. 

Minimum and maximum operationalizations of composition variables may also 

differentially predict performance over time.  Since deep-level variables may not be 

immediately apparent, teams may need time to determine how members should interact 

with each other and, therefore, will not be able to mitigate weaknesses or exploit 

strengths when they first form.  For instance, it may not be immediately apparent that a 

team member is low in conscientiousness, and time may be required first to identify this 

trait and then to determine how to work around this trait (e.g. assigning fewer tasks to the 

individual, providing him/her with reminders prior to the meeting).  This might suggest 

that the effect of the lowest member’s conscientiousness decreases over time as his/her 

teammates learn how to mitigate his/her lack of conscientiousness.  On the other hand, 

knowing that a member is extremely conscientious may lead members to give the 

conscientious member more work, increasing the total effect of this member’s work.   

Conscientious teams (i.e. those with high mean conscientiousness) are more likely 

to value performance and to take steps to try to increase performance.  Since it may take 

time to identify areas where performance could be improved and it may take some trial 

and error to identify how performance could be improved, it seems likely that 

conscientious teams will have better performance over time.  On the other hand, teams 
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low in conscientiousness are less likely to care about performance and less likely to try to 

improve performance.  Therefore, teams with low mean conscientiousness are less likely 

to improve over time.  This means that the relationship between mean team 

conscientiousness and team performance should get stronger over time. 

While Bell (2007) did not find team tenure to be significant moderator of the team 

conscientiousness-team performance relationship, she suggests that this is most likely due 

to low power since the sample size was very limited for this analysis.  Bell (2007) reports 

that team tenure explained 11% of the variance in the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship, which suggests that the non-significant finding here is not due 

to lack of variance in team tenure.  Therefore, adding additional studies to increase 

sample size may show that tenure does matter. 

Hypothesis 16: For mean, heterogeneity, and maximum conscientiousness, the 

team conscientiousness-team performance relationship will be stronger for teams that 

have been together for a longer duration than teams who have been together for a shorter 

duration and for minimum conscientiousness, the relationship will be weaker for teams 

that have been together for a longer duration than teams who have been together for a 

shorter duration. 

Study Setting  

Since setting acts as a proxy variable for a number of other variables (e.g. length 

of time the team spends on the task, job complexity), it is useful to examine whether 

setting moderates team composition-team performance relationships.  In Bell (2007), the 

overall relationship between conscientiousness and performance was .03 in the lab and 
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.24 in the field; setting statistically was a significant moderator of the relationship 

between team conscientiousness and team performance.  Results for mean and minimum 

conscientiousness mirrored those for overall conscientiousness.  When conscientiousness 

was operationalized as heterogeneity or maximum conscientiousness, results were not 

significantly different for lab and field when operationalized.  Unfortunately, Bell reports 

that study setting and team type (per Devine, 2002) were highly correlated, so it is 

difficult to know whether setting truly was a moderator of these relationships.  Bell 

(2004) did provide information regarding each combination of task and setting.  

However, these variables were once again strongly correlated, and due to their co-

occurrence, the effect of study setting/task type was difficult to parse apart.  This may be 

partially due to the fact that Bell considered class projects to be lab settings.  Most class 

projects are intellectual tasks.  However, class projects should be considered separately 

from lab studies since they can resemble either lab or field studies.  For example, 

Mohammed and Angell (2003) state that student teams in the classes they studied were 

paired with organizations (e.g. university-related businesses, industry, government, 

nonprofit organizations) and asked to identify ways that the organizations could improve 

efficiency.  This task strongly resembles a field study (e.g. working with an actual 

company, performing work the company will be interested in), suggesting that calling 

this a lab study would not be optimal.  Since class studies can resemble lab or field 

studies, the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship for class studies will 

likely be weaker than field studies but stronger than lab studies. 
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Updating Bell’s (2007meta-analysis may provide additional data that makes it 

easier to identify how much of the effect of this moderator is due to study setting and 

how much is due to task type.   

 Hypothesis 17:  The relationship between team conscientiousness and team 

performance will be stronger in field settings than in lab settings.  The team 

conscientiousness-team performance relationship for class studies will be weaker than 

field studies but stronger than lab studies. 

In addition, I have stated above that, in part, study setting may reflect team tenure 

and task complexity.  Therefore, it would be interesting to know whether study setting 

still moderates the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship after 

controlling for the effect of team tenure and job complexity. 

Research Question 3:  Will the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship be moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and task 

complexity as moderators? 

Cognitive Task Complexity   

Barrick and Mount (2003) state that we do not yet know if job complexity 

moderates personality-job performance relationships and claim that if job complexity 

does moderate these relationships, “it may be because complexity is associated with 

greater discretion or autonomy, in addition to a need for more knowledge” (p. 212).   This 

suggests that the effect of cognitive task complexity on the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship should be investigated. 
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 Individuals high in conscientiousness are likely to be more involved in tasks and 

to learn from each other (Molleman et al., 2004).  This, in turn, should lead to more 

similar and more accurate mental models.  Having accurate and similar mental models 

should be more important in complex jobs since it suggests a better understanding of the 

task and an ability to discuss the task and various solutions with team members. 

 Le et al. (2011) suggest that there is a curvilinear relationship between 

conscientiousness and performance and that this relationship is moderated by job 

complexity.  While they note that conscientiousness is often considered a positive trait, 

extremely conscientious people may “be considered rigid, inflexible, and compulsive 

perfectionists” (p. 114).  They suggest that the inflection point (i.e. the point at which 

conscientiousness changes from being positively related to performance to being 

negatively related to performance) varies based on how complex the job is.  More 

complex jobs will require more attentional resources, which will be determined (at least 

in part) by the individual’s conscientiousness.  Once the individual has enough attentional 

resources put into the job, additional conscientiousness will be less useful for the job.  

While the relationship between a) the interaction of conscientiousness squared and job 

complexity and b) job performance was not significant, results regarding the interaction 

of conscientiousness and job performance were mixed.  One study, which was comprised 

of data from 602 workers from a large firm, did find that as job complexity increased, the 

relationship between conscientiousness and job performance increased.  Another study, 

using a sample of 956 individuals from various firms and colleges, did not find a 

significant interaction between conscientiousness and job complexity.  Based on these 
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results, it seems worthwhile to examine the potential of job complexity as a moderator of 

the conscientious-performance relationship.  While these data focus on the individual 

level, it seems reasonable to think that the positive effects of conscientiousness will be 

more useful in complex jobs at the team level also. 

 Therefore, I propose: 

 Hypothesis 18:  The team conscientiousness-team performance relationship will 

be stronger in jobs with higher cognitive task complexity. 

 As with intelligence, O*Net’s Job Zones will be used to measure job complexity.  

For more information on this taxonomy, please refer to the section on intelligence. 

Interdependence   

As mentioned in the section on intelligence, I will use four categories of task 

interdependence:  pooled interdependence, sequential interdependence, reciprocal 

interdependence, and team interdependence (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007).  For more 

information on this taxonomy, please refer to the intelligence section of this paper. 

 There are several ways interdependence may affect team performance.  Barrick, 

Stewart, Neubert, and Mount (1998) point out that when certain members are more 

conscientious than other members, the more conscientious members may have to perform 

the work of the less conscientious members.  This may lead to feelings of low equity or 

justice within the team and may cause conflict.  Conflict, in turn, has been shown to 

detract from performance (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003).  When members interact more 

(i.e. teams are more interdependent), there is more opportunity for conflict.  Therefore, 

heterogeneity of conscientiousness should matter more when teams are more 
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interdependent.  When teams don’t interact, it will be harder for those highest in 

conscientiousness (i.e. maximum conscientiousness) to help other members with their 

performance (e.g. it may be harder to keep them on task when members do not interact 

frequently).  Therefore, maximum conscientiousness cannot have as large of an impact on 

team performance in less interdependent settings and should matter more in more 

interdependent settings.  A member who is low on conscientiousness (i.e. minimum 

conscientiousness) may distract the group, turn in poor quality inputs, or not meet 

deadlines, which may prevent the group from performing optimally.  However, it is 

harder to distract the group when the group is not interacting very much, and it is likely to 

be easier to compensate for late/poor performance when the work is pooled (and 

therefore, each person’s tasks are similar) than in less interdependent settings where each 

person’s input may be quite different.  Therefore, minimum conscientiousness should 

matter more for higher levels of interdependence.  Since mean conscientiousness is 

comprised (in part) of minimum and maximum conscientiousness and since both 

minimum and maximum conscientiousness are expected to relate to performance stronger 

when teams are more interdependent, mean conscientiousness is also likely to be more 

strongly related to performance when teams are more interdependent. 

Overall, Prewett et al.’s (2009) results suggest that the conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship was not moderated by interdependence. For example, for mean 

conscientiousness, the confidence intervals were .04 to .20 for pooled interdependence,  

-.08 to .11 for reciprocal interdependence, and .10 to .26 for team interdependence.   
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Since theory suggests that interdependence will moderate the team 

conscientiousness-team performance relationship and findings do not agree, I pose: 

Research Question 4:  Will the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship be moderated by interdependence? 

Number of Individuals per Team   

Another way to make teamwork more complex is to increase the size of the team.  

Making sure that each team member knows what he/she needs to know about the work 

and about which members have which pieces of useful knowledge will become more 

difficult as the number of members increases.  Individuals high in conscientiousness are 

likely to be more involved in tasks and to learn from each other (Molleman et al., 2004).  

This, in turn, should lead to more similar and more accurate mental models.  Team 

mental models are related to team performance (e.g., Homan et al., 2008; DeChurch & 

Mesmer-Magnus, 2010).  Therefore, I propose: 

Hypothesis 19:  The team conscientiousness-team performance relationship will 

be stronger for teams with more members than for teams with fewer members. 

Type of Job Performance   

The relationship between composition variables and individual-level performance 

is moderated by type of performance (e.g. Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; LePine & 

Van Dyne, 2001; Hattrup, O'Connell, & Wingate, 1998).  Kehoe (2008) suggests that at 

the individual level, our estimates of the relationship between personality and 

performance are likely overestimated because studies examining these relationships are 

likely to focus on contextual performance rather than task performance.   Therefore, I will 
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examine the effect of type of performance (i.e. task performance, OCBs, and CWBs) on 

the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship.   

 Hypothesis 20:  Team conscientiousness measures will predict team OCBs and 

CWBs better than team task performance. 

Performance (Behavior) vs. Effectiveness (Outcome) Criterion   

As discussed in the section on cognitive ability, both performance (i.e. behaviors) 

and effectiveness (i.e. outcome) criteria will be examined.  Since employees can control 

their behaviors but may not be able to control outcomes (e.g. outcomes can be 

contaminated by quality of the machine one works on, income level of individuals in a 

salesperson’s territory, etc.), personality should predict behavioral criteria better than it 

predicts effectiveness criteria (Campbell, 1990).  

Prewett et al. (2009) examined performance vs. effectiveness as a moderator of 

team conscientiousness and team outcomes.  Their results suggest that performance vs. 

effectiveness did not moderate the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship.  For example, the confidence intervals for the mean conscientiousness-team 

outcomes relationships were .04 to .22 for performance and .07 to .20 for effectiveness. 

Since theory and empirical evidence did not consistently agree, I propose: 

Research Question 5:  Will behavioral criteria vs. effectiveness criteria moderate 

the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship? 

Purpose of the Performance Rating   

As discussed in the section on intelligence, performance ratings tend to be more 

lenient when used for administrative purposes than when used for research purposes 
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(Harris, Smith, & Champagne, 1995) or development purposes (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; 

Zedeck & Cascio, 1982).  When ratings are used for administrative purposes, raters tend 

to include political considerations in their ratings (Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; 

Longenecker, 1989).  This contamination may lower the relationship between team 

conscientiousness and team performance. 

 Hypothesis 21:  Correlations between team conscientiousness and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than 

when they are used for administrative purposes. 

Agreeableness 

It is likely that the relationship between agreeableness and team performance is 

curvilinear.  (Since correlations between agreeableness and performance are reported 

more frequently than regression results where agreeableness-squared is a predictor, and 

since I could not compare the relationship between agreeableness-squared and 

performance unless the same variables were used in each regression equation, curvilinear 

relationships will not be examined in this study.  As more research is available on the 

curvilinear relationship between agreeableness and performance, future meta-analyses 

should examine this relationship.)  If, for instance, the team is composed of disagreeable 

members, the team is likely to fight instead of work.  Neuman and Wright (1999) show 

that the lowest team member’s agreeableness correlates positively with the group being 

better able resolve conflicts and having more communication, and Bell (2007) points out 

that those high in agreeableness tend to have more positive social interactions with 

others, suggesting less conflict in general.  Spending less time on conflict allows team 



46 

 

members to spend more time focusing on the task and leads to better task performance 

(De Dreu & Weingart, 2003).  In addition, agreeable individuals are likely to support and 

work towards group goals, even if the group’s goals interfere with personal interests (Van 

Vianen & De Dreu, 2001).  On the other hand, teams who are too agreeable may be more 

likely to fall victim to groupthink (Prewett et al., 2009).   

Out of the two possibilities, conflict seems likely to lead to worse performance 

than groupthink.  Others have argued that the research on groupthink is far from 

definitive and that additional theory is needed to show when groupthink will actually 

occur (e.g. Aldag & Fuller, 1993).  In general, the correlation between agreeableness and 

performance is assumed to be positive.  For example, Barrick and Mount (1991) 

predicted that agreeableness would be positively correlated with people-oriented jobs (i.e. 

managerial and sales positions).  There was a positive correlation between an individual’s 

agreeableness and his/her managerial performance (ρ = .10).  The relationship between 

agreeableness and sales performance, however, was not significant (ρ = .00).  If 

agreeableness is positively related to people-oriented jobs, it should be positively related 

to team-oriented jobs (since working with teams involves working with other people).  

Nevertheless, due to facts that a) agreeableness has not consistently predicted 

performance at the individual level (i.e. confidence intervals suggest that the relationship 

between agreeableness and performance may or may not be practically significant; 

Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001), b) theory suggests a possible curvilinear relationship 

between agreeableness and team outcomes, and c) this study poses a number of 

moderators to the team agreeableness-team performance relationship, I do not offer a 
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hypothesis regarding the overall relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance. 

Differences will likely occur based on the operationalization (e.g. mean, 

minimum) of team agreeableness used. If more agreeable members are able to resolve 

conflict, it is logical to assume that agreeableness may be compensatory, such that 

members can aid each other in solving conflicts.  However, one very disagreeable 

member may cause problems that hinder the team’s overall performance, suggesting that 

minimum agreeableness should predict performance (Barrick et al., 1998).  In addition, 

van Vianen and De Dreu (2001) found that mean and minimum agreeableness were both 

positively correlated with social cohesion, which is related to team performance 

(Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009). 

As a whole, meta-analytic results do show that mean agreeableness and the lowest 

member’s agreeableness predict team performance better than the highest member’s 

agreeableness or the heterogeneity of the team’s agreeableness (�̅ = .13, .15, .07, and -.03, 

respectively, Bell, 2007; �̅ = .13, .30, .12, and -.08, respectively, Bell, 2004; �̅ = .10, .10, 

.05, -.07; Prewett et al., 2009).  [The most likely cause of the different minimum 

agreeableness estimates between Bell (2004) and Bell (2007) is the number of studies 

each used.  For example, Bell (2004) reports 7 studies investigating minimum 

agreeableness, while Bell (2007) reports 13.  However, several other factors may have 

affected the estimates:  the two meta-analyses conducted their literature search using 

slightly different search engines (e.g., Bell (2007) used ProQuest Digital Dissertations 

while Bell (2004) did not; Bell (2004) used EconLit while Bell (2007) did not), Bell 
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(2007) reports examining conference manuals and proceedings, and Bell (2007) excluded 

studies “that assessed the relationship between composition variables and performance in 

groups that were not task interdependent were excluded (e.g., idea generation groups)” 

and  studies where the performance measure did not “reflect the general objective of the 

team (e.g., not time to completion for a decision-making task)” (p. 601).]  These results 

suggest that while one member’s agreeableness can compensate to some extent for 

another member’s lack of agreeableness, one disagreeable member can prevent the team 

from working well together (Barrick et al., 1998).   

Therefore, I hypothesize:  

Hypothesis 22:  Mean and minimum operationalizations of agreeableness will be 

positively correlated with team performance. 

Since minimum and the maximum agreeableness both are part of mean 

agreeableness (i.e. the highest and lowest members’ scores are included in the calculation 

of the mean), it would be interesting to determine whether mean agreeableness adds 

unique variance over minimum and maximum agreeableness in predicting team 

performance.  Bell (2004) found that mean agreeableness did not add unique variance 

over minimum agreeableness.  She did not include maximum agreeableness in these 

analyses.  Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 23:  When predicting team performance, mean agreeableness will not 

add unique variance over minimum and maximum agreeableness. 
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Task Type   

As discussed in the conscientiousness section, task type has previously been 

identified as an important moderator of the personality-performance relationship (Hogan 

et al., 1988).  In this study, I will use the Devine (2002) taxonomies to operationalize task 

type.  Please see the section on conscientiousness for more details on this taxonomy. 

While Bell (2007) was unable to report on Devine’s task types, if enough data is 

available, this paper will attempt to address each type of team within Devine’s clusters.  

It would be useful to address specific types of teams because it is likely that within 

clusters, predictors may behave differently.  For example, it may be less beneficial to 

have agreeable team members on a negotiation team (i.e. they may negotiate a less than 

optimal agreement) than on a design team (where criticism during initial brainstorming 

may decrease performance).   

Research Question 6:  Will type of team moderate the team agreeableness-team 

performance relationship? 

Team Tenure    

As team members get to know each other, their dynamics may change (Bell, 

2004).  Team tenure may affect how specific operationalizations of agreeableness (e.g. 

minimum agreeableness) are related to performance.  In terms of heterogeneity 

operationalizations of agreeableness, Harrison et al. (2002) suggest that as members learn 

where each person stands one on characteristics such as agreeableness, team members 

start using these characteristics to categorize in-groups and out-groups within their team.  

This suggests that measures of heterogeneity of agreeableness will become more 
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important over time.  In terms of minimum and maximum team agreeableness, as 

members identify which members are high and which are low on agreeableness, team 

members may identify strategies to work with or work around individuals who are 

high/low in agreeableness.   

While Bell (2007) did not find team tenure to be a significant moderator of 

predictor-team performance relationships, she suggests that this is most likely due to low 

power since the sample size was very limited for this analysis.  Another possible 

explanation for the non-significant finding is a lack of variance in tenure (P. Sackett, 

personal communication, March 21, 2011).  Adding additional studies to increase sample 

size may show that tenure does matter.  I propose: 

Research Question 7:  Will team tenure moderate the team agreeableness-team 

performance relationship? 

Team Existing for Same Length of Time as Study 

Related to tenure, we can examine whether teams exist for the same length of 

time as the study.  Teams that exist for the same length of time as their study include 

teams in lab and class studies and teams who train together but whose members will be 

assigned to different teams when working on the job.  This can be compared to studies 

where the team worked together prior to the study at hand or is expected to continue 

working together after the study is over (e.g. top management teams, most production 

teams).  While this is similar to tenure, with a measure of tenure, a team may not have 

been together for long but may know that they will continue to work together for a long 

time.  Examining whether teams exist for the same length of time as the study suggests 
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that not only will length of time the team has spent together matter, but also, that the 

length of time teams are expected to continue working together may matter. 

Teams that exist for the same length of time as their study are not members’ long-

term work teams and, therefore, team members may be willing to put up with and work 

well with less agreeable individuals for the length of their tenure, even though they might 

not be willing to put up with them if they know they will have to interact for longer 

periods of time.  This suggests that agreeableness will matter more for teams that don’t 

exist for the same length of time as their study.  Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 24:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be lower for teams that exist for the same length of time as the study 

than for teams that do not exist for the same length of time as the study. 

Study Setting  

The distinction of lab vs. field is important in team studies, primarily because 

these setting variables act as proxies for a number of other variables (e.g. team tenure, 

complexity of task).  For example, in lab settings, participants may have less motivation 

since there are often no real consequences of failure and they are less likely to have to 

interact with team members again.  Bell (2007) found the relationship between 

agreeableness and team performance was .03 in the lab and .31 in the field.  

Unfortunately, study setting and team type (per Devine, 2002) were highly correlated, so 

it is difficult to know whether setting truly was a moderator of these relationships.  This 

may be partially due to the fact that Bell considered class projects to be lab settings.  

Most class projects are intellectual tasks.  However, class projects should be considered 
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separately from lab studies since they can resemble either lab or field studies.  For 

example, Mohammed and Angell (2003) state that student teams in the classes they 

studied were paired with organizations (e.g. university-related businesses, industry, 

government, nonprofit organizations) and asked to identify ways that the organizations 

could improve efficiency.  This task strongly resembles a field study (e.g. working with 

an actual company, performing work the company will be interested in), suggesting that 

calling this a lab study would not be optimal.  Since class studies can resemble lab or 

field studies, the team agreeableness-team performance relationship for class studies will 

likely be weaker than field studies but stronger than lab studies.   

Updating this meta-analysis may provide additional data that makes it easier to 

identify how much of the effect of this moderator is due to study setting and how much is 

due to task type.   

 Hypothesis 25:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger in field settings than in lab settings.  The team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship for class studies will be weaker than field 

studies but stronger than lab studies. 

In addition, since there are reasons to believe that team tenure and task 

complexity may be part of the reason that study setting moderates the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship, I will test whether study setting still 

moderates the team agreeableness-team performance relationship after controlling for the 

effect of team tenure and job complexity. 
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Research Question 8:  Will the team agreeableness-team performance relationship 

be moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and task complexity as 

moderators? 

People-Oriented Tasks   

Barrick and Mount (1991) predicted that agreeableness would be positively 

correlated with people-oriented jobs (i.e. managerial and sales positions) at the individual 

level.  Their hypothesis was partially supported:  agreeableness was not a significant 

predictor of sales positions but was correlated with managerial performance (ρ = .10).  

Based on these findings, I will examine whether the team agreeableness-team 

performance relationship is moderated by how people-oriented the tasks/jobs are.  Jobs 

which involve interaction with people (e.g. sales) will be compared to non-people-

oriented jobs in order to determine whether the team agreeableness-team performance 

relationship is moderated by how people-oriented the task is. 

 Research Question 9:  Will people-oriented tasks moderate the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship?  

Cognitive Task Complexity   

Barrick and Mount (2003) state that we do not yet know if job complexity 

moderates the relationships between personality and job performance and claim that if it 

does moderate these relationships, “it may be because complexity is associated with 

greater discretion or autonomy, in addition to a need for more knowledge” (p. 212).   This 

suggests that it would be worthwhile to examine the effect of cognitive task complexity 

on the team agreeableness-team performance relationship. 
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 Communication is likely to be more important in complex jobs.  First, ideas in 

complex jobs are likely to be more complicated than those in lower complexity jobs.  

Therefore, more communication is likely to be required in order to understand the 

problems the group faces.  Second, since there is may often not be an obviously correct or 

previously determined solution (e.g. a minimum number of units the team must make), 

discussion of ideas is likely to be important.  Agreeableness should lead to better 

communication (Driskell, Goodwin, Salas, & O’Shea, 2006; Neuman & Wright, 1999) 

and, therefore, may be more important in more complex jobs. 

 Hypothesis 26:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger in jobs with higher cognitive task complexity. 

Interdependence   

In individual-level personality research, studies have shown that agreeableness 

tends to have stronger relationships with performance in person-oriented jobs (e.g. 

managerial jobs, teamwork measured at the individual level) than with performance in 

jobs in general (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001).  If these relationships are stronger 

because these jobs are comprised of interaction with others, it seems likely that the more 

interaction with others, the more agreeableness will matter as a predictor.  Therefore, it is 

expected that the more interdependent teams are, the more important agreeableness will 

become in predicting performance. 

As mentioned in the section on intelligence, I will use four categories of task 

interdependence:  pooled interdependence, sequential interdependence, reciprocal 
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interdependence, and team interdependence (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007).  For more 

information on this taxonomy, please refer to the intelligence section of this paper. 

Meta-analytic results examine the team agreeableness-team performance 

relationships for mean, heterogeneity, and minimum operationalizations of agreeableness.  

Results varied by operationalization, though no results were presented for sequential 

interdependence regardless or operationalization.  For mean agreeableness, results for 

pooled interdependence were weaker than those for team interdependence.  Reciprocal 

interdependence was not significantly different from pooled or team interdependence.  

For heterogeneity and minimum operationalizations of agreeableness, interdependence 

did not moderate the team agreeableness-team performance relationship (Prewett et al., 

2009).   

Since theory and empirical research do not agree on how interdependence affects 

the team agreeableness-team performance relationship, I propose: 

Research Question 10:  Will team interdependence moderate the relationship 

between team agreeableness and team performance? 

Number of Individuals per Team   

As the number of individuals in a team increases, interactions are likely to 

become more complicated, more chances for conflict [which is negatively related to 

performance (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003)] will occur, and ability to get along with others 

and work together well should become more important.  By definition, agreeable people 

should get along better with others.   
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In addition, individual-level research has shown that agreeableness sometimes has 

stronger relationships with performance in person-oriented jobs (e.g. managerial jobs, 

teamwork measured at the individual level) than with performance in jobs in general 

(Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001).  If these relationships are stronger because these jobs 

are comprised of interaction with others, it seems likely that the more interaction with 

others (larger teams likely require more interaction), the more agreeableness will matter 

as a predictor.    

Therefore, I propose: 

Hypothesis 27:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger for teams with more members per team than for teams with 

fewer members per team. 

Type of Job Performance   

Type of performance (i.e. task, OCB, or CWB) has been found to moderate the 

relationship between personality and job performance at the individual level (e.g. 

Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; LePine & Van Dyne, 2001).  Kehoe (2008) has 

suggested that our estimates of the relationship between personality and performance are 

likely overestimated because studies examining these relationships are likely to focus on 

contextual performance rather than task performance.   Therefore, this study will examine 

the impact of type of job performance on the agreeableness-team performance 

relationship.  
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 Hypothesis 28:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be moderated by type of performance (e.g. task, OCB), such that the 

relationship is stronger for OCBs and CWBs than for task performance.  

Performance (Behavior) vs. Effectiveness (Outcome) Criterion   

Campbell (1990) makes the distinction between performance, which is based on 

behaviors, and effectiveness, which is comprised of outcomes (e.g. number of widgets 

produced).  Behaviors are under an individual’s control, while outcomes are often 

affected by things outside of a person’s control (e.g. number of times the machine breaks 

down).  Due to this potential source of contamination in outcomes, it is expected that 

relationships between team composition and team effectiveness will be weaker than those 

between team composition and team performance. 

 Prewett et al. (2009) examined performance vs. effectiveness as a moderator of 

team personality and team outcomes.  For agreeableness, estimates for performance and 

for effectiveness were not significantly different.  For example, for mean agreeableness, 

the confidence interval was .09 to .30 for performance and .01 to .15 for effectiveness. 

 Since theory and research did not match, I pose: 

 Research Question 11:  Will the team agreeableness-team outcomes relationship 

be moderated based on whether the outcome is performance or effectiveness? 

Purpose of the Performance Rating   

In addition, as discussed in the intelligence section of this paper, performance 

ratings are more lenient and more likely to be influenced by politics when used for 

administrative purposes than when used for research purposes (Harris, Smith, & 
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Champagne, 1995; Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; Longenecker, 1989) or 

development purposes (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982).  Due to this 

contamination, it is expected that correlations will be stronger when personality data is 

gathered for research purposes than when it is gathered for administrative purposes. 

Hypothesis 29:  Correlations between team agreeableness and team performance 

will be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than when they are 

used for administrative purposes. 

Extraversion   

Extraversion is positively correlated with an individual’s performance in people-

related jobs.  Specifically, Barrick and Mount (1991) found a ρ of .18 for the 

extraversion-managerial performance relationship and .15 for the extraversion-sales 

performance relationship, suggesting that extraversion does affect performance in jobs 

dealing with people.  Barrick, Mount, and Judge (2001) suggest that since teamwork 

involves interaction with others, it is likely that extraversion will be positively correlated 

with team performance. 

In addition, Barrick and Mount (1991) show that extraversion is positively 

correlated with training performance.  They suggest that this is because extraverts are 

more interactive.  Barrick, Mount, and Judge (2001) suggest that this interaction includes 

mentoring other team members, leadership, and asking questions to better understand the 

task, all of which should in turn improve team performance.  Recent theory by Van 

Knippenberg, De Dreu, and Homan (2004) suggests that communication focused on 

understanding the task (e.g. asking questions to better understand the task) is important.  
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In particular, they introduce a construct called elaboration, which is defined as “group 

members’ exchange, discussion, and integration of ideas, knowledge, and insights 

relevant to the group’s task” (p. 1010).  Studies have confirmed that elaboration is an 

important predictor of team performance (Homan, van Knippenberg, van Kleef, & De 

Dreu, 2007; Homan et al., 2008; Kearney & Gerbert, 2009; Kearney, Gerbert, & Voelpel, 

2009; Kooij-de Bode, van Knippenberg, &  van Ginkel, 2008).  However, 

communication need not focus on the task (e.g. socialization) and may distract the team 

from their task (Waldman, Atwater, & Davidson, 2004), lowering performance. 

There are reasons for extraversion to be positively related to team performance 

and reasons for it to be negatively related to team performance.  However, since 

correlations between team extraversion and team performance are reported more 

frequently than regression results where team extraversion-squared is a predictor, and 

since I could not compare the relationship between team extraversion-squared and team 

performance unless the same variables were used in each regression equation, curvilinear 

relationships will not be examined in this study.  As more research becomes available on 

the curvilinear relationship between team extraversion and team performance, future 

meta-analyses should examine this relationship.  Due to a) the fact that there are reasons 

that extraversion may be positively or negatively related to team performance and b) the 

fact that many variables are posited to moderate the team extraversion-team performance 

relationship, I will not offer a hypothesis regarding the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship. 
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Overall, the previous discussion has suggested that extraversion is compensatory, 

which suggests that mean extraversion should be the best predictor of team performance.  

For example, if anyone in the team asks more questions to better understand the task, the 

entire team learns from these questions.  There is also reason to believe that variability in 

extraversion may be important.  It is likely that if there are too many extraverts in a 

group, there will be too much socialization and, therefore, the group may not focus on 

task enough.  Having too many extraverts in a group may also result in team members 

spending their time competing to be the leader rather than focusing on the task at hand.  

On the other hand, if there are not enough extraverts, the team may lack a leader when 

they need one to take charge (Waldman, Atwater, & Davidson, 2004).  In congruence 

with these ideas, Barry and Stewart (1997) found a curvilinear relationship between 

proportion of extraverted group members in the team and team performance, such that 

having the team consist of 20% to 40% high extroverts was optimal. 

 Meta-analytic estimates of the team extraversion-team performance relationship 

have been modest.  Bell’s (2004, 2007) and Prewett et al.’s (2009) results suggest that 

maximum extraversion is the best predictor of team performance [Bell (2004): �̅ = .13, 

Bell (2007): �̅  = .09; Prewett et al: �̅ = .12], followed by mean [Bell (2004): �̅  = .04;  

Bell (2007): �̅  = .08; Prewett et al.: �̅ = .09], and then minimum [Bell (2004): �̅  = .01;  

Bell (2007): �̅  = .04; Prewett et al.: �̅  = .03] and heterogeneity [Bell (2004): �̅  = .03; 

Bell (2007): �̅  = .03; Prewett et al.: �̅  = .06].  It is possible that the curvilinear 

relationship between extraversion and performance is hiding the relationships between 
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extraversion and team performance.  Based on the lack of consensus between theory and 

empirical results, I propose: 

 Research Question 12: Will the operationalizations of team extraversion be 

correlated with team performance? 

Since minimum and the maximum extraversion are both part of mean 

extraversion (i.e. the highest and lowest members’ scores are included in the calculation 

of the mean), it would be interesting to determine whether mean extraversion adds unique 

variance over minimum and maximum extraversion when predicting team performance.  

Bell (2004) found that mean extraversion did not add a significant amount of unique 

variance over maximum extraversion.  She did not include minimum extraversion in 

these analyses.  Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 30:  When predicting team performance, mean extraversion will not 

add unique variance over minimum and maximum extraversion. 

Task Type    

As discussed in the conscientiousness section, task type has previously been 

identified as an important moderator of the personality-performance relationship (Hogan 

et al., 1988).  In this study, I use the Devine (2002) taxonomy to operationalize task type.  

Please see the section on conscientiousness for more details on this taxonomy. 

 While Bell (2007) hypothesized that relationships might differ based on Devine’s 

(2002) team clusters, she did not report results for this moderator since team type and 

study setting were very strongly related.  This paper will attempt to examine the effect of 

team type as a moderator of the team extraversion-team performance relationship.  In 
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addition, if enough data is available, this paper will attempt to examine results for each 

type of team within Devine’s clusters.  It would be useful to address specific types of 

teams because it is likely that within clusters, predictors may behave differently.  For 

example, it may be more beneficial to have extraverted team members on a performance 

team (i.e. performers are on stage in front of others and, therefore, extraversion seems 

likely to be a boon to them) than on a production team (where discussion may take away 

from time better spent working).   

 Research Question 13:  Will task type moderate the relationship between team 

extraversion and team performance? 

Team Tenure    

As team members get to know each other, their dynamics may change (Bell, 

2004).  For instance, Harrison et al. (2002) suggest that over time, individuals will learn 

where team members stand on characteristics like extraversion, and therefore, over time, 

team members will begin to form in-groups and out-groups based on characteristics such 

as extraversion.  This suggests that the relationship between measures of the 

heterogeneity of extraversion will matter more over time.  In addition, since extraversion 

may not be immediately apparent, teams may need time to determine how members will 

best interact and, therefore, will not be able to mitigate weaknesses or exploit strengths 

when they first form.  For instance, it may not be immediately apparent that a team 

member is low in extraversion, and time may be required first to identify this trait and 

then to determine how to work around this trait (e.g. specifically asking for an introvert’s 

opinion).  This might suggest that the effect of the lowest member’s extraversion 
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decreases over time as his/her teammates learn how to mitigate his/her lack of 

extraversion.  Knowing that a member is extremely extraverted may lead members to 

encourage this person not to dominate the meeting, which may reduce negative effects of 

high extraversion over time.   

Bell (2007) found that team tenure was not a significant moderator of the team 

extraversion-team performance relationship.  However, she suggests that this is most 

likely due to low power since the sample size was very limited for this analysis.  Lack of 

variance in tenure could also contribute to the non-significant finding (P. Sackett, 

personal communication, March 21, 2011).  Therefore, adding additional studies to 

increase sample size may show that tenure does matter. 

Research Question 14:  Will team tenure moderate the relationship between team 

extraversion and team performance? 

Study Setting   

Study setting is important in team studies since it acts as a proxy for a number of 

other variables (e.g. team tenure, task complexity).  For example, in lab settings, 

participants may be less motivated since there are often no real consequences of failure 

and they do not have to interact with team members for long periods of time.  Bell (2007) 

did not find study setting to be a moderator of the team extraversion-team performance 

relationship.  For example, confidence intervals for overall extraversion were .00 to .10 

for lab and .06 to .19 for field.  Unfortunately, study setting and team type (per Devine, 

2002) were highly correlated, so it is difficult to know how setting truly affected the 

extraversion-performance relationship.  This high correlation may be partially due to the 
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fact that Bell considered class projects to be lab settings.  Most of these projects are 

intellectual tasks.  However, class projects should be considered separately from lab 

studies since they can resemble either lab or field studies.  For example, Mohammed and 

Angell (2003) state that student teams in the classes they studied were paired with 

organizations (e.g. university-related businesses, industry, government, nonprofit 

organizations) and asked to identify ways that the organizations could improve 

efficiency.  This task strongly resembles a field study (e.g. working with an actual 

company, performing work the company will be interested in), suggesting that calling 

this a lab study would not be optimal.  Since class studies can resemble lab or field 

studies, the team extraversion-team performance relationship for class studies will likely 

be weaker than field studies but stronger than lab studies.  Since Bell did not find a 

significant difference between lab and field estimates, class estimates will likely not be 

different from lab and field estimates. 

Updating Bell’s (2007) meta-analysis may provide additional data that makes it 

easier to parse apart the effect of study setting and the effect of task type.   

 Hypothesis 31:  The relationship between team extraversion and team 

performance will not be moderated by study settings.   

In addition, since there are reasons to believe that team tenure and task 

complexity are related to study setting, if study setting moderates the team extraversion-

team performance relationship, I will test whether study setting still moderates the team 

extraversion-team performance relationship after controlling for the effect of team tenure 

and job complexity. 
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Research Question 15:  Will the team extraversion-team performance relationship 

be moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and task complexity as 

moderators? 

People-Oriented Tasks   

Barrick and Mount (1991) hypothesized and found that extraversion was 

positively correlated with people-oriented jobs:  ρ = .18 for managerial jobs and ρ =.15 

for sales jobs.  Their meta-analysis was done at the individual level, so this meta-analysis 

will attempt to replicate their findings at the team level. Therefore, jobs that involve 

interaction with people (e.g. sales) will be compared to non-people-oriented jobs in order 

to determine whether the team extraversion-team performance relationship is moderated 

by how people-oriented the task is.  

 Hypothesis 32: The team extraversion-team performance relationship will be 

stronger for people-oriented tasks than non-people-oriented tasks. 

Cognitive Task Complexity    

Barrick and Mount (2003) state that we do not yet know if job complexity 

moderates the relationships between personality and job performance and claim that if it 

does moderate these relationships, “it may be because complexity is associated with 

greater discretion or autonomy, in addition to a need for more knowledge” (p. 212).   This 

suggests that cognitive task complexity should be examined as a potential moderator of 

the team extraversion-team performance relationship. 

 Another reason why cognitive task complexity is likely to moderate the team 

extraversion-team performance relationship relates to the relationship between 
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extraversion and communication.  Communication is likely to matter more in complex 

jobs for several reasons.  First, ideas in complex jobs are likely to be more complicated 

than those in lower complexity jobs.  Therefore, more communication is likely to be 

required in order to understand the problems the group faces and their potential solutions.  

Second, since there may not often be an obviously correct or previously determined 

solution (e.g. a minimum number of units the team must make), discussion of ideas is 

likely to be important.  Extraversion has been related to better communication at the 

individual level (e.g. Klein, 2009), and, therefore, may be more important in more 

complex jobs. 

 Hypothesis 33:  The relationship between team extraversion and team 

performance will be stronger in jobs that have more cognitive task complexity.  

Interdependence   

In individual-level personality research, studies have shown that extraversion 

tends to have stronger relationships with performance in person-oriented jobs (e.g. 

managerial jobs, teamwork measured at the individual level) than with performance in 

jobs in general (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001).  If these relationships are stronger 

because these jobs are comprised of interaction with others, it seems likely that the more 

interaction with others (e.g. in more interdependent teams), the more extraversion will 

matter as a predictor.  Therefore, it is expected that the more interdependent teams are, 

the better extraversion will predict performance. 

As mentioned in the section on cognitive ability, I will use the four categories of 

task interdependence:  pooled interdependence, sequential interdependence, reciprocal 
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interdependence, and team interdependence (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007).  For more 

information on this taxonomy, please refer to the cognitive ability section of this paper. 

 Prewett et al. (2009) examined whether interdependence was a moderator of the 

team extraversion-team performance relationship for three operationalizations of 

extraversion:  mean, heterogeneity, and maximum.  No estimates were reported for 

sequential interdependence, regardless of operationalization of extraversion.  Prewett et 

al. found that interdependence did not moderate the team extraversion-team performance 

relationship.  For example, confidence intervals for mean extraversion were .01 to .15 for 

pooled interdependence, -.08 to .14 for reciprocal interdependence, and .05 to .22 for 

team interdependence.  

 Since theory and research findings did not agree, I pose: 

Research Question 16:  Will interdependence moderate the team extraversion-

team performance relationship? 

Number of Individuals per Team   

In individual-level personality research, studies have shown that extraversion 

tends to have stronger relationships with performance in people-oriented jobs (e.g. 

managerial jobs, teamwork measured at the individual level) than with performance in 

jobs in general (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001).  Larger teams are likely to require more 

interaction.  If the extraversion-performance relationship is stronger in people-oriented 

jobs because these jobs are comprised of interaction with others and if interaction is more 

important for larger teams, extraversion should better predict performance for larger 

teams.   
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Hypothesis 34:  The team extraversion-team performance relationship will be 

stronger for teams with more members than for teams with fewer members. 

Type of Job Performance   

As discussed under the section on conscientiousness, type of performance (i.e. 

task, OCB, or CWB) has been found to moderate the relationship between personality 

and job performance at the individual level (e.g. Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; LePine 

& Van Dyne, 2001).  Kehoe (2008) has suggested that our estimates of the relationship 

between personality and performance are likely overestimated because studies examining 

these relationships are likely to focus on contextual performance rather than task 

performance.   Therefore, this study will examine the impact of type of job performance 

on the extraversion-team performance relationship.  

Hypothesis 35:  The relationship between team extraversion and team 

performance will stronger for OCBs and CWBs than for task performance. 

Performance (Behavior) vs. Effectiveness (Outcome) Criterion   

Campbell (1990) makes the distinction between performance, which is based on 

behaviors, and effectiveness, which is based on outcomes (e.g. number of widgets 

produced).  Behaviors are under an individual’s control, while outcomes are often 

affected by things outside of a person’s control (e.g. number of times the machine breaks 

down).  Due to the potential contamination in outcomes, it is expected that relationships 

between team composition and team effectiveness will be weaker than those between 

team composition and team performance. 
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 Prewett et al. (2009) examined performance vs. effectiveness as a moderator of 

team personality and team outcomes.  Results were mixed in terms of whether 

performance vs. effectiveness moderated extraversion-team performance relationships.  

For mean extraversion, the relationship was stronger for performance than for 

effectiveness.  For heterogeneity and maximum extraversion, on the other hand, 

relationships of extraversion and a) performance and b) effectiveness were not 

significantly different.  

Since these theory and previous results do not align with each other, I propose: 

 Research Question 17:  Will the team extraversion-team performance relationship 

be moderated by type of outcome (i.e. performance vs. objective criteria)? 

Purpose of the Performance Rating    

As discussed in the intelligence section of this paper, performance ratings are 

more lenient and more likely to be influenced by politics when used for administrative 

purposes than when used for research purposes (Harris, Smith, & Champagne, 1995; 

Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; Longenecker, 1989) or development purposes 

(Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982).  Due to this contamination, it is 

expected that correlations will be stronger when personality data is gathered for research 

purposes than when it is gathered for administrative purposes. 

Hypothesis 36:  Correlations between team extraversion and team performance 

will be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than when they are 

used administrative purposes. 
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Openness to Experience 

Theory on the relationship between openness to experience and team performance 

suggests that openness is positively related to performance.  For example, Homan et al. 

(2008) find that openness is positively related to elaboration, which is associated with 

higher team performance.  In addition, openness is related to ability to adapt (LePine, 

2003), which suggests that these team members can adjust when teams meet difficulties 

(e.g. members becoming ill, changes in tasks), which should, in turn, improve 

performance.  However, the relationship between openness and performance has not been 

very strong at the individual level (Barrick et al., 2001) or the team level (estimates range 

from -.02 for heterogeneity of openness to �̅ = .09 for mean openness; Bell, 2007).  Since 

a) theory and empirical results do not lead to the same conclusion and b) a number of 

moderators have been posited in this study, I do not offer a hypothesis regarding the 

overall team openness-team performance relationship. 

 The above theory suggests that mean and minimum team openness may be 

important predictors of performance.  In general, as members are more able to adapt and 

are more likely to discuss and entertain new ideas, team performance should improve.  

However, having one member who is unwilling to adapt to a new situation or to discuss a 

topic in detail may hinder the entire group from adapting or fully elaborating on an issue.  

On the other hand, maximum openness may matter if a) having one member start 

adapting to a situation helps others to transition and removes the uncertainty of the 

change for less open team members or b) having one member introduce a topic, ask 
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questions about it, or in general, try to better understand the topic helps the entire team to 

learn more about the topic and elaborate more upon it. 

Turning to Bell’s (2004, 2007) meta-analyses, relationships between the 

operationalizations of openness and team performance are fairly small.  [Prewett et al.’s 

(2009) findings will not be discussed in the section on Openness to Experience since they 

did not include this variable in their meta-analysis.]  The relationships between mean 

openness and team performance is strongest (�̅ = .10 and .09, for 2004 and 2007, 

respectively), followed by maximum openness and team performance (�̅ = .08, for both 

2004 and 2007), then minimum openness and team performance (�̅ = .03 and .04, for 

2004 and 2007, respectively) and heterogeneity of openness and team performance (�̅ = 

.03 and -.02, for 2004 and 2007, respectively).  Since theory and empirical evidence do 

not lead to the same conclusion, I propose: 

Research Question 18: Will the operationalizations of team openness predict team 

performance? 

Since minimum and the maximum openness are both part of mean openness (i.e. 

the highest and lowest members’ scores are included in the calculation of the mean), it 

would be interesting to determine whether mean openness adds unique variance over 

minimum and maximum openness when predicting team performance.  Bell (2004) found 

that mean openness did not add a significant amount of unique variance over maximum 

openness.  She did not include minimum openness in these analyses.  Therefore, I 

hypothesize: 
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 Hypothesis 37:  When predicting team performance, mean openness will not add 

unique variance over minimum and maximum openness. 

Task Type  

As discussed in the conscientiousness section, task type has previously been 

identified as an important moderator of the personality-performance relationship (Hogan 

et al., 1988).  I will use the Devine (2002) taxonomy for task type.  Please see the section 

on conscientiousness for more details on this taxonomy. 

While Bell (2007) hypothesized that relationships might differ based on Devine’s 

(2002) team clusters, she did not report results for this moderator since team type and 

study setting were very strongly related.  This paper will attempt to examine the effect of 

intellectual vs. physical teams as a moderator of the team openness-team performance 

relationship.  In addition, if enough data is available, this paper will attempt to examine 

results for each type of team within Devine’s clusters.  It would be useful to address 

specific types of teams because it is likely that within clusters, predictors may behave 

differently.  For example, it may be more beneficial to have open team members on a 

performance team (e.g. performers are often praised for attempting a new take on a 

character [actors] or a song [musicians, conductors]) than on a transportation team (where 

it is unlikely that openness affects workers’ ability to transport goods/services). 

Research Question 19:  Will task type moderate the team openness-team 

performance relationship? 
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Team Tenure    

As team members get to know each other, their dynamics may change (Bell, 

2004).  For instance, Harrison et al. (2002) suggest that over time, individuals will learn 

where team members stand on characteristics like openness, and therefore, over time, 

team members will begin to form in-groups and out-groups based on characteristics such 

as openness.  This suggests that the heterogeneity of team openness will impact team 

performance more over time.  In addition, since openness may not be immediately 

apparent, teams may need time to determine how members should interact with each 

other and, therefore, will not be able to mitigate weaknesses or exploit strengths when 

they first form.  For instance, it may not be immediately apparent that a team member is 

low in openness, and time may be required first to identify this trait and then to determine 

how to work around this trait (e.g. encouraging the individual to avoid criticizing ideas 

that seem “too different” during brainstorming sessions).  This might suggest that the 

effect of the lowest member’s openness decreases over time as his/her teammates learn 

how to mitigate his/her lack of openness. 

Bell (2007) found that team tenure was not a significant moderator of the 

predictor-team performance relationship.  She suggests that this is most likely due to low 

power.  Another possible explanation of the non-significant finding is a lack of variance 

in tenure (P. Sackett, personal communication, March 21, 2011).  Therefore, adding 

additional studies to increase sample size may show that tenure does matter. 

Research Question 20:  Will team tenure moderate the relationship between team 

openness and team performance? 
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Study Setting  

The distinction of lab vs. field is important in team studies since these setting 

variables act as proxies for a number of other variables (e.g. team tenure, job 

complexity).  For example, in lab settings, participants may have less motivation since 

there are often no real consequences of failure and they are less likely to have to interact 

with team members again.  Previous research suggests that study setting will not 

moderate the team openness-team performance relationship.  For example, confidence 

intervals for overall openness were -.06 to .07 for lab and .05 to .27 for field (Bell, 2007).  

Unfortunately, study setting and team type (per Devine, 2002) were highly correlated, so 

it is difficult to know whether setting truly was a moderator of these relationships.  This 

may be partially due to the fact that Bell considered class projects to be lab settings.  

Most class projects are intellectual tasks.  However, class projects should be considered 

separately from lab studies since they can resemble either lab or field studies.  For 

example, Mohammed and Angell (2003) state that student teams in the classes they 

studied were paired with organizations (e.g. university-related businesses, industry, 

government, nonprofit organizations) and asked to identify ways that the organizations 

could improve efficiency.  This task strongly resembles a field study (e.g. working with 

an actual company, performing work the company will be interested in), suggesting that 

calling this a lab study would not be optimal.  Since class studies can resemble lab or 

field studies, the team openness-team performance relationship for class studies will 

likely be weaker than field studies but stronger than lab studies.  Since lab and field 
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studies are not expected to differ, estimates for class studies are not expected to be 

significantly different from those for lab or field. 

Updating this meta-analysis may provide additional data that makes it easier to 

parse apart the effect of study setting and the effect of task type.     

 Hypothesis 38:  The team openness-team performance relationship will not be 

moderated by study setting. 

In addition, since there are reasons to believe that team tenure and task 

complexity may be part of the reason that study setting could moderate the team 

openness-team performance relationship, if study setting moderates the team openness-

team performance relationship, I will test whether study setting continues to moderate the 

team openness-team performance relationship after controlling for the effect of team 

tenure and job complexity. 

Research Question 21:  Will the team openness-team performance relationship be 

moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and task complexity as 

moderators? 

Cognitive Task Complexity   

Barrick and Mount (2003) state that we do not yet know if job complexity 

moderates the relationships between personality and job performance and claim that if it 

does moderate these relationships, “it may be because complexity is associated with 

greater discretion or autonomy, in addition to a need for more knowledge” (p. 212).   This 

suggests that it may be worthwhile to examine the effect of cognitive task complexity on 

the team openness-team performance relationship. 
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 As discussed under the section on extraversion, communication is likely to matter 

more in complex jobs.  Openness has been related to better communication at the 

individual (e.g. Klein, 2009) and team levels (e.g. Homan et al., 2008), and, therefore, 

may be more important in more complex jobs. 

 In addition, openness is related to creativity (e.g. McCrae, 1987; Feist, 1998).  

Since more complex jobs (e.g. engineer, marketers) are more likely to involve creativity, 

it is likely that openness will be a stronger predictor of performance in more complex 

jobs. 

 Hypothesis 39:  The relationship between team openness and team performance 

will be stronger in jobs that require a higher level of cognitive task complexity. 

Interdependence   

Just as communication is important in more cognitively complex tasks, it is likely 

to be important in more interdependent tasks.  By definition, higher interdependence 

involves increased interaction among members and is likely to involve an increase in 

communications.  Therefore, since openness has been related to better communication 

(e.g. Klein, 2009; Homan et al., 2008), it seems likely that the openness-performance 

relationship will become stronger as team interdependence increases. 

As mentioned in the section on cognitive ability, I will use the four categories of 

task interdependence:  pooled interdependence, sequential interdependence, reciprocal 

interdependence, and team interdependence (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007).  For more 

information on this taxonomy, please refer to the intelligence section of this paper. 
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 Unlike the other Big Five measures, there is no meta-analytic evidence regarding 

the impact of team interdependence on the team openness-team performance relationship.  

Prewett, Walvoord, Stilson, Rossi, and Brannick (2009) decided not to investigate 

openness to experience in their meta-analysis because “because the theoretical 

approaches to Openness to Experience differed greatly from other Big Five personality 

traits” (p.277). 

 Therefore, based on theory, I propose: 

 Hypothesis 40:  The team openness-team performance relationship will be 

stronger for teams that are more interdependent than for teams that are less 

interdependent. 

Number of Individuals per Team   

Making sure that each team member knows what he/she needs to know about the 

work and about which members have which pieces of useful knowledge will become 

more difficult as the number of members increases.  Therefore, communication will 

become more important.  Since openness has been related to better communication (e.g. 

Klein, 2009; Homan et al., 2008), it seems likely that the openness-performance 

relationship will become stronger as number of members per team increases. 

Hypothesis 41:  The team openness-team performance relationship will be 

stronger for teams with more individuals than for teams with fewer members. 

Type of Job Performance   

As discussed under the section on conscientiousness, type of performance (i.e. 

task, OCB, or CWB) has been found to moderate the relationship between personality 
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and job performance at the individual level (e.g. Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; LePine 

& Van Dyne, 2001).  Kehoe (2008) has suggested that our estimates of the relationship 

between personality and performance are likely overestimated because studies examining 

these relationships are likely to focus on contextual performance rather than task 

performance.   Therefore, this study will examine the impact of type of job performance 

on the team openness-team performance relationship. 

 Hypothesis 42:  Team openness will predict team OCBs and CWBs stronger than 

it will predict team task performance. 

Performance (Behavior) vs. Effectiveness (Outcome) Criterion   

Campbell (1990) makes the distinction between performance, which is based on 

behaviors, and effectiveness, which is based on outcomes (e.g. number of widgets 

produced). Behaviors are under an individual’s control, while outcomes are often affected 

by things outside of a person’s control (e.g. number of times the machine breaks down).  

Due to the potential contamination in outcomes, it is expected that relationships between 

team composition and team effectiveness will be weaker than those between team 

composition and team performance. 

Unlike the other Big Five measures, there is no meta-analytic evidence regarding 

the impact of performance vs. effectiveness on the team openness-team performance 

relationship.  Prewett, Walvoord, Stilson, Rossi, and Brannick (2009) decided not to 

investigate openness to experience in their meta-analysis because “because the theoretical 

approaches to Openness to Experience differed greatly from other Big Five personality 

traits” (p.277).   



79 

 

Therefore, based on theory, I posit: 

Hypothesis 43:  Team openness will be more strongly related to team 

performance criteria than to team effectiveness criteria.  

Purpose of the Performance Rating   

As discussed in the intelligence section of this paper, performance ratings are 

more lenient and more likely to be influenced by politics when used for administrative 

purposes than when used for research purposes (Harris, Smith, & Champagne, 1995; 

Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; Longenecker, 1989) or development purposes 

(Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982).  Due to this contamination, it is 

expected that correlations will be stronger when personality data is gathered for 

development or research purposes than when it is gathered for administrative purposes. 

Hypothesis 44:  Correlations between team openness and team performance will 

be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than when they are used 

for administrative purposes. 

Neuroticism/Emotional Stability   

In general, neuroticism is thought to either lead to lower group performance or to 

have a curvilinear relationship with performance.  Neurotic individuals are likely to be 

less confident about the group’s goals and decisions, which should lead to lower social 

cohesion and, in turn, decrease performance (Van Vianen & De Dreu, 2001).  Teams 

composed of individuals who have negative affect (which is a correlate of neuroticism, 

Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 1998) were less likely to engage in prosocial behaviors 

(George, 1990).  In addition, emotionally stable (i.e. the positive end of neuroticism) 
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individuals are likely to create a relaxed work environment that increases productivity 

and decreases conflict (Reilly, Lynn, & Aronson, 2002).  On the other hand, Barrick and 

Mount (1991) stated that the relationship between emotional stability and performance 

may plateau once subjects have “enough” emotional stability, and there has been some 

evidence of a curvilinear relationship between emotional stability and job performance 

(e.g. Le et al., 2011).  Since correlations between emotional stability and performance are 

reported more frequently than regression results where emotional stability-squared is a 

predictor, and since I could not compare the relationship between emotional stability-

squared and performance unless the same variables were used in each regression 

equation, curvilinear relationships will not be examined in this study.  As more research 

becomes available on the curvilinear relationship between team emotional stability and 

team performance, future meta-analyses should examine this relationship. 

 The theory presented so far suggests that mean and minimum emotional stability 

are likely to be important.  More emotional stability should, in general, lead to a more 

confident, relaxed atmosphere and to less conflict.  As with agreeableness, it is likely that 

one individual scoring very negatively (i.e. very neurotic) could affect the atmosphere for 

the entire team.  Heterogeneity of emotional stability should also be important.  Van 

Vianen and De Dreu (2001) found that variance in emotional stability was negatively 

correlated to cohesion ratings, which is related to team performance (Chiocchio & 

Essiembre, 2009). 

 The relationships between different operationalizations of emotional stability and 

team performance do not completely match theory.  Meta-analytic evidence suggests that 
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maximum emotional stability is the best predictor of team performance (�̅ = .17, Bell, 

2004; �̅ = .11, Bell, 2007; �̅ = .11, Prewett et al., 2009).  This is followed by mean 

emotional stability (�̅ = .06, Bell, 2004; �̅ = .11, Bell, 2007; �̅ = .08, Prewett et al.).  

Estimates of the correlation of minimum emotional stability and team performance are 

fairly low (�̅ = .00, Bell, 2004; �̅ = .05, Bell, 2007; �̅ = .06, Prewett et al.).  Estimates of 

the relationship between heterogeneity of emotional stability and team performance are 

also small (�̅ = .04, Bell, 2004; �̅ = .01, Bell, 2007; �̅ = .03, Prewett et al.).   

   Counter to theory, the effect of minimum emotional stability on team performance 

has been quite small, and maximum emotional stability has been a relatively stronger 

predictor of team performance.  Explanations regarding the minimal effect of minimum 

emotional stability and the larger effect of maximum emotional stability have been 

sparse.  Perhaps the problem is second order sampling error.  For maximum emotional 

stability, Bell (2004) used 4 studies, Bell (2007) used 7 studies, and Prewett et al. (2009) 

used 15 studies.  For minimum emotional stability, Bell (2004) used 5 studies, Bell 

(2007) used 9 studies, and Prewett et al. (2009) used 17 studies.  If the problem is second-

order sampling error, a meta-analysis with additional studies may show different results.  

Perhaps when teams are created, individuals who are lower in emotional stability are not 

often asked to be on teams, instead acting as individual contributors, and thus, range 

restriction is present in minimum levels of emotional stability.  Since theory and 

empirical results to not agree, I propose: 

 Research Question 22:  Will the operationalizations (e.g. mean, minimum) of 

team emotional stability predict team performance? 
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Since minimum and maximum emotional stability are both part of mean 

emotional stability (i.e. the highest and lowest members’ scores are included in the 

calculation of the mean), it would be interesting to determine whether mean emotional 

stability adds unique variance over minimum and maximum emotional stability when 

predicting team performance.  Bell (2004) states that she found that mean emotional 

stability added unique variance over maximum emotional stability.  (She did not include 

minimum emotional stability in these analyses.)  However, she calculates sample size 

based on number of teams rather than number of studies.  Based on her number of 

studies, results are not significant.  In addition, using the data presented in a correlation 

matrix in her Appendix C, I ran hierarchical regressions with first maximum emotional 

stability, then maximum and mean emotional stability, predicting team performance.  The 

change in R
2
 for this equation was minimal (∆ R

2
 = .02).  Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 45:  When predicting team performance, mean emotional stability will 

not add unique variance over minimum and maximum emotional stability. 

Task Type    

As discussed in the conscientiousness section, task type has previously been 

identified as an important moderator of the personality-performance relationship (Hogan 

et al., 1988).  In this study, I will use the Devine (2002) taxonomy for task type.  Please 

see the section on conscientiousness for more details on this taxonomy. 

 While Bell (2007) hypothesized that relationships might differ based on Devine’s 

(2002) team clusters, she did not report results for this moderator since team type and 

study setting were very strongly related.  This paper will attempt to examine the effect of 
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intellectual vs. physical teams as a moderator of the team emotional stability-team 

performance relationship.  Additionally, if enough data is available, this paper will 

attempt to examine results for each type of team within Devine’s clusters.  It would be 

useful to address specific types of teams because it is likely that within clusters, 

predictors may behave differently.  For example, it may be more beneficial to have 

emotionally stable team members on a medical team (e.g. in crisis situations during 

surgery, not panicking is likely beneficial) than on a performance team (where 

performers [e.g. actors, musicians] may have to tap into their negative emotions to better 

perform).  

 Research Question 23:  Does task type moderate the team emotional stability-

team performance relationship? 

Team Tenure    

As team members get to know each other, their dynamics may change (Bell, 

2004).  For instance, Harrison et al. (2002) suggest that over time, individuals will learn 

where team members stand on characteristics like emotional stability, and therefore, over 

time, team members will begin to form in-groups and out-groups based on characteristics 

such as emotional stability.  This suggests that the heterogeneity of emotional stability 

will matter more over time.  In addition, since emotional stability may not be 

immediately apparent, teams may need time to determine how members will best interact 

and, therefore, will not be able to mitigate weaknesses or exploit strengths when the team 

first forms.  For instance, it may not be immediately apparent that a team member is high 

or low in emotional stability, and time may be required first to identify this trait and then 
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to determine how to work with this trait to optimize performance (e.g. giving more 

stressful work to members who are more emotionally stable).  This might suggest that the 

effect of the lowest member’s emotional stability decreases over time as his/her 

teammates learn how to mitigate his/her lack of emotional stability and the effect of the 

highest member’s emotional stability increases over time as members learn to exploit this 

trait.   

 Reilly et al. (2002) stated that emotionally stable individuals are likely to create a 

relaxed work environment that increases productivity and decreases conflict. It seems 

likely that this environment will build over time.   For instance, if emotionally stable 

teams do engage in more OCBs (George, 1990, shows that teams with high negative 

affect are less likely to engage in prosocial behaviors), these behaviors will occur over 

time rather than just at the beginning of the team’s existence, and their impact should add 

up over time.  Therefore, it seems that the effects of mean team emotional stability on 

team performance will increase over time. 

While Bell (2007) did not find team tenure to be significant moderator of the 

emotional stability-team performance relationship, she suggests that this is most likely 

due to low power since the sample size was very limited for this analysis.  Bell reports 

that team tenure explained 12% of the variance in the team emotional stability-team 

performance relationship, which suggests that the non-significant finding here is not due 

to lack of variance in team tenure.  Therefore, adding additional studies to increase 

sample size may show that tenure does matter. 
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Hypothesis 46:  For mean, heterogeneity, and maximum emotional stability, the 

relationship between team emotional stability and team performance will be stronger for 

teams that have been together for a longer duration than teams who have been together 

for a shorter duration.  For minimum emotional stability, the relationship between team 

emotional stability and team performance will be weaker for teams that have been 

together for a longer duration than teams who have been together for a shorter duration. 

Team Existing for Same Length of Time as Study   

Related to tenure, we can examine whether teams exist for the same length of 

time as the study.  Teams that exist for the same length of time as their study include 

teams in lab and class studies and teams who train together but whose members will be 

assigned to different teams when working on the job.  This can be compared to studies 

where the teams worked together prior to the study at hand or are expected to continue 

working together after the study is over (e.g. top management teams, most production 

teams).  While this is similar to tenure, with a measure of tenure, a team may not have 

been together for long but may know that they will continue to work together for a long 

time.  This suggests that not only will length of time the team has spent together matter, 

but the length of time teams are expected to continue working together may matter. 

 Since teams that exist for the same length of time as their study have a finite 

period of time in which they will work together, while teams that do not exist for the 

same length of time as their study may work together indefinitely, individuals in teams 

that exist for the same length of time as their study may be willing to put up with and 

work well with less emotionally stable individuals for the length of their tenure, even 
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though they might not be willing to put up with them if they knew they would have to put 

up with less emotionally stable individuals for longer periods of time.  This suggests that 

emotional stability will matter more for teams that do not exist for the same length of 

time as their study.  Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 47:  The relationship between team emotional stability and team 

performance will be weaker for teams that exist for the same length of time as their study 

than for teams that that do not exist for the same length of time as their study. 

Study Setting  

The distinction of lab vs. field is important in team studies since these setting 

variables act as proxies for a number of other variables (e.g. team tenure, job 

complexity).  For example, in lab settings, participants may have less motivation since 

there are often no real consequences of failure and they are less likely to have to interact 

with team members again.  Bell (2007) did not find lab vs. field to be a significant 

moderator of the emotional stability-team performance relationship (�̅ = .03 for lab and 

.05 for field). Unfortunately, study setting and team type (per Devine, 2002) were highly 

correlated, so it is difficult to know how setting truly affected the emotional stability-

performance relationship.  This may be partially due to the fact that Bell considered class 

projects to be lab settings.  Most class projects are intellectual tasks.  However, class 

projects should be considered separately from lab studies since they can resemble either 

lab or field studies.  For example, Mohammed and Angell (2003) state that student teams 

in the classes they studied were paired with organizations (e.g. university-related 

businesses, industry, government, nonprofit organizations) and asked to identify ways 
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that the organizations could improve efficiency.  This task strongly resembles a field 

study (e.g. working with an actual company, performing work the company will be 

interested in), suggesting that calling this a lab study would not be optimal.  Since class 

studies can resemble lab or field studies, the team emotional stability-team performance 

relationship for class studies will likely be weaker than field studies but stronger than lab 

studies. 

Updating this meta-analysis may provide additional data that makes it easier to 

determine whether there is an effect of study setting or task type.   

 Hypothesis 48:  Study setting will not moderate the relationship between team 

emotional stability and team performance. 

In addition, since there are reasons to believe that team tenure and task 

complexity may be part of the reason that study setting may moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship, if study setting is a significant moderator of the 

team emotional stability-team performance relationship, I will test whether study setting 

continues to moderate the team emotional stability-team performance relationship after 

controlling for the effect of team tenure and job complexity. 

Research Question 24:  Will the team emotional stability-team performance 

relationship be moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and task 

complexity as moderators? 

Cognitive Task Complexity   

Barrick and Mount (2003) state that we do not yet know if job complexity 

moderates the relationships between personality and job performance and claim that if it 
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does moderate these relationships, “it may be because complexity is associated with 

greater discretion or autonomy, in addition to a need for more knowledge” (p. 212).   This 

suggests that it may be useful to examine the impact of cognitive task complexity on the 

relationship between team emotional stability and team performance. 

Communication is likely to be more important in complex jobs.  First, ideas in 

complex jobs are likely to be more complicated than those in jobs with lower complexity.  

Therefore, more communication is likely to be required in order to understand the 

problems the group faces.  Second, since there is may often not be an obviously correct or 

previously determined solution (e.g. a minimum number of units the team must make), 

discussion of the problem and possible solutions is likely to be important.  According to 

Molleman et al. (2004), “stable individuals feel more confident and less insecure while 

collaborating with others, and therefore they will more easily bring in their own 

knowledge and opinions and be more receptive to the inputs of others” (p. 521).   

Therefore, it is likely that emotionally stable team members will be better at 

communicating, which will matter more in more complex jobs. 

In addition, Le et al. (2011) have found complexity to affect the relationship 

between emotional stability and job performance at the individual level.  First, they 

hypothesized that emotional stability would have a curvilinear relationship with 

performance.  Barrick and Mount (1991) stated that the relationship between emotional 

stability and performance may plateau once subject have “enough” emotional stability.  

Le et al. also cite the “typical finding… that at the extremes of low and high levels of 

emotionality, performance is lower, but as emotion level deviates from the extremes 
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toward the mean, performance gradually increases” (p. 116).   Based on this, they 

determined that there was likely a curvilinear relationship between emotional stability 

and performance. 

Next, Le et al. (2011) hypothesized that the curvilinear relationship between 

emotional stability and performance would be moderated by complexity.  Easterbrook 

(1959) suggests that the curvilinear relationship between emotional stability and 

performance is due to cue utilization.  Emotion leads to fewer cues being utilized, which 

is positive when additional cues are extraneous and negative when additional cues are 

useful.  When tasks are more complex (and therefore, additional cues are likely to be 

useful), the optimal level of emotionally stable is higher than when tasks are less 

complex.   

Le et al. (2011) conducted two studies to evaluate their hypotheses.  In both 

studies, the interaction of job complexity and emotional stability was a significant 

predictor of job performance.  In one of the two, the interaction of emotional stability 

squared and job complexity was a significant predictor of job performance.  Since Le et 

al.’s study examined relationships at the individual level, it seems important to determine 

whether the job complexity moderates the emotional stability-performance relationship at 

the team level. 

 Hypothesis 49:  The relationship between team emotional stability and team 

performance will become stronger as cognitive task complexity increases. 
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Interdependence 

Just as communication is important in more cognitively complex tasks, it is likely 

to be important in more interdependent tasks.  By definition, higher interdependence 

involves increased interaction among members and is likely to involve an increase in 

communication.  Therefore, since emotional stability has been related to better 

communication (e.g. Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998), it seems likely that the 

emotional stability-performance relationship will become stronger as team 

interdependence increases. 

As mentioned in the section on intelligence, I will use the four categories of task 

interdependence:  pooled interdependence, sequential interdependence, reciprocal 

interdependence, and team interdependence (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007).  For more 

information on this taxonomy, please refer to the intelligence section of this paper. 

 A recent meta-analysis, Prewett et al. (2009), examined the effect of 

interdependence on the relationship between the different operationalizations (i.e. mean, 

heterogeneity, maximum) of team emotional stability and team performance.  

Relationships between emotional stability and team performance were not moderated by 

interdependence.   

 Since theory and research did not match, I pose: 

 Research Question 25:  Does task interdependence moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship? 
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Number of Individuals per Team   

Making sure that each team member knows what he/she needs to know about the 

work and about which members have which pieces of useful knowledge will become 

more difficult as the number of members increases.  Therefore, communication will 

become more important.  Since emotional stability has been related to better 

communication (e.g. Barrick et al., 1998), it seems likely that the emotional stability-

performance relationship will be stronger in larger teams. 

Hypothesis 50:  The team emotional stability-team performance relationship will 

be stronger for teams with more individuals than for teams with fewer members. 

Type of Job Performance   

As discussed under the section on conscientiousness, type of performance (i.e. 

task, OCB, or CWB) has been found to moderate the relationship between personality 

and job performance at the individual level (e.g. Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; LePine 

& Van Dyne, 2001).  Kehoe (2008) has suggested that our estimates of the relationship 

between personality and performance are likely overestimated because studies examining 

these relationships are likely to focus on contextual performance rather than task 

performance.   Therefore, this study will examine the impact of type of job performance 

on the emotional stability-team performance relationship.  

Hypothesis 51:  The team emotional stability-team OCBs and CWBs relationships 

will be stronger than the team emotional stability-team task performance relationship. 
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Performance (Behavior) vs. Effectiveness (Outcome) Criterion  

Campbell (1990) makes the distinction between performance, which is based on 

behaviors, and effectiveness, which is based on outcomes (e.g. number of widgets 

produced).  Behaviors are under an individual’s control, while outcomes are often 

affected by things outside of a person’s control (e.g. number of times the machine breaks 

down).  Due to this potential source of contamination in outcomes, it is expected that the 

relationship between team composition and team effectiveness will be weaker than the 

relationship between team composition and team performance. 

 Prewett et al. (2009) examined performance vs. effectiveness as a moderator of 

team emotional stability and team outcomes.  Performance vs. effectiveness did not 

moderate the team emotional stability-team performance relationship.  For example, 

confidence intervals for mean emotional stability were .07 to .27 for performance and  

-.02 to .12 for effectiveness.  Since empirical evidence and theory did not agree, I will re-

evaluate the effects of this moderator. 

 Research Question 26:  Does performance vs. effectiveness moderate the team 

emotional stability-team outcomes relationship? 

Purpose of the Performance Rating   

As discussed in the intelligence section of this paper, performance ratings are 

more lenient and more likely to be influenced by politics when used for administrative 

purposes than when used for research purposes (Harris, Smith, & Champagne, 1995; 

Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; Longenecker, 1989) or development purposes 

(Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982).  Due to this contamination, it is 
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expected that correlations will be stronger when personality data is gathered for research 

purposes than when it is gathered for administrative purposes. 

Hypothesis 52:  Correlations between team emotional stability and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than 

when they are used for administrative purposes. 

A summary of hypotheses can be found in   
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Table 2. 

Method 

Literature Search 

The present meta-analysis searched the PsycInfo database for studies from 1980 

to September 2012 using the following key words: 

• (group OR team) AND (performance OR effectiveness) AND (intelligence 

OR ability OR composition) 

• (group OR team) AND (performance OR effectiveness) AND (personality 

OR extraversion OR extroversion OR conscientiousness OR neuroticism 

OR emotional stability OR openness OR agreeableness) 

These searches were limited to human, non-disordered subjects and English language 

only.  This resulted in 7,514 articles.  These articles’ titles and abstracts were reviewed.  

Studies examining children in groups were not included.  I also used Google Scholar to 

identify studies that cited Bell (2007) or Prewett et al. (2009) since both of these studies 

were important meta-analyses in this field.  In addition, reference lists of articles were 

scanned after reviewing the articles.  Overall, there were 438 articles that needed to be 

reviewed more carefully to determine whether they contained information relevant to this 

study.  At this stage, the search was relatively liberal.  Any articles that looked like they 

might include team level analyses of intelligence or personality predicting performance 

(e.g. articles that mentioned “composition” in the abstract) were identified to be 

reviewed.   
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After reviewing these articles, 101 articles were determined to be relevant for this 

study.  This number of articles is larger than previous meta-analyses.  Bell (2007) used 89 

sources (some of which only investigated predictor variables that are outside the scope of 

the present study [e.g. emotional intelligence]).  Prewett et al. (2009) used 70 articles, 

though did not examine results for intelligence or openness to experience.  Combined, 

Bell and Prewett et al. used 50 articles that I did not include in the present meta-analysis.  

About half of these were because Bell included predictor variables that were not used in 

this dissertation (e.g. collectivism).  Other common reasons for differences included a) 

previous meta-analyses cited a conference paper or an unpublished paper that I was 

unable to obtain, b) Bell used a proxy of intelligence (e.g. GPA, e.g. Duffy & Shaw, 

2000) or included a measure of intelligence that was contaminated by other factors (e.g. a 

composite created by equally weighting ACT scores  and GPA, Colarelli & Boos, 1992), 

and c) the article only used individuals who scored at the extremes (e.g. plus or minus 

one standard deviation from the mean, e.g. Cheung & Roberts, 2006).  The current meta-

analysis includes 43 studies that neither Bell nor Prewett et al. used in their meta-

analyses.  Of these, 23 were published after the ending search dates for the previous 

meta-analyses, 4 were found through snowballing and were from before the listed search 

dates, and 16 had publication dates that overlapped with at least one of the meta-analyses.  

Since there are useful details describing decisions that may not be listed in articles (e.g. 

Latham, Erez, & Locke, 1988), even with inclusion criteria listed, it is difficult to state 

for certain whether most of the 16 articles where search dates overlap were due to the 

authors not locating the article or due to differences in inclusion criteria. 
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Inclusion Criteria 

Studies were included in this meta-analysis if they met the following criteria.  

Studies had to report a relationship(s) between intelligence and performance or 

personality variables and performance at the team level.  These relationships needed to be 

correlations or statistics that could be converted into correlations.  Personality and 

intelligence measures needed to be measured by individual assessments which were then 

formed into a team-level measure (e.g. mean, minimum).  Articles that only used 

individuals scoring at extremes (e.g. plus or minus 1 standard deviation from the mean) 

on personality or intelligence were not included since removing these individuals causes 

range enhancement in the study.  Articles that only reported correlations after they had 

been controlled for a third variable were removed.  In addition, studies that only reported 

significant results were not included in this meta-analysis. 

Independence of Observations 

This dissertation used several rules to ensure independence of observations.  First, 

when an article included independent samples, they were treated as independent cases.  

Second, when relationships were presented for multiple predictor variables (e.g. 

intelligence, extraversion), these relationships will be considered independent (e.g. 

relationships from the given article are used for both intelligence and extraversion).  

Third, when relationships that varied on a moderator were reported in a study (e.g. a 

rating of performance behaviors and an objective outcome measure were included in the 

study), separate relationships were computed for each relevant value of the given 

moderator variable (e.g. the rating of performance behaviors was used for the analyses 
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for Performance while the objective outcome measure was used in the analyses for 

Outcomes).  These relationships were not treated as independent in all other analyses.  

Fourth, when samples were not independent, composites were created using formulas by 

Ghiselli, Campbell, and Zedeck (1981).  When intercorrelations between either predictor 

variables or dependent variables are not included (and therefore, Ghiselli et al.’s formulas 

cannot be used), average correlations were calculated. 

Artifacts 

Reliability of Predictors 

For minimum and maximum operationalizations of predictors, coefficient alpha 

(α) was used to correct for reliability in the predictor.  A composite reliability was 

computed for mean operationalizations since the mean is a composite measure.  The 

following formula from Crocker and Algina (1986) was used to estimate the composite 

reliability for mean operationalizations of predictor variables: 

���’ =	
�	

’

��(���)	

’
, 

Where ���’ is the reliability of the composite, k is the average number of individuals in 

the team, and ���’ is the internal consistency reliability reported at the individual level.  In 

cases where an average number of team members was not included in the study but a list 

of the different numbers of team members is listed (e.g. 4- and 5-member teams were 

used), an average of the team sizes was used [e.g. (4 + 5) / 2 = 4.5] to estimate k.  For 

other operationalizations of predictor variables (i.e. overall, heterogeneity, and other), no 

corrections for reliability of the predictor variable were made.  
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Reliability of Performance Ratings   

When reported, interrater reliability information was gathered.  This information 

includes intraclass correlations (ICCs), which are a measure of interrater reliability.  

ICC(1) was used when different individuals rated different teams, while ICC(2) was used 

when one group of raters assessed each team (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979).  When it was not 

clear whether the same group of individuals rated all teams, the higher ICC was chosen 

since it will lead to more conservative corrections.  For objective performance measures 

(e.g. number of items produced, sales in dollars), a reliability of 1.00 was assumed.  

While it may be argued that the reliability of objective measures is not 1.00 (Schmidt & 

Hunter, 1996), it is likely close to this value.  Since objective measures have a default 

reliability, these may be oversampled (i.e. in order for an estimate from the study to be 

part of the reliability artifact distribution, they do not have to report an actual reliability, 

while estimates of non-objective measures do).  This may lead to a more conservative 

estimate of operational and construct validities.  In addition, when a) it was necessary to 

form a performance composite and b) separate reliabilities were presented for the 

performance measures, reliability composites were used to calculate the criterion 

reliability.  Unless there was a theoretical reason (i.e. different types of performance) to 

use different reliability distributions, an overall criterion reliability was used to correct 

correlations.  This was done to increase the number of reliabilities used in order to 

decrease the possibility of second-order sampling error in reliabilities. 
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Range Restriction   

There was not enough information to code range restriction for predictor variables 

at the team level or for team performance. 

Description of Variables 

Operationalization of Predictor   

Six operationalization categories were used:  overall, mean, heterogeneity, 

minimum, maximum, and other.  The overall category creates one correlation per study 

for each relevant analysis.  In cases where there are more than one correlations presented 

for a study (e.g. mean and minimum operationalizations both predicted performance) and 

intercorrelations between variables were available, a composite correlation (Ghiselli, 

Campbell, & Zedeck, 1981) was created.  When intercorrelations were not available, the 

overall operationalization was estimated by calculating the average of the correlations 

(e.g. average of mean predictor-team performance correlation and minimum predictor-

team performance correlation).  The mean operationalization category includes average 

and sum of predictor values for the team.  Heterogeneity is defined as Harrison and 

Klein’s (2007) separation diversity (e.g. standard deviation on a trait, the variance, mean 

Euclidean distance).  Minimum is the score of the individual on the team who scored 

lowest on the predictor, while maximum is the score of the individual on the team who 

scored highest on the predictor.  Examples of “other” operationalizations include range, 

coefficient of variation, proportion/percent scoring above a certain score, and the average 

of specific positions.   The average of specific positions was calculated when the set of 

positions was the same across teams, each team had one individual performing each 
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position (e.g. one driver, one shooter), and correlations were reported for each position 

with team performance (e.g. Fiedler & Meuwese, 1963). 

Task Type   

When possible, tasks were sorted into specific categories (e.g. executive, design, 

production) of tasks.  When this was not possible, Devine’s (2002) definitions for 

intellectual and physical tasks were referenced.  Intellectual tasks involve “thinking as a 

core task, mental skills, a nonlinear work process, the derivation of new knowledge, and 

information as the primary work outcome. In contrast, physical work involves a core task, 

physical skills, a linear workflow, applying existing knowledge, and a tangible product” 

(Devine, 2002, p. 296).  

Tenure   

Tenure was coded as number of days.  When an approximate time frame was 

given (e.g. teams worked together for a semester), team tenure was estimated based on 

this information.  When one performance ratings were given for several tasks (e.g. overall 

team performance on several class projects), average tenure was used. 

Team Existing for Same Length of Time as the Study   

Teams that exist for same length of time as the study included lab teams, class 

teams, and field teams that were trained together before being reassigned to work teams.  

Teams that do not exist for same length of time as study include teams that worked 

together before and/or after the study. 
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Study Setting   

Three categories were used for study setting:  lab, field, and class.  Class settings 

were projects, assignments, or activities completed as part of college classes. 

People-Oriented   

The task was identified as people-oriented based on two criteria.  First, jobs or 

aspects of jobs that involved interaction with those not in the team were considered 

people-oriented.  Second, OCBs and CWBs were considered to be people-oriented when 

they dealt with interaction with others inside or outside of the group. 

Task Complexity   

In order to classify task complexity, the job performed was considered.  When 

simulations of jobs were performed (e.g. in lab and class settings), these were treated as if 

they were the job.  Task complexity was coded based on Job Zones.  Occupations in Job 

Zone 1 require little to no preparation (e.g. bus drivers, waiters/waitresses).  Job Zone 2 

includes jobs that require some preparation but can be learned fairly quickly (e.g. flight 

attendants, bank tellers).  Job Zone 3, on the other hand, requires moderate preparation, 

such as a vocational or associate’s degree.  Occupations in Job Zone 4 require 

considerable preparation, such as a bachelor’s degree and a few years of work-related 

experience (e.g. historians).  Job Zone 5 requires extensive preparation.  These jobs 

usually require a graduate level degree (e.g. lawyers, surgeons) (Oswald et al., 1999).  

When possible, ratings were taken from O*Net.  When this was not possible, amount of 

training was used to estimate task complexity.  
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Interdependence   

There are four types of interdependence:  pooled, sequential, reciprocal, and team.  

Pooled interdependence occurs when members do not need to directly interact with each 

other and performance is aggregated.  Tesluk et al. (1997) give the example of janitorial 

work, where each team is in charge of cleaning a specific area.  While the custodians are 

likely to work separately on their cleaning tasks rather than interacting with each other, it 

is the sum of their work that determines how the custodial team performed.  Sequential 

interdependence can be thought of as an assembly line.  Work travels between employees 

in a linear fashion, such that one employee must act before the next is able to act.  In 

reciprocal interdependence, rather than having a unidirectional workflow, work moves 

bidirectionally between team members (Tesluk et al., 1997; Saavendra et al., 1993; 

Thompson, 1967).  In team interdependence, on the other hand, team members work 

simultaneously on the task at hand (e.g. problem-solving teams; Van de Ven et al., 1976). 

Thompson (1967) claims that interdependence is hierarchical, such that sequential 

interdependence contains a pooled interdependence aspect and reciprocal 

interdependence contains pooled and sequential interdependence aspects.  [Van de Ven et 

al. (1976) added team interdependence to the taxonomy.]  Therefore, interdependence 

will be coded as the highest level of interdependence likely to occur during a task:  

pooled (lowest interdependence), sequential, reciprocal, or team interdependence (highest 

interdependence).   
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Number of Individuals per Team   

Number of individuals per team was coded as the average number of individuals 

per team in the study. 

Type of Job Performance   

Type of job performance was classified as task performance, organizational 

citizenship behaviors (OCBs), or counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs). 

Performance vs. Effectiveness   

Campbell (1990) tells us that performance is comprised of behaviors while 

effectiveness is comprised of outcomes.  Campbell also states that when outcomes are 

composed of covert cognitive processes (e.g. solving a math problem, making a 

decision), these solutions are considered behavior.  Therefore, behaviors and solutions 

where the majority of the work occurs covertly in people’s minds were considered 

performance, while outcomes where the majority of the work does not occur covertly in 

people’s minds were coded as effectiveness. 

Purpose of Performance Appraisal   

When performance was rated by someone (e.g. team, supervisor), purpose of 

performance appraisals were coded as research or development or as administrative.  

Administrative purposes include competitions and class grades. 

Analyses 

 This study used Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) meta-analytic method to compute 

results.  Corrections were made using artifact distributions.  Reliabilities are listed in the 

Appendix.  Unless there was a theoretical reason (i.e. different types of performance) to 
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use different reliability distributions, an overall criterion reliability was used to correct 

correlations.  This was done to increase the number of reliabilities used in order to 

decrease the possibility of second-order sampling error in reliabilities.  As stated above, 

for objective performance measures (e.g. number of items produced, sales in dollars), a 

reliability of 1.00 was assumed.  Since objective measures have a default reliability, these 

may be oversampled (i.e. in order for an estimate for an objective measure from a study 

to be part of the reliability artifact distribution, the study does not have to report an actual 

reliability, while estimates of non-objective measures do).  This may lead to a more 

conservative estimate of operational and construct-level validities.   

Analyses were run for categorical and for continuous moderators.  For categorical 

moderators, separate analyses were run for each category.  Because it is not possible to 

correct overall, heterogeneity, and “other” operationalizations for reliability in the 

predictor variable, the cells for their construct validities (ρs) and their standard deviations 

contain an “NA” rather than a number.  For tenure and number of individuals per team 

(both continuous variables), I use weighted least square regression with tenure and 

number of individuals per team as independent variables and the correlation of the team-

level predictor variable (e.g. overall intelligence, mean openness) and team performance 

as the dependent variable.  

For most analyses, overall, mean, heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum 

operationalizations of predictor variables will be used.  “Other” operationalizations of 

predictor variables (e.g. proportion high, range) will only be reported for the general 

results (i.e. not for moderator analyses) since this category is a mixture of 
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operationalizations and not particularly useful from a practitioner or research standpoint.  

For supplemental analyses or follow-up analyses (e.g. examining whether Moderator X 

effects the team predictor-team performance relationship when controlling for other 

moderators), overall and mean operationalizations of the predictor variable will be used 

because these operationalizations are more likely to report a testable number of studies. 

 Tests for whether mean operationalizations of predictor variables add unique 

variance in predicting team performance after controlling for minimum and maximum 

operationalizations will only be conducted when the relationship between the predictor 

variable and team performance a) is statistically significant and b) has an r̅ is greater than 

or equal to .10 (which means the predictor explains at least 1% of the variance in team 

performance).  This is because these hypotheses/research questions were created to 

examine whether one needs to know the mean score if one knows the minimum and 

maximum scores (i.e. do the minimum and maximum values, which are parts of the 

mean, drive the team mean predictor-team performance relationship?).  If there is not a 

significant mean predictor-team performance relationship, the minimum and maximum 

scores cannot drive the relationship.  In order to run analyses, sample-weighted (N-

weighted) correlations were computed between each of the operationalizations with each 

other and with performance.  Regression analyses were run using these correlations, first 

with minimum and maximum operationalizations predicting performance and then with 

all three operationalizations predicting performance.  The harmonic mean for number of 

teams and number of studies was calculated and is included in the notes to the tables.  

Harmonic means are used when there are unequal sample sizes (Howell, 2007). 
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 When predicting whether study setting is a significant moderator of a team 

predictor-team performance relationship after controlling for tenure and job complexity, 

analyses will only be run when study setting is a statistically significant moderator of the 

team predictor-team performance relationship.  Study setting may be a proxy for a 

number of different variables, such as tenure and job complexity.  Since these research 

questions were posed to determine whether study setting would still moderate the team 

predictor-team performance relationship after controlling for tenure and job complexity, 

these analyses only make sense when study setting is a significant moderator of the team 

predictor-team performance relationship.  When study setting was a significant 

moderator, hierarchical regressions were used with the team predictor-team performance 

correlation as the dependent variable.  In the first step of the regression, tenure and job 

complexity were entered, in the second step, the study setting was entered.  Listwise 

deletion was used for missing data.  Since there are likely to be fewer studies that report 

on multiple variables, these analyses were only conducted for those operationalizations 

most likely to have larger numbers of studies—overall and mean operationalizations.  

Categorical variables were dummy-coded.   

 Analyses were only interpreted when at least five studies investigated the 

relationship in question (e.g. at least five studies must investigate the mean 

agreeableness-team performance relationship in field studies for this relationship to be 

discussed for the field setting).  While not perfect, this rule is in place to decrease the 

likelihood of interpreting results that are due solely to second-order sampling error. 
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Results 

Intelligence 

 Hypothesis 1 stated that team intelligence would be related to team performance.  

Results are presented in Table 3.  The sample-weighted mean r (r̅) for the overall team 

intelligence-team performance relationship was .22, which suggests that team intelligence 

predicts team performance.  In addition, the 95% confidence interval (.17 to .26) does not 

include zero.  This finding is similar to Bell’s (2007) study (r̅ = .22 and .23, respectively). 

 The second hypothesis expected mean, minimum, and maximum intelligence to 

be positively correlated with team performance, and heterogeneity of intelligence to have 

a negligible correlation with team performance.  This was supported (see Table 3).  

Minimum intelligence correlated strongest with team performance (r̅ = .29), followed by 

mean intelligence (r̅ = .26) and maximum intelligence (r̅ = .22).  The confidence intervals 

for these measures did not include zero.  Heterogeneity and “other” operationalizations of 

intelligence, on the other hand have smaller relationships with intelligence (r̅  = .03 and 

.08, respectively), and their confidence intervals include zero.  The r̅s for the 

operationalizations in this study are similar to Bell’s (2007) results (minimum:  .29 and 

.28, respectively; mean:  .26 and .26, respectively; maximum:  .22 and .22, respectively; 

heterogeneity:  .03 and .01, respectively; other: .08 and -.04, respectively).   

Hypothesis 3 suggests that mean intelligence will not predict team performance 

after controlling for the effects of minimum and maximum intelligence.  Results suggest 

that mean intelligence does not predict team performance after controlling for minimum 

and maximum intelligence (R for regression with just minimum and maximum 
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intelligence as predictors = .33; R for regression with mean, minimum and, maximum 

intelligence as predictors = .34).    See Table 4 for details. 

 Hypothesis 4 suggested the team intelligence-team performance relationship 

would be stronger for intellectual teams than for physical teams.  This hypothesis was not 

supported (see Table 5).  The team intelligence-team performance relationships were 

similar for the two types of teams (overall:  r̅  = .24 for intellectual teams and .20 for 

physical teams; mean:  r̅  = .25 and .27, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅  = .05 and .01, 

respectively; minimum:  r̅  = .25 and .25, respectively; maximum:  r̅  = .23 and .19, 

respectively).  However, this may be partially due to the fact that the intellectual and 

physical categories are fairly large.  Perhaps they contain groups that are markedly 

different, and these differences would be interesting.   

Therefore, separate analyses will be conducted for specific types of intellectual 

and physical teams (e.g. command, design) that had at least five studies which examined 

the overall relationship between team intelligence and team performance.  These analyses 

will examine the relationship for overall intelligence and for mean intelligence, because 

these are the operationalizations with the largest number of studies and there may not be 

many studies investigating some of these specific types of teams.  Table 6 presents the 

results for the types of groups subsumed under the intellectual and physical categories.  

There were at least five studies available for only three types of groups—command 

(intellectual), military (physical), and production (physical).  For overall intelligence, the 

team intelligence-team performance relationship is stronger for command teams (r̅  = .27) 
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than for production teams (r̅  = .10).  All other comparisons for overall intelligence were 

not significant.  No comparisons for mean intelligence were significant. 

 Hypothesis 5 stated that the relationship for mean, heterogeneity, and maximum 

intelligence would be stronger for teams that have been together for a longer duration 

than teams who have been together for a shorter duration, while the relationship for 

minimum intelligence would be weaker for teams that have been together for a longer 

duration than teams who have been together for a shorter duration.  Results are listed in 

Table 7 to Table 10.  Only four studies reported team tenure for the heterogeneity of 

intelligence-team performance relationship; therefore, this relationship was not examined.  

For all other operationalizations, results were not significant (overall:  β = -.09, B = .00, 

B * 365 = -.01; mean:  β = -.14, B = .00, B * 365 = -.01; minimum:  β = -.51, B = .00, B * 

365 = -.02; maximum:  β = -.37, B = .00, B * 365 = -.02; p >.05).  Thus, this hypothesis 

was not supported for all testable operationalizations of intelligence (i.e. overall, mean, 

minimum, and maximum). 

 The first research question investigates whether study setting moderates the team 

intelligence-team performance relationship.  Results are listed in Table 11.  With the 

exception of overall intelligence, no operationalization of intelligence had at least five 

studies in the class setting, so only the overall intelligence relationship will be interpreted 

for class settings.  The heterogeneity of intelligence-team performance relationship will 

not be discussed since there were fewer than five studies that reported relationships for 

class settings or for lab settings.  The overall intelligence-team performance relationship 

was stronger for lab settings (r̅ = .27) than for class (r̅ = .08) or field (r̅ = .14).  
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(Correlations for class and field were not statistically significantly different from each 

other.)  The maximum intelligence-team performance correlations were stronger for lab 

settings (r̅ = .29) than for field settings (r̅ = .03).  For mean and minimum intelligence, on 

the other hand, study setting was not a significant moderator of the team intelligence-

team performance relationship.  Therefore, for two (i.e. overall and maximum) of the four 

testable operationalizations of intelligence, study setting moderated the team intelligence-

team performance relationship.  

The present study’s estimates for lab and field settings were similar to Bell’s 

(2007).  (Bell did not examine class settings as a separate type of study setting.)  For 

example, r̅ for overall intelligence were .27 and .26, respectively, for lab settings and .14 

and .14, respectively, for field settings.  However, two results differed.  For overall 

intelligence, I report that correlations for lab were stronger than those for field, while 

Bell’s results were not significantly different (i.e. in Bell’s study, confidence intervals for 

lab estimates overlapped with those for field estimates).  I report that for minimum 

intelligence, study setting did not moderate the team intelligence-team performance 

relationship, while Bell’s results suggest that correlations for lab studies were stronger 

than those for field studies.  (It should be noted that for minimum intelligence, Bell 

reports only four field studies, which is fewer than the present study requires for 

interpretation.) 

 Since Bell (2007) reported that team type (intellectual vs. physical) and study 

setting were extremely correlated and that it was difficult to parse apart which moderator 

was causing which effect, this paper presents information for combinations of these two 
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moderators in Table 12.  These analyses examine the relationship for overall intelligence 

and for mean intelligence, because these are the operationalizations with the largest 

number of studies.  First, it should be noted that the number of studies examining 

intellectual teams in field studies was extremely small (k = 2) and, therefore, will not be 

interpreted.  Second, only one study investigated physical teams in a class setting, and for 

mean intelligence, only three studies investigated intellectual teams in class settings.  Due 

to their low number of studies, these relationships will not be discussed.  For both overall 

and mean operationalizations, the confidence intervals for all testable combinations of 

team type and study setting overlap.  Therefore, differences are not statistically 

significant.   

 Research Question 2 asked whether the team intelligence-team performance 

relationship would be moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and 

task complexity as moderators.  Study setting may be a proxy for a number of different 

variables (e.g. tenure and job complexity).  Since this research question was posed to 

determine whether study setting would still moderate the team emotional stability-team 

performance relationship after controlling for tenure and job complexity, running 

analyses for this research question only makes sense when study setting is a significant 

moderator of the team predictor-team performance relationship.  Per the Methods section, 

tests were planned for overall and mean operationalizations of intelligence.  However, 

since study setting did not moderate the mean intelligence-team performance 

relationship, analyses were only conducted for overall intelligence.  Results are presented 

in Table 13.  Neither of the dummy variables created to capture study setting were 
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statistically significant predictors of the overall intelligence-team performance 

relationship after controlling for tenure and complexity.  In addition, the change in R
2
 

was minimal.  Therefore, study setting did not moderate the team intelligence-team 

performance relationship after controlling for team tenure and task complexity as 

moderators. 

 Hypothesis 6 states that the team intelligence-team performance relationship will 

be stronger in more complex teams.  Results are presented in Table 14.  First, it is 

important to acknowledge that the number of studies going into estimates at the extremes 

of complexity (specifically, Job Zones 1, 2, and 5) is much lower than optimal.  For 

instance, there was no data available for Job Zone 1.  In addition, no Job Zone reported 

five or more studies for heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum intelligence, so these 

operationalizations will not be discussed.  However, even among the two most 

represented Job Zones—Job Zone 3 and Job Zone 4—higher complexity is not associated 

with higher team performance for overall intelligence (r̅ = .29 and .13, respectively) or 

for mean intelligence (r̅ = .28 and .12, respectively).  (Note that for each 

operationalization, confidence intervals for Job Zones 3 and 4 overlapped.)  Therefore, 

this hypothesis is not supported. 

 The seventh hypothesis suggests that higher interdependence will be associated 

with stronger team intelligence-team performance relationships.  See Table 15 for results.  

Due to the small number of studies presented for heterogeneity and minimum 

intelligence, these operationalizations will not be tested.  In addition, for maximum 

intelligence, sequential and reciprocal interdependence were not testable.  For overall 
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intelligence, correlations are statistically significantly weaker for pooled interdependence 

(r̅ = .12) than for team interdependence (r̅ = .26).  None of the other comparisons were 

significantly different from each other.  For mean intelligence, the correlation for pooled 

interdependence (r̅ = .15) is statistically significantly different from the correlation for 

sequential interdependence (r̅ = .38), and no other comparisons were significant.  For 

maximum intelligence, confidence intervals for pooled and team interdependence (the 

only testable relationships) overlapped, suggesting that the maximum intelligence-team 

performance relationship was not moderated by interdependence to the extent that it was 

testable.  Since, for each testable operationalization, confidence intervals for at least two 

levels of interdependence overlapped, the hypothesis was not supported for any of the 

testable operationalizations of intelligence. 

 Hypothesis 8 suggests that the team intelligence-team performance relationship 

will be stronger for teams with a more individuals than for teams with fewer members.  

Results are presented in Table 16 to Table 20.  The overall intelligence-team 

performance, minimum intelligence-team performance, and maximum intelligence-team 

performance relationships were significantly, though negatively, related to the number of 

members per team (B = -.02, -.05, and -.04, respectively; p < .05).  The mean 

intelligence-team performance relationship was not significantly related to the number of 

members per team (B = -.03, p > .05), and again, the relationship was negative.  The 

heterogeneity of intelligence-team performance relationship, on the other hand, was 

significantly and positively related to the number of members per team (B = .02, p < .05).  

However, since the constant for this equation was negative (B = -.16), this suggests that 
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the relationship was actually weaker for teams with more members. Therefore, this 

hypothesis was not supported. 

  Hypothesis 9 stated that the team intelligence-team performance relationship 

would be stronger for task performance than for OCBs or CWBs.  Unfortunately, only 

one study reported the relationship between team intelligence and team OCBs, and one 

study reported the relationship between team intelligence and team CWBs.  Since there 

were not more studies, there is a large possibility of second-order sampling error, and this 

relationship will not be examined, though results are reported in Table 21 for 

completeness. 

The next hypothesis (Hypothesis 10) suggested that the team intelligence-team 

outcomes relationship would be stronger for performance (behaviors) than for 

effectiveness (outcome) criteria.  Results are reported in Table 22.  Overall, mean, and 

minimum intelligence predicted both performance and effectiveness about equally well 

(overall:  r̅ = .23 and .20, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .25 and .27, respectively; minimum:  r̅ 

= .25 and .30, respectively).  Correlations associated with heterogeneity and maximum 

intelligence will not be discussed because there are fewer than five correlations reported 

for effectiveness criteria.  Based on these results, the hypothesis was not supported. 

Hypothesis 11 states that the team intelligence-team performance relationship will 

be stronger when ratings are used for developmental or research purposes instead of 

administrative purposes.  However, there were fewer than five studies (k = 4) that 

reported the relationship between team intelligence and team performance rated for 

administrative purposes (see Table 23).  Therefore, this hypothesis was untestable. 
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Conscientiousness 

 Hypothesis 12 stated that team conscientiousness would be positively correlated 

with team performance.  See Table 24 for results.  While the validity is positive and the 

confidence interval does not include zero, the overall team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship was not practically significant (r̅  = .08).  These results are 

similar to Bell’s (2007) in terms of the observed validities in both studies (r̅ = .08 in the 

present study and .09 in Bell’s).  (Prewett et al., 2009, do not report overall relationships.)   

 Hypothesis 13 expands on Hypothesis 11 by examining the team 

conscientiousness-team performance relationship for various operationalizations of team 

conscientiousness.  Results are reported in Table 24.  Mean, minimum, and maximum 

operationalizations of conscientiousness did correlate positively with team performance 

(r̅   = .10, .11, and .14, respectively), and their confidence intervals did not included zero.  

For heterogeneity and other conscientiousness, confidence intervals included zero.  

Therefore, relationships were significant for mean, minimum, and maximum 

conscientiousness, but not for heterogeneity or other conscientiousness.  Estimates in this 

study are fairly similar to those in Bell (2007) and Prewett et al. (2009):  r̅ for mean = 

.10, .12, and .13, respectively; r̅ for minimum = .11, .10, and .13, respectively; r̅ for 

maximum = .14, .08, and .09; and r̅ for heterogeneity = -.04, -.03, and -.06, respectively.  

Prewett et al. do not report “other” operationalizations, but Bell’s results for this category 

are similar to mine (r̅ for the present study = .09, r̅ for Bell’s study = .10).    Two partial 

differences occurred.  Both Prewett et al.’s study and my study found that minimum and 
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maximum conscientiousness predicted team performance; however, these results were 

not significant in Bell’s study. 

 Since Bell (2007) apparently corrected mean predictor-team performance 

relationships using the internal consistency reliability for a single individual (α) rather 

than using a composite reliability, I also examined how using α would affect my 

population estimate (ρ) of the main effects of mean personality-team performance 

relationships.  For conscientiousness, my estimate of ρ using a composite reliability was 

.10, while my estimate of ρ using alpha as my reliability was .11, which suggests that 

using the correct reliability did not substantially affect Bell’s results.  In fact, her results 

are in line with mine (ρ = .14). 

 Hypothesis 14 suggested that mean conscientiousness would not add unique 

variance over minimum and maximum conscientiousness.  Results are reported in Table 

25.  After controlling for minimum and maximum conscientiousness, mean 

conscientiousness did does not predict team performance (change in R
2
 = .01). 

 Hypothesis 15 stated that the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship would be stronger for intellectual teams than for physical teams.  See Table 

26.  Team conscientiousness predicted team performance about equally well for both 

types of teams (overall:  r̅ = .09 for intellectual teams and .09 for physical teams; mean:  r̅ 

= .09 and .11, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = .01 and -.13, respectively; minimum:  r̅ = 

.09 and .15, respectively; maximum:  r̅ = .14 and .15, respectively).  For each 

operationalization, confidence intervals for intellectual and physical teams overlapped.  

Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported.  
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While team conscientiousness generally predicted performance about equally for 

both team types, the “intellectual” and “physical” categories are quite large and include a 

variety of specific team types.  Perhaps they contain specific team types that are 

markedly different, and those differences are interesting.  Therefore, separate analyses 

were conducted for specific team types that have at least five studies which examined the 

overall relationship between team conscientiousness and team performance.  These 

analyses examine the relationship for overall conscientiousness and for mean 

conscientiousness, because these are the operationalization with the largest number of 

studies.  Table 27 presents the results for the types of groups subsumed under the 

intellectual and physical categories.  Four types of teams—command (intellectual), 

design (intellectual), military (physical), and production (physical)—had at least five 

studies which reported the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship.   For 

command, design, military, and production teams, the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationships are small (overall:  r̅ = .04, .09, .07, and .04, respectively; 

mean:  r̅ = .01, .12, .05, and .02, respectively), and their confidence intervals include 

zero.  For each operationalization, the confidence intervals for the specific team types 

overlap, which suggests that at least for the testable specific team types, specific team 

type does not moderate the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship. 

 Hypothesis 16 suggests that for mean, heterogeneity, and maximum 

conscientiousness, the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship will be 

stronger for teams that have been together for a longer duration than teams who have 

been together for a shorter duration, and for minimum conscientiousness, the relationship 
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will be weaker for teams that have been together for a longer duration than teams who 

have been together for a shorter duration.  Results are reported in Table 28 to Table 32.  

For overall, heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum conscientiousness, tenure was not a 

statistically significant moderator of the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship.  This is likely partially due to the low number of studies that reported both 

tenure and the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship (e.g. k = 15 for 

heterogeneity, k = 15 for minimum).  For mean conscientiousness, tenure was a 

statistically significant moderator of the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship.  In Table 29, there is a line that reports the B-weight associated with tenure 

(which is reported in days) multiplied by 365.  This line indicates that the correlation 

between mean conscientiousness and team performance increased by .02 for each 

additional year teams reported they had been together. 

 Hypothesis 17 states that the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be strongest in field settings, less strong in class settings, and weakest in 

lab settings.  See Table 33 for results.  For overall and minimum conscientiousness, 

relationships for field settings were stronger than those for lab settings (overall:  r̅ = .20 

and .00, respectively; minimum:  r̅	= .28 and -.06, respectively).  For both of these 

operationalizations of conscientiousness, results for class settings were not significantly 

different from those for either lab or field.  For mean conscientiousness, correlations for 

lab settings (r̅	= -.01) were weaker than those for class (r̅	= .15) and those for field (r̅	= 

.24).  Results for class and field were not statistically significantly different.  There were 

fewer than five studies that examined a) the team heterogeneity of conscientiousness-
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team performance relationship and b) the maximum conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship, which means that lab settings were not testable for heterogeneity and 

maximum operationalizations of conscientiousness.  For both heterogeneity and 

maximum conscientiousness, relationships for class settings and field settings were not 

significantly different.  Therefore, the hypothesis is partially supported for overall, mean, 

and minimum operationalizations of conscientiousness and is not supported for 

heterogeneity and maximum conscientiousness.  Since Bell (2007) did not include a class 

category, comparisons of her results and mine can only be made for lab and field studies.  

Bell also found that for overall, mean, and minimum conscientiousness, correlations for 

field settings were stronger than those for lab settings. 

 Since Bell (2007) reported that team type (intellectual vs. physical) and study 

setting were extremely correlated and that it was difficult to parse apart which moderator 

was causing which effect, this paper presents information for combinations of these two 

moderators in Table 34.  These analyses examine the relationship for overall 

conscientiousness and for mean conscientiousness, because mean is the 

operationalization with the largest number of studies.    Several observations should be 

made.  First, no studies investigated physical teams in a class setting.  Second, there were 

only two studies that investigated the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship for intellectual tasks in field settings.  Therefore, it is still not possible to 

completely parse apart the effects of team type and study setting.  Some significant 

results were found for testable relationships.  For overall conscientiousness, relationships 

were stronger for physical teams in field settings (r̅ = .19) than for intellectual teams in 
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lab settings (r̅ = .02) or for physical teams in lab settings (r̅ = -.03).  For mean 

conscientiousness, relationships for both intellectual teams in class settings (r̅ = .16) and 

physical teams in field settings (r̅ = .24) were stronger than those for either intellectual 

teams in lab settings (r̅ = .02) or for physical teams in lab settings (r̅ = -.05).  Therefore, it 

appears that the combination of team type and study setting matters when using team 

conscientiousness to predict team performance. 

 Research Question 3 asks whether the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and task 

complexity as moderators.  Results are reported in Table 35 and Table 36.  The effect of 

study setting after controlling for team tenure and task complexity as moderators was not 

statistically significant (∆R
2
 =.08 and .05, respectively; p > .05).  Therefore, study setting 

did not moderate the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship after 

controlling for team tenure and task complexity as moderators. 

 Hypothesis 18 states that the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger in jobs with higher cognitive task complexity (see Table 37).  

It is important to note once again that there are fewer studies included in these analyses 

than optimal.  For instance, there are no studies that reported validities for Job Zone 1 and 

only three that reported validities for Job Zone 2.  Due to the fact that there are fewer 

than five studies for all specific operationalizations (e.g. mean, minimum) except for 

those reported for Job Zone 4, specific operationalizations will not be discussed.  

Therefore, this paper will focus on the overall relationship for Job Zones 3, 4, and 5.  

These Job Zones have observed validities of .08, .13, and .00, respectively, and their 
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confidence intervals for these three Job Zones overlapped.  Therefore, this hypothesis 

was not supported.  Since estimates for Job Zones 3 and 5 were each based on six studies, 

these results should be replicated as more studies become available.   

 Research Question 4 inquires as to whether team conscientiousness will be a 

significant predictor of team performance in team interdependent tasks.  Once again, this 

meta-analysis suffers from a small number of studies in several categories, thereby 

increasing the risk of second-order sampling error.  Results are in Table 38.  There are 

only two studies that report the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship for 

sequential interdependence, so this meta-analysis will not discuss sequential 

interdependence.  Also, for heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum conscientiousness, 

there are fewer than five studies that report the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship for pooled and for reciprocal interdependence.  Due to the low number of 

studies measuring the previously mentioned relationships, this write-up will focus on 

overall and mean conscientiousness.  Results show that interdependence does not seem to 

moderate the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship for either overall 

conscientiousness or mean conscientiousness (overall conscientiousness: r̅ = .01, .04, and 

.03 for pooled, reciprocal, and team interdependence, respectively; mean 

conscientiousness:  r̅ = .04, .07, and .05, respectively).  Like the present study, Prewett et 

al. (2009) also did not find interdependence to be a significant moderator of the team 

conscientiousness-team performance relationship. 

 Hypothesis 19 suggests that the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with more members than for teams with fewer 
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members.  Results are reported in Table 39 to Table 43.  None of the results were 

statistically significant (overall:  β = .07, B = .01; mean:  β = .20, B = .01; heterogeneity:  

β = -.31, B = -.02; minimum:  β = .30, B = .02; maximum:  β = -.01, B = .00; all p > .05).  

Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. 

 Hypothesis 20 states that team conscientiousness measures will predict team 

OCBs and team CWBs better than team task performance.  Only three studies were 

available for the team conscientiousness-team CWBs relationship, so CWBs will not be 

discussed (though data regarding CWBs is included in Table 44 for completeness).  In 

addition, since fewer than five studies are presented for the heterogeneity of 

conscientiousness-team OCBs relationship, for the minimum conscientiousness-team 

OCBs relationship, and for the maximum conscientiousness-team OCBs relationship, 

these relationships will not be discussed.  Given these constraints, the focus will be on 

overall and mean conscientiousness as predictors of team task performance and team 

OCBs.  The hypothesis was supported for both of these operationalizations (overall:  r̅  = 

.06 for task performance and .19 for OCBs; mean:  r̅ = .07 and .24, respectively). 

 Research Question 5 asks whether behavioral criteria vs. effectiveness criteria 

will moderate the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship.  Results are 

presented in Table 45.  Since there are fewer than five studies that presented the 

relationship between a) minimum conscientiousness and team effectiveness and b) 

maximum conscientiousness and team effectiveness, the focus of these analyses will be 

on overall, mean, and heterogeneity operationalizations of conscientiousness.  For 

overall, mean, and heterogeneity of conscientiousness, estimates were not significantly 



123 

 

different for team performance than for team effectiveness (overall:  r̅  = .07 and .03, 

respectively; mean:  r̅  = .09 and .01, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = -.04 and -.03, 

respectively).  Based on these findings, the type of criteria did not moderate the team 

conscientiousness-team performance relationship.  Comparing my testable results to 

Prewett et al.’s (2009), both studies find that for mean and heterogeneity of 

conscientiousness, the confidence intervals for performance and effectiveness overlap.  

(Prewett et al. do not report results for overall conscientiousness.)  Therefore, neither 

study suggests that performance vs. effectiveness is a moderator of the team 

conscientiousness-team performance relationship. 

 Hypothesis 21 states that correlations between team conscientiousness and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than 

when they are used for administrative purposes.  See Table 46 for results.  Correlations 

for ratings used for administrative purposes were generally similar to correlations for 

ratings used for developmental or research purposes (overall:  r̅  = .11 for administrative 

and .07 for developmental or research; mean:  r̅  = .14 and .09, respectively; 

heterogeneity:  r̅  = .04 and -.10, respectively; minimum:  r̅ = .10 and .16, respectively; 

maximum:  r̅  = .28 and .07, respectively), and confidence intervals overlapped.  

Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported for any operationalization of 

conscientiousness. 

Agreeableness 

 Hypothesis 22 states that mean and minimum operationalizations of agreeableness 

will be positively correlated with team performance.  Results (along with results for 
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overall, heterogeneity, and maximum agreeableness) are reported in Table 47.  Both 

mean and minimum agreeableness correlated positively with team performance (r̅ = .08 

and .11, respectively).  While confidence intervals for both mean and minimum 

agreeableness did not included zero, the relationship for mean agreeableness is not 

practically significant.  My estimates are similar to both Prewett et al.’s (2009) and Bell’s 

(2007) (mean:  r̅ = .08, .10, and .13, respectively; minimum:  r̅ = .11, .10, and .15, 

respectively).  Like the present study, Prewett et al. and Bell found that the mean 

agreeableness-team performance relationship and the minimum agreeableness-team 

performance relationship were statistically significant. 

Since Bell appears to have used α rather than a composite α to correct her 

estimate of the construct validity (ρ) for the mean agreeableness-team performance 

relationship, it seems useful to determine how correcting for α rather than the composite 

α affects the estimate of this relationship.  My estimate changes from .09 using the 

composite α to .10 using α.  Bell, on the other hand, estimates a ρ of .17, which is slightly 

higher.  My estimates suggest that using α rather than a composite α to estimate ρ did not 

make a large difference. 

Hypothesis 23 said that when predicting team performance, mean agreeableness 

will not add unique variance over minimum and maximum agreeableness.  This 

hypothesis was created to examine whether one needs to know the mean score if one 

knows the minimum and maximum scores (i.e. do the minimum and maximum values, 

which are parts of the mean, drive the team mean agreeableness-team performance 

relationship?).  Since there was not a practically significant mean agreeableness-team 
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performance relationship, the minimum and maximum scores cannot drive the 

relationship between mean agreeableness and team performance.  Therefore, this 

hypothesis is not applicable. 

 Research Question 6 investigates whether type of team will moderate the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship.  Results are presented in Table 48.  For 

overall, mean, and maximum agreeableness, operational validities were generally fairly 

similar for intellectual and physical teams (overall:  r̅ = .05 and .10, respectively; mean:  

r̅ = .06 and .11, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = .00 and -.15, respectively; minimum:  r̅ 

= .02 and r̅ = .21, respectively; maximum:  r̅ = .06 and .08, respectively).  For all of these 

operationalizations, confidence intervals for intellectual teams and physical teams 

overlapped.  Therefore, type of team did not moderate the team agreeableness-team 

performance relationship. 

 It may be that “intellectual” and “physical” teams are too broad of 

categorizations.  Therefore, separate analyses were conducted for specific team types 

(e.g. command, design) that have at least five studies which examined the overall 

relationship between team agreeableness and team performance.  These analyses examine 

the relationship for overall agreeableness and for mean agreeableness, because these are 

the operationalizations with the largest number of studies.  Results are presented in Table 

49.  Analyses were performed for three specific types of teams:  command (intellectual), 

military (physical), and production (physical).  For command and military teams, there is 

a near zero relationship between agreeableness and team performance (overall:  r̅  = -.04 

and .04, respectively; mean:  r̅  =.00 and .03, respectively).  For physical teams, the best 
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point estimate is near zero for overall agreeableness (r̅  = -.01) and slightly positive for 

mean agreeableness (r̅  = .08).  Confidence intervals for the correlations associated with 

each of these specific team types included zero.  This suggests that for these particular 

types of teams, the team agreeableness-team performance relationship was fairly 

negligible and that these team types did not moderate the team agreeableness-team 

performance relationship. 

 Research Question 7inquires as to whether team tenure will moderate the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship.  Results are reported in Table 50 to Table 

54.  Tenure was not a statistically significant moderator of any of the relationships 

(overall: β = .30, B = .00, B * 365 = .02; mean:  β = .29, B = .00, B * 365 = .02; 

heterogeneity:  β = .06, B = .00, B * 365 = .00; minimum:  β = .39, B = .00, B * 365 = 

.02; maximum:  β = -.09, B = .00, B * 365 =.00; all p > .05). 

 Hypothesis 24 stated that the relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be lower for teams that exist for the same length of time as the study 

than for teams that do not exist for the same length of time as the study.  Results are 

presented in Table 55.  This hypothesis was supported for overall, mean, and minimum 

agreeableness (overall:  r̅ = .04 for teams that exist for the same length of time as the 

study and .24 for teams that do not exist for the same length of time as the study; mean:  r̅ 

= .04 and .24, respectively; minimum:   r̅ = .02 and .28, respectively).  For heterogeneity 

and maximum agreeableness, confidence intervals for teams that exist for the same length 

of time as the study  and teams that existed for longer than the study overlapped, which 

means that results are not significant for these two operationalizations.  Therefore, this 
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hypothesis is supported for overall, mean, and minimum agreeableness but not for 

heterogeneity and maximum agreeableness. 

 I then hypothesized that the relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance would be stronger in field settings than in lab settings and that the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship for class studies will be weaker than field 

studies but stronger than lab studies (Hypothesis 25).  See Table 56 for results.  

Correlations between a) minimum agreeableness and team performance and b) maximum 

agreeableness and team performance in lab settings will not be discussed since there are 

fewer than five correlations that examine each of these relationships.  For overall and 

mean agreeableness, results for field were stronger than those for lab (overall:  r̅ = .00 

and .20, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .02 and .20, respectively), but results for class settings 

(overall:  r̅ = .11; mean:  r̅ =.08) were not significantly different from those for lab or 

field.  For heterogeneity of agreeableness, study setting was not a significant moderator 

of the team agreeableness-team performance relationship.  For minimum and maximum 

agreeableness, results for lab settings were not testable.  The minimum agreeableness-

team performance relationship was stronger in field settings than in class settings (r̅ = .28 

and .03, respectively).  Study setting (to the extent it was testable) did not moderate the 

maximum agreeableness-team performance relationship.  Therefore, this hypothesis was 

partially supported for overall, mean, and minimum agreeableness but not supported for 

heterogeneity and maximum agreeableness.  For all of my testable hypotheses for lab and 

field (Bell did not examine class settings separately), Bell (2007) and I found similar 



128 

 

results regarding study setting as a moderator of the team agreeableness-team 

performance relationship. 

 Since Bell (2007) reported that team type (intellectual vs. physical) and study 

setting were extremely correlated and that it was difficult to parse apart which moderator 

was causing which effect, this paper presents information for combinations of these two 

moderators in Table 57.  These analyses examine the relationship for overall 

agreeableness and for mean agreeableness, because these are the operationalizations with 

the largest number of studies.  Several observations should be made.  First, no studies 

investigated physical teams in a class setting.  Second, there were only two studies that 

investigated the team agreeableness-team performance relationship for intellectual tasks 

in field settings.  Therefore, it is still not possible to completely parse apart the effects of 

team type and study setting.  Given that, it is still possible to examine the other 

relationships.  Some statistically significant results were found.  For both overall and 

mean agreeableness, the team agreeableness-team performance relationship is stronger 

for physical teams in field settings (r̅ = .19 overall and .19 mean) than for intellectual 

teams in lab settings (overall:  r̅ = .00, mean:  r̅ = .02). 

 Research Question 8 inquires as to whether the team agreeableness-team 

performance relationship will be moderated by study setting after controlling for team 

tenure and task complexity as moderators.  Results are reported in Table 58 and Table 59.  

For both overall and mean agreeableness, the effect of study setting after controlling for 

team tenure and task complexity as moderators was not statistically significant (∆R
2
 = .10 

and .18, respectively, both p > .05). 
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 Research Question 9 investigates whether people-oriented tasks moderate the 

team agreeableness-team performance relationship.  Results are reported in Table 60.  

Since fewer than five studies were reported the relationship between each heterogeneity, 

minimum, and maximum agreeableness and team performance in people-oriented tasks, 

interpretation of results will focus on overall and mean agreeableness.  For overall 

agreeableness, results are statistically significantly stronger in people-oriented tasks than 

in non-people-oriented tasks (r̅ = .19 and .02, respectively).  For mean agreeableness, 

results are not statistically significantly different (r̅ = .18 and .04, respectively).  

Therefore, people-oriented tasks moderated that overall agreeableness-team performance 

relationship but not the mean agreeableness-team performance relationship. 

 The next hypothesis (Hypothesis 26) states that the relationship between team 

agreeableness and team performance will be stronger in jobs with higher cognitive task 

complexity.  Results are listed in Table 61.   Once again, it is important to acknowledge 

that the number of studies going into estimates at the extremes of complexity 

(specifically, Job Zones 1, 2, and 5) is much lower than optimal.  For instance, there was 

no data available for Job Zone 1.  Therefore, interpretation of analyses will focus on Job 

Zones 3 and 4.  For Job Zone 3, all of the operationalizations except overall 

agreeableness have fewer than five studies, so interpretation of analyses will only focus 

on overall agreeableness.  Team agreeableness-team performance relationships for tasks 

in Job Zones 3 and 4 both are not strong (r̅ = .04 and .07, respectively), and their 

confidence intervals overlap.  This means that Hypothesis 25 was not supported. 
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 Research Question 10 inquires as to whether team interdependence will moderate 

the relationship between team agreeableness and team performance.  Results are 

presented in Table 62.  Due to the small number of studies (i.e. less than five) reporting 

certain effects, interpretation of analyses will focus on overall and mean agreeableness 

predicting team performance for tasks that use one of three types of interdependence:  

pooled, reciprocal, and team interdependence.  Estimates are fairly similar for pooled, 

reciprocal, and team interdependence (overall:  r̅ = .11, .03, and .03, respectively; mean:  

r̅ = .11, .07, and .03, respectively).  Confidence intervals for different types of 

interdependence overlapped.  These results suggest that interdependence did not 

moderate the team agreeableness-team performance relationship.    

For interdependence, the only comparison that can be made between the present 

results and Prewett et al.’s (2009) is for the mean operationalization.  (Prewett et al. do 

not report overall results for moderators, and only overall and mean relationships were 

testable in my study.)  Prewett et al. and I reach slightly different conclusions:  my results 

suggest that interdependence is not a moderator of the mean agreeableness-team 

performance relationship, while Prewett et al.’s results suggest that correlations for 

pooled interdependence (r̅ = -.02) are significantly lower than those for team 

interdependence (r̅ = .17).  These differences most likely occur due to the fact that 

Prewett et al. may not have code based on the highest level of interdependence likely to 

occur during a task (e.g. they may have determined the level of interdependence they 

believed occurred most frequently).   
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 Hypothesis 27 suggests that the relationship between team agreeableness and 

team performance will be stronger for teams with more members per team than for teams 

with fewer members per team.  Results are listed in Table 63 to Table 67.  Number of 

members per team was not a statistically significant moderator of the team agreeableness-

team performance relationship (overall:  β = .00, B = .00; mean:  β = .05, B = .00; 

heterogeneity:  β = -.09, B = -.01; minimum:  β = .18, B = .01; maximum:  β = -.14, B =  

-.01).  Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported.   

 Hypothesis 28 stated that the relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger for OCBs and CWBs than for task performance.  Since 

there are fewer than five (k = 3) studies that investigate the relationship between team 

agreeableness and team CWBs, relationships with CWBs will not be interpreted, though 

results are included in Table 68 for sake of completeness.  In addition, since fewer than 

five studies are available for each heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum agreeableness 

predicting team OCBs, interpretation of results will focus on relationships of overall and 

mean agreeableness.  In general, relationships for OCBs were not significantly different 

from those for task performance.  For example, the confidence intervals for overall 

agreeableness were .03 to .32 for OCBs and .00 to .09 for task performance.  Therefore, 

this hypothesis was not supported. 

 Research Question 11 asks whether the relationship between team agreeableness 

and team performance will be significantly different from the relationship between team 

agreeableness and team effectiveness.  Results are presented in Table 69.  Results for 

maximum agreeableness will not be discussed since there are only two studies that report 
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the relationship between maximum agreeableness and team effectiveness.  As a general 

rule, the team agreeableness-team performance relationship is similar to the team 

agreeableness-team effectiveness relationship (overall:  r̅ = .06 and .07, respectively; 

mean:  r̅ = .07 and .08, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = -.06 and -.16, respectively; and 

minimum:  r̅ = .13 and .13, respectively).  For all testable operationalizations, confidence 

intervals for performance and effectiveness overlapped.  Therefore, performance vs. 

effectiveness did not moderate the team agreeableness-team performance relationship.  

Both Prewett et al. (2009) and the present study did not find performance vs. 

effectiveness to be a significant moderator of the team agreeableness-team performance 

relationship. 

 Hypothesis 29 states that correlations between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than 

when they are used for administrative purposes.  Maximum agreeableness will not be 

discussed because the number of studies that investigate the maximum agreeableness-

team performance relationship that has been rated for development or research purposes 

is less than five (k = 4); however, results for maximum agreeableness will be presented 

along with all other operationalizations of agreeableness in Table 70.  The overall, mean, 

and minimum agreeableness-team performance relationships are not significantly 

different whether ratings are for a) developmental or research purposes or b) for 

administrative purposes (overall:  r̅ = .11 and .06, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .15 and .02, 

respectively; minimum:  r̅ = .24 and .03, respectively).  For heterogeneity of 

agreeableness, the correlations associated with ratings for developmental or research 
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purposes are statistically significantly different from those associated with ratings for 

administrative purposes (r̅ = -.17 and .05, respectively).  The heterogeneity of 

agreeableness-team performance relationship is stronger (though negative) for 

performance ratings that are used for developmental or research purposes than those used 

for administrative purposes.  Therefore, this hypothesis is only supported for 

heterogeneity of agreeableness. 

Extraversion 

 Research Question 12 asks whether the operationalizations of team extraversion 

are correlated with team performance.  See Table 71 for results.  Correlations of different 

operationalizations of extraversion with team performance tended to be small (overall:  r̅ 

= .04; mean:  r̅ = .02; heterogeneity:  r̅ = .05; minimum:  r̅ = -.01; maximum:  r̅ = .09; 

and other:  r̅ = .01).  All operationalizations of extraversion had very small correlations 

with team performance and/or their confidence intervals included zero, suggesting that 

the ability of extraversion to predict team performance is not significant.   

My estimates of the team extraversion-team performance relationship are fairly 

similar to Bell’s (2007) and Prewett et al.’s (2009):  overall:  r̅ = .04 for this study and .07 

for Bell; mean:  r̅ = .02 for this study, .08 for Bell, and .09 for Prewett et al; 

heterogeneity:  r̅ = .05, .03, and .06, respectively; minimum:  r̅ = -.01, .04, and .03;  

maximum:  r̅ = .09, .09, and .12, respectively; and other:  r̅ = .01 for this study and -.01 

for Bell.  Our ninety-five percent confidence intervals for r̅ overlapped for all 

operationalizations.  However, in spite of this, some of our findings were inconsistent.  

Bell found that the overall extraversion-team performance relationship was statistically 
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significant, while I did not.  Both Bell and Prewett et al. found the mean extraversion-

team performance relationship to be statistically significant, while I did not.  In addition, 

while I found the maximum extraversion-team performance relationship to be statistically 

significant, Bell did not. 

Since Bell appears to have used the internal consistency reliability (α) rather than 

a composite α when correcting the construct validity (ρ) for the mean extraversion-team 

performance relationship, it may be useful to compare results based on whether α or a 

composite α is used to correct the mean extraversion-team performance relationship.  My 

ρ was .03 whether using α or the composite α.  Bell, on the other hand, estimated a 

slightly higher ρ of .10.  Overall, using α instead of a composite α did not appear to have 

a large effect on the estimate of ρ. 

 Hypothesis 30 suggested that mean extraversion would not predict performance 

after controlling for the effects of minimum and maximum extraversion.  This hypothesis 

was created to examine whether one needs to know the mean score if one knows the 

minimum and maximum scores (i.e. do the minimum and maximum values, which are 

parts of the mean, drive the team mean predictor-team performance relationship?).  Since 

there was not a significant mean extraversion-team performance relationship, the 

minimum and maximum scores cannot drive the relationship.  Therefore, this hypothesis 

is not applicable. 

 Research Question 13 investigates whether task type will moderate the 

relationship between team extraversion and team performance.  Results are presented in 

Table 72.  For overall, mean, heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum extraversion, the 
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team extraversion-team performance correlations are fairly similar regardless of task type 

(overall:  r̅ = .04 for intellectual teams and .03 for physical teams; mean:  r̅ = .02 and .03, 

respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = .07 and -.01, respectively; minimum:  r̅ = -.05 and .05, 

respectively; maximum:  r̅ = .12 and .06, respectively).  For all operationalizations, 

confidence intervals for intellectual and physical teams overlapped.  Therefore, team type 

did not moderate the team extraversion-team performance relationship.  However, this 

may be partially due to the fact that the intellectual and physical categories are fairly 

large.  Perhaps they contain groups that are markedly different, and these differences 

would be interesting.  Therefore, separate analyses were conducted for specific team 

types (e.g. command, design) that have at least five studies which examined the 

relationship between overall extraversion and team performance.  These analyses will 

examine the relationship for overall extraversion and for mean extraversion, because 

these are the operationalizations with the largest number of studies. 

 Table 73 presents the results for the types of groups subsumed under the 

intellectual and physical categories.  There were at least five studies for only two types of 

groups—command and design, both of which are intellectual teams.  For both of these 

specific team types, the team extraversion-team performance relationship is near zero 

(command:  r̅ = .04 for overall extraversion and .00 for mean extraversion; design:  r̅ = 

.02 and -.01, respectively).  Therefore, for these two specific types of teams, extraversion 

does not appear to be a strong predictor of performance and specific team type does not 

appear the moderate the team extraversion-team performance relationship. 
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 Research Question 14 wonders whether team tenure will moderate the 

relationship between team extraversion and team performance.  Results are presented in 

Table 74 to Table 78.  None of the results were statistically significant (overall:  β = .09, 

B = .00, B * 365 = .01; mean:  β = .13, B = .00, B * 365 = .01; heterogeneity:  β = -.02, B 

= .00, B * 365 = .00; minimum:  β = .50, B = .00, B *365 = .02; maximum:  β = -.29, B = 

.00, B * 365 = -.01).  Therefore, tenure did not moderate the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship. 

 Hypothesis 31 states that the study setting will not moderate the team 

extraversion-team performance relationship.  See Table 79 for results.  Minimum and 

maximum operationalizations of extraversion will not be discussed since fewer than five 

studies examined the relationships between each of these operationalizations and team 

performance for a) lab studies and b) class studies.  Study setting does not appear to be a 

moderator of the relationship between team extraversion and team performance (overall:  

r̅ = .02 for lab, .06 for class, and .06 for field; mean:  r̅ = -.01, .05, and .07, respectively; 

heterogeneity:  r̅ = -.01, .12, and .05, respectively), and for each operationalization, the 

confidence intervals for the study settings overlap.  Therefore, the hypothesis was 

supported.  Bell’s (2007) results also suggest that study setting did not moderate the team 

extraversion-team performance relationship. 

 Since Bell (2007) reported that team type (intellectual vs. physical) and study 

setting were extremely correlated and that it was difficult to parse apart which moderator 

was causing which effect, this paper presents information for combinations of these two 

moderators in Table 80.  These analyses will examine the relationship for overall 
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extraversion and for mean extraversion, because these are the operationalizations with the 

largest number of studies.  It should be noted that the number of studies examining 

intellectual teams in field studies was extremely small (k = 2) and, therefore, will not be 

interpreted.  In addition, the mean extraversion-team performance relationship for 

physical lab studies will not be interpreted because only four studies examined that 

relationship.  That said, some conclusions can be made.  Correlations were small 

regardless of the combination of study setting and team type (validities ranged from -.03 

for the overall extraversion-team performance relationship for physical teams in lab 

settings to .07 for both overall extraversion-team performance relationship for intellectual 

teams in class settings and mean extraversion-team performance relationship for physical 

teams in field settings).  Overall, this suggests that the combination of lab and field did 

not have a strong effect on the team extraversion-team performance relationship. 

 Research Question 15 inquired as to whether the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship would be moderated by study setting after controlling for team 

tenure and task complexity as moderators.  Study setting may be a proxy for a number of 

different variables, such as tenure and job complexity.  Since this research question was 

posed to determine whether study setting would still moderate the team extraversion-

team performance relationship after controlling for tenure and job complexity, running 

analyses for this research question only makes sense when study setting is a significant 

moderator of the team extraversion-team performance relationship.  However, since study 

setting was not a statistically significant moderator of the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship, this question is not applicable. 
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 Hypothesis 32 states that the team extraversion-team performance relationship 

will be stronger for people-oriented tasks than non-people-oriented tasks.  Results are 

presented in Table 81.  Since there are fewer than five studies presented for each 

heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum extraversion predicting team performance in 

people-oriented tasks, these operationalizations will not be interpreted.  The team 

extraversion-team performance correlations for overall and mean extraversion are not 

statistically significantly different for people-oriented tasks than for non-people-oriented 

tasks (overall:  r̅ = .12 and .02, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .13 and .01, respectively).  

Therefore, this hypothesis is not supported. 

 The next hypothesis (Hypothesis 33) suggests that the relationship between team 

extraversion and team performance will be stronger in jobs that have more cognitive task 

complexity.  Results are listed in Table 82.  Once again, few studies investigated the 

extreme Job Zones (e.g. no studies investigated the team extraversion-team performance 

relationship for Job Zone 1).  Job Zones 1 and 2 will not be interpreted due to the number 

of studies (zero and two, respectively) that reported the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship for these two levels of complexity.  In addition, with the 

exception of Job Zone 4, no Job Zone reported at least five studies for mean, 

heterogeneity, minimum, or maximum extraversion.  Therefore, interpretation will focus 

on the relationship between overall extraversion and team performance in Job Zones 3 to 

5.  Correlations were similar for Job Zones 3, 4, and 5 (r̅ = .02, .04, and .07, 

respectively); thus, this hypothesis was not supported. 
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 Research Question 16 investigates whether interdependence moderates the team 

extraversion-team performance relationship.  Results are reported in Table 83.  Once 

again, some of these analyses contain a low number of studies.  There are no studies that 

reported team extraversion-team performance correlations for tasks with sequential 

interdependence.  None of the types of interdependence had five (or more) studies that 

investigated a) the minimum extraversion-team performance relationship or b) the 

maximum extraversion-team performance relationship, so neither of these will be 

discussed.  In addition, there are fewer than five studies that reported the heterogeneity of 

extraversion-team performance relationship for tasks with reciprocal interdependence.  

However, for operationalizations and moderators that were reported on by at least five 

studies, the answer to this research question is that interdependence did not moderate the 

team extraversion-team performance relationship; for overall, mean, and heterogeneity 

operationalizations, correlations were similar across types of interdependence (overall:  r̅ 

= .03, .01, and .03 for pooled, reciprocal, and team interdependence, respectively; mean:  

r̅ = .02, -.02, and .04, respectively;  heterogeneity:  r̅ = .04 and -.01 for pooled and team 

performance, respectively).  Prewett et al. (2009) also found that interdependence did not 

moderate the mean extraversion-team performance relationship or the heterogeneity 

extraversion-team performance relationship.  (They do not report results for the overall 

extraversion-team performance relationship.) 

 Hypothesis 34 suggests that the team extraversion-team performance relationship 

will be stronger for teams with more members than for teams with fewer members.  

Results are listed in Table 84 to Table 88.  None of the results were statistically 



140 

 

significant (overall:  β = -.01, B= .00; mean:  β = .08, B = .00; heterogeneity:  β = -.17, B 

= -.01; minimum:  β = .16, B = .01; maximum:  β = -.42, B = -.02; all p > .05).  The 

hypothesis was not supported for any of the operationalizations of extraversion. 

 Hypothesis 35 states that the relationship between team extraversion and team 

performance will stronger for OCBs and CWBs than for task performance.  See Table 89 

for results.  Fewer than five studies that investigated the team extraversion-team CWB 

relationship, so this relationship will not be interpreted.  In addition, overall and mean 

extraversion were the only operationalizations of extraversion where at least five studies 

predicted team OCBs; therefore, these are the only two operationalizations that will be 

discussed.  For both operationalizations of extraversion, the team extraversion-team OCB 

relationship is not statistically significantly stronger than the team extraversion-team task 

performance relationship (overall:  r̅ = .12 and .03, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .17 and .01, 

respectively).  Therefore, this hypothesis is not supported. 

 Research Question 17 asks whether the team extraversion-team performance 

relationship will be moderated by type of outcome (i.e. performance vs. effectiveness).  

Results are presented in Table 90.  Since fewer than five studies examine the maximum 

extraversion-team effectiveness relationship, results for maximum extraversion will not 

be interpreted.  For overall, mean, heterogeneity, and minimum extraversion, the team 

extraversion-team performance relationship is not moderated by type of outcome 

(overall:  r̅ = .01 and .03 for performance and effectiveness, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .00 

and .02, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = .02 and .02, respectively; minimum:  r̅	 = -.06 
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and .03, respectively).  Therefore, type of outcome was not a moderator for team 

extraversion-team performance relationship.   

Prewett et al.’s (2009) results regarding performance vs. effectiveness are 

somewhat different from the ones presented here.  First, they do not report results for 

minimum extraversion.  Second, their results indicate that the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship was stronger than the team extraversion-team effectiveness 

relationship.  This is likely partially due to different ways of operationalizing 

performance and effectiveness.  Campbell (1990) stated that when outcomes are 

composed of covert cognitive processes (e.g. solving a math problem, making a 

decision), these solutions are considered behavior; therefore, this study included such 

outcomes under the “performance” category rather than the “effectiveness” category.  

Prewett et al. state that “A ‘behavior’ criterion was coded when performance was based 

on a team-level evaluation of process behaviors, either from an observer (e.g., supervisor, 

experimenter) or the team itself.  Researchers labeled a criterion as ‘outcome’ when 

performance was measured by the final, net results from the team task (e.g., a class grade 

or a simulation score)” (p.281).  Additional studies may have also altered estimates (e.g. 

for mean extraversion, Prewett et al. report results for 21 outcome studies and 14 

behavior studies; the current study reported 17 effectiveness studies and 33 performance 

studies). 

 Hypothesis 36 states that correlations between team extraversion and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than 

when they are used for administrative purposes.  Results are listed in Table 91.  Because 
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fewer than five studies reported the relationship between minimum extraversion and team 

performance and between maximum extraversion and team performance for each purpose 

of performance rating, results for these two operationalizations of extraversion will not be 

interpreted.  The relationships of a) overall, b) mean, and c) heterogeneity of extraversion 

with team performance were not moderated by the purpose of performance ratings 

(overall:  r̅  = .03 and .01 for administrative purposes and for developmental or research 

purposes, respectively; mean:  r̅  = -.01 and .00, respectively: r̅ = .09 and -.01, 

respectively).  Therefore, none of the testable operationalizations supported the 

hypothesis. 

Openness 

 Research Question 18 inquired as to whether the operationalizations of team 

openness would predict team performance.  Results are listed in Table 92.  With the 

exception of the “other” operationalization of openness, all team openness-team 

performance correlations were very low (r̅ = .06 for overall openness, .07 for mean, .03 

for heterogeneity, .00 for minimum, .04 for maximum). While confidence intervals for 

overall and mean openness did not included zero, the relationships for these variables are 

not practically significant.  The validity for “other” operationalizations of openness was 

.14, and its confidence interval did not include zero.  However, since this 

operationalization is a mixture of different operationalizations (e.g. range, proportion 

scoring high on openness), this particular finding is not extremely useful.  Combined, 

these results suggest that, on the whole, the team openness-team performance relationship 

was not significant.   
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Bell’s (2007) estimates of the team openness-team performance relationship are 

fairly similar to the present study’s (overall:  r̅ = .04 and .06, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .09 

and .07, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = -.02 and .03, respectively; minimum:  r̅  = .04 

and .00, respectively; maximum:  r̅ = .08 and .04, respectively).  The present estimate of 

“other” openness (r̅ = .14) was higher than Bell’s (r̅ = .03); however, this difference was 

not statistically significant, and since the “other” category contains a variety of ways 

openness could be operationalized, any differences could be due to different 

compositions of the operationalizations in this category.  In spite of our similar estimates, 

there were two differences in terms of statistically significance.  My estimate of the mean 

openness-team performance relationship was statistically significant while Bell’s wasn’t.  

Bell’s estimate of the maximum openness-team performance relationship was statistically 

significant while mine wasn’t.  Her “other” category did not predict performance while 

mine did. 

 Since Bell (2007) apparently used internal consistency reliability (α) to correct 

criterion validity for the mean openness-team performance relationship (ρ) rather than 

using a composite α, it would be useful to see how using the appropriate reliability affects 

estimates of ρ.  When using the composite α reliability, my estimate of ρ is .08, and when 

using α, my estimate is also .08.  Bell’s estimate of ρ was .11.  Overall, our estimates are 

fairly close and suggest that the effect of using α rather than the composite α is rather 

small. 

 Hypothesis 37 stated that when predicting team performance, mean openness 

would not add unique variance over minimum and maximum openness.  This hypothesis 
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was created to examine whether one needs to know the mean score if one knows the 

minimum and maximum scores (i.e. do the minimum and maximum values, which are 

parts of the mean, drive the team mean openness-team performance relationship?).  If 

there is not a significant mean openness-team performance relationship, the minimum 

and maximum scores cannot drive the relationship.  Since mean openness was not a 

practically significant predictor of team performance, this hypothesis is not applicable. 

 Research Question 19 asked whether task type would moderate the team 

openness-team performance relationship.  Results are reported in Table 93.  Since fewer 

than five studies investigated the heterogeneity of openness-team performance 

relationship for physical teams, heterogeneity results will not be interpreted.  The team 

openness-team performance relationships are small and confidence intervals for 

intellectual and physical teams overlap for overall (r̅  = .08 and .02 for intellectual and 

physical teams, respectively), mean (r̅  = .08 and .05 for respectively), minimum (r̅  =  

-.02 and .04, respectively) and maximum (r̅  = .00 and .11, respectively) openness.  Based 

on these findings, task type was not a moderator of the team openness-team performance 

relationship. 

 However, “intellectual” and “physical” tasks are quite large categories.  Perhaps 

they contain groups that are markedly different, and these differences would be 

interesting.  Therefore, separate analyses were conducted for specific team types that 

have at least five studies which examined the overall relationship between team openness 

and team performance.  These analyses will examine the relationship for overall openness 

and for mean openness, because these are the operationalizations with the largest number 
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of studies.  Table 94 presents the results for the types of groups subsumed under the 

intellectual and physical categories.  There were at least five studies for only two types of 

specific tasks—command (intellectual) and design (intellectual).  Confidence intervals 

for command and design tasks overlapped (e.g. the overall openness-team performance 

confidence intervals were .02 to .21 for command tasks and -.15 to .09 for design tasks).  

Therefore, correlations for these two specific task types were not significantly different 

from each other. 

 Research Question 20 inquires as to whether team tenure will moderate the 

relationship between team openness and team performance.  Results are presented in 

Table 95 to Table 99.  None of the results were significant (overall:  β = -.08, B = .00, B 

* 365 = -.01; mean:  β = -.07, B = .00, B * 365 = -.01; heterogeneity:  β = -.34, B = .00, B 

* 365 = -.18; minimum:  β = -.16, B = .00, B * 365 = -.03; maximum:  β = .11, B = .00, B 

* 365 = .04; all p > .05).  Therefore, the team tenure did not moderate the team openness-

team performance relationship. 

 Hypothesis 38 states the team openness-team performance relationship will not be 

moderated by study setting.  Results are presented in Table 100.  Results for 

heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum openness will not be discussed because, for 

each, only one of the three study settings had at least five studies that reported on the 

team openness-team performance relationship.  Estimates for lab studies (overall:  r̅  = 

.07; mean:  r̅  = .09), field studies (overall:  r̅  = .10; mean:  r̅  = .13), and class studies 

(overall:  r̅  = .02; mean:  r̅  = .01) were fairly similar, and confidence intervals for all 

three settings overlapped for both overall and mean openness.  Based on these results, the 
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hypothesis was supported.  For both overall and mean openness, Bell also did not find 

that study setting moderated the team openness-team performance relationship. 

 Since Bell (2007) reported that task type (intellectual vs. physical) and study 

setting were extremely correlated and that it was difficult to parse apart which moderator 

was causing which effect, this paper presents information for combinations of these two 

moderators in Table 101.  Intellectual tasks in field settings will not be discussed since 

only one study examined the team openness-team performance relationship for these 

conditions.  The mean openness-team performance relationship for physical tasks in field 

settings also will not be discussed since fewer than five studies investigated this 

relationship.  For overall openness, the relationship is statistically significantly larger for 

intellectual teams in lab settings (r̅  = .11) than for physical teams in field settings (r̅ =  

-.09).  No other testable comparisons were significantly different for overall openness.  

For mean openness, there were no statistically significant differences between testable 

combinations of study setting and team type. 

 Research Question 21 inquires as to whether team openness-team performance 

relationship will be moderated by study setting after controlling for team tenure and task 

complexity as moderators.  Study setting may be a proxy for a number of different 

variables, such as tenure and job complexity.  Since this research question was posed to 

determine whether study setting would still moderate the team openness-team 

performance relationship after controlling for tenure and job complexity, running 

analyses for this research question only makes sense when study setting is a significant 

moderator of the team openness-team performance relationship.  However, since study 
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setting was not a statistically significant moderator of the team openness-team 

performance relationship, this question is not applicable. 

 Hypothesis 39 suggests that the relationship between team openness and team 

performance will be stronger in jobs that require a higher level of cognitive task 

complexity.  Results are presented in Table 102.  Few studies investigated the lower Job 

Zones (i.e. no studies investigated the team openness-team performance relationship for 

Job Zone 1; one study investigated the team openness-team performance relationship for 

Job Zone 2).  Job Zones 1 and 2 will not be interpreted due to the number of studies (zero 

and one, respectively) that reported the team openness-team performance relationship for 

these two levels of complexity.  In addition, no Job Zones reported at least five studies 

for the relationship between minimum openness and team performance or for the 

relationship between maximum openness and team performance, and with the exception 

of Job Zone 4, no Job Zone reported at least five studies for heterogeneity of openness.  

Therefore, interpretation will focus on the relationships between overall openness and 

team performance and between mean openness and team performance in Job Zones 3 to 

5.  Job Zones 3, 4, and 5 had fairly similar correlations (overall:  r̅  = .08, .04, and .07, 

respectively; mean:  r̅  = .11, .03, and .05, respectively), and confidence intervals 

overlapped.  Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. 

 Hypothesis 40 suggests that the team openness-team performance relationship 

will be stronger for teams that are more interdependent than for teams that are less 

interdependent.  See Table 103 for results.  Since there were no results reported for 

sequential interdependence, this relationship cannot be commented on.  In addition, no 
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type of interdependence reported at least five studies for minimum openness and team 

performance, and with the exception of team interdependence, no type of 

interdependence reported at least five studies for heterogeneity or maximum openness.  

Therefore, interpretation will focus on the relationship between overall openness and 

team performance and between mean openness and team performance in tasks with 

pooled, reciprocal, and team interdependence.  Results show that the correlations between 

team openness and team performance were relatively similar for pooled (overall:  r̅  = 

.11; mean:  r̅  = .11), reciprocal interdependence (overall:  r̅  = .09; mean:  r̅  = .09), and 

team interdependence (overall:  r̅  = .03; mean:  r̅  = .03).  In addition, for both 

operationalizations of openness, confidence intervals for the different types of 

interdependence overlapped.  Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. 

 Hypothesis 41 suggests that the team openness-team performance relationship 

will be stronger for teams with more individuals than for teams with fewer members.  

Results are listed in Table 104 to Table 108.  None of the results were significant 

(overall:  β = -.05, B = .00; mean:  β = -.09, B = -.01; heterogeneity:  β = -.06, B = .00; 

minimum:  β = -.16, B = -.02; maximum:  β = -.14, B = -.01).  Therefore, the hypothesis 

was not supported. 

 Hypothesis 42 states that team openness will have a stronger relationship with 

team OCBs and CWBs than it will with team task performance.  Since there were fewer 

than five studies that examined a) the team openness-team OCB relationship and b) the 

team openness-team CWB relationship, this relationship is untestable. However, results 

are listed in Table 109 for the sake of completeness. 



149 

 

 Hypothesis 43 suggests that team openness will be more strongly related to team 

performance criteria than to team effectiveness criteria.  Results are posted in Table 110.  

For both heterogeneity of openness and maximum openness, there were fewer than five 

studies that examined the team openness-team effectiveness relationship, so this meta-

analysis will not interpret results for these two operationalizations of team openness.  

Correlations for performance and effectiveness were fairly similar (overall:  r̅  = .08 and 

.05, respectively; mean:  r̅  = .08 and .08, respectively; minimum: r̅  = -.06 and .04, 

respectively).  For each operationalization, confidence intervals for performance and 

effectiveness overlapped.  Based on these results, Hypothesis 43 was not supported. 

 Hypothesis 44 states that correlations between team openness and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research purposes than 

when they are used for administrative purposes.  Results are reported in Table 111.  

There are fewer than five studies that examine the team openness-team performance 

relationship for administrative purposes for heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum 

openness; therefore, for this hypothesis, these operationalizations of openness will not be 

interpreted.  Correlations between team openness and team performance were equally 

strong regardless of the purpose of performance rating.  However, the correlations were 

negative when used for administrative purposes (overall:  r̅  = -.09; mean:  r̅  = -.09) and 

positive when used for developmental or research purposes (overall:  r̅  = .10; mean:  

overall:  r̅  = .11).  Since correlations were of equal strength, the hypothesis was not 

supported. 
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Emotional Stability 

 Research Question 22 inquired as to whether the operationalization (e.g. mean, 

minimum) of team emotional stability would predict team performance.  Results are 

listed in Table 112.  Correlations between team emotional stability and team performance 

tended to be small (overall:  r̅ = .05; mean:  r̅ = .06; heterogeneity:  r̅ = -.02; minimum:  r̅ 

= .06; maximum:  r̅ = .04; other:  r̅ = .08) and, therefore, not practically significant.  With 

the exception of mean emotional stability, confidence intervals for all operationalizations 

included zero.  For the most part, results for the present study were similar to those for 

Bell (2007) and Prewett et al. (2009). However, Bell and Prewett et al. have differing 

conclusions regarding the statistical significance of maximum emotional stability.  

Prewett et al. reports that the maximum emotional stability is a significant predictor of 

team performance, while Bell reports that the relationship is not statistically significant.  

My results match Bell’s rather than Prewett et al.’s. 

Since Bell (2007) apparently corrected the criterion validity of the mean 

emotional stability-team performance relationship (ρ) using the internal consistency 

reliability (α) rather than using a composite α, it would be useful to see how using the 

appropriate reliability affects estimates of ρ.  When using the composite α reliability, my 

estimate of ρ is .06, while when using α, my estimate is .07.  Bell’s estimate of ρ was .13.  

Overall, our estimates are fairly close and suggest that the effect of using α rather than the 

composite α is rather small. 

 Hypothesis 45 states mean emotional stability will not add unique variance over 

minimum and maximum emotional stability.  This hypothesis was created to examine 
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whether one needs to know the mean score if one knows the minimum and maximum 

scores (i.e. do the minimum and maximum values, which are parts of the mean, drive the 

team mean emotional stability-team performance relationship?).  If there is not a 

significant mean emotional stability-team performance relationship, the minimum and 

maximum scores cannot drive the relationship. Since the mean emotional stability-team 

performance relationship was not practically statistically significant, this hypothesis is 

not applicable. 

 Research Question 23 suggests that task type may moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship.  Results are presented in Table 113.  The 

relationships between each operationalization emotional stability and team performance 

were not moderated by task type (overall:  r̅ = .05 and .05 for intellectual and physical 

teams, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .06 and .07, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = -.03 and .00, 

respectively; minimum:  r̅ = .10 and .02; maximum:  r̅ = -.04 and .15, respectively).  For 

each operationalization of emotional stability, the confidence intervals for intellectual and 

physical teams overlapped.  Therefore, task type did not moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship. 

 “Intellectual” and “physical” tasks types are fairly large categories. Perhaps they 

contain groups that are markedly different, and these differences would be interesting.   

Therefore, the present study planned to conduct separate analyses for specific team types 

that had at least five studies which examined the overall relationship between team 

emotional stability and team performance.  However, there were no specific task types 
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where at least five studies reported on the team emotional stability-team performance 

relationship. 

Hypothesis 46 suggests that for mean, heterogeneity, and maximum emotional 

stability, the relationship between team emotional stability and team performance will be 

stronger for teams that have been together for a longer duration than teams who have 

been together for a shorter duration, while for minimum emotional stability, the 

relationship between team emotional stability and team performance will be weaker for 

teams that have been together for a longer duration than teams who have been together 

for a shorter duration.  Results are reported in Table 114 to Table 118.  None of the 

results were statistically significant (overall:  β = -.03, B = .00, B *365 = .00; mean:  β = 

.07, B = .00, B * 365 = .00; heterogeneity:  β = .30, B = .00, B * 365 = .01; minimum:  β 

= -.11, B = .00, B *365 = .00; maximum:  β = -.31, B = .00, B *365 = -.01; all p > .05).  

Therefore, the hypothesis was not supported. 

Hypothesis 47 states that the relationship between team emotional stability and 

team performance will be weaker for teams that exist for the same length of time as their 

study than for teams that that do not exist for the same length of time as their study.  

Results are presented in Table 119.  For studies where teams did not exist for the same 

length of time as the study, fewer than five studies examined the relationship between a) 

heterogeneity of emotional stability and team performance, b) minimum emotional 

stability and team performance, and c) maximum emotional stability and team 

performance.  Therefore, interpretation will focus on the overall and mean 

operationalizations of emotional stability.  Results suggest that the team emotional 
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stability-team performance relationship is not moderated by whether or not the team 

exists for the same length of time as its study (overall:  r̅ = .04 and .06 for teams that exist 

for the same length of time as their study and for teams that do not exist for the same 

length of time as their study, respectively; mean:  r̅ = .05 and .11, respectively).  

Therefore, the hypothesis is not supported. 

Hypothesis 48 states that study setting will not moderate the relationship between 

team emotional stability and team performance.  Results are presented in Table 120.  

Since there were fewer than five studies that reported on the team emotional stability-

team performance relationship for minimum and for maximum emotional stability in any 

of the study settings, these operationalizations of emotional stability will not be 

interpreted.  In addition, since there were only three studies that examined the 

relationship between heterogeneity of emotional stability and team performance for lab 

settings, this relationship will not be discussed.  Results suggest that study setting does 

not moderate the team emotional stability-team performance relationship (overall:  r̅ = 

.06 for lab settings, .05 for class settings, and .05 for field settings; mean:  r̅  = .05, .05, 

and .09, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅ = -.02 for class settings and .01 for field settings).  

Based on these results, study setting was not a moderator of the team emotional stability-

team performance relationship.  For both overall and mean emotional stability, Bell’s 

(2007) results also conclude that study setting did not moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship. 

Since Bell (2007) reported that team type (intellectual vs. physical) and study 

setting were extremely correlated and that it was difficult to parse apart which moderator 
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was causing which effect, this paper presents information for combinations of these two 

moderators in Table 121.  These analyses will examine the relationship for overall 

emotional stability and for mean emotional stability, because these are the 

operationalizations with the largest number of studies.  It should be noted that the number 

of studies examining intellectual teams in field studies was extremely small (k = 1) and, 

therefore, will not be interpreted.  That said, some conclusions can be made.   Estimates 

were generally similar regardless of the combination of team type and study setting 

(overall:  r̅  = .06 for intellectual tasks in lab settings, .05 for intellectual tasks in class 

settings, .03 for physical tasks in lab settings, and .07 for physical tasks in field settings;  

mean:  r̅  = .06, .06, .03, and .09, respectively).  Therefore, to the extent it was testable, 

combinations of task type and study setting did not moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship. 

 Research Question 24 asks whether the team emotional stability-team 

performance relationship will be moderated by study setting after controlling for team 

tenure and task complexity as moderators.  Study setting may be a proxy for a number of 

different variables, such as tenure and job complexity.  Since this research question was 

posed to determine whether study setting would still moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship after controlling for tenure and job complexity, 

running analyses for this research question only makes sense when study setting is a 

significant moderator of the team predictor-team performance relationship.  Since study 

setting wasn’t a statistically significant moderator of the team emotional stability-team 

performance relationship, this research question is not applicable. 
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Hypothesis 49 suggests that the relationship between team emotional stability and 

team performance will become stronger as cognitive task complexity increases.  

However, the only Job Zone that had at least five studies that reported on the team 

emotional stability-team performance relationship was Job Zone 4.  Since no other Job 

Zone had at least five studies examining the team emotional stability-team performance 

relationship, this hypothesis was not testable.   However, results are reported in Table 122 

for the sake of completeness. 

Research Question 25 asks whether task interdependence moderates the team 

emotional stability-team performance relationship.  Results are presented in Table 123.  

No studies reported the team emotional stability-team performance relationship for 

sequential interdependence.  Therefore, this study cannot comment on that type of 

interdependence.  Since there were fewer than five studies that reported on the minimum 

team emotional stability-team performance relationship and fewer than five that reported 

the maximum emotional stability-team performance relationship for any of the types of 

interdependence, these operationalizations of emotional stability will not be interpreted.  

In addition, since only team interdependence had at least five studies investigating the 

heterogeneity of emotional stability-team performance relationship, heterogeneity will 

also not be discussed.  For overall and mean emotional stability, correlations for pooled, 

reciprocal, and team interdependence were not significantly different (e.g. overall 

emotional stability-team performance confidence intervals were -.05 to .08 for pooled 

interdependence, .06 to .24 for reciprocal interdependence, and -.03 to .08 for team 

interdependence).  Therefore, interdependence was not a statistically significant 



156 

 

moderator of the team emotional stability-team performance relationship for overall and 

for mean emotional stability.  Prewett et al.’s results also indicate that interdependence 

did not moderate the mean emotional stability-team performance relationship.  (They do 

not report results for overall emotional stability.)  

Hypothesis 50 states that the team emotional stability-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with more individuals than for teams with fewer 

members. Results are presented in Table 124 to Table 128.  None of the results were 

statistically significant (overall:  β = -.03, B = .00; mean:  β = .15, B = .01; heterogeneity:  

β = -.10, B = .00; minimum:  β = .00, B = .00; maximum:  β = -.45, B = -.03).  Therefore, 

the hypothesis is not supported for any of the operationalizations. 

Hypothesis 51 states that the team emotional stability-team OCBs and -team 

CWBs relationships will be stronger than the team emotional stability-team task 

performance relationship.  Results are presented in Table 129.  Fewer than five studies 

reported the relationship between team emotional stability and team CWBs, so this 

relationship will not be discussed.  In addition, only the operationalizations of a) overall 

emotional stability and b) mean emotional stability had at least five studies where they 

were correlated with team OCBs, so results will focus on these two operationalizations.  

For both overall and mean operationalizations of emotional stability, the confidence 

intervals for team performance and OCBs overlapped (e.g. for overall emotional stability, 

the confidence intervals were .01 to .09 for task performance and -.02 to .34 for OCBs).  

Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. 
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Research Question 26 inquired whether performance vs. effectiveness moderates 

the team emotional stability-team outcomes relationship.  Results are reported in Table 

130.  Fewer than five studies reported the relationship between team emotional stability 

and team effectiveness for heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum operationalizations of 

emotional stability.  Therefore, interpretation will focus only on relationships for overall 

and mean emotional stability.  The team emotional stability-team outcomes relationship 

was similar regardless of type of outcome (overall:  r̅ = .03 for performance and .09 for 

effectiveness;  r̅ = .05 and .09, respectively).  Thus, performance vs. effectiveness did not 

moderate the team emotional stability-team outcomes relationship. When comparing to 

Prewett et al. (2009), the focus needs to be on mean emotional stability since Prewett et 

al. did not report the results for overall emotional stability.  Their results also indicate that 

performance vs. effectiveness did not moderate the mean emotional stability-team 

outcomes relationship.   

Hypothesis 52 stated that correlations between team emotional stability and team 

performance would be stronger when performance ratings were used for developmental 

or research purposes than when they were used for administrative purposes.  Results are 

in Table 131.  For minimum and maximum emotional stability, fewer than five studies 

reported on the relationship between team emotional stability and team performance 

when ratings were used for either a) developmental or research purposes or b) 

administrative purposes.  Due to this, interpretation of results will focus on overall, mean, 

and heterogeneity of emotional stability.  Results suggest that the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship is not moderated by purpose of performance 
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ratings (overall:  r̅  = .05 for developmental or research purposes and .03 for 

administrative purposes; mean:  r̅  = .07 and .03, respectively; heterogeneity:  r̅  = -.03 

and -.01, respectively).  Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. 

A summary of all results is listed in Table 132.  For each result, font tells whether 

results a) were the same as previous meta-analyses, b) did not match previous meta-

analytic results, or c) were previously untested in meta-analyses.  Regular font indicates 

that results either were not testable or matched Bell’s (2007) results and/or Prewett et 

al.’s (2009) results.  Italicized text indicates that results did not agree with previous 

findings.  For those results where Bell and Prewett et al. disagree, results will be 

italicized since they partially disagree with past results.  Bold text indicates that the 

relationship has not been tested before.  When results were not listed (e.g. Bell does not 

list her findings for team type since it is strongly correlated with study setting), results 

will be bolded. 

Discussion 

Working with other people can add complexity to jobs, and many things can 

affect how individuals interact with each other.  This study posed and analyzed a large 

number of hypotheses and research questions regarding how team intelligence and team 

personality predict team performance and possible moderators of these relationships in 

order to better understand how to compose teams.  Since there are so many analyses, for 

each predictor, this section will focus on results for main effects for operationalizations of 

predictor variables and on previously untested moderators (for the given predictor 

variable) since these are new contributions to the field. 
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Intelligence 

 Overall, mean, minimum, and maximum intelligence were positively correlated 

with team performance, which is consistent with previous research (Bell, 2007).  These 

results tell us that when composing a team, intelligence of team members should be an 

important factor, given that most companies care about team performance.  Heterogeneity 

of intelligence was not related to performance, which, combined with the positive 

correlation between minimum intelligence and team performance, suggests that there is 

no need to seek out less intelligent individuals to join teams if one’s goal is higher team 

performance. 

 When comparing teams who have been together for varying lengths of time, 

tenure was not a moderator of the team intelligence-team performance relationship.  This 

may be, in part, because of low sample size (e.g. there were 15 studies for minimum 

intelligence and 13 for maximum intelligence).  In addition, many of the studies that 

reported enough information to estimate team tenure were one-day lab studies, which 

restricts the variance in tenure.  Based on the number of one-day studies, it seems 

important to conduct more long-term studies and to report average tenure for teams when 

doing so.  The lack of significance may also suggest that team intelligence is equally 

important over time or that the relationship is more complex.  For instance, Ackerman 

and Cianciolo (2000) found that for short-term tasks, the intelligence-performance 

relationship decreases for consistent tasks and increases for novel tasks.  Since 

consistency of the task was not tested in the present study, these two effects could cancel 

each other out and hide any effect of tenure. 
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 While a large portion of the hypothesis regarding job complexity moderating the 

team intelligence-team performance relationship was not testable (e.g. all relationships 

for heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum operationalizations of intelligence), results 

that were testable suggest that job complexity did not moderate the team intelligence-

team performance relationship.  Looking further into the studies that created the estimate 

for Job Zone 3, these are primarily command-and-control studies that took place during 

one day in a lab setting.  Command-and-control studies likely have some elements that 

are consistent (as opposed to novel).  Previous research has found that intelligence was 

more important initially than in the long run for tasks that are consistent in nature 

(Ackerman & Cianciolo, 2000).  Perhaps the estimate for Job Zone 3 would be weaker if 

performance in Job Zone 3 tasks was measured after several days or more rather than 

after one-day.  Many of the studies in Job Zones 4 and 5 were lab and class studies.  It is 

possible that, again, the short-term nature of lab tasks affected the ability of team 

intelligence to predict team performance for these Job Zones.  If the task was novel in 

nature (as opposed to consistent), the ability of intelligence to predict performance may 

not peak during a one-day lab study (e.g. Ackerman & Cianciolo, 2000).  For class and 

lab studies, while tasks were meant to resemble those required for jobs in Job Zones 4 

and 5, there is always the possibility that these tasks are watered down versions of these 

jobs and, therefore, are not truly as complex as the jobs they are meant to resemble. 

 The effect of interdependence on the team intelligence-team performance 

relationship appears likely to be curvilinear.  For overall intelligence, correlations for 

pooled interdependence were weaker than those for team interdependence, while for 
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mean intelligence correlations for pooled interdependence were weaker than those for 

sequential interdependence.  The reason why results differ based on type of 

interdependence is nonintuitive and may be partially due to the fact that teams’ tasks may 

involve multiple types of interdependence.  For example, student teams in Van Vianen 

and De Dreu (2001) worked on research projects (from start to finish) together.  This 

likely involved team interdependence when determining the topic, planning the study, 

splitting up work, etc.  However, some of the work likely had a lower level of 

interdependence.  For example, if each individual addressed a different hypothesis, most 

of the work was likely done individually and pooled together (e.g. each individual wrote 

his/her own section of the report).  Some of the work may have been sequential (e.g. if 

one person runs the results and another writes the results section, the results must be run 

before the results section can be written).  In this sense, tasks may truly belong in more 

than one category of interdependence. 

 Number of members per team moderated the team intelligence-team performance 

relationship for overall, heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum intelligence.  However, 

contrary to hypothesis, correlations between team intelligence-team performance became 

weaker as number of members per team decreased.  Likely, results were not supported, 

because as number of members per team increased, each individual’s influence upon the 

team decreased.  Since minimum and maximum intelligence are both comprised of one 

member’s score for each team, it makes sense that these members had less influence on 

the team when the team had more members.  In terms of heterogeneity, correlations 

became less negative as teams had higher numbers of individuals per team.  It is possible 
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that as number of members per team increases, more individuals are available who can 

compensate for and assist those with lower intelligence, thus reducing the effect of those 

with lower intelligence (who comprise one part of heterogeneity).  Whereas with few 

members per team, those who are more intelligent may not have extra time at any given 

moment, with a larger number of members per team, it is more likely that at least one of 

the more intelligent individuals will have time to help less intelligent individuals.  

Therefore, as team size increases, heterogeneity would become less of a factor in terms of 

predicting team performance. 

 While this meta-analysis tried to examine the effect of type of performance (i.e. 

task performance, OCBs, CWBs) on the team intelligence-team performance relationship, 

fewer than five studies examined OCBs and fewer than five examined CWBs.  Therefore, 

this hypothesis was not testable.  Based on these results, more studies should examine the 

team intelligence-team OCBs relationship and the team intelligence-team CWBs 

relationship. 

 The team intelligence-team performance and the team intelligence-team 

effectiveness relationships were not significantly different from each other.  This may be 

partially because a number of the studies that reported on effectiveness were lab studies.  

In these settings, researchers may have been able to control for the extraneous variables 

that contaminate effectiveness criteria. 

 The current study attempted to examine the purpose of performance ratings (e.g. 

administrative purpose) as a moderator of the team intelligence-team performance 

relationship.  However, since fewer than five studies reported team intelligence-team 
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performance relationships rated for administrative purposes, this hypothesis was not 

testable. 

Conscientiousness 

 Operationalizations of conscientiousness generally had a positive relationship 

with team performance.  Confidence intervals suggest the correlations are statistically 

significant.  Therefore, managers may want to consider using conscientiousness scores 

when composing teams. 

 Task complexity did not moderate the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship.  This suggests that conscientiousness is always important.  However, future 

studies may want to examine facets of conscientiousness and how their relationships with 

team performance are affected by task complexity.  For example, dutifulness may be 

useful in many tasks, where being high in achievement orientation may matter more in 

more complex tasks. 

 Number of members per team did not moderate the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship.  This may, in part, be due to small sample size (e.g. for 

minimum conscientiousness, there were 21 studies).  It may also suggest that 

conscientiousness is equally important regardless of team size.   

 Type of performance (specifically, task performance versus OCBs) moderated the 

team conscientiousness-team performance relationship for overall and mean 

operationalizations of conscientiousness.  (No other operationalizations of 

conscientiousness were testable.)  It is also important to note that fewer than five studies 

reported on the team conscientiousness-team CWBs relationship.  Therefore, future 
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studies should examine this relationship.  Results showed that team conscientiousness 

was a better predictor of team OCBs than of team task performance.  Therefore, it is 

important for practitioners to consider what outcomes are of interest to them and how 

important these outcomes are when they decide which members should participate in 

teams.  Practitioners and researchers should make sure they fully measure performance 

(e.g. do not just measure output when they are also interested in OCBs and CWBs).  

Otherwise, they may underestimate the usefulness of creating conscientious teams. 

 The purpose of the performance rating (i.e. developmental or research vs. 

administrative) did not moderate the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship.  This may, in part, be due to study setting.  Many of the field studies that 

reported team conscientiousness-team performance relationships did not state whether 

performance ratings were used for administrative or developmental purposes.  On the 

other hand, class studies often made it clear that ratings were to be used in the students’ 

final grades for the class (i.e. for administrative purposes).  Some of the politics present 

in field settings may not be present in class settings.  For example, seniority (Harris et al., 

1996) is unlikely to matter in class settings since outcomes (e.g. promotions, pay) do not 

depend on seniority in class settings.  There may also be fewer repercussions to giving 

students negative ratings since the professor will not necessarily have to interact with the 

students after the semester is done while supervisors may have to work with employees 

indefinitely.  Therefore, ratings may be less contaminated in class settings. 
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Agreeableness 

 Operationalizations of agreeableness generally had a positive, though not strong, 

relationship with team performance.  Confidence intervals for mean, minimum, and 

maximum agreeableness do not include zero, suggesting that the more agreeable teams 

generally do better, though given that these relationships are generally quite small, those 

composing teams may want to focus on other predictor variables.   

 Related to tenure, this meta-analysis investigated whether the team agreeableness-

team performance relationship was moderated by whether teams existed for the length of 

the study or whether they were longer-term teams.  Results indicated that for overall, 

mean, minimum, and maximum agreeableness, the team agreeableness-team performance 

relationship was stronger for longer-term teams than for teams who only existed for the 

length of the study.  This suggests that when teams have worked together for a longer 

period of time and/or know that they will have to continue to work together for a longer 

period of time, agreeableness matters more.  Therefore, in the short-term, team members 

may be willing to put up with and work well with less agreeable individuals, even though 

they might not be willing to put up with them if they have to or will have to work 

together for longer periods of time.   

Whether a task was people-oriented or non-people-oriented was a statistically 

significant moderator of the overall agreeableness-team performance relationship but not 

of the mean agreeableness-team performance relationship.  (Only results for overall and 

mean agreeableness were testable.)  This suggests, in part, that when working with others 

outside of the team (e.g. customers) or when team members are performing OCBs, 
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agreeableness is a stronger predictor than when teams do not work with others and 

performance is more task-focused.  Since agreeableness measures how an individual 

behaves around others or is perceived by others (e.g. trusting, nurturing), it is logical that 

agreeableness should have a stronger effect on performance in people-oriented tasks.  

Perhaps it is possible that having one disagreeable individual harms people-oriented 

teams more than non-people-oriented teams (this relationship is not testable) and that this 

minimum agreeableness is partially driving the overall agreeableness-team performance 

relationship. 

 Task complexity did not moderate the team agreeableness-team performance 

relationship.  Theory for the hypothesis stated in part that tasks that were higher in 

complexity would likely require more communication and interaction and that 

agreeableness sometimes has stronger relationships with individual performance in 

person-oriented jobs than with performance for jobs in general (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 

2001).  However, just because the task is more complex does not necessarily mean that 

team members are working closely with each other.  Team members may be able to do 

most of the work separately even when the task is difficult (e.g. researchers may be able 

to run subjects with only one researcher present, write their parts of a paper separately, 

and edit with only infrequent communication).  Since correlations were quite small 

regardless of level of complexity, this suggests that agreeableness is generally not a 

useful predictor of team performance regardless of level of complexity.   

 Contrary to hypothesis, the team agreeableness-team performance relationship 

was not moderated by the number of members per team.  Theory for the hypothesis stated 
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in part that teams with more members would likely require more communication and 

interaction and that agreeableness sometimes has stronger relationships with individual 

performance in person-oriented jobs than with performance for jobs in general (Barrick, 

Mount, & Judge, 2001).  However, just because there are more members does not 

necessarily mean that team members are working closely with each other.  For example, 

for pooled interdependence, if a larger outcome is required (e.g. janitors need to clean a 

larger building, each focusing on his/her own floor), more team members are needed.  

The work is not very interdependent but now includes more team members.  Results 

suggest that agreeableness is not a strong predictor of team performance regardless of 

number of team members. 

 Estimates of the team agreeableness-team performance relationship were not 

significantly stronger when performance was measured as OCBs than when it was 

measured as task performance.  (Only the relationships for overall and mean 

agreeableness were testable.)  Since these results are so contrary to theory (e.g. 

agreeableness is related to being altruistic and nurturing [Costa & McCrae, 1995; 

Digman, 1990] so, logically, should be related to OCBs, which involve helping others) 

and since (like many of the results presented) the number of studies examining the 

relationships are low (e.g. six studies reported on the mean agreeableness-team OCBs 

relationship), these results are likely due to second-order sampling error.  As additional 

studies report on team OCBs (and team CWBs), the possibility that type of performance 

moderates the team agreeableness-team performance relationship should be tested again.   
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 The overall, mean, and minimum agreeableness-team performance relationships 

were not significantly stronger when performance ratings were used for developmental or 

research purposes rather than administrative purposes, while the heterogeneity of 

agreeableness-team performance relationship was stronger but more negative when 

performance ratings were used for developmental or research purposes.  The stronger 

heterogeneity of agreeableness relationship for ratings used for developmental or research 

purposes was expected since administrative ratings are more lenient and more likely to be 

influenced by politics than ratings used for research purposes (Harris, Smith, & 

Champagne, 1995; Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; Longenecker, 1989) or 

development purposes (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982).  Nonsignificant 

results may, in part, be due to study setting.  Many of the field studies that reported team 

agreeableness-team performance relationships did not state whether performance ratings 

were used for administrative or developmental purposes.  On the other hand, class studies 

often made it clear that ratings were to be used in the students’ final grades for the class 

(i.e. for administrative purposes).  Some of the politics present in field settings may not 

be present in class settings.  For example, seniority (Harris et al., 1996) is unlikely to 

matter in class settings since outcomes (e.g. promotions, pay) do not depend on seniority 

in class settings.  There may also be fewer repercussions to giving students negative 

ratings since the professor will not necessarily have to interact with the students after the 

semester is over while supervisors may have to work with employees indefinitely.  

Therefore, ratings may be less contaminated in class settings. 
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Extraversion 

 No operationalization of extraversion was practically significantly correlated with 

team performance.  This suggests that extraversion may not be a strong predictor of team 

performance (e.g. the positive and negative effects suggested in the introduction section 

may cancel each other out) or may have a non-linear relationship with team performance 

(e.g. Barry & Stewart 1997).  In addition, it may be useful to examine moderator 

variables. 

 The team extraversion-team performance relationship was not significantly 

stronger for people-oriented tasks than for non-people-oriented tasks.  If the relationship 

between team extraversion and team performance is nonlinear (e.g. Barry & Stewart 

1997), results from this meta-analysis may not be significant because they are testing for 

linear relationships.  It may be that for people-oriented tasks, the optimal proportion of 

extraverted individuals is higher than the optimal proportion of extraverts in non-people-

oriented tasks. 

 Task complexity did not moderate the team extraversion-team performance 

relationship.  Theory for this hypothesis stated in part that tasks that were higher in 

complexity would likely require more communication and interaction and that 

extraversion has been related to communication at the individual level (e.g. Klein, 2009).  

However, just because the task is more complex does not necessarily mean that team 

members are communicating closely with each other difficult (e.g. researchers may be 

able to run subjects with only one researcher present, write their parts of a paper 

separately, and edit with only infrequent communication), and just because members are 
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communicating with each other doesn’t mean that the communication is on topic (e.g. 

members could spend team time talking about sports rather than talking about the task at 

hand).  Since correlations were quite small regardless of level of complexity, this 

suggests that extraversion is generally not a useful predictor of team performance 

regardless of level of complexity. 

 Number of members per team did not moderate the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship.  This was a hypothesized moderator because larger teams 

should require more interaction.  However, since this interaction can be on-topic or off-

topic, having an extraverted team or extraverted team members likely has both pros and 

cons, which can help or hurt the team (e.g. keeping in touch with members to see if they 

need help on the task vs. spending team time talking about sports). 

 The team extraversion-team OCBs relationship was not significantly stronger than 

the team extraversion-team task performance relationship.  (Only the relationships for 

overall and mean extraversion were testable.)  While there is a social component to OCBs 

(e.g. Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983), it is possible that those who are extraverted but not 

conscientious participate in other social behaviors rather than OCBs, and that 

extraversion is only associated with higher OCBs when individuals high in extraversion 

are also high in conscientiousness.  In addition, task performance could have a large 

social component depending on the task at hand (e.g. service jobs).  Since extraversion is 

expected to be related to social portions of jobs, type of performance would be less likely 

to moderate the team extraversion-team performance relationship when task performance 

is also social in nature.  Therefore, type of performance (e.g. task performance, OCBs) 
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may only moderate the team extraversion-team performance relationship when members 

are high in conscientiousness and when task performance is less social in nature. 

 The purpose of performance appraisals did not moderate the team extraversion-

team performance relationship.  These results may, in part, be due to study setting.  Many 

of the field studies that reported team extraversion-team performance relationships did 

not state whether performance ratings were used for administrative or developmental 

purposes.  On the other hand, class studies often made it clear that ratings were to be used 

in the students’ final grades for the class (i.e. for administrative purposes).  Some of the 

politics present in field settings may not be present in class settings.  For example, 

seniority (Harris et al., 1996) is unlikely to matter in class settings since outcomes (e.g. 

promotions, pay) do not depend on seniority in class settings.  There may also be fewer 

repercussions to giving students negative ratings since the professor will not necessarily 

have to interact with the students after the semester is done while supervisors may have 

to work with employees indefinitely.  Therefore, ratings may be less contaminated in 

class settings. 

Openness 

 The team openness-team performance relationship was not significant.  This 

suggests that openness may not be a strong predictor of team performance.  Moderators 

(tested or untested) may affect this relationship. 

 Complexity did not moderate the team openness-team performance relationship 

either.  It was assumed that the team openness-team performance relationship would be 

stronger in more complex jobs for two reasons:  1) communication may matter more in 
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complex jobs and openness has been shown to predict communication (e.g. Homan et al., 

2008) and 2) openness is related to creativity (e.g. McCrae, 1987; Feist, 1998), which 

was thought to be more important in more complex jobs.  However, just because the task 

is more complex does not necessarily mean that team members are working closely with 

each other.  Team members may be able to do most of the work separately even when the 

task is difficult (e.g. researchers may be able to run subjects with only one researcher 

present, write their parts of a paper separately, and edit with only infrequent 

communication).  In addition, in creative tasks, those high in openness may get stuck in 

the brainstorming phase, focusing on the numerous options available to them rather than 

choosing one option and working with it.  This focus on creative options could prevent 

the team from working on their project in a timely manner, which could, in turn, decrease 

their performance.  Since correlations were quite small regardless of level of complexity, 

this suggests that openness is generally not a useful predictor of team performance 

regardless of level of complexity.   

 Interdependence did not moderate the team openness-team performance 

relationship.  This may be partially due to the fact that teams’ tasks may involve multiple 

types of interdependence.  For example, student teams in Van Vianen and De Dreu 

(2001) worked on research projects (from start to finish) together.  This likely involved 

team interdependence when determining the topic, planning the study, splitting up work, 

etc.  However, some of the work likely had a lower level of interdependence.  For 

example, if each individual addressed a different hypothesis, most of the work was likely 

done individually and pooled together (e.g. each individual wrote his/her own section of 
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the report).  Some of the work may have been sequential (e.g. if one person runs the 

results and another writes the results section, the results must be run before the results 

section can be written).  In this sense, tasks may truly belong in more than one category 

of interdependence. 

 The team openness-team performance relationship was not moderated by number 

of members per team.  Since the constants for these regression equations were small, this 

suggests that openness is not an important predictor of team performance regardless of 

how many members are in the team. 

 The current study attempted to examine type of performance (i.e. task 

performance, OCBs, or CWBs) as a moderator of the team openness-team performance 

relationship.  However, since fewer than five studies reported team openness-team OCBs 

or the team openness-team CWBs relationships, this hypothesis was not testable. 

 The team openness-team performance and team openness-team effectiveness 

correlations were not significantly different from each other.  This may be partially 

because a number of the studies that reported on effectiveness were lab studies.  In these 

settings, researchers may have been able to control for the extraneous variables that 

contaminate effectiveness criteria. 

 For overall and mean openness (the only operationalizations that were testable), 

the team openness-team performance relationship was negative when performance 

ratings were for administrative purposes but positive when they were for developmental 

or research purposes.  Since administrative ratings are more likely to be influenced by 

politics when used for administrative purposes than when used for research purposes 
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(Harris, Smith, & Champagne, 1995; Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; Longenecker, 

1989) or development purposes (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982), this 

suggests that openness may not be politically valued.  It is also possible that this 

moderation is driven in part by what type of performance the rater values.  While there 

were not enough studies to test the team openness-team OCBs relationship, it was 

stronger than the team openness-team task performance relationship.  If task performance 

is weighted stronger when making ratings for administrative purposes than when making 

ratings for developmental or research purposes, correlations associated with ratings made 

for administrative purposes should be less positive. 

Emotional Stability 

 Generally, team emotional stability did not correlate with team performance.  The 

mean emotional stability-team performance correlation was statistically significant, 

though not practically significant.  Barrick and Mount (1991) stated that the relationship 

between emotional stability and performance may plateau once subject have “enough” 

emotional stability, and there has been some evidence of a curvilinear relationship 

between emotional stability and job performance (e.g. Le et al., 2011).  Therefore, the 

nonsignificant relationships found here may be due to the fact that emotional stability has 

a curvilinear relationship with team performance. 

 Whether the team existed for the same length of time as the study or not (i.e. 

existed before the study started and/or continued to exist after the study was over) did not 

moderate the overall emotional stability- or the mean emotional stability-team 

performance relationship.  (These were the only testable operationalizations of emotional 
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stability.)  It may be that teams create coping strategies for dealing with less emotionally 

stable members, and this allows them to function equally well regardless of how long 

they have been working together.  On the other hand, since there were only six studies 

that examined the team emotional stability-team performance relationship for teams 

existed for longer than the study, second-order sampling error cannot be ruled out. 

The current study attempted to examine task complexity as a moderator of the 

team emotional stability-team performance relationship.  However, since only Job Zone 4 

had at least five studies, this hypothesis was not testable. 

 The number of members per team was not a statistically significant moderator of 

the team emotional stability-team performance relationship.  Since constants for these 

regression equations were fairly low, this suggests that emotional stability is not a good 

predictor of team performance regardless of number of members per team. 

 For overall and mean emotional stability (the only testable operationalizations of 

emotional stability), the team emotional stability-team OCBs relationship was not 

significantly different than the team emotional stability-team task performance 

relationship.  A curvilinear relationship has been posited between emotional stability and 

performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991).  The team emotional stability-team OCBs 

relationship may also be curvilinear.  Perhaps team members who are not emotionally 

stable enough are too busy working with their own negative feelings to help others, while 

those who are too high in emotional stability do not worry about the performance of their 

team members or of other teams and so are less likely to engage in OCBs.  If these 
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relationships truly are curvilinear, results may be nonsignificant because they are testing 

for linear relationships. 

 The purpose of performance appraisals did not moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship.  These results may, in part, be due to study 

setting.  Many of the field studies that reported team emotional stability-team 

performance relationships did not state whether performance ratings were used for 

administrative or developmental purposes.  On the other hand, class studies often made it 

clear that ratings were to be used in the students’ final grades for the class (i.e. for 

administrative purposes).  Some of the politics present in field settings may not be 

present in class settings.  For example, seniority (Harris et al., 1996) is unlikely to matter 

in class settings since outcomes (e.g. promotions, pay) do not depend on seniority in class 

settings.  There may also be fewer repercussions to giving students negative ratings since 

the professor will not necessarily have to interact with the students after the semester is 

done while supervisors may have to work with employees indefinitely.  Therefore, ratings 

may be less contaminated in class settings. 

Limitations and Strengths 

 One limitation of this meta-analysis is that many analyses did not contain a large 

number of studies.  This increases the likelihood of second-order sampling error.  In order 

decrease the likelihood of second-order sampling error, the present study did not interpret 

findings where fewer than five studies reported on a relationship.  However, not 

interpreting relationships where fewer than five studies reported on a relationship meant 

that findings were less than complete.  There were frequently fewer than five studies for 
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several operationalizations (i.e. heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum) of predictors 

and for a number of moderators (e.g. Job Zones 1, 2, and 5; sequential interdependence; 

CWBs). 

 Ninety-five percent confidence intervals (and for regression equations, p-values) 

were used to determine a) if main effects were significant and b) if moderators were 

statistically significantly different from each other.  Each confidence interval suggests 

that one is 95% sure that the true relationship falls within the upper and lower values of 

the confidence interval.  However, this means that 5% of the time, the true relationship 

will not fall within the confidence interval.  Since a large number of analyses were run, it 

is likely that the true value for some of these analyses was not contained in the 95% 

confidence intervals and that conclusions were affected because of this. 

 This study hoped to estimate team predictor-team performance results for specific 

team types (e.g. design, medical, executive) within Devine’s (2002) intellectual and 

physical task types.  Unfortunately, for most of these specific team types, there was not 

enough data (i.e. five studies) to justify estimating the correlations.  Future research 

should attempt to focus on specific team types within Devine’s taxonomy in order to 

improve our understanding of the effect of team type on the team intelligence-team 

performance and team personality-team performance relationships. 

 Unlike previous studies, the present meta-analysis reported on operational 

validities for team predictor-team performance relationships.  From an applied 

standpoint, this is important since operational validities do not correct for unreliability in 

the predictor measures (since employers use intelligence/personality tests rather than 
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intelligence/personality constructs to select individuals) but do correct for unreliability in 

the criterion (since actual performance is important to employers).  While it is 

recommended that more meta-analyses involving selection variables report operational 

validities, in this particular meta-analysis, operational validities did not differ strongly 

from construct validities (for main effects, differences were between .00 and .02) for 

mean, minimum, and maximum operationalizations (the operationalizations which had 

construct validities).  This is likely partially due to small correlations for many team 

predictor-team performance correlations.  However, it seems useful to know that 

operational validities and construct validities did not differ significantly. 

 Previous studies used internal consistency reliabilities (αs) to correct mean 

predictor-team performance relationships.  However, since the mean is a composite, 

composite reliabilities should be used instead.  The present study used composite 

reliabilities when examining the effect of a mean operationalization of a predictor on 

team performance, which provides a more accurate estimate of the construct validity of 

mean predictor-team performance relationships. 

Future Directions 

There are many areas that could be studied more with respect to member 

composition predicting team performance.  For instance, it is important to study 

relationships that the present meta-analysis indicates are lacking in research.  Using 

heterogeneity, minimum, and maximum operationalizations, in addition to mean 

operationalizations, of team predictors is important since most studies only reported on 

the mean.  In addition, few studies examined the team predictor-team performance 
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relationship for a number of categories of several moderators.  In particular, more studies 

should examine tasks with sequential interdependence and/or in extreme Job Zones (i.e. 

Job Zones 1, 2, and 5).  They should also examine results for CWBs.  More team 

intelligence-team performance and team personality-team performance studies should 

examine long-term teams and report on average tenure of said teams.  In addition, 

researchers should attempt to examine specific team types (e.g. medical, executive) in 

Devine’s (2002) taxonomy. 

  In addition, research should examine nonlinear relationships.  For example, 

Barry and Stewart (1997) found a curvilinear relationship between proportion of 

extraverted group members in the team and team performance, such that having the team 

consist of 20% to 40% high extroverts was optimal, which suggests more research should 

consider nonlinear effects of extraversion.  In addition, team agreeableness may have a 

nonlinear relationship with team performance.  Agreeableness has been associated with 

better conflict resolution and more communication in teams (Neuman & Wright, 1999).  

However, too much agreeableness may be related to groupthink (Prewett et al., 2009).  

This suggests that the optimal level of team agreeableness may be agreeable but not too 

agreeable.  In terms of emotional stability, Barrick and Mount (1991) stated that the 

relationship between emotional stability and performance may plateau once subject have 

“enough” emotional stability, and there has been some evidence of a curvilinear 

relationship between emotional stability and job performance at the individual level (e.g. 

Le et al., 2011).  If these team composition-team performance relationships truly are 
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curvilinear, it may explain why correlations between team composition and team 

performance have not been stronger. 

Interactions between composition variables may also provide additional insight 

into the team composition-team performance relationship.  Several interactions have been 

identified already.  For instance, Halfhill et al. (2005) found an interaction between team 

agreeableness and team conscientiousness, suggesting that for teams who were 

conscientious, higher agreeableness led to better performance, while for teams low in 

conscientiousness, higher agreeableness led to worse performance.  Homan et al.’s (2008) 

results suggested that team openness better predicts performance of diverse teams, 

especially when that diversity is likely to create subgroups (e.g. the group is split into two 

subgroups which are rewarded differently).  Additional research may suggest more 

interactions. 

Facets of personality should also be explored.  Some researchers argue for that 

facets of personality are useful and that researchers should not always using the Big Five 

personality factors but should instead use both the Big Five and facets of the Big Five 

(e.g. Hogan & Roberts, 1996; Hough & Furnham, 2003).  Some evidence suggests that 

different facets of variables may differentially predict team performance.  For example, 

LePine (2003), when examining the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship, found different results for the mean team dependability-team performance 

relationship (r = -.19) than for mean team achievement-team performance relationship (r 

= .12).  More studies should attempt to parse apart the effects of facets of personality on 

team performance. 
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Virtual teams are being used more frequently (Turel & Zhang, 2010), and as such, 

should be investigated in more detail.  Studies that report on teams do not always make it 

clear whether teams are face-to-face, virtual, or a combination of the two and should start 

specifying how much interaction is face-to-face.  The majority of the studies found 

appear to be face-to-face teams. For example, for agreeableness, only eight of the studies 

examined used or probably used virtual teams; this estimate includes studies where both 

face-to-face and virtual teams were used.   Therefore, additional studies are needed for 

virtual teams. 

In addition, most teams are based on U.S. samples.  For example, for 

agreeableness, only 16 studies either a) stated that they used non-U.S. samples or b) listed 

a first author who was not from the U.S.  Of those, seven were Canadian samples, five 

were Dutch, one was from Hong Kong, one was from Singapore, one was a set of North 

American expatriates working on five continents, and one stated that team members were 

from multiple countries.  Since most studies used American or Canadian samples, testing 

whether findings for teams generalize to non-North American samples seems useful. 

Additional predictor variables may also be useful.  For example, companies use a 

number of selection tools (e.g. interviews, integrity tests).  Given that this data is 

available, it may be interesting to determine whether these additional selection tools 

would help predict team performance.   

While this study focused on team performance, other outcomes may be of interest 

to companies.  Bell (2004) found that few studies investigated the relationship between 
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team composition variables and a) team viability or b) team satisfaction.  Examining 

these additional outcomes will help us better understand teams and how they function. 

Conclusions 

The relationship between team composition variables and team performance is 

complex with many potential moderators.  First, I will quickly discuss findings where the 

present study did not match Bell (2007) and/or Prewett et al. (2009).  Then, several key 

points and key moderators will be summarized.   

Findings that Did Not Match Previous Meta-analyses 

There were seven hypotheses/research questions where for at least one 

operationalization of the predictor variable, results in the current meta-analysis did not 

match results from Bell (2007) and/or Prewett et al. (2009).  (See Table 132.)  However, 

while significance of results may be different, for the most part, these estimates do not 

differ much in magnitude.  In fact, only two of my estimates differed from either Bell or 

Prewett et al. by at least .10.   

Research Question 18 asks whether operationalizations of team openness will 

predict team performance.  For the “other” operationalization of openness, my r̅ estimate 

is.14, while Bell’s is.03.  This particular finding is not particularly useful since there are 

multiple types of operationalizations in this category.   

The difference is more substantial for Research Question 17, which asks whether 

the team extraversion-team performance relationship will be moderated by type of 

outcome (i.e. performance vs. objective criteria).  Estimates for mean extraversion-team 

effectiveness outcomes are similar (r̅ = .02 and .06 for the current study and Prewett et 
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al.’s study, respectively).  However, estimates for mean extraversion-team performance 

outcomes vary significantly (r̅ = .00 and .20 for the current study and Prewett et al.’s 

study, respectively).  As stated above, this may be partially due to how type of outcome 

was operationalized.  Campbell (1990), which was used to code this meta-analysis, stated 

that when outcomes are composed of covert cognitive processes (e.g. solving a math 

problem, making a decision), these solutions are considered behavior; therefore, this 

study included such outcomes under the “performance” category rather than the 

“effectiveness” category.  Prewett et al. state that “A ‘behavior’ criterion was coded when 

performance was based on a team-level evaluation of process behaviors, either from an 

observer (e.g., supervisor, experimenter) or the team itself.  Researchers labeled a 

criterion as ‘outcome’ when performance was measured by the final, net results from the 

team task (e.g., a class grade or a simulation score)” (p.281).   

Previously Studied 

In general, team intelligence and team conscientiousness tended to be positively 

correlated with team performance.  Correlations for team agreeableness (with the 

exception of minimum agreeableness), team extraversion, team openness, and team 

emotional stability, on the other hand, tended to be statistically nonsignificant and/or 

practically nonsignificant. 

The team intelligence-team performance relationship was stronger in lab settings 

as opposed to field settings for overall and maximum operationalizations of intelligence.  

The team conscientiousness-team performance relationship, on the other hand, was 

stronger in field settings than in lab settings for overall, mean, and minimum 
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operationalizations of intelligence.  Likewise, team agreeableness-team performance 

relationship was stronger in field settings than in lab settings for overall and mean 

operationalizations of agreeableness.  This suggests that practitioners should be cautious 

when interpreting results from lab studies since they may not generalize to field settings. 

New Moderators 

The team agreeableness-team performance relationship was weaker for teams that 

exist for the same length of time as the study than for teams that do not exist for the same 

length of time as the study for overall, mean, and minimum operationalizations of 

agreeableness.  This may be due to differences in the types of teams that were likely to be 

longer-term or shorter-term (e.g. lab studies tended to be shorter-term than class studies, 

which tended to be shorter-term than field studies) or may suggest that agreeableness is 

more important when teams have worked together for a longer period of time and/or 

know that they will have to continue working together for a longer period of time. 

Relationships between team intelligence and team performance were weaker for 

teams with more members than for teams with fewer members for overall, minimum, and 

maximum operationalizations of intelligence.  This may be due to differences in the types 

of teams that had larger or smaller numbers of members or may suggest that with a larger 

number of members in each team, each individual is likely to contribute less to the 

overall project.  Since minimum and maximum operationalizations are both comprised of 

one individual, it would make sense for these operationalizations to become less 

important as number of members per team increases.  For now, practitioners should be 
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cautious when trying to generalize results of studies with a much larger or much smaller 

number of members per team than they plan to use. 

Team conscientiousness predicted team OCBs better than it predicted team task 

performance.  This suggests that practitioners and researchers should make sure they 

fully measure performance (e.g. do not just measure output when they are also interested 

in OCBs and CWBs).  Otherwise, they may underestimate the usefulness of creating 

conscientious teams. 

Correlations between team openness and team performance were negative when 

used for administrative purposes and positive when used for developmental or research 

purposes.  Since administrative ratings are more likely to be influenced by politics when 

used for administrative purposes than when used for research purposes (Harris, Smith, & 

Champagne, 1995; Longenecker, Sims, & Goia, 1987; Longenecker, 1989) or 

development purposes (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982), this suggests 

that openness may not be politically valued.  It is also possible that this moderation is 

driven in part by what type of performance the rater values.  While there were not enough 

studies to test the team openness-team OCBs relationship, it was stronger than the team 

openness-team task performance relationship.  If task performance is weighted stronger 

when making ratings for administrative purposes than when making ratings for 

developmental or research purposes, correlations associated with ratings made for 

administrative purposes should be less positive. 

Unfortunately, for a good many of the moderators in this dissertation, the body of 

evidence currently available is too sparse for a clear picture to emerge.  While this makes 
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many of the conclusions in this meta-analysis tentative, it does suggest that the team 

intelligence-team performance and team personality-team performance fields are areas 

that should be investigated in greater detail and, as such, are a great area for researchers 

to study.   

Implications for Practitioners 

Generally, this meta-analysis suggests that, all else equal, when composing teams, 

practitioners should focus their efforts on intelligence and supplement with 

conscientiousness and agreeableness (since minimum agreeableness is positively 

correlated with team performance).  Other implications are less clear.  For instance, while 

correlations for agreeableness varied based on whether the teams existed only for the 

length of the study or existed for longer than the study, this moderator variable is 

correlated with study setting, lab and class studies comprising most of the teams that 

existed only for the length of the study and field studies comprising the teams that existed 

for longer than the study.  Nonsignificant results may often have been due to the small 

number of studies that were used to estimate effects.  Therefore, at the present, this study 

cannot make strong recommendations for practitioners but suggests practitioners be 

cautious when interpreting results from studies with conditions that differ greatly from 

theirs.  
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Table 1.  Summary of Previous Intelligence/Personality Meta-analyses 

Study Intelligence/Personality 

Variables 

Operationalizations of 

Intelligence/Personality 

Moderators of Team Intelligence/Personality-

Team Performance 

Bowers, 

Pharmer, & 

Salas (2000) 

• Intelligence 

• Personality
 a
 

• Heterogeneity • Type of Performance Measure (Quantity, 

Quality, or Accuracy) 

• Task Difficulty (Low, Medium, or High) 

• Task Type (Intellectual, Production, or 

Performance) 

Devine & 

Philips (2001) 
• Intelligence • Mean 

• Minimum (lowest team 

member score) 

• Maximum (highest team 

member score) 

• Heterogeneity 

• Study Setting (Lab or Field) 

Bell (2004) • Intelligence 

• Conscientiousness 

• Agreeableness 

• Extraversion 

• Openness to 

Experience 

• Emotional Stability 

• Mean 

• Minimum (lowest team 

member score) 

• Maximum (highest team 

member score) 

• Heterogeneity 

• Study Setting (Lab or Field) 

• Type of Team (Additive, Disjunctive, 

Conjunctive, or Compensatory) 

• Type of Team (Intellectual or Physical) 

• Interdependence 
b
 (Pooled, Sequential, 

Reciprocal, or Team) 

• Team Tenure 
b
 

Peeters, Van 

Tuijl, Rutte, & 

Reyman (2006) 

• Conscientiousness 

• Agreeableness 

• Extraversion 

• Openness to 

Experience 

• Emotional Stability 

• Mean 

• Heterogeneity 

• Team Type (Professional or Student) 
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Table 1 Cont.  Summary of Previous Intelligence/Personality Meta-analyses 

 

Study Intelligence/Personality 

Variables 

Operationalizations of 

Intelligence/Personality 

Moderators of Team Intelligence/Personality-

Team Performance 

Stewart (2006) • Intelligence 

• Personality
 a
 

• Mean 

• Heterogeneity 
b
 

• NA 

Anderson (2006) • Conscientiousness 

• Agreeableness 

• Extraversion 

• Openness to 

Experience 

• Emotional Stability 

• Mean 

• Minimum (lowest team 

member score) 

• Maximum (highest team 

member score) 

• Heterogeneity 

• Task Type (Realistic, Investigative, 

Artistic, Social, Enterprising, or 

Conventional) 

• Type of Team (Additive, Disjunctive, 

Conjunctive, or Compensatory) 

• Opportunity to Mature (Created for sole 

purpose of team and met once or Met on 

multiple occasions and have a goal beyond 

the confines of the given study) 

Bell (2007) • Intelligence 

• Conscientiousness 

• Agreeableness 

• Extraversion 

• Openness to 

Experience 

• Emotional Stability 

• Mean 

• Minimum (lowest team 

member score) 

• Maximum (highest team 

member score) 

• Heterogeneity 

• Type of Team (Additive, Disjunctive, 

Conjunctive, or Compensatory) 

• Lab vs. field 

• Team tenure 

Prewett, 

Walvood, 

Stilson, Rossi, & 

Brannick (2009) 

• Conscientiousness 

• Agreeableness 

• Extraversion 

• Emotional Stability 

• Mean 

• Minimum (lowest team 

member score) 

• Maximum (highest team 

member score) 

• Heterogeneity 

• Outcome vs. behavioral criteria 

• Interdependence (Pooled, Sequential, 

Reciprocal, or Team) 

• Study Setting (Lab, Class, or Field) 

• Team Type (Conceptual or Physical) 
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a
 = Personality in this study was not separated into different constructs (e.g. Agreeableness, Conscientiousness) but was measured as 

one overall variable.  .  
b
 = Analysis was performed on an construct that was composed of several predictor variables (e.g. cognitive 

ability AND personality).   
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Table 2.  Summary of Hypotheses 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 1:  Team intelligence will be positively correlated with team 

performance. 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 2:  Mean, minimum, and maximum measures of team 

intelligence will be positively correlated with team performance, while 

heterogeneity in team intelligence will have a negligible correlation with 

team performance. 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 3:  When predicting team performance, mean intelligence 

not add unique variance over minimum and maximum intelligence. 

 

Partially Theory 

Hypothesis 4:  Intelligence will predict performance of intellectual 

teams better than performance of physical teams. 

 

Yes 
1
 Theory 

Hypothesis 5: The relationship for mean, heterogeneity, and maximum 

intelligence will be stronger for teams that have been together for a 

longer duration than teams who have been together for a shorter 

duration, while the relationship for minimum intelligence will be weaker 

for teams that have been together for a longer duration than teams who 

have been together for a shorter duration. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 1:  Will study setting moderate the team intelligence 

and team performance relationship? 

 

Yes 
1
 Both 



191 

 

Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Research Question 2:  Will the team intelligence-team performance 

relationship be moderated by study setting after controlling for team 

tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 6:  Job complexity will moderate the team intelligence-team 

performance relationship, such that it is stronger for more complex jobs 

than for less complex jobs. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 7:  The team intelligence-team performance relationship will 

be stronger for teams with higher levels of interdependence (e.g. team 

interdependence) than teams with lower levels of interdependence (e.g. 

pooled interdependence). 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 8:  The team intelligence-team performance relationship will 

be stronger for teams with more individuals than for teams with fewer 

members. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 9:  Type of performance will moderate the team intelligence-

team performance relationship, such that the team intelligence-team 

performance relationship will be stronger for task performance than for 

OCBs or CWBs. 

 

No Theory 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses  

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 10:  The team intelligence-team performance relationship 

will be stronger when performance is used as the dependent variable 

than when effectiveness is used. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 11:  The team intelligence-team performance relationship 

will be stronger when ratings are used for developmental or research 

purposes instead of administrative purposes. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 12:  Team conscientiousness will be positively correlated 

with team performance. 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 13:  Minimum, mean, and maximum measures of 

conscientiousness will be positively correlated with team performance.   

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 14:  When predicting team performance, mean 

conscientiousness will not add unique variance over minimum and 

maximum conscientiousness. 

 

Partially Theory 

Hypothesis 15:  Conscientiousness will predict performance of 

intellectual teams better than performance of physical teams. 

 

Yes 
1
 Theory 

  



193 

 

Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 16: For mean, heterogeneity, and maximum 

conscientiousness, the team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams that have been together for a 

longer duration than teams who have been together for a shorter 

duration and for minimum conscientiousness, the relationship will be 

weaker for teams that have been together for a longer duration than 

teams who have been together for a shorter duration. 

 

Yes Theory 

Hypothesis 17:  The relationship between team conscientiousness and 

team performance will be stronger in field settings than in lab settings.  

The team conscientiousness-team performance relationship for class 

studies will be weaker than field studies but stronger than lab studies. 

 

Yes 
1
 Research 

Research Question 3:  Will the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship be moderated by study setting after controlling 

for team tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 18:  The team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger in jobs with higher cognitive task 

complexity. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 4:  Will the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship be moderated by interdependence? 

 

Yes Both 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 19:  The team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with more members than for 

teams with fewer members. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 20:  Team conscientiousness measures will predict team 

OCBs and CWBs better than team task performance. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 5:  Will behavioral criteria vs. effectiveness criteria 

moderate the team conscientiousness-team performance relationship? 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 21:  Correlations between team conscientiousness and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research 

purposes than when they are used for administrative purposes. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 22:  Mean and minimum operationalizations of 

agreeableness will be positively correlated with team performance. 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 23:  When predicting team performance, mean agreeableness 

will not add unique variance over minimum and maximum 

agreeableness. 

 

Partially  Research 

Research Question 6:  Will type of team moderate the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship? 

Yes 
1
 Theory 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Research Question 7:  Will team tenure moderate the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship? 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 24:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be lower for teams that exist for the same length of 

time as the study than for teams that do not exist for the same length of 

time as the study. 

 

No Research 

Hypothesis 25:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger in field settings than in lab settings.  The 

team agreeableness-team performance relationship for class studies will 

be weaker than field studies but stronger than lab studies. 

Yes 
1
 Research 

Research Question 8:  Will the team agreeableness-team performance 

relationship be moderated by study setting after controlling for team 

tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 9:  Will people-oriented tasks moderate the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship? 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 26:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger in jobs with higher cognitive task 

complexity. 

 

No Theory 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Research Question 10:  Will team interdependence moderate the 

relationship between team agreeableness and team performance? 

 

Yes Research 

Hypothesis 27:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger for teams with more members per team 

than for teams with fewer members per team. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 28:  The relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be moderated by type of performance (e.g. task, OCB), 

such that the relationship is stronger for OCBs & CWBs than for task 

performance. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 11:  Will the team agreeableness-team outcomes 

relationship be moderated based on whether the outcome is performance 

or effectiveness? 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 29:  Correlations between team agreeableness and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research 

purposes than when they are used for administrative purposes. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 12: Will the operationalizations of team extraversion 

be correlated with team performance? 

 

Yes Both 

  



197 

 

Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 30:  When predicting team performance, mean extraversion 

will not add unique variance over minimum and maximum extraversion. 

 

Partially Research 

Research Question 13:  Will task type moderate the relationship 

between team extraversion and team performance? 

 

Yes 
1
 Theory 

Research Question 14:  Will team tenure moderate the relationship 

between team extraversion and team performance? 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 31:  The relationship between team extraversion and team 

performance will not be moderated by study settings. 

 

Yes 
1
 Research 

Research Question 15:  Will the team extraversion-team performance 

relationship be moderated by study setting after controlling for team 

tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 32: The team extraversion-team performance relationship 

will be stronger for people-oriented tasks than non-people-oriented 

tasks. 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 33:  The relationship between team extraversion and team 

performance will be stronger in jobs that have more cognitive task 

complexity. 

 

No Theory 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Research Question 16:  Will interdependence moderate the team 

extraversion-team performance relationship? 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 34:  The team extraversion-team performance relationship 

will be stronger for teams with more members than for teams with fewer 

members. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 35:  The relationship between team extraversion and team 

performance will stronger for OCBs and CWBs than for task 

performance. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 17:  Will the team extraversion-team performance 

relationship be moderated by type of outcome (i.e. performance vs. 

objective criteria)? 

 

Yes Research 

Hypothesis 36:  Correlations between team extraversion and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research 

purposes than when they are used for administrative purposes. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 18: Will the operationalizations of team openness 

predict team performance? 

 

Yes Both 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 37:  When predicting team performance, mean openness will 

not add unique variance over minimum and maximum openness. 

 

Yes Research 

Research Question 19:  Will task type moderate the team openness-team 

performance relationship? 

 

Yes 
1
 Theory 

Research Question 20:  Will team tenure moderate the relationship 

between team openness and team performance? 

 

Yes Research 

Hypothesis 38:  The team openness-team performance relationship will 

not be moderated by study setting. 

 

Yes 
1
 Both 

Research Question 21:  Will the team openness-team performance 

relationship be moderated by study setting after controlling for team 

tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 39:  The relationship between team openness and team 

performance will be stronger in jobs that require a higher level of 

cognitive task complexity. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 40:  The team openness-team performance relationship will 

be stronger for teams that are more interdependent than for teams that 

are less interdependent. 

No Theory 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses  

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 41:  The team openness-team performance relationship will 

be stronger for teams with more individuals than for teams with fewer 

members. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 42:  Team openness will predict team OCBs & CWBs 

stronger than it will predict team task performance. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 43:  Team openness will be more strongly related to team 

performance criteria than to team effectiveness criteria. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 44:  Correlations between team openness and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research 

purposes than when they are used for administrative purposes. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 22:  Will the operationalizations (e.g. mean, 

minimum) of team emotional stability predict team performance? 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 45:  When predicting team performance, mean emotional 

stability will not add unique variance over minimum and maximum 

emotional stability. 

 

Partially Theory 

Research Question 23:  Does task type moderate the team emotional 

stability-team performance relationship? 

Yes 
1
 Theory 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses  

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 46: For mean, heterogeneity, and maximum emotional 

stability, the relationship between team emotional stability and team 

performance will be stronger for teams that have been together for a 

longer duration than teams who have been together for a shorter 

duration.  For minimum emotional stability, the relationship between 

team emotional stability and team performance will be weaker for teams 

that have been together for a longer duration than teams who have been 

together for a shorter duration. 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 47:  The relationship between team emotional stability and 

team performance will be weaker for teams that exist for the same 

length of time as their study than for teams that that do not exist for the 

same length of time as their study. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 48:  Study setting will not moderate the relationship between 

team emotional stability and team performance. 

 

Yes 
1
 Both 

Research Question 24:  Will the team emotional stability-team 

performance relationship be moderated by study setting after controlling 

for team tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 49:  The relationship between team emotional stability and 

team performance will become stronger as cognitive task complexity 

increases. 

No Both 
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Table 2 Cont.  Summary of Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Examined in Prior 

Meta-analysis? 

Theory or Research 

as Basis for 

Hypothesis 

Research Question 25:  Does task interdependence moderate the team 

emotional stability-team performance relationship? 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 50:  The team emotional stability-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with more individuals than for 

teams with fewer members. 

 

No Theory 

Hypothesis 51:  The team emotional stability-team OCBs & CWBs 

relationship will be stronger than the team emotional stability-team task 

performance relationship. 

 

No Theory 

Research Question 26:  Does performance vs. effectiveness moderate 

the team emotional stability-team outcomes relationship? 

 

Yes Both 

Hypothesis 52:  Correlations between team emotional stability and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or research 

purposes than when they are used for administrative purposes. 

No Theory 

1
 While this moderator was investigated, it was highly correlated with another moderator, making results difficult to interpret. 
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Table 3.  Main Effects of Team Cognitive Ability-Team Performance 

            

95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval     

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Overall 53 3203 .22 .17 .02 .17 .26 .23 .11 .08 .38 NA NA 

Mean  45 2667 .26 .20 .03 .20 .32 .28 .16 .07 .48 .28 .17 

Hetero  8 741 .03 .12 .04 -.05 .11 .03 .05 -.04 .10 NA NA 

Min  17 973 .29 .20 .05 .19 .38 .30 .17 .09 .52 .32 .18 

Max  16 959 .22 .20 .05 .13 .32 .24 .16 .03 .44 .25 .17 

Other  10 688 .08 .18 .06 -.04 .19 .08 .14 -.10 .26 NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence.  k = number of studies.  N = 

number of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard 

error associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = 

standard deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected 

for reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 4.  Hierarchical Regressions for Operationalizations of Team Intelligence Predicting Team Performance 

 

Step 1 

 

 Step 2  

 

β Sig.  β Sig. 

Min .25 .55  .36 .64 

Max .16 .70  .26 .72 

Mean 
  

 -.19 .86 

 
  

 
 

 

R .33 
 

 .34  

R^2 .11 
 

 .11  

Change in R^2 
 

 .01 .86 

 

Note:  Harmonic Mean N = 740.  Harmonic Mean k = 9. 
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Table 5.  Team Type as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual Teams                         

Overall 30 1953 .24 .16 .03 .18 .30 .25 .11 .11 .40 NA NA 

Mean  27 1766 .25 .18 .03 .19 .32 .27 .14 .10 .44 .27 .14 

Hetero  3 309 .05 .12 .07 -.08 .18 .06 .06 -.02 .14 NA NA 

Min  11 658 .25 .21 .06 .12 .37 .26 .17 .04 .49 .28 .18 

Max  11 734 .23 .18 .05 .12 .34 .24 .14 .06 .43 .26 .15 

                            

Physical Teams                         

Overall 20 1159 .20 .17 .04 .12 .27 .21 .12 .05 .36 NA NA 

Mean  16 1003 .27 .23 .06 .16 .38 .29 .20 .03 .55 .29 .21 

Hetero  6 493 .01 .12 .05 -.09 .10 .01 .06 -.07 .08 NA NA 

Min  8 569 .25 .22 .08 .09 .40 .26 .20 .01 .52 .28 .21 

Max  7 479 .19 .19 .07 .05 .33 .20 .16 .00 .40 .21 .16 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 6.  Subgroups of Team Type as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                         

Command                           

Overall 9 685 .27 .15 .05 .18 .37 .29 .10 .16 .42 NA NA 

Mean 8 654 .28 .15 .05 .17 .38 .29 .11 .15 .44 .30 .11 

                            

Physical                           

Military                           

Overall 5 170 .17 .17 .07 .03 .32 .18 .00 .18 .18 NA NA 

Mean 3 154 .27 .24 .14 .01 .54 .29 .21 .03 .55 .30 .21 

Production                         

Overall 5 391 .10 .07 .03 .03 .16 .10 .00 .10 .10 NA NA 

Mean 5 391 .19 .20 .09 .01 .37 .21 .18 -.02 .44 .21 .18 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence.  k = number of studies.  N = 

number of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard 

error associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = 

standard deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected 

for reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 7.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Overall Intelligence and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficient 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .26 .02 

 

11.22 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 -.09 -.58 .56 

      R
2
 .01 

    B * 365 -.01     

 

Note.  N = 2706.  k = 42.   Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 8.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Mean Intelligence and Team Performance 

 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .31 .03 

 

10.01 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 -.14 -.82 .42 

      R
2
 .02 

    B * 365 -.01     

 

Note.  N = 2277.  k = 35.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 9.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Minimum Intelligence and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .37 .04 

 

10.04 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 -.51 -2.14 .05 

      R
2
 .26 

    B * 365 -.02     

 

Note.  N = 856.  k = 15.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 10.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Maximum Intelligence and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .30 .05 

 

5.85 .00 

Tenure .00 .00 -.37 -1.33 .21 

      R
2
 .14 

    B * 365 -.02     

 

Note.  N = 792.  k = 13.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days.  
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Table 11.  Study Setting as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
  

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ 

Lab Studies                       

Overall 31 2035 .27 .15 .03 .22 .33 .29 .10 .16 .42 NA 

Mean  29 1943 .31 .18 .03 .24 .37 .32 .14 .14 .50 .33 

Hetero  2 212 -.05 .06 .04 -.13 .03 -.06 .00 -.06 -.06 NA 

Min  10 601 .36 .13 .04 .29 .44 .39 .04 .33 .44 .41 

Max  10 701 .29 .17 .05 .19 .40 .31 .13 .15 .47 .33 

                          

Class Studies                       

Overall 6 379 .08 .13 .05 -.03 .19 .08 .05 .03 .14 NA 

Mean  4 223 .01 .07 .03 -.05 .08 .01 .00 .01 .01 .01 

Hetero  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  1 85 .30 NA NA NA NA .32 NA NA NA .34 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                          

Field Studies                       

Overall 16 789 .14 .15 .04 .07 .21 .15 .04 .10 .21 NA 

Mean  12 501 .20 .22 .06 .07 .32 .21 .16 .00 .42 .21 

Hetero  6 529 .06 .12 .05 -.03 .16 .06 .05 .00 .13 NA 

Min  6 287 .12 .26 .11 -.09 .33 .13 .22 -.16 .41 .13 

Max  6 258 .03 .14 .06 -.08 .15 .04 .00 .04 .04 .04 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 12.  Team Type and Study Setting as Moderators of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

              
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

    k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                           

Lab                             

  Overall 23 1544 .21 .23 .05 .12 .31 .23 .20 -.03 .49 NA NA 

  Mean 22 1513 .30 .15 .03 .23 .36 .31 .10 .18 .45 .32 .11 

Class                             

  Overall 5 292 .13 .11 .05 .04 .23 .14 .00 .14 .14 NA NA 

  Mean 3 136 .07 .01 .01 .06 .09 .08 .00 .08 .08 .08 .00 

Field                             

  Overall 2 117 -.02 .06 .05 -.11 .07 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 NA NA 

  Mean 2 117 -.06 .09 .06 -.18 .06 -.06 .00 -.06 -.06 -.07 .00 

                              

Physical                           

Lab                             

  Overall 8 598 .24 .16 .06 .13 .35 .25 .11 .11 .40 NA NA 

  Mean 7 537 .34 .20 .08 .19 .49 .36 .18 .14 .59 .37 .18 

Class                             

  Overall 1 10 -.40 NA NA NA NA -.42 NA NA NA NA NA 

  Mean 1 10 -.40 NA NA NA NA -.42 NA NA NA -.43 NA 

Field                             

  Overall 11 551 .16 .16 .05 .06 .25 .17 .09 .06 .28 NA NA 

  Mean 8 456 .20 .22 .08 .05 .35 .21 .18 -.02 .45 .22 .19 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 13.  Hierarchical Regression:  The Effect of Study Moderating the Overall Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship after 

Controlling for Tenure and Job Complexity 

Step 1 

    

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients Significance 

 

B SE β 

 Constant .35 .13 
 

.02 

Tenure .00 .00 -.15 .55 

Complexity -.03 .04 -.21 .39 

Field 
    

Class 
    

 
    

Step 2 
    

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 
 

 

B SE β Significance 

Constant .31 .16 
 

.06 

Tenure .00 .00 -.18 .61 

Complexity -.02 .04 -.14 .65 

Field .03 .15 .07 .85 

Class -.05 .11 -.12 .65 

 
    

 
    

 

Step 1 Step 2 
  

R .20 .23 
  

R^2 .04 .05 
  

Change in R^2 .01 
 

.88 
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Note.  N = 1437.  k = 23.  Field and class are dummy variables, where 1 = field and 1 = class, respectively. 
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Table 14.  Job Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 1                         

Overall 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Job Zone 2                         

Overall 5 292 .08 .09 .04 .00 .17 .09 .00 .09 .09 NA NA 

Mean  5 292 .08 .11 .05 -.02 .18 .08 .00 .08 .08 .09 .00 

Hetero  2 148 .19 .02 .02 .16 .22 .20 .00 .20 .20 NA NA 

Min  2 148 -.10 .09 .06 -.22 .02 -.10 .00 -.10 -.10 -.11 .00 

Max  2 148 .01 .02 .01 -.02 .03 .01 .00 .01 .01 .01 .00 

                            

Job Zone 3                          

Overall 9 733 .29 .15 .05 .19 .38 .30 .11 .17 .44 NA NA 

Mean  8 654 .28 .15 .05 .17 .38 .29 .11 .15 .44 .30 .11 

Hetero  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  2 220 .39 .00 .00 .39 .39 .42 .00 .42 .42 .44 .00 

Max  1 141 .14 NA NA NA NA .14 NA NA NA .15 NA 
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Table 14 Cont.  Job Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship  

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 4                         

Overall 12 527 .13 .16 .05 .04 .23 .14 .07 .05 .23 NA NA 

Mean  10 249 .12 .23 .07 -.02 .26 .13 .12 -.03 .28 .13 .12 

Hetero  1 193 .09 NA NA NA NA .10 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  4 133 .31 .16 .08 .15 .47 .33 .00 .33 .33 .35 .00 

Max  3 48 .22 .07 .04 .14 .30 .23 .00 .23 .23 .25 .00 

                            

Job Zone 5                         

Overall 5 311 .14 .12 .06 .03 .25 .15 .00 .15 .15 NA NA 

Mean  4 240 .20 .11 .05 .09 .31 .21 .00 .21 .21 .21 .00 

Hetero  1 55 -.15 NA NA NA NA -.16 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  1 55 .21 NA NA NA NA .22 NA NA NA .23 NA 

Max  1 55 -.07 NA NA NA NA -.07 NA NA NA -.08 NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 15.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Pooled                           

Overall 14 1118 .12 .12 .03 .06 .18 .13 .03 .09 .17 NA NA 

Mean  12 864 .15 .16 .05 .06 .24 .16 .11 .01 .30 .16 .12 

Hetero  4 497 .06 .08 .04 -.02 .14 .06 .00 .06 .06 NA NA 

Min  3 315 .10 .21 .12 -.13 .33 .11 .19 -.14 .35 .11 .20 

Max  5 496 .15 .11 .05 .05 .25 .16 .06 .09 .23 .17 .06 

                            

Sequential                          

Overall 7 317 .26 .10 .04 .18 .34 .27 .00 .27 .27 NA NA 

Mean  5 301 .38 .12 .06 .27 .49 .40 .04 .35 .45 .41 .04 

Hetero  1 157 -.08 NA NA NA NA -.08 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  3 193 .38 .07 .04 .30 .46 .41 .00 .41 .41 .43 .00 

Max  3 193 .32 .05 .03 .26 .38 .34 .00 .34 .34 .36 .00 

                            

Reciprocal                          

Overall 13 978 .23 .16 .05 .14 .32 .24 .13 .08 .40 NA NA 

Mean  13 978 .28 .18 .05 .18 .38 .29 .15 .11 .48 .30 .15 

Hetero  3 189 -.03 .15 .09 -.20 .14 -.03 .09 -.15 .08 NA NA 

Min  3 212 .27 .16 .09 .09 .45 .28 .12 .14 .43 .30 .12 

Max  3 212 .08 .09 .05 -.01 .18 .09 .00 .09 .09 .09 .00 
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Table 15 Cont.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Team                          

Overall 19 1119 .26 .17 .04 .19 .34 .28 .12 .12 .44 NA NA 

Mean  18 1040 .28 .18 .04 .19 .36 .29 .13 .12 .46 .30 .13 

Hetero  3 262 .02 .09 .05 -.09 .12 .02 .00 .02 .02 NA NA 

Min  4 315 .34 .07 .04 .27 .41 .36 .00 .36 .36 .38 .00 

Max  6 478 .28 .20 .08 .13 .44 .30 .17 .08 .52 .32 .18 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 16.  Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Overall Intelligence and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficient 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .31 .04 

 

7.32 .00 

Number of Members per Team -.02 .01 -.34 -2.58 .01 

      R
2
 .12     

 

Note.  N = 3190.  k = 52. 
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Table 17.  Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Mean Intelligence and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .37 .06 

 

6.02 .00 

Number of Members per Team -.03 .01 -.29 -1.98 .05 

      R
2
 .09     

 

Note.  N = 2654.  k = 52. 
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Table 18.  Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Intelligence and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant -.16 .07 

 

-2.21 .07 

Number of Members per Team .02 .01 .76 2.86 .03 

      R
2
 .58     

 

Note.  N = 741.  k = 8.   
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Table 19.  Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Minimum Intelligence and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .52 .07 

 

7.44 .00 

Number of Members per Team -.05 .01 -.71 -3.92 .00 

      R
2
 .51     

 

Note.  N = 973.  k =17. 
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Table 20.  Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Maximum Intelligence and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .41 .08 

 

5.23 .00 

Number of Members per Team -.04 .01 -.60 -2.83 .01 

      R
2
 .36     

 

Note.  N = 959.  k = 16 
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Table 21.  Type of Performance as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Task Performance                        

Overall 51 3039 .21 .17 .02 .17 .26 .22 .11 .08 .37 NA NA 

Mean  44 2588 .26 .20 .03 .20 .32 .27 .16 .06 .48 .27 .17 

Hetero  8 741 .04 .11 .04 -.03 .12 .04 .04 -.01 .10 NA NA 

Min  16 888 .29 .21 .05 .18 .39 .30 .17 .08 .52 .32 .18 

Max  16 959 .22 .20 .05 .12 .32 .23 .16 .02 .44 .24 .17 

                            

OCBs                           

Overall 1 85 .30 NA NA NA NA .36 NA NA NA NA NA 

Mean  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Hetero  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  1 85 .30 NA NA NA NA .36 NA NA NA .38 NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

CWBs                           

Overall 1 97 -.06 NA NA NA NA -.09 NA NA NA NA NA 

Mean  1 97 -.06 NA NA NA NA -.09 NA NA NA -.09 NA 

Hetero  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 22.  Performance vs. Effectiveness as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Performance                         

Overall 32 1858 .23 .16 .03 .18 .29 .25 .10 .12 .39 NA NA 

Mean  28 1592 .25 .17 .03 .18 .31 .27 .12 .12 .42 .28 .12 

Hetero  5 340 -.03 .15 .07 -.16 .10 -.03 .09 -.15 .09 NA NA 

Min  13 620 .25 .21 .06 .13 .36 .27 .17 .06 .48 .29 .18 

Max  13 667 .17 .19 .05 .06 .27 .18 .14 .00 .37 .19 .15 

                            

Effectiveness                         

Overall 23 1651 .20 .17 .03 .13 .27 .20 .12 .04 .35 NA NA 

Mean  18 1302 .27 .22 .05 .16 .37 .27 .19 .02 .52 .27 .20 

Hetero  4 565 .02 .07 .03 -.04 .09 .02 .00 .02 .02 NA NA 

Min  5 478 .30 .21 .10 .11 .48 .30 .19 .06 .54 .31 .20 

Max  4 490 .25 .19 .09 .06 .43 .25 .16 .04 .46 .26 .17 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 23.  Reason for Performance Rating as a Moderator of the Team Intelligence-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80%  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Administrative                         

Overall 4 316 .07 .08 .04 .00 .15 .09 .00 .09 .09 NA NA 

Mean  3 245 .24 .24 .14 -.04 .51 .30 .27 -.04 .64 .30 .27 

Hetero  1 118 -.13 NA NA NA NA -.20 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Development/Research                       

Overall 14 700 .28 .18 .05 .18 .37 .31 .13 .15 .48 NA NA 

Mean  13 621 .28 .19 .05 .18 .38 .31 .14 .13 .50 .32 .14 

Hetero  1 20 -.07 NA NA NA NA -.08 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  6 171 .32 .16 .07 .19 .45 .36 .00 .36 .36 .38 .00 

Max  7 284 .23 .17 .06 .10 .35 .26 .08 .16 .36 .27 .08 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of intelligence, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 24.  Main Effects of Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance 

            

95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval     

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Overall  63 3968 .08 .17 .02 .04 .13 .09 .12 -.07 .24 NA NA 

Mean  52 3257 .10 .17 .02 .05 .14 .10 .12 -.05 .25 .10 .12 

Hetero  23 1531 -.04 .16 .03 -.10 .03 -.04 .11 -.18 .10 NA NA 

Min  21 1349 .11 .19 .04 .03 .19 .12 .14 -.06 .31 .13 .16 

Max  16 1053 .14 .16 .04 .06 .21 .15 .10 .02 .27 .16 .11 

Other  10 701 .09 .20 .06 -.03 .22 .10 .17 -.12 .31 NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness.  k = number of studies.  

N = number of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = 

standard error associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  

SDop = standard deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation 

(corrected for reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 25.  Hierarchical Regressions for Operationalizations of Team Conscientiousness Predicting Team Performance  

 

Step 1 
 

 Step 2  

 β Sig.  β Sig. 

Min .08 .79  .18 .70 

Max .12 .69  .22 .64 

Mean 
  

 -.19 .78 

 
  

 
 

 

R .16 
 

 .18  

R^2 .03 
 

 .03  

Change in R^2 
 

 .01 .78 

 

Note.  Harmonic mean k = 15.  Harmonic mean N = 1058.  
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Table 26.  Team Type as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual Teams                        

Overall 38 2655 .09 .15 .02 .04 .13 .09 .10 -.04 .22 NA NA 

Mean  29 2084 .09 .14 .03 .04 .14 .10 .07 .01 .19 .10 .07 

Hetero  12 1015 .01 .13 .04 -.06 .08 .01 .07 -.08 .10 NA NA 

Min  10 796 .09 .15 .05 .00 .18 .09 .10 -.04 .22 .10 .11 

Max  7 618 .14 .17 .07 .01 .27 .15 .14 -.03 .34 .17 .16 

                            

Physical Teams                         

Overall 23 1248 .09 .20 .04 .01 .18 .10 .16 -.10 .30 NA NA 

Mean  21 1108 .11 .22 .05 .02 .20 .12 .18 -.11 .34 .12 .18 

Hetero  11 516 -.13 .19 .06 -.24 -.02 -.14 .12 -.30 .02 NA NA 

Min  11 553 .15 .22 .07 .02 .29 .16 .18 -.07 .40 .18 .20 

Max  8 385 .15 .12 .04 .07 .23 .16 .00 .16 .16 .17 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 27.  Subgroups of Team Type as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                         

Command                         

Overall 6 424 .04 .10 .04 -.04 .12 .04 .00 .04 .04 NA NA 

Mean  4 332 .01 .11 .06 -.10 .13 .01 .03 -.02 .05 .02 .03 

Design                           

Overall 7 415 .09 .17 .07 -.04 .22 .09 .12 -.06 .25 NA NA 

Mean  6 368 .12 .14 .06 .00 .23 .12 .07 .03 .21 .13 .07 

                            

Physical                          

Military                          

Overall 5 277 .07 .08 .04 .00 .14 .07 .00 .07 .07 NA NA 

Mean  5 277 .05 .12 .06 -.06 .16 .06 .00 .06 .06 .06 .00 

Production                         

Overall 6 313 .04 .27 .11 -.17 .25 .04 .24 -.26 .35 NA NA 

Mean  6 313 .02 .26 .11 -.18 .23 .03 .23 -.26 .32 .03 .23 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on different operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted 

standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in 

criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 
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1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population 

correlation. 
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Table 28.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Overall Conscientiousness and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .04 .02 

 

1.68 .10 

Tenure .00 .00 .19 1.32 .19 

      R
2
 .04 

    B * 365 .01     

   

Note.  N = 3139.  k = 48.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 29.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Mean Conscientiousness and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .03 .02 

 

1.16 .25 

Tenure .00 .00 .35 2.18 .04 

      R
2
 .12 

    B * 365 .02     

 

Note.  N = 2428.  k = 37.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 30.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Conscientiousness and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant -.01 .04 

 

-.26 .80 

Tenure .00 .00 -.40 -1.58 .14 

      R
2
 .16 

    B * 365 -.02     

 

Note.  N = 1114.  k = 15.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 31.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Minimum Conscientiousness and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .05 .05 

 

1.05 .31 

Tenure .00 .00 .41 1.63 .13 

      R
2
 .17 

    B * 365 .02     

 

Note.  N = 1000.  k = 15.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 32.  Tenure predicting Correlations between Maximum Conscientiousness and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .09 .05 

 

1.92 .09 

Tenure .00 .00 -.01 -.03 .98 

      R
2
 .00 

    B * 365 .00     

 

Note.  N = 732.  k = 11.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days.  



240 

 

Table 33.  Study Setting as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Lab Studies                         

Overall 26 1605 .00 .16 .03 -.06 .06 .00 .10 -.13 .12 NA NA 

Mean  23 1459 -.01 .15 .03 -.07 .05 -.01 .08 -.12 .09 -.01 .08 

Hetero  4 302 -.04 .17 .09 -.20 .13 -.04 .13 -.21 .13 NA NA 

Min  6 457 -.06 .14 .06 -.17 .05 -.07 .08 -.16 .03 -.07 .08 

Max  4 353 -.01 .09 .04 -.10 .07 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.01 .00 

                            

Class Studies                         

Overall 21 1422 .12 .16 .04 .05 .19 .13 .11 -.02 .27 NA NA 

Mean  15 1081 .15 .12 .03 .09 .21 .16 .00 .16 .16 .16 .00 

Hetero  10 858 .02 .14 .04 -.07 .10 .02 .08 -.09 .13 NA NA 

Min  6 484 .14 .13 .05 .04 .25 .15 .07 .06 .25 .17 .08 

Max  5 399 .26 .09 .04 .18 .34 .27 .00 .27 .27 .30 .00 

                            

Field Studies                         

Overall 15 796 .20 .13 .03 .13 .26 .21 .00 .21 .21 NA NA 

Mean  14 717 .24 .13 .04 .17 .31 .25 .00 .25 .25 .26 .00 

Hetero  9 371 -.17 .14 .05 -.26 -.07 -.18 .00 -.18 -.18 NA NA 

Min  9 408 .28 .10 .03 .21 .34 .29 .00 .29 .29 .32 .00 

Max  7 301 .15 .14 .05 .05 .25 .16 .00 .16 .16 .18 .00 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 34.  Team Type and Study Setting as Moderators of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

              
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

    k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                           

Lab                             

  Overall  16 1001 .02 .12 .03 -.04 .08 .02 .00 .02 .02 NA NA 

  Mean  14 916 .02 .12 .03 -.04 .08 .03 .00 .03 .03 .03 .00 

Class           
 

                

  Overall  19 1315 .14 .17 .04 .06 .21 .14 .12 -.01 .30 NA NA 

  Mean  13 974 .16 .12 .03 .09 .22 .17 .04 .12 .22 .17 .04 

Field           
 

                

  Overall  2 194 .11 .13 .09 -.08 .29 .11 .09 .00 .23 NA NA 

  Mean  2 194 .11 .13 .09 -.08 .29 .11 .09 .00 .23 .11 .09 

                              

Physical                           

Lab                             

  Overall  9 554 -.03 .21 .07 -.16 .11 -.03 .17 -.24 .19 NA NA 

  Mean  8 493 -.05 .19 .07 -.18 .08 -.05 .15 -.24 .14 -.05 .15 

Field                             

  Overall  14 694 .19 .14 .04 .12 .26 .20 .00 .20 .20 NA NA 

  Mean  13 615 .24 .14 .04 .16 .32 .25 .00 .25 .25 .26 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 
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multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 35.  Hierarchical Regressions of the Effect of Study Setting on the Overall Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

Controlling for Tenure and Job Complexity 

 

Step 1 

     

Step 2 

    

 

B 

Std 

Error β t Sig. 

 

B 

Std 

Error β t Sig. 

Constant .20 .14 
 

1.38 .18 
 

.22 .14 .15 1.48 .15 

Tenure .00 .00 .04 .19 .85 
 

.00 .00 .00 -.28 .78 

JobZone3 -.11 .15 -.28 -.72 .48 
 

-.14 .16 .16 -.88 .39 

JobZone4 -.11 .15 -.35 -.77 .45 
 

-.22 .17 .17 -1.31 .20 

JobZone5 -.20 .16 -.47 -1.23 .23 
 

-.29 .18 .18 -1.59 .13 

Class 
      

.12 .14 .09 .59 .57 

Field 
      

.08 .09 .14 1.39 .18 

            

            
R .31 

     
.42 

    
R^2 .10 

     
.18 

    
Change in R^2 

     
.08 

   
.39 

  

Note.  N = 1813.  k = 28. 
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Table 36.  Hierarchical Regressions of the Effect of Study Setting on the Mean Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

Controlling for Tenure and Job Complexity 

 

Step 1 

     

Step 2 

    

 

B 

Std 

Error β t Sig. 

 

B 

Std 

Error β t Sig. 

Constant .10 .12 

 

.83 .42 

 

.10 .13 

 

.79 .44 

Tenure .00 .00 .32 1.19 .25 

 

.00 .00 .00 1.14 .27 

JobZone3 -.06 .14 -.18 -.44 .66 

 

-.05 .14 .14 -.38 .71 

JobZone4 -.02 .13 -.07 -.16 .88 

 

-.06 .15 .15 -.41 .69 

JobZone5 -.08 .14 -.23 -.59 .56 

 

-.07 .17 .17 -.45 .66 

Class 

      

.06 .15 .08 -.46 .65 

Field 

      

-.07 .09 .15 .74 .47 

            

            R .41 

     

.47 

    R
2
 .17 

     

.22 

    Change in R
2
 

     

.05 

   

.63 

 

Note.  N = 1425.  k = 22. 
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Table 37.  Job Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 1                         

Overall 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Job Zone 2                         

Overall 3 177 .19 .06 .04 .12 .27 .21 .00 .21 .21 NA NA 

Mean  3 177 .24 .10 .06 .13 .36 .26 .00 .26 .26 .26 .00 

Hetero  3 177 -.07 .23 .13 -.33 .20 -.07 .20 -.32 .19 NA NA 

Min  1 51 .34 NA NA NA NA .36 NA NA NA .40 NA 

Max  1 51 .01 NA NA NA NA .01 NA NA NA .01 NA 

                            

Job Zone 3                         

Overall 6 452 .08 .14 .06 -.03 .20 .09 .09 -.02 .20 NA NA 

Mean  4 319 .05 .17 .08 -.11 .22 .06 .13 -.11 .22 .06 .13 

Hetero  2 88 .02 .01 .01 .01 .03 .03 .00 NA NA NA NA 

Min  3 254 .14 .12 .07 .00 .27 .14 .05 .08 .21 .16 .05 

Max  2 175 -.01 .17 .12 -.24 .23 -.01 .14 -.18 .17 -.01 .15 
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Table 37 Cont.  Job Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship  

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 4                         

Overall 21 1294 .13 .18 .04 .05 .21 .14 .13 -.03 .31 NA NA 

Mean  17 955 .14 .16 .04 .06 .21 .14 .08 .04 .25 .15 .09 

Hetero  9 739 .03 .14 .05 -.06 .12 .03 .09 NA NA NA NA 

Min  7 539 .11 .17 .06 -.02 .23 .11 .13 -.06 .28 .12 .15 

Max  5 399 .26 .09 .04 .18 .34 .27 .00 .27 .27 .30 .00 

Job Zone 5                         

Overall 6 428 .00 .11 .05 -.09 .08 .00 .00 .00 .00 NA NA 

Mean  4 313 .04 .10 .05 -.06 .13 .04 .00 .04 .04 .04 .00 

Hetero  1 54 -.16 NA NA NA NA -.17 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 38.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Pooled                           

Overall 19 1118 .01 .17 .04 -.06 .08 .01 .10 -.12 .14 NA NA 

Mean  13 702 .04 .20 .06 -.07 .15 .04 .15 -.15 .24 .04 .16 

Hetero  3 194 -.11 .09 .05 -.21 -.01 -.12 .00 -.12 -.12 NA NA 

Min  3 186 .00 .13 .07 -.15 .14 .00 .02 -.02 .02 .00 .02 

Max  3 175 .09 .11 .06 -.03 .21 .10 .00 .10 .10 .11 .00 

                            

Sequential                         

Overall 2 43 .20 .11 .08 .04 .35 .21 .00 .21 .21 NA NA 

Mean  2 43 .29 .05 .04 .22 .37 .31 .00 .31 .31 .32 .00 

Hetero  1 31 -.43 NA NA NA NA -.46 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  1 31 .39 NA NA NA NA .41 NA NA NA .46 NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Reciprocal                         

Overall 9 563 .04 .09 .03 -.02 .10 .05 .00 .05 .05 NA NA 

Mean  8 509 .07 .15 .05 -.03 .17 .07 .08 -.03 .17 .08 .08 

Hetero  4 159 -.10 .16 .08 -.25 .06 -.10 .03 -.14 -.06 NA NA 

Min  4 246 .11 .13 .06 -.02 .23 .11 .00 .11 .11 .12 .00 

Max  4 246 .00 .14 .07 -.14 .14 .00 .07 -.08 .09 .00 .07 
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Table 38 Cont.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Team                           

Overall 21 1410 .03 .17 .04 -.04 .10 .03 .12 -.11 .18 NA NA 

Mean  18 1252 .05 .15 .04 -.03 .12 .05 .10 -.08 .18 .05 .10 

Hetero  6 389 -.06 .17 .07 -.20 .07 -.07 .12 -.22 .08 NA NA 

Min  5 357 .11 .21 .09 -.07 .29 .11 .18 -.11 .34 .13 .19 

Max  5 323 .14 .09 .04 .07 .22 .15 .00 .15 .15 .17 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 39.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team Predicting the Overall Conscientiousness-Team Performance 

Relationship 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .06 .05 

 

1.16 .25 

Number of Members per Team .01 .01 .07 .58 .57 

      R
2
 .01     

 

Note.  N = 3955.  k = 62. 
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Table 40.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team Predicting the Mean Conscientiousness-Team Performance 

Relationship 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .03 .05 

 

.61 .54 

Number of Members per Team .01 .01 .20 1.45 .15 

      R
2
 .04     

 

Note.  N = 3244.  k = 51. 
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Table 41.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team Predicting the Heterogeneity of Conscientiousness-Team 

Performance Relationship 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .07 .08 

 

.90 .38 

Number of Members per Team -.02 .01 -.31 -1.52 .14 

      R
2
 .10     

 

Note.  N = 1531.  k = 23. 
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Table 42.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team Predicting the Minimum Conscientiousness-Team Performance 

Relationship 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .00 .09 

 

.05 .96 

Number of Members per Team .02 .02 .30 1.37 .19 

      R
2
 .09     

 

Note.  N = 1349.  k = 21. 
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Table 43.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team Predicting the Maximum Conscientiousness-Team Performance 

Relationship 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .14 .08 

 

1.68 .11 

Number of Members per Team .00 .02 -.01 -.04 .97 

      R
2
 .00     

 

Note.  N = 1053.  k = 16. 
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Table 44.  Type of Performance as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Task Performance                        

Overall 59 3758 .06 .16 .02 .02 .10 .06 .11 -.08 .20 NA NA 

Mean  50 3179 .07 .16 .02 .03 .12 .08 .11 -.06 .22 .08 .11 

Hetero  21 1453 -.02 .16 .03 -.09 .05 -.02 .11 -.16 .12 NA NA 

Min  17 1139 .08 .18 .04 .00 .17 .09 .14 -.10 .27 .10 .16 

Max  15 1006 .13 .16 .04 .05 .21 .14 .11 .00 .28 .15 .12 

                            

OCBs                           

Overall 9 489 .19 .12 .04 .12 .27 .23 .00 .23 .23 NA NA 

Mean  5 278 .24 .07 .03 .18 .30 .29 .00 .29 .29 .29 .00 

Hetero  2 126 -.06 .16 .11 -.28 .16 -.07 .11 NA NA NA NA 

Min  2 132 .26 .05 .03 .20 .33 .31 .00 NA NA .35 .00 

Max  1 47 .18 NA NA NA NA .21 NA NA NA .23 NA 

                            

CWBs                           

Overall 3 195 -.15 .02 .01 -.17 -.13 -.21 .00 -.21 -.21 NA NA 

Mean  3 195 -.22 .12 .07 -.35 -.08 -.31 .00 -.31 -.31 -.32 .00 

Hetero  1 42 .25 NA NA NA NA .36 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 45.  Performance vs. Effectiveness as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Performance                         

Overall 42 2555 .07 .15 .02 .03 .12 .08 .07 -.01 .17 NA NA 

Mean  32 1905 .09 .14 .02 .04 .14 .10 .06 .03 .17 .10 .06 

Hetero  14 895 -.04 .13 .04 -.11 .02 -.05 .04 -.10 .00 NA NA 

Min  12 790 .11 .16 .05 .02 .20 .12 .11 -.02 .27 .13 .13 

Max  10 632 .08 .12 .04 .00 .15 .09 .00 .09 .09 .09 .00 

                            

Effectiveness                         

Overall 22 1482 .03 .19 .04 -.05 .11 .03 .15 -.16 .22 NA NA 

Mean  19 1288 .01 .19 .04 -.08 .10 .01 .14 -.18 .20 .01 .15 

Hetero  6 349 -.03 .19 .08 -.18 .12 -.03 .13 -.20 .14 NA NA 

Min  4 306 .07 .25 .13 -.17 .32 .07 .22 -.21 .36 .08 .24 

Max  3 218 .15 .13 .08 .00 .30 .15 .07 .07 .24 .17 .07 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 46.  Reason for Performance Rating as a Moderator of the Team Conscientiousness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Administrative                         

Overall 15 1081 .11 .16 .04 .03 .20 .15 .13 -.03 .32 NA NA 

Mean  12 911 .14 .16 .05 .05 .23 .17 .14 .00 .35 .18 .14 

Hetero  9 810 .04 .12 .04 -.04 .12 .05 .07 -.04 .14 NA NA 

Min  5 405 .10 .10 .05 .00 .19 .12 .00 .12 .12 .13 .00 

Max  5 405 .28 .09 .04 .20 .35 .35 .00 .35 .35 .39 .00 

                            

Development/Research                       

Overall 28 1612 .07 .19 .04 .00 .15 .08 .16 -.12 .29 NA NA 

Mean  24 1309 .09 .21 .04 .01 .17 .10 .18 -.12 .32 .10 .18 

Hetero  10 564 -.10 .17 .05 -.21 .01 -.11 .12 -.27 .04 NA NA 

Min  8 432 .16 .21 .07 .01 .30 .18 .17 -.05 .40 .19 .19 

Max  5 270 .07 .15 .07 -.06 .21 .08 .07 -.01 .18 .09 .08 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of conscientiousness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 47.  Main Effects of Team Agreeableness-Team Performance 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Overall  53 3432 .08 .17 .02 .03 .12 .08 .12 -.07 .23 NA NA 

Mean  46 2942 .08 .17 .02 .04 .13 .09 .11 -.06 .23 .09 .12 

Hetero  23 1451 -.05 .14 .03 -.11 .01 -.06 .07 -.15 .03 NA NA 

Min  18 1105 .11 .19 .04 .03 .20 .12 .15 -.07 .31 .14 .17 

Max  14 862 .07 .14 .04 .00 .15 .08 .05 .01 .14 .09 .06 

Other  8 608 .11 .14 .05 .01 .20 .11 .08 .02 .21 NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness.  k = number of studies.  N = 

number of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard 

error associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = 

standard deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected 

for reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 48.  Team Type as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual Teams                        

Overall 30 2199 .05 .17 .03 .00 .11 .06 .12 -.10 .21 NA NA 

Mean  25 1849 .06 .17 .03 -.01 .12 .06 .13 -.10 .23 .06 .13 

Hetero  12 935 .00 .10 .03 -.06 .06 .00 .00 .00 .00 NA NA 

Min  7 552 .02 .15 .06 -.09 .13 .02 .11 -.12 .16 .02 .12 

Max  6 477 .06 .11 .04 -.02 .15 .07 .00 .07 .07 .08 .00 

                            

Physical Teams                         

Overall 22 1218 .10 .20 .04 .02 .18 .11 .15 -.08 .30 NA NA 

Mean  20 1078 .11 .19 .04 .03 .19 .11 .13 -.06 .29 .12 .14 

Hetero  11 516 -.15 .15 .05 -.24 -.06 -.16 .06 -.23 -.09 NA NA 

Min  11 553 .21 .17 .05 .11 .31 .22 .11 .08 .36 .25 .13 

Max  8 385 .08 .17 .06 -.03 .20 .09 .09 -.02 .20 .10 .10 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 49. Subgroups of Team Type as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                         

Command                         

Overall 5 338 -.04 .08 .04 -.11 .03 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 NA NA 

Mean  3 227 .00 .08 .04 -.09 .08 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.01 .00 

                            

Physical                           

Military                           

Overall 5 277 .04 .13 .06 -.08 .16 .04 .00 .04 .04 NA NA 

Mean  5 277 .03 .15 .07 -.09 .16 .04 .06 -.03 .11 .04 .06 

Production                         

Overall 6 313 -.01 .27 .11 -.23 .20 -.01 .24 -.32 .30 NA NA 

Mean  6 313 .08 .25 .10 -.12 .27 .08 .21 -.19 .35 .08 .22 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 50.  Regression Results for Tenure Predicting the Overall Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .04 .03 

 

1.51 .14 

Tenure .00 .00 .30 1.91 .06 

      R
2
 .09 

    B * 365 .02     

 

Note.  N = 2715.  k = 40.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 51.  Regression Results for Tenure Predicting the Mean Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .05 .03 

 

1.83 .08 

Tenure .00 .00 .29 1.77 .09 

      R
2
 .09 

    B * 365 .02     

 

Note.  N = 2302.  k = 35.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 52.  Regression Results for Tenure Predicting the Heterogeneity of Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant -.06 .04 

 

-1.48 .16 

Tenure .00 .00 .06 .22 .83 

      R
2
 .00 

    B * 365 .00     

 

Note.  N = 1116. k = 16.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 53.  Regression Results for Tenure Predicting the Minimum Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .10 .05 

 

1.81 .10 

Tenure .00 .00 .39 1.42 .18 

      R
2
 .16 

    B * 365 .02     

 

Note.  N = 838.  k = 13.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 54.  Regression Results for Tenure Predicting the Maximum Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .09 .06 

 

1.44 .19 

Tenure .00 .00 -.09 -.26 .80 

      R
2
 .01 

    B * 365 .00     

 

Note.  N = 623.  k = 10.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 55.  Team Existing for Same Length of Time as Study as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance 

Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Yes                           

Overall 41 2778 .04 .15 .02 -.01 .08 .04 .10 -.08 .17 NA NA 

Mean  35 2367 .04 .15 .03 -.01 .09 .05 .09 -.07 .16 .05 .09 

Hetero  14 1050 -.04 .14 .04 -.11 .04 -.04 .09 -.15 .07 NA NA 

Min  10 717 .02 .15 .05 -.07 .11 .02 .10 -.10 .14 .02 .11 

Max  9 631 .04 .10 .03 -.03 .11 .04 .00 .04 .04 .05 .00 

                            

No                           

Overall 11 623 .24 .13 .04 .16 .31 .25 .00 .25 .25 NA NA 

Mean  10 544 .24 .13 .04 .16 .32 .26 .00 .26 .26 .27 .00 

Hetero  8 370 -.08 .14 .05 -.17 .02 -.08 .00 -.08 -.08 NA NA 

Min  7 357 .28 .11 .04 .20 .37 .30 .00 .30 .30 .34 .00 

Max  5 231 .17 .17 .08 .02 .32 .18 .10 .06 .30 .20 .11 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 56.  Study Setting as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Lab Studies                         

Overall 21 1452 .00 .14 .03 -.06 .06 .00 .07 -.10 .09 NA NA 

Mean  17 1233 .02 .14 .03 -.05 .09 .02 .08 -.08 .12 .02 .08 

Hetero  6 218 -.14 .13 .05 -.25 -.04 -.15 .06 -.23 -.07 NA NA 

Min  4 298 .00 .12 .06 -.11 .12 .00 .02 -.02 .03 .00 .02 

Max  2 162 -.06 .01 .01 -.07 -.05 -.06 .00 -.06 -.06 -.07 .00 

                            

Class Studies                         

Overall 17 1069 .11 .16 .04 .03 .18 .11 .09 -.01 .23 NA NA 

Mean  16 1022 .08 .15 .04 .01 .15 .09 .08 -.02 .19 .09 .08 

Hetero  8 648 .03 .10 .03 -.04 .10 .03 .00 .03 .03 NA NA 

Min  5 399 .03 .17 .08 -.12 .18 .03 .14 -.14 .21 .04 .15 

Max  5 399 .09 .10 .04 .00 .17 .09 .00 .09 .09 .11 .00 

                            

Field Studies                         

Overall 14 766 .20 .17 .04 .11 .28 .21 .10 .08 .34 NA NA 

Mean  13 687 .20 .17 .05 .11 .29 .21 .11 .07 .36 .22 .12 

Hetero  9 371 -.10 .14 .05 -.19 .00 -.10 .00 -.10 -.10 NA NA 

Min  9 408 .28 .13 .04 .19 .36 .29 .00 .29 .29 .33 .00 

Max  7 301 .12 .17 .07 -.01 .25 .13 .08 .02 .24 .15 .10 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 57.  Team Type and Study Setting as Moderators of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

              
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

    k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                           

Lab                             

  Overall  12 898 .00 .09 .02 -.05 .04 .00 .00 .00 .00 NA NA 

  Mean  9 740 .02 .10 .03 -.05 .09 .02 .00 .02 .02 .02 .00 

Class                             

  Overall  15 962 .12 .17 .04 .04 .20 .13 .12 -.02 .28 NA NA 

  Mean  14 915 .09 .16 .04 .01 .18 .10 .11 -.04 .24 .10 .11 

Field                             

  Overall  2 194 .05 .31 .22 -.38 .48 .05 .31 -.34 .45 NA NA 

  Mean  2 194 .05 .31 .22 -.38 .48 .05 .31 -.34 .45 .05 .32 

                              

Physical                           

Lab                             

  Overall  9 554 .00 .20 .07 -.13 .12 .00 .16 -.20 .20 NA NA 

  Mean  8 493 .01 .18 .06 -.11 .14 .01 .13 -.15 .18 .01 .13 

Field                             

  Overall  13 664 .19 .15 .04 .11 .27 .20 .05 .13 .26 NA NA 

  Mean  12 585 .19 .15 .04 .10 .28 .20 .06 .12 .28 .21 .06 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 
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multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 58.    Hierarchical Regression:  The Effect of Study Moderating the Overall Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

after Controlling for Tenure and Job Complexity 

 

Step 1 

     

Step 2 

    

 

B Std. Error β t Sig. 

 

B Std. Error β t Sig. 

Constant -.13 .15 

 

-.85 .41 

 

-.12 .15 

 

-.81 .43 

Tenure .00 .00 .57 2.20 .04 

 

.00 .00 .55 1.59 .13 

JobZone3 .13 .16 .35 .85 .41 

 

.13 .16 .34 .78 .45 

JobZone4 .20 .16 .59 1.28 .22 

 

.03 .19 .10 .18 .86 

JobZone5 .16 .17 .36 .93 .37 

 

.11 .19 .24 .55 .59 

Class 

      

.19 .13 .55 1.47 .16 

Field 

      

.01 .14 .01 .04 .97 

            

            R .49 

     

.59 

    R^2 .24 

     

.35 

    Change in R^2 

     

.10 

   

.35 

 

Note.  N = 1442.  k = 21.  
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Table 59.    Hierarchical Regression:  The Effect of Study Moderating the Mean Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship after 

Controlling for Tenure and Job Complexity  

 

Step 1 

     

Step 2 

    

 

B 

Std. 

Error β t Sig. 

 

B 

Std. 

Error β t Sig. 

Constant .13 .13 

 

.98 .34 

 

.11 .12 

 

.90 .39 

Tenure .00 .00 .35 1.17 .27 

 

.00 .00 .76 2.02 .07 

JobZone3 -.14 .15 -.37 -.93 .37 

 

-.10 .14 -.27 -.69 .51 

JobZone4 -.05 .14 -.18 -.36 .72 

 

-.05 .16 -.16 -.28 .78 

JobZone5 -.09 .15 -.27 -.62 .55 

 

.01 .16 .02 .05 .96 

Class 

      

.01 .11 .03 .08 .94 

Field 

      

-.24 .14 -.61 -1.69 .12 

            

            R .51 

     

.66 

    R^2 .26 

     

.44 

    Change in R^2 

     

.18 

   

.25 

 

Note.  N = 1205.  k = 17.  
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Table 60.  People-Oriented Tasks vs. Non-People-Oriented Tasks as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance 

Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

People-Oriented                         

Overall 11 676 .19 .19 .06 .08 .31 .20 .15 .01 .39 NA NA 

Mean  9 550 .18 .21 .07 .04 .31 .19 .17 -.03 .41 .19 .18 

Hetero  3 158 -.04 .13 .07 -.18 .11 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 NA NA 

Min  3 195 .32 .07 .04 .24 .40 .34 .00 .34 .34 .39 .00 

Max  2 116 .33 .05 .03 .26 .40 .35 .00 .35 .35 .40 .00 

                            

Non-People-Oriented                       

Overall 40 2601 .02 .15 .02 -.03 .07 .02 .08 -.08 .13 NA NA 

Mean  34 2190 .04 .15 .03 -.01 .09 .04 .08 -.07 .15 .04 .09 

Hetero  18 1085 -.07 .12 .03 -.13 -.02 -.08 .00 -.08 -.08 NA NA 

Min  14 863 .05 .17 .04 -.03 .14 .06 .11 -.09 .20 .07 .13 

Max  11 696 .04 .10 .03 -.02 .10 .04 .00 .04 .04 .05 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 
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deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 61.  Job Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr  SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 1                         

Overall 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Job Zone 2                         

Overall 3 177 .10 .18 .10 -.10 .30 .11 .13 -.05 .27 NA NA 

Mean  3 177 .22 .09 .05 .12 .32 .23 .00 .23 .23 .24 .00 

Hetero  3 177 -.14 .09 .05 -.25 -.04 -.15 .00 -.15 -.15 NA NA 

Min  1 51 .32 NA NA NA NA .34 NA NA NA .39 NA 

Max  1 51 -.06 NA NA NA NA -.06 NA NA NA -.07 NA 

                            

Job Zone 3                         

Overall 6 404 .04 .18 .07 -.10 .18 .04 .14 -.13 .22 NA NA 

Mean  4 250 -.02 .10 .05 -.12 .08 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 -.02 .00 

Hetero  2 70 .02 .17 .12 -.21 .25 .02 .00 NA NA NA NA 

Min  3 188 .15 .21 .12 -.09 .38 .16 .17 -.06 .37 .18 .19 

Max  1 34 .41 NA NA NA NA .43 NA NA NA .49 NA 
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Table 61 Cont.  Job Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr  SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 4                         

Overall 15 1032 .07 .15 .04 -.01 .14 .07 .09 -.04 .18 NA NA 

Mean  13 840 .07 .14 .04 -.01 .14 .07 .07 -.02 .16 .07 .08 

Hetero  9 727 .02 .10 .03 -.05 .08 .02 .00 NA NA NA NA 

Min  5 399 .03 .17 .08 -.12 .18 .03 .14 -.14 .21 .04 .15 

Max  5 399 .09 .10 .04 .00 .17 .09 .00 .09 .09 .11 .00 

Job Zone 5                         

Overall 4 313 .07 .16 .08 -.10 .23 .07 .13 -.09 .23 NA NA 

Mean  4 313 .07 .16 .08 -.10 .23 .07 .12 -.09 .23 .07 .13 

Hetero  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 62.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Pooled                           

Overall 14 947 .11 .14 .04 .04 .18 .12 .07 .03 .20 NA NA 

Mean  10 647 .11 .13 .04 .03 .19 .11 .02 .09 .14 .12 .02 

Hetero  3 170 -.09 .05 .03 -.15 -.03 -.09 .00 -.09 -.09 NA NA 

Min  3 186 .19 .14 .08 .03 .35 .20 .07 .12 .29 .23 .08 

Max  3 175 .09 .15 .08 -.08 .25 .09 .07 .00 .18 .10 .08 

                            

Sequential                         

Overall 2 43 .36 .05 .04 .29 .43 .38 .00 .38 .38 NA NA 

Mean  2 43 .35 .06 .04 .28 .43 .38 .00 .38 .38 .39 .00 

Hetero  1 31 -.24 NA NA NA NA -.25 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  1 31 .40 NA NA NA NA .42 NA NA NA .48 NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Reciprocal                         

Overall 9 515 .03 .13 .04 -.06 .11 .03 .00 .03 .03 NA NA 

Mean  7 404 .07 .13 .05 -.02 .17 .08 .00 .08 .08 .08 .00 

Hetero  4 141 -.02 .13 .06 -.14 .10 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 NA NA 

Min  4 180 .08 .18 .09 -.09 .25 .09 .10 -.04 .21 .10 .11 

Max  3 105 .11 .21 .12 -.13 .34 .11 .13 -.05 .28 .13 .14 
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Table 62 Cont.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Team                           

Overall 19 1367 .03 .18 .04 -.05 .11 .03 .14 -.15 .21 NA NA 

Mean  17 1241 .03 .17 .04 -.05 .11 .03 .12 -.12 .19 .03 .13 

Hetero  8 525 -.04 .14 .05 -.14 .05 -.04 .06 -.12 .03 NA NA 

Min  4 302 .12 .17 .08 -.05 .29 .13 .13 -.04 .29 .15 .15 

Max  4 273 .00 .13 .06 -.13 .13 .00 .05 -.06 .06 .00 .05 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 63.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Overall Agreeableness and Team 

Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .08 .05 

 

1.52 .13 

Number of Members per Team .00 .01 .00 -.03 .98 

      R
2
 .00     

 

Note.  N = 3419.  k = 52. 
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Table 64.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Mean Agreeableness and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .07 .05 

 

1.22 .23 

Number of Members per Team .00 .01 .05 .36 .72 

      R
2
 .00     

 

Note.  N = 2929.  k = 45. 
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Table 65.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Agreeableness and 

Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant -.03 .07 

 

-.39 .70 

Number of Members per Team -.01 .01 -.09 -.39 .70 

      R
2
 .01     

 

Note.  N = 1451.  k = 23. 
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Table 66.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Minimum Agreeableness and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .05 .10 

 

.51 .61 

Number of Members per Team .01 .02 .18 .72 .48 

      R
2
 .03     

 

Note.  N = 1105.  k = 18. 
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Table 67.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Maximum Agreeableness and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .11 .08 

 

1.33 .21 

Number of Members per Team -.01 .01 -.14 -.50 .63 

      R
2
 .02     

 

Note.  N = 862.  k = 14. 
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Table 68.  Type of Performance as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Task Performance                       

Overall 49 3272 .05 .16 .02 .00 .09 .05 .10 -.08 .18 NA NA 

Mean  43 2829 .05 .15 .02 .01 .10 .05 .09 -.07 .17 .06 .10 

Hetero  21 1373 -.03 .13 .03 -.09 .03 -.03 .04 -.08 .02 NA NA 

Min  15 980 .08 .17 .04 -.01 .17 .08 .12 -.07 .24 .09 .14 

Max  13 815 .05 .15 .04 -.03 .13 .05 .08 -.04 .15 .06 .08 

                            

OCBs                           

Overall 8 407 .18 .21 .08 .03 .32 .21 .19 -.03 .45 NA NA 

Mean  6 313 .23 .18 .07 .08 .37 .27 .14 .08 .45 .28 .15 

Hetero  2 126 -.22 .08 .06 -.34 -.10 -.26 .00 -.26 -.26 NA NA 

Min  1 47 .41 NA NA NA NA .57 NA NA NA .65 NA 

Max  1 47 .28 NA NA NA NA .33 NA NA NA .38 NA 

                            

CWBs                           

Overall 3 195 -.19 .08 .05 -.28 -.10 -.27 .00 -.27 -.27 NA NA 

Mean  3 195 -.21 .06 .04 -.28 -.14 -.30 .00 -.30 -.30 -.32 .00 

Hetero  1 42 .11 NA NA NA NA .22 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 69.  Performance vs. Effectiveness as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Performance                         

Overall 29 1800 .06 .15 .03 .01 .12 .07 .09 -.05 .18 NA NA 

Mean  25 1482 .07 .14 .03 .02 .13 .08 .06 .01 .15 .08 .06 

Hetero  13 779 -.06 .10 .03 -.11 -.01 -.07 .00 -.07 -.07 NA NA 

Min  8 471 .13 .17 .06 .02 .25 .14 .11 .00 .29 .16 .13 

Max  8 442 .04 .11 .04 -.04 .12 .04 .00 .04 .04 .05 .00 

                            

Effectiveness                         

Overall 23 1596 .07 .18 .04 .00 .14 .07 .13 -.10 .24 NA NA 

Mean  19 1345 .08 .17 .04 .00 .15 .08 .11 -.07 .22 .08 .12 

Hetero  6 331 -.16 .13 .05 -.26 -.06 -.17 .00 -.17 -.17 NA NA 

Min  5 381 .13 .20 .09 -.04 .30 .13 .16 -.07 .33 .15 .18 

Max  2 166 .12 .17 .12 -.12 .37 .12 .14 -.05 .30 .14 .16 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 70.  Purpose of Performance Rating as a Moderator of the Team Agreeableness-Team Performance Relationship 

            

95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval     

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Administrative                         

Overall 12 814 .06 .15 .04 -.02 .15 .08 .10 -.05 .21 NA NA 

Mean  11 767 .02 .11 .03 -.05 .09 .03 .00 .03 .03 .03 .00 

Hetero  7 604 .05 .11 .04 -.03 .13 .06 .00 .06 .06 NA NA 

Min  5 405 .03 .17 .07 -.12 .18 .04 .16 -.16 .24 .04 .18 

Max  5 405 .12 .12 .06 .02 .23 .16 .06 .08 .24 .18 .07 

                            

Development/Research                       

Overall 21 1365 .11 .21 .05 .02 .20 .12 .19 -.12 .37 NA NA 

Mean  18 1094 .15 .21 .05 .06 .25 .17 .18 -.06 .40 .18 .19 

Hetero  10 564 -.17 .12 .04 -.25 -.10 -.19 .00 -.19 -.19 NA NA 

Min  7 377 .24 .15 .06 .13 .36 .27 .09 .16 .39 .31 .10 

Max  4 220 .10 .16 .08 -.06 .26 .11 .10 -.01 .24 .13 .11 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of agreeableness, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 71.  Main Effects of Team Extraversion-Team Performance 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Overall  59 3849 .04 .14 .02 .00 .07 .04 .06 -.04 .11 NA NA 

Mean  49 3057 .02 .14 .02 -.02 .06 .03 .06 -.06 .11 .03 .07 

Hetero  28 1674 .05 .15 .03 .00 .11 .06 .09 -.05 .17 NA NA 

Min  13 906 -.01 .12 .03 -.07 .06 -.01 .02 -.03 .02 -.01 .02 

Max  11 741 .09 .12 .04 .02 .17 .10 .00 .10 .10 .11 .00 

Other  10 837 .01 .09 .03 -.05 .06 .01 .00 .01 .01 NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion.  k = number of studies.  N = 

number of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard 

error associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = 

standard deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected 

for reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 72.  Task Type as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual Teams                        

Overall 43 2894 .04 .13 .02 .00 .08 .04 .05 -.03 .11 NA NA 

Mean  35 2242 .02 .13 .02 -.02 .07 .03 .05 -.03 .08 .03 .05 

Hetero  21 1333 .07 .14 .03 .01 .13 .07 .06 .00 .15 NA NA 

Min  6 505 -.05 .10 .04 -.13 .03 -.05 .00 -.05 -.05 -.06 .00 

Max  5 430 .12 .06 .03 .06 .18 .13 .00 .13 .13 .14 .00 

                            

Physical Teams                         

Overall 15 940 .03 .16 .04 -.05 .10 .03 .09 -.09 .15 NA NA 

Mean  13 800 .03 .16 .05 -.06 .11 .03 .10 -.11 .16 .03 .11 

Hetero  8 433 -.01 .17 .06 -.13 .11 -.01 .11 -.16 .13 NA NA 

Min  7 401 .05 .12 .05 -.05 .14 .05 .00 .05 .05 .06 .00 

Max  6 311 .06 .16 .07 -.07 .19 .06 .09 -.05 .17 .07 .10 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 73.  Subgroups of Task Type as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                         

Command                         

Overall 7 506 .04 .07 .03 -.02 .09 .04 .00 .04 .04 NA NA 

Mean  5 377 .00 .05 .02 -.04 .05 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Design                           

Overall 6 402 .02 .08 .03 -.04 .09 .02 .00 .02 .02 NA NA 

Mean  6 402 -.01 .07 .03 -.07 .04 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.01 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 74.   Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Overall Extraversion and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .03 .02 

 

1.42 .16 

Tenure .00 .00 .09 .62 .54 

      R
2
 .01 

    B * 365 .01     

 

Note.  N = 3289.  k = 49.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 75.   Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Mean Extraversion and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .01 .02 

 

.40 .69 

Tenure .00 .00 .13 .78 .44 

      R
2
 .02 

    B * 365 .01     

 

Note.  N = 2497.  k = 39.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 76.   Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Extraversion and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .05 .03 

 

1.61 .12 

Tenure .00 .00 -.02 -.10 .92 

      R
2
 .00 

    B * 365 .00     

 

Note.  N = 1420.  k = 24.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 77.   Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Minimum Extraversion and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant -.02 .04 

 

-.50 .63 

Tenure .00 .00 .50 1.74 .12 

      R
2
 .25 

    B * 365 .02     

  

Note.  N = 757.  k = 11.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 78.   Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Maximum Extraversion and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .11 .05 

 

2.38 .06 

Tenure .00 .00 -.29 -.73 .49 

      R
2
 .08 

    B * 365 -.01     

 

Note.  N = 542.  k = 8.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days.  
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Table 79.  Study Setting as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Lab Studies                         

Overall 25 1549 .02 .14 .03 -.04 .07 .02 .06 -.07 .10 NA NA 

Mean  22 1366 -.01 .15 .03 -.07 .05 -.01 .08 -.11 .10 -.01 .08 

Hetero  10 480 -.01 .18 .06 -.12 .10 -.01 .11 -.16 .13 NA NA 

Min  4 298 .05 .08 .04 -.03 .14 .06 .00 .06 .06 .06 .00 

Max  2 162 .02 .06 .04 -.06 .10 .02 .00 .02 .02 .02 .00 

                            

Class Studies                         

Overall 21 1436 .06 .14 .03 .01 .12 .07 .06 -.01 .15 NA NA 

Mean  16 1051 .05 .14 .03 -.02 .12 .05 .06 -.02 .13 .05 .06 

Hetero  11 820 .12 .10 .03 .06 .18 .13 .00 .13 .13 NA NA 

Min  4 352 -.09 .07 .03 -.15 -.02 -.09 .00 -.09 -.09 -.10 .00 

Max  4 352 .13 .07 .03 .06 .20 .14 .00 .14 .14 .15 .00 

                            

Field Studies                         

Overall 11 656 .06 .10 .03 .00 .11 .06 .00 .06 .06 NA NA 

Mean  10 577 .07 .10 .03 .01 .13 .07 .00 .07 .07 .08 .00 

Hetero  6 311 .05 .10 .04 -.03 .13 .05 .00 .05 .05 NA NA 

Min  5 256 .03 .15 .07 -.10 .17 .03 .06 -.05 .12 .04 .07 

Max  5 227 .09 .18 .08 -.06 .25 .10 .10 -.03 .23 .11 .11 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 80.  Team Type and Study Setting as Moderators of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

              
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

    k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                           

Lab                             

  Overall  20 1239 .03 .11 .03 -.02 .08 .03 .00 .03 .03 NA NA 

  Mean  18 1117 .01 .12 .03 -.05 .06 .01 .00 .01 .01 .01 .00 

Class                             

  Overall  19 1329 .07 .15 .03 .00 .14 .07 .09 -.04 .18 NA NA 

  Mean  14 944 .05 .14 .04 -.03 .12 .05 .08 -.05 .15 .05 .08 

Field                             

  Overall  2 118 .04 .05 .03 -.02 .11 .04 .00 .04 .04 NA NA 

  Mean  2 118 .10 .01 .01 .08 .12 .11 .00 .11 .11 .11 .00 

                              

Physical                           

Lab                             

  Overall  5 310 -.03 .22 .10 -.23 .16 -.03 .19 -.27 .20 NA NA 

  Mean  4 249 -.07 .23 .11 -.29 .15 -.07 .20 -.32 .18 -.07 .20 

Field                             

  Overall  10 630 .05 .10 .03 -.01 .12 .06 .00 .06 .06 NA NA 

  Mean  9 551 .07 .10 .03 .00 .13 .07 .00 .07 .07 .07 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 
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tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 81.  People-Oriented or Non-People-Oriented as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

People-Oriented                        

Overall 10 642 .12 .15 .05 .03 .22 .13 .09 .01 .25 NA NA 

Mean  8 516 .13 .15 .05 .03 .24 .14 .09 .02 .26 .14 .09 

Hetero  3 216 .08 .09 .05 -.02 .18 .08 .00 .08 .08 NA NA 

Min  2 161 -.03 .02 .01 -.06 -.01 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 -.04 .00 

Max  1 82 .27 NA NA NA NA .29 NA NA NA .32 NA 

                            

Non-People-Oriented                        

Overall 48 3119 .02 .13 .02 -.02 .05 .02 .03 -.02 .06 NA NA 

Mean  39 2406 .01 .13 .02 -.03 .05 .01 .04 -.05 .06 .01 .04 

Hetero  23 1317 .03 .16 .03 -.03 .10 .04 .10 -.09 .16 NA NA 

Min  11 745 .00 .13 .04 -.08 .08 .00 .06 -.07 .07 .00 .06 

Max  9 609 .08 .11 .04 .01 .15 .09 .00 .09 .09 .10 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 82.  Job Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 1                         

Overall 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Job Zone 2                         

Overall 2 93 .06 .09 .06 -.06 .18 .06 .00 .06 .06 NA NA 

Mean  2 93 .04 .09 .06 -.09 .16 .04 .00 .04 .04 .04 .00 

Hetero  2 93 .01 .01 .01 .00 .02 .01 .00 .01 .01 NA NA 

Min  1 51 .26 NA NA NA NA .28 NA NA NA .30 NA 

Max  1 51 -.02 NA NA NA NA -.02 NA NA NA -.02 NA 

                            

Job Zone 3                         

Overall 7 538 .02 .07 .03 -.03 .07 .02 .00 .02 .02 NA NA 

Mean  4 330 -.01 .03 .02 -.04 .02 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.01 .00 

Hetero  1 54 .12 NA NA NA NA .13 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  2 154 .05 .10 .07 -.09 .19 .05 .00 .05 .05 .06 .00 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 



303 

 

Table 82 Cont.  Job Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 4                         

Overall 23 1506 .04 .14 .03 -.02 .09 .04 .06 -.04 .12 NA NA 

Mean  20 1123 .00 .14 .03 -.07 .06 -.01 .04 -.05 .04 -.01 .04 

Hetero  14 926 .09 .14 .04 .02 .17 .10 .08 NA NA NA NA 

Min  4 352 -.09 .07 .03 -.15 -.02 -.09 .00 -.09 -.09 -.10 .00 

Max  4 352 .13 .07 .03 .06 .20 .14 .00 .14 .14 .15 .00 

Job Zone 5                         

Overall 6 428 .07 .16 .07 -.06 .20 .07 .12 -.08 .22 NA NA 

Mean  4 313 .15 .10 .05 .05 .25 .16 .00 .16 .16 .16 .00 

Hetero  2 146 -.07 .11 .08 -.22 .08 -.08 .00 NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 83.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Pooled                           

Overall 17 1009 .03 .14 .03 -.04 .10 .03 .05 -.03 .09 NA NA 

Mean  12 640 .02 .16 .04 -.07 .11 .02 .07 -.07 .12 .02 .08 

Hetero  8 392 .04 .14 .05 -.06 .13 .04 .00 .04 .04 NA NA 

Min  2 139 .00 .08 .06 -.11 .12 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Max  2 128 .00 .10 .07 -.13 .14 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

                            

Sequential                         

Overall 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Reciprocal                         

Overall 10 686 .01 .11 .03 -.06 .08 .01 .00 .01 .01 NA NA 

Mean  8 557 -.02 .09 .03 -.09 .04 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 -.02 .00 

Hetero  3 125 .09 .06 .03 .02 .15 .09 .00 .09 .09 NA NA 

Min  3 146 .13 .16 .09 -.05 .32 .14 .08 .04 .24 .16 .08 

Max  2 71 -.07 .08 .06 -.18 .04 -.07 .00 -.07 -.07 -.08 .00 
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Table 83 Cont.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Team                           

Overall 26 1815 .03 .12 .02 -.02 .08 .03 .02 .00 .06 NA NA 

Mean  22 1481 .04 .12 .03 -.01 .09 .04 .00 .04 .04 .04 .00 

Hetero  11 734 -.01 .18 .05 -.11 .10 -.01 .14 -.18 .17 NA NA 

Min  4 302 -.09 .07 .04 -.16 -.02 -.10 .00 -.10 -.10 -.11 .00 

Max  4 273 .09 .08 .04 .01 .16 .09 .00 .09 .09 .10 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 84.   Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Overall Extraversion and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .04 .04 

 

.95 .35 

Number of Members per Team .00 .01 -.01 -.05 .96 

      R
2
 .00     

 

Note.  N = 3836.  k = 58. 
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Table 85.   Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Mean Extraversion and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .00 .05 

 

.09 .93 

Number of Members per Team .00 .01 .08 .54 .59 

      R
2
 .01     

 

Note.  N = 3044.  k = 48. 
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Table 86.   Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Extraversion and 

Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .10 .06 

 

1.64 .11 

Number of Members per Team -.01 .01 -.17 -.85 .40 

      R
2
 .03     

 

Note.  N = 1674.  k = 28. 
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Table 87.   Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Minimum Extraversion and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant -.04 .07 

 

-.54 .60 

Number of Members per Team .01 .01 .16 .52 .61 

      R
2
 .02     

 

Note.  N = 906.  k = 13. 
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Table 88.   Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Maximum Extraversion and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .18 .07 

 

2.49 .03 

Number of Members per Team -.02 .01 -.42 -1.39 .20 

      R
2
 .18     

 

Note.  N = 741.  k = 11. 
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Table 89.  Type of Performance as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Task Performance                        

Overall 58 3814 .03 .13 .02 -.01 .06 .03 .03 -.01 .06 NA NA 

Mean  48 3022 .01 .13 .02 -.02 .05 .01 .03 -.02 .05 .02 .03 

Hetero  28 1674 .05 .15 .03 .00 .11 .05 .08 -.05 .16 NA NA 

Min  13 906 -.01 .12 .03 -.07 .06 -.01 .02 -.03 .02 -.01 .02 

Max  11 741 .10 .11 .03 .03 .17 .10 .00 .10 .10 .11 .00 

                            

OCBs                           

Overall 7 308 .12 .25 .09 -.06 .30 .14 .23 -.15 .44 NA NA 

Mean  5 229 .17 .25 .11 -.05 .38 .20 .24 -.11 .50 .20 .24 

Hetero  1 42 .09 NA NA NA NA .11 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

CWBs                           

Overall 3 195 -.07 .20 .12 -.30 .16 -.10 .22 -.39 .19 NA NA 

Mean  3 195 -.08 .19 .11 -.30 .14 -.11 .21 -.38 .15 -.12 .21 

Hetero  1 42 .13 NA NA NA NA .19 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 



313 

 

Table 90.  Performance vs. Effectiveness as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Performance                         

Overall 41 2491 .01 .14 .02 -.04 .05 .01 .06 -.07 .09 NA NA 

Mean  33 1835 .00 .16 .03 -.05 .06 .00 .09 -.11 .12 .00 .09 

Hetero  19 1084 .02 .14 .03 -.04 .08 .02 .03 -.02 .07 NA NA 

Min  7 424 -.06 .12 .04 -.14 .03 -.06 .00 -.06 -.06 -.07 .00 

Max  7 395 .08 .12 .04 -.01 .16 .08 .00 .08 .08 .09 .00 

                            

Effectiveness                         

Overall 21 1536 .03 .13 .03 -.02 .09 .03 .06 -.04 .10 NA NA 

Mean  17 1267 .02 .12 .03 -.04 .08 .02 .04 -.03 .08 .02 .04 

Hetero  5 300 .02 .21 .10 -.17 .20 .02 .17 -.20 .23 NA NA 

Min  5 381 .03 .09 .04 -.05 .11 .03 .00 .03 .03 .03 .00 

Max  2 166 .11 .15 .11 -.10 .33 .12 .11 -.02 .25 .13 .12 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 91.  Purpose of Performance Rating as a Moderator of the Team Extraversion-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Administrative                         

Overall 14 1053 .03 .13 .03 -.04 .10 .04 .07 -.05 .13 NA NA 

Mean  12 930 -.01 .12 .04 -.08 .06 -.02 .05 -.08 .05 -.02 .05 

Hetero  9 770 .09 .10 .03 .03 .16 .12 .00 .12 .12 NA NA 

Min  3 324 -.07 .06 .03 -.14 -.01 -.09 .00 -.09 -.09 -.10 .00 

Max  3 324 .13 .07 .04 .05 .21 .17 .00 .17 .17 .19 .00 

                            

Development/Research                       

Overall 25 1557 .01 .16 .03 -.05 .07 .01 .11 -.13 .15 NA NA 

Mean  20 1078 .00 .18 .04 -.08 .08 .00 .13 -.16 .16 .00 .13 

Hetero  12 565 -.01 .22 .06 -.13 .12 -.01 .18 -.24 .22 NA NA 

Min  4 259 -.03 .09 .04 -.12 .05 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 -.04 .00 

Max  3 180 .13 .15 .09 -.04 .30 .15 .09 .04 .26 .16 .10 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of extraversion, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 92.  Main Effects of Team Openness-Team Performance 

            

95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval     

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Overall  42 2876 .06 .16 .02 .02 .11 .07 .11 -.07 .21 NA NA 

Mean  38 2544 .07 .17 .03 .02 .12 .07 .12 -.09 .23 .08 .13 

Hetero  12 825 .03 .18 .05 -.07 .13 .03 .13 -.14 .20 NA NA 

Min  12 979 .00 .16 .05 -.09 .09 .00 .12 -.16 .16 .00 .14 

Max  12 955 .04 .12 .04 -.03 .11 .04 .05 -.03 .10 .04 .06 

Other  7 568 .14 .14 .05 .04 .24 .15 .08 .04 .25 NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness.  k = number of studies.  N = 

number of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard 

error associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = 

standard deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected 

for reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 93.  Task Type as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr  SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual Teams                        

Overall 29 2114 .08 .15 .03 .03 .14 .09 .09 -.03 .20 NA NA 

Mean  27 1922 .08 .16 .03 .02 .14 .08 .11 -.06 .22 .09 .11 

Hetero  8 620 .07 .18 .06 -.06 .19 .07 .14 -.11 .25 NA NA 

Min  7 653 -.02 .17 .06 -.14 .10 -.02 .13 -.19 .15 -.02 .15 

Max  7 653 .00 .11 .04 -.08 .08 .00 .02 -.02 .02 .00 .02 

                            

Physical Teams                         

Overall 12 747 .02 .19 .05 -.09 .12 .02 .14 -.17 .20 NA NA 

Mean  10 607 .05 .20 .06 -.08 .18 .05 .17 -.16 .26 .05 .17 

Hetero  4 205 -.07 .11 .06 -.18 .04 -.08 .00 -.08 -.08 NA NA 

Min  5 326 .04 .15 .07 -.09 .17 .04 .08 -.07 .15 .05 .09 

Max  5 302 .11 .12 .06 .00 .22 .12 .00 .12 .12 .13 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 94.  Subgroups of Task Type as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr  SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                         

Command                         

Overall 5 460 .11 .11 .05 .02 .21 .12 .04 .07 .17 NA NA 

Mean  5 460 .11 .10 .05 .02 .20 .11 .00 .11 .11 .12 .00 

Design                           

Overall 6 410 -.03 .15 .06 -.15 .09 -.03 .09 -.15 .08 NA NA 

Mean  6 410 -.05 .19 .08 -.20 .11 -.05 .15 -.25 .15 -.05 .16 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 95.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Overall Openness and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .07 .03 

 

2.44 .02 

Tenure .00 .00 -.08 -.43 .67 

      R
2
 .01 

    B * 365 -.01     

 

Note.  N = 2430.  k = 35.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 96.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Mean Openness and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .07 .03 

 

2.17 .04 

Tenure .00 .00 -.07 -.37 .71 

      R
2
 .00 

    B * 365 -.01     

 

Note.  N = 2098.  k = 31.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 97.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Openness and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .12 .08 

 

1.42 .20 

Tenure .00 .00 -.34 -.95 .37 

      R
2
 .11 

    B * 365 -.18     

 

Note.  N = 634.  k = 9.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 98.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Minimum Openness and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .00 .07 

 

.01 .99 

Tenure .00 .00 -.16 -.45 .67 

      R
2
 .02 

    B * 365 -.03     

 

Note.  N = 830.  k = 10.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 99.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Maximum Openness and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .05 .05 

 

.97 .36 

Tenure .00 .00 .11 .30 .77 

      R
2
 .01 

    B * 365 .04     

 

Note.  N = 756.  k = 9.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 

  



323 

 

Table 100.  Study Setting as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Lab Studies                         

Overall 22 1450 .07 .15 .03 .01 .14 .08 .09 -.04 .19 NA NA 

Mean  20 1342 .09 .16 .04 .02 .16 .09 .10 -.04 .23 .10 .11 

Hetero  4 276 .07 .17 .09 -.10 .23 .07 .13 -.09 .23 NA NA 

Min  5 443 .07 .09 .04 .00 .15 .08 .00 .08 .08 .09 .00 

Max  5 448 .06 .07 .03 .00 .12 .06 .00 .06 .06 .07 .00 

                            

Class Studies                         

Overall 12 844 .02 .17 .05 -.08 .11 .02 .12 -.14 .17 NA NA 

Mean  12 844 .01 .17 .05 -.08 .11 .01 .13 -.15 .18 .01 .13 

Hetero  5 405 .03 .20 .09 -.15 .20 .03 .17 -.19 .24 NA NA 

Min  4 355 -.11 .17 .09 -.28 .06 -.12 .14 -.30 .06 -.14 .16 

Max  4 355 -.06 .10 .05 -.16 .04 -.06 .00 -.06 -.06 -.07 .00 

                            

Field Studies                         

Overall 7 437 .10 .17 .07 -.03 .23 .10 .12 -.05 .26 NA NA 

Mean  6 358 .13 .18 .07 -.01 .27 .14 .13 -.03 .30 .14 .13 

Hetero  3 144 -.02 .08 .05 -.11 .08 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 NA NA 

Min  3 181 .04 .16 .09 -.14 .22 .04 .09 -.08 .16 .04 .10 

Max  3 152 .18 .11 .06 .06 .30 .19 .00 .19 .19 .22 .00 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 101.  Team Type and Study Setting as Moderators of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship  

              
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

    k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                           

Lab                             

  Overall  17 1140 .11 .12 .03 .05 .17 .12 .00 .12 .12 NA NA 

  Mean  16 1093 .12 .13 .03 .05 .18 .13 .05 .06 .19 .13 .05 

Class                             

  Overall  10 737 .02 .18 .06 -.09 .13 .02 .14 -.16 .20 NA NA 

  Mean  10 737 .02 .18 .06 -.10 .13 .02 .15 -.17 .21 .02 .15 

Field                             

  Overall  1 92 .14 NA NA NA NA .14 NA NA NA NA NA 

  Mean  1 92 .14 NA NA NA NA .14 NA NA NA .15 NA 

                              

Physical                           

Lab                             

  Overall  7 437 .09 .18 .07 -.04 .22 .09 .13 -.07 .26 NA NA 

  Mean  6 358 .12 .19 .08 -.03 .27 .12 .14 -.06 .31 .13 .15 

Field                             

  Overall  5 310 -.09 .15 .07 -.22 .04 -.09 .08 -.19 .01 NA NA 

  Mean  4 249 -.05 .19 .09 -.23 .13 -.05 .14 -.23 .13 -.05 .15 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 
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tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 102.  Job Complexity of Task Type as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 1                         

Overall 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Job Zone 2                         

Overall 1 42 .11 NA NA NA NA .11 NA NA NA NA NA 

Mean  1 42 .04 NA NA NA NA .04 NA NA NA .04 NA 

Hetero  1 42 .11 NA NA NA NA .12 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Job Zone 3                         

Overall 6 539 .08 .13 .05 -.02 .18 .09 .07 -.01 .18 NA NA 

Mean  5 460 .11 .10 .05 .02 .20 .11 .00 .11 .11 .12 .00 

Hetero  1 58 .25 NA NA NA NA .26 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  3 299 .02 .08 .04 -.06 .11 .02 .00 .02 .02 .03 .00 

Max  2 220 .05 .05 .03 -.01 .11 .05 .00 .05 .05 .06 .00 
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Table 102 Cont.  Job Complexity of Task Type as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 4                         

Overall 14 955 .04 .16 .04 -.05 .12 .04 .11 -.11 .19 NA NA 

Mean  13 810 .03 .18 .05 -.07 .13 .03 .13 -.14 .20 .03 .14 

Hetero  5 453 .02 .15 .07 -.11 .15 .02 .11 -.11 .16 NA NA 

Min  3 324 -.08 .15 .09 -.26 .09 -.09 .12 -.25 .07 -.10 .14 

Max  3 324 -.07 .11 .06 -.19 .05 -.07 .04 -.13 -.02 -.08 .05 

Job Zone 5                         

Overall 5 344 .07 .14 .06 -.05 .19 .07 .07 -.02 .16 NA NA 

Mean  5 344 .05 .17 .07 -.10 .20 .05 .12 -.10 .21 .05 .13 

Hetero  1 31 .54 NA NA NA NA .57 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  1 31 -.41 NA NA NA NA -.43 NA NA NA -.49 NA 

Max  1 31 .03 NA NA NA NA .03 NA NA NA .04 NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 103.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Pooled                           

Overall 15 918 .11 .16 .04 .03 .19 .11 .09 -.01 .23 NA NA 

Mean  12 665 .11 .17 .05 .02 .21 .12 .11 -.02 .26 .13 .12 

Hetero  2 128 .02 .00 .00 .01 .02 .02 .00 .02 .02 NA NA 

Min  2 139 .03 .14 .10 -.15 .22 .04 .07 -.05 .12 .04 .07 

Max  2 128 .16 .05 .03 .09 .23 .17 .00 .17 .17 .19 .00 

                            

Sequential                         

Overall 0 0 NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Reciprocal                         

Overall 7 518 .09 .12 .05 .00 .18 .10 .03 .06 .13 NA NA 

Mean  7 518 .09 .11 .04 .00 .17 .09 .00 .09 .09 .10 .00 

Hetero  2 78 .17 .14 .10 -.03 .36 .18 .00 .18 .18 NA NA 

Min  3 240 .05 .05 .03 .00 .11 .06 .00 .06 .06 .06 .00 

Max  3 240 .04 .06 .03 -.03 .11 .04 .00 .04 .04 .05 .00 
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Table 103 Cont.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Team                           

Overall 19 1340 .03 .17 .04 -.05 .10 .03 .12 -.12 .18 NA NA 

Mean  17 1214 .03 .18 .04 -.06 .12 .03 .15 -.15 .22 .03 .15 

Hetero  5 366 .09 .21 .09 -.10 .27 .09 .18 -.14 .32 NA NA 

Min  4 305 -.20 .09 .04 -.29 -.11 -.21 .00 -.21 -.21 -.24 .00 

Max  5 342 -.01 .11 .05 -.10 .09 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.01 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 104.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Overall Openness and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .08 .06 

 

1.37 .18 

Number of Members per Team .00 .01 -.05 -.29 .77 

      R
2
 .00     

 

Note.  N = 2876.  k = 42. 
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Table 105.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Mean Openness and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .10 .06 

 

1.60 .12 

Number of Members per Team -.01 .01 -.09 -.56 .58 

      R
2
 .01     

 

Note.  N = 2544.  k = 38. 
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Table 106.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Openness and 

Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .05 .13 

 

.41 .69 

Number of Members per Team .00 .02 -.06 -.19 .86 

      R
2
 .00     

 

Note.  N = 825.  k = 12. 
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Table 107.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Minimum Openness and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .06 .12 

 

.47 .65 

Number of Members per Team -.02 .03 -.16 -.52 .61 

      R
2
 .03     

 

Note.  N = 979.  k = 12. 
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Table 108.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Maximum Openness and Team 

Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .07 .09 

 

.78 .45 

Number of Members per Team -.01 .02 -.14 -.43 .67 

      R
2
 .02     

 

Note.  N = 955.  k = 12. 
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Table 109.  Type of Performance as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr  SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Task Performance                       

Overall 41 2841 .06 .15 .02 .01 .10 .06 .09 -.06 .18 NA NA 

Mean  37 2509 .06 .16 .03 .01 .11 .07 .11 -.08 .21 .07 .11 

Hetero  12 825 .03 .18 .05 -.07 .13 .03 .13 -.13 .20 NA NA 

Min  12 979 .00 .16 .05 -.09 .09 .00 .12 -.16 .15 .00 .14 

Max  12 955 .03 .12 .03 -.04 .10 .03 .04 -.01 .08 .04 .04 

                            

OCBs                           

Overall 4 180 .23 .06 .03 .17 .29 .28 .00 .28 .28 NA NA 

Mean  3 133 .26 .04 .02 .22 .31 .31 .00 .31 .31 .32 .00 

Hetero  1 42 .09 NA NA NA NA .11 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

CWBs                           

Overall 3 195 -.09 .15 .09 -.26 .09 -.12 .12 -.28 .04 NA NA 

Mean  3 195 -.07 .17 .10 -.26 .12 -.10 .16 -.31 .10 -.11 .16 

Hetero  1 42 -.02 NA NA NA NA -.03 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 110.  Performance vs. Effectiveness as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Performance                         

Overall 27 1727 .08 .14 .03 .03 .14 .09 .07 .00 .18 NA NA 

Mean  24 1456 .08 .17 .03 .01 .14 .08 .12 -.06 .23 .09 .12 

Hetero  8 495 .10 .15 .05 -.01 .20 .10 .09 -.01 .22 NA NA 

Min  7 544 -.06 .17 .06 -.18 .06 -.07 .13 -.23 .10 -.07 .15 

Max  7 515 .05 .11 .04 -.03 .13 .06 .00 .06 .06 .06 .00 

                            

Effectiveness                         

Overall 17 1296 .05 .17 .04 -.03 .13 .05 .13 -.11 .21 NA NA 

Mean  15 1156 .08 .17 .04 -.01 .17 .08 .13 -.08 .24 .08 .13 

Hetero  4 243 .02 .18 .09 -.16 .20 .02 .13 -.15 .18 NA NA 

Min  5 385 .04 .14 .06 -.08 .16 .04 .08 -.07 .15 .04 .08 

Max  4 311 .08 .12 .06 -.04 .19 .08 .02 .05 .11 .08 .02 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 111.  Purpose of Performance Rating as a Moderator of the Team Openness-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Administrative                         

Overall 7 583 -.09 .08 .03 -.15 -.03 -.11 .00 -.11 -.11 NA NA 

Mean  7 583 -.09 .09 .03 -.16 -.03 -.12 .00 -.12 -.12 -.12 .00 

Hetero  4 355 .03 .21 .10 -.18 .23 .03 .23 -.26 .32 NA NA 

Min  4 355 -.11 .17 .09 -.28 .06 -.14 .17 -.36 .07 -.16 .19 

Max  4 355 -.06 .10 .05 -.16 .04 -.07 .00 -.07 -.07 -.08 .00 

                            

Development/Research                       

Overall 18 1141 .10 .17 .04 .02 .18 .11 .12 -.04 .27 NA NA 

Mean  15 870 .11 .19 .05 .01 .21 .13 .16 -.08 .33 .13 .16 

Hetero  6 362 -.01 .13 .05 -.11 .10 -.01 .02 -.04 .02 NA NA 

Min  4 259 .09 .10 .05 -.01 .19 .10 .00 .10 .10 .11 .00 

Max  3 180 .14 .10 .06 .02 .25 .15 .00 .15 .15 .17 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of openness, some teams perform multiple 

tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number of teams.  

r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error associated 

with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard deviation 

of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for reliability in 

predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 112.  Main Effects of Emotional Stability 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Overall  38 2755 .05 .13 .02 .00 .09 .05 .06 -.03 .13 NA NA 

Mean  34 2423 .06 .14 .02 .01 .10 .06 .07 -.03 .15 .06 .07 

Hetero  14 1081 -.02 .12 .03 -.08 .04 -.02 .03 -.06 .01 NA NA 

Min  11 811 .06 .10 .03 .00 .13 .07 .00 .07 .07 .07 .00 

Max  10 721 .04 .16 .05 -.06 .14 .04 .11 -.10 .18 .04 .12 

Other  7 568 .08 .15 .06 -.03 .18 .08 .10 -.05 .21 NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability.  k = number of studies.  

N = number of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = 

standard error associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  

SDop = standard deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation 

(corrected for reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 

 

  



341 

 

Table 113.  Task Type as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual Teams                        

Overall  24 1938 .05 .12 .02 .00 .09 .05 .04 .00 .10 NA NA 

Mean  22 1746 .06 .12 .03 .01 .11 .07 .05 .00 .13 .07 .05 

Hetero  9 821 -.03 .08 .03 -.09 .02 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 NA NA 

Min  5 430 .10 .11 .05 .01 .19 .11 .00 .11 .11 .12 .00 

Max  5 430 -.04 .06 .03 -.09 .01 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 -.05 .00 

                            

Physical Teams                         

Overall  13 802 .05 .16 .04 -.03 .14 .06 .10 -.07 .18 NA NA 

Mean  11 662 .07 .16 .05 -.03 .17 .07 .11 -.06 .21 .07 .11 

Hetero  6 352 .00 .18 .07 -.14 .14 .00 .12 -.16 .15 NA NA 

Min  6 381 .02 .09 .04 -.05 .10 .03 .00 .03 .03 .03 .00 

Max  5 291 .15 .19 .08 -.01 .32 .16 .14 -.02 .34 .18 .15 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 114.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Overall Emotional Stability and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .04 .03 

 

1.58 .13 

Tenure .00 .00 -.03 -.16 .88 

      R
2
 .00 

    B * 365 .00     

 

Note.  N = 2304.  k = 31.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 115.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Mean Emotional Stability and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .05 .03 

 

1.64 .11 

Tenure .00 .00 .07 .34 .73 

      R
2
 .00 

    B * 365 .00     

 

Note.  N = 1972.  k = 27.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 116.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Emotional Stability and Team 

Performance  

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant -.02 .04 

 

-.45 .66 

Tenure .00 .00 .30 .99 .34 

      R
2
 .09 

    B * 365 .01     

 

Note.  N = 910.  k = 12.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 117.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Minimum Emotional Stability and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .04 .04 

 

1.19 .27 

Tenure .00 .00 -.11 -.32 .76 

      R
2
 .01 

    B * 365 .00     

 

Note.  N = 682.  k = 10.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 118.  Regression Results for Tenure predicting Correlations between Maximum Emotional Stability and Team Performance  

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .09 .07 

 

1.30 .24 

Tenure .00 .00 -.31 -.80 .45 

      R
2
 .10 

    B * 365 -.01     

 

Note.  N = 542.  k = 8.  Tenure is reported in days.  B * 365 = B-weight associated with years instead of days. 
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Table 119.  Team Existing for Same Length of Time as Study as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance 

Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Yes                           

Overall  32 2405 .04 .12 .02 .00 .09 .05 .04 -.01 .10 NA NA 

Mean  29 2152 .05 .13 .02 .01 .10 .05 .05 -.01 .12 .06 .05 

Hetero  10 882 -.04 .08 .02 -.09 .01 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 NA NA 

Min  7 575 .08 .10 .04 .01 .15 .09 .00 .09 .09 .10 .00 

Max  7 564 .00 .11 .04 -.09 .08 .00 .02 -.03 .02 .00 .02 

                            

No                           

Overall  6 350 .06 .18 .07 -.09 .21 .06 .13 -.10 .23 NA NA 

Mean  5 271 .11 .19 .09 -.06 .28 .12 .15 -.07 .30 .12 .15 

Hetero  4 199 .04 .20 .10 -.16 .24 .04 .15 -.15 .24 NA NA 

Min  4 236 .02 .11 .06 -.09 .12 .02 .00 .02 .02 .02 .00 

Max  3 157 .18 .20 .12 -.05 .41 .19 .16 -.01 .40 .21 .17 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 120.  Study Setting as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Lab Studies                         

Overall  15 1082 .06 .14 .04 -.02 .13 .06 .09 -.05 .17 NA NA 

Mean  13 974 .05 .15 .04 -.03 .14 .06 .10 -.07 .19 .06 .10 

Hetero  3 218 -.06 .08 .05 -.15 .03 -.07 .00 -.07 -.07 NA NA 

Min  3 223 .00 .05 .03 -.05 .06 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Max  2 162 .10 .14 .10 -.09 .30 .11 .09 .00 .22 .12 .09 

                            

Class Studies                         

Overall  14 1036 .05 .11 .03 -.01 .10 .05 .00 .05 .05 NA NA 

Mean  14 1036 .05 .11 .03 -.01 .10 .05 .00 .05 .05 .05 .00 

Hetero  6 572 -.02 .08 .03 -.09 .04 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 NA NA 

Min  4 352 .14 .08 .04 .06 .21 .14 .00 .14 .14 .16 .00 

Max  4 352 -.04 .07 .03 -.10 .03 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 -.05 .00 

                            

Field Studies                         

Overall  8 492 .05 .16 .05 -.06 .16 .05 .09 -.06 .17 NA NA 

Mean  7 413 .09 .16 .06 -.03 .22 .10 .11 -.04 .23 .10 .11 

Hetero  5 291 .01 .18 .08 -.14 .16 .01 .12 -.14 .16 NA NA 

Min  4 236 .02 .11 .06 -.09 .12 .02 .00 .02 .02 .02 .00 

Max  4 207 .12 .21 .11 -.09 .33 .13 .17 -.09 .34 .14 .18 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 121.  Task Type and Study Setting as Moderators of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship  

              
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

    k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Intellectual                           

Lab                             

  Overall  10 772 .06 .14 .04 -.02 .15 .07 .08 -.03 .17 NA NA 

  Mean  9 725 .06 .15 .05 -.03 .16 .07 .10 -.06 .19 .07 .10 

Class                             

  Overall  12 929 .05 .11 .03 -.01 .11 .05 .00 .05 .05 NA NA 

  Mean  12 929 .06 .10 .03 .00 .12 .06 .00 .06 .06 .06 .00 

Field                             

  Overall  1 92 -.02 NA NA NA NA -.02 NA NA NA NA NA 

  Mean  1 92 .12 NA NA NA NA .13 NA NA NA .13 NA 

                              

Physical                           

Lab                             

  Overall  5 310 .03 .16 .07 -.11 .17 .03 .10 -.10 .16 NA NA 

  Mean  4 249 .03 .16 .08 -.12 .18 .03 .09 -.09 .15 .03 .09 

Field                             

  Overall  8 492 .07 .16 .06 -.04 .17 .07 .10 -.06 .19 NA NA 

  Mean  7 413 .09 .16 .06 -.03 .21 .10 .11 -.04 .23 .10 .11 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 
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multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 122.  Task Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship  

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr  SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 1                         

Overall  0 0 NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Job Zone 2                         

Overall  2 93 .10 .05 .03 .03 .16 .10 .00 .10 .10 NA NA 

Mean  2 93 .28 .04 .03 .22 .34 .29 .00 .29 .29 .30 .00 

Hetero  2 93 -.06 .19 .14 -.33 .21 -.06 .13 -.23 .11 NA NA 

Min  1 51 .03 NA  NA NA NA .03 NA NA NA .03 NA 

Max  1 51 -.11 NA  NA NA NA -.12 NA NA NA -.13 NA 

                            

Job Zone 3                         

Overall  4 312 .09 .14 .07 -.05 .22 .09 .09 -.02 .20 NA NA 

Mean  3 233 .14 .11 .07 .01 .27 .15 .02 .13 .18 .16 .02 

Hetero  0 0 NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  1 79 -.09 NA  NA NA NA -.09 NA NA NA -.10 NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Table 122 Cont.  Task Complexity as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship  

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr  SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Job Zone 4                         

Overall  12 1013 .02 .07 .02 -.02 .05 .02 .00 .02 .02 NA NA 

Mean  11 868 .03 .06 .02 -.01 .07 .03 .00 .03 .03 .03 .00 

Hetero  7 651 -.02 .08 .03 -.08 .04 -.02 .00 NA NA NA NA 

Min  4 352 .14 .08 .04 .06 .21 .14 .00 .14 .14 .16 .00 

Max  4 352 -.04 .07 .03 -.10 .03 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 -.05 .00 

Job Zone 5                         

Overall  4 313 .14 .09 .04 .06 .23 .15 .00 .15 .15 NA NA 

Mean  4 313 .17 .08 .04 .10 .25 .18 .00 .18 .18 .19 .00 

Hetero  1 92 -.10 NA  NA NA NA -.11 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 123.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship  

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Pooled                           

Overall  11 783 .01 .10 .03 -.05 .08 .02 .00 .02 .02 NA NA 

Mean  8 530 .05 .13 .05 -.04 .14 .05 .05 -.02 .12 .05 .05 

Hetero  3 212 -.09 .11 .07 -.22 .04 -.09 .00 -.09 -.09 NA NA 

Min  2 139 -.01 .06 .04 -.09 .06 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.02 .00 

Max  2 128 -.03 .01 .01 -.05 -.01 -.03 .00 -.03 -.03 -.03 .00 

                            

Sequential                         

Overall  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

Reciprocal                         

Overall  5 322 .15 .10 .04 .06 .24 .16 .00 .16 .16 NA NA 

Mean  5 322 .17 .10 .05 .08 .26 .18 .00 .18 .18 .18 .00 

Hetero  1 51 .12 NA NA NA NA .13 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  1 51 .03 NA NA NA NA .03 NA NA NA .03 NA 

Max  1 51 -.11 NA NA NA NA -.12 NA NA NA -.13 NA 
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Table 123 Cont.  Interdependence as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship  

 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Team                           

Overall  19 1403 .02 .12 .03 -.03 .08 .02 .03 -.01 .06 NA NA 

Mean  17 1277 .04 .12 .03 -.02 .10 .04 .04 -.01 .09 .04 .04 

Hetero  7 497 -.06 .07 .03 -.12 -.01 -.07 .00 -.07 -.07 NA NA 

Min  4 302 .05 .11 .05 -.06 .15 .05 .00 .05 .05 .06 .00 

Max  4 273 -.05 .08 .04 -.13 .03 -.05 .00 -.05 -.05 -.06 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 124.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Overall Emotional Stability and 

Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .06 .05 

 

1.12 .27 

Number of Members per Team .00 .01 -.03 -.19 .85 

      R
2
 .00     

 

Note.  N = 2755.  k = 38.   
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Table 125.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Mean Emotional Stability and 

Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .02 .05 

 

.35 .73 

Number of Members per Team .01 .01 .15 .84 .41 

      R
2
 .02     

 

Note.  N = 2423.  k = 34. 
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Table 126.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Heterogeneity of Emotional 

Stability and Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .00 .07 

 

-.03 .97 

Number of Members per Team .00 .01 -.10 -.35 .73 

      R
2
 .01     

 

Note.  N = 1081.  k = 14. 
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Table 127.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Minimum Emotional Stability and 

Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .06 .08 

 

.86 .41 

Number of Members per Team .00 .02 .00 -.01 .99 

      R
2
 .00     

 

Note.  N = 811.  k = 11. 
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Table 128.  Regression Results for Number of Members per Team predicting Correlations between Maximum Emotional Stability and 

Team Performance 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

  

 

B Std Error β t Sig. 

Constant .17 .11 

 

1.63 .14 

Number of Members per Team -.03 .02 -.45 -1.44 .19 

      R
2
 .20     

 

Note.  N = 721.  k = 10. 
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Table 129.  Type of Performance as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Task Performance                        

Overall  37 2720 .05 .12 .02 .01 .09 .05 .04 .00 .10 NA NA 

Mean  33 2388 .05 .13 .02 .01 .10 .06 .04 .00 .11 .06 .04 

Hetero  14 1081 .00 .11 .03 -.06 .05 .00 .00 .00 .00 NA NA 

Min  11 811 .06 .10 .03 .00 .13 .07 .00 .07 .07 .07 .00 

Max  10 721 .04 .16 .05 -.06 .14 .04 .11 -.11 .18 .04 .12 

                            

OCBs                           

Overall  6 276 .16 .22 .09 -.02 .34 .19 .20 -.07 .44 NA NA 

Mean  5 229 .24 .23 .10 .04 .44 .28 .21 .01 .55 .29 .21 

Hetero  1 42 -.22 NA NA NA NA -.26 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

                            

CWBs                           

Overall  3 195 -.04 .09 .05 -.13 .06 -.05 .00 -.05 -.05 NA NA 

Mean  3 195 -.10 .08 .05 -.19 -.01 -.14 .00 -.14 -.14 -.15 .00 

Hetero  1 42 .31 NA NA NA NA .44 NA NA NA NA NA 

Min  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Max  0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 

 



363 

 

Table 130.  Performance vs. Effectiveness as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship 

      

95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval   

 
k N r̅ SDr SE Lower Upper rop SDop Lower Upper ρ SDρ 

Performance 
            

Overall 22 1478 .03 .14 .03 -.02 .09 .04 .07 -.05 .12 NA NA 

Mean 19 1207 .05 .15 .03 -.01 .12 .06 .08 -.04 .16 .06 .08 

Hetero 9 597 -.04 .11 .04 -.11 .04 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 NA NA 

Min 6 404 .04 .13 .05 -.07 .14 .04 .04 -.02 .10 .04 .05 

Max 6 375 -.02 .11 .04 -.11 .07 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 -.02 .00 

              
Effectiveness 

            
Overall 17 1283 .09 .13 .03 .03 .15 .09 .07 .00 .18 NA NA 

Mean 15 1143 .09 .12 .03 .03 .15 .09 .04 .04 .14 .09 .04 

Hetero 3 185 .05 .18 .10 -.16 .25 .05 .12 -.11 .20 NA NA 

Min 4 306 .01 .04 .02 -.03 .05 .01 .00 .01 .01 .01 .00 

Max 2 166 .28 .05 .03 .22 .35 .28 .00 .28 .28 .31 .00 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 131.  Purpose for Performance Rating as a Moderator of the Team Emotional Stability-Team Performance Relationship 

            
95% Confidence 

Interval   

80 %  Credibility 

Interval 
    

  k N r̅ SDr SE Lower  Upper rop SDop  Lower  Upper ρ SDρ 

Administrative                         

Overall  9 797 .03 .07 .02 -.02 .07 .04 .00 .04 .04 NA NA 

Mean  9 797 .03 .06 .02 .00 .07 .04 .00 .04 .04 .04 .00 

Hetero  6 636 -.01 .08 .03 -.07 .05 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 NA NA 

Min  3 324 .15 .06 .03 .09 .22 .19 .00 .19 .19 .21 .00 

Max  3 324 -.05 .05 .03 -.11 .01 -.07 .00 -.07 -.07 -.07 .00 

                            

Development/Research                         

Overall  14 1028 .05 .15 .04 -.03 .13 .05 .11 -.08 .19 NA NA 

Mean  11 757 .07 .15 .04 -.01 .16 .08 .09 -.04 .20 .08 .10 

Hetero  5 342 -.03 .17 .08 -.18 .12 -.03 .13 -.20 .13 NA NA 

Min  3 239 -.06 .06 .03 -.12 .01 -.06 .00 -.06 -.06 -.07 .00 

Max  2 160 .13 .20 .14 -.15 .41 .15 .19 -.09 .39 .16 .21 

 

Note.  Number of studies and number of teams for the different operationalizations are not expected to add up to the number of 

studies/teams overall because some studies present data on multiple operationalizations of emotional stability, some teams perform 

multiple tasks, some studies do not provide enough information to code moderator variables, etc.  k = number of studies.  N = number 

of teams.  r̅ = sample-weighted mean correlation.  SDr = sample-weighted standard deviation associated with r̅.  SE = standard error 

associated with r̅.  rop = operational validity (i.e. corrected for reliability in criterion but not for reliability in predictor).  SDop = standard 

deviation of the operational validity.  80% Credibility Interval = rop + or - 1.28 * SDop.  ρ = population correlation (corrected for 

reliability in predictor and criterion).  SDρ = standard deviation of the population correlation. 
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Table 132.  Summary of Results 

Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 1:  Team intelligence will be positively correlated 

with team performance. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis supported. 

 

Hypothesis 2:  Mean, minimum, and maximum measures of 

team intelligence will be positively correlated with team 

performance, while heterogeneity in team intelligence will 

have a negligible correlation with team performance. 

 

• Mean:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis supported. 

Hypothesis 3:  When predicting team performance, mean 

intelligence not add unique variance over minimum and 

maximum intelligence. 

 

• Hypothesis supported.  Mean intelligence did not 

add unique variance. 

Hypothesis 4:  Intelligence will predict performance of 

intellectual teams better than performance of physical teams. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

 

Hypothesis 5: The relationship for mean, heterogeneity, and 

maximum intelligence will be stronger for teams that have 

been together for a longer duration than teams who have been 

together for a shorter duration, while the relationship for 

minimum intelligence will be weaker for teams that have been 

together for a longer duration than teams who have been 

together for a shorter duration. 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
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Table 132 Cont.  Summary of Results 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Research Question 1:  Will study setting moderate the team 

intelligence and team performance relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Correlations were stronger in lab studies 

than in field studies. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Maximum:  Correlations were stronger in lab 

studies than in field studies. 

 

Research Question 2:  Will the team intelligence-team 

performance relationship be moderated by study setting after 

controlling for team tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate after controlling 

for other variables. 

• Mean:  NA. 

 

Hypothesis 6:  Job complexity will moderate the team 

intelligence-team performance relationship, such that it is 

stronger for more complex jobs than for less complex jobs. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT Supported 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT Supported 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 7:  The team intelligence-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with higher levels of 

interdependence (e.g. team interdependence) than teams with 

lower levels of interdependence (e.g. pooled interdependence). 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis partially supported.  Team 

interdependence was stronger than pooled 

interdependence. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis partially supported.  

Reciprocal interdependence was stronger than 

pooled interdependence. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis not supported. 

Hypothesis 8:  The team intelligence-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with more individuals 

than for teams with fewer members. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
 

Hypothesis 9:  Type of performance will moderate the team 

intelligence-team performance relationship, such that the team 

intelligence-team performance relationship will be stronger for 

task performance than for OCBs or CWBs. 

 

• Overall:  Not testable. 

• Mean:  Not testable. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable 

 



368 

 

Table 132 Cont.  Summary of Results 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 10:  The team intelligence-team performance 

relationship will be stronger when performance is used as the 

dependent variable than when effectiveness is used. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

Hypothesis 11:  The team intelligence-team performance 

relationship will be stronger when ratings are used for 

developmental or research purposes instead of administrative 

purposes. 

 

• Overall:  Not testable. 

• Mean:  Not testable. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable 

 

Hypothesis 12:  Team conscientiousness will be positively 

correlated with team performance. 
• Overall:  Statistically significant, positive 

relationship but not practically significant. 

 

Hypothesis 13:  Minimum, mean, and maximum measures of 

conscientiousness will be positively correlated with team 

performance.   

 

• Mean:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis supported. 

Hypothesis 14:  When predicting team performance, mean 

conscientiousness will not add unique variance over minimum 

and maximum conscientiousness. 

 

• Hypothesis supported.  Mean conscientiousness did 

not add unique variance. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 15:  Conscientiousness will predict performance of 

intellectual teams better than performance of physical teams. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
 

Hypothesis 16: For mean, heterogeneity, and maximum 

conscientiousness, the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship will be stronger for teams that have 

been together for a longer duration than teams who have been 

together for a shorter duration and for minimum 

conscientiousness, the relationship will be weaker for teams 

that have been together for a longer duration than teams who 

have been together for a shorter duration. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 17:  The relationship between team 

conscientiousness and team performance will be stronger in 

field settings than in lab settings.  The team conscientiousness-

team performance relationship for class studies will be weaker 

than field studies but stronger than lab studies. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis partially supported.  Results 

for lab were less than those for field.  No other 

comparisons were statistically significant.   

• Mean:  Hypothesis partially supported.  Results for 

lab were weaker than those for both class and field.  

Results for class and field were not statistically 

significantly different. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported.  

(Only class & field were testable.) 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis partially supported.  Results 

for lab were less than those for field.  No other 

comparisons were statistically significant. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported.  (Only 

class & field were testable.) 

 

Research Question 3:  Will the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship be moderated by study setting after 

controlling for team tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate after controlling 

for other moderators. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate after controlling for 

other moderators. 

 

Hypothesis 18:  The team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger in jobs with higher cognitive task 

complexity. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Not testable. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Research Question 4:  Will the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship be moderated by interdependence? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 19:  The team conscientiousness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with more members 

than for teams with fewer members. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
 

Hypothesis 20:  Team conscientiousness measures will predict 

team OCBs and CWBs better than team task performance. 

 

• Overall:  Supported for OCBs and task 
performance.  Not testable for CWBs. 

• Mean:  Supported for OCBs and task 

performance.  Not testable for CWBs. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

Research Question 5:  Will behavioral criteria vs. effectiveness 

criteria moderate the team conscientiousness-team 

performance relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 21:  Correlations between team conscientiousness 

and team performance will be stronger when used for 

developmental or research purposes than when they are used 

for administrative purposes. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
 

Hypothesis 22:  Mean and minimum operationalizations of 

agreeableness will be positively correlated with team 

performance. 

 

• Mean:  Statistically significant relationship but not 

practically significant. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis supported. 

 

Hypothesis 23:  When predicting team performance, mean 

agreeableness will not add unique variance over minimum and 

maximum agreeableness. 

 

NA 

Research Question 6:  Will type of team moderate the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Type of team was NOT a significant 

moderator. 

• Mean:  Type of team was NOT a significant 

moderator. 

• Heterogeneity:  Type of team was NOT a 

significant moderator. 

• Minimum:  Type of team was NOT a significant 

moderator. 

• Maximum:  Type of team was NOT a significant 

moderator. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Research Question 7:  Will team tenure moderate the team 

agreeableness-team performance relationship? 
• Overall:  Tenure was NOT a significant moderator. 

• Mean:  Tenure was NOT a significant 

moderator. 

• Heterogeneity:  Tenure was NOT a significant 

moderator. 

• Minimum:  Tenure was NOT a significant 

moderator. 

• Maximum:  Tenure was NOT a significant 

moderator. 

 

Hypothesis 24:  The relationship between team agreeableness 

and team performance will be lower for teams that exist for the 

same length of time as the study than for teams that do not 

exist for the same length of time as the study. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 25:  The relationship between team agreeableness 

and team performance will be stronger in field settings than in 

lab settings.  The team agreeableness-team performance 

relationship for class studies will be weaker than field studies 

but stronger than lab studies. 

 

 

• Overall:  Partially supported.  Results for field were 

stronger than those for lab, but no other 

comparisons were significant. 

• Mean:  Partially supported.  Results for field were 

stronger than those for lab, but no other 

comparisons were significant. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis partially supported—

results not testable for lab settings. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
 

Research Question 8:  Will the team agreeableness-team 

performance relationship be moderated by study setting after 

controlling for team tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate after controlling 

for other moderators. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate after controlling for 

other moderators. 

Research Question 9:  Will people-oriented tasks moderate the 

team agreeableness-team performance relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Significant moderation.  Relationship 

for people-oriented than for non-people-oriented 

tasks for overall and mean agreeableness. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 26:  The relationship between team agreeableness 

and team performance will be stronger in jobs with higher 

cognitive task complexity. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Not testable. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Research Question 10:  Will team interdependence moderate 

the relationship between team agreeableness and team 

performance? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 27:  The relationship between team agreeableness 

and team performance will be stronger for teams with more 

members per team than for teams with fewer members per 

team. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
 

Hypothesis 28:  The relationship between team agreeableness 

and team performance will be moderated by type of 

performance (e.g. task, OCB), such that the relationship is 

stronger for OCBs & CWBs than for task performance. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Research Question 11:  Will the team agreeableness-team 

outcomes relationship be moderated based on whether the 

outcome is performance or effectiveness? 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 29:  Correlations between team agreeableness and 

team performance will be stronger when used for 

developmental or research purposes than when they are used 

for administrative purposes. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Research Question 12: Will the operationalizations of team 

extraversion be correlated with team performance? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT correlate with team 

performance. 

• Mean:  Did NOT correlate with team performance. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT correlate with team 

performance. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT correlate with team 

performance. 

• Maximum:  Statistically, but not practically 

significant, positive correlation with team 

performance. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 30:  When predicting team performance, mean 

extraversion will not add unique variance over minimum and 

maximum extraversion. 

 

NA. 

 

Research Question 13:  Will task type moderate the 

relationship between team extraversion and team performance? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Maximum:  Did NOT moderate. 
 

Research Question 14:  Will team tenure moderate the 

relationship between team extraversion and team performance? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Maximum:  Did NOT moderate. 
 

Hypothesis 31:  The relationship between team extraversion 

and team performance will not be moderated by study settings. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Research Question 15:  Will the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship be moderated by study setting after 

controlling for team tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

• Overall:  Not testable. 

• Mean:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 32: The team extraversion-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for people-oriented tasks than 

non-people-oriented tasks. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 33:  The relationship between team extraversion 

and team performance will be stronger in jobs that have more 

cognitive task complexity. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Not testable. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

 

Research Question 16:  Will interdependence moderate the 

team extraversion-team performance relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 34:  The team extraversion-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with more members 

than for teams with fewer members. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 35:  The relationship between team extraversion 

and team performance will stronger for OCBs and CWBs than 

for task performance. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Research Question 17:  Will the team extraversion-team 

performance relationship be moderated by type of outcome 

(i.e. performance vs. objective criteria)? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 36:  Correlations between team extraversion and 

team performance will be stronger when used for 

developmental or research purposes than when they are used 

for administrative purposes. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Research Question 18: Will the operationalizations of team 

openness predict team performance? 

 

• Overall:  The relationship was statistically, though 

not practically, significant. 

• Mean:  The relationship was statistically, though 

not practically, significant. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT predict. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT predict. 

• Maximum:  Did NOT predict. 

• Other:  Did predict.  Correlation was positive. 

 

Hypothesis 37:  When predicting team performance, mean 

openness will not add unique variance over minimum and 

maximum openness. 

 

NA 

Research Question 19:  Will task type moderate the team 

openness-team performance relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Maximum:  Did NOT moderate. 
 

Research Question 20:  Will team tenure moderate the 

relationship between team openness and team performance? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Maximum:  Did NOT moderate. 
 



381 

 

Table 132 Cont.  Summary of Results 

 

Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 38:  The team openness-team performance 

relationship will not be moderated by study setting. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

Research Question 21:  Will the team openness-team 

performance relationship be moderated by study setting after 

controlling for team tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

• Overall:  NA. 

• Mean:  NA. 

 

Hypothesis 39:  The relationship between team openness and 

team performance will be stronger in jobs that require a higher 

level of cognitive task complexity. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 40:  The team openness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams that are more 

interdependent than for teams that are less interdependent. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 41:  The team openness-team performance 

relationship will be stronger for teams with more individuals 

than for teams with fewer members. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
 

Hypothesis 42:  Team openness will predict team OCBs & 

CWBs stronger than it will predict team task performance. 
• Overall:  Not testable. 

• Mean:  Not testable. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 43:  Team openness will be more strongly related 

to team performance criteria than to team effectiveness criteria. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 44:  Correlations between team openness and team 

performance will be stronger when used for developmental or 

research purposes than when they are used for administrative 

purposes. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Research Question 22:  Will the operationalizations (e.g. 

mean, minimum) of team emotional stability predict team 

performance? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT predict. 

• Mean:  Positive, statistically (though not 

practically) significant relationship with team 

performance. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT predict. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT predict. 

• Maximum:  Did NOT predict. 

• Other:  Did NOT predict. 

 

Hypothesis 45:  When predicting team performance, mean 

emotional stability will not add unique variance over minimum 

and maximum emotional stability. 

 

NA 

Research Question 23:  Does task type moderate the team 

emotional stability-team performance relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Minimum:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Maximum:  Did NOT moderate. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 46: For mean, heterogeneity, and maximum 

emotional stability, the relationship between team emotional 

stability and team performance will be stronger for teams that 

have been together for a longer duration than teams who have 

been together for a shorter duration.  For minimum emotional 

stability, the relationship between team emotional stability and 

team performance will be weaker for teams that have been 

together for a longer duration than teams who have been 

together for a shorter duration. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
 

Hypothesis 47:  The relationship between team emotional 

stability and team performance will be weaker for teams that 

exist for the same length of time as their study than for teams 

that that do not exist for the same length of time as their study. 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 48:  Study setting will not moderate the 

relationship between team emotional stability and team 

performance. 

• Overall:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis supported. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Research Question 24:  Will the team emotional stability-team 

performance relationship be moderated by study setting after 

controlling for team tenure and task complexity as moderators? 

 

• Overall:  NA. 

• Mean:  NA. 

 

Hypothesis 49:  The relationship between team emotional 

stability and team performance will become stronger as 

cognitive task complexity increases. 

 

• Overall:  Not testable. 

• Mean:  Not testable. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Research Question 25:  Does task interdependence moderate 

the team emotional stability-team performance relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Mean:  Did NOT moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 50:  The team emotional stability-team 

performance relationship will be stronger for teams with more 

individuals than for teams with fewer members. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Maximum:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 
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Hypothesis/Research Question Results 

Hypothesis 51:  The team emotional stability-team OCBs & 

CWBs relationship will be stronger than the team emotional 

stability-team task performance relationship. 

 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Research Question 26:  Does performance vs. effectiveness 

moderate the team emotional stability-team outcomes 

relationship? 

 

• Overall:  Did not moderate. 

• Mean:  Did not moderate. 

• Heterogeneity:  Not testable. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

Hypothesis 52:  Correlations between team emotional stability 

and team performance will be stronger when used for 

developmental or research purposes than when they are used 

for administrative purposes. 
 

• Overall:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Mean:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Heterogeneity:  Hypothesis NOT supported. 

• Minimum:  Not testable. 

• Maximum:  Not testable. 

 

 

Note.  In the second column, type of font indicates how results compare to previous meta-analyses.  Regular font indicates that results 

either were not testable or matched Bell’s (2007) results and/or Prewett et al.’s (2009) results.  Italicized text indicates that results did 

not agree with previous findings.  For those results where Bell and Prewett et al. disagree, results will be italicized since they partially 

disagree with past results.  Bold text indicates that the relationship has not been tested before.  When results were not listed (e.g. Bell 

does not list her findings for team type since it is strongly correlated with study setting), results will be bolded.   
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Table A.  Reliabilities of Study Variables. 

 

Variable 
Total 

K 

Total 

N 
Operationalization 

Mean 

Reliability 

SD for 

Reliability 

Intelligence 5 432 Mean .97 .02 

   Min/Max .90 .07 

Conscientiousness 47 3105 Mean .95 .02 

   Min/Max .82 .07 

Agreeableness 33 2303 Mean .93 .04 

   Min/Max .77 .09 

Extraversion 36 2609 Mean .95 .02 

   Min/Max .82 .07 

Openness 30 2190 Mean .94 .03 

   Min/Max .78 .07 

Emotional Stability 27 2019 Mean .95 .03 

   Min/Max .83 .06 

General Performance 72 4615  .90 .16 

Task Performance 67 4341  .92 .13 

OCBs 8 421  .72 .18 

CWBs 2 139  .50 .08 

Performance (Not 

Outcome) 
45 2814  .85 .19 

Outcome 31 2086  .99 .04 

Administrative Purpose 

for Rating 
2 144  .65 .39 

Developmental/Research 

Purpose for Rating 
21 1417  .80 .14 

 

Note.  Reliabilities listed are average reliabilities based on reliability distributions. 


