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ABSTRACT

Political Skill in the Team Context: Team Political Skill Composition and
Team Effectiveness

Elena Lvina, PhD
Concordia University, 2011

This thesis examined the role of "soft skills", namely team political skill, in
predicting team effectiveness. My primary goal was to extend the current paradigm of
individual political skill (a work context understanding of others applied to influencing
their actions to advance one's own or organizational agenda) by developing a model of
political skill composition at the team level. Based on the results obtained from 189
student project teams and 28 business work teams I found team political skill
operationalized as a group mean to be a strong predictor of team emergent states. The
results also supported the need for additional methods of operationalizing team political
skill, specifically dispersion and minimum score. To explain how and when the effects of
team political skill on team effectiveness hold, I hypothesized and demonstrated the
mediation effect of team emergent states, including group cohesiveness, team trust, and
team conflict. I also identified perception of organizational politics and team task
interdependence as important moderators of the team political skill and team emergent
states relationship. Finally, I explored the impact of team political skill in comparison to
the impact of the leader political skill and found that team political skill was an important
predictor of team effectiveness beyond leader political skill. The findings provide
important practical guidelines for organizations on employees’ political skill composition
in effective teams. The organizational implications extend to recruitment, training,

development and team building.
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CHAPTER ONE
1. INTRODUCTION

With the increased use of teams in organizations, there has been a growing need to
develop a more informed understanding of team processes, team emergent states and
outcomes. While considerable research attention has been devoted to teams in recent
years, there is much we still need to know, as teams are complex, multilevel systems that
function over time, tasks, and contexts (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005).
Specifically, I attest that understanding the role of “soft skills” in teams is highly
pertinent.

This study addresses an interpersonal predictor of team effectiveness, namely
political skill. Political skill is defined as “the ability to effectively understand others at
work and to use such knowledge to influence others to act in ways that enhance one’s
personal and /or organizational objectives” (Ferris et al., 2005: 127). In the extant
literature, this skill is regarded as a strong predictor of leader effectiveness (Douglas &
Ammeter, 2004a) and managerial performance (Semadar, Robins, & Ferris, 2006), and an
effective career management tool (Forret & Dougherty, 2004). Furthermore, political skill
is claimed to be one of the most important competencies leaders can possess, contributing
to effectiveness in organizations (Treadway, Hochwarter, Ferris, Kacmar, & al., 2004).
However, if we agree that “the retinue makes the king”, or, in organizational terms “the
followers make the leader”, then the team of followers should also warrant scholarly
attention, which has not yet been the case in research on political skill. This study aims to
facilitate answering the question whether political skill is also beneficial for teams, as

compared to individual outcomes.



My literature review reveals that, almost exclusively, political skill is studied at
the individual level, with little attention given to substantive constraints or outcomes of
the operation of political skill in work groups. The majority of researchers view political
skill as an individual’s asset and seek causal explanations for its correlation with
important work-related outcomes. I contend that this approach may draw the researchers’
attention away from the important question of if and when political skill matters at the
team level resulting in the impact of team and organizational context not being adequately
addressed in the research on political skill. Thus, building on conceptual articles on the
importance of contextualization (Johns, 2001; 2006; Mowday & Sutton, 1993), this study
aims to fill an important gap in the extant research by exploring how contextual variables
(such as perception of organizational politics and task interdependence) may affect team
political skill, team emergent states (such as group cohesion, trust and conflict), and team
effectiveness (operationalized as team viability, team satisfaction and team performance).

The first objective of this study is to extend the current paradigm of individual
political skill by developing a model of team political skill composition. Chen et al.
(2005a) highlight that compositional models and aggregation methods differ in the extent
to which they are likely to maintain the level of conceptual similarity across levels of
analysis. Although Bell’s (2007) meta-analysis demonstrates that most group composition
and team performance relationships are strong when the composition variable is
operationalized as the mean, she suggests that future research use both the mean and a
specified aspect of the distribution, as it may help obtain even stronger relationships.
Thus, the study explores different methods of expressing team political skill in addition to
the mean levels of political skill. By doing so, I evaluate the relative predictive value of

the group mean versus other operationalizations of team political skill.
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As Iintend to explain how and when the effects of team political skill on team
effectiveness hold, I propose to test the mediating effect of various team emergent states
variables. Namely, I argue that group cohesiveness and team trust represent the generative
mechanisms through which the focal independent variable of team political skill is able to
influence the dependent variable of team effectiveness. I also explore what role team
political skill composition might play in preventing conflict and in effective dealing with
existing conflicts. An overall negative relationship between team political skill and team
conflict, as well as viability and team satisfaction is hypothesized.

Another research domain this study addresses is the impact of leader political skill
in a team context. Namely, | am interested whether political behaviour exhibited by a
leader positively relates to that exhibited by his/her followers (team political skill), and to
what extent both get reflected in team performance. Arguably, leader political skill is one
of the areas that should warrant more scholarly attention, as it has been shown to have the
potential to facilitate team performance and effectiveness (Ahearn, Ferris, Hochwarter,
Douglas, & Ammeter, 2004; Nyhan, 2000; Yeatts, Hyten, & Barnes, 1996). Yet in the
team context the impact of leader political skill remains largely unexamined (Ahearn et
al., 2004). The mechanism of this influence seems to be even less known. It is an
intriguing question if politically skilled leaders inspire team members to greater team
performance, or politically skilled leaders are successful because “they build the political
skill of their teams, thus orchestrating effective team performance” (Ahearn et al., 2004:
322). Hence the fourth objective of this study is to test whether distributed influence from
within the team (team political skill) accounts for the effectiveness of the team above and

beyond the political skill of the appointed team leader (vertical political skill).



This study was designed to employ two samples: (a) student project teams and (b)
business work teams. In what follows, I refer to the student sample as “study one.” The
multinational corporation retail store sample is referred to as “study two.”

Group dynamics research is frequently conducted with student samples, and this
allows for a number of benefits. Specifically, the controlled environment of study one
allowed achieving a large sample size of 189 teams. To my best knowledge, this is one of
the largest samples ever reported in a study on team processes. In addition, it enabled me
to collect the majority of the data from intact teams (with no data missing). Furthermore,
the controlled environment helped minimizing common method variance by collecting
the variables of interest at different time points and via different modalities. Even though
the controlled setting of the study had these benefits, I realize it limited its
generalizability. Although the nature of the projects and group dynamics in the student
sample were similar to work groups, some characteristics of the student groups may differ
from teams in a typical organization. For instance, the short life-cycle of the teams and
potential lower level of commitment to the course (compared to a job) task may influence
the findings. Therefore, workgroups in a business organization were approached to
replicate the results of study one and to enhance the overall generalizability, as well as to
explore the research questions in teams with different qualities. In addition, study two
addressed the questions of whether perception of organizational politics sets the context
for team political skill enactment. It also helped explore the role of leader political skill
versus team political skill in predicting team effectiveness.

Summing up, my study contributes to the existing literature by taking the
complexity of the political skill-outcomes relationship to a higher level of analysis, and

by demonstrating that its boundary conditions operate across multiple levels. This paper
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is divided into eight sections. In the sections that follow, I first provide a theoretical
background of the study and propose a theory of team political skill composition. Then, I
continue by identifying the hypothesized team emergent states critical to team
performance and I link them to the construct of team political skill. Following that, I
discuss the extant literature on team composition and test hypotheses which explain team
emergent states and team effectiveness with regard to the operationalization of the
composition variable to the team level, and explore a number of mediating and
moderating effects. Next, I study a comparative effect of team political skill composition
and leader political skill. Finally, the thesis concludes with a discussion of the importance
of team political skill as a noteworthy construct for organizational behaviour research and

for practitioners.



CHAPTER TWO

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1. Political skill: the construct and its predictive power

The idea of the skillful pursuit of self-interest while engaging in organizational
politics gains prominence among the growing number of the constructs related to social
effectiveness at work (e.g., emotional intelligence, networking, self-monitoring) and is
reflected in the recently developed construct of political skill. It has been suggested that
people high in political skill not only know what to do in various social situations at
work, but also how to do it in a sincere, engaging manner that disguises any ulterior, self-
serving motives (Ferris, Perrewé, & Douglas, 2002). More specifically, political skill is
defined as “the ability to effectively understand others at work, and to use such
knowledge to influence others to act in ways that enhance one’s personal and / or
organizational objectives” (Ferris et al, 2005: 127). Ferris and colleagues conceptualized
the political skill construct as overlapping to a modest degree with other related social
effectiveness constructs and with selected personality traits. However, they argued that
political skill exhibited distinctiveness as a construct that is sufficiently different from
others. Indeed, a recent study established the construct validity of political skill and also
provided evidence on the validity of the Political Skill Inventory (2005). While initial
development of a unidimensional measure of political skill (Ferris et al., 1999) found
some support, the more comprehensive multidimensional construct of political skill was
developed later on. In order to measure the skill, Ferris and his colleagues advocated four
dimensions of political skill: social astuteness, interpersonal influence, networking ability,

and apparent sincerity (Ferris et al., 2005).



Social astuteness. Individuals possessing political skill are sharp observers: They
can read and understand people’s emotions, needs and motivations in diverse social
situations.

Interpersonal influence. Politically skilled individuals possess a subtle and
persuasive personal style. Furthermore, they are capable of appropriately adapting it to
each situation.

Networking ability. Individuals with strong political skill are exceptionally good at
establishing and using relationships with people, both key organizational members and
outsiders.

Apparent sincerity. Politically skilled individuals come across as possessing high
levels of integrity, authenticity, and sincerity. They are, or appear to be, honest, open, and
genuine.

To date, the construct of political skill (as well as its dimensions assessed
separately) has been found to predict a number of important individual and organizational
outcomes. Employee job performance has been one of the most studied to date. For
example, Semadar et al. (2006), found political skill to be the strongest predictor of
performance as compared to emotional intelligence, self-monitoring and leadership self-
efficacy. Ferris and colleagues (2005) demonstrated that employee political skill is
positively related to supervisor-rated job performance, and that of the four PS dimensions,
social astuteness related most strongly to supervisor evaluations of an employee’s job
performance. They also note that the dimension of social astuteness relates most strongly
to an employee’s job performance as assessed by a supervisor. They suggest that “the
employee’s social astuteness at presenting his or her work behaviour in the best possible

light” may explain the results (Ferris et al., 2005: 147). The research by Blickle et al.
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(2008) found that the agreeableness and conscientiousness traits of the Big Five
personality model, moderated by political skill, also predicted job performance. In sum,
these studies demonstrate that favorable job performance ratings depend to a fair extent
on employees’ political skill.

Political skill has also been employed in relation to other constructs, such as
political behaviour, stress and performance. For example, the study by Kacmar and
colleagues (Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony, 1999) found that perceptions of
politics, moderated by understanding, influence outcomes such as job satisfaction and
turnover intent. Some studies have demonstrated the neutralizing effects of political skill
on stress (Brouer, Ferris, Hochwarter, Laird, & Gilmore, 2006; Perrew¢, Zellars, Ferris,
Rossi, & al, 2004). Specifically, research suggests that executives high in political skill
are better able to cope with the chronic workplace stressors they encounter (Perrewé,
Ferris, Frink, & Anthony, 2000). Indeed, Perrewé¢ et al. (2004) established that political
skill can be an essential coping mechanism for stress. Political skill was found to reduce
most types of strain, including anxiety, somatic complaints and physiological strain.
Thus, political skill was claimed to moderate stressor—strain relationships and neutralize
the stress caused by such ubiquitous stressors as role conflict and role overload, or
resource deficit (Perrewé et al., 2004). Explaining this finding, Ferris and colleagues
assert that psychosocial resources theories would suggest that political skill demonstrates
such a neutralizing effect on stressors because the additional resources possessed by those
high in political skill render stressors as non-threats (Ferris, Treadway, Perrewé, Brouerz,
et al., 2007).

The political skill of a leader forms a relatively new area of inquiry. Noteworthy,

research has demonstrated that the presence of such skill can facilitate both team
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performance and leader effectiveness. For example, perceptions of a leader’s political
skill were found to significantly predict leader effectiveness as measured by ratings of
subordinates (Douglas & Ammeter, 2004). Following this stream, Treadway and
colleagues (2004) demonstrate the effects of leaders’ political skill on perceived support,
trust and other constructive reactions of employees. Furthermore, Ahearn et al. (2004)
link the political skill of leaders to team effectiveness and suggest that politically skilled
leaders inspire team members to greater team performance.

Yet another important aspect of organizational wellbeing, career success and
career satisfaction, has been vigorously studied in relation to political skill. In a recent
paper, Ferris and colleagues expanded on prior work and conducted an investigation of
construct validity and the antecedents and outcomes of political skill, specifically
focusing on the individual career (Ferris et al., 2008). In this longitudinal study the
authors demonstrated some evidence that political skill predicts such outcomes as career
satisfaction and hierarchical position. Of all dimensions, networking ability was the only
predictor of income. Overall, networking behaviour has been rigorously studied both as a
separate phenomenon and as an integral dimension of political skill. Studies of individual
politicking behaviour provide evidence of the relationship between engaging in
networking behaviour and outcomes, both objective (number of promotions, total

compensation) and subjective (perceived career success) (Forret & Dougherty, 2004).

2.2. Political skill in teams and in the organizational context
For two decades researchers have considered the role of various facets of context

on individuals’ behaviour in organizations (Johns, 2001, 2006; Mowday & Sutton. 1993;

Whetten, 1989). Notwithstanding these important attempts, Johns (2006) encourages OB



scholars to increase efforts to take into account the influence of context -- this often
unrecognized and under-appreciated variable. Too often the contextual description of
studies is thin or pallid, as if the organization and the people under study are “removed
from time and space” (Johns, 2006: 390). To provide further confirmation of this, my
own literature review reveals that, although there are notable exceptions, the majority of
studies of political skill feature no contextualization variables whatsoever.

This important gap is echoed by other organizational behaviour researchers as
well. Team researchers have tended to look at teams as unaffected by the context
surrounding them. Kozlowski and Bell attest that we still ““...know relatively little about
the effects of organizational context on team functioning” (2003: 362), and that “team
research needs to incorporate the effects of major organizational context factors specified
in models of team effectiveness” (2003: 363). Ilgen and colleagues (2005) also highlight a
still sizable deficiency in our understanding of teams as complex, multilevel systems that
function over time, tasks, and contexts.

Having established a place for contextualization in organizational research, I will
now review its relevance to this study. Following Johns, context can be described as
“situational opportunities and constraints that affect the occurrence and meaning of
organizational behaviour as well as functional relationships between variables” (2006:
386). Reporting “who, what, when, where, and why” (omnibus context) is important to
readers. At the same time, close attention to the particular context (discrete context)
provides invaluable insights for researchers and practitioners. Discrete context is defined
as “specific situational variables that influence behaviour directly or moderate
relationships between variables” (Johns, 2006: 393). Context can manifest in situational

features, as a cross-level effect, or as a set of stimuli. It can also operate as a shaper of
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meaning and as an event. I believe that boundary conditions and situational factors shape
team dynamics with regard to team political skill. The importance of these factors can be
inferred from examples of the role of social context variables studied in organizational
behaviour. For instance, research (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998) demonstrates a
positive relationship between the level of antisocial behaviour exhibited by an individual
and that exhibited by his or her coworkers (“monkey see, monkey do”), suggesting the
importance of a group norms as context. Another study provides an example of how
contextual factors shape team dynamics: two organizational level variables,
organizational efficacy and trust in top management, have top-down influences on the
extent to which teams engage in boundary spanning (Tasa, 2008).

For the implications of social context on political skill, consider, for example, a
group-level constraint such as peer pressure against networking (if, say, this behaviour is
perceived as non-loyal to the in-group), or the societal constraint of gender differences (if
political behaviour is perceived as violation of gender-stereotypic prescriptions).
Intuitively, the influence of these contextual variables may affect the extent to which an
individual engages in politicking and, consequently, the strength of relationship between
political skill and one’s personal or organizational objectives. At a higher level, these
variables may influence the relationship between political skill and team and
organizational objectives, and probably to an even larger extent.

Extending the propositions above, I contend that not only does individual political
skill influence team members’ actions but that its aggregate also creates a context for
those actions. For instance, individual ability to understand others and adapt one’s
behaviour to a situation accordingly is reflected in the political skill dimensions of social

astuteness and interpersonal influence. At the same time, this behaviour creates the norm
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of “active listening” and the need to appropriately calibrate behaviour within a team.
Consequently, this ongoing interaction - a key for both political skill and teams - results
in the emergence of a “collective structure” (Morgeson and Hofmann, 1999) of team
political skill. Arguably, behaviours associated with politically skilled team members can
also benefit teams.

For example, being socially astute to the needs of colleagues and appearing
genuine in their interactions with them, politically skilled team members can befriend
many. In a team with many politically skilled individuals this will lead to a high group
attractiveness, which translates into group cohesiveness and team satisfaction. Moreover,
these close ties and the perceptions of greater interpersonal control (widely ascribed to
politically skilled individuals), ensure that high aggregate levels of political skill will
facilitate a relaxed and comfortable climate. The latter in turn can promote such important
outcomes as team satisfaction and team viability. Synergy of individual virtues implied in
team political skill is argued to affect the team and organization in a most positive way.
On the other hand, extremely politically skilled teams may turn out to be dysfunctional at
times. This would suggest a possible curvilinear relationship in team political skill with
team emergent states and outcomes. More specifically, excessive attention to successful
in-group interactions may detour them from effective task completion, especially should
the latter challenge the team status quo, may lead teams to groupthink, or may even
prompt teams to favor their own interests when these are not in line with those of the
organization. It is important to note that I do not consider teams as possessing human
attributes, such as skills, but rather offer a model of team political skill which involves a

combination of individual political skill.
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Unlike individual political skill, which is always directed from within to the
“outside” (to colleagues, to supervisors or to clients), team political skill can be targeted
either at the team itself, or directed outside the team. This may cause different
implications for both the target of political skill enactment and the best operationalization
of team political skill. First, the political skill of the team can be targeted at others teams,
supervisors, external clients or the organization, thus ensuring both high team status and
fulfillment of team goals. While a high average in team members’ political skill will most
likely be the best operationalization for “within” team political skill, the same may not
hold true for the political skill targeted “outside”. For instance, one team member with a
particularly low score on the apparent sincerity dimension can act as “a bad apple” for
client satisfaction dimensions of team effectiveness. At the same time a single member
who is especially good at networking with the right people may secure an important
resource for his/her team one day; or, acting as an exemplar, boost the whole team
performance score in the eyes of a superior. On the other hand, team members may
choose to influence other team members through active networking, multiple interactions
and strategic behaviours. As a result, highly politically skilled teams enjoy the results of
the strong social ties their members build. Namely, they are argued to experience mutual
trust and less conflict.

Given the difference in the targets of individual vs. team political skill enactment,
it is possible that the latter may contain some additional dimensions. Depending on the in-
or out-group focus, team political skill may even result in different outcomes. Thus, in
this study I propose to focus on “within” team application of TPS. To address the fact that
political skill may be used differently within the team and outside of it, I changed the

wording of the inventory used to measure political skill. I used “in team” instead “at
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work” description, and I also specifically instructed respondents to think of their teams
when answering the questions.

Also, it is a fascinating question whether team political skill can explain
variability in team performance above and beyond the team leader’s political skill. In
other words, is political behaviour exhibited by a leader positively related to that
exhibited by his/her followers; and do both get reflected in team performance? Assuming
that the latter is true, team political skill composition and the role it plays in team
performance and some other organizational outcomes becomes of specific importance and
prompts the need to investigate the construct at a higher level of analysis, which is what |

discuss in section 3.

2.3. Operationalization of team effectiveness

It is evident from the literature that group effectiveness can be defined as a
multifaceted construct (Hackman, 1987). Team task performance, team satisfaction and
team viability are the oft cited domains of team effectiveness. At the lower, individual
level, effectiveness is reflected in the met needs and goals of the specific team member.
Team task performance involves how well the team meets expectations about its
assignments. So, at the higher level, team effectiveness often refers to the
accomplishment of assigned tasks (Shea & Guzzo, 1987), the construct manifested in a
performance appraisal. However, many researchers agree that team effectiveness goes
above and beyond performance (Hackman, 1987; Sundstrom, de Meuse, & Futrell, 1990).
For instance, member satisfaction and attraction to the group is argued to be an important
element of effectiveness (Hackman, 1987; Hackman, 1990). It reflects socioemotional

consequences of group activity and may or may not coincide with the perceived quality of
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task accomplishment. In addition to task achievement and socioemotional consequences,
team viability has been proposed to be another critical component of an effectiveness
measure (Hackman, 1987; Sundstrom et al., 1990). Team viability is commonly defined
as the group’s potential to retain its members (Hackman, 1987). Arguably, team viability
is important not only as a team outcome, but also as a team process/team emergent state
at all the stages of team development from forming to adjourning. And in fact, beyond the
adjourning, for its implications for the forming of future teams (Shachaf & Hara, 2007).
Thus, in the current study, team effectiveness was operationalized as a multidimensional
team outcome which includes team viability, team satisfaction and team performance, and
was assessed by team members and their managers.

Therefore, my study puts forth the effort to demonstrate the complexity of the
political skill-outcomes relationship taken to higher levels of analysis, as well as its
boundary conditions operating across multiple levels. In the sections that follow, I first
identify the team emergent state variables critical to team performance. Next, I link them
to team political skill composition. Following that, I offer hypotheses which explain team
emergent states and team effectiveness with regard to the operationalization of the
composition variable to the team level, and hypothesize some mediating and moderating

effects.
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CHAPTER THREE

3. TEAM EMERGENT STATES AND POLITICAL SKILL AT THE TEAM
LEVEL

3.1. Team processes and team emergent states

In this section I discuss different conceptualizations of team processes and justify
my choice of team process variables. I use the following definition of group processes:
“members’ interdependent acts that convert inputs to outcomes through cognitive, verbal,
and behavioral activities directed toward organizing task work to achieve collective
goals” (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001: 357). Even though most researchers of team
effectiveness study it in conjunction with team processes, there is no agreed-upon set of
team process variables. This lack of consensus regarding the variables that may explain
differences in team outcomes is ubiquitous (Brannick, Salas, & Prince, 1997).

Among many, communication, cooperation, coordination and adaptability
(Morgan, Glickman, Woodard, Blaiwes, & Salas, 1986), leadership, decision-making,
situation awareness (Franz, Prince, Cannon-Bowers and Salas, 1990 as in Brannick et al.,
1997) and team cohesion (Evans & Dion, 1991) have been offered as important team
processes. Other conceptualizations include team climate (Curral, Forrester, Dawson, &
West, 2001), shared mental models (e.g., Kahai, Sosik, & Avolio, 2003; Klimoski &
Mohammed, 1994; Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Cannon-Bowers, & Salas, 2005;
Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, & et al., 2000), organizational citizenship behaviour
(Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997), and team potency (Cohen, Ledford, &
Spreitzer, 1996; Guzzo, Yost, Campbell, & Shea, 1993). Obviously there is a lack of

consensus on which variables constitute the core of team process. This can possibly be
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explained by the fact that different process variables become salient depending on team
design (e.g., task interdependence) and context (e.g., operating conditions).

Furthermore, recent studies (Marks et al., 2001; LePine et al., 2008) argue the
need to distinguish between team processes, interpreted as team activities, and emergent
states, interpreted as attitudes, motivations, or team cognitions. Ilgen and colleagues
(2005) however note that this approach may be useful for the purpose of isolating a subset
of conceptually pure behavioral processes, but insufficient if one looks for a broader
domain of meditational factors influencing input-outcome relationship. While intuitively
and theoretically appealing, this differentiation between team processes and team
emergent state has not been fully justified in the literature. First, both have been argued
and empirically demonstrated to relate to team outcomes, as well as strongly correlate one
with another (LePine et al., 2008). Second, it is unclear whether emergent states mediate
the relationship between the inputs and team processes, or, rather the relationship between
team processes and outcomes. In fact, Marks and colleagues propose that emergent states
can be considered both team inputs and proximal outcomes or the mediators (2001). This
confuses our understanding of the role of emergent states and implies that no cross-
sectional study can effectively test the relationship, which significantly limits the body of
literature that can be used to further develop this proposition. Furthermore, sometime the
proposed distinction between the two sets appears to be artificial. For example, team trust
is proposed to represent a team emergent state, however Ilgen et al. (2005) note that it
includes not only attitudinal and cognitive aspects (an emergent state) but also behavioral
intentions (which relates trust to team processes) and, in some measures, actual behavior.
In addition, placing the variable into one category rather than another may depend upon

how the variable is operationalized and measured. For instance, team conflict should be
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considered a team emergent state because, in accord with the definition (Marks et al.,
2001) it reflects certain types of shared affect and cognitions. On the other hand, conflict
management is a “pure” team process as it “describes the nature of member interaction”
(LePine et al., 2008: 286). Of a note both constructs are classified as team processes by
LePine et al. (2008).

Despite the aforementioned contradictions, recent theorising on team processes
calls to avoid construct confusion and to sharpen the conception of team process. Thus, I
will treat my set of mediating variables as emergent states. The three of them focus on
interpersonal relationships and are hypothesized as most relevant to political skill at the
team level. The following team emergent states are used: team cohesion, team trust and

team conflict.

3.2. A higher level construct of political skill: Team political skill composition

models

In this section I build on multiple theoretical and empirical lines of research and
attempt to extend the current paradigm of individual political skill by developing a model
of team political skill composition. I use the terms “group”, “work group”, “team” and
“work team” interchangeably. I employ the definition of a group as two or more people
working interdependently towards a common goal (Johns & Saks, 2005).

As Klein and Kozlowski (2000) point out, in making a shift from micro to meso
research, a researcher should step back to assess the relevance of his or her constructs to

higher — more macro — levels of analysis. The researcher must then fashion a multilevel

theoretical model depicting the hypothesized relationships among his or her constructs.
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Rousseau (1985) provides some guidelines for the macro-level researcher. She
established a typology of mixed-level models which include composition, cross-level and
multilevel models (Rousseau, 1985). For hypothesis development she suggests starting
with an explicit description of the levels to which generalization is appropriate. The
second step is to develop composition theories to establish whether constructs generalize
across levels. Then, level-specific construct validity should be determined and any shifts
of level of analysis should be explicitly addressed.

Chan (1998) further develops the theory of composition models. He introduces the
following five basic (ideal) models: additive, direct consensus, dispersion, referent-shift
consensus, and process models. While the additive model (summation of the lower level
units) and the direct consensus model (the meaning of the higher level construct is
identical to the meaning of the lower level units) are the most popular and frequently
used, Chan argues that they are not always appropriate, neither are they securely the best
choice. Process models that address the continuous character of some concepts are the
least common, probably because process composition has no concrete empirical
algorithm to compose the lower level processes to the higher level process (Chan, 1998).
In referent-shift consensus models the lower level attributes are argued to be distinct from
the original individual-level construct, though derived from it. For example, it has been
suggested that leadership style could be a property of the team (Avolio, 1999; Bass, 1998)
and that team-level leadership is isomorphic to individual-level leadership
(Sivasubramaniam, Murry, Avolio, & Jung, 2002). Isomorphism here refers to the degree
to which the constituent components of a phenomenon and the relationships among
components are similar across levels of analysis (House, Rousseau, & Thomas-Hunt,

1995). This functional similarity, or functionalism (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999), implies
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that the two constructs lead to the same outcome (regardless of being structurally
identical or not). Dispersion models focus on within-group variance as an
operationalization of a focal construct. A good illustration of the approach comes from
the studies of team composition variables and team performance. For example, consistent
with the notion that one disagreeable member can disrupt the social harmony of the team
and subsequently, team performance, and that the team benefits from emotionally stable
team members, the average emotional stability of team members (i.e., the additive model)
is found to positively relate to team performance, and team minimum agreeableness (i.e.,
the dispersion model) is reported to relate to team performance (Bell, 2007).

The choice of model to compose team political skill will determine the
aggregation of political skill scores within the team. For instance, in additive composition
models, only an average of the political skill scores would be required. In maximum- and
minimum-score composition models, the highest and lowest score in the group would be
of interest. Dispersion composition models of political skill must focus on the group mean
and within-group variance as an operationalization of a focal construct. These models
allow me to construe team political skill as some combination of the political skill of the
individuals in the group. Similarly, I apply the aggregation model to the domain of
political skill and explore the function of political skill at a higher level.

Consistent with recent multilevel theorizing I assert that team political skill has
origins at the individual level but emergent properties at the group level. I consider
political skill as individual resource that each team member can use to one’s own and
team’s advantage. Since team political skill emerges from individual team members’
political skills and captures the array, pattern or variability of this individual characteristic

within a team, the construct represents configural properties (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000)
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of the team. In other words, team political skill is argued to shape a distinct profile for a
team, which depends on the level and profile of individual political skill of each team
member. Team political skill involves a combination of individual political skill, the
process labelled as a “discontinuous compilation” (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). On the
other hand, team political skill can be understood as a common pool of team resources, a
property that influences the team climate and sets the context for individual political skill
enactment. Noteworthy, it remains an open question whether functionalism of the
construct may be applicable in the case of team political skill: this study is the first

attempt to explore political skill at the group level.

3.3. Operationalization of the team political skill construct: team composition

Composition is a fundamental feature of team research. Previous studies provide
evidence of significant associations between composition variables and team emergent
states and effectiveness measures (see for example, Barry & Stewart, 1997; Bell, 2007;
Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). The findings, however, are shown to be moderated by the
operationalization of the composition variable to the team level. Namely, “no single
operationalization was best for all composition variables; rather, the best
operationalization was dependent on the specific team composition variable of interest”
(Bell, 2007: 607). Along these lines, Chen et al. (2005) highlight that compositional
models and aggregation methods differ in the extent to which they are likely to maintain
the level of conceptual similarity across levels of analysis. They provide an example of
collective efficacy, which is more likely to be conceptually and functionally similar to
self-efficacy when measured using referent-shift composition models, as opposed to

additive composition models. Thus, Chen and his colleagues conclude that researchers
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who are “interested in testing homologous models should employ measures that best
maintain the similarity of constructs across levels” (2005: 378).

Further, Bell’s (2007) meta-analysis demonstrated that most of the composition
variable and team performance relationships were strongest when the composition
variable was operationalized as the mean. Given that the number of studies using other
operationalizations has been small —making comparison difficult—she suggests that future
research use both the mean and a specified aspect of the distribution, as it may help obtain
even stronger relationships. To my knowledge, the political skill variable has not been
studied from this perspective. Consequently, to ensure that the best measure be employed,
I explored a variety of operationalizations for team composition.

Hollenbeck, DeRue and Guzzo (2004) indicate that the best method of
aggregation depends on the nature of the team task and the nature of the trait. Even
though I accept this in general, I chose not to base my method on the nature of the team
task in this study. I had several specific reasons to do so. Firstly, I aim to study teams
with different tasks, and secondly, there is some evidence that task typologies (e.g., the
additive, conjunctive and disjunctive task typology) are not helpful in identifying the
most appropriate operationalization of the team composition variable (Bell, 2007).
Furthermore, task typology is usually applied to the outcome, not process or team
emergent state variables, so it may be of less relevance for this study. Thus, for the
operationalization of team political skill, I will consider the nature of the trait only.

In the literature, constructs and traits related to political skill (such as personality
and emotional intelligence) have been operationalized in a variety of ways. For instance,
at the group level personality is measured as the average amount of each trait possessed

by each individual (the mean score); by an individual highest or lowest in a trait
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(maximum/ minimum score), or by the variance and range of individual scores
(variability) (i.e., Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998; Colquitt, Hollenbeck, Ilgen,
LePine, & Sheppard, 2002). Emotional intelligence as a higher level construct seems to
be exclusively measured by the group mean (see, for example, Druskat & Wolff, 2001;
Feyerherm & Rice, 2002; Offermann, Bailey, Vasilopoulos, Seal, & Sass, 2004;
Rapisarda, 2002). Addressing this fact, Coté (2007: 318) concludes that, researchers have
“mostly focused on a single way of composing group emotional intelligence and a single
way of linking it to performance”, thus possibly limiting our knowledge of the
phenomenon. Coté further describes the range of approaches to compose group emotional
intelligence and theoretically examines the conditions in which each of these approaches
may best predict performance. Noteworthy, no empirical validation of the propositions is
available to date.

An assessment of group-level dynamics and outcomes calls for the analysis of the
combined role of group member political skill. Intuitively, finding constructive roles for
political skill at the individual level would not necessarily mean the creation of work
teams comprised exclusively of highly politically skilled members. Since the current
study is exploratory--in the sense that no previous empirical findings are available to
guide it-- I suggest exploring different methods of aggregation of team political skill in
addition to the mean level of political skill. By doing so, I intend to evaluate the relative
predictive value of the mean versus other operationalizations.

Presumably, various operationalizations of the construct produce different effects
in relation to team processes, team emergent states and team outcomes. For example, high
average team political skill may influence team affect and, consequently, team emotional

state, as a result of the following mechanism: First, highly politically skilled individuals
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are known to effectively control their emotions and adjust their behaviour to the demands
of the situation. This ability is expected to mitigate certain negative facets of group
dynamics, especially relationship ones such as conflict. Also, when each team member is
attuned to the needs of others and demonstrates sincere interest in their well-being,
mutual trust is likely to follow. Directed toward their own team members, political skill
enacts numerous and effective social interactions, which may boost group cohesion and
group satisfaction, thus, ensuring a positive team emotional state. Note that this
relationship is conditioned by assumptions of relatively low variability of team members’
skills at the team level and a non-bimodal distribution of these skills. Furthermore, mean
analysis does not provide a full picture of team political skill and its functions. In other
words, sometimes mean analysis provides insufficient information, or even masks some
important findings.

For example, in a scenario in which one out of five team members proves to be
low in political skill, and, consequently, acts in a disruptive manner, the relatively high
average team political skill may not relate to such outcomes as team satisfaction and team
viability. This is predominantly because the disruptive behaviour of this person is likely
to impede information exchange, block important communication channels and erode
trust. On the other hand, a single member who is especially good at political skill is very
likely to become a critical team member in the network. Good at networking and liked by
others, such a team member may “act as go-betweens, bridging the ‘structural holes’
between disconnected others, facilitat[ing] resource flows and knowledge sharing”
(Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001: 121). Furthermore, the most critical team member can
directly influence team task completion (Mintzberg, 1983). Namely, the best political

skill combined with member criticality can be used to mobilize support, information
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exchange, and other team resources. Consequently this mechanism underscores the
importance of considering some alternative operationalizations for team composition
variables (e.g., proportion, as in Barry et al., 1997) rather than group mean. Hence, I also
explore the maximum and minimum of the characteristics and their dispersion. Doing so
is intended to offer an understanding of when each approach is most suited to assess the

relationship of team political skill to team effectiveness.

3.3.1. Team political skill composition as mean score for individual measures in
relation to team team emergent states and outcomes

I chose the additive composition model to craft my first set of hypotheses. I argue
that political skill can be treated as a valuable team resource. As different groups can
accumulate or develop this resource to a different extent, its average level contains some
important information. Presumably, more politically skilled teams may outperform less
politically skilled ones because they have this resource at hand. And there is strong reason
to believe that team political skill should be related to team outcomes via team emergent
states. Figure 1depicts a proposed mediating relationship among the focal variables.

In accordance with a process model, I posit that the relationships between team
political skill and team effectiveness are mediated by various team emergent state
variables. Because political skill reflects differences in approaching and developing
interpersonal relationships, I expect it to relate to interpersonal team emergent states. At
the same time, based on the extant literature, demonstrable relationships seem to exist
between the team emergent states and team effectiveness. My ultimate goal is thus to test
the mediation effect which represents the generative mechanism through which the focal

independent variable is able to influence the dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
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I aim at supporting the mediational, versus indirect effects, model which states that
“mediation refers to instances where the significant total relationship that exists between
an antecedent and a criterion, is accounted for in part (partial mediation) or completely
(full mediation) by a mediator variable” (Mathieu & Taylor, 2006: 1039). Finding a direct
influence of team political skill on team effectiveness is particularly important for
proposing and testing meditational versus indirect effects.

At the individual level, political skill has been shown to positively associate with
job performance ratings (e.g., Blickle et al., in press; Semadar et al., 2006). Presumably,
high social astuteness in “presenting their work behaviour in the best possible light” may
explain better performance appraisal results of highly politically skilled employees (Ferris
et al., 2005: 147). Capability of influencing others to achieve one’s goals and doing this in
a subtle manner, as well as building a large network of colleagues able to provide help
when needed, may explain higher objective performance of politically skilled employees.
A similar mechanism is argued to take place at the team level. Arguably, team political
skill can eliminate some barriers that hinder team performance. For instance, team
members who are especially good at networking may secure important organizational
resources for the team; or, being highly astute in how to present their results they can
boost the whole team’s performance in the eyes of a superior.

In comparison to performance, the relationship between political skill and the
facets of job satisfaction is far less studied. However, there is some evidence suggesting a
positive relationship. Ferris et al. (2009) investigated the interactive relationship between
job-limiting pain and political skill on job satisfaction and found that satisfaction declined
as pain increased for those with low levels of political skill and that job-limiting pain did

not affect satisfaction for those with high levels of political skill. Hochwarter et al. (2009)
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examined the interactive effects of generational conflict and political skill on job
dissatisfaction and demonstrated that political skill decreased job dissatisfaction when
generational conflict was present. Political skill demonstrated an inverted U-shaped
nonlinear relationship with job satisfaction, such as moderate levels of political skill were
associated with higher levels of job satisfaction (Kolodinsky et al. 2004).

I contend that being socially astute to the needs of colleagues and appearing
genuine in their interactions with them in a team will lead to the overall high group
attractiveness. Reportedly, close ties and the perceptions of greater interpersonal control
are often ascribed to politically skilled individuals (Ferris et al. 2007). I maintain that
high aggregate levels of political skill will facilitate effective interactions and a relaxed
climate. As I have argued before, the latter will promote such important outcomes as team
satisfaction and team viability. In what follows, I will explain 4ow the indirect effects of
team political skill on team effectiveness hold.

Hypothesis 1.1. Team political skill will be positively related to team
performance.

Hypothesis 1.2. Team political skill will be positively related to team satisfaction.
Hypothesis 1.3. Team political skill will be positively related to team viability.

Group cohesion. According to Marks et al., team cohesion is “an emergent state,
as it can be dynamic in nature and vary as a function of team context, inputs, processes
and outcomes” (2001: 357). Group cohesion is commonly defined as “the resultant of all
forces acting on members to remain in the group” (Festinger, 1950, as quoted and cited in
Dobbins & Zaccaro, 1986: 204). The history of the concept can be traced back to 1930,
when Lewin (1935) used the term to describe forces that reflected social bonds between

group members. While early group cohesion researchers treated cohesion as a uni-
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dimensional construct, nowadays there is considerable empirical support underlying the
consensus among researchers that cohesion is a multi-dimensional construct (Dobbins et
al., 1986; Mullen & Copper, 1994) comprising social bonds and task foci. Interestingly, a
task orientation is often implied or directly specified in teams’ definitions (e.g., Salas,
Bowers, & Cannon-Bowers, 1995). Cohesive groups show reliable persistence despite
obstacles (Zaccaro et al., 1995), which eventually, leads to better and more consistent
performance. This appears to be an ongoing process (wherein the cohesion enhances
performance, which further enhances cohesion) but the exact causality of this relationship
is yet to be established. Overall, the cohesion-performance link has been frequently
demonstrated in the literature (see the meta-analyses by Beal, Cohen, Burke, &
McLendon, 2003; Evans et al., 1991; Gully, Devine, & Whitney, 1995; Mullen et al.,
1994). When testing the relationship between the different types of cohesion --
interpersonal attraction, group identity, pride or prestige, and shared task commitment
(aka task cohesion), Mullen and Copper’s (1994) meta-analysis found that the strongest
predictor of performance was task cohesion. And Beal and colleagues’ (2003) meta-
analysis demonstrated that the benefits of task commitment apply for performance
regardless of whether it is measured as behaviour or as an outcome.

I contend that political skill may be one of the mechanisms that facilitates group
cohesion. Specifically, politically skilled individuals have been described by Ferris et al.
(2005) as keenly attuned to diverse social situations and the needs and motivations of
others (social astuteness dimension) and capable of appropriately adapting and calibrating
their behaviour to each situation (interpersonal influence dimension). Thus, political skill
may enable those individuals to both diagnose the task and to adjust their behaviour and

routines accordingly, which in its turn will lead to higher task cohesiveness at the level of
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the group. From the very definition of the team as a group of people working
interdependently for a common goal, it is evident that efficient interaction and mutual
dependence are prerequisites of team cohesion and are critical for teams. Politically
skilled individuals are adept at developing and using diverse networks of people, so they
are directly tied to numerous individuals within a team and beyond. By virtue of having
or appearing to others as possessing high levels of integrity, authenticity, sincerity and
genuineness, these individuals make many friends. Also, they enjoy greater amount of
social and emotional support from the social network (Adler & Kwon, 2002). In a team
with many politically skilled individuals this will lead to a further attractiveness of the
group, and thus, to higher group social cohesiveness. Furthermore, similar to task
cohesion, social cohesion will lead to higher team performance. Presumably, group
attractiveness facilitates team member interaction and enables cooperation, and, thus,
leads to higher team performance. In support of this, Beal et al.’s meta-analysis (2003)
demonstrated that the social component of cohesion correlates with performance criteria
in a meaningful way.'

Cohesive groups are commonly characterized by their attractiveness (originated in
either task or social identity, or both) to their members (Mudrack, 1989). Because of this
characteristic, members are proud of and keen on staying in the group. Furthermore, they
tend to describe the group favourably, as they naturally like the group and value their
membership in it. Based on this logic, I suggest that individuals with strong social bonds
(high on social cohesion) will demonstrate stronger attraction to the group, and attraction

happens to be the key element of the socioemotional foci of effectiveness, operationalized

"It is very probable that performance and cohesion are reciprocally related, however, testing this
relationship is outside of the scope of the current study.
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by Hackman (1987, 1990) as team satisfaction. By the same token, I maintain that higher
task cohesion will lead to higher scores in team satisfaction. Conventionally, the task
dimension of group cohesion is argued to reflect a stronger motivation to perform well
(Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950). To the extent that this fulfills individual needs to
succeed, task cohesion can be considered a prerequisite of overall satisfaction with one’s
team. As I expect the task and social foci of team cohesion to form a higher level
construct of team cohesion, I do not hypothesize any relationships with each dimension,
but rather with the higher level construct. Thus, I maintain:

Hypothesis 2.1. Team political skill will be positively related to group

cohesiveness.

Hypothesis 2.2.Group cohesiveness will mediate the positive relationship between

team political skill and team performance.

Hypothesis 2.3.Group cohesiveness will mediate the positive relationship between

team political skill and team satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2.4.Group cohesiveness will mediate the positive relationship between

team political skill and team viability.

Trust. Traditional conceptualizations of trust assume that trust resides in personal
relationships, past memberships in common social networks, and in the anticipation of
future association (Bradach & Eccles, 1989; Powell, 1990). In this study I define trust as
one’s willingness to be vulnerable to another party’s action irrespective of the ability to
control that other party (Mayer, Davis, Schrooman, 1995). Often the study of trust has
focused on the individual level referent of trust, namely, a leader (Conger, Kanungo, &
Menon, 2000; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,

Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). At the individual level, multiple research reports that trust
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relates to performance (Jones & George, 1998). A cross-level study by Chou et al. (Chou,
Wang, Wang, Huang, & Cheng, 2008) supports the importance of trustworthiness and
trustfulness for team member performance. For instance, trustworthiness, or how a
member was trusted by his or her teammates, was found to mediate the relationship
between shared work values and team member performance; trustfulness, or how a
member trusted his or her team mates, mediated the relationship between shared work
values and satisfaction with cooperation. There is evidence that a team can be the focal
referent of trust as well, and that team trust is linked to team effectiveness (Dirks, 2000;
Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999), either directly or as a moderator of any conflict-
effectiveness relationship (Curseu & Schruijer 2010).

Specifically, Cummings and Bromiley (1996) argue that a person trusts a group
when that person believes that the group is honest in negotiating group members’
commitments, does its best to behave in accordance with these (explicit and implicit)
commitments and team members are not excessively self-serving .

The importance of interpersonal trust for team performance has been
demonstrated in the literature. For example, trust seems to influence how motivation is
converted into work group processes and performance (Dirks, 2000) and how effectively
the team is able to solve problems and resolve conflicts (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999).
Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1999) have found that global virtual teams with greater levels of
trust appeared to be more capable of managing the uncertainty, complexity and
expectations of the virtual environment. The above findings suggest a positive relation
between team trust and team performance. In addition, trust is the key to developing a
team with the long-term capability to work interdependently, suggesting that the viability

should be influenced by the level of mutual trust associated with positive social
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interaction (Forsyth, 1990). Consequently, trust should be associated with team viability
and team satisfaction.

Given their interdependence, team members have to develop certain levels of
reliance on one another and mutual trust. Avolio (1999: 118) argues that “teams operate
at the highest levels on the basis of trust, integrity, and identification”. Trust is enhanced
by an open and honest sharing of feelings and thoughts, and by accepting individual
vulnerability by team members. I assert that team trust has origins at the individual level
but emergent properties at the group level via the process known as a discontinuous
compilation (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000).

The seminal model of trust by Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) included
perceptions toward another party’s ability, benevolence, and integrity as antecedents of
trust, and was originally developed at the individual level only. Recently the authors
revisited the model and concluded that ““all three factors of ability, benevolence, and
integrity can contribute to trust in a group or organization” (Schoorman, Mayer & Davis,
2007: 345). I contend that political skill constitutes a critical role in developing these
components of trust.

First, perception about a team member’s ability — her competences and technical
skills — is directly influenced by the team member’s political skill. As already mentioned,
political skill has been demonstrated to relate positively to rated performance (e.g.,
Semadar et al., 2006) and this relationship was explained by developed social astuteness
of rated persons (Ferris et al., 2005). Hence highly politically skilled team members
appear as more competent and trustworthy. Furthermore, due to their effective
interpersonal influence, highly politically skilled members are likely to convince others in

the team of their benevolence and genuine concern for the team members’ well-being and
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willingness to work with them rather than against them. Finally, since politically skilled
individuals are socially astute to the needs and motivations of others, and are (or appear to
be) honest, open and forth-right (Ferris et al., 2005), they may be perceived as possessing
high integrity and thus more trustworthy. Thus it is expected that the greater political skill
of team members translates into a greater experience of trust by the team and higher team
effectiveness.

Hypothesis 3.1. Team political skill will be positively related to team trust.

Hypothesis 3.2. Team trust will mediate the positive relationship between team

political skill and team performance.

Hypothesis 3.3. Team trust will mediate the positive relationship between team

political skill and team satisfaction.

Hypothesis 3.4. Team trust will mediate the positive relationship between team

political skill and team viability.

Conflict. In this study, I define conflict as awareness on the part of the parties
involved of discrepancies, incompatible wishes, or irreconcilable desires (Boulding,
1963). Past categorizations of conflict distinguish between affective and cognitive
conflict (Amason, 1996; Pinkley, 1990). Jehn and Mannix (2001) identify three types of
conflict: process, task and relationship conflicts. For the purpose of this research all three
types of conflict present relevant characteristics and are of interest. Task conflict is
defined as disagreement among group members about task content and process conflict
captures disagreement about the way the tasks should be carried out. Jehn and Mannix
(2001) argue that relationship conflict represents an awareness of interpersonal

incompatibilities and includes affective components such as feeling tension and friction.
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Relationship conflict involves personal issues such as dislike among group members and
individual feelings such as annoyance, frustration and irritation.

The association between conflict and team performance has been a topic of
research interest for quite a long time. DeDreu and Weingart’s (2003) meta-analysis
reveals a strong negative correlation between a conflict and both team performance and
team satisfaction. To some extent their findings go against the current theoretical
framework that relationship conflict is worse than task conflict. While relationship
conflict is indeed more disruptive for team satisfaction, it is not found to be beneficial for
performance, as for example Jehn suggests (Jehn, 1995, 1997). In fact, De Dreu (2008)
convincingly argues that workplace conflict is never beneficial to the organization.

De Dreu and Beersma (2005: 105) note that “conflict theory and research has
traditionally focused on conflict management strategies, in relation to individual and
work-team effectiveness and productivity. Far less attention has been devoted to "soft"
outcomes including job satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover intentions, and
individual health and well-being”. Linking conflict to “soft” outcomes, such as team
satisfaction, fills an important gap, and enhances both conflict and team processes
theories. An overall negative relationship between conflict and team satisfaction is
hypothesized.

Political skill and its four facets have been proposed to facilitate social interaction
(Ferris et al., 2005; 2007). The ability of politically skilled individuals to recognize the
motives and needs of others, and use constructive communication skills and interaction
techniques, should help them keep their discussions headed in the right direction, and thus
prevent conflicts. Furthermore, if conflict develops, interpersonal influence might be

relevant in managing it. Therefore, this skill should enable teams to effectively deal with
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existing conflicts. Flanagan and Runde (2009: 21) argue that “conflict by its very nature
often ignites emotions... When team members are upset, managing conflict becomes
especially complicated. As defensiveness rises and openness wanes, simply
communicating about the conflict is a challenge. If negative emotions are not addressed
effectively destructive behaviours soon follow”. Based on this, I argue that teams
consisting of politically skilled members, who are capable of regulating their emotions,
would be able to develop the right climate to resolve conflict at a very early stage. Thus,
interpersonal influence and social astuteness should enable teams with highly politically
skilled members to resolve or avoid conflicts in their teams. Consequently these teams
will enjoy higher team satisfaction and will perceive their teams as more viable.

Hypothesis 4.1. Team political skill will be negatively related to team confflict.

Hypothesis 4.2. Team conflict will mediate the negative relationship between

team political skill and team performance.

Hypothesis 4.3. Team conflict will mediate the negative relationship between

team political skill and team satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4.4. Team conflict will mediate the negative relationship between

team political skill and team viability.

Hypothesis 4.5. Out of the three types of conflict, team relationship conflict will

demonstrate the highest negative correlation with team political skill, as

compared to team task and process conflict.

Hypotheses outlined in this section represent the additive model of team political

skill. While calculating a mean score for individual measures is commonly used in the
operationalization of team composition, the approach is not without its deficiencies. In the

next section, I explain the rationale for considering other ways of operationalizing the
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construct of politically skilled teams and provide hypotheses to test the proposed
relationships. Unlike team political skill, other variables were not operationalized in
multiple fashions since I was not interested in the composition of these variables, rather in
a common pool of each characteristic. Furthermore, these other variables do not consist of

individual differences such as does political skill.

3.3.2. Operationalizations other than the group mean: Alternative models of team
political skill

While a mean score for individual measures is frequently used in the team
literature, Bell (2007) recommends using both the mean and a specified aspect of the
distribution to see if one of them or the combination of the two captures the team
composition variable, such as political skill, more adequately. Hence, I explore alternative
operationalizations for team composition variables, for example the variance, or
dispersion, of the skill. By doing so I intend to demonstrate how team political skill
composition can pertain to group effectiveness and provide guidance for understanding
when each approach is most appropriate. There is some empirical evidence for the
usefulness of alternative operationalizations of team personality composition. For
instance, the proportion of relatively extraverted members was shown to be related
curvilinearly to task focus and group performance in Barry and Stewart (1997).
Furthermore, in Bell’s (2007) meta-analysis the alternative operationalizations revealed a
strong relationship between the team composition variable and team performance.

Arguably, the operationalization of team composition as a mean score is not
without its deficiencies. Barrick and colleagues (1998: 378) warn researchers that, “The

mean score of individual measures is, however, potentially problematic in some instances
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because aggregation can mask important information when individual characteristics do
not combine additively to form a collective resource pool”. Since more of a trait is not
always better or worse, researchers need to consider how that characteristic is distributed
among team members. A focus on the variance of traits is particularly important for our
understanding of the relationship of team composition homogeneity to team emergent
states and team outcomes. The highest or lowest individual-trait score of team members is
appropriate in situations where one person has an inordinate effect on team success
(Barry and Stewart, 1997). Therefore, I suggest that the study of the variability of
individual characteristics focusing on the variance and minimum or maximum of the
characteristic is warranted.

Effective interpersonal relationships within a team require the combined effort of
many, but it may take only a single disagreeable or politically unskilled person to destroy
the relationship. For certain team effectiveness dimensions members’ average level of
political skill may be less important than the diversity, maximum or minimum score of
the skill within the group. For instance, one team member with a particularly low score on
political skill (especially on the apparent sincerity dimension) can act as a “bad apple”
diminishing team cohesiveness and team trust. In line with this argument, there is
evidence that a very disagreeable person may make team membership overly costly in
terms of social rewards (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959 as cited in Barrick et al., 1998). At the
same time a single member who is especially good at networking with the right people
may secure an important resource for his/her team; or, acting as an exemplar, boost the
whole team’s performance in the eyes of a superior. Also, the predictive validity of some
traits previously proven to relate to the construct of political skill, such as agreeableness

(e.g., Blickle et al., 2008), emotional stability (trait anxiety in Ferris et al., 2005) and
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extraversion (Lvina et al., 2009), have been found to depend on team-composition
characteristics when predicting either team performance or team viability. For instance,
the mean level and minimum score of agreeableness, as well as the minimum score for
extraversion and mean score for emotional stability, were found to be related to team
performance. At the same time, the minimum score for extraversion in the work team was
also associated with greater team viability. Also, the variance and maximum on
agreeableness, and minimum and maximum scores for extraversion were related to social
cohesion (Barrick et al., 1998).

The variance of traits has been frequently employed as a measure of team
heterogeneity or consensus, as well as climate and culture strength. Borrowing from the
climate and culture strength literature (e.g., Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Lindell &
Brandt, 2000; Schneider, Salvaggio, & Subirats, 2002), I explore the interaction of team
political skill level and the dispersion of respondents’ scores on political skill. I call this
interaction political skill strength. Teams with more pronounced skill homogeneity,
operationalized as low variability, demonstrate higher similarity in political skill among
their members. Herein, I argue that one would expect the most consistently positive
outcomes from teams when team political skill strength is high; in other words, when the
team skill average is high and the team skill variability is low.

Specifically, I propose that the variance in political skill may influence group
cohesiveness, especially when combined with the team average score in political skill.
Politically skilled individuals come across as less stressed (Brouer et al., 2006; Perrew¢ et
al., 2004), more in control of the situation (Ferris et al., 2007) and overall as better
performers (Blickle et al., 2008; Ferris et al., 2008; Semadar et al., 2006). Most people

prefer to mingle with those who are positive, successful and, in other words, possess
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higher status (Shaw, 1981). As political skill appears to enhance informal status, I suggest
that the level of team members’ political skill translates to overall team attractiveness.
Indeed, in the literature political skill has been used as a positive characteristic lacking
any “dark sides”: going with a common definition of skill as a developed talent or ability,
it is impossible to have too much of the skill. While “similarity attracts”, presumably,
teams with high variance on members’ skills may have difficulties finding “common
language” and, consequently, perceive the team as less attractive. Thus, I contend that the
strength of the skill moderates the relationship between the level of team political skill
and to team emergent states.

Hypothesis 5.1. Team political skill strength will relate to team cohesion, and

explain variance in team cohesion beyond team average political skill.

Hypothesis 5.2. Team political skill strength will relate to team conflict, and

explain variance in team conflict beyond team average political skill.

Hypothesis 5.3. Team political skill strength will relate to team trust, and explain

variance in team trust beyond team average political skill.

Given their interdependence, team members have to develop certain levels of trust
in order to be able to complete the common task. Trust is enhanced by open and honest
sharing of feelings and thoughts, and, most importantly, by individual team members’
acceptance of their own vulnerability. The dimension of apparent sincerity should play
the most important part in this process. And a single team member with particularly poor
political skills (especially on the apparent sincerity dimension) will be incapable of honest
communication, acting as a “bad apple in the barrel” for team trust. Arguably, this person
will be unable to convince others in the team in his/her genuine concern for the team

members’ well-being and willingness to work with them rather than against them. I
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believe that it would seriously damage the extent to which team members would be
willing to be vulnerable to the actions of one another. This can provoke ambiguity and
anxiety, and, in the long run, contaminate the atmosphere of mutual reliance, and thus,
trust. Consequently, it is expected that the lowest trait-level of political skill within teams
will be related to team social cohesion, conflict and team trust.

The effect of task disagreement on team outcomes was found to depend on how
free members felt to express task-related doubts and how collaboratively or contentiously
these doubts were expressed (Lovelace, Shapiro, & Weingart, 2001). Arguably, a team
member lowest in political skill may be unable to manage a conflict, let alone to handle a
potential conflict situation proactively. I believe that it would seriously damage the extent
to which team members would perceive their team as conflict-free and trustworthy. Thus,
I maintain that:

Hypothesis 6.1. The score of the least politically skilled member in a team will
positively relate to team cohesion.

Hypothesis 6.2. The lowest skill level within a team will be an important predictor
of team cohesion beyond average team political skill.

Hypothesis 7.1. The score of the least politically skilled member in a team will
positively relate to team trust.

Hypothesis 7.2. The lowest skill level within a team will be an important predictor
of team trust beyond average team political skill.

Hypothesis 8.1. The score of the least politically skilled member in a team will
negatively relate to team conflict.

Hypothesis 8.2. The lowest skill level within a team will be an important predictor

of team conflict beyond team average political skill.
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This study is the first attempt to outline and explore various aggregation models of
team political skill. Researchers have argued for the importance of group-level constructs
formed by identifying the person with the highest or lowest level of a given characteristic
in a group, as well as by the trait variability (Elfenbein, 2005). However, empirical
evidence for the usefulness of the alternative operationalizations of team composition is
limited (Bell, 2007). This study does not aim at developing a profound theory on the
applicability of different aggregation models in each and every case, under various tasks
or contexts. Rather, the study has an exploratory character in this regard.

Finally, it is a non-trivial question whether the study needs to focus on team
political skill as a whole, or on the dimensions of political skill, or on both. To guide the
decision, I use the typology of multidimensional constructs proposed by Law, Wong, and
Mobley (1998). They argue the importance of a careful taxonomy of multidimensional
constructs and highlight that “Without correct specifications of the relations between
multidimensional constructs and their dimensions, one would set up research hypotheses
at the construct level, conduct analyses at the dimension level, but make conclusions at
the construct level” (Law et al., 1998: 742). Following the specification of the construct
provided by Ferris et al. (2005), I maintain that political skill is a latent multidimensional
construct which has to be treated as a whole. Yet, Law and colleagues argue that
multidimensional constructs are realized through their dimensions; thus, one possible way
to operationalize the latent model is to represent the multidimensional constructs as the
common factor underlying their dimensions (1998). In fact, recent studies (e.g., Ferris et
al., 2008) found support for the model operationalizing political skill as a higher order
factor comprising the four dimensions. Indeed, it is an interesting empirical question

whether certain dimensions of political skill can compensate or complement other
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domains’ effects. Thus, I explore whether certain dimensions of team political skill are
more salient than others and whether they are better predictors of the focal team variables.

However, no specific predictions are made in regard to this question.

3.4. Moderating effects

In what follows I will discuss the importance of organizational and team context,
and in particular, perception of organizational politics and team task interaction as
moderators of the team political skill and to team emergent states relationship. Please see
Figure 1 for the model depicting a moderating effect on the team political skill and to
team emergent states relationship.

Perception of organizational politics is defined as a perceived amount of self-
serving attempts to influence those who can provide rewards that will help promote
or protect the self-interests of the actor (Cropanzano, Kacmar, & Bozeman, 1995).
Unlike organizational politics, political skill does not necessarily imply self-serving
behaviour and does not involve using organizationally unsanctioned means or pursuing
unsanctioned ends. The perceptions individuals hold about politics in the
organization influence their attitudes towards the company, supervisor and colleagues;
they also affect their productivity, satisfaction and turnover intentions (Ferris &
Kacmar, 1992). Therefore, political activity in an organization should influence both
organizational culture and individual perceptions. For example, the perception of
organizational politics and impression management were found to explain a significant
amount of incremental variance in supervisor ratings of employee performance (Zivnuska
et al., 2004), suggesting the importance of considering this moderator in the relationship

between political skill and individual outcomes. Specifically, Zivnuska and colleagues
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(2004) found that when employees perceive their organization as relatively non-political,
active impression management may provide employees with a competitive career
advantage above and beyond that offered by objective job performance.

I contend that organizational politics also plays a key role in the relationship
between political skill and to team emergent states and outcomes. In highly political
organizations, rewards are not necessarily tied to, or perceived to be related to, work
performance (Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, & Toth, 1997; Kacmar & Ferris, 1991).
Seemingly, politically skilled employees should benefit from this situation. Their ability
to understand hidden motives and to successfully influence others would be very
instrumental. However, I argue that teams will benefit from it only up to a certain level.
Too much politicking would result in extremely high levels of uncertainty, which would
provoke a hyper use of self-serving behaviour while diminishing the team values.
Intuitively, too much politicking would be particularly detrimental to employees’ trust
and group cohesion.

At the same time, in an organization low in politicking and high on individual
meritocracy, the willingness to utilize political skill can be viewed as redundant effort.
Furthermore, the group may act as a catalyst for “banning” the skill: being astute
observers and high monitors, politically skilled team members will act in accord with the
environment which does not require much interpersonal influence. Thus, I predict the
following curvilinear — inverted U shape — relationship: no politicking and too much of it
weakens the relationship, while moderate politicking strengthens it by setting the optimal

context to utilize and benefit from political skill.
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Hypothesis 9.1. The relationship between team political skill and team cohesion
will be stronger when employees perceive organizational politics as moderate
and weaker when organizational politics is perceived as high or low.

Hypothesis 9.2. The relationship between team political skill and team trust will

be stronger when employees perceive organizational politics as moderate and

weaker when organizational politics is perceived as high or low.

I do not predict a curvilinear relationship for the interaction between team political
skill and perception of organizational politicking in predicting team conflict. Rather, I
expect that the higher politicking will require even stronger team political skill in order to
attenuate team conflict. In a highly political organization a hyper use of self-serving
behaviour would only strengthen an individual tendency to use political skill to control
the situation. Thus, the overall higher level of political skill in a team will be even more
beneficial for maintaining low conflict when perceptions of organizational politics are
high.

Hypothesis 9.3. The negative relationship between team political skill and team

conflict will be more strongly negative when employees perceive organizational

politics as high.

Team task interdependence. Task interdependence is the degree to which team
members need to work together and exchange information, work related-knowledge and
expertise (Stewart & Barrick, 2000). Group work is commonly defined by a common task
requiring interdependent work. If individual tasks are absolutely independent of each
other they do not reflect real group work. Stewart and Barrick suggest that high task
interdependence requires good communication, information sharing and coordinated team

effort (Stewart et al., 2000). At the same time, a higher level of task interdependence may
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catalyze emotional contagion and, for example, provoke greater negative emotions in the
team towards an insincere leader (Dasborough, Ashkanasy, Tee, & Tse, 2009). Hence, |
expect that the extent to which group members must actually work together to perform
the task and influence each other's performance is different across teams (and possibly,
across tasks). Relationships among teamwork processes, to team emergent states and
team performance were found to be shaped by task interdependence (LePine, Piccolo,
Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008). I expect that task interdependence also moderates the
relationship between team political skill and to team emergent states. Whenever team
members need to work together and exchange information, their political skill becomes of
particular relevance. Frequent interactions require profound social astuteness and efficient
networking. Given its pertinent role in providing the need for individuals to engage in
interpersonal interactions, I argue that higher team task interdependence evokes a stronger
relationship between team political skill and team to team emergent states.

Hypothesis 10.1. The relationship between team political skill and team cohesion

will be stronger when team task interdependence is high.

Hypothesis 10.2. The relationship between team political skill and team trust will

be stronger when team task interdependence is high.

Hypothesis 10.3. The relationship between team political skill and team conflict

will be stronger when team task interdependence is high.

3.5. Team versus leader political skill: Comparing the predictive power
For some time it has been generally recognized that organizations are political in
nature (Mintzberg, 1983). Furthermore, leader career success has been widely argued to

be determined by social and political competence (Douglas et al., 2004). However, the
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review of leadership literature by House and Aditya (1997) suggested that a political
component of leadership is noticeably lacking in the field. In response to this deficiency,
Ammeter, Douglas, Gardner, Hochwarter, and Ferris (2002) proposed a theory of political
leadership which adds meaningful insight to important leadership outcomes when
leadership is combined with social influence processes in organizations. They note that
among the ever growing number of constructs related to social influence and social
effectiveness, political skill is one of the few which was developed to explicitly address
social influence skills in work settings. They also highlight that unlike many other
constructs reflecting behaviour, political skill allows people to create synergy among
discrete behaviours that transcends the simple sum of the parts. Luthans (2002) argues
that leader performance and career success depend less on intelligence and more on social
astuteness and savvy. Leaders can then realize a set of interpersonal dynamics that
enables them to reach higher levels of personal and career success through the appropriate
selection and execution of political behaviours (Ferris et al., 2000). Indeed, Douglas et al.
(2004b) found that subordinates' perceptions of leader political skill significantly
predicted leader effectiveness ratings after controlling for leader demographic and social
skill variables. Ahearn et al. (2004) demonstrated that leader political skill accounts for a
significant increment in team performance variance even after controlling for leader and
team member work experience and team caseload. The authors suggest that politically
skilled leaders inspire team members to greater team performance, possibly by
eliminating many of the barriers that might hinder team effectiveness. Along these lines,
Douglas et al. (2004) suggest that the construct of political skill may be used to explain
how effective leaders are able to get things done without appearing manipulative or

controlling. Indeed, if we agree with Yukl and Van Fleet (1990) that leadership is a
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process of influencing objectives and strategies, people, and the culture of organizations,
then the construct of political skill may provide the answer to how this influence is
enacted.

As Ensley, Hmieleski and Pearce (2006) point out, in teams there are two
potential sources of leadership, which are defined by who engages in leadership: the
vertical leader or the team. As vertical leadership is defined as an influence on team
processes, while shared leadership represents a team process in itself (Ensley et al., 2006),
a meaningful analogy can be made in regard to the level of operation of political skill.
Like shared leadership, shared team political skill is carried out by the team as a whole,
rather than solely by a single designated individual. Also, vertical (leader) political skill is
dependent upon the social effectiveness of an individual leader, whereas team political
skill, as shared leadership, draws from the skill of a group.

Ahearn et al. (2004) believe that the question of whether politically skilled leaders
inspire team members to greater team performance, or rather, politically skilled leaders
are successful because they build the political skill of their teams, is yet to be answered.
To answer this question, researchers need to tease out the empirical nature of the
relationship between leader and team political skill and team effectiveness. It seems likely
that both vertical and team political skill should have an important impact on team
effectiveness. However, there is no strong conceptual or empirical rationale to predict
whether a leader’s political skill is a better or worse predictor of team effectiveness,
compared to team political skill. The empirical examination of team political skill as an
alternate resource of a team has been virtually unexplored. As I believe that this is an
interesting and important research question, I offer hypotheses exploring the relationship:

I will test the relative usefulness of each source in the explanation of the variance in team
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effectiveness. Since the study is not longitudinal, only the relationship, but not the
causality, can be tested.
Hypothesis 11.1. Vertical political skill will be an important predictor of team
effectiveness, as it positively and significantly relates to team effectiveness.
Hypothesis 11.2. Team political skill will be positively related to team

effectiveness above and beyond vertical political skill.
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CHAPTER 1V

4. STUDY 1 METHOD

This thesis employed two samples: (a) students enrolled in a required
organizational behaviour course at the John Molson School of Business, Concordia
University, Montreal, and (b) employees of a Russian branch of a large multinational
retail firm. I refer to the student sample as “study one.” The retail firm sample is referred

to as “study two.”

4.1. Participants

Participants were recruited from COMM 222, an organizational behaviour course
taught at the John Molson School of Business. The course was chosen because it includes
compulsory team-based projects with a common grade given to each team member on a
project. The data were collected during the two subsequent terms in 2010. A total of
1,140 students participated in the study.

Initially, I collected data from 285 teams. However, data from 94 teams were not
used because too few members participated in the research. Adequate response rate was
an important concern as I aimed to explore the composition of team political skill. Thus,
in total, this study employed 189 teams comprising 879 students. Of those, [ used 112
teams with a 100% participation rate and 77 teams with one missing member responding
on the target variable of political skill. In regard to other variables, the response rate
ranged from 65% to 100%, which was considered to be appropriate for analyzing the data
at the team level. Teams consisted of three to six members with a mode of 4 members per
team. The members of the group could choose to join their groups, or they were randomly

assigned into the teams by instructors.
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Gender composition of the sample was 46% male (N=318) and 54% female
(N=373) for 691 respondents. Almost 21% of gender reports (N=191) were missing by
design as this question was marked as optional. The mean age of participants was 22
years and the median age was 23 years. The sources of data for each variable are provided

in Table 1.

4.2. Procedures

Team projects are a regular requirement for Comm 222 — a core course in
organizational behaviour. The task typically involves analyzing a case followed by
submitting a written report. Some instructors provide their students with cases, while
others require them to approach a real organization and solve its case. In each variation of
the team project though, the work is to be done outside of class time and the students are
autonomous as to how they complete the project. The life span of a typical team is
between six and ten weeks. Also, student teams get graded as a group on the project, so
this activity requires achieving a common consequential goal, one of the most important

team characteristics.

The method of data collection was tailored to the respondent population and the
research questions. First, mid-way in the term, student participants were asked to fill out
an in-class survey that included the Political Skill Inventory and demographic variables.
Some incentives, such as an opportunity to win a $25 gift card, were offered in exchange.
Then, during the last week of the term, the students were directed to the management
department subject pool website where department scholars recruit students taking Comm
222 to participate in their research. The students answered about 80 online questions

concerning their to team emergent states and outcomes. In exchange for their
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participation, they received 1 point toward their final grade. Participation was optional,
but the opportunity to earn points toward their final grade was a strong motivator for
students. I also offered to discuss individual results when requested by a student to ensure
he/she could benefit from the study. Students were informed that the survey was
confidential, and the participants’ identity would not be revealed to any third party or in
study results. They were also informed that I was interested in aggregated team results, as

my goal was to study the team dynamics.

4.3. Measures

I chose well established and validated measures for this study. All the measures
yielded good reliability estimates in previous research. As all hypotheses were proposed
to be tested at the team level, prior analysis of appropriateness of aggregation was
performed. I also tested the constructs’ dimensionality and confirmed the appropriateness

of item loadings.

4.3.1. Measures of independent variables and mediators

Political skill. Political skill was measured using the Political Skill Inventory by
Ferris et al. (2005). The measure of political skill includes 18 statements. Participants
indicated their responses on a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). An example of an item is: I am particularly good at sensing the
motivations and hidden agendas of others. The PSI was used in teams and, thus, it was
revised accordingly. [ used “in my team” instead of “at work,” and “my team members”
instead of “other.” The revised inventory can be found in Appendix B. For the PSI o =

93.
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The strength of TPS was measured as a product of the mean and the SD. To
facilitate reading of the results, the value of SD was standardized and reversed in sign
(Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002). Hence, the higher value represents the higher strength
of Team Political Skill (high average and low SD). The minimum TPS score was
operationalized as the score of the least skilled team member

Group cohesion. Task and social cohesion were measured using 8 items from
Chang and Bordia (2001). The respondents indicated their level of agreement with
statements using a 9-point scale, from (1) strongly disagree to (9) strongly agree, with
higher scores indicating more cohesive responses. Based on the results of confirmatory
factor analysis, I deleted the reversed items with low factor loadings. Thus, only 2 out of
4 items were retained in the social cohesion measure. The remaining items were: Team
members stick together outside of the team project and We like to spend time outside of
class hours. A sample item for task cohesion is Everyone tries to help if members have
problems. Team task cohesion o =.91; Team social cohesion a = .69; Overall team
cohesion o =.79.

Group conflict. Conflict was measured using Jehn’s (1995) scale for task, process,
and affective conflict. Each group member responded to 11 items on a 7-point scale.
Sample questions are: How much tension is there among your group members?
(relationship conflict); How often do members of your team disagree who should do
what? (process conflict) and How frequently are there conflicts about ideas in your team?
(task conflict). Relationship conflict o =.91; Task conflict a = .88; Process conflict a =
81.

Team trust. Trust in teammates was assessed using a 4-item scale adapted from

Mayer and Davis (1999) and two items from Gillespie (2003). I modified the items to
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reflect teams as the intended referent. Responses were rated on a 5-point Likert scale. In
order to improve the reliability of the scale I had to delete the item / would be willing to
let my team have complete control over my future in this class and the two reversed items
from Mayer and Davis’s instrument. The remaining items are: / would be comfortable
giving this team a task or problem which was critical to me, even if I could not monitor its
actions; I am willing to rely on the team to represent my work accurately to others, I am

willing to depend on the team to back me up in difficult situations. Team trust o =.78.

4.3.2. Moderators

Team task interdependence was assessed with Morgeson and Humphrey’s (2006)
scale which includes initiated and received interdependence. For the purpose of this
study, only the received interdependence subscale was used. The items were: The project
activities are greatly affected by the work of other people; The job (on the project)
depends on the work of many different people for its completion; My job (on the project)
cannot be done unless others do their work. Responses were rated on a 5-point Likert-
type scale. a = .71.

Perception of organizational politics was not measured in the student sample as it

was inappropriate for this sample.

4.3.3. Outcome Measures

Team effectiveness was measured using Hackman’s (1987) team effectiveness
measures. Team viability was excluded from student measures as irrelevant for two
reasons. First, students work in teams that are temporary by definition. At the same time,

these teams had fixed membership: after some deadline, students could not freely change
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their team. Thus, the team’s potential to retain members, aka team viability, could not be
accurately assessed.

Team satisfaction was measured on a 7-point Likert scale, using 3 items from
Hackman (1987). The items are: Generally speaking I am very satisfied with the team; |
am generally satisfied with the work I do on the team. I frequently wish I could quit the
team (R). However, the reversed item had to be deleted to improve the scale reliability.
Even then, the scale was not robust: a =.53; mean rwg= .55, ranging from .48 - .69;
median rwg=.62; ICC (1) =.19 and ICC(k)=.53. CFA also demonstrated that only one
item loaded onto the first level factor significantly. Thus, I used the statement Generally
speaking I am very satisfied with the team as a single-item measure of team satisfaction in
the student sample.

Team performance was self-reported by the students. Two out of four items from
Pearce and Sims’ (2002) measure were employed. The statements are: The team is highly
effective; The team does very good work; o= .94.

Team project marks were used as a proxy for objective team performance. The

data were provided by instructors.

4.3.4. Controls

As with any research, this study is not free from the potentially confounding
variables. Specifically I controlled for team size and group demographics, age and
gender. I controlled for members’ previous experience (measured as members’ familiarity
with each other), and team and organizational tenure (for the MNC sample only). For the

student sample I also controlled for team general mental ability (averaged GPA).
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Demography. Age, gender, and organizational tenure are routinely used in
political skill research and were also used in my study. In the field setting, I also find it
important to measure team tenure, in order to control for team experience and familiarity.
These single item demography variables are traditionally used in survey research and are
not attributed to any specific source. The wording of each item is available in Appendix
A. Average age of the team members and their team and organizational tenure were used.
Proportion of men was calculated as an index of prevailing gender in each team. For the
student sample, proportion of team members who had previous interactions was used as
an index of team members’ familiarity with each other.

Group size. Past research shows that group size significantly influences both
performance and attitudes (for a review see Brannick et al., 1997). Klimoski and
Mohammed (1994) also recognize the importance of team size in their model of team
cognition. Team size is likely to be related to the team political skill — team processes/to
team emergent states relationship because of its effects on opportunities for team
members to interact with one another. Furthermore, larger groups are generally found to
be less effective (Levine & Moreland, 1990) and less satisfied (Pinto & Crow, 1982).
Thus, team size may be a covariate of team political skill, to team emergent states and
team effectiveness, and was, therefore, included in this study as a control variable. I
measured group size by using archival data collected from professors.

General cognitive ability. Even though initially political skill was seen as
independent from general mental ability (Ahearn et al., 2004; Ferris et al., 2005), some
research has demonstrated a moderating effect of individual cognitive ability and political

skill in relation to leader performance (Treadway et al, 2004). Thus, the influence of this
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variable has to be controlled. Students’ self-reported GPA was used as a proxy for general

cognitive ability. An average score was calculated for each team.

Dimensionality of the multifaceted constructs

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was employed to examine the proposed
dimensionality of the multifaceted constructs. The analyses at the individual level were
conducted using the statistical package EQS-6. The models’ statistical fit, factor structure,
and factor loadings for these measures are provided below.

Values of CFI indexes reflect the improvement in fit when compared to a null
model and usually interpreted as representing a good fit when greater than or equal to
0.90 (Bentler, 1990). RMSEA is a measure of lack of fit per degree of freedom for a
model. Values of RMSEA of about 0.08 or less reflect reasonable fit of the model to the
population (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), although traditionally values between 0.0 and 0.05
are recommended as reflecting a close fit. The somewhat high RMSEA value of my
models can possibly be explained by a relatively complex model and a sample size which
is below the recommended 200 cases for SEM analyses (MacCallum, Browne, &
Sugawara, 1996).

Political skill. At the individual level the Political Skill Inventory has
demonstrated good factor structure in previous studies (e.g., Ferris et al., 2005). However,
in this study some items were slightly reworded and political skill was measured in regard
to teams. Thus, to confirm the factor structure in the current study, the items from the
instrument were factor-analyzed, with special attention to the model fit and items loading
on their appropriate factors in excess of .30, the criterion commonly used to interpret

factor loadings as meaningful. Appropriate statistical fit of the first level CFA model was
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achieved for a single factor model of political skill comprising the 18 items. Chi-square =
909.40 (135); CF1=.939; AGFI = .804; SRMR = .059; RMSEA = .087, 90% C.I. .081,
.092. Good statistical fit of the first level CFA model was achieved for a four-factor
model comprising the four dimensions of political skill. Chi-square = 520.53 (129); CFI =
.966; AGFI = .866; SRMR = .050; RMSEA =.066, 90% C.I. .061, .072. Although all
factor loadings were statistically significant, three item loadings did not reach the
recommended cut-off value. Thus, statement 1 (belongs to Networking ability
dimension), statement 8 (belongs to Apparent Sincerity dimension) and statement 18
(belongs to Social Astuteness dimension) were excluded from the following confirmatory
factor analysis. Based on the chi-square test of difference, the shortened model appears to
be of a better fit: A Chi-square = 107.05 (47). However upon close examination, the
shortened 4-factor model did not demonstrate a significant improvement in other
statistical fit indexes. Chi-square =413.48 (82); CF1=.968; AGFI =.866; SRMR = .048;
RMSEA = .072, 90% C.I. .065, .079. Furthermore, the Wald test did not suggest that
those three parameters were to be dropped from the model, and the Lagrange Multiplier
Test for adding parameters did not suggest that these items may cross-load onto different
factors. Thus, the complete 18 item instrument was retained.

Team Cohesion. As the team cohesion construct is theorized to comprise two
dimensions, CFA was employed to demonstrate proposed dimensionality and items
loadings. The two-factor model yielded an appropriate statistical fit. Chi-square = 64.29
(19); CFI=.964; AGFI = .913; SRMR =.068; RMSEA =.075, 90% C.I. .055, .095.
However, two items belonging to the social cohesion dimension had extremely low factor
loadings of 1%. After I deleted these items (both happened to be the reversed items in this

scale), the model improved considerably. Chi-square = 3.94 (8); CFI1 = .996; RMSEA =
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.000, 90% C.I. .000, .030. All the items loaded onto specified factors with loadings
between .57 and .74. In addition, the fit of the 2-factor model was statistically
significantly better than the 1-factor model based on the chi-square test of difference:
Chi-square =138.76 (9); CF1 = .867; RMSEA = .184, 90% C.I. .158, .211. A Chi-square =
134.82(1), significant at p <.01.

Team Conflict. CFA supported the 3 proposed dimensions of team conflict:
relationship, task, and process conflict. Chi-square = 108.1 (41); CFI =.985; RMSEA =
.063, 90% C.I. .049, .077. Factor loadings ranged from .52 to .77. In addition, the fit of
the 2-factor model was statistically significantly better than the 1-factor model based on
the chi-square test of difference: Chi-square =138.76 (9); CF1=.867; RMSEA = .184,
90% C.I. .158, .211. A Chi-square = 134.82(1), significant at p <.01.

Team Trust. To assess the psychometric properties of the measure, I conducted the
CFA, computing statistical fit of the one-factor model of team trust as assessed by team
members. Four out of six items demonstrated low factor loadings and were deleted. The
resultant model yielded an acceptable fit: Chi-square = 4.32(2); CF1 =.969; RMSEA =
059, 90% C.I. .057, .98. Factor loadings were .85 and .84.

Perceived team performance. To assess the psychometric properties of the
measure I conducted the CFA, computing statistical fit of the one-factor model of team
performance as assessed by team members. Two items demonstrated low factor loadings
and were deleted. The resultant model yielded an acceptable fit: Chi-square = 5.31(3);
CFI=.965; RMSEA =.069, 90% C.I. .052, .99. Factor loadings were .85 and .84.

Team satisfaction. CFA of one-factor model yielded a modest fit. Chi-square =

8.208 (2); CFI =.861; RMSEA =.169, 90% C.I. .132, .209. Factor loadings of two items
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were below acceptable cut (#1=.173 and #2=.09). Thus, only one item (item #3 with
factor loading of .412) was retained for the future analysis.

Team viability was not assessed in student teams.

Team task interdependence. CFA was employed to demonstrate proposed items
loadings. The one-factor model yielded a good statistical fit. Chi-square = 3.94 (2); CFI

=.996; RMSEA =.000, 90% C.I. .000, .030. Items loadings were between .57 and .74.

Differentiating team emergent state variables

To ensure that the team emergent states measures can be differentiated, I
conducted CFAs, with EQS 6.2, computing two models: a 3-factor model (items loading
on their respective constructs of team trust, conflict, and cohesion) versus a single factor
model (all items loading onto 1 factor). At the individual level, the 3-factor model
yielded an appropriate fit: Chi-square = 745.26 (167); CF1=.936; RMSEA =.093, 90%
C.I. .086, .100. The one-factor model demonstrated a poor statistical fit: Chi-square =
1839.45 (170); CFI = .814; RMSEA = .157, 90% C.I. .150, .163. The fit of the 3-factor
model was statistically significantly better than the 1-factor model based on the chi-
square test of difference: A Chi-square = 1094.19 (3). A 6-factor model specifying
constructs of team social and task cohesion, team trust and team task, relationship and
process conflict was also tested and yielded a good fit: Chi-square =264.79 (155); CFI =
.977; RMSEA = .066, 90% C.I. .052, .079. Thus, I conclude that the to team emergent

states measures can be differentiated.

Indexes of agreement and reliability
All self-report individual measures were proposed to be aggregated to form a team

score. Before aggregating to the team level, agreement among team members must be
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demonstrated (see table 5). To do so, I first calculated rwg (James, Demaree, & Wolf,
1984), a within-team index of agreement. It is worth noting the lack of agreement in the
current literature about the minimum value of this index that would theoretically justify
forming a higher-level variable. While James and colleagues (1984) recommend .70 (or
higher) as a cutoff, other researchers (e.g., Guzzo et al., 1993) suggest that values of .50
and above can be used. LeBreton and Senter (2008) suggest a continuum to determine
appropriateness of the decision. The continuum ranges from lack of agreement (values
ranging from 0 - .30), to medium agreement, to very strong agreement (values ranging
from .91 — 1.0). In this study I applied less stringent cutoffs for rwg for two specific
reasons. First, I acknowledge that student teams are, by their nature, affected by an
important temporal dimension: at the time of assessment they had been operating for
about 2 months only. Thus, it is very likely that team level constructs, such as team
cohesion, were not completely shaped, causing occasional low level of agreement among
members. While applying more stringent values of agreement indexes is justified for
well-established constructs, I argue that in this case it may lead to Type II error. However,
teams that demonstrated bimodal distribution of a variable were excluded from the tests
of hypotheses that involved the mean. Of note, I detected 3 teams with a bimodal
distribution of team cohesion and 4 teams with a bimodal distribution of team conflict. I
tested the bimodality of the data distribution using each team’s kurtosis value, based on
the notion that a kurtosis value of -2 indicates a bimodal distribution (DeRue, Hollenbeck,
Ilgen, & Feltz, 2010).

In support of aggregating the variables to the team level, I also found a medium
and large effects for within-team variance and appropriate level of between team

variance. Traditional conventions used when interpreting ICC(1) suggest that 25% of
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variance explained can be considered a large-size effect, while 10% is medium and 1% is
small-size effect (e.g., Murphy & Myors, 1998). As ICC(k) represents a combined
measure of agreement and reliability, it is appropriate to use traditional reliability
standards, where values above .65 are deemed appropriate. Based on those criteria, I
aggregated the individual variables to the team level.

Team political skill was treated as a common pool of the skill operationalized as
an additive model (Chan, 1998). This model involves a summation of the lower level
units; therefore, it does not require that individual level data demonstrate consensus prior
to the aggregation (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Consequently, I did not calculate rwg
indexes for this variable.

By the same token, I operationalized team trust as a construct that has origins at
the individual level but emergent properties at the group level, the process known as a
discontinuous compilation (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). While some research has
operationalized team trust as a consensus model (e.g., Kirkman, Benson, Tesluk, &
Gibson, 2006), I believe that that the additive model of team trust is viable. Specifically, I
attest that individual trust combines additively to form a collective resource pool of team
trust. Furthermore, this assumption was reflected in my choice of the instrument: I chose
the measure that reflects individual belief in team members’ benevolence (e.g., “I am
willing to depend on the team to back me up in difficult situations”). As an additive
model does not require consensus in individual responses prior to aggregation (LeBreton

& Senter, 2008), I did not calculate rwg indexes for this variable.

61



Analysis of common method variance

Certain precautions were taken during the study design to limit common method
bias, such as collecting endogenous and exogenous variables at different times and in
various forms (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Specifically, [ used a
paper survey of independent and demography variables at time one and an online survey
of dependent variables two or three weeks after. However, this remains a potential issue
because ratings of all variables were obtained from the same team members. In order to
test for the possible effect of common method variance, I ran a series of hierarchically
nested models based on the specifications developed by Widaman (1985) and commonly
used by researchers (see Carson & Kacmar, 2000; Elangovan & Xie, 1999). The addition
of a method factor (latent construct with all variables loading on it) to an original baseline
measurement model (Chi-square = 143.45 (63); CF1 = .964 ) significantly improved the
overall model fit (Chi-square = 78.55 (48); CFI = .986). A Chi-square = 64.9 (15),
significant at p<0.01. This suggested a possible effect of common method bias. However,
the incremental fit index rho yielded 0.09, demonstrating that this method effect was
nonsignificant (Elengovan & Xie, 1999). In addition, the factor loadings of the baseline
model remained significant even after the method effect was partialled out. This provided
support for the conclusion that common method bias was limited and the respondents
were able to differentiate between the variables. In addition to this preliminary test, a
post-hoc analysis based on a split sample technique was employed. This will be presented

later.

62



CHAPTER FIVE

5.STUDY 1 RESULTS
5.1. Preliminary Analyses
Comparing dropped and retained samples

Comparison between 94 teams who were dropped because they did not meet the
cut-off and 112 intact teams showed no significant difference for the most tested
variables. One-way ANOVA results for team political skill, age, gender and GPA can be
found in Table 2. The samples differed in terms of students’ GPA only. I explain the
difference by sampling error. The respondents from the dropped teams who completed
the survey demonstrated slightly higher GPAs, possibly because their less diligent peers
chose not to respond.
Test of data distribution normality

To ensure that the data met the requirements for being analyzed via regression, I
first compared the observed data distributions to the normal distribution. Even though
some variables were found to be slightly skewed, no severe deviation from normality was
detected for the variables in question. The normalized estimate for Mardia’s coefficient,
available in the EQS program, was in line with the recommended value (Bentler, 2005),
namely less than 5.0. Descriptive statistics comprising means, standard deviations and

individual level correlations are presented in Table 3.

5.2. Tests of Hypotheses
5.2.1. Testing a process model linking team political skill and team effectiveness
The first set of hypotheses deals with a model linking team political skill and team

effectiveness (see Figure 2). Table 4 reports means, standard deviations, and correlations
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among all team-level variables. The hypothesized model was tested with structural
equation modeling using EQS-6.1 software.

In testing the hypothesized model, parcels of individual items for each scale
retained after the factor analyses described above were used as the observed variables.
The use of parcelling has long been debated (see e.g., Kishton & Widaman, 1994; Little,
Cunningham, & Widaman, 2001; Marsh, Hau, Balla, & Grayson, 1998). Most cited
advantages of the method include better fitting models and less stringent requirements for
the sample size. Most criticism is directed at the item versus parcel debate rather than
scales versus parcels. Little et al. explain: “A second approach focuses principally on the
relations among latent variables. From this perspective, item indicators are merely tools
that allow one to build a measurement model for a desired latent construct. Once built, the
item indicators become less consequential.” (2001: 169). Kishton and Widaman (1994)
further explain that this approach would result in a higher order latent construct, wherein
the facets are used as manifest indicators. Thus, I first established the dimensionality of
each construct in confirmatory factor analysis at the item level, and then used the means
of the four dimensions comprising the factor of political skill as parcels. In the same
manner, [ used the three types of conflict and the two types of team cohesion. This
approach enabled me to keep the multidimensional nature of the construct explicit and to
explore the role played by each dimension of the multifaceted constructs.

The full mediation model was tested following the procedure recommended by
Mathieu and Taylor (2006). The first assumption of this model is a significant
relationship between independent and dependent variables. Secondly, the relationship
should become non-significant when the mediator is included. Hypotheses 1.1 - 1.3 stated

a positive relationship in team political skill and team outcomes. Regression analysis
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supported hypothesis 1.1 suggesting that team political skill positively relates to team
performance (f = .44, p <.001) and hypothesis 1.2 that team political skill positively
relates to team satisfaction (f = .56, p <.01). Hypothesis 1.3 on team viability was not
tested in the student sample.

Following Mathieu and Taylor (2006) I fit different structural models to test the
hypothesized mediation effect of team emergent states. I first estimated a six factor CFA
baseline model” that included covariances of team political skill and both the mediators
and the team outcomes. The model yielded an acceptable fit: y2 = 143.54 (63), CFI =
.964, RMSEA = .08, 90% C.1. .069, .10, with all parcels significantly loading on their
intended latent variables. The fit of this model served as a baseline against which all
subsequently specified models were compared.

Then, I fit ‘only directs’ and ‘no directs’ models to serve as an additional
comparison. The only directs model estimated direct relationships from team political
skill to team performance and satisfaction, with no paths leading to, or stemming from,
the mediators. Although team political skill related significantly to both team
performance and team satisfaction, the model exhibited poor fit: y2 = 232.16 (72), CFI =
929, RMSEA = .116, 90% C.1. .100, .133 and differed significantly from the baseline
model (Ay2 = 88.62 (9); p <.001). This indicated the presence of mediator variable(s).

The no direct effect models estimated paths from team political skill to the

mediators and from the mediators to the outcomes. In the model, team political skill

% The results of the Wald test suggested the deletion of insignificant control variables originally introduced
into the six factor model. A CFA model for self-ratings of performance and team satisfaction loading onto a

higher-order factor produced a significantly worse fit (Chi-square = 161.05 (65), A Chi-square = 17.51 (2).
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related significantly and positively with team cohesion and team trust, and negatively
with team conflict (see Figure 2). Overall, this model exhibited an acceptable fit: y2 =
145.34 (65), CFI =.964, RMSEA = .08, 90% C.I. .06, .10 and did not differ from the
baseline model (A2 = 1.8 (7), n.s.).

All three mediators related significantly to team outcomes providing support for
hypotheses 2.1, 3.1 and 4.1 that suggested the relationship of team political skill and team
cohesion, trust, and conflict. Hypothesis 2.1 stated a positive relationship in team
political skill and team cohesion. This hypothesis was supported as the path was found to
be significant (f = .38, p <.01). Hypothesis 3.1 proposed a positive relation of team
political skill with team trust. The hypothesis was confirmed (f = .24, p <.05).
Hypothesis 4.1 proposed a negative relation of team political skill with team conflict. The
hypothesis was also confirmed (f = -.28, p <.05). These findings indicated the presence
of mediator variables.

Next, I tested a partial mediation model. Adding a path from team political skill to
team performance within the no directs model led to a model with acceptable fit: y2 =
147.86 (64), CFI =.964, RMSEA = .088, 90% C.I. .07, .10. The same holds true for the
model of team satisfaction: 2 = 147.81 (64), CFI = .964, RMSEA = .088, 90% C.I. .07,
.10. Both models demonstrated no improvement over the no-direct model and differed
significantly from the baseline model (Ay2 =4.32 (1),p <.05 and Ay2 =4.27 (1) atp <
.05, consequently.) Noteworthy, in this model, the direct effect of team political skill to
performance was not significant (f = .12, n.s.), and neither was the direct effect of team
political skill to team satisfaction (f = .10, n.s.). Given the earlier finding of a significant

relation between team political skill and team outcomes, this suggests full mediation.

66



Hence, hypotheses 2.2 - 2.3, 3.2 -3.3 and 4.2 - 4.3 stating a mediating effect of team
emergent states were supported. Please see Figure 2 for further detail.’

Hypothesis 4.5 stated that out of the three types of conflict, relationship conflict
would demonstrate the highest negative correlation with political skill, as compared to
task and process conflict. This relationship was tested in partial zero-order correlation,
controlling for the demographic variables: »=-.21 for relationship conflict, » = -.15 for
task conflict and » = -.11 for process conflict (p<0.05). The results of the strength of
significance between the correlations did not support the hypothesis. The following
results between the different types of conflict and team political skill were found: z =-.99
at p = .32 for the relationship and process conflict and z =-.6 at p = .55 for the

relationship and task conflict.

Post hoc analysis of common method variance

To test common method variance I conducted split sample analyses of the
mediation effects. The teams were randomly split in two groups to allow the test of the
links between team emergent states (cohesion and conflict) as rated by one half of the
team and team performance and satisfaction as rated by the other half of the team. I did
not split the teams for team political skill and team trust, as these variables were
operationalized as an additive model. The results of regression analyses are similar to the
complete sample findings, thus further confirming their validity. This also indicates that
team emergent states and team effectiveness represent two different constructs, rather

than one latent construct. These results can be found in Tables 9 and 10.

? To address a possibility of a reverse relationship where team processes influence the enactment of team
political skill, I tested the model where TPS mediates the process-outcomes relationship. This model
exhibited a poor fit: x2 = 623.38 (70), CFI =.755, RMSEA = .220, 90% C.I. .20, .23. Hence, I concluded
that my original model is viable.
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Additional analysis: instructor-rated team performance

Even though two statistical analyses suggested that the results were not
contaminated by the common method bias, I ran an additional analysis that involved team
projects’ grades. This data were obtained from the course instructors for 161 out of 189
teams. First, the ANOVA analysis was used to ensure that there is no significant
difference between instructors’ project marks. The analysis revealed that one instructor
differed significantly in his/ her grading (F = 2.12 at p =.047). To resolve this problem
the data were standardized within each class/instructor (F = 1.46 at p =.19). Second, the
new variable was added as another outcome to the ‘no direct effects’ model used in the
test of the mediation effect. This new model exhibited a rather poor fit: y2 =284.71
(103), CFI =.929, RMSEA = .11, 90% C.I. .09, .13 and differed significantly from the
original model (Ay2 = 72.43 (34); p <.001). Furthermore, only team trust significantly
related to objective team performance (f = .27, p <.05), while team political skill, team
cohesion, and team conflict did not relate to the new variable (5 =-.05; f=-.07 and f =

15, n.s.).

5.2.3. Testing operationalizations other than the group mean

Multiple linear regression analyses were employed to examine models implying
operationalizations other than group mean for team political skill in relation to team
emergent states. Team political skill strength is operationalized as the interaction of the
level and the standard deviation of the skill. Control variables were first entered into the
regression model followed by the mean, and the variable of interest (such as interaction of

team political skill level and strength or the lowest skill). This order allowed controlling
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for interdependence of the trait mean and other operationalizations. The analyses for each
team emergent state are presented separately.

The effect of team political skill strength. Hypotheses 5.1-5.3 predicted the
relationship of team political skill strength (the interaction between team political skill
level and SD) with team cohesion, trust, and conflict. The results are presented in Table 6
and Figure 5. In each round controls were first entered into the model, followed by the
average of team political skill and its standard deviation.

Regressing team cohesion on the interaction of TPS level and SD tested
hypothesis 5.1. The independent variables were significant and explained an additional
12% of the variance in team cohesion. The interaction term of the level and strength of
the skill explained a further 3% of variance (p <.05). AR*= .03, F=4.82 (8, 180), p <
.05. This result supports hypothesis 5.1 predicting a positive effect of the interactive term
for team political skill level and strength beyond the effect due to the team political skill
mean.

Hypothesis 5.2 predicted an interaction effect between team political skill level
and strength in relation to team trust. After controlling for demographic variables, the
skill mean and SD, the strength of the skill explained a further 2% of variance (p <.10).
AR*= .02, F =2.66 (8, 180), p < .01. Consequently, support was provided for hypothesis
5.2, though at a marginal level of significance.

Regressing team conflict on the team political skill strength tested hypothesis 5.3.
The interaction of the level and SD of the skill explained significant variance of 3% (p <
.05). Thus, the result reveals a significant effect of the interactive term for team political

skill level and its standard deviation beyond the variance accounted for the team political
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skill mean. AR*= .03, F =4.73 (8, 180), p < .01. Consequently, support was provided for
hypothesis 5.3. Please see Figure 6 depicting the effect of team political skill strength.

Operationalization of team political skill as lowest skill level within team. 1
proceeded with exploring different operationalizations of team political skill and tested
the relationship between the lowest score of team political skill and team emergent states.
This set of hypotheses was tested on the subsample of 112 teams with a 100% response
rate. Hypothesis 6.1 tested the relationship between the minimal score on team political
skill and team cohesion after controls were introduced. As Table 7 suggests, the team
minimal score for political skill proved to be significant in predicting team cohesion,
supporting hypothesis 6.1 (f = .28, p <.01). However, the minimal skill level did not
explain the variance in team cohesion beyond the variance explained by the team average
of political skill (A R*= .01, F = 1.43 (7, 104), p =.22). Thus, hypothesis 6.2 was not
supported.

Hypothesis 7.1 tested the relationship between the minimal score on team political
skill and team trust after controls were introduced. The results for multiple regression
analyses for team political skill and team trust are presented in Table 7. The team minimal
score for political skill proved to be significant in predicting team trust, supporting
hypothesis 7.1 (= .17, p <.05). Regressing team trust on the TPS mean and its minimal
level demonstrated that the minimal score on team political skill failed to account for
variance in team trust in addition to the mean (A R*=.002, F =29 (7, 104), n.s.). Thus,
hypothesis 7.2 was not supported.

Hypothesis 8.1 was supported, as the relationship between the minimal score on
team political skill and team conflict was found to be significant (5 =-.10, p <.10). Also,

significant variance was explained by the minimal skill score above and beyond the 5%
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predicted by mean team political skill (p <.10) and the 2% predicted by the control
variables (A R*= .02, F =2.56 (7, 104), p <.05). Thus, a minimal level of team political
skill among team members accounted for significant variation in team social skill. This
result supported hypothesis 8.2 that stated that the lowest skill level within a team would

be an important predictor of team conflict beyond average team political skill.

5.2.4. Testing the moderating effect of team interdependence

Hypotheses 10.1 through 10.3 explored whether the relationship between team
political skill and team emergent states is stronger when team task interdependence is
high. I considered testing the interactions using structural equation modeling because a
variety of methods have been created for this (see Marsh, Wen, & Hau, 2004), but each of
the established methods stems from the work of Kenny and Judd (1984). Specifically,
they proposed that the latent variable interaction term can be calculated as the product
indicators of every combination of items from each scale. However, the use of parceling
complicates the test of moderation via structural equation modeling, given the lack of
items on variables.

Thus, the hypotheses were tested using regression analysis in SPSS. In order to
attenuate possible problems with multicolinearity, the independent variable and the
mediator were centered prior to the test. The regression analysis controlled for team size
and team members’ gender, age, GPA, and familiarity with each other. The results are
provided in table 8. Although the direct effect between team political skill and team
cohesion (= .28, p <.01), as well as team interdependence team emergent states was
found (p = .24, p <.01), the results suggest no interaction effect of team interdependence

(#=.002, F=.26 (8, 180), n.s.). Thus, hypothesis 10.1 was not supported. Hypotheses
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10.2 and 10.3 were confirmed. The results suggest an interaction effect of team
interdependence and team political skill onto team conflict and team trust. Figure 3
depicts the significant positive relationship between team political skill and team trust that
occurred for those who perceived team interdependence as higher (A R*= .02, p < .10, F
=2.81(8,180), p <.01). Figure 6 depicts the significant negative relationship between
team political skill and team conflict that occurred for those who perceived higher team
task interdependence (A R* = .02, p <.10; F=3.23 (8,180), p <.01).

Hypotheses 11.1 and 11.2 comparing team versus leader political skill were not

tested in the student sample.
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CHAPTER SIX

6. STUDY 2 METHOD
6.1. Participants

This sample was obtained from a large European-based multinational retail
company. Participation was sought from personal contacts in this organization. A total of
156 employees working for 28 functional teams participated in the study, translating into
a 68% response rate. Noteworthy, 8% of employees were not physically present at work
during data collection, as they had their vacations and parental or sick leaves. Gender
composition of the sample was 33% male and 67% female. The average age of
participants was 29 years old. The company provided the demographic data for the entire
store, and [ was able to compare the gender and age means of respondents and non-
respondents. No significant differences were detected.

Teams consisted of three to sixteen members with a mode of 6 members per team.
For the teams of three members participation of 2 respondents was required, and for the
teams of four and five members participation of 3 respondents was required, otherwise
the response rate cutoff was 60%. In general, they represented various departments, such
as sales, logistics, customer service, cashiers, designers, furniture, and an in-store
restaurant. These teams were required to perform both routine and project-based tasks.
For example, a design team was responsible for supervising the arrangement of the on-
the-floor merchandise on a daily basis while developing specific projects such as a

seasonal store catalog.
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6.2. Procedures

This study was done in a Russian branch of a well-known multinational
corporation. The company specifically requested nondisclosure of its name, so I further
refer to it as MNC. It is one of the largest furniture manufacturers and retailers in the
world, with almost 300 stores operating in over than 30 countries. The company’s main
strength is arguably its committed workforce, which is often the source of the company's
innovative concepts. The company demonstrated interest in the study and provided some
support with data collection, such as sharing the information on each team’s membership
and providing the researcher with an office for the days when responses were collected.
These data were obtained from the store located in the south-west of Russia in late spring
2010.

An important step of the study was to ensure that functional teams identified
within MNC are actual work teams. In accordance with the definition of a team/ work
group, it should include two or more people striving to achieve a common goal, which
implies interaction and interdependence. Thus, these characteristics were specifically
sought after in the MNC work groups. The company claimed that they use these teams in
their everyday work. Not only do they directly refer to certain departments and working
groups within departments as teams, but also these groups are assigned specific goals, and
are required to cooperate to achieve them. Furthermore, they are incentivized as a group.
Consequently, the HR department was able to identify each team and its leader and
provided me with this information prior to data collection. The list of the team members
was attached to each survey to ensure that the respondents assessed the correct team.

In this branch of the MNC the survey included 85 questions and took between 20

to 30 minutes to complete. Surveys were administered to all managers and employees at
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the store in Russian and were completed at work, at a designated location and time.
Respondents had to be 18 years of age or older to participate. Due to such sample
characteristics as low familiarity with computers and/or low accessibility to a computer at
work, especially among non-managerial workers, paper and pencil surveys were
administered. The employees were assured of complete confidentiality of their responses,
and each survey was coded prior to distribution. I personally delivered the completed
surveys to Canada, entered the data and stored it as an encrypted file on a secure
computer using no names—only code numbers. Soon after the analysis was done, the
company was provided with a brief report on the findings. This included aggregate

findings only and did not identify individuals in any way.

6.3. Measures

For the MNC respondents, measures were administered in Russian. A standard
procedure of translating the measures and back-translating them into English to identify
and correct misinterpreted items was employed. The primary instrument - the Political
Skill Inventory — had been validated in the Russian language prior to this study (Lvina,
Johns, & Bobrova, 2009). Furthermore, in a different study, the psychometric properties
of the Political Skill Inventory were tested in a non-American context and the
measurement equivalence was established for the scale in Russian (Lvina et al., 2011).
Please see Appendix A for the complete scales used in the study. For the complete
questionnaire in Russian, see Appendix B. See Appendix C for the contest forms

describing the purpose and conditions of research participation.
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6.3.1. Independent variables and mediators

Team political skill was measured using the Political Skill Inventory by Ferris et
al. (2005). The measure of political skill includes 18 statements. Participants indicated
their responses on a 7-point Likert scale. An example item is: I have developed a large
network of colleagues and associates whom I can call on for support when I really need
to get things done. The PSI used in teams was revised accordingly whereby “in my team”
was used in place of “at work™, and “my team members” instead of “other”. a = .87.

Leader political skill in teams was measured using a modified Political Skill
Inventory by Ferris et al. (2005). Team leaders reported their individual political skill
enacted in the teams. a =.78. Also, teams reported the political skill of their leaders. o
=.74.

Group cohesion. Task and social cohesion were measured using 8 items from
Chang and Bordia (2001). The subjects had to indicate their level of agreement with
statements using a 9-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (9) strongly
agree, with higher scores indicating more cohesive responses. Sample items include:
Everyone tries to help if members have problems (task cohesion) and Team members stick
together outside of the team project (social cohesion). The reversed items with low item-
total correlation were deleted from the final measure. Task cohesion o= .77; Social
cohesion a = .66.

Group conflict. Conflict was measured using Jehn’s (1995) scale for task, process
and affective conflict. Each group member responded to items from the scale using a 7-
point Likert-scale. Sample questions are: How much tension is there among your group

members? (relationship conflict); How often do members of your team disagree who
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should do what? (process conflict) and How frequently are there conflicts about ideas in
your team? (task conflict). Conflict scale a = .77.

Team trust. Trust in teammates was assessed using a 4-item scale adapted from
Mayer and Davis (1999) and two items from Gillespie (2003). I modified the items to
reflect teams as the intended referent. Responses were rated on a 5-point Likert-type
scale, ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree. For example: / would be
comfortable giving this team a task or problem which was critical to me, even if I could
not monitor its actions. Only three items were used in the final measure. I had to delete
the following item: I would be willing to let my team have complete control over my

future at the company and 2 reversed items with low item-total correlation. a = .71.

6.3.2. Moderators

Perceptions of organizational politics was assessed using the “Going along to get
ahead” subscale of the Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (Kacmar & Carlson,
1991). Kacmar and Carlson (1997) validated both the full scale and each subscale. This
subscale consisted of four items measured on a five-point Likert scale. As per CFA
results, one item was deleted. Example item is: Favoritism, rather than merit, gets people
ahead around here. a.=.81.

Team task interdependence was assessed with Morgeson and Humphrey’s (2006)
received interdependence subscale. Responses for received interdependence were rated on
a 5-point Likert-type scale. Sample items are: My job cannot be done unless others do

their work. o.=.72.
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6.3.3. Outcome Measures

Team effectiveness was measured using Hackman’s (1987) team effectiveness
measures (team satisfaction and team viability), and self-assessed (perceived team
performance) and managers’ team performance appraisals.

Team viability was measured using Hackman’s (1987) 7-point scale. A sample
item is: Members of the team care a lot about it, and work together to make it one of the
best. The reversed item As a team, this work group shows signs of falling apart was
deleted to achieve higher reliability for the scale. a = .74.

Team satisfaction was measured on a 7-point Likert scale, using 3 items from
Hackman (1987). The items are: Generally speaking I am very satisfied with the team, [
am generally satisfied with the work I do on the team; I frequently wish I could quit the
team (R). a.=.78.

Perceived team performance was self-assessed by the team members. Four items
from Pearce and Sims’ (2002) measurement were employed. Respondents reported an
overall team effectiveness on a 5-point Likert scale. Sample statements are: The team is
highly effective; The team does very good work; a.=.86.

Team performance rated by a supervisor was measured independently by the
team leader’s ratings and the ratings of the store manager. Four items from Pearce and
Sims’ (2002) measure were employed. Please see Table 1 for the source of data for each

variable.

6.3.4. Controls
Demography. Age, gender, time working with the current leader, and

organizational and team tenure were measured. These single item demographic variables
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are traditionally used in survey research and are not attributed to any specific source. The
wording of each item is available in Appendix A. At the team level, proportion of men
was used to control for gender. Other demographic variables were aggregated to the team
level. Average age measured in years and average tenure measured in months, were
employed in the analysis.

Being insignificant, all the controls were removedfrom the SEM used in the
student sample. The Wald test also suggested the deletion of the control variables
originally introduced into the model. However, there was a different set of control
variables in the MNC sample. For instance, organization and team tenure, work
experience and experience with the current leader were not among the control variables
for the student sample. Various control variables proved to be significant in some of the
MNC regression analyses. Unlike in SEM, no tool is available in regression analysis to
conclude that a variable is redundant for every tested model. Hence, the controls were
retained in analyses used in the MNC sample to ensure rigor.

Group size. This information was provided by the HR department.

Dimensionality and factor loadings of the constructs

CFA was employed to demonstrate proposed dimensionality of the multifaceted
constructs. The analyses were done with the EQS-6 statistical package at the individual
level.

Team political skill. At the individual level the Political Skill Inventory has
demonstrated good factor structure in previous studies (e.g., Ferris et al., 2005). Also, the
instrument had been validated in Russian prior to this study (Lvina et al., 2009).

However, in this study some items were slightly reworded, and political skill was
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measured in regard to teams. Thus, to confirm the factor structure in the current study, the
items were factor-analyzed, with special attention to the model fit and item loadings on
their appropriate factors in excess of .30, the criterion level commonly used to interpret
factor loadings as meaningful. Error terms were allowed to covary within each dimension.
Acceptable statistical fit of the first level CFA model was achieved for a single factor
model of political skill comprising the 18 items. Chi-square = 181.66 (99); CFI = .938;
RMSEA = .081, 90% C.I. .061, .10. Good statistical fit of the first level CFA model was
also achieved for a four-factor model comprised of the four dimensions of political skill.
Chi-square = 161.58 (95); CF1=.95; AGFI =.72; SRMR = .078; RMSEA =.074, 90%
C.I1. .053, .094. All factor loadings were statistically significant. However, three item
loadings did not reach the recommended cut-off value: statements # 1, # 9 and #10, all
belonging to the networking ability dimension, had factor loadings of less than .30.
However, based on good statistical fit and significance of the item loadings, the complete
18 item instrument was retained and used for further analysis.

Team Cohesion. As the team cohesion construct is theorized to comprise two
dimensions, CFA was employed to demonstrate the proposed dimensionality and item
loadings. A 2-factor model yielded a good statistical fit. Chi-square = 1.27 (4); CFI =
.999; AGFI = .981; SRMR =.020; RMSEA = .00, 90% C.I. .00, .07. One item belonging
to the social cohesion dimension was not included in this test, as prior to this analysis it
was deleted to improve scale reliability. A one factor model demonstrated poor statistical
fit: Chi-square = 15.08 (9); CFI =.955; RMSEA = .07, 90% C.I. .00, .12. Ay2 =13.81
(5); p <.01. All the items loaded onto specified factors with loadings between .35 and

.63.
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Team Conflict. A CFA supported the three proposed dimensions of team conflict:
relationship, task, and process conflict. Chi-square = 97.54 (41); CFI =.96; RMSEA =
.082, 90% C.I. .049, .111. One factor model demonstrated poor statistical fit: Chi-square
=266.02 (44); CF1=.840; RMSEA = .19, 90% C.I. .16, .21. Ay2=168.48 (3); p <
.001.Factor loadings ranged from .43 to .77.

Team performance. A CFA was conducted, computing statistical fit of a one-
factor model of team performance as assessed by team members. The model yielded an
excellent fit: Chi-square = 2.28 (2); CFI =.998; RMSEA =.033, 90% C.I. .000, .107.
Factor loadings were significant and ranged from .80 to .88.

Team satisfaction. CFA of the one-factor model yielded a proper fit. Chi-square =
7.21 (3); CF1=.961; RMSEA = .059, 90% C.I. .032, .09. All factor loadings were
significant and ranged from .42 to .68.

Team viability. CFA was employed to test the fit of one-factor model and
demonstrate proposed items loadings. The reversed item As a team, this work group
shows signs of falling apart did not demonstrate an acceptable factor loading and was
deleted to achieve higher reliability of the scale and better fit of the model. Chi-square =
3.9 (1); CFI=.971; RMSEA =.067, 90% C.I. .052, .109. Factor loadings were .90 and
S1,p <.05.

Team task interdependence. CFA was employed to demonstrate proposed item
loadings. The one-factor model measuring received interdependence yielded a good
statistical fit. Chi-square = 5.93 (2); CF1=.966; RMSEA = .072, 90% C.I. .031, .090.
Items loadings were between .37 and .48.

Perceptions of organizational politics. A one-factor model was tested. One of the

items demonstrated poor factor loadings and was deleted. For the remained items the
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loadings were significant and ranged from .30 to .89. Chi-square = 10.9 (6); CFI =.951;

RMSEA = .076, 90% C.I. .06, .099.

Differentiating team emergent states

To ensure that the team emergent states measures could be differentiated, I
computed two CFA models: a 3-factor model (items loading on their respective constructs
of team trust, conflict and cohesion) versus a single factor model (all items loading onto
one factor). At individual level, the 3-factor model yielded an appropriate fit: Chi-square
=302.83 (149); CFI = .942; AGFI =.696; SRMR = .071; RMSEA = .080, 90% C.I. .066,
.110. The factors were allowed to correlate with each other, but they did not demonstrate
an excessively high correlation (» = -.71 was the highest for team conflict and cohesion).
In comparison, the one-factor model demonstrated a poor statistical fit: Chi-square =
1367.03 (170); CFI = .514; AGFI = .454; SRMR = .428; RMSEA = .486, 90% C.I. .430,
.594. Furthermore, the fit of the 3-factor model was statistically significantly better than
the 1-factor model based on the chi-square test of difference: A Chi-square = 1064.2 (21).

These results constitute good evidence that the team emergent states can be differentiated.

Aggregating individual variables to team level

The self-reported individual measures were proposed to be aggregated to form a
team score. Before aggregating to the team level, agreement among team members must
be demonstrated. To do so, I first calculated the rwg, a within-team index of agreement
(James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). To support aggregating the variables to the team level,
I also calculated ICC(1) and ICC(k), the indexes representing within team and between

team variance. Based on adequate numbers obtained for those criteria, I aggregated the
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individual variables to the team level. Indexes of agreement and reliability are reported in

table 13.

Analysis of common method variance

With most ratings obtained from the same team members and at one and the same
point in time, common method bias represents a serious issue in this second study. In
order to test for a possible effect of a common method bias, I followed Widaman (1985)
and ran a series of hierarchically nested models. I tested a baseline model that specified
the relationship between team political skill, team outcomes, and team effectiveness. The
number of teams was small, so I had to use parcels, rather than items, to ensure model
convergence. For instance, [ measured team effectiveness as one factor comprising 3
parcels: team performance, team satisfaction and team viability. The model had a modest
fit (Chi-square = 39.92 (18); CFI=.909; SRMSR =.006). In accord with Mathieu and
Taylor (20006) this fit can be considered acceptable. I added a method factor with all
variables loading on it, to an original baseline measurement model fit (Chi-square = 29.67
(10); CFI = .924). This did not improve the overall model (A Chi-square = 10.25 (8),
n.s.). In addition, the factor loadings of the baseline model remained significant even after
the method effect was partialled out. These results suggested that common method bias
was limited and the team members were able to differentiate between the variables. In
addition to this preliminary test, a post-hoc analysis based on a split sample technique is

provided in the results section.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

7. STUDY 2 RESULTS

7.1. Preliminary Analyses

Test of data distribution normality. To ensure that the data met the requirements
for being analyzed via regression, I first compared the observed data distributions to the
normal distribution. No severe deviation from normality was detected for the variables in
question: The normalized estimate for Mardia’s coefficient, available in EQS program,
was in line with the one recommended by Bentler, namely less than 5.0 (2005).
Descriptive statistics comprising means, standard deviations, and individual level
correlations are presented in Table 11. Table 12 presents the correlations for the group

level variables.

7.2. Test of hypotheses

7.2.1. Testing a process model linking team political skill and team effectiveness
Due to the low number of teams (28), a series of multiple linear regression
analyses, rather than structural equation modelling, was employed to examine the model.

Hypotheses 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 predicted a direct effect of team political skill and
team effectiveness. After partialling out the effect of controlling variables (age, gender,
team size, company experience, work, and team experience) I found support for two
hypotheses. Hypothesis 1.1, specifying a positive relationship between team political
skill and team performance, was confirmed (f = .42, p <.05). Hypothesis 1.2, stating

direct relationship between team political skill and team satisfaction, was supported (f =
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.82, p <.001). Hypothesis 1.3 specifying a positive relationship between team political
skill and team viability was also confirmed (f = .64, p < .05).

Hypotheses 2.1, 3.1 and 4.1 predicted a relationship between each of the team
emergent states and team political skill. As hypothesized, aggregates of political skill
positively predicted team conflict and team trust. After controlling for the demographic
variables, the beta coefficients were -.65 (p < .001) for team conflict (AR*= .38, F = 5.38
(7,20) p <.001) and .53 (p < .05) for team trust (AR*=.12; F =4.38 (7, 20), p < .001).
Thus, hypotheses 3.1 and 4.1 were confirmed. The hypothesis predicting the relationship
between team political skill and overall team cohesion was not supported. Upon close
examination, the types of cohesiveness were found to relate to team political skill in two
different ways. While task cohesion had a positive relationship with team political skill,
social cohesion was found to be related to team political skill negatively. On a side note,
the same relationship held true for the two types of cohesion and team effectiveness,
namely social cohesion demonstrated negative relationship with team performance,
satisfaction, and viability. Thus, two separate regressions were run. Both social cohesion
and task cohesion were found to significantly relate to team political skill (= -.54, p <
.05 and p = 4, p < .05, consequently), however social cohesion did not show the
hypothesized directionality of the relationship. Hence, I consider hypothesis 2.1 to be
partially supported. The results are presented in Table 14. For further analyses I tested
social cohesion and task cohesion as separate constructs.

Hypotheses 2.2-2.4, 3.2-3.4 and 4.2-4.4 predicted that team emergent states would
mediate the effect of team political skill on team effectiveness. Self-ratings of team

performance were used in this analysis. The macros for the Aroian version of the Sobel
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test provided by Preacher and Leonardelli* were employed to establish the mediation
effect. The Sobel test is considered more thorough compared to the traditional Baron and
Kenny’s (1986) four step regression analysis. The test gives an overall test statistic to
measure the indirect effect. An absolute value of greater than 1.96 is considered
significant at the .05 level. (For further detail on use of macros see Preacher and Heayes,
2004). As shown in Table 15 all the variables but team social cohesiveness met Baron
and Kenny’s (1986) criteria for full mediation for each facet of team effectiveness: team
performance, team viability, and team satisfaction. Regression coefficients are provided
in Tables 13 and 16. Thus, hypotheses 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 testing the mediating effect of
team conflict, were supported. Hypotheses 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 testing the mediating effect of
team trust, were also supported. Hypotheses 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 tested the mediating effect of
team cohesion. Separate effects for social and task cohesion were tested. As a mediation
effect was established for task cohesion only, hypotheses 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 were partially
supported”.

Hypothesis 4.5 stated that out of the three types of conflict, relationship conflict
would demonstrate the highest negative correlation with political skill, as compared to
task and process conflict. This relationship was tested using partial correlation,
controlling for the demographic variables: » = -.23, p <.10. for relationship conflict, » =
-.55, p <0.01 for task conflict and » = -.45, p < 0.01 for process conflict (p < 0.05).
Overall, task conflict, but not relationship conflict, demonstrated strongest negative

correlation with team political skill. However, the strength of correlation was not

* http://www.people.ku.edu/~preacher/sobel/sobel.htm

> In terms employed by Mathieu and Taylor (2006) the relationship between team political skill, team states
and team satisfaction represents an indirect effects model, rather than a mediation model in a strict meaning
of their conceptualization of mediation.
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significantly different from the other types of conflict (z =-1.36 at p = .17 for task versus
relationship conflict; z = -. 47 at p = .64 for task versus process conflict). Hence, the
results did not support hypothesis 4.5.

Hypotheses exploring team political skill operationalizations other than the team
mean were not tested in the MNC sample due to missing data: only 8 teams had a 100%

response rate.

Post-hoc analysis of common method variance

No methodological protection against common method variance was taken in
study two. The ratings of all variables obtained from the same team members represent a
potential issue. In order to test for the possible effect of common method variance, I
conducted split sample analyses. The teams were randomly split in two groups to allow
the test of the links between team emergent states as rated by one half of the team and
team effectiveness as rated by the other half of the team. The method was not used for
team political skill and team trust, as these variables were operationalized as an additive
model, thus the entire team’s ratings were used in the test. I used the macros for the
Aroian version of the Sobel test to examine the mediation effect in the split sample. In the
split sample, the results of mediation analyses proved to be insignificant. A mediating
effect was found for team trust only (test statistic = 1.98, test error = .23, at p <.05).
However, the regression analysis reveals the results similar to the ones obtained for the
tests of the hypotheses. Namely, team political skill was found to relate to the team
emergent states, and the team emergent stat were related to team effectiveness. There
were two notable exceptions, though. Team social cohesion was not found to significantly

relate to team political skill and the effect size was, overall, smaller (see Table 19).
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Based on the combined results of the preliminary and post-hoc tests, I concluded that
while I cannot entirely rule out the possibility of common method variance, team political
skill - team emergent states relationship was not overly contaminated by the common

method.

Additional Analysis: team performance rated by a supervisor

Usable data were collected for team performance from 16 team leaders. I also
collected performance data from the store manager (N=28 teams). Possibly due to a small
sample size, team political skill and team emergent states were not found to directly relate
to objective team performance rated by team leaders. Regression analysis for team
political skill and objective performance assessed by the team leader was insignificant: f
=.02, R’ =.00, n.s. However, when assessed by the store manager, team political skill
positively related to objective performance at a lower significance level: # = .32, R*=.06,
p = .15. Results of the regression analysis for team conflict and objective performance by
team leaders were insignificant. After controlling for demography and team political skill,
performance assessed by the store manager significantly related to team task cohesion: f
=.52, R =1 1, p < .05 and team trust: = .42, R’ =.11, p <.05, but not to team conflict.
Sobel mediation tests suggested possible indirect effects of team political skill, although
at lower level of significance (¢ =-1.66 at p = .09 for task cohesion, and t =-1.59 atp =

.11 for team trust).
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7.2.3. Testing the moderating effect of team interdependence and perception of
organizational politics

These hypotheses were tested with regression analysis in SPSS. In order to
attenuate possible problems with multicolinearity, the independent variables and the
mediators were centered prior to the test.

Hypotheses 9.1 and 9.3 predicted a stronger effect between team political skill and
team emergent states when perception of organizational politics is moderate, but not
when it is excessively high or very low. Thus, a squared term for perceived organizational
politics multiplied by team political skill was introduced into each regression model. It
was preceded by controls and linear and squared term for perception of organizational
politics. Lastly, the interaction terms of team political skill and perception of
organizational politics, both linear and squared, were entered into the model. Hypothesis
9.1 was partially confirmed, as the moderating effect was demonstrated for task cohesion
- team political skill relationship (8 = .68, p <.05; A R*= .11, F =3.06, p < .05), but not
for social cohesion (f = -.18, n.s.). Hypothesis 9.2 was also confirmed, supporting the
curvilinear moderating effect of perceived organizational politics for the team trust - team
political skill relationship (8 = .84, p <.05; A R*= .17, F =2.83, p < .05). Hypothesis 9.3
was confirmed: The finding demonstrated a significant moderating effect of the linear
interaction of team political skill and perceived politics onto team conflict (f =.78. p <
.01; A R*= 25, p < .05). The results are provided in table 17. Due to the low n, figures
representing the curvilinear relationship appear inconclusive and are not presented here.

Hypotheses 10.1 - 10.3 predicted a stronger effect between team political skill and
team emergent states when team task interdependence is high. The hypotheses were

tested using regression analysis. The independent variables were centered prior to the test
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to attenuate possible problems with multicolinearity. The results are provided in table 18.
Hypothesis 10.1 was not supported as the results suggest no interaction effect of team
interdependence for either for social cohesion (f = -.23, n.s.), or for task cohesion (f =
.20, n.s.). Hypothesis 10.2 was not confirmed (f = .29, n.s.). The results suggest no
interaction effect of team interdependence and team political skill on team trust.
Hypothesis 10.3 was supported (8 =-.42, p < .05; A R* = .13, F=2.56, p < .05). Figure 8
depicts the significant negative relationship between team political skill and team conflict

occurred for those who perceived high team task interdependence.

7.2.4. Team vs. leader political skill: Comparing the predictive power

Hypothesis 11.1 predicted that leaders’ political skill would positively relate to
team effectiveness. Team leader’s (vertical) political skill was assessed as self -
perception of political skill. Multiple regression analyses were employed to test the
relationship. Leader political skill was found to significantly relate to team performance
(f = .43, p <.05) and satisfaction (f = .44, p < .05) but not team viability (f = .16, n.s.).
Thus, I conclude that hypothesis 11.1 was partially supported. See table 19 for details.

Hypothesis 11.2 suggested that team political skill would be an important
predictor of team effectiveness beyond leader political skill. For team performance,
significant variance of 33% was explained by the team political skill above and beyond
that accounted for the leader’s political skill (8 =.59, p <.01 and AR’ = .33, F=3.56, p
<.01). Team political skill was also found to be an important predictor of team
satisfaction beyond the leader’s political skill (8= .67, p <.01 and AR’ = .64, F=3.78, p
<.01). Team political skill also demonstrated a significant relationship with team

viability after controlling for the leader’s political skill (8 =.71, AR’=.50, F =3.96, p <
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.01). Thus, I concluded that support for hypothesis 11.2 was demonstrated: Team political
skill accounts for significant variation in team effectiveness beyond the variance
explained by the leader’s political skill.

The summary of the findings of the two studies are reported in Table 21.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
DISCUSSION
8.1. Major Findings

8.1.1. Overview. This study represents the first attempt to investigate how
political skill operates at a higher level of analysis. Although researchers have
demonstrated a positive association between individual political skill and personal
objectives, the current literature does not answer the question of whether the benefits of
political skill extend beyond individual outcomes. Hence, the main purpose of this study
was to extend the current paradigm of individual political skill by developing a model of
team political skill. My primary interest was in determining the role of team political skill
as a predictor of team emergent states and effectiveness.

To explain how and when team political skill affects team effectiveness, I tested
some mediating and moderating effects in two studies, using 189 student project teams
and 28 permanent work teams. Employing a student sample allowed me to collect the
majority of the data from intact teams, with no data missing. Furthermore, the controlled
environment helped minimize common method variance by collecting the variables of
interest at different time points and in different formats. This approach also allowed me to
achieve a sample size of teams sufficient for testing the proposed model. To my best
knowledge, this is one of the largest samples ever reported in a study on team
effectiveness. My second study was completed in a business organization with the
primary goal of replicating the findings. Arguably, results obtained from the combination
of different samples allow for more generalizable conclusions. To further support the

findings, the MNC results were similar to those of the student teams.
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Overall, I found full or partial support for 29 out of 33 hypotheses in at least one
sample. Twelve out of fifteen hypotheses tested in the two samples were supported or
partially supported for both students and employees. The hypothesis stating a moderating
effect of team interdependence was not supported for either sample. The hypothesis
suggesting that out of the three types of conflict, team relationship conflict will
demonstrate the highest negative correlation with team political skill, as compared to
team task and process conflict, was not supported for either sample. A summary of results
pertaining to the hypotheses is presented in Table 21.

Consistent with recent multilevel theorizing I argued that team political skill
represents a property of the team (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). I applied the aggregate
multilevel model to the domain of political skill and explored the function of political
skill at a higher level. I attested that behaviours associated with politically skilled team
members can also benefit teams. For example, teams with many politically skilled
members were found to demonstrate high group cohesiveness and team satisfaction.
Moreover, the high aggregate levels of political skill facilitated such important team
emergent states as team trust and promoted team performance, team satisfaction and team
viability. Thus, the synergy of individual virtues implied in team political skill was found
to affect the team in a most positive way.

Namely, I argued that team ability to build trust and cohesiveness, and to manage
conflict, represent the generative mechanisms through which the focal independent
variable of team political skill could influence the dependent variable of team
effectiveness. Consistent with my predictions, the results demonstrated that team political
skill strongly related to team emergent states. Furthermore, the latter acted as full

mediators and explained variation in team satisfaction, team viability and perceived team
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performance. Presumably, being attuned to diverse social situations and needs of others
(Ferris et al., 2005), politically skilled team members were capable of correctly
diagnosing the needs and motives of others and appropriately adapting their routines and
behaviour.

Another important contribution of this study was exploring different
operationalizations of team political skill. The results revealed a significant effect of the
interactive term for team political skill level and the skill’s variability, named political
skill strength, beyond the effect predicted by the team political skill mean. I also explored
the role of the minimal score of team member’s political skill and found that it
significantly explained variance in team emergent states. However, for team cohesion and
trust, it failed to predict the relationship beyond what was predicted by team political skill
operationalized as an aggregated model. At the same time, teams with lower scores for
the least politically skilled team member were found to have higher ratings for team
conflict, even after the average team political skill was controlled for.

Yet another significant contribution of the study is shedding light on some
constraints imposed on groups. Specifically, perceived organizational politics was found
to set the context for the enactment of political skill. In line with expectations, I found
that teams perceiving organizational politics to be high demonstrated a stronger negative
relationship between team political skill and team conflict. In addition, support was found
for the curvilinear moderating effect of perceived organizational politics for the team
trust-team political skill and team cohesion-team political skill relationships.
Furthermore, a stronger effect between team political skill and team conflict was

demonstrated when team task interdependence was high.
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Finally, this study contributes to both the team and leadership literatures. While
both leader and team political skill had an important impact on team effectiveness, the
findings demonstrated that distributed influence from within the team (team political
skill) accounted for the effectiveness of the team above the political skill of the appointed
team leader (vertical political skill). Even though cross-sectional design of the study does
not address the question of whether politically skilled leaders inspire team members to
greater team performance, or rather, politically skilled leaders are successful because they
build the political skill of their teams, the finding represents a first attempt to empirically
examine the nature of the relationship between leader and team political skill and team
effectiveness.

To facilitate clarity, the following sections discuss the findings of this study

addressing each set of hypotheses at a time.

8.1.2. Team political skill in relation to team emergent states and outcomes.
The present study contributes to the teamwork literature in two respects. On one hand, it
further extends the political skill construct theoretically by examining its function at the
team level. The study found support for the aggregated model of team political skill, thus
laying the ground for future research in this area. Secondly, the study adds to our
knowledge of teamwork processes and team emergent states. Namely, it obtained
evidence that political skill acted as an important antecedent of several team emergent
states and outcomes. The results proved to be consistent with the premise that team
political skill is critical for multiple team emergent states, thus further adding to our

understanding of group dynamics.
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The first set of hypotheses considered the relation between team political skill
operationalized as team members’ mean score and team effectiveness. As hypothesized
aggregated team political skill was positively related to team performance in both
samples. These results mirror the previous findings obtained at the individual level:
Politically skilled individuals often come across as better performers (Blickle et al., 2008;
Blickle et al., in press; Ferris et al., 2008; Semadar et al., 2006). Arguably, capability of
building a large network of colleagues and influencing others may effectively explain
better performance of the teams composed of highly politically skilled employees. In fact,
this capability is likely to act as a mechanism that eliminates some barriers, such as team
conflict, that hinder team performance, and to enhance some desirable properties of
teams, such as team cohesiveness and team trust.

A direct relationship between team political skill and team satisfaction was
supported in both samples. Team satisfaction reflects socioemotional consequences of
group activity (Hackman, 1990) and often coincides with the perceived quality of task
accomplishment. I based my arguments on the assumption that high aggregate levels of
political skill would facilitate effective interactions and a low-stress climate. Previously,
close ties and the perceptions of greater interpersonal control were found to describe
politically skilled individuals (Ferris et al. 2007). Arguably, if everyone is socially astute
to the needs of colleagues and appears genuine in their interactions with them in a team,
this is likely to lead to overall high group attractiveness, and, consequently, to team
satisfaction. Indeed, this relationship holds true in the student data and, as expected, this
was replicated in the business setting: overall high team political skill translated into

higher team satisfaction.
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The final hypothesis in this subset tested the direct relationship between team
political skill and team viability. Team viability data was not collected from students as
irrelevant for two reasons. First, student teams are temporal by definition. These teams
always reach their adjourning stage at the end of the term and usually have no chance to
reassemble all members for projects in other classes. Furthermore, for the purpose of
COMM 222 projects, these teams had fixed membership: after some deadline, students
could not freely change their team. Thus, the team’s potential to retain members, also
known as team viability, could not be accurately assessed. In the MNC sample, the
hypothesis was confirmed: team political skill was positively related to team viability. It
is very possible that being good at networking and liked by others, highly politically
skilled team members facilitate resource exchange, build up emotional stability and
encourage knowledge sharing in the team. Naturally, those attractive characteristics lead
to the team’s desire and potential to retain their team members.

The next subset of hypotheses explained how and when the effects of team
political skill on team effectiveness held. Namely, I hypothesized and demonstrated the
mediation effect of various team emergent states - group cohesiveness, team trust, and
team conflict. After the relationship between team political skill and team effectiveness
was established, I tested the mediation effect which represents the generative mechanism
through which the focal independent variable is able to influence the dependent variable
(Baron & Kenny, 1986). I aimed at supporting the mediational, versus indirect effects
model (Mathieu & Taylor, 2006). In the student sample, I conducted a series of analyses
comparing the nested models to confirm that the direct relationship became non-
significant when the mediator was included. Indeed, the “no direct effects” model

demonstrated the best fit and all three mediators related significantly to team outcomes.
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This provided support to the hypotheses that suggested the mediating relationship of team
political skill with perceived team performance and satisfaction via team cohesion, trust,
and conflict.

I ran an additional analysis to test the relationship between team political skill and
performance rated by instructors. It was found to correlate negatively at p < .10 with
team political skill and team cohesion. It was positively related to team size (p <.05) and
the team’s perception of task interdependence (p < .10). Interestingly, the project grades
were higher for the teams reporting that projects required high team task interdependence.
It appears that less successful teams did not perceive their projects as dependent on the
synergy of all team members’ efforts and chose to simply divide the labor up. This
approach can possibly result in low team conflict, and does not implicate team cohesion
or trust. Hence, this focus on team rather project management may lead teams to perceive
themselves as effective. I contend that this is a plausible explanation of the mixed finding
in objective versus subjective performance assessment. The teams and the instructors
seem to evaluate different targets. While the students described their teams (e.g., “my
team does very good work™), the instructor specifically assessed the quality of the
projects.

Also, I believe that the classroom context may explain the lack of correlations. It
does not permit a close interaction between the instructor and teams, so teams did not
enact political skill towards their instructors. This study examined team political skill
directed toward the team, rather than toward outsiders (superiors, customers or other
teams). Thus, it is probable that some other variables, as compared to team emergent
states used in this study, will better explain the mechanism that links team political skill

and a team’s objective performance. For instance, team’s focus on the outcome versus
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processes (Woolley, 2009) may affect team’s performance. Future research should
examine this and other possible mediators. In support of this explanation, in the field
study “objective” performance was found to be related to team political skill and team
emergent states.

In the MNC sample, multiple regressions and the Sobel-Aroian test were
employed to demonstrate the mediating effect. The hypotheses testing the mediating
effect of team conflict and team trust were supported. Hypotheses on team cohesion were
considered to be partially supported as a mediation effect was established only for task
cohesion. I had to test effects for social and task cohesion separately because, upon close
examination, the types of cohesiveness were found to relate to team political skill in
opposite ways. Presumably, for Russian respondents high social cohesion implied
excessive politicking and low professionalism and was perceived as a negative
phenomenon. On the other hand, I was unable to find any references regarding the
dimensionality of the group cohesiveness construct in the Russian context. A separate
validation is required to investigate whether this difference in the perception of social
cohesion reflects some influence of the national or, possibly, organizational culture.

Directed toward their own team members, apparently, political skill enacts
numerous and effective social interactions, which boost team cohesion and team trust,
thus ensuring certain positive team outcomes. However, I argue that this relationship is
conditioned by assumptions of relatively low variability of team members’ skills at the
team level and a non-bimodal distribution of these skills. As mean analysis does not
necessarily provide a full picture of team political skill and its functions, in my next set of

analyses, | employed operationalizations other than the group mean.
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8.1.3. Operationalizations other than group mean. My thesis advances our
knowledge of the phenomenon of political skill by exploring different methods of
operationalizing the construct. The present study sought to address an important gap in
the literature by providing insight into how team-based configurations can influence some
critical team emergent states. To date, the majority of research in this area has focused
either on personality traits (e.g., Barrick et al., 1998; Barry & Stewart, 1997) or on team
demography (e.g., Barkema & Shvyrkov, 2007; Lau & Murnighan, 2005). A mean score
for individual measures is frequently used in the team, but there has recently been a call
from researchers to use both the mean and a specified aspect of the distribution to see if
one of them captures the team composition variable more adequately (Bell, 2007; Coté,
2007). Hence, I explored how alternative operationalizations for team composition,
namely, the strength of the skill and the minimum of the skill, pertained to team emergent
states.

The first alternative model of team political skill composition stated that for
certain team effectiveness dimensions members’ average level of political skill might be
more important when considered in combination with skill dispersion. “Similarity
attracts”, so teams with high variance on members’ skills may perceive the team as less
attractive. Thus, I contend that the standard deviation of the skill moderates the
relationship between the level of team political skill and team emergent states. Borrowing
from the climate and culture strength literature (e.g., Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002;
Lindell & Brandt, 2000; Schneider, Salvaggio, & Subirats, 2002), I explored the
interaction of team political skill level and the dispersion of respondents’ score on

political skill and called this interaction “political skill strength”. As expected,
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consistently positive outcomes were found in teams when team political skill strength was
high.

Regressing team social cohesion on the interaction of the TPS level and SD tested
hypotheses that predicted the relationship of team political skill strength with team
cohesion, trust, and conflict. All hypotheses were confirmed. After controlling for
demographic variables, SD and average team political skill, team political skill strength
proved to be significant and explained an additional variance in team social cohesion,
team trust and team conflict.

Another operationalization, the minimum skill score, also demonstrated a
significant relationship with team emergent states, supporting the importance of using
various operationalizations. As I argued earlier, effective interpersonal relationships
within a team require the combined effort of many, but it may take only a single
disagreeable or politically unskilled person to destroy the relationship. As expected,
teams with higher scores for the least politically skilled member had higher ratings for
team trust and team cohesion, and lower ratings for team conflict. In other words, a
minimal level of team political skill among team members accounted for significant
variation in team social skill. However, regressing team trust on the team political skill
mean and its minimal level demonstrated that the minimal score on team political skill
failed to predict team trust or team cohesion beyond the variance predicted by the mean
of the skill®. At the same time, support was found for the hypothesis that the lowest skill

level within a team would be an important predictor of team conflict beyond team average

% Some caution should be taken with this interpretation of the results, though. Introducing the average of
team political skill into regression prior to other operationalizations allowed controlling for interdependence
of these measures. However, by the same token, this approach may have reduced a potential to demonstrate
the importance of the minimum score, as some of its predictive power is “built into” the team average. In
an additional analysis in which I deleted “the bad apple” from the TPS mean score, the minimum TPS
proved to be a highly significant predictor for all team emergent states.
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political skill. This finding suggests that the operationalization of team political skill as an
average of individual scores works fine for some team emergent states, but not for the

others.

8.1.4. Moderating effects of team task interdependence and organizational
politics. Building on conceptual articles on contextualization (Johns, 2001; 2006;
Mowday & Sutton, 1993), this study addresses an important gap in the extant research by
providing examples of how context may affect team political skill and its outcomes.
Specifically, I found some evidence of the interactive effects of a particular context (e.g.,
perception of organizational politics and team task interdependence) and team political
skill on certain team emergent states.

As indicated before, research suggests that perceived organizational politics sets
the context for the enactment of political skill (e.g., Zivnuska et al., 2004). In line with the
hypothesized relationship, teams perceiving organizational politics to be high
demonstrated a stronger negative relationship between team political skill and team
conflict. Presumably, the ability of politically skilled individuals to recognize the motives
and needs of others, and use constructive interaction techniques, enabled them to prevent
potential conflicts and successfully manage existing ones in situations of high uncertainty
and ignited emotions, typical of organizational politics. Based on this, I conclude that
being politically skilled becomes even more beneficial in a highly charged political
context when a team needs to resolve or avoid conflict.

A curvilinear relationship was specified and found for organizational politics, and
team political skill with team cohesion and team trust in the MNC sample. Specifically,

the results suggest that moderate politicking sets an optimal context to benefit from
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political skill in teams. The curvilinear, versus linear, relationship was hypothesized
based on the intuition that too much politicking could result in extremely high levels of
uncertainty, provoking a hyper use of self-serving behaviour and diminishing the team
values. At the same time, in an organization low in politicking, the willingness to utilize
political skill can be viewed as redundant effort as soon as “objective” performance gets
prioritized. An intriguing finding deserving future research is what makes teams perceive
their organization as high or low on politicking. In the MNC study, the coefficient of
variation for perception of organizational politics was found to be 23%, quite an
impressive difference considering that one and the same organization was assessed by the
teams.

Another important goal of the study was to shed light on the constraints and
opportunities imposed on groups by task interdependence. As indicated before, research
using team processes and team emergent states to predict team effectiveness suggests that
interdependence among team members sets the context for the relationship (LePine et al.,
2008). Building on this literature, I hypothesized that teams perceiving high task
interdependence would also demonstrate a stronger relationship between team political
skill and team emergent states.

Contrary to my expectations, the interaction between team political skill and team
task interdependence did not prove to be significant for team cohesion in either sample.
This finding may suggest that teams can benefit from higher political skill and become
more cohesive regardless of how tight and frequent their interactions are. It is possible
that, being adept at social interactions, these teams translate the quantity of interactions
into their quality. This is an interesting insight, as it may further indicate the importance

of political skill in developing team cohesiveness.
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Team political skill and team task interdependence were found to interact in a
significant and meaningful way while predicting team trust in the student sample, but not
in the MNC sample. My rationale is that political skill becomes of particular relevance for
teams that need to work together and exchange information while building trustworthy
relations. Possibly, politically skilled students appeared to be honest and open, so they
became perceived as more trustworthy compared to politically un-skilled team members.
Also, being effective at interpersonal influence, highly politically skilled team members
were able to convince others of their willingness to work with them rather than against
them. In the student groups this perception of trustworthiness could be attenuated by the
high frequency and need for interaction. The more students had to depend on each other
for achieving the team goal (i.e. completing their final project), and the more successful
their regular interactions were due to high political skill, the more confidence and trust in
each other they had. Noteworthy, this relationship did not hold in the MNC sample.
Perhaps, some other contextual variables, such as team autonomy or team identification,
are better suited for this purpose.

Given its pertinent role in providing the need for individuals to engage in
interpersonal interactions, I was not surprised to find that team interdependence
significantly moderated the relationship between team political skill and team conflict.
Higher team task interdependence evoked a stronger negative relationship between team
political skill and team conflict in both samples, supporting the presence of the
moderating effect.

An interesting observation, evident from figure 3, relates to the fact that trust was
reported to be higher in the context of low team task interdependence as compared to high

task interdependence. I interpret this finding in a twofold way. First, lower
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interdependence leads to less critical assessment of the quality of relationships and vice
versa. In other words, when interdependence is low, people get less “picky” when
responding to a question about trust because they do not care. Second, when
interdependence is high, there are more opportunities for trust to be violated. On the
other hand, this mutual vulnerability does not emerge in the context of low task
interdependence. Hence, perception of trust indeed can be mitigated under higher

interdependence.

8.1.5. Team versus leader political skill. This study contributes to both team and
leadership literatures by examining the predictive validity of shared political skill in
comparison to a leader’s political skill. First, the results obtained from the MNC sample
suggested that leader political skill accounted for a significant increment in team
effectiveness variance. This is in line with the current literature reporting that leader
political skill is an important predictor of team effectiveness (Ahearn et al., 2004).
Specifically, my study demonstrated that leader political skill accounted for a significant
increment in team performance and team satisfaction variance even after controlling for
leader and team member organizational, team and work experience, as well as other team
demographic attributes, such as team gender and age composition, and team size.
Arguably, politically skilled leaders can inspire team members to greater team
performance and ensure their satisfaction with the team. It is possible that they facilitate
performance either by eliminating external barriers that might hinder team effectiveness
(Ahearn et al., 2004) or by setting team norms that constitute a climate of effective

interpersonal exchanges within teams.
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Contrary to my expectation, leader political skill was not found to significantly
relate to team viability. Apparently, these constructs have a more distal relationship than I
predicted. This lack of relationship may also be influenced by some contextual variables.
It is possible that group composition comes into play: The behaviour of low politically
skilled team members may contaminate perceptions of the team’s will and potency to
retain its members.

In support of the above argument, my results provide evidence of team political
skill being an important predictor of team effectiveness beyond leader political skill. For
team performance, a significant increment of variance of 33% was explained by team
political skill above and beyond the 18% predicted by the leader’s political skill. Team
political skill was also found to be an important predictor of team satisfaction and team
viability above and beyond leader political skill. This model employed the aggregate of
team political skill, self-reported leader political skill and team performance assessed by
each team.

The finding reported above raises an important question as to whether team
political skill can substitute for the leader’s skill. In order to explore this possibility, I ran
a set of additional analyses employing various combinations of independent and
dependent variables provided by different sources. In the first model leader political skill
was assessed by the leader, team political skill was assessed by the team and team
performance was assessed by the store manager. Interestingly, this model failed to
replicate the above finding. On the contrary, the leader’s self-assessed political skill
significantly predicted the team performance score provided by the store manager (f =
46, p < .05 and AR’ = .21, p < .05) above the 5% variance predicted by the aggregate of

team political skill. Apparently, team leader acts as an emissary for its team when
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representing it to the supervisor. The second model employed the measures of leader
political skill and team political skill assessed by the team, and team performance
assessed by the team leader. Yet another picture emerged in the results: Leader political
skill assessed by the team significantly correlated with the team performance assessed by
the leader (8 = .56, p < .05 and AR’ = .25, p < .05), while team political skill did not.
Thus, I concluded that it would be premature to argue that leader political skill can be
easily substituted by team political skill. Rather, further study that would employ different

sources of assessment and, preferably, a longitudinal approach, is warranted.

8.2. Strengths and Limitations

As with any research, there are certain strengths as well as limitations to this
study. First, the controlled environment of my first study allowed for the achievement of a
large sample size of 189 teams with minimum missing data. Even though the controlled
setting of the study had these benefits, it has limited generalizability. Although group
research is frequently conducted with student samples, the nature of the student groups
differs from groups in a typical organization. I recognize that the short life-cycle of the
teams and potential lower level of commitment to the course (compared to a job) task
may influence the findings. Thus, the results should be taken with some caution
especially when applied to long-term teams operating in highly competitive work settings.
However, it is worth emphasizing that these were “real” project teams with consequential
tasks to which rewards were attached.

Another issue relates to the fact that I used self-report measures, which are
possible precursors of common method bias. To attenuate this potential problem in the

student sample, I used both procedural controls to prevent bias, and post hoc methods to
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ensure that my results were not contaminated by common method variance. First, |
designed the study to measure the independent variable in a paper-and-pencil
questionnaire about 2 weeks prior to measuring the team emergent state and outcome
variables online. This approach allowed for a degree of methodological control as
recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003). Then, I ran an ad hoc and post hoc tests and
found no indication of common method variance.

Study two was conducted in a work setting. Applying such methodological
remedies for common method variance as different formats of questionnaires and a time-
lag between filling out their parts, is not always possible in organizations. Thus, the MNC
sample was apriori vulnerable to the threat of common method bias. In order to test for its
possible effect, I ran an analysis analogous to the one performed for the student sample. A
series of hierarchically nested models based on the factor analyses, in which a method
factor was introduced, demonstrated that this method effect was insignificant. Providing
further support to the conclusion that common method bias was limited, the factor
loadings of the baseline model remained significant even after the method effect was
partialled out. In addition to this preliminary test, a post-hoc analysis of mediating effects
based on a split sample technique was employed. Based on the combined results of the
preliminary and post-hoc tests, I concluded that while I cannot entirely rule out the
possibility of common method variance, there is some evidence that the respondents were
able to differentiate between the variables. Thus, I suggested that the findings in study
one and study two were not greatly affected by the self-report character of the data.

Another potential limitation is the relatively small sample size of the study two.
Although 156 employees constituted more than two thirds of the organization, twenty

eight teams were insufficient to run structural equation modeling and fully replicate study
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one. Also, this low N potentially affected the findings by lowering the power to detect
some relationships. Somewhat attenuating the severity of this problem, the results
obtained from the MNC sample provided support for twelve out of fifteen hypotheses.
Yet the design of study two was not conducive to a 100% response rate and, hence,
prevented me from replicating the test of hypotheses on team composition. On the other
hand, the MNC sample enabled the test of hypotheses on leader team political skill, team
viability and organizational politics — the variables of low relevance in the student

sample.

8.3. Theoretical implications and future research

Despite the growing number of the studies related to political skill, the current
literature does not answer the question of whether the benefits of political skill extend
beyond individual outcomes. Both the theoretical argument and empirical evidence of the
impact of political skill in a team context is largely missing from the literature. Hence, the
most important contribution of this study is shedding light on how individual political
skill functions at the team level. While researchers have demonstrated the importance of
aggregated individual personality traits, cognitive abilities and affect in predicting team
performance (e.g., Barry & Stuart, 1997), political skill has not been used before as a
group level construct. This is also the first time that the association between political skill
and team emergent states and team outcomes was examined.

First, this study contributes to the literature by introducing a complex higher-level
model of political skill. Many scholars highlight a sizable deficiency in our understanding
of teams as complex, multilevel systems (Ilgen et al., 2005; Klein & Kozlowski, 2000).

Team political skill was argued to emerge from individual team members’ political skills
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and capture the array, pattern, or variability of this individual characteristic within a team
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). I asserted that the construct of team political skill had
origins at the individual level and represented configural properties (Klein & Kozlowski,
2000) of the team.

This study extended the political skill construct theoretically by introducing two
multilevel models of team political skill. First, I demonstrated that it could be
operationalized as an additive model (Chan, 1998) that represented a common pool of the
skill. Second, a dispersion model (Chan, 1998) that focused on within-group variance of
political skill was used as an alternative operationalization of focal construct. Both
models appeared to be viable. The additive model of team political skill demonstrated
very good predictive power. The aggregate of team political skill was found to correspond
to most of the hypothesized relationships. Further, in many cases it explained variance
beyond that explained by team political skill operationalized as minimum skill. The
results suggest that a simple average of team political skill can be successfully used to
study team political skill, especially when the use of a dispersion model is complicated
(e.g., due to missing data). However, to improve our understanding of team political skill
at a higher level of analysis, future studies should continue exploring the best multilevel
models and the best operationalizations of the construct. Furthermore, I suggest that
future research use both the mean and a specified aspect of the distribution, such as an
individual’s highest or lowest score, or the range of individual scores, as it may obtain
even stronger relationships between the focal variables.

The fact that most of the teams were formed by self-selection might have several
important implications. For example, highly politically skilled individuals might have

selected team members like themselves and as a result experienced an overall safer and
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more enjoyable group climate. Intrigued by this potential possibility I calculated ry,
indexes for team political skill and found high within team agreement on this variable.

As it mentioned above, my original operationalization of the construct as an additive
model did not dictate any agreement among the team members. However, this new
finding may imply synergy of individual political skill and hence suggest the viability of a
different operationalization of team political skill, namely shared political skill.

Another important implication of the study is identifying some constraints
imposed on groups in the organizations. Team researchers have been encouraged to avoid
looking at teams as unaffected by the context surrounding them (Kozlowski & Bell,
2003). This study contributes to a call for team research “to incorporate the effects of
major organizational context factors specified in models of team effectiveness” (ibid,
2003: 363). For instance, I demonstrated that teams perceiving organizational politics to
be high had a stronger relationship between team political skill and team conflict. At the
same time, a curvilinear relationship between team political skill, team trust with team
cohesion, and organizational politics was observed. I suggest that further attention to
contextual variables, such as team autonomy, and team and organization identity, is
warranted in the future.

Team identity can be one of the variables potentially responsible for setting a
context for political skill enactment. There is a compelling indication that social identity
operates as an important determinant of group engagement (e.g., Blader & Tyler, 2009).
Presumably, highly politically skilled team members who do not have strong social
identities vis-a-vis the group will not be not motivated to advance group goals or facilitate
the success of the group. Rather, they would focus on their own goals and needs. On the

other hand, if the group is integrated with their self-concept, team members may develop
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an inherent concern for success of the group (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Dukerich, Golden,
& Shortell, 2002; Kramer, Hanna, Su, & Wei, 2001). For those individuals, achievement
of one’s personal objectives will become tantamount to the achievement of team
objectives. This is argued to facilitate the relationship between team political skill and
team emergent states and outcomes.

The identified mediation effect of team emergent states led to new insights into
the mechanisms that facilitated team effectiveness, thus contributing to the team literature
in a meaningful way. Consistent with my predictions, the results demonstrated that team
political skill strongly and positively related to team cohesion and team trust, and
negatively related to team conflict. Furthermore, the team emergent states acted as full
mediators and carried the influence of team political skill to team effectiveness.

In this study a direct relationship between team trust and team performance was
hypothesized and confirmed. As noted by Dirks (2001), a direct model linking trust and
outcomes has dominated in studies of the concept of trust and in managerial interventions.
Individual performance is listed among the outcomes for which the main effect model
demonstrated the strongest empirical support (Dirks, 2001). Yet, he argues that the
evidence is mixed for the long-assumed effects of trust on dyad or group performance.
Further study needs to explore the role of trust as a moderator, rather than a mediator,
variable setting a context in which a team political skill - higher team effectiveness
relationship is likely to occur.

Even though this study was cross-sectional I contend that some assumptions can
be made in terms of the temporal criticality of team political skill. As this construct
directly influences the quality of relationships I argue its utter importance at the early

stages of group development, namely in forming, storming and norming (Tuckman &
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Jensen, 1977). It is also an interesting theoretical and practical question if team political
skill affects the successful midpoint transition and leads to a burst of performance at
phase two of the punctuated equilibrium model (Gersick, 1988). Hence, in the
future,research should explore temporal issues concerning team political skill enactment.

Another area that requires attention in the future is leader (vertical) versus team
political skill. In this study, I explored the impact of team political skill in comparison to
the relatively oft-studied impact of the leader political skill and found that team political
skill was an importance predictor of team effectiveness beyond leader political skill.
However, it is premature to argue that leader political skill can be easily substituted with
team political skill. Rather, further study employing different sources of assessment and
longitudinal design is warranted.

Yet another important theoretical and practical issue that requires researchers’
attention is different targets of team political skill. Unlike individual political skill, which
is always directed from within to the “outside” (to colleagues, to supervisors or to
clients), team political skill can be targeted either at the team itself, or directed outside the
team, toward other teams, customers, or supervisors. Given the difference in the target of
individual versus team political skill, it is possible that the latter may contain some
additional dimensions and may even result in different outcomes. In fact, the lack of
relationship between team political skill and instructor-rated performance may be one of
the examples. Building on the literature that found a significant positive relationship
between individual political skill and supervisor-rated performance I hypothesised a
similar relationship at the team level. However, targeted within- team political skill did
not predict better objective team performance. It is possible that supervisor-rated

individual performance ratings are biased as a result of the effective interpersonal style of
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highly politically skilled employees. This can be captured by the measure of outward-
directed team political skill, but not by “within” team political skill.

To address the fact that political skill may be used differently within the team and
outside of it, I would like to highlight the importance of exploring this avenue in the
future. Intuitively, this outward-directed team political skill is closely related to team
boundary spanning (Ancona, 1990; 1992) and can effectively facilitate the team’s
capability to coordinate efforts and manage their relationships across their boundaries,
such as ones with clients, supervisors, other teams and critical figures outside of the
organization.

Finally, in this study team political skill was treated as a synergy of individual
virtues and it was found to affect the team and organization in a most positive way.
However, extremely politically skilled teams may turn out to be dysfunctional at times.
For instance, excessive attention to successful in-group interactions may detour them
from effective task completion, especially should the latter challenge the team status quo.
It may also lead teams to groupthink, or may even prompt teams to favour their own
interests when these are not in line with those of the organization. It is important that
future research consider “the dark side” of team political skill and explore the important
question of if and when political skill at the team level results in negative impact on teams

and organizations.

8.4. Implications for managers
In addition to the theoretical and methodological contributions, this research
provides important practical guidelines for organizations on employees’ political skill

composition in effective teams. Namely, managers and HR specialists may benefit from
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paying special attention to this finding, especially in team building and in development of
team capability to work effectively. As the amount and distribution of political skill in a
team appears to be an important antecedent of team emergent states and overall team
effectiveness, I suggest that the organizational implications also extend to recruitment,
selection, training, and employee retention in teams and organizations.

Specifically, this study suggests that selecting highly politically skilled team
members may enhance team performance, team satisfaction and team viability. The
important team emergent states, such as team trust and team cohesion, may also be
enhanced by higher aggregate levels of team political skill, and even more so, when the
latter is combined with lower variability of the skill. In addition, analyses related to the
minimum score demonstrated the critical effect of a single low skilled individual on team
conflict. Hence, managers and HR specialists should remember that including just one
person who is low on this skill can result in higher team conflict, and can ultimately
decrease team performance.

Higher levels of political skill in teams were found to relate both directly and
indirectly to team satisfaction and viability. In my opinion, this highlights the criticality
of team political skill for employee retention and should also be considered by
organizations. Yet another practice application would involve the development of team
political skill. It may prove useful to train individual political skill in order to improve the
team dynamic. The positive relationship between team political skill, team trust, cohesion
and performance may encourage organizations to be more proactive in these types of
efforts. They may view training of high political skill and even fostering it in teams as a

core element of supporting team building and team performance. Further, my findings
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support a critical role of leader political skill and suggest that leader’s skill has to be

considered in both team development and intervention for dysfunctional teams.

CONCLUSION

Despite some of the limitations of the present study, it enabled answering the question of
whether political skill is beneficial for teams in the affirmative. Specifically, the results
suggest that team political skill relates to important team and organizational outcomes via
team trust, team cohesion and team conflict management. In addition to these theoretical
contributions, this research provides important methodological and practical guidelines
for team composition and highlights the role of organizational and team context. Taken
together, the findings contribute to an improved understanding of political skill. They also
add team political skill to the well-established pool of antecedents of team effectiveness,

such as general mental ability and personality.

116



Measure/ source of
information

Political skill (individual)

Group performance

Group cohesion
Group conflict

Team interdependence
Organizational/team
politics

Team trust

Team viability

Team satisfaction
Autonomy
Demography: age, gender,
nationality

Demography: team and
organizational tenure

Group size

TABLES

TABLE 1

The Source of Data for Each Variable

Study one:
Student sample

Self-report in paper-
and- pencil
Online self-report

Online self-report

Online self-report
Online self-report

Online self-report
Online self-report

Self-report in paper-
and-pencil

Self-report in paper-
and-pencil

Study two: MNC sample

Respondents: Respondents: Respondents:
Employees/ Team Leaders Leader’s
team members supervisor
self-report self-report
self-report Team leader’s Store manager’s
assessment assessment
self-report
self-report
self-report
self-report
self-report
self-report
self-report
self-report
self-report self-report
self-report self-report
Objective

measure: HR
office archives
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ANOVA Test Comparing Dropped and Retained Samples

TABLE 2

Variable N Mean Standard deviation F Significance
Team political skill
Intact teams (n=112 teams) 514 542 .76 2.83 .093
Dropped teams (n=94 teams) 506 5.34 .64
Age
Intact teams (n=112 teams) 268 21.2 2.15 4.10 .051
Dropped teams (n=94 teams) 339 20.9 1.99
Gender *
Intact teams (n=112 teams) 289 49 .50 25 .621
Dropped teams (n=94 teams) 342 Sl 50
GPA
Intact teams (n=112 teams) 210 3.01 48 16.37 .000
Dropped teams (n=94 teams) 186 3.19 43

*Note: Gender was coded 1 for men and 0 for women.
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TABLE 3

Descriptive Statistics and Individual Level Correlations for the Student Sample

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Team political skill 538 074 (93)

2. Task Cohesion 6.73 160  34**  (91)

3. Social Cohesion 444 137 27 23% (0.69)

4, Relationship Conflict 238 127 -20%*% -55%  -0.07 (0.91)

5. Task Conflict 289 LI1 -18% -40* 000 .70%* (0.88)

6. Process Conflict 253 106 -13% 440000 65** 74 (0.81)

7. Team Trust 400 092 19¥ 43 Q9% 8% 026 -27%F (0.78)

8. Team Performance 373090 25%  oTFF 24%x L 50%* -40%F -40** S1F* 0 (0.94)

9. Team Satisfaction 528 150 22%F 60*x  22%F L 52FE AQ¥F L 40%F 0 53 73R (4

10. Interdependence 319 070 .15**  -005 000 .A1* de** A8 -10*  -009 -0.09 (71)

11. Age 203 432 -007 -001 -006 -0.02 000 -0.05 -000 001 -002 -001 (-)

12. Gender 050 050 006 003 007 -0.04 003 002 001 -001 -000 000 -10%¥ (-)

13. GPA 31 166 010 007 007 -006 -000 000 002 006 001 -002 -000 -001 (-)

14, Previous interactions .51 082 000 -003 .22%* 12 10* 18** 009 003 000 001 -0.10 .10* 003 (-)

N =688-879; Lower N represents optional demographic variables; Gender was coded 1 for men and 0 for women; Figures in
parentheses are reliabilities.
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TABLE 4

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations at Team Level for the Student Sample

1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 101112 1415 16 171819 20 2

1 Team political skill

2 Team political skill minimum 196**

3 Team poltical skill maximum J19¥E - 300%*

4 Team political skill strength S00% 34k 390%

5 Team cohesion 3052000 307 370%*

6 Team task cohesion 2000 190%  187F 240+ R4

7 Teamsocial cohesion I8 QA0% 314F* 365+ BSIF* 373

8 Team conflict S208%% 0000 - 180% -196% - A472%* - 604%* - 203**

9 Team relationship conflict -200%%  0.145 - 190% -232%F - 523 - 635%* - 25T 909**

10 Team task conflict 1955 0003 - 152% - 079% -333 - 440%* <0132 (920* \754%

11 Team process conflict 157 0019 -0.148 -0.118 -431%*F -579%* - 161% 910%* 721** 803**

12 Team trust A76%163% 0001 (183F  538** 668*F 250%* - SII** - 466%* - 436%* - 504%*

13 Team interdependence 0.114 0038  0.084 0023 254 336* 0.099 -203** -233%* -0.131 -.191% 294**

14 Team satisfaction 200% 0104 0133 234% 589%% 650%F 345 - 614 - 607 - 533 - 540%F 672%* 214+

15 Team perceived performance 2030123 243% 236% 05 T33FF AS4*E - STARE L SR0FF - 4T3 - 519%F 646** 195% TA(*F*

16 Team instructor rated performance -7 159" 0089 -0.057 01737 -0.46 -0.135 0116 009 0108 012 -0143 019" -0.062 -0.112

17 Ag 1570091 -0.09  -202% -0.097 -0.075 -0.085 0.025 0.032 -0.001 0.039 -0.015 -0.045 -0.068 -0.059 0.128

18 Gender 0.037 0034 0036 -0.012 0004 0045 -0033 -006 -0075 -002 -0.069 -0.051 0.129 -0.065 -0.037 0.017 -.190%

19 GPA 0132 0135 0003 .184* -0.025 0.021 -0.057 0.016 -0.065 0.036 0.085 -0.114 0.082 -0.011 -0.042 0.036 0.042 -0.033

20 Previous interactions 0124 0071 0124 0052 233** 0073 299** 0014 -0.016 0.002 0057 0.041 0089 0.04 0.091 -0.088 -0.127 -0.009 -0.082
21 Teamsize 0.106  -180%  0.095 -0.055 -0.098 -0.12 -0.047 0.079 0.074 0.093 0.048 -0.045 -0.128 0.032 -0.076 .222% -0.036 -0.031 0.093 -369**
22 Teampoltical skill x team iterdependence ~ .553%*  419**  416** 380** 379% 370%* DS6%*F -248** - 201%* - 182% -200%F 317¢ 882** 242 264** 0018 -0.105 0.129 0.114 0143 -0.142

Tp<.10. *p < .05. **p < .01.

N =156-189; Lower N represents instructors’ assessment of team performance (projects). Gender was coded 1 for men and 0 for
women; Gender and previous work (interactions) with team members were calculated as proportions.
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TABLE 5

Indexes of Agreement and Reliability in the Student Sample

Variable # of Twg Twg Twg ICC(1) ICC(Kk)

items mean range median
Team political skill 18 28 .88
Team cohesion 6 .64 .50 - .87 .68 32 .79
Team task cohesion 4 .66 .53 - .87 71 .67 .89
Team social cohesion 2 .64 .50 - .81 .69 25 .59
Relationship conflict 4 .69 .58 -.89 75 .67 .89
Task conflict 4 71 .67 - .87 78 .61 .86
Process conflict 3 .70 .59 - .83 74 .59 81
Team trust 3 43 .69
Team performance 2 74 .59 -.90 .80 .79 .94
Team task 3 74 .53 -.89 78 .50 17
interdependence
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TABLE 6

Results of Regression Analysis of Team Political Skill Strength

Predictors B R’ AR’
(1) Team Cohesion
Step 1:  Controls 07*
Step 2: TPS mean 231
TPS SD -1.22% 18#* 2%k
Step 3:  TPS strength 1.37 20%* .03%*
(2) Team Conflict
Step 1:  Controls .02
Step 2:  TPS mean -.16
TPS SD 1.30%* .06* .05%*
Step 3:  TPS strength -1.38%* .09* .03*
(3) Team Trust
Step 1:  Controls .02
Step 2:  TPS mean .07
TPS SD -97 057 037
Step 3:  TPS strength 1.11° 07" 027

Tp <.10.*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < 001

Note. N =189. TPS: Team Political Skill. TPS strength: interaction between team political
skill mean and SD. Controls: age, gender, GPA, previous interactions with team
members, team size.
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TABLE 7

Results of Regression Analysis of Team Political Skill Minimum Score

Predictors B R’ AR’

(1) Team Cohesion
Model 1 Step 1:  Controls 097

Step 2:  TPS minimum score 28%* 7% 7%
Model 2 Step 1:  Controls 07*

Step 2: TPS mean ATHHE L gFHk 2%

Step 3:  TPS minimum score -.15 20%%* .01
(2) Team Conflict
Model 1 Step 1:  Controls .02

Step 2:  TPS minimum score -.10" 05" 03"
Model 2 Step 1:  Controls .02

Step 2: TPS mean - 42%* 07* 05%*

Step 3:  TPS minimum score 247 .09 021
(3) Team Trust
Model 1 Step 1:  Controls .02

Step 2:  TPS minimum score A7* .04* .03*
Model 2 Step 1:  Controls .02

Step 2:  TPS mean A3 .05% .03%*

Step 3:  TPS minimum score .07 .05 .002

Tp <.10.*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < 001
Note. N=112 . TPS: Team Political Skill. Controls: age, gender, GPA, previous
experience with team members, team size.
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TABLE 8
Results of Regression Analysis of Interaction of Team Political Skill and Team

Interdependence in the Student Sample

Predictors B R’ AR’
(1) Team Cohesion
Step 1:  Controls 07*
Step 2: TPS 28%*
Interdependence 24%% 21%* 4%
Step 3: TPS x Interdependence .002 21 .00
(2) Team Conflict
Step 1:  Controls .02
Step 2: TPS - 18%*
Interdependence -.18%* .08* .06*
Step 3: TPS x Interdependence 14%* 10* 021
(3) Team Trust
Step 1:  Controls .01
Step 2: TPS Jde%E*
Interdependence -31%* A3%* 2%
Step 3:  TPS x Interdependence -.13" 5% 027

Tp<.10. *p <.05 **p < .01 ***p < 001 N =189. Controls: age, gender, GPA, previous
interactions with team members, team size; TPS — team political skill; Interdependence —
Team task interdependence.
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TABLE 9
Results of Sobel Test of Mediating Effects and the Effects of Common Method

Variance for the Split Student Sample

Test statistic  Standard Error p-value
Cohesion mediates team political 3.17 .09 .001
skill and performance
Cohesion mediates team political 2.98 15 .002
skill and team satisfaction
Team conflict mediates team 2.98 .20 .006
political skill and team
performance
Team conflict mediates team 2.82 14 .004
political skill and team satisfaction
Team trust mediates team political 1.61 23 .092
skill and team performance
Team trust mediates team political 1.96 .09 .049

skill and team satisfaction

Note. N=189. Each team was randomly split in two. Assessment of team performance
and team satisfaction was provided by half of the teams, and team emergent states by the
other half. Complete samples are used for team political skill and team trust.
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TABLE 10

Results of Regression Analyses Used in the Test of Mediating Effects and the Effects

of Common Method Variance for the Split Student Sample

Predictors B R’ F(2,186)
(1) Team Cohesion
TPS 37** J13%*
(2) Team Trust
TPS (non-split sample) 25%* 06%*
(3) Team Conflict
TPS -.33%* d1%*
(4) Team performance
Model 1: TPS .09
Team cohesion A43%* 22% 13.21%*
Model 2: TPS 8%
Team trust 08" 09" 4.56%
Model 3: TPS 177
Team conflict - 34%% 22" 10.20%*
(5) Team Satisfaction
Model 1: TPS .01
Team cohesion 39%* A5%* 8.19%*
Model 2: TPS .09
Team trust 25% .08* 4.30%*
Model 3: TPS .04
Team conflict -.39%* J6** 8.93**

Note. Each team was randomly split in two. Assessment of team performance and team
satisfaction was provided by half of the teams, and team emergent states by the other half.
Complete samples are used for team political skill and team trust. Similar to the SEM,

there are no control variables.
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TABLE 11

Descriptive Statistics and Individual Level Correlations in the MNC Sample

*p <.05. **p <.01. N =156; Gender was coded 1 for men and 0 for women; Work, company, team experience and tenure
with current leader were measured in months. Team performance was self-reported by the team members. Figures in
parentheses are the reliabilities.
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TABLE 12

Descriptive Statistics and Group Level Correlations in the MNC sample

Mean D 1 2 3 4 5 ] 1 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 | i
1 Team political skill 58 061
2 Team cohesion 634 065 .45
3 Team social cohesion 537 113 026 038
4 Team task cohesion 690 08 0% 8% 018
5 Team trust 548 080 61 56 -45F 8%
6 Team conflict 280 064 -60% 033 M -p5HF - pp
7 Interdependence 541 069 030 034 003 43 025 007
8 Perceived org. politics 260 05 027 010 03 018 -016 Su 013
9 Team performance (team) 408 063 .66 029 -62%* 67 9% -78% 014 05
10 Team viability 512 08 1% A1F 0 -46F 1% 8 -3 03 U ¢
11 Team satisfaction 571 072 65% 027 -59%  e5M I W% 024 -4¢ 81 M
12 Age 2781 417 018 -018 024 004 004 014 40* 030 000 03 019
13 Gender 046 041 019 0% 006 07 018 012 -010 017 03 009 012 -54*
14 Work experience 7739 489 03 020 013 03 03 -03% 4 -39 01 037 019 & -0u
15 Org. Experience 59 829 03 -03 000 -0 032 03 -030 029 -03% 020 -4* 027 027 005
16 Team experience 183 773 030 -4 03 032 018 083 -3 07 003 010 -008 028 -038 -008 .68*
17 Work with current leader 145 801 -5% -4 020 029 024 010 -02 005 003 014 001 002 03 -0 42 68
18 Teamssize 800 489 017 -62%* 023 -50% -40% 018 004 003 003 030 010 020 026 -002 02 03 A
19 Leader political skill (self) 576 059 033 006 011 009 013 000 ~-5¥ 03 018 -014 000 011 -017 -008 038 6% 05 00
20 Leader political skill (team) 506 104 024 006 015 020 010 -4 002 -48% 43 016 4% 02 018 02 001 006 032 012 028
21 Team performance (leader) 390 071 02 016 003 02 o000 -023 -004 003 033 005 039 010 049 -019 017 037 046 02 048 54
2 Teamperformance (storemanager) 370 061 024 01 011 013 009 007 -3 003 002 000 000 00 015 -015 03 3% 006 03 047 00 A

*p <.05. #*p <.01. N =156; Gender was coded 1 for men and 0 for women; Work, company, team experience and tenure
with current leader were measured in months. Team performance was self-reported by the team members, team leader and the
store manager.
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TABLE 13

Indexes of Agreement and Reliability in the MNC Sample

Variable # of Iwg Iwg Iwg ICC(1) ICC(k)
items mean range median

Team political skill 18 - - - 30 .68
Leader political skill 18 .64 .58-.79 .68 27 .70
(team rated)
Team task cohesion 4 .69 .64 - .94 .88 37 .79
Team social cohesion 2 .90 78 - .97 .93 .19 54
Team conflict 11 .69 .59-.79 72 22 .60
Team trust 3 - - - 18 .59
Team performance 4 .79 74 - 91 .86 .29 71
Team satisfaction 3 .66 .59 - .84 .76 .39 .76
Team viability 2 .63 .56 -.79 .68 .19 .65
Perceived 3 71 .59 - .81 .76 18 .68
organizational politics
Team task 3 .65 .54 - .83 .63 12 72
interdependence
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TABLE 14

Results of Regression Analysis of Team Political Skill in the MNC Sample

Predictors B R AR’

(1) Team Cohesion

Controls 32%

Team political skill 13 33 .01
(1a) Team Social Cohesion

Controls .30

Team political skill -.54 A48%* 18%*
(1b) Team Task Cohesion

Controls 44

Team political skill 57 A47* 13%*
(2) Team Conflict

Controls 32

Team political skill -.65* S58#* 26%
(3) Team Trust

Controls 23

Team political skill S53%* 40%* A7*

Tp <.10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < 001
Note. N =28. Controls: age, gender, work experience, team and organizational tenure,
experience with current leader, and team size.
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TABLE 15
Results of Aroian Test of Mediating Effects of Team Emergent States in the MNC

Sample

Test statistic Standard Error p-value
Social cohesion mediates team 1.22 A2 22
political skill and performance
Social cohesion mediates team 1.04 18 .29
political skill and team satisfaction
Social cohesion mediates team 1.08 A2 28
political skill and team viability
Task cohesion mediates team 2.54 .16 .01
political skill and team
performance
Task cohesion mediates team 2.04 .19 .04
political skill and team satisfaction
Task cohesion mediates team 2.25 21 .02
political skill and team viability
Team conflict mediates team 2.99 17 .00
political skill and team
performance
Team conflict mediates team 2.98 .20 .00
political skill and team satisfaction
Team conflict mediates team 2.46 20 .01
political skill and team viability
Team trust mediates team political 1.97 12 .05
skill and team performance
Team trust mediates team political 2.37 .19 .02
skill and team satisfaction
Team trust mediates team political 2.08 22 .00
skill and team viability
N= 28 teams.
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TABLE 16

Results of Regression Analyses Used in the Test of Mediating Effects of Team

Emergent States in the MNC Sample

Predictors B R’ Adi.R°  F(2,25)
Team Performance
Model 1: TPS .09
Team task cohesion O F* 45 41 9.86%**
Model 2: TPS 33%*
Team social cohesion -.54%* 49 44 11.29%*
Model 3: TPS -.02
Team trust BO** .62 .59 19.80**
Model 4: TPS -.01
Team conflict - J9F** .62 .59 19.65%*
Team Satisfaction
Model 1: TPS 40%*
Team task cohesion A41* .53 49 13.29%*
Model 2: TPS S54%*
Team social cohesion - 45%* .61 .58 18.93%*
Model 3: TPS 5%
Team trust S50%* .58 .55 16.66**
Model 4: TPS 257
Team conflict -.66* 71 .68 29.45%*
Team Viability
Model 1: TPS 43*
Team task cohesion A5%* .62 .59 19.65%*
Model 2: TPS 63%*
Team social cohesion -.29% 58 .54 16.43**
Model 3: TPS 31
Team trust O5%* .76 74 37.97**
Model 4: TPS 42¥*
Team conflict - 49%* .65 .62 22.26**

N=28 teams. "p <.10.*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < 001;
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TABLE 17
Results of Regression Analysis of Perception of Organizational Politics as a

Moderator of Team Political Skill and Team Emergent States in the MNC Sample

Predictors B R’ AR’
(1) Team Trust

Controls 23
Team political skill -.10 .39 16*
Perceived org. politics .09 .39 .00
Perceived org. politics (squared) .08 43 .03
Team political skill X Perceived org. -.09 46 .03
politics
Team political skill X Perceived org. 84 .63%* A7

politics (squared)
(2) Social Cohesion

Controls 29
Team political skill -27 427 137
Perceived org. politics 47 S54%* 2%
Perceived org. politics (squared) -24 597 .06
Team political skill X Perceived org. 18 .62 .02
politics
Team political skill X Perceived org. -.18 .63 .01
politics (squared)

(3) Task Cohesion
Controls 43
Team political skill -.14 537 097
Perceived org. politics .05 54 .02
Perceived org. politics (squared) 18 57 .04
Team political skill X Perceived org. -.003 .59 .01
politics
Team political skill X Perceived org. .68%* 70%* A%

politics (squared)
(4) Team conflict

Controls 29

Team political skill -.68* AT* 7%
Perceived org. politics -23 557 .08*
Team political skill X Perceived org. 78 * .80* 25%
politics

Yp<.10. *p < .05. **p < .01.
Note. N =28. Controls: age, gender, work experience, team and organizational tenure,
experience with current leader, and team size.
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TABLE 18
Results of Regression Analysis of Team Task Interdependence as a Moderator of

Team Political Skill and Team Emergent States in the MNC Sample

Predictors B R’ AR’
(1) Team Social Cohesion
Step 1:  Controls .29
Step 2: TPS -47*
Interdependence -.15 42 13
Step 3: TPS x Interdependence -23 45 .04
(2) Team Task Cohesion
Step 1:  Controls 43
Step 2: TPS 38%*
Interdependence 48%* 61* 18%*
Step 3: TPS x Interdependence .20 .64 .03
(3) Team Trust
Step 1:  Controls 23
Step 2: TPS S53%*
Interdependence .29 40 17
Step 3: TPS x Interdependence .29 46 . 06
(4) Team Conflict
Step 1:  Controls 29
Step 2: TPS -.59%*
Interdependence .04 S50%* 21%
Step 3:  TPS x Interdependence -42% .63* 3%

Tp<.10. *p <.05. **p < .01

Note. N =28. Controls: age, gender, work experience, team and organizational tenure,
experience with current leader, and team size. Interdependence — Team task
interdependence.
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TABLE 19

Team versus Team Leader’s Political Skill and Team Effectiveness

Predictors B R’ AR’

Team Performance

Step 1:  Team leader political skill 29% 18*

Step 2:  Team political skill S9H* S1* 33%*
Team Satisfaction

Step 1: Team leader political skill A46%* 20%

Step 2: Team political skill OTHHE 64%+* A4x*
Team Viability

Step 1: Team leader political skill 18 .03

Step 2: Team political skill 1 S3** S0%F*

Tp <.10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < 001;
N=28;
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TABLE 20

Results of Regression Analyses Testing the Effects of Common Method Variance in

MNC sample
Predictors B R’
Team task cohesion
TPS 407 167
Team social cohesion
TPS -.20 .05
Team trust
TPS (non-split sample) 60** 36%*
Team conflict
TPS -37* 147
(1) Team Performance
Model 1: TPS .26
Team task cohesion A44* 33%*
Model 2: TPS .30
Team social cohesion =27 227
Model 3: TPS 36"
Team trust A41%* 2%
Model 4: TPS .19
Team conflict -.56%* 42%*
(2) Team Satisfaction
Model 1: TPS 29%
Team task cohesion 30%* S52%*
Model 2: TPS S8**
Team social cohesion -35% S6**
Model 3: TPS H3**
Team trust 31 S53%*
Model 4: TPS S54%*
Team conflict =337 52
(3) Team Viability
Model 1: TPS A45%
Team task cohesion A6** S4%*
Model 2: TPS S3H*
Team social cohesion =27 A42%*
Model 3: TPS So**
Team trust A43%* S3**
Model 4: TPS A48%*
Team conflict =317 44

N=28 teams. Tp <.10.*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < 001;

Note. Each team was randomly split in two. Assessment of team performance and team
satisfaction was provided by half of the teams, and team emergent states by the other
half. Complete samples are used for team political skill and team trust. Controls: age,
gender, work experience, team and organizational tenure, experience with current leader,
and team size.
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TABLE 21

Summary of the Findings of the Two Studies

Hypotheses Student MNC
sample sample

1.1. Team political skill will be positively related to team supported  supported
performance.

1.2. Team political skill will be positively related to team supported  supported
satisfaction.

1.3. Team political skill will be positively related to team N/A supported
viability.

2.1 Team political skill will be positively related to group  supported partially
cohesiveness. supported

2.2 Group cohesiveness will mediate the relationship supported  partially
between team political skill and team performance. supported

2.3 Group cohesiveness will mediate the relationship supported  partially
between team political skill and team satisfaction. supported

2.4. Group cohesiveness will mediate the relationship N/A partially
between team political skill and team viability. supported

3.1. Team political skill will be positively related to team supported  supported
trust.

3.2. Team trust will mediate the relationship between team  supported  supported
political skill and team performance.

3.3. Team trust will mediate the relationship between team  supported  supported
political skill and team satisfaction.

3.4. Team trust will mediate the relationship between team  N/A supported
political skill and team viability.

4.1. Team political skill will be negatively related to team supported  supported
conflict.

4.2. Team conflict will mediate the relationship between supported  supported
team political skill and team performance.

4.3. Team conflict will mediate the relationship between supported  supported
team political skill and team satisfaction.

4.4. Team conflict will mediate the relationship between N/A supported
team political skill and team viability.

4.5. Out of the three types of conflict, team relationship not not
conflict will demonstrate the highest negative supported  supported
correlation with team political skill, as compared to
team task and process conflict.

5.1. Team political skill strength will relate to team supported N/A
cohesion, and explain variance in team cohesion
beyond team average political skill.

5.2. Team political skill strength will relate to team supported N/A

conflict, and explain variance in team conflict beyond
team average political skill.
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5.3.

6.1.

6.2.

7.1.

7.2.

8.1.

8.2

9.1.

9.2.

9.3.

10.1.

10.2.

10.3.

11.1.

11.2.

Team political skill strength will relate to team trust,
and explain variance in team trust beyond team
average political skill.

Teams with higher scores for the least politically
skilled member of the team will have higher ratings for
team cohesion.

The lowest skill level within a team is an important
predictor of team cohesion beyond average team
political skill.

Teams with higher scores for the least politically
skilled member of the team will have higher ratings for
team trust.

The lowest skill level within a team is an important
predictor of team trust beyond average team political
skill.

Teams with lower scores for the least politically skilled
member of the team will have higher ratings for team
conflict.

The lowest skill level within a team is an important
predictor of team conflict beyond team average
political skill.

The relationship between team political skill and team
cohesion will be stronger when employees perceive
organizational politics as moderate and weaker when
organizational politics is perceived as high or low.

The relationship between team political skill and team
trust will be stronger when employees perceive
organizational politics as moderate and weaker when
organizational politics is perceived as high or low.
The relationship between team political skill and team
conflict will be stronger when employees perceive
organizational politics as moderate and weaker when
organizational politics is perceived as high or low.
The relationship between team political skill and team
cohesion will be stronger when team task
interdependence is high.

The relationship between team political skill and team
trust will be stronger when team task interdependence
is high.

The relationship between team political skill and team
conflict will be stronger when team task
interdependence is high.

Leader political skill is an important predictor of team
effectiveness.

Team political skill is an important predictor of team
effectiveness beyond leader political skill.

supported
supported
not

supported
supported
not

supported
supported

supported

N/A

N/A

N/A

not
supported

supported

supported

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

partially
supported

supported

supported

not
supported

not
supported

supported
partially

supported
supported
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FIGURES

Figure 1

Theoretical Model Linking Team Political Skill and Team Effectiveness
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*The predicted relationships between variables are all positive, with the exception of

conflict, which is negative in relation to team political skill, team viability and team

satisfaction.

** Moderation effect is depicted by dotted line.
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Figure 2

Adjusted Model Linking Team Political Skill, Team Emergent States and Team Effectiveness
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Fit statistics: 2 = 145.34 (65), CFI =.964, RMSEA = .08, 90% C.I. .06, .10.
Note: Soc. Astut. = social astuteness; Influence= interpersonal influence; Network= networking ability; Sincerity=apparent
sincerity. The error terms are deleted for clarity.
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Figure 3

Interactive Effect of Team Political Skill and Team Interdependence on Team Trust
in the Student Sample
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Figure 4

Interactive Effect of Team Political Skill and Team Interdependence on Team
Contflict in the Student Sample
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Figure 5

Interactive Effect of Team Political Skill Level and Standard Deviation on Team

leam Cohesion
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Figure 6

Interactive Effect of Team Political Skill Level and Standard Deviation on Team
Conflict in the Student Sample
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Figure 7

Interactive Effect of Team Political Skill and Perceptions of Organizational Politics
on Team Conflict in the MNC Sample
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Figure 8

Interactive Effect of Team Political Skill and Team Interdependence on Team
Conlflict in the MNC Sample
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APPENDIX A
1. Political skill Inventory * (Ferris et al., 2005)

Instructions: Using the following 7-point scale, please place the number before each item
that best describes how much you agree with each statement about yourself.

1 =strongly disagree

2 =disagree

3 =slightly disagree

4 =neutral

5 =slightly agree

6 =agree

7 =strongly agree

1. __ Ispend alot of time and effort at work networking with my team members.
(NA)

2. ______ T am able to make most people in my team feel comfortable and at ease around
me. (IT)

3. __ T'am able to communicate easily and effectively with my team members. (II)
4. ___ Ttis easy for me to develop good rapport with most people in my team. (II)

5. T understand my team members very well. (SA)

6. _ Tam good at building relationships with influential people in my team. (NA)
7. T am particularly good at sensing the motivations and hidden agendas of my

team members. (SA)

8. When communicating with my team members, I try to be genuine in what I

say and do. (AS)
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0. I have developed a large network of colleagues and associates in my team

whom I can call on for support when I really need to get things done. (NA)

10. ___ Inmy team, [ know a lot of important people and am well connected. (NA)
11. __Ispend alot of time at work developing connections with my team members.
(NA)

12. _ T'am good at getting my team members to like me. (II)

13. ____Itis important that my team members believe I am sincere in what I say and
do. (AS)

14.  Ttryto show a genuine interest in my team members. (AS)

15.  Tam good at using my connections and network of team members to make

things happen at work. (NA)

16.  Thave good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to my team
members. (SA)

17.  _ Talways seem to instinctively know the right things to say or do to influence
my team members. (SA)

18. I pay close attention to my team members’ facial expressions. (SA)

Note: NA=networking ability; II=interpersonal influence; SA=social astuteness;
AS=apparent sincerity.

*Wording has been changed to reflect team orientation.

Group conflict
Jehn’s (1995) scale for task, process and affective conflict. 7-point Likert-scale.
Relationship conflict :

1. How much friction is there among members in your work unit?

159



2. How much are personality conflicts evident in your work unit?

3. How much tension is there among members of your work unit?

4. How much emotional conflict is there among members in your work unit?
Task conflict :

1. How frequently are there conflicts about ideas in your work unit?

2. How often do people in your work unit disagree about opinions?

3. How much conflict about the work you do is there in your work unit?

4. To what extent are there differences of opinion in your work unit?
Process conflict:

1. How often do members of your work unit disagree about who should do what?

2. How frequently do members of your work unit disagree about the way to complete a

group task?

3. How much conflict is there about delegation of tasks within your work unit?

Group Cohesion

Chang and Bordia’ s scale (2001). 9-point Likert scale.
Task cohesion:

1. We are united in trying to reach its goal for performance
2. We all take responsibility for any mistake

3. Everyone tries to help if members have problems

4. We communicate freely about each other’s responsibility
Social Cohesion:

1. Members rather go out on their own than as a team (R)
2. Team members rarely socialize together (R)

3. Like to spend time outside of work hours

4. Stick together outside of the team project
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Trust

Four items scale adapted from Mayer and Davis (1999) and two items from Gillespie’s

scale (2003). 7-point Likert scale.
Mayer and Davis’ scale (1999):

1. If I had my way, I wouldn’t let this team have any influence over issues that are
important to me.*

2. I 'would be willing to let my team have complete control over my future in this
company.

3. Ireally wish I had a good way to keep an eye on this team.*

4. Twould be comfortable giving this team a task or problem which was critical to me,
even if | could not monitor its actions (in the original: I would be comfortable
allowing the organization to make decisions that directly impact me, even in my
absence).

Gillespie (2003):
1. Tam willing to rely on the team to represent my work accurately to others.

2. Tam willing to depend on the team to back me up in difficult situations.

Perception of organizational politics scale
Kacmar and Carlson (1997). Go along to get ahead subscale. 5-point Likert scale.
1. Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative in this organization.
2. Sometimes it is easier to remain quiet than to fight the system.
3. Favoritism, rather than merit, determines who gets good raises and
promotions around here.

4. Tt is safer to think what you are told than to make up your own mind.

Team effectiveness

(a) Team viability (Hackman, 1988)

7 point Likert scale; assessed by team members.
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1. Members of the team care a lot about it, and work together to make it one of the

best
2. Working with members of the team is an energizing and uplifting experience
3. As a team, this work group shows signs of falling apart

(b) Team satisfaction (Hackman, 1988)
7 point Likert scale; assessed by team members
1.  Generally speaking I am very satisfied with the team
2. I frequently wish I could quit the team

3. I am generally satisfied with the work I do on the team, etc

Team performance measures

Pearce and Sims’ (2002) 5-point Likert scale.

1. The team is highly effective.
2. The team is making very good progress on the team’s charter.
3. The team does very good work.
4.  The team does a very good job.
Interdependence

Morgeson and Humphrey’s (2006) 7 point Likert scale on interdependence which includes
Initiated Interdependence:

1. The job requires me to accomplish my job before others complete their job;

2. Other jobs depend directly on my job;

3. Unless my job gets done, other jobs cannot be completed;

Received Interdependence:
1. The job activities are greatly affected by the work of other people;
2. The job depends on the work of many different people for its completion;

3. My job cannot be done unless others do their work.
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Demography for the MNC sample

What is your age?

What is your gender?

Male
Female

What is your country of citizenship

What country were you born in?

What is your ethnic background?

Questions about Your Work Background

How many years of full-time work experience have you had?

years

How long have you worked for your current employer?  years and
months.

How long have you been working in your current location?  Months

~ Weeks ~ Days

How long have you been assigned to your current team?  Years

Months ~ Weeks

How long have you been assigned to your current team? Years

Months ~ Weeks

How long have you been assigned to your current boss? Years

Months ~ Weeks

Prior to this assignment, have you previously worked for this person as your

boss? Y/N

Prior to this assignment, have you previously worked with this person as a

peer? Y/N
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. How long ago did you meet this person for the first time? Years

Months ~ Weeks

Questions about Your Educational Background

. How many years of formal education do you have? years
o If you have an educational major or area of specialization, what is
it?

Demography for the student sample
What is your age?

What is your gender?

e Male

e Female
o What is your country of citizenship
J What country were you born in?
° What is first language?

What is your GPA (optional)

Have you been working with your Comm 222 team members on previous occasions (€.g., in
other class)? Yes/ No

If yes, with how many of them you had interactions before this class?

Do you have work experience? Yes/ No

Do you have managerial experience? Yes/ No
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APPENDIX B

Questionnaire in Russian

baanx Ne 1

He 3a6y0bme omopsams 3mo 1ucm, 6038paujas ONpOCHUK.
Hms onpawiusaemo2co He 00NHCHO NOABIAMbCA 8 3aNOJIHEHHOM ONPOCHUKE.

Nwms, pamunus pecrioHAeHTa:

Cnucok 4J1eHOB KOMaH/bI:

SN W=

Jlunep/ menemkep:
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YBaxkaeMble COTPYIHUKU !

Konnexrus uccnenopareneit ynuepcurera Konkopaus (Monpeans, Kanana)
npuriamaeTr Bac npuHATh yyacTHe B UCCIEI0BAHUY, IOCBALICHHOM U3YUYE€HHUIO COI[MAIbHBIX
HABBIKOB M YMEHHUI1, IPOSBIIIEMBIX B CUTYalIUAX, CBSI3aHHBIX C MPOPECCUOHATBHON
NesTeIbHOCTHI0. JlaHHOE HCCe0BaHHE SIBISIETCS YacThIO MIPOEKTA, HAIIPABJICHHOTO HA
pa3pa60TKy " BHCAPCHUEC HOBBIX MCTOJIOB PA3BUTHA U YIIPABJICHUA IICPCOHATIOM, B

0COOCHHOCTH Ha (hOpMHUpPOBaAHHE U PA3BUTUE KOMAH]I.

Bame ygactue B JaHHOM MCCIIEJOBAHUM 3aKJIF0YACTCS B 3alI0JIHEHUU Pl
OIIPOCHUKOB, aHAJIN3 KOTOPBIX OYIIET OCYIIECTBISATHCS YyTEM MOJICUETA cpedHe20 bania
gcex omeemusuwiux Ha BOIPOChl. Takum 00pa3om, TapaHTUpyeTcs: a0COMOTHAS
aHOHUMHOCTb U KOH(UIeHIHanbHOCTh Bammx orBetoB. O6pariaem Baiie BHUMaHue Ha To,
4TO, B COOTBETCTBHE € IPOTOKOJI0M DTHUeckoro Cosera yHuBepcurera Konkopaus, Bamn
UHUBUAYAJIbHBIE PE3YNIbTAaThl HE MOTYT OBITH pa3IJlallleHbl TpeThell cTopoHe (Oy1b TO
Bamm koneru, pykoBOIUTENb, HITH TUPEKIINs) HU B Kakoil (hopme. BoibmmHCTBO BOIIPOCOB
CBSI3aHO C BalleH JesATeabHOCThIO B KoMaHe. [ Bamero yno0GcTBa, CIMCOK KOMaH/ bl

IPpUBOJHUTCA HA 1 CTpaHUIIC 3TOT0 JOKYMCHTA.

[Tpobnema cormanbHBIX HABBIKOB M YMEHUH, MPOSBIISIEMBIX JIFOJABMHU Ha padoTe,
CTaHOBUTCS Bce OoJiee akTyaJIbHOM /111 COBPEMEHHOT0 OM3HEeca, KOrja «KaJipbl PEelatoT
Bce». MBI HajieeMcs, YTO JaHHOE UCCIIEI0BAaHUE OTBETUT HA MHOTHE BOIIPOCHI,
MHTEPECYIOIINE COBPEMEHHYIO HayKy U Ou3Hec. MBI TakyKe HaJieeMcsl, UTO BOIIPOCHI,
KoTopbsie Bl HalieTe B mpuitaraemoii Oportope, 6ynyt Bam untepecusl. Kpome Toro, B
3HaK Haliel 6J1aro1apHOCTH, CPEN YYACTHUKOB OIMpoca OyayT pa3birpaHbl 2 IEHHBIX MPU3a.

BpeM}I 3aIlOJIHCHUS OIIPOCHUKA 3aBUCHUT OT Bac, B CPECAHEM OHO COCTABJIACT 30 MHHYT.

3apanee 6maronapum Bac 3a yuactue!

JIeBuna Enena /IMutpueBHa, K.1C.H., Hoxrtop I'apu J>x0HC,

@DaKyJIbTET MEHEKMEHTA, 3aBenyrommii kadgeapoii MccnenoBanmuii,
buznec-Ilkona J[>xon MoJicoH, @aKyJIbTET MEHE/PKMEHTA,
VYuusepcurer Konkopaus busznec-IlIxona [IxoH MoncoH,
Concordia University VYuusepcurer Konkopaus

1455 Maisonneuve Blvd., West, Concordia University

GM 1040-25 1455 Maisonneuve Blvd., West,
Montreal (Quebec) Canada H3G 1M8 Montreal (Quebec) Canada H3G 1M8
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CoumnajbHble HABBIKH B TPYAOBLIX KOJUICKTHBAX

Hcnoan3ys mkamay or 1 107, moxanyicra, OeHuTe HACKOJIbKO BbI COIVIACHBI C
kaxabIM u3 yreepaxaennii O CEBE nu BAIIIEU komanjae. PsiioM ¢ kaxxabiM

yTBep:KAeHHeM 0TMeTbTe HH(PY, KOTOPasi HAWIYYIINM 00pPa30oM ONKCHIBAET CTeNeHb

BAILIEr0 COIJIACHA:
1=ITonHOCTEIO HE coriaceH

2=He cornacen 5=0OTt4actu coryiacexn

3=0t4acTu HE COrjlaceH 6=CorJceH

4=Hu corjiaceH, HH HE COIJIaceH 7= 110JIHOCTBIO COrjIaceH
[TomHOCTBIO/COBEPILIEHHO HE COTJIACCH [TomHOCTBIO/COBEPILIEHHO COTIIACEH

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
S npukIagbIBAI0 MHOTO YCUJIMI U MPOBOKY MHOTO BpeMeHH, 1 23 45 6 7
YTOOBI YCTAHOBUTH XOPOIIHE B3AaMMOOTHOIIEHHS € YieHAMH

Moeil KOMaHIbI.

S mory caeaaTh Tak, YTO0bI 00JIBIIUHCTBO JIIO/EH, 1 23 45 6 17
padoTaoumx B Moeil KOMaH/1e, YyBCTBOBAJIO ce0si CBOOOHO U

KOM(OPTHO PSIAOM CO MHOIA.

51 J1erko U MPOAYKTHBHO 001AI0CH € YWIeHAMH MOeil KOMaH/bl. 1 23 4 5 6 7
MHe j1erko noaepKuBaTh X0pouye B3auMOOTHOLLICHHS C 1 23 45 6 17
YJIeHAMHU Moeil KOMaH/bI.

51 oTIMYHO MOHUMAIO0 JII0/Ieill, padoTalIIMX B MOeil KoMaH/1e. 1 23 45 6 17
MHe ynaercst yCTaHABJMBATH XOpPOIIMe B3aMMOOTHOILIEHUS € 1 23 45 6 17
BJMSAITEIbHBIMY JIOJbMH B KOMaH/Ie.

51 oTIMYHO pacno3HAI0 MPUYMHBI U CKPbITbIe MOTHBBI 1 23 45 6 17
MOBeJIeHNs IPYTrUX YWIEHOB KOMaH/IbI.

OO0masich ¢ YwieHaMH Moeil KOMaH/Ibl, 1 CTapaloch ObITh 1 23 45 6 17
HCKPEHHUM B TOM, YTO sl TOBOPIO M 1€JI1a10.

S Hanagus Xxopoumme KOHTAKTHI ¢ KOJLIEraMHu 110 KOMaH/e, U i 1 23 4 5 6 7
MOTY 3TO HCI0JIB30BATh, KOT/Ia HEOOX0AUMO YTO-TO C/1€eJaTh.

S noaaep:kuBalo CBA3U M 0JIM3KOE 3HAKOMCTBO CO MHOTHMHM 1 23 45 6 7
JIJbMH B MOeil KOMaH/e.

51 npoBOKYy MHOT0 BpeMEeHH, HAJIAXKUBAs CBSI3H H XOpolIHe 1 23 45 6 7
B3aHMOOTHOIIEHUS ¢ YWIEHAMH MO€i KOMAaH/IbI.

MHe y1aeTcss HDAaBUTHCSl WieHAM MOell KOMaH/bl. 1 23 45 6 7
S cunTar BaxKHBIM, YTOOBI YIeHbI MOell KOMaH/bl BEPUJIH B 1 23 4 5 6 7

HCKPEHHOCTH MOHUX CJIOB U IMMOCTYIIKOB.
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I10JIHOCTH10/COBEPIIIEHHO He COTJIACeH IHosHOCTHI0/COBEPIIIEHHO

corJjiaceH
1 2 3 4 5

Mmue yYaaeTcsa HCNoJb30BATh MO «KKOMAaHAHBIC» CBA3U U
KOHTAKTBbI, KOrja H606X0[[I/IMO 4yTo-TO CaejaThb 1Mo paﬁoTe.

51 crapaloch 1eMOHCTPUPOBATH HENOIeJIbHbII HHTEpPeC K
APYTHM 4JIeHAM KOMAaH/bI.

NHCTUHKTHBHO 51 BCer/ia rOBOPIO M /1eJ1a10 TO, YTO HYKHO,
4TOOBI YCIENIHO BJIUATH HA IPYTHX JKOJeil - YIeHOB Moel
KOMAaH/IbI.

A yneasiio 00/1b1110¢e BHUMAHNE BbIPAKEHHU IO JIUIL JHO1ei
(4JIeHOB MOeil KOMAaH/bI).

3 45 6
3 45 6
3 45 6

YPOBCHL «IIOJUTHKMN» B OPraHu3anum 1 KOMaH/1e

Hcnonb3ys mkamny or 1 10 5, mo:xkajyiicra, olleHHTe HACKOJIbKO BbI COIJIACHBI €
KaXAbIM U3 yTBepaaeHnid. O0Beaure uudpy, KOTOpasi HauJIy4muM odpazom

OIIMCBIBACT CTCIICHDb BAIIEro corjiacus:

CoBepIieHHO HE TaK AOcouoTHas TIpaBa

1 2 3 4

5

Coruacue ¢ Ha4aIbCTBOM — 00513aTeJILHOE YCJIOBHE Pa00THI B 3TOM

2 3 4
OpraHu3anuu
B 3101l opranu3annu npoue u 0e3onacHel AyMaTh TaK, KaK ’ 3 4
rOBOPAT, YeM UMETh CBO¢ MHEHHUE
B 3T0li Opranu3anuy NOBBIICHUS OKJIa1a M NMOBBIIICHUS B
JOJIZKHOCTH He 10CTAI0TCS TeM, KTO MHOT0 padoTaer. 2 3 4
B 3T0ii opranu3anyy NOBBILICHUS OKJIA[AA M NOBbILICHUS B
AOJIKHOCTH HUKOIIa He IPOUCXOIAT B COOTBETCTBHHU € 7 3 4
YCTAHOBJICHHBIM (IIPONUCAHHBIM) MOPAIKOM
B moeii komaHae JII0M YACTO BeAYT ce0 3rOUCTHYHO 3 4
B Moeii komanje JTI0A4 NOCTYNAIOT TAaK, KAK BLINOJHO UM, a He 2 3 4
YiieHbl MO€H KOMaH/IbI 4aCTO ACHCTBYIOT «3a CHMHAMM APYT APYyra»,
4YT00BbI HX «HE 000LIN» NPHU pa3gaye OOHYCOB M HArpaj 2 3 4
YiieHbl MOEH KOMAaH/IbI TOTOBBI NOACTABJISATH APYT APYra, YTO0bI

2 3 4

JYYII€ BBIIJIAAETD B IJ1a3ax HAYaJIbCTBa
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I'pynnoBasi CILIOYEHHOCTH

Hcnoan3ys mkaiay ot 1 10 9, moxkaayicra, OlleHHTe HACKOJIbKO BbI COIJIACHBI
¢ KaXKIbIM M3 yTBep:xaenuii O BAIIEM KOMAHJIE.
OoBeauTe nudpy, KOTOpasi HAMIYUYIINM 00Pa30M ONUCHIBAET CTeNEeHb Balllero
corJiacus:

Mb1 ACPKUMCH BMECTE, 1aK€ KOIrla MbI HE HA paﬁoTe

[TomHOCTBIO/COBEPIIIEHHO HE COTIaceH [TonHOCTBIO/COBEPIICHHO
COI'JIaceH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Ml cTpeMuMcsi 100MBATHCH 1€ COBMECTHBIMH YCUJIMAMH.
[ToJTHOCTBIO/COBEPIIICHHO HE COTJIACEH [ToTHOCTHIO/COBEPIIICHHO COTJIACEH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Yjienpl HaIIell KOMAHABI He JI00AT OTAbIXaTh BMECTE
[ToJTHOCTBIO/COBEPIIICHHO HE COTJIACEH [ToTHOCTHIO/COBEPIIICHHO COTJIACEH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Ka)KI[])Iﬁ M3 HAC 0TBEYACT 3a OIIII/IGKI/I, A0NYINEHHBIC HamIei KOMaH}IOﬁ.

[ToTHOCTBIO/COBEPILICHHO HE COTJIaceH [ToHOCTBIO/COBEPILICHHO COTIIACEH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Ecau y koro-to u3 Hac npodJjema, Bce NPUXOAST HA NOMOIIb

[ToHOCTBIO/COBEPIIIEHHO HE COTIaceH [TomHOCTHIO/COBEPIIEHHO COTIIACEH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

UsieHnl HALLIE KOMAH/IbI PEIKO MPOBOISIT BpeMsi BMecTe (BHe padoThl)
[TomHOCTHIO/COBEPIIIEHHO HE COTTIACEH [TonHOCTBIO/COBEPIIIEHHO COTJIACEH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

BHe pa6oThl, MBI JIIOOUM NPOBOAMTHL BpeMsl BCe BMeCTe
[ToHOCTHIO/COBEPIIIEHHO HE COTTIACEH [ToHOCTHIO/COBEPIIIEHHO COTJIACEeH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

B xomaHae, Mbl 00Cy:K1a€M, KTO M UTO J0JI2KEH /1€J1aTh
[ToHOCTBIO/COBEPIIIEHHO HE COTTIACEH [ToTHOCTHIO/COBEPIIIEHHO COTJIACEH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

I'pynnoBoit KOHGIUKT

Hcnoab3ys mkaay ot 1 10 7, moxxaxyicra, OlleHUTe HACKOJIbKO BbI COIJIACHBI €
KaxAbIM 13 yreepaxaennii O BAILIEU komanae. PA1oM ¢ KaxIbIM yTBepKIeHHEM
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oTMeThTe HM(PY, KOTOPasi HAMITYYIIUM 00pa30M ONUCHIBAET, KAK YaCTO MPOUCXOAAT
OnUChIBaeMble CUTyalluM:

Hukorna/ Oyenp mMaso HNuorpa Bcerna/ Ouenn
MHOTO

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hacko/bK0 4acTbl TPEHUSI MeKAYy YieHaMHu Bamleil rpynmnbi? 1 23 4.5 6

Hacko/bKo 4acThl JHYHOCTHbIE KOH(JIUKTHI B Bamnei rpynne? 1 2 3 4 5 6

CymecTByeT JId B Ballleil rpyIie HANPSZKEHHOCTh B 1 23 4.5 6
OTHOIIEHUSAX?

Hacko/1bK0 YacThl IMOIMOHAJIbHBIE BCIVIECKH M KOHPJUKTHIB 1 2 '3 4 5 6
Balue rpynme?

Kak yacro wieHbl Bamieil rpynnbl KOH(IuUKTYIOT B cBsizgm ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6
pa3Huueil Bo B3riasigax?

Hackoabko 4acTbhl «pacxokIeHHsi BO MHeHusix» B Bameid 1 2 '3 4 5 6
KoMaujae?

Kak yacro wieHbl Bamieil rpynnbl KOHQIukTyIOT B cBsizgm ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6
pa3Huueil BO B3riasigax?

Kak yacTo 4ienbl Bameil koManabl KOHPIUKTYIOT mo moBony 1 2 '3 4 5 6
TOT0, YTO OHH JAO0JIZKHBI 1€J1aTh?

Hacko1bko cHJIBHBI «pa3ju4us BO MHeHusax» B Bameid 1 2 3 4 5 6
KomaHnjae?

Kak yacto 4ieHbl Bameil KOMaHAbI CHOPST MO MOBOAY TOrO, 1 23 4 5 6
KTO J0JI’KEeH J1eJ1aTh TY WIH HHYI0 padoty?

HackobKko yacThbl pa3Horjiacus y 4jieHoB Bamleii komanapino 1 2 '3 4 5 6
MOBO/Y TOI'0, KAK J0JI’)KHA BBINOJIHATHCS padora?

CyuiecTBYIOT JIM B Ballleil KOMaH/Ae KOH(JINKTHI 110 OBOLY 1 23 45 6
pacnpeneneHus1 00si3aHHOCTEN?

JloBepue u B3anMo3aBuCHMMOCTD B Ipynie

Hcnoan3ys mkaiay ot 1 107, moxkaayiicra, OeHUTe HACKOJBKO BbI COIJIACHBI €
ka:kabIM U3 yrBep:xkaenniit O CEBE u BAIIIEU komange. PsagoM ¢ kamabiM
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yTBepKIeHHeM 0TMeTbTe MU(py, KOTOpasi HAMJITYYIIMM 00pa30M ONKUCHIBAET CTeNEeHb
Balllero Corjiacus:

1=IlosHOCTBIO HE COTIaceH

2=He cornacen

3=0ryacTH He corjaceH

4=Hu corjaceH, HH HE COIJIaceH

5=0Ot4acTu coriacex

6=CoriceH

7= 110JIHOCTBIO cOrIaceH

IToHOCTBHIO/COBEPILIEHHO HE COIJIACEH ITomHOCTBIO/COBEPILIEHHO
COIIaCEH

1 2 3 4 5 6

7

51 Ob1 mpeamouesn, YTo0bl 3Ta KOMAaHAAa He HMeJa Hukakoro | 2 3 4 5 6
BJIMSIHUSI HA Ba’KHbIE JIJI5l MEHS PelleHusd.

51 He Bo3pazkalo, YTOOBI MOSI KOMaH/Ia onpeeasiia moe oOyaymee 1 2 3 4 5 6
B KOMIIAHMH/ OPraHu3alum.

S Obl XOTeJ KOHTPOJMPOBATH JTY KOMaHAy Hackoabko 1 2 3 4 5 6
BO3MO’KHO.

51 mor ObI pa3pemIMTh MOel KOMaH/Ie MPUHUMATL BaxkHple 1t 1 2 3 4 5 6
MEHS pellleHHs B MO€ OTCYTCTBHE.

51 Mory moOJIOKMTBCSI HA WIEHOB MOeid KOMaHAbl, korga moro 1 2 3 4 5 6
padoTy HAJ10 MPEACTABUTH APYTUM

B TpyAHBIX cUTyanusdX s MOy OJ0KUThCH HA MO0 KOMaHAY 1 23 45 6
Hama padora 3aBUCHT 0T B3aMMO/elCTBHA BCeX YWICHOB 1 2'3 45 6
KOMaH/IbI

Hama padora He MoxkeT OBITH cae1aHa 0e3 ydacTusi Beex 1 23 45 6

YJICHOB KOMaH/bI

Padora kaxaoro 4wieHa KOMaHAbI MOKET ObITh BLIIIOJTHEHA 1 23 4 5 6
TOJBKO TOFZ]a, KOoraa oCTaJbHbIC YJICHbI KOMAaH/AbI I€JaIT
CBOI0 padoTy

(P PeKTUBHOCTH U )KU3HECTTOCOOHOCTH KOMAH/IbI

Hcnoab3ys mkaay ot 1 10 7, moxxaxyicra, OlleHHTe HACKOJIbKO BbI COIJIACHBI €
kaxabiM u3 yrepaxaennii o BAC u BAIIEU KOMAHJIE. PsiioM ¢ KaxabIM
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yTBep:KAeHHeM 0TMeTbTe HM(PY, KOTOPasi HAWIYYIIUM 00pPa3oM ONKMChIBaeT CTeNeHb
Balllero Corjiacusi:

[ToTHOCTBIO/COBEPILICHHO HE COTJIaceH ITonHOCTBIO/COBEPILICHHO COTIIACEH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

UseHbl MOEH KOMaH/IbI 3a00TSATCSI O CBOCH KOMaH/E U CTapatoTCs

clienaTh ee OHOM U3 JIyqIInX 234567

Pabota ¢ uneHaMu Moeil KOMaHAbI TaeT MHE SHEPTHIO U TOJHUMAET 1 23 456 7
HACTNOCHUC

B neJIoM, MHC OYCHb HPABUTCA MO KOMaHla

MHe yacTo Xx0o4ercs yUTH U3 3TON KOMaH/bl 1 23 45 6 7
IToxoxe, 94TO 3Ta KOMaHJa CKOPO Pa3BAIUTCS 1 23 45 6 7
B nenowm, s ynoBiaeTBopeH Toil paboToMN, KOTOPYIO 5 BBIIIOJIHSIO B 1 23 45 6 7

MO€EHW KoMaHie

Hcnoab3ys mkany ot 1 10 5, nmoxkajyiicta, olleHHTe HACKOJIbKO BbI COIJIACHBI €
KaXKIbIM M3 yTBepsKaeHuii 0 Bameii komanae, PsaaoM ¢ ka:kabIM yTBep KIeHHeM
o0BennTe HUPPY, KOTOPasi HAMITYYIIHM 00Pa30M ONMUCHIBAET CTeNeHb BAlIero

coryiacus:
CoBepllIeHHO HE COTJIaceH ABCOIIOTHO corjaceH
1 2 3 4 5

Most kOMaHJa OTJIMYHO padoTaer

1 2 3 4
JTa KOMaH/Ja JOCTUIAeT 3HAYUTEJbHBIX YCIIEX0B 1 2.3 4
JTa KOMaHJ1a — MOJIOALbI!
1 2 3 4
Mosa xomanjaa >¢dexTuBHA
o 1 2 3 4
Mosi koMaH1a XOPOLIO KOOPAMHUPYET CBOIO 1eATEJIbHOCTD 1 23 4
B moeii komaHae KaxAbli BBINOJIHSET CBOIO Pa0doTy M He
nepexkJaabIBaeT ee HA IPYrux 1 2 3 4
MpeI nenaem padoty BMecTe
paboty 1 2 3 4
YuieHbl MO€il KOMaH/bI AeJsATCs HHGopManue Apyr ¢ APyrom L 2 3 4
Yiienbl MO€H KOMaH/bI IOMOTalOT APYr APYry L 2 3 4
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Mosi kOMaH1a YMeeT CTPOUTH CBOIO J1eAITeJIbHOCTh TaK, YTOObI N30eraThb
JIBOIHOI PaGoThI U M3JIHINHEr0 1y IMPOBAHUS AeHCTBUIA IPYT APYyra 1 2 3 4

Koraa ciaydaercst 4T0-T0 He3aNJIAHUPOBAHHOE, MOSI KOMaH/1a ObICTPO
BBIOHPaeT YieHA KOMAaH/Abl, KOTOPbI MOeT pelnTh nmpodJjemMy. 1 2 3 4

Mosi koMaHaa 3aMedaeT MP0o0JieMbl 10 TOr0, KAK OHU BBIXOIST 32
nmpejesibl KOMaH/Ibl 1 2 3 4

B ciayyae He0OX01UMOCTH, MO KOMAaH/1a IPUHUMAET pellleHUs OYeHb
ONepaTUBHO

Eciin koMaH/1a HEOKUTAHHO JIMIIAETCS OHOT0 U3 CBOUX YJIEHOB, MbI
ObICTPO nepepacrpesesisieM ero (ee) 00SI3aHHOCTb MeKIY c000it 1 2 3 4

IHoxanyiicTa, HA30BHTE YieHA Balleil KOMaH/bI...
. KOTOpBI 00BIYHO OEpeT MHULIMATUBY U IUIAHUPYET BBINOJIHEHHUE paldoT,

pacnpeacisieT, KTo 1 3a 4TO OTBCHACT, U T.II.

. KOTOPBIN CTPEMUTBCS MOAIEPKUBATE «MUP U TAPMOHMIO» B KOMAH/IE: yJIaKUBACT

CIIOPbI, CHUMACT SMOIINOHAJIbHOC HAIIPAXKCHUEC, U T.A.

OTHolenus Jujaepa 1 NOAYUHCHHOI O

Hcenoab3ys mkany ot 1 107, moxanyicra, OeHuTe HACKO0JbKO BbI COIVIACHBI C
kaxabiM u3 yreepaaennii O BAIIEM HEITOCPEJACTBEHHOM
PYKOBOJIUTEJIE. PsagoM ¢ kaxabIM yTBep:KIeHUeM 0TMeTbTe uudpy, KoTopas
HAMJTYYIIMM 00pa30M ONUCHIBAET CTENEHb BAILIETr0 COTrVIACHUS:

[ToTHOCTBIO/COBEPILICHHO HE COTJIaceH [ToTHOCTBIO/COBEPILICHHO COTIIACeH
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ha pa6ote Moii pykoBoauTe b NPUKJIAALIBAK MHOTO yeuamiin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NMPOBOAUT MHOTO BPpeMEHH, YTOObI YCTAHOBUTH XOPOILIHe
B3aHMOOTHOIIEHHUS ¢ YIEHAMH MOei KOMAaH/IbI.

Moii pykoBoaMTE/b MOKET ¢/1eJ1aTh TaK, YTO0bI 0ojbmmHCTBO | 2 '3 4 5 6 7
NMOYMHEHHBIX YYBCTBOBAJIO ce0s1 CBOOOIHO 1 KOM(OPTHO
PSI0M ¢ HUM (C Hel).
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Moii pyKOBOAUTEJIb JIETKO U MPOAYKTHBHO 001IaeTCsi ¢
OKPY’KAIOIIUMHU ero (ee) JHIbMH.

Moii pykoBOaIMTE/Ib JIETKO YCTAHABIUBAET XOPOIIHE
B3aMMOOTHOIIIEHHUSA ¢ 00JbINMHCTBOM JIIO/A€ei, TOM YHCJIE, C
yjieHaMH Hallleid KoMaHabl.

Moii pyKOBOAUTEIb OTJIMYHO IIOHUMAET JIKOACH.

MoeMy pyKOBOAUTEIIO YIa€eTCsl YCTAHABJINBATH XOpPOllIUe
B3aMMOOTHOIIEHHS ¢ KJIIOYeBbIMH COTPYAHUKAMHU Moeil
KOMAaH/bl.

Moii PYKOBOAMUTEIb OTJIMYIHO PACIIO3HAECT IIPUYHUHDBI U CKPLITHIC
MOTHBBI IIOBE/ICHUSA IPYIHX, B TOM YHUCJI€, U YJICHOB Moeii
KOMaHbI.

OO0masich ¢ OKpy:KaIMUMHU, MOl PYKOBOIHMTEJb CTAPAETCH
OBbITh HCKPEHHHMM B TOM, YTO FOBOPHT H JieJIaeT.

Moii pykoBOAMTEIb HAJAAWJI XOPOILIHE OTHOLIEHUS ¢ YWICHAMU
Moeil KOMaH/Ibl, 1 OH (0HAa) MOKET 3TO UCI0JIb30BATh, KOIAA 3TO
He00X0IuMO.

Moii PYKOBOAMUTEIb NOAACPKUBAECT TECHYIO CBSA3b U X0POILIIHUE
B3aMMOOTHOIIIEH!S CO MHOTHMH WIeHAMHA Moel KOMaHAbI.

Moii pykoBoauTe/ b NPOBOJAUT MHOTO BpeMEHH, HAJIAKUBasI
CBSI3H ¥ 3HAKOMCTBA 10 padoTe, B TOM YHCJIe, C YWIEHAMH MOeil
KOMAaH/bl.

MoeMy pyKOBOAUTEIIO YAAETCH HPABUTHCH YJI€HAM HaLIeH
KOMAH/IbI.

Moii pykoBoaMTE/Ib CHUTAET BAKHBIM, YTOOBI JTIOH BEPUJIU B
HCKPEHHOCTH €ero (ee) CJIOB U NOCTYNKOB.

Moii pykoBOIHTE/Ib CTAPAETCH I€MOHCTPUPOBAThH
HeNnoAJAeJbHbIH HHTEPEC K MOAYHMHEHHBIM.

Moemy pyKOBOIMTEJ/II0 Y1aeTCsl HCIOJIb30BATH CBOM CBSI3H H
KOHTAKThl B KOMaH/Ie, KOI/1a He00X0AUMO YTO-TO CAeJaTh M0
pabore.

NuTynnus u coodpa3suTeIbHOCTH BCera MOACKa3bIBAIOT MOEMY
PYKOBOIMTEII0, KAK MPABWJIBHO NOAABATh ce0s1 APYTUM JIOAAM,
B TOM 4HcJIe, YieHaM Moell KOMaH/Ibl.

NHCTHHKTHBHO OH (0HA) BCerjaa roBOPMT M JieJ1aeT TO, YTO
HY7KHO, YTOObI YCHIIECIIHO BJAUATH HA MOAYUHECHHDBIX.

MHe kaxkercsi, MO PYKOBOAMTEJIb yAe/sieT 00JIb1I0¢ BHUMAHHUE
BbIPAKEHHUIO JIUI OAYHHEHHBIX.
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JdpdexkTuBHOCTHL Bamero pykosoaureJis

I/ICHOJIIByH mKaJjay ot 1 a0 5, l'IO)Kﬁ.]IyiflCTﬁ, OICHUTE HACKOJbKO BbI COI'JIACHBI C

Ka;KIbIM M3 YTBep:kaeHunii 0 Bamem pykoBoautese. Paaom ¢ KaxabiM yTBepKIeHUEM

OﬁBe)II/ITe III/I(l)py, KOTOpasi HAWJITYYIIUM 06pa30M OITMCBIBACT CTCIICHDb BAIICIo

corjiacus:
CoBeplleHHO HE COTIaceH AOGCOIOTHO cornaceH
1 2 3 4 5

Ham pykoBoauTeb npeacrassieT oTaes] (KOMaHay) nepen 1 2
BbIIIECTOAIMM PYKOBOACTBOM B HAMJIYYIIIEM CBeTe

Ham pykoBoauTe b COOTBETCTBYET NOTPEOHOCTAM HAILEI0 OT/Ae/1a 1 2
(KOMaH/IbI)

Moii pykoBoauTe/Ib OTBEYAET TPEOOBAHUAM Halllell OpraHu3alumn )

Moii pykoBoaMTE b KOMIIETEHTEH B BHINOJIHEHUHN €€ (ero) padoTsl 1 2

KauecTBO padoThl Hallero pyKoBOAUTE IS BbIllIe, HesKeJIN y APYyTrux
PYKOBOAUTEJIEH

IHoxanyiicTa, 0OTBeTbTE HA PSAJI BONIPOCOB, IPUBEICHHBIX HUKE.

Hanomunaem, uro J1o0as ungopmanmus, npeaocrapjieHnas Bamu, sipisiercs

aHOHHMHOﬁ, H 6y)_‘[eT HCIMOJb30BAHA HCKIIYUTEC/IBbHO B HAYYHBIX HEJIAX.

CKOJIBKO BaM J€eT?

Bami mon? (o6Benure) Myx. XKew.

Bame rpaxxnanctso?

Bama nannonansHOCTE?

Bam onbIT paboThl (IOCTOSHHOM paboTHhI) Jer

Kak noniro Bel pabotaere B 3TOH opraHuzanu’? JeT MECSIIEB

Kak nonro Bel paboTaere B 3TONH KOMaH/E JeT MECSILIEB  HEJelb

Kak pgonro Bel paboraere C BamMM TeNEPEelIHUM HadadbHUKOM? aer

MCECAIICB HEACIIb

Bamre o6pazoBanue?

KouanexkTus uccienoBaresieii ynusepcurera Konkopaus (Monpeans, Kanaga)
O0.1arogaput Bac 3a yuacTue B JaHHOM MCCJIeJOBAaHUM U KesiaeT Bam nanbHeimmx

ycnexoB B padore!
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APPENDIX C

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN
RESEARCH PROJECT ON TEAM POLITICAL SKILL

This is to state that I agree to participate in a program of research being conducted by Dr.
Johns (gjohns@jmsb.concordia.ca), Management Department of Concordia University and
Elena Lvina (514 848 2424 ext. 2905, e_lvina@jmsb.concordia.ca).

A. PURPOSE

The purpose of the research is to study social effectiveness and how it influences individual
relationship within a team.

PROCEDURES
For COMM 222 students:

You will be required to fill out a survey of approximately 25 questions. It will take you
about 10 minutes. Your completed survey will be collected by one of the researchers. After
receiving the surveys we will enter and store the data as an encrypted file on a secure
computer using no names—only code numbers. Paper copies of the surveys will be
destroyed after all data are entered and we are ensured of their accuracy. In the end of this
form you will also be asked to provide your consent to having your on-line peer evaluation
be used for research as part of this project. The results are confidential, and your identity will
never be revealed in study reports.

C. RISKS AND BENEFITS

Political skill is claimed to be one of the most important competencies leaders can possess,
and appears to be a predictor of managerial performance and an effective career management
tool. So, you will be able to assess how good your political skill is and to benefit from the
learning. You may contact Elena Lvina at e_lvina@jmsb.concordia.ca for feedback, which
will be based on your individual results. You will also be entered into a lottery to possibly
win several $50 prizes. Your name will be entered into a lottery regardless of whether you
let the researchers to use your on-line peer evaluation or not. Participation in this study is not
expected to involve any risk greater than those encountered in everyday life. Under no
circumstance your identity will be disclosed to the third part (such as your professors or
peers).
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D. CONDITIONS OF PARTICIPATION

[] I understand that I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue my participation
at anytime without negative consequences.

[] I understand that my participation in this study is: CONFIDENTIAL (i.e., the
researcher will know, but will not disclose my identity)

[] I understand that the results of this study may be published.

I provide my consent to use my online peer evaluations in addition to this inventory

[ ]Yes[ ]No

I HAVE CAREFULLY STUDIED THE ABOVE AND UNDERSTAND THIS
AGREEMENT. [ FREELY CONSENT AND VOLUNTARILY AGREE TO
PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.

NAME (please print)

SIGNATURE

If at any time you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact
the Research Ethics and Compliance unit, Concordia University, at (514) 848-2424 x2425 or
by email at kwiscomb@alcor.concordia.ca .
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