ABSTRACT

Title of Document: THE ROLE OF PROACTIVITY IN

OVERCOMING THREAT: A MODEL OF

TEAM LEARNING

Brady M. Firth, PhD, 2014
Directed By: Professor Subrahmaniam Tangirala, Bepnt

of Management and Organization
Team learning is critical for teams to be succdssfdynamic environments.
However, teams often experience threats that @htterigid approaches to their
work. Threats can cause teams to rely on well-knmsgponses to their tasks and
prevent them from exploring new ideas and oppotiesiConsequently, threats can
be associated with diminished learning in teanfiscuis on this issue by examining
the following question: What enables teams to redbe negative effects of threat on
team learning? | argue that when confronting thrteaims composed of members
with higher proactive personality are likely to raguositively frame the threat and
engage in behaviors that enable them to exploeeraltive approaches to their work.
Therefore, | propose that proactivity can help tedmffer against the negative
effects of threat on team learning processes, whidhde behaviors such as seeking

feedback, engaging in experimentation, and disngssirors. | test my hypotheses in

an experimental study in which 94 5-person team&wn a command and control



simulation. | manipulate a) team composition wekpect to proactivity and b) threat,
which was conceptualized as a potential loss tequexl reputation and public
discrediting for poor performance. Results indidasg irrespective of their
proactivity levels, teams demonstrated high leeékeam learning processes in the
absence of threat. By contrast, in the presentereét, only teams in the high
proactivity condition maintained high levels of le@g processes whereas teams in
the low proactivity condition displayed significntliminished learning processes

and (subsequent) performance.



THE ROLE OF PROACTIVITY IN OVERCOMING THREAT: A MOEL OF
TEAM LEARNING

By

Brady Mark Firth

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Grae&chool of the
University of Maryland, College Park, in partialfflment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
2014

Advisory Committee:

Professor Subrahmaniam Tangirala, Chair
Professor Gilad Chen

Professor Kathryn M. Bartol

Professor Rellie Derfler-Rozin

Professor Paul J. Hanges



© Copyright by
Brady Mark Firth
2014



Dedication

Dedicated to Neil J. Flinders



Table of Contents

D] =To [To3= 11 To] o 1 PSSP PPTPPPPPPRRPN I
Table Of CONTENTS ...ttt e iii
LISt OF TADIES ... v
S o ) T [ v
Chapter 1: INtrOAUCTION ........uuuiiiii s ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeerennnees 1
Intended ContribULIONS. .........ooiii e 6
Chapter 2: Theory and HYPOtNESES ........ucemm i 8
The Effects of Threat on Team Learning Processé$anformance.................... 10
Reducing the Negative Effects of Threat on Teantriieg Processes and
PeITOMIENCE ...ttt 15
TEAM PrOACHVILY .....iiiii i ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeesseeennneeeeennnnn 16
Chapter 3: Research Methods ..............icecememmiiiiiiiiii e 22
SAMPIE. .. ——————————————— 22
Task and ProCEAUIES ..........couuiuuuiuees s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaeeeban s seeeeea e 22
1Y Va1 01U ] = 1o 1SRRI 24
TEAM PrOACHVILY: ....evtiiiiiiiiii it e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaeeeenneeeeees 24
TRFEAL: ...t 25
Manipulation ChECKS: .......oooiiiiii e 27
IMBASUIES ...ttt mmmmmme et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e mmm e e e e e nnnnans 28
Proactive Personality: ... 28
Team Learning PrOCESSES: .......cvvvvuuuuiicemmmmmmiieeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeennnnnnn s seeas 28
Overall Team PerformanCe: ............uuuuuummmmmmm et 28
Team Performance IMprovemMENt: ..........coiieeeeeemiiie e e 92
COoNLrol VariabIeS: .....ccoo oottt 29
Chapter 4: Analyses and RESUILS............coceeemmeeviiiiiiiiiie e 30
Manipulation ChECKS .........cooiiiiiiii e 30
Analysis of Performance TrajeClOrNeS....... o eererrrrmmmmiiiiieeeeeeeaeeeereeeeeernennns 31
Hypothesis 1: Threat and Team Learning ProCesSesS..........cccvvvvivieervvinnneennn. 31
Hypothesis 2: Mediation ...............ooee e cocmmmeeiiiciie s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeaaee e ananannnees 32
Hypothesis 3: MOAeration .............uuuuueiieoieiiieiieeeiieiiie e ee e 34
Hypothesis 4: Moderated Mediation...........ccceeeeevveeiiiiiiiie e 35
Chapter 5: DISCUSSION ......iiiiiiieeeeee ettt eeeetetbaaea s s e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeenaeeeeeeeesnes 38
Managerial IMPlICALIONS .........ccceeii i e aananees 41
Limitations and Future Research DireCtionsS.............ceeiiiiieieiiiiiiiieeeeeiiiiinnes 42
Y o] o 1= T [o = 45
RETEIENCES ... e eeee e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaes 47



List of Tables

Table 1. COITEIALIONS......coi it e e e e e e e e e e s st e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaaaaaaans 32
Table 2. Hierarchical Regression Results DV: Teaarhing Processes .........cccoeeeeeeeeeeeiim 33.
Table 3 Hierarchical Regression Results DV: Toedm Performance ............ccccceeeeeeeeeeee 33
Table 4. Hierarchical Regression Results DV: TeamidPmance Improvement....................... 33
Table 5. Indirect Effects of Threat on Total TeaaerfBrmance via Team Learning

P IO S SIS ..t et e e e e e e e e eaa s 36
Table 6. Indirect Effects of Threat on Team Perfamge Improvement via Team

LEAINING PrOCESSES. ... .cciiiiiiiiiiiitiii et eet bt a s e e e e e e e e e e e e et eeeeesbbeeanneeseabbasn e e e e e e eaeeaaeaes 36



List of Figures

Figure 1. Theoretical MOdel .............uuutmmmmm e 5
Figure 2. Interaction between Threat and Proagtmit Team Learning Processes.. 35



Chapter 1: Introduction

Teams are vital to modern organizations becauseddme integrate members’
diverse capabilities and expertise to accomplisks@oo complex for individuals and
are more flexible and dynamic than larger orgaronal units (Borman &

Motowidlo, 1997; Crawford & LePine, 2012; KozlowskiKlein, 2000; Morgeson et
al., 2005; Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). Teams fredjydacethreat or “an
environmental event that has impending negativeaomful consequences” (Staw,
Sandelands, & Dutton, 1981: 502; Janis, 1982; Lewz&rFolkman, 1984). Pervasive
in high-stakes or dynamic environments but alsqufeat in more mundane work
conditions (Driskell & Salas, 1991; Ellis, 2006;a@6tein & Reilly, 1985), threat
entails perceptions that resources valued by teembrars may be in jeopardy or lost.
For example, time pressure (which perceptually ceduhe valuable resource of time
available to complete work), increased competi{iwhich can reduce valuable
resources such as market share, resource suppligisect financial rewards), or the
potential for a reduction in reputation (which fsea valued as a core social resource)
might be perceived as threats.

Prior theorizing has popularized the threat-rigidiypothesis, which posits
that threats are problematic because they leatflexible team functioning. The
presence of threat induces stress which can triggens’ most typical, routine, or
exploitative approaches as they strive to do winey know best in order to avoid
unnecessary risks and prevent loss (Staw et &1;X9. Ellis, 2006; Paterson &
Neufeld, 1987). This rigidity can be maladaptiveawtit is in teams’ best interest to

explore, improve, or develop new approaches ta theik. Thus, rigidity can be



particularly detrimental tteam learning processes. Team learning processes are a
critical function for most teams, and refer to bebes that members engage in to
“acquire, share, refine, or combine task-relevamavidedge” (Van der Vegt &
Bunderson, 2005: 534; cf. Edmondson, 1999). Teammileg processes occur when
members work together to understand how they canawe and better achieve their
goals. When teams engage in team learning progabhsgsare more likely to seek
feedback, engage in experimentation, discuss eworsider alternative approaches
to their typical procedures, reflect on their pastults, and codify joint knowledge
(Argote, Gruenfeld, & Naquin, 2001; Edmondson, 199#bson & Vermeulen, 2004;
Van der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005). Team learning gsses are valuable because
they can improve team effectiveness and servekag eesource to organizations as
those improvements diffuse to other units (Arg@@04; Bell, Kozlowski, &

Blawath, 2012; Edmondson, 2002; Edmondson, Dil®Roloff, 2007; Kane,
Argote, Levine, 2005; March, 1991; Wilson, Goodm&rgronin, 2007).

By triggering rigid responses, threat is likelyd@rail such team learning
processes and limit the extent to which teams densir develop alternatives to how
they engage in their tasks (Staw et al., 1981)nEkeugh prior work has not directly
examined the relationship between threat and teamiihg processes, there is
evidence that threat inhibits processes relatéglaiming by inducing rigidity. For
instance, threat decreases information procesSifagiétein & Reilly, 1985; Staw et
al., 1981), decreases the quality of team cogngiugctures (Ellis, 2006), inflates
consensus in decision making (Turner, Pratkan@hd&co, & Leve, 1992), inhibits

members seeking out and sharing information, resuloverly complex



communication patterns (Stachowski, Kaplan, & Wa®®09), and reduces the
quality of strategies (Tripsas & Gavetti, 2000). IBgding teams to become overly
reliant on standard approaches to work and insafftty exploring and developing
novel responses that might otherwise help themgmtethe negative outcomes
attributed to threat, threat is also likely to meditly decrease teams’ ability to achieve
high levels of performance.

Given the damage that threat can do to team leapriocesses and
performance, a critical issue is when and how teaiang overcome this. Previous
research on threat has painted a theoretical piatwwvhich teams passively react to
their environments. That is, when faced with thresgms tend to inevitably
experience decrements to their functioning dueadoiced rigidity. From that
research, it is difficult to conceptualize how tesapan avoid rigid responses to threat,
short of preventing threat from occurring (or adebeing perceived) in the first
place. This theoretical limitation also has pradtimplications because the current
literature provides managers with virtually no gande in how to effectively design
or manage teams that potentially face threat. Bh#tis unclear what might be done
to ensure that team learning processes occur elien tgams confront threats.

The purpose of this dissertation is to delineateyafactor that might reduce
the negative effects of threat on team learningggees and subsequent performance.
Specifically, | propose that teams composed of nemivho are more proactive (i.e.,
who possess “the relatively stable tendency tace#favironmental change”;

Bateman & Crant, 1993: 103) can buffer themselgesrst the negative effects of

threat, permitting team learning processes to oegan when threat is present. Prior



work has demonstrated the importance of team comuosn team functioning and
performance (Bell, 2007). Team proactivity can beegpecially important
compositional variable to examine in the contexthoéat because it emphasizes an
active approach to learning. | argue that teamis pribactive members are less likely
to be passive when confronted with threat. Becusgare likely to frame threats in
a more positive manner and, consequently, not exyerience lower levels of stress
but feel more confident about their prospects @roeming threats, these teams will
continue working toward improving their circumstaady exchanging suggestions
on work process (i.e., engage in voice) and expartmg with or changing how work
is executed (i.e., take charge), which enhancemtbanation sharing that is central
to team learning processes. Although such actiansmot be able to enhance team
learning processes in the face of threat, | argaethey can prevent losses to team
learning processes that would otherwise occur dulereat-induced rigidity. In other
words, | explore how proactivity can prevent tedrom experiencing failure (i.e.,
poor team learning processes and reduced perfoeparien confronting threats by
helping them to persist in team learning procetis#sultimately benefit
performance.

| test my hypotheses using an experimental desiginenables me to
manipulate both the presence of threat and teanpasition in controlled conditions,
allowing me to make stronger conclusions aboutagyshan would be feasible
using a correlational design. Within a complex catepzed experimental task, |
manipulate threat by inducing the prospect of raferal loss and public discrediting

for poor performance (cf., Ellis, 2006). | manipelédeam proactivity by assigning



individuals with different levels of trait proaciiy to teams in different conditions. |
capture team learning processes during task acesihmpgnt using a survey measure
and rely on two different objective team performaneeasures as my ultimate

dependent variables. Figure 1 illustrates my thexalemodel.

Figure 1. Theoretical M odel
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Intended Contributions

This dissertation makes two important contributidfisst, | strengthen our
understanding of the relationships that threatiisteam learning processes and
performance. To do so, | develop theory that hekgdain why threat relates
negatively to team learning processes and perfacenarhis is an important
extension of current theorizing on threat (i.e. tlom threat-rigidity hypothesis; Staw
et al., 1981), as it expands on why threat mighpredlematic for teams. Further, |
explain why teams may not necessarily passivelyared to threat, as much of the
previous literature related to threat rigidity l@@sumed. By examining the
moderating effect of proactivity on team learninggesses, this work provides a
theoretical and practical solution to what mighdo@e to overcome (i.e., minimize
the effects of) threat. | demonstrate that teannspased of more proactive members
continue to engage in learning (i.e., do not exgrexe decreases in learning relative to
those teams with lower levels of proactivity) evemen faced with threat and, in the
process, develop theory on how teams can interljoaddress challenges they
encounter. Thus, | explain how threat-induced rigidan be overcome, introducing a
critical moderator to the current theoretical cqtoalization of the threat-rigidity
hypothesis that posits that rigid responses tatlttet are largely unavoidable.

Second, this work contributes to the proactivitgriature. Specifically, |
explore outcomes of proactivity (i.e., team leagnmmocesses and team performance).
The bulk of both theoretical and empirical workmoactivity has been at the

individual level, with little work addressing howams might proactively approach



their work or what the outcomes of doing so may®ent & Ashford, 2008; Griffin,
Neal, & Parker, 2007; Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, @0Most of the initial work on
outcomes of team-level proactivity has examinedifatve conditions required for
team proactivity to impact performance (Frazier &Wer, 2013; Grant & Patil,
2012; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011; Mz, Burris, & Detert, 2012).
By explaining why proactive teams may be able teally overcome challenges in
their environments (i.e., threat), | establishiahiarguments for why proactive teams
may be able to directly minimize challenges rathan wait for others (e.g.,

managers) to do so for them.



Chapter 2: Theory and Hypotheses

Any environmental event that is perceived as antadn impending probable
loss comprises a threat. When threatened, teancspaté losing either current
possessions or expected future outcomes. Threatswaely in source and type. For
example, threats might arise from time pressueeptiospect of reputational loss,
new competition, a loss of raw materials neces&argroduction, changes or losses
to team membership, equipment failure, environniemat@strophes (e.g., the Mann
Gulch wildfire that endangered firefighting crewsjeventable errors, or accidents
(e.g., the mishap aboard the Apollo 13 spacedefifs, 2006; Morgeson, 2005;
Summers et al., 2012; Tripsas & Gavetti, 2000; \Wel©93). Different types of
teams might face different types of threat moreil@dy than others. For example,
action teams might be more likely to face environtakcatastrophes, production
teams might be more likely to face losses of ravenias, and top management
teams might be more likely to face losses in mestbpr(Devine, 2002; Ellis et al.,
2005).

Regardless of source, the perceived negative valassociated with threat
tends to result in members’ stress. Psychologtcass refers to negative feelings of
strain or pressure, reflecting the sense that p@adelemands exceed one’s capacity
to adequately respond (Gray, 1999; Salas, DriskdHughes, 1996). Threat-induced
stress results from a two-part appraisal systetatt@ounts for how much loss is on
the line and how likely a team perceives they aravoid it. (Lazarus, 1966; Lazarus

& Folkman, 1984; Paterson & Neufeld, 1987). Fitsgms assess the cues that



indicate the presence of threat to determine treatls magnitude. The perceived
magnitude of loss associated with a threat is ptapw@l to the extent to which the
loss is experientially aversive (i.e., is painfulundergo), the number and importance
of outcomes anticipated to be affected by the lib&spermanency of the loss, and
how definite the loss is to occur (Paterson & N&Lf&987).

Second, teams assess their available resourcessfoonding to the threat.
Threats are felt more strongly when there are feyeeceived resources— material,
social, cognitive, temporal, or otherwise— avaiéatd respond (cf., Gladstein &
Reilly, 1985; Paterson & Neufeld, 1987; Staw et H81). Although prior
explanations have largely assumed that assesswpfemtailable resources are
objective (e.g., Paterson & Neufeld, 1987; Tesluké&thieu, 1997), the anxiety that
threat elicits may lead teams to underestimatedbeurces they actually do have
available—thus amplifying feelings of having littentrol over experiencing loss (cf.
Seo, Barrett, & Bartunek, 2004). In sum, team mesbgperience stress when they
perceive a threat of sufficient magnitude becausé & threat also pushes them to
believe that they do not have slack resourcessityegbsorb the anticipated loss
(Voss et al., 2008).

Perceptions of threat are shared across membehsspacific anticipated
losses to the team occurring either to individeaht members (e.g., individual pay
docks for all members; personal feelings of emisameent or shame for failure) or
the team as a whole (e.g., all team resourcesfjurs team members collectively
experience stress based on the perception of thnelaas they make their own

independent assessments of both individual- amd-tegel resources available to



cope with the threat, this impacts how members g@agatheir collective work.
Below, | explain how threat impacts members’ ownrknvas well as their
contributions to joint actions that affect teanrfeag processes and subsequent team

performance.

The Effects of Threat on Team Learning Processes and Performance

Team learning has been examined using multipletnorigdefinitions and
several distinct research approaches (Edmondsaln @007; Wilson et al., 2007). In
line with prior theorizing, | take a process-orihiapproach in which team learning
is conceptualized as an interdependent set of mesrtiEhaviors that are enacted
cyclically and oriented towards obtaining, disttibg, and re-combining information
(Van der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005). These behavimmd@used on improving a
team’s understanding of their strengths and weaaseso that enhancements to team
capabilities—i.e., a team’s established way of ddimngs (Pentland & Rueter,
1994)— can be implemented (Edmondson et al., 2@iven their focus on
behaviors oriented towards gaining and distribukngwledge, team learning
processes are distinct from other conceptualizatadhearning that more closely
capture outcomes of learning processes, such ageban actual task behaviors,
improved performance over time, or enhanced masteigsk skills (Burke et al.,
2006; Edmondson et al., 2007; Wilson et al., 2007).

As teams engage in team learning processes, tivejogeideas on how to
either improve their current capabilities or deyet®w ones (Argyris, 1982; Crossan,
Lane, & White, 1999; Cyert & March, 1963; Edmonds®d02; Gavetti & Levinthal,

2000; Lant & Mezias, 1992; Levitt & March, 1988; Mh, 1991; Miner & Mezias,
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1996). To do so, teams build from members’ noveagithat are suggested with the
aim to improve how tasks are typically performefigjo referred to as voice) and find
ways to incorporate these ideas into enhanceditumig (Detert et al., 2013;
MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011; cf. Wilsgtral., 2007). During learning,
teams also leverage individuals’ initiative in enbiag their own work (often referred
to as taking charge) by discussing how such enima@cts can be utilized by others
(Edmondson, 1999; cf., Darr et al., 1995). As Eddsom (1999: 353) noted, “for a
team to discover gaps in its plans and make chaagmsdingly, team members must
test assumptions and discuss differences of opimp@mly.” Through this process,
teams synthesize knowledge residing within indigsiduembers to develop a
common understanding about their future coursestdn (Gibson & Vermeulen,
2004). Developing this common understanding iscatlifor teams to then codify
joint information into concrete plans that can belfer reflected on or modified
(Gibson & Vermeulen, 2004; cf. Cronin & Weingar®; Ellis, 2006; Firth et al., in
press). Team learning processes thus occur not mieembers independently learn,
but when members work to co-develop improved cauoaction.

Threat is expected to inhibit team learning proesssd performance most
proximally via inducing psychological stress. Aslmed above, when teams
perceive that a threat is more likely to resulioss and also assess that there are
fewer resources available to prevent such loss, meesrare most likely to experience
stress. Prior theorizing has argued that this stesds to an overemphasis on
dominant or standard approaches to work that id nignature (McKinley et al.,

2013; Staw et al., 1981; cf. Audia & Greve, 2008tdPson & Neufeld, 1987; Voss et
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al., 2008). Rigidity refers to the tendency fombsato behave in a less variant or
flexible manner in their responses to task demaaai$,occurs in numerous forms.
For instance, rigidity occurs when units persigpieviously successful resource
investment patterns in the face of threatening gagynor when units persist in the
“processes that use those resource investmentde(@i2005: 741). Ultimately,
rigidity entails restricting the extent to whiclates engage in variance-seeking
behaviors (e.g., exploring new approaches; McG&0Q;l; McKinley et al., 2013),
whether that means holding fast to well-worn roegiiGersick & Hackman, 1990),
or anchoring quickly around a single strategic apph (Woolley, 2009).
Threat-induced rigidity is most likely to arise whemembers perceive that
they have little control over their outcomes (Sttval., 2001), leading them to be
more risk-averse than they may be otherwise Clfattopadhyay et al., 2001). As a
result of sensing that negative outcomes are ialeldt members’ efforts are often
directed towards domains where there is perceivattal, such as individual-level
actions (e.g., Driskell et al., 1999; Gladstein &ilR, 1985) or off-task goals. As
individuals become more self-focused and less teaemted, the extent to which
teams share, encode, store, and retrieve informatiexchanges between members
decreases (Ellis, 2006; Staw et al., 1981). Thieipatory nature of threat (i.e., the
perceived losses have not yet occurred) meangveatif teams feel they have little
control, actions can be taken to minimize potemegative outcomes. However, as
they attempt to do so, teams tend to eschew aatighunknown consequences that
may exacerbate the threat. Rather than develogngdeas based on information

obtained through such exchanges, they tend to fimcue on efficiency, strive to
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leverage known routines to help them avoid lossed,censor dissenting views
(Gladstein & Reilly, 1985; Staw et al., 1981). Aseault, the experimentation and
exchange of ideas that is so central to team legqmiocesses are reduced.

Hypothesis 1: Threat negatively relates to team learning processes.

As mentioned above, team learning processes arealisom learning
outcomes such as actual changes to their behavegaitoire or resultant increases
in performance outcomes (Argote, 1991; Wilson gt24107). Distinguishing between
the process of team learning and outcomes of legiisiimportant, as teams may
engage in learning without any corresponding paréorce gains. For instance, it is
possible for teams to devote effort to learning m&@rmation that is not directly
relevant to current task requirements. Alternagivedams may experience
performance gains that have nothing to do withlaayning that may or may not
have occurred (e.g., as a result of environmehtelifations; Bell et al., 2012).

However, the bulk of evidence indicates that teaanrling processes do relate
positively to performance (e.g., Van der Vegt & Barson, 2005; Edmondson, 1999;
Edmondson et al., 2007). As teams work to genérgteoved approaches to their
work, some of these ideas become implemented dmgheas functioning that
improves performance outcomes. For example, metiaats that engage in team
learning processes develop improved ways of trgagtatients that enhance customer
satisfaction, and teams in the pizza-making ingusiat develop and share new ideas
for how to process their resources reduce producists (Darr, Argote, & Epple,
1995; Edmondson, 1999). Thus, on average teamenigaige in team learning

processes demonstrate higher overall levels obpegnce.
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In addition to enhancing average levels of perforceateam learning
processes can enhance the rate of change in parioenover time. Prior work has
often conceptualized team learning as team perfocenanprovement (Argote &
Epple, 1990; Edmondson et al., 2007; Pisano e2@0]; Reagans et al., 2005). As
noted above, this conceptualization assumes awey potential reasons for why
performance rates may change over time. Howeveretare strong reasons to expect
that engaging in team learning processes shouldneeiteam performance
improvement. Teams that are learning at highersesteould be more likely to
improve their performance more quickly (cf., Arga2®04; Tangirala et al., in
progress). Early enhancements resulting from tegming processes can be
compounded over time as teams further develop tleading to performance
improvements over time. Teams engaging in teanmileguprocesses are also more
likely to minimize negative effects of unexpectaterruptions to taskwork (cf.
Bechky & Okhuysen, 2011; Burke et al., 2010), lagdb more positive performance
trajectories.

There are also important reasons to examine teaorpance improvement
as a distinct outcome from average levels of perémce. Performance improvement
captures the implementation of ideas generateéday fearning processes over time
rather than just the average effectiveness, whiaj mask whether team learning
processes helps teams continually improve or winééiaen learning processes are
useful early on but then inhibits effectivenesstdan. Additionally, the perception of

change in performance may provide important infdaromain itself to the team about
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the quality of their learning processes and likatith of future success (cf. Chen et al.,
2011; Firth et al., 2014; Hausknecht, Sturman, &&son, 2011).

Given the relationship between team learning prseeand team
performance, threat’s negative impact on team iegrprocesses are also likely to
result in lower levels of performance. By prevegtiaams from sharing information
about knowledge they have that might enhance dveradtioning and generally
preventing new ideas from being explored, threavg@nts novel ideas from being
implemented that might otherwise enhance averagerpgance or foster
improvements over time.

Hypothesis 2: Team learning processes mediate the negative effect of

threat on a) overall team performance and b) team performance

improvements.

Reducing the Negative Effects of Threat on Team Learning Processes and

Performance

Although the literature has increasingly examinddhiimight facilitate team
learning processes, there has been little theadirguresearch into what factors
might overcome the negative effects of threat. @ahye prior research has
demonstrated that the extent to which teams argaosed of individuals with
particular traits can strongly affect members’ iat¢ions, impacting subsequent
processes and outcomes (e.g., Bell, 2007; LeP0t&; 2Morgeson & Hofmann,
1999). Given that threat impacts how members respomstress and process and
share information, certain characteristics of mersligat mitigate such responses

could be an important resource for teams to dramnwphen encountering threat.
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Building from this approach, | argue that teamdwhigher levels of proactive
personality are less likely to be constrained bgdh and thus less likely to
experience losses in team learning processesveslatieams with low proactivity. |
explain that proactive teams are more likely to destrate certain positive states and
behaviors that buffer against the mitigating efigcthreat on team learning
processes, whereas teams with low proactivityese likely to exhibit these states
and behaviors and thus more likely to succumbéatygative effects of threat on

team learning processes.

Team Proactivity

The literature on proactivity originated as a ceupoint to the prevalent
doctrine that employees tend to respond passivetyvironmental contingencies and
rewards (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Proactive appresdo work are characterized by
anticipatory, future-focused actions directed gtaeting one’s self or one’s work
(Grant & Ashford, 2008). Proactive personality,idetl as “the relatively stable
tendency to effect environmental change” (Batemabrént, 1993: 103), is an
important determination of proactive approachesddk. Proactive individuals tend
to not be constrained by environmental conditiomstead effecting change as willful
agents who identify opportunities, take initiatiaed exert persistent effort until
changes are accomplished (Bateman & Crant, 19981tC2000; Griffin et al., 2007).
Proactive individuals actively select situationattthey can impact (Schneider, 1983),
reappraise and positively frame their situationshidard & Black, 1996; Lazarus,
1984), seek out information (Ashford & Black, 19%8ese & Fay, 2001), and strive

to impact others (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Buss, 19Be change-focused nature of

16



proactive personality means that these individaeddikely to persist in such efforts
over time, attend carefully to their own internr@sources and characteristics of the
environment, and be willing to engage in behavibad are focused on improvement.
As a result, proactive personality is associateti wiher related yet distinct traits
such as learning goal orientation, personal imviameed for achievement,
conscientiousness, extraversion, and intrinsicvaton (e.g., Batemen & Crant,
1993).

As explained above, | generally expect that thiragkirs team learning
processes. However, | expect that teams with higherage levels of proactive
personality are less likely to demonstrate decresi@rteam learning processes when
under threat. Although not yet directly linked éam learning processes, proactive
personality positively relates to similar outconsesh as organizational innovation
(Parker, 1998), team performance (Kirkman & Ro4&99), and entrepreneurship
(Becherer & Maurer, 1999; Crant, 1996). Becausarttezdependent, collective
nature of team learning processes benefit froningets of all members, | focus
specifically on aggregate levels of team proagtifiie., averaging across all
members). | focus on team composition rather tipaciic proactive behaviors
because a trait-based approach (a) is more distaytfocal outcomes (i.e., it is easier
to distinguish from specific behaviors that aregral to team learning processes
such as voice), and (b) captures a broader ranfgetirs that is expected to impact
the threat-learning relationship (e.g., proactigespnality leads to both proactive

behaviors and internal cognitive states, whichlguarbelow are both important).
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The negative relationship between threat and teamming processes should
be particularly strong for teams composed of lesagtive members. Without
members who are actively focused on creating chanigew their teams engage in
their work and respond to challenges, low-proad®aens are more likely to feel that
their actions will not be able to prevent the theead losses and that negative
outcomes are inevitable. This is likely to increasess, leading to rigid approaches
to team functioning and reduced learning. Teams avkdess proactive feel that they
have less control and are less likely to act tongleaheir work or their environment
in an effort to prevent loss. Behaviors such asevaind taking charge which are
ordinarily important to team learning processesliaety to decrease in the presence
of threat, as members become more focused ondiveiwork requirements (as
opposed to integrating with other members or enhgrjoint processes) and as they
focus more on doing those tasks in routine waysa Aesult, these teams are more
likely to be averse to exploring new ways of fuantng and thus demonstrate lower
levels of team learning processes in the presehiteeat.

Teams composed of more proactive members, on kiee band, are less
likely to experience decrements in team learnirgg@sses in the presence of threat.
Such teams are less likely to perceive stress and hikely to feel confident, both of
which mitigate rigidity and decreases in team leaymprocesses associated with
threat. In terms of the two-step appraisal systeah determines stress levels resulting
from threat, more proactive teams may perceivasselemagnitude of threat and also
feel they have greater resources with which to esklthe threat. After cues

indicating the presence of threat are perceivedoaocessed by members, teams with
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higher levels of proactive personality are likedypositively reframe their
circumstances. Rather than viewing negative outsamsédnevitable, these teams are
likely to transform threats into challenges andifady seek novelty to problematize
their world view in order to alter their assumpgbdHarrison, Sluss, & Ashforth,
2011: 213; Lazarus, 1991), which can be motivaéind enhance team cognition
(Pearsall, Ellis, & Stein, 2009). They are alse@ljkto feel that they have greater
control over preventing potential outcomes of tireat, as they recognize that by
persisting in developing ways to improve their wdhey can shape their
environment and thus have control over their oue®iBateman & Crant, 1993;
Frese & Fay, 2001). Thus, they are more likelystmognize that they may have
resources within the team that, if aligned andgraeed, might permit threat to be
overcome. This in itself reduces the extent to Withweat is perceived as being
present (and thus decreases associated stresgiditg; rStaw et al., 1981). This
should enhance team efficacy, which enables tearogritinue to pursue learning-
based goals (e.g., Chen et al., 2005; 2009).

As a result of lower perceived stress and highafidence in avoiding loss,
proactive teams are more likely to persist in cd@sng ways in which they might
change their circumstances such that the imperidssgis either removed or
mitigated, creating a more favorable situation.c8pmlly, individuals in teams with
more proactive members should continue to engatedrkey behaviors that are
important to learning in any situation but partanly likely to prevent losses to team
learning processes in the presence of threat. iBivgice, which refers to

“discretionary verbal communication of ideas, sigjigas, or opinions with the intent
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to improve organizational or unit functioning” (M@on et al., 2010: 183; Greenberg
& Edwards, 2009; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Secanthking charge, which
“entails voluntary and constructive efforts... toesff organizationally functional
change with respect to how work is executed witheacontexts of their jobs, work
units, and organizations” (Morrison & Phelps, 19903). Whereas voice is typically
directed at enhancing team-level processes, tatiagge refers primarily to changes
that individual members make in how they engagéeir own work.

In sum, teams with low proactivity are likely tcefehat they have little
control over the potential losses associated vartbat, and are thus likely to
experience the full negative effects of threateamt learning processes. However,
proactive teams are expected to feel that they beaater control over impacting
their work and their environment, and are thus nhi&edy to continue to engage in
typical processes inherent to team learning pr@sesgen when threat is present. As
a result, team proactivity is expected to buffesiagt losses to team learning
processes in the presence of threat. What this snedhat, compared with high
proactive teams, less proactive teams should engagnificantly fewer team
learning processes in the presence of threat.

Hypothesis 3: Team proactivity positively moderates the relationship

between threat and team learning processes, such that team learning

processes are less negatively affected by threat when team proactivity

is high.

Because proactive teams are likely to engage m tearning processes even

when threat is present, they are more likely toeexpent in ways to enhance their
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functioning. Thus, proactive teams are expectathfdement novel approaches to
their work that enhances performance. As a rethdtmediated effect of threat on
team performance via team learning processes gexted to be less negative for
proactive teams. On the other hand, as | do naabxtpat low proactive teams are
likely to sustain team learning processes in tles@mce of threat, they are also
expected to demonstrate lower levels of performasca result.

Hypothesis 4a: Team proactivity moder ates the mediated relationship

between threat, team learning processes, and overall team

performance, such that overall team performance is less negatively

affected by threat when team proactivity is high.

Hypothesis 4b: Team proactivity moder ates the mediated relationship

between threat, team learning processes, and team performance

improvement, such that changes in performance over timeisless

negatively affected by threat when team proactivity is high.
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Chapter 3: Research Methods
Sample

The final sample consisted of 470 undergraduatdesiis from a mid-Atlantic
university, assigned to 94 teams. Participantsvedaesearch participation credit in
their core coursework for participating in the stu@lo provide additional incentive to
engage in the task, it was announced that theddpnming team would be awarded
$250.

A total of 126 teams initially participated in thidy (an additional five 5-
member teams, plus 15 4-member teams, and 12 3-en¢edms), for a total of 591
participants. Although the experimental task (disd below) required 5-member
teams for analyses to be valid, some 4- and 3-metabms were run due to
difficulties involved in assigning participantsemperimental conditions within the
constraints of the broader subject pool requiremehit 3- and 4-member teams were
excluded from the study’s sample. Five 5-membanteaere also excluded due to
large amounts of missing data (primarily cause@ddmputer failures that prevented

recording simulation outcomes).

Task and Procedures

Prior to coming to the laboratory for the experita¢task, individuals
completed an online survey to assess stable pditydnaits, including the focal
variable of proactivity. This survey was takenestdt one week prior to participating
in the experimental task. Upon arrival in the lEams engaged in a computerized

simulation called the Leadership Development Sitmia(LDS; see Appendix A for
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a screenshot). This task was conceived and deekypeifically to train and
evaluate officers in the U.S. Air Force (for adolital details and discussion see
Lorinkova, Pearsall, & Sims, 2013). The simulatiask involves directing a set of
Remotely Piloted Aircraft (RPA) to search for, iti§ny and engage enemy targets
over a series of 10 trials on a 16x16 game grie fBisk requires both coordination
and memory-based reasoning under time pressurelén o find and engage targets.
The overarching goal is to maximize points, whiok @avarded for destroying enemy
targets and deducted for losing RPAs or basesdmeifire, and require all members
to work together. The task environment is dynamithat the targets are invisible
until detected by players searching behaviors,thed move each trial with some
targets moving gradually to attack the team'’s base.

Before participating in the simulation, teams w&iewn a 15-minute slide
presentation on the basic rules and functionafitye simulation (i.e., target info,
rules, roles of team members, and other basickiaskledge). Afterwards, teams
were led through a 25-minute hands-on trainingisessthere members used the
simulation to perform practice tasks under the goa# of a research assistant.
Participants were given the opportunity to ask jaas about the simulation, and
provided brief feedback on their performance aherpractice task. Following
training, teams were given a 2-minute period taubs their strategy, after which the
simulation task was started.

All team members were seated around a table twin own computer
workstations, which they used to control specifisets. Each team member was

randomly assigned a distinct role. Two memberssawroperational assets, which
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were used to target and destroy enemy targets. &ablese members controlled
different types of assets whose movements were tmbrdinated in order to
successfully accomplish the task. All operatiorssleis gained information about the
grid square they were positioned in with 100% aacwyr Two different members
oversaw intelligence assets, which were used toigéormation regarding the
location of enemy targets. Finally, the fifth membpdated information onto a
communal screen which was used to track the latati@ll enemy targets, called the
Common Operational Picture (COP). The COP is a ofidipe 16x16 game grid on
which target indicators could be placed, and wapldyed on one wall of the room in
view of all team members. When members believettkiesy had located a target,
they notified this coordinating team member, whacpl an indicator on the COP for
that target.

The simulation involved multiple decision-makingts, each of which lasted
8 minutes. The total task consisted of 10 tria@sutting in an 80-minute task
(combined with training and surveys, the entirelgtiasted approximately 2 hours 40
minutes). In each trial, members first deployedrthesources by assigning them to
locations on the simulation grid. Next, they saw tésults of their actions and were

provided time to update the COP and discuss thansgdor the next trial.

Manipulations

Team Proactivity:

| manipulated proactivity by composing teams tdilgh versus low in trait
proactivity based on average individual scoresiwithe team. To do this, | used a

pre-survey to assess the proactive personalityadigpants at least one week before
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they attended the lab (participants were requinedke the pre-survey prior to
obtaining permission to sign up for the lab-portiatith a one-week delay after pre-
survey completion for this permission to be grapht&#lying on normative data
obtained from a prior equivalent sample, partictpamere assigned to a condition
based on whether their proactivity score was aloo\eelow the normed mean (m =
3.80; SD =.53) . To assign individuals to a caoditindividuals above or below the
mean of proactivity were provided a respective dodagn up for condition-specific
lab sessions through a centralized online lab memagt system. Individuals exactly
at the mean were randomly assigned a code to otte dfvo conditions. This ensured
that as students were randomly assigned to teaarmstwere composed exclusively
of members that were all either above or belowntiean of proactivity, resulting in
average team levels of proactivity that were alsova the mean (high proactivity

condition) or below the mean (low proactivity catnatn).

Threat:

My conceptualization of threat is as an environrakavent that triggers
perceptions of loss. Thus, | manipulated threahbyducing an event prior to the
beginning of the task in which teams learned thats possible for them to
experience the potential loss of reputation andibigy. This type of loss is
theoretically likely to induce the same type oést and rigidity as other types of
threat (see Ellis, 2006; Turner et al., 1992).ddigon to this specific type of threat
being theoretically aligned with my arguments fdrawresults should flow from
threat, it also had the added benefit of beingitpble for a lab-based experiment in

a university setting which limits more extreme tyd threat, and (b) it was
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believable and salient to the participants, whdltatd a sense that this type of
outcome was possible and were personally concexinedt avoiding such loss.
After training but before beginning the actual siation, the threat
manipulation was introduced. Teams in the expertaidne., high-threat) condition
were told the following:
“As you can see, we will be videotaping your sessive are doing
this because we are planning to use these tapésiicng both in
classes here on campus and in classes held favretigns. We are
particularly interested in teams that do not exfilmctional team
processes. The task we are using is particularbyg dor this purpose
because it shows that even teams who should begatetision
making actually may not be that good. What this msaa that we will
be showing videos of all teams during these camapdscorporate
training sessions, focusing specifically on exammiepoor team
processes. Although parts of your video will bewgh@egardless, you
are more likely to be singled out if you demongtnabor team
processes. Additionally, the names of those whoatetnate
particularly poor team processes will be providegdur instructor
and classmates.”
At the same point in time, teams in the contra@. (ilow-threat) condition
were told the following:
“As you can see, we have been videotaping youisesEhe

videotaping that is occurring is just for resegodnposes. All videos
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will be viewed, but only by researchers and yoenttty and actions

will be kept anonymous.”

The wording of this manipulation, based on prionipalations (Ellis, 2006;
Turner et al., 1992), ensured that participantgeiet that videos would be watched
regardless of performance levels but allowed thiegy@ants in the high threat
condition to potentially feel anxious that theipuéation is threatened by the videos.
By introducing the manipulation prior to performaraf the task, | ensured that threat
impacted team functioning throughout the simulatfoviding a longer time frame
to capture reactions to threat. Students were efiglokiabout the true purpose of the
videos at the end of the study, so as to ensut@é#rtcipants in the high threat

condition did not continue to feel additional pra®sor anxiety.

Manipulation Checks:

To ensure that teams in the high-threat conditidnrdfact feel threatened by
the treatment, teams responded to a measure @ipedgressure/tension from the
Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (Deci, Eghrari, Patk, & Leone, 1994). These
measures were administered at the end of Time & sphcific items can be found in
Appendix B.

The proactivity manipulation resulted in teamscalnposed of members
either above or below the mean level of proactjugpending on their condition. To
additionally ascertain whether team proactivity position lead to specific behaviors
that would be expected by more proactive teamsdéd the total number of voice
behaviors (which are typically associated with ptv@ personality; Morrison,

2011), demonstrated across the task in a sub-sashpeteams.
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Measures

Proactive Personality:

Proactive personality was assessed by individugicgzants’ responses to a
10-item measure of proactive personality (Batemadr&nt, 1993), obtained at least
one week prior to participation in the experimesiaiulation. Specific items can be

found in Appendix B. Reliability for the scale was- .83.

Team Learning Processes:

Team learning processes were captured via a 6state (Van der Vegt, de
Jong, Bunderson, & Molleman, 2010). The scale vdasimistered at the approximate
midpoint of the simulation (after trial 4 of 10ychwas assessed using team-referent
items that were then aggregated to the team-levelrfalyses. Specific items can be
found in Appendix B. Reliability for the scale was .84. The mean rwg(j) for team
learning processes was 0.85. ICC(1) and ICC(2)fam learning processes were
0.50 and 0.83, respectively. These metrics indiaateptable levels of agreement

and reliability to justify aggregating to the tedéawel of analysis.

Overall Team Performance:

Overall team performance was measured as the agreftotal points
attained by the team across the duration of thelaimon. Teams understood that
maximizing this score was the explicit goal of fulation. These total points were
computed by subtracting the total defensive sdagg points lost by attacks on the
base or by losing assets) from the offensive s@ae points gained by destroying

enemy targets) of the team across all 10 time gsrio
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Team Performance Improvement:

Team performance improvement was measured as thet@{ performance
improvement displayed by teams over time in thasrang task. Performance at any
time period was computed by subtracting the toéélsive score (i.e., points lost by
attacks on the base or by losing assets) fromffeagive score (i.e., points gained by
destroying enemy targets) of the team within timétperiod. This measure was
assessed at each trial, permitting the examinafigerformance improvements over
time. In order to ensure greater separation betwezteam learning processes and
performance improvement measures, | used as takenfieasure of team performance
improvement the trajectory of performance scoremftrials 5-10. This reduced any
temporal overlap with the survey measure of teamlag processes, which was

assessed after trial 4.

Control Variables:

To permit a more robust assessment of the effeletamh learning processes
on later performance trajectories (times 5-10gpasately calculated and controlled
for the performance trajectory of times 1-4 (iadl time points prior to assessing
team learning processes). | also controlled forayeteam age and gender, as it is
possible that older students are more likely todsdient to academically-related
threats, and as males may be more likely to hapereance with war-game

simulations.

29



Chapter 4: Analyses and Results

Manipulation Checks

To examine the effectiveness of the threat manijouaparticipants
completed the perceived pressure/tension scaletfierintrinsic Motivation
Inventory (e.g., Deci, Eghrari, Patrick, & Leon®92) after Time 4. Coefficient
alpha for this measure was .83. A sample itemNty; team has felt very tense while
doing this activity.” Teams in the experimental diion felt more stress (m = 3.21,
SD = 0.83) than teams in the control condition (2252, SD = 0.921[92] = 3.82,p <
.05). Additionally, a number of team members inliigh threat condition made
comments suggesting that the threat manipulatianeffactive, such as “This is
totally freaking me out”, “I didn’t think | would dthis stressed out, guys, I'm
actually pretty nervous,” and “Oh, no way; we canhem bad enough to let it get back
to [the instructor]!”

To examine the effectiveness of the proactivity ipalation, | first ensured
that there were mean differences between conditarsvels of proactive
personality. In line with my condition assignmeuliess, the proactivity condition had
significantly higher levels of proactivity on avge(m = 4.09; SD = 0.18) than did
the low proactivity condition (m = 3.50; SD = 0.2[02] = 12.26;p < .05). Next
three researchers including myself coded the Vieat®viors of a subset of 25 teams
from my total sample. Cohen’s kappa between ratelisated acceptable levels of
agreement (K = 0.73). The voice behaviors of alinbers were counted and

averaged across trials to calculate a total caamedch team. The difference between
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the high proactivity condition (m = 94; SD = 26)ddow proactivity condition (m =
73; SD = 15) was significantly different in the exped directiont[92] = 4.77;p <

.05). Although my theory suggests that proactieerte demonstrate proactivity in
several important ways beyond just voice, this malaition check provides evidence
that teams in the high proactivity condition dentoated more proactive behaviors in

their approach to their work.

Analysis of Performance Trajectories

The first step in testing my hypotheses was obtgiparameter estimates for
performance trajectories so that | might controltfe trajectory of early performance
(times 1-4) when predicting the dependent variabfaetal team performance and
team performance trajectory (times 5-10) in mystést mediation and moderated
mediation. Using random coefficient modeling in HIBfRaudenbush, Bryk, &
Congdon, 2004), in two separate analyses | nesteb t1-4 and times 5-10,
respectively, within teams in a random slopes muukl predicted overall team
performance. For the former model, time was code@, 3,2, and 3 for times 1,2,3,
and 4, respectively. For the latter model, time w@ded as 0,1,2,3,4, and 5 for times
5,6,7,8,9, and 10, respectively. From these ang|ysapirical Bayes parameter
estimates of the slopes were obtained and savexVéy team, to be used in the

analyses reported below (cf. Bliese & Ployhart,200hen, 2005).

Hypothesis 1: Threat and Team Learning Processes

All correlations can be found in Table 1. To tespbthesis 1, | regressed

team learning processes onto threat after centafingriables (for this and
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subsequent analyses). In line with my expectatittieat only marginally predicted
team learning processes (B = -0.34, SE =p200.10; see Table 2). Hence,
Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Table 1. Correlations

Variable mean  s.d. 1 2 3 4 3 [
L. Threat Condition 03l 020 -
2. Froacivity Condition (=6 030 0.os
3. TeamL=aming Processes 343 044 017 dd* 084
4. Team Pzrfonrance Inmrovement (Gme 1) 184 130 -024% ot el -
5. Team Parforrance Irprovement (fime 5 10) 023 084 0.03 .04 31 0.15
6. Total Tzam Performarcs 1719 50.12 0.1 .02 ar Sl 43

Noter-m — 01, cbservations are 5 menrber t2ems; Cronbedh's alphe reported on diagonal for survey measure
Thrzctand Proteivo Conditons bofacoded 0 1 for Jow high levelz, respectively.
*p 05,7 p = 10; two miled tests

Hypothesis 2: Mediation

To test Hypothesis 2, which predicted that teaannieg processes mediates
the relationship between threat and the separatemes of a) overall team
performance and b) changes in performance over tisamined regression
equations and ran mediation analyses. After inalgidhe controls and accounting for
threat, team proactivity, their interaction, andyperformance change (times 1-4),
team learning processes demonstrated a signifpzesitive relationship with overall
team performance (B = 0.25; SE = .11, p < .05Wealas with team performance
trajectory (times 5-10; B = 0.23; SE = .11; p <;.68e Tables 3 and 4). However, the
bias-corrected bootstrapped indirect effect (Prea&Hayes, 2004) of threat was
not significant on team performance trajectory (B)40; SE = .07; p > .05), 95% CI
of (-0.26, 0.01), and on overall performance (B)A2; SE =.08; p > .05), 95% CI of

(-0.29, 0.02). Hence, Hypothesis 2 was not supgorte
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Table 2. Hierarchical Regression Results DV: Team L earning Processes

DV: Team Learning Processes

Model1 ~ Model 2

Age -0.07 (.OT) -0.08 (LUB)
Gender 0.20(.42) 0.30 (41)
Threar Condition -0.347(20) -0.74* (.26)
Proacrivity Condidon 0.49*(.20) 0.00 (.25)
Threal X Proactivily 0.90% (.37)
Total K° 011* 0.17*
AR? 0.06*

Notes: n =94, observations are 5-member teams; unstandardized betas are reported.

Threar and Proactivity Conditions both coded C/1 for low/high levels, respectively. Gender is codad 0/1 for female/male,
respeclively.

¥p =057 p <.10; two-tailzd tests

Table 3 Hierarchical Regression Results DV: Total Team Perfor mance

DV: Total Team Performance

Mudell  Mudel 2 Mundel 3 Model 4

Age 014 (0§) -0.10(08) -0.10 (05) -0.09(.07)
Cender 081 (45) 043(41) 048(42) 045(41)
Threat Concition 0.29(22) -0.10(20) -029(27) -0.14(27)
Proadivity Condifion 006(21) 0.04(.19) -020(28) -0.20(27)
lezm Performance Improvement [time 1-4) 0.28* (06) 0.28*(06) 023*(06)
Threat X Proactivity 016 (38) 023(38)
Tezm Lzarning Processes 025%(.11)
Total R? 009 027* 078 033*

AR 0.16* 0.01 0.05*

Notes: n =94, chservaons are S-member teams; unstandardized bemws are repored.
Threzt and Proactivity Conditiens both coded 0/1 for low/high levels, respectively. Gencer is coded 0/1 for female/male, raspectively.

* p o< 05; two-tailed tests
Table 4. Hierarchical Regression ResultsDV: Team Perfor mance | mprovement

DV: Team Performance | mprovement (time 5-10)

Model 1~ Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Age -0.02 (.08) -0.02 (.08) -0.02(.08) -0.01(.08)
Gender 0.70 (.42) 0.63(.43) 0.68(.43) 0.66 (.43)
Threat Conditio -0.05 (.21 -0.02 (.228 -0.23 (.28 -0.08 (.28
Proactivity Conditio 0.08 (.20 0.07 (.20 -0.19 (.29 -0.19 (.29
Team Performance Improvement (time . 0.05 (.07 0.05(.07 0.02 (.07
Threat X Proactivit 0.49 (.39 0.28 (.40
Team Learning Proces: 0.23* (.11
Total R? 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.11*
AR? 0.02 0.02 0.07*

Notes: n = 94, observations are 5-member teams; unstandartiztas are report
Threat and Proactivity Conditions both coded 0/ldav/high levels, respectively. Gender is codedfoffemale/male, respectively.
*p <.05;two-tailed test
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Hypothesis 3: Moderation

To test Hypothesis 3, which predicted that teaoagtivity enhanced the
relationship between threat and team learning ggE®such that team learning
processes were less negative in proactive teatesteld for moderation in
hierarchical regression. After controlling for thnain effects of threat and team
proactivity, the interaction between threat anartgaoactivity significantly predicted
team learning processes (B = 0.90; SE =p37;05) and significantly increased the
explanatory power of the modelf? = 0.06;p < .05; see Table 2)The nature of this
moderation is plotted in Figuré.an other words, the shape of the interaction
suggests that in line with my expectations, thvezd only problematic for team
learning processes when teams were low in teanciivag (m = 3.08) and not when

teams were high in team proactivity (m = 3.52).

!t is worth noting that this relationship was sfigrant even when controlling for average
performance (times 1-4) or change in performarioge& 1-4) prior to the measure of team learning.
2 As a robustness check, | also examined this meitlelconscientiousness entered instead of
proactivity, as the two constructs are conceptugltyilar and often exhibit correlations well above
0.40. Including all other controls as the reporeatiel, the moderating effect of conscientiousness w
not significant (B = 0.41, SE = .4@> 0.10).
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Figure 2. Interaction between Threat and Proactivity on Team L ear ning Processes
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Hypothesis 4: Moderated Mediation

To test Hypothesis 4, which predicted that the iated relationship between
threat, team learning processes, and both typtsaof performance (respectively)
would be enhanced by team proactivity (i.e., theat$ of threat would be less
negative), | examined first-stage mediated modematiodels in MPLUS 6.1
(Muthén & Muthén, 2010), in line with recommendasqrovided by Edwards and
Lambert (2007). | used a Monte Carlo simulatiorhveih MLR estimator to obtain
bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals for estamaif the conditional indirect
effects for each of these relationships. In additmentering the two independent
variables and their interaction term, | also coligrbfor early performance change
(times 1-4) to rule out the possibility that lateactions to threat were impacted
simply by perceptions of performance changes idsbéany expected theoretical

expectations.
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Table5. Indirect Effectsof Threat on Total Team Performance via Team L ear ning Processes

DV: Total Performance

Ettect Bias-Corrected 95% Confidence Imtervals (indirec: a-fects)
Woderalor variable Direcl 5.8, Indirect 5B, Tolal Lower Upper
Froactiviy
Low D.02 0.3G -0.59* 0.26 -0.50* -0.71 -0.08
High .08 0.36 0.09 0.10 0.00 -0.08 0.37
Differences 2.00 .68* 0.50*

a = 94teams. Comtrolling fer Performance Trajectery (times 1 4); unstandardized betas reported
*p <.05; two-tailed tests
parameters obtained using Mente Carle simulation with MLR estimater, 5000 iteratiens

Table 6. Indirect Effectsof Threat on Team Performance | mprovement via Team L earning

Processes
DV: Performance Improvement (times 5-10)
Effect Bias-Corrected 95% Confidence Intervals (indirect effects)
Moderator variable Direct s.e. Indirect  s.e. Total Lower Upper

Proactivity

Low 0.20 0.39  -0.47* 0.24  -0.27* -0.68 -0.08

High 0.20 0.39 0.07 0.08 0.13 -0.07 0.20
Differences 0.00 .54* 0.40*

n =94 teams. Controlling for Performance Trajectory (times 1-4); unstandardized betas reported
* p <.05; two-tailed tests
parameters obtained using Monte Carlo simulation with MLR estimator, 5000 iterations

As expected, when examining the outcome of tothteerformance, the
indirect effects of threat on total team perforneaf\da team learning processes) were
significantly negative for low proactive teams (BGs59, SE = 0.26) < .05) but not
for high proactive teams (B = 0.09, SE = 046, .05). The bias-corrected 95%
confidence intervals for these estimates were 1;060.08) for low proactive teams,
and (-0.08, 0.37) for high proactive teams (sedd & Further, as expected, the
indirect effects of threat on team performance mapment (turns 5-10; via team
learning processes) were significantly negativddar proactive teams (B = -0.47,
SE = 0.24p < .05) but not for high proactive teams (B = 0.8E,= 0.08p > .05).
The bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals fos¢hestimates were (-0.68, -0.08)
for low proactive teams, and (-0.07, 0.20) for hpgbactive teams (see Table 6).

Thus, | found evidence that the indirect effectrwéat on team performance via team
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learning processes was negative when team pragotras low but not when team
proactivity was high indicating that more proactteams were less likely to

experience negative effects of threat. Hence, hgs®s 4a and 4b were supported.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

Building from theory on proactivity, | developeddatested a model that
accounts for how and why threat negatively impé&edsn learning processes and
performance. My findings generally support my exageons, leading me to make
two conclusions. First, threat negatively disrupem learning processes, which can
hamper team performance outcomes. Second, moretiy®teams experience less
detriment to learning or performance when undezatiwhereas less proactive teams
experience decreases in learning and performanea wider threat. | next discuss
several theoretical and practical implicationshod dissertation.

First, | strengthen theory on the relationshipsveen the relationships threat
has with team learning processes and performandadstly examining what might
mitigate these negative relationships. By articatatvhy threat might be specifically
problematic for team learning processes, | hexjmand a literature that often nods
to the difficulties of learning in the presencesarironmental challenges without
directly examining how, when, or why such challengeght disrupt learning. By
explaining why teams may not necessarily passiredpond to threat, as much of the
previous literature has assumed, | also extend maok that has often overlooked
potential remedies of the results of environmeciallenges on team functioning. By
providing theory as to why team proactivity— whhtails an active approach to
team processes— can help buffer against threateullosses to team learning

processes, this work paves the way for future reee@n how teams might actively
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engage in developing and refining team processeshance team functioning in
difficult circumstances.

Second, | extend theory on team proactivity. Addmg@ recent exploration
into the outcomes of team proactivity, | am amdmgfirst to specifically address the
importance of proactivity to team learning procassexplain why proactivity might
be especially important when teams must learn utideat. By explaining that when
faced with threat proactive teams are better abjositively frame threats,
experience higher levels of efficacy, and devoteenedfort towards proactive
behaviors such as voice and taking charge thatdeziprate novel ideas that can
strengthen team learning processes, | test an tanassumption about proactivity.
Specifically, much prior theorizing has positedttpeactive individuals (and teams,
by extension) are able to better overcome barttepsogress (e.g., Frese & Fay,
2001; Grant & Ashford, 2008), little work has ditlgaested this (see Tesluk &
Mathieu, 1999 for an exception). Beyond leaderghgectices and specific team
process, which Tesluk & Mathieu (1999) posited ewled team performance when
faced with performance barriers, this dissertatigplains that team composition is an
additional and important antecedent to team legrpmcesses when faced with
threat.

Most of the limited work on outcomes of team-lepdactivity has examined
facilitative conditions required for team proadiyvio impact performance (Grant &
Patil, 2012; Frazier & Bowler, 2013; MacKenzie, Bakloff, & Podsakoff, 2011;
McClean, Burris, & Detert, 2012). Given underlyitmgory that positions proactivity

as an active approach to work that overcomes cigailg conditions, it is slightly

39



ironic that most work at the team level has denratesdl only that proactivity is
beneficial under the right circumstances. Takimfiferent perspective, | demonstrate
that proactivity may be an important facilitativendlition to team learning processes,
helping to decrease the harm that threat can tkata learning processes and
performance.

Although threat did not significantly predict tegrarformance, the effect of
threat on both team learning processes and perfa@naecame significant when
accounting for levels of team proactivity. This gagts that when examining the
impact of threat on team-level outcomes, it mapbeessary to account for
characteristics of the team before drawing anyl finaclusions. Although |
intentionally examined the moderating effects afgmtivity due to strong theoretical
reasons to do so, it is likely that other team ab@ristics (e.g., goal orientation,
efficacy, ability, experience) may mask the impéeit threat and other
environmental conditions have on team functioning.

Prior work on team learning processes has notglye@mphasized the role of team
composition or threat. Although some work has emsjzeal the importance of goal
orientation and efficacy (e.g., Bunderson & Sute)i003; Chen et al., 2005), these
examinations have typically measures such constagcemergent states rather than
member traits. Although broad theoretical modelteam learning processes have
highlighted the role of task attributes on teamieay processes (Edmondson et al.,
2007), these task attributes have typically inctutgam task or task routineness, with
other task characteristics or environmental coodgibeing embedded within specific

research settings. This has led prior researchesgggest that “future research
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should pay more explicit attention to developing #&sting theory about how task
attributes affect team learning processes” (Edmam@907: 293). By examining the
role of both proactivity and threat on team leagnamocesses, | highlight the
importance of team composition to team learning@sses, and begin to explore
characteristics of teams’ tasks or environmentskwhan impact team learning

processes.

Managerial Implications

The central implication for managers to take a¥vagn this dissertation is
that how teams are composed with respect to menrectivity may have serious
implications for their capacity to learn and penfioin conditions of threat. Although
managers do not often have the luxury of havingplete control over all team
members’ personal characteristics, it is not adtro be able to select some
members over others based on one or two impomantidual differences.
Specifically, | would urge managers to consideirgivadditional weight to individual
proactivity when selecting members for teams thaiikely to operate in the face of
threat. As | did not find evidence that proactivdyat a premium for team learning
processes without the presence of threat, if te@mlpership is flexible over time
(e.g., if employees are members of multiple teanshare shifts in interchangeable
role-based team structures), managers may coresgdggning their most proactive
employees to teams likely to face the most threahg given time, and cycling less

proactive individuals to teams where learning ipamant but threat is less likely.
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Limitations and Future Research Directions

This dissertation is not without its limitatiorisxamining my model in
a laboratory context provides more control and mesasents of critical behaviors,
but it also reduces the external validity of thedst Further, the task achieved
acceptable levels of psychological realism, as@pants tended to become highly
engaged. However, it is very likely that the petmepof threat in this setting is far
weaker than threats that are experienced in theelfieindividuals and teams that
might have long-lasting losses that drasticallyactgheir psychological, physical,
and economic well-being. Future work ought to nutirectly examine the effects of
threat and proactivity on team learning processéd®id studies. Doing so would
greatly enhance the validity of my theory and pé&amiexamination of other
important contextual and team factors. Similatys twork focused on one specific
type of threat. Although | provided theory for wtihe broad range of potential threats
are likely to have similar effects on team funciingy it is possible that different types
of threat have more or less impact on team learpingesses or performance. Future
work should examine whether this model holds whagrationalizing threat in
different ways.

An additional limitation of this study is that Idosed specifically on internal
resources that proactive teams possess to overtwaa (i.e., member traits, states,
and behaviors). Additional research is also ne¢édedcertain whether proactive
teams develop other internal resources (e.g.,ipestfect, denser networks), as well
as whether they are able to change the extent ihvittey gain access to external

resources or make more impactful changes to thiecemaent itself (e.g., by actually
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removing the source of the threat). These futueshgations would do much to
elucidate the extent to which team proactivityes&ficial.

Related to the last point, this paper admittedkgsaa positive perspective on
team proactivity, which is in line with virtuallylavork on proactivity. However, it is
possible that the presence of team proactivity tagtually be harmful in some
contexts. For example, proactive teams that engegeperimental learning
approaches, spending much effort on developingapmwoaches to their work and
striving to change their environment might overl@okne core functionalities they
already possess that might be useful. Future wogkbto examine the potential
down sides of team proactivity.

Although this work takes an important step in irtigegging the role of
proactivity at the team level, it also overlooksnyaf the likely dynamics that exist
between individual team members’ proactivity oweret By demonstrating the
importance of team proactivity on team learningcpsses, future work will be poised
to examine in greater detail multilevel effectsviyich team-level proactivity
impacts individual-level phenomena, or how indiatievel behaviors might shift
team-level processes. For instance, by examiniegverage level of proactivity, |
demonstrated that more proactivity in teams teadsetbetter, but as prior work has
suggested, average levels of a trait can be oldtameery different ways (e.g., by
having one extraordinarily high member; e.qg., Hami & Klein, 2007). Future work
that can more fully account for top-down or bottameffects involved in how teams

engage proactively in learning tasks will do muzladvance our understanding of
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team functioning. This work should also examine tiveedifferent patterns of

proactivity are important for team learning pro@sss
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APPENDI X B. Measures

Proactive Personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993; 1-5 Likert scale with 1trosgly
disagree and 5 = strongly agree)

1-1 am constantly on the lookout for new ways t@iove my life.

2-Wherever | have been, | have been a powerfukféoc constructive change.
3-Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideaa tato reality.

4-1f | see something | don't like, | fix it.

5-No matter what the odds, if | believe in someghlinvill make it happen.

6-1 love being a champion for my ideas, even agaitigers’ opposition.

7-1 excel at identifying opportunities.

8-1 am always looking for better ways to do things.

9-1f | believe in an idea, no obstacle will preveme from making it happen.
10-1 can spot a good opportunity long before otlvars

Team L earning Processes (Van der Vegt, de Jong, Bunderson, & Molleman, 2010
1-5 Likert scale with 1 = totally disagree and &otally agree)

1-We talk about different ways in which we can reaar objectives.

2-In this team the results of actions are evaluated

3-1f things don’t work out as planned, we considéiat we can do about it.

4-We ask ourselves how effective our proceduresdacting to changes are.

5-We regularly discuss whether the team is worlefiigctively.

6-The team often reviews its methods for gettiregjti done.

Threat Manipulation Check: Pressure/Tension Scale (adapted from Intrinsic
Motivation Scale; e.g., Deci, Eghrari, Patrick, &dne, 1994; 1-5 Likert scale with 1
= strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree)

1-My team did not feel nervous at all while doihgst (R)
2- My team felt very tense while doing this actvit

3- My team was very relaxed in doing these. (R)

4- My team was anxious while working on this task.

5- My team felt pressured while doing this task.
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