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Abstract 

665 business and engineering students participated in a study examining the 
relationship among personality traits and team processes. In teams of five they competed in a 
business simulation over various weeks and were responsible for founding and managing a 
virtual venture. At the beginning of the course, all students filled out a personality 
questionnaire that measured both task- and relationship-oriented personality traits. After the 
simulation, a second questionnaire measured each team member’s perception of team 
processes. Hierarchical regression analysis was used in order to analyze direct effects of traits 
on processes on the one hand, and moderating effects of relationship-oriented traits on the 
correlation between task-related traits and processes on the other hand. Results provide 
evidence for both effects, underlining the importance of team personality composition for the 
quality of team work and thus for team effectiveness. 

Introduction 

Over the past two decades, organizations around the world have been continuously 
shifting from individual jobs to teams embedded in more complex workflow systems, hoping 
to gain efficiency in organizational work processes (Devine, Clayton, Philips, Dunford, & 
Melner, 1999). However, it is not only this hope for efficiency that is driving the change. 
Rather, teams are believed to enable higher levels of expertise, skill diversity and flexibility 
that are crucial to compete on increasing global markets (Steve W. J. Kozlowski & Ilgen, 
2006). Yet, teams are not only important in established organizations, but also in the context 
of entrepreneurship. As research has shown that entrepreneurial teams are on average more 
successful than single entrepreneurs (Lechler, 2001), it is not surprising that more and more 
start-ups are founded by teams rather than individuals. 

Taking into consideration this omnipresent relevance of teams, a growing body of 
research is exploring the antecedents of team performance in an attempt to identify those 
factors that either foster or hamper effective teamwork. By means of the so-called input-
process-output (I-P-O) framework (McGrath, 1964), researchers analyze how input factors, 
such as personality traits of individual team members, affect team output, and how this 
relationship is influenced by social interaction processes within the team. In terms of input 
factors, the management literature has focused more on surface-level composition variables, 
such as demographic characteristics of team members. The industrial-organizational literature 
on the contrary has also considered deep-level variables, such as the mix of personalities 
within the team. So far, research has confirmed positive effects on team performance for both 
personality traits and team processes (Bell, 2007). 
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These team processes are believed to structure and align team member resources in 
order to enable effective teamwork (Steve W. J. Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006) and some 
researchers argue that “the key to understanding group effectiveness lies in the on-going 
interaction processes which take place among group members while they are working on a 
task” (Hackman & Morris, 1975: 46). In spite of the undisputed relevance of both personality 
traits and interpersonal processes, studies have so far mainly treated personality traits as 
predictors of team performance and team processes as moderators of this trait-performance-
relationship. Traits as predictors of processes on the contrary have hardly been studied yet, 
although the relationship between traits, traits diversity and conflict needs to be mentioned as 
an exception. Thus, a central question with regard to team performance still remains partially 
unanswered: what are the antecedents of team processes, or, to put it in another way: what 
makes team members interact effectively? 

This paper tries to address the remaining research gap by analyzing the relationship 
between personality traits as exogenous variables and team processes as endogenous 
variables. Thereby, we focus our attention on teams with entrepreneurial tasks and base our 
study on the following reasoning: A certain task-oriented personality trait (e.g., need for 
achievement) that is confirmed to significantly impact entrepreneurial success on the level of 
the individual could potentially have a detrimental effect on teamwork if its specific 
distribution among team members impedes critical team processes. Hence, the positive 
performance effect of this trait could not simply be transferred to the team-level by following 
a “the-more-the-better-logic”. Rather, it would be thwarted by this trait’s negative impact on 
interaction processes among team members. Finally, relationship-oriented traits (e.g., 
cooperativeness) can be expected to either foster or hamper the effect of task-oriented traits 
on team processes. 

In order to examine the issues stated above we focus on two different categories of 
personality traits: task-oriented traits that have been reported to predict entrepreneurial 
success on the level of the individual entrepreneur, and relationship-oriented traits that are 
found to be important for effective teamwork. With respect to the dependent variables, we 
analyze team processes that have been confirmed to have a positive effect on team 
performance, either direct or indirect. 

Theoretical foundation and hypotheses 

The personality approach can be regarded as one of the classical approaches to 
entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, it has been the issue of substantial controversy in the 
literature because numerous broad personality traits were studied without providing any 
conceptual link to the actual task of entrepreneurship (Rauch & Frese, 2007). This certainly 
led to inconsistent and partially conflicting results and even provoked some researchers to 
argue for the abandonment of the personality approach. Yet, in the course of time research 
significantly enhanced the conceptual clarity in this domain and started to analyze more 
proximal traits that better matched the actual level of task specificity of entrepreneurship. 
Consequently, there is nowadays ample evidence for the performance effects of certain 
specific personality traits (Rauch & Frese, 2007) and we decided to include the following 
three in our analysis: 

Need for achievement implies that someone is willing to confront challenges and to 
assume responsibility for outcomes. Furthermore, a person with high need for achievement 
constantly looks for ways to improve his or her own performance and actively seeks feedback 
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(McClelland, 1965). Abundant research confirms that entrepreneur’s need for achievement is 
positively correlated with business success (Rauch & Frese, 2007). Self-Efficacy: Someone 
with high self-efficacy believes that he or she has the capacity to perform a certain action 
effectively (Bandura, 1997). This belief is generally assumed to lead to higher goals and to 
greater persistence if difficulties arise and can be regarded as an important predictor of 
entrepreneurial success (Baum & Locke, 2004). Passion for work has been identified as a core 
characteristic of great wealth creators (Locke, 2000) and is generally associated with a 
behavior “full of emotional energy, drive and spirit” (Bird, 1989: 7). It is one of the most 
observed phenomenon in the entrepreneurial process and believed to help entrepreneurs 
persevere in the face of extreme uncertainty and resource shortages. Various studies have 
shown a significant correlation between passion for work and entrepreneurial success (Baum 
& Locke, 2004; Locke, 2000). 

As stated above, we assume the relationship between task-oriented traits and team 
processes to be influenced by the specific distribution of certain interpersonally-oriented traits 
within the team. This is based on the psychological insight that personality traits reflect 
differences in the way people approach others and develop interpersonal relationships. Two 
traits of the well-established five-factor model of personality (McCrae & Costa, 1987), 
namely agreeableness and extraversion, have been proven to positively influence team 
cohesion and the quality of team work (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998). The logic 
behind this relationship is that agreeable team members will most likely be helpful, friendly, 
and tolerant, creating a spirit of trust and cooperation. And it is this very spirit of cooperation 
that makes teams viable and effective. Extraverts on the other hand tend to be sociable, 
enthusiastic, and energetic, feeling a desire to work with others that is based on a positive 
affectivity (McCrae & Costa, 1987). However, for our analysis we have chosen to include 
four more specific traits that can be considered sub-factors of agreeableness and extraversion: 

Cooperativeness can be regarded as a construct that consists of several components: 
The capacity to integrate various ideas and goals of different people, the personal preference 
for cooperative behavior, and the conviction that cooperation is the right way to do things (Lu 
& Argyle, 1991). Several studies have documented the positive correlation between 
cooperativeness and team performance (Chatman & Barsade, 1995). Sociability can be 
regarded as a preference to affiliate with others and the tendency to prefer being with people 
than being alone (Cheek & Buss, 1981). It is generally assumed that sociable team members 
create an atmosphere of ease that fosters cohesion, trust and, as a consequence, team 
performance. Yet, a very high level of sociability within a team can result in avoidance of 
conflicts and therefore lead to compromises that may fall short of solutions resulting from 
constructive controversy (Costa, Bijlsma-Frankema, & de Jong, 2009). Assertiveness, which 
is “a person’s tendency to actively defend, pursue, and speak out for his or her own interests” 
(Ames & Flynn, 2007: 307), can be regarded as a double-edged sword: On the one hand, it is 
important for a team member to be assertive in order to have his own skills, ideas and 
contributions accepted by the group. On the other hand, people too high on assertiveness tend 
to be dominant, competitive, and socially distanced. On the team level, we can distinguish 
two counterproductive scenarios: A combination of various highly assertive persons 
potentially leads to conflict and uncooperative behavior (Ames & Flynn, 2007), while a 
composition of several team members with only little assertiveness on the contrary might lead 
to insufficient controversy and thus unbalanced and faulty decisions. Finally, we selected 
willingness to lead as a moderator for our study. A person with a high willingness to lead can 
be characterized by being “more likely to direct other group members’ activities” (De Souza 
& Klein, 1995: 475). This is an important attribute in the team context as it facilitates the 
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initiation of team processes, the finding and coordination of resources, and the encouragement 
of interaction between all members (Taggar, Hackett, & Saha, 1999). However, too many 
leaders in a team can harm performance, as they are likely to argue about responsibilities and 
as they leave no room for followers to fill in complementary roles (Barry & Stewart, 1997). 

When selecting the team processes for our analysis, we partially build on the work of 
Hoegl and Gemuenden (2001), who have developed a comprehensive construct of teamwork 
quality that is positively related to the performance of innovative projects. They argue that the 
quality of collaboration is particularly relevant in the context of innovative projects, because 
these involve highly complex and dynamic tasks that require the close integration of 
multifaceted skills. Since high quality team processes allow for the efficient exchange, 
discussion and evaluation of individual ideas and contributions (Pinto & Pinto, 1990), they 
can be regarded as critical enablers of this very integration and are likely to bring to bear the 
full potential of all team members. As both innovative project teams and venture teams have 
to deal with complex, dynamic tasks in uncertain environments, we assume a functional 
similarity between the two and expect the same positive performance effects of team 
processes. Hence we have chosen the following four team processes for our study: 

Communication: It is the essence of teamwork that individual resources and 
contributions are combined in order to most efficiently resolve the team task. In order to 
achieve this combination it is obvious that team members have to communicate openly and 
frequently with one another. Only if all relevant information and knowledge is shared openly 
among members can the team be successful (Pinto & Pinto, 1990). Research has proven a 
strong positive impact of within-team communication on team performance (Hauptman & 
Hirji, 1996). Coordination: It is the hallmark of successful teams that its members efficiently 
structure and harmonize their individual and disparate subtasks (Lechler, 2001). By 
thoroughly planning and coordinating tasks, teams can create a common understanding of 
mutual dependencies and goals and thus increase team effectiveness (Stevens & Campion, 
1994). Cooperation can be distinguished from coordination in that it does not necessarily 
involve the synchronization of disparate actions among members across time (S. W. J. 
Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). A considerable amount of research in social psychology has 
focused on identifying uncooperative behavior in groups and on how to evoke more 
cooperation, which is not surprising, since several studies have confirmed that cooperation is 
a critical success factor of team work (Stock, 2004). Finally, cohesion has been defined as 
“the resultant of all the forces acting on the members to remain in the group” (Festinger, 
1950: 274). It describes the interpersonal attraction among team members, their commitment 
to the task and a sense of group pride that holds the team together (Mullen & Copper, 1994). 
Although some authors argue that too much cohesion can be detrimental for team 
performance, there is ample empirical evidence that is unlikely for a team to be successful 
without an adequate level of cohesion. 

As argued above, there is plenty empirical evidence for the following assumptions: (a) 
There is a direct effect of task-oriented traits on team effectiveness; (b) there is a direct effect 
of task-oriented traits on team processes; (c) there is a direct effect of relationship-oriented 
traits on team processes, and, (d) there is a moderating effect of relationship-oriented traits on 
the relationship between task-oriented traits and team processes. Still, in this study we want to 
focus our attention on the moderating effect stated under (d) and thus do not formulate 
explicit hypotheses for the direct effects of traits on processes. Rather, we want to investigate 
the latter only in an exploratory way. For the moderating effects however we build on the 
theoretical reasoning summarized above and posit the following hypotheses: 
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Hypothesis 1a: High average team member scores on cooperativeness and sociability 
will positively reinforce the effects of task-oriented traits on communication. Hypothesis 1b: A 
high variance in team member scores on assertiveness and willingness to lead will positively 
reinforce the effects of task-oriented traits on communication. 

Hypothesis 2a: High average team member scores on cooperativeness and sociability 
will positively reinforce the effects of task-oriented traits on coordination. Hypothesis 2b: A 
high variance in team member scores on assertiveness and willingness to lead will positively 
reinforce the effects of task-oriented traits on coordination. 

Hypothesis 3a: High average team member scores on cooperativeness and sociability 
will positively reinforce the effects of task-oriented traits on cooperation. Hypothesis 3b: A 
high variance in team member scores on assertiveness and willingness to lead will positively 
reinforce the effects of task-oriented traits on cooperation. 

Hypothesis 4a: High average team member scores on cooperativeness and sociability 
will positively reinforce the effects of task-oriented traits on cohesion. Hypothesis 4b

Research Methodology 

: A high 
variance in team member scores on assertiveness and willingness to lead will positively 
reinforce the effects of task-oriented traits on cohesion. 

Sample and Data Collection 
In order to test our hypotheses we used a business simulation (www.topsim.com) as 

part of a university course on business fundamentals. 665 students participated and were 
assigned to 133 equally sized teams that competed in virtual markets of five teams each. They 
were required to first write a comprehensive business plan for a new venture and then plan 
and manage their own business over various weeks. The sample consisted of 319 business 
students (48%) and 346 engineering students (52%) and the mean age was 22.5 years (s.d. = 
2.1). There were 158 female students (24%) and 507 male students (76%) in the sample and 
the distribution of both sex and field of study was representatively reflected within the teams. 
At the beginning of the course, all students filled out a self-developed personality 
questionnaire, measuring both entrepreneurship-specific and relationship-oriented personality 
traits. After the last day of the simulation, students were asked to fill out a second 
questionnaire that measured each team member’s perception of team processes. 

Measures 
We drew on established measures from prior studies in order to operationalize the 

traits and processes for our analysis and employed the conventional back-translation process 
to ensure a correct translation from English to German. We pre-tested both questionnaires 
with a group of 52 students that participated in a university class on applied entrepreneurship 
and some minor changes in wording were made based on their comments. Reflective 
constructs and five-point Likert scales were used for all traits and processes, ranging from 1, 
“strongly disagree”, to 5, “strongly agree”. In order to ensure reliability and validity of the 
constructs we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis. Table 1 presents the results and 
reveals that our measurement instrument fit the data well. 

For the first questionnaire on personality traits a team composition variable had to be 
developed that adequately aggregated the individual data to the team level. Researchers have 
adopted various ways for operationalizing these composition variables in the past, but the 
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most common method is to calculate the mean score for the individual measures (Heslin, 
1964). It is based on the premise that the collective pool of a certain characteristic within a 
team increases with the amount of that very characteristic that is possessed by each individual 
team member (Barrick et al., 1998). Although this procedure involves the risk of concealing 
information when individual characteristics do not combine additively , it is still regarded as 
the best form of aggregation for phenomena that are functionally equivalent at both the 
individual and the team level (Bliese, Klein, & Kozlowski, 2000). As we assume this 
functional equivalence for the traits in our study, we operationalize the team scores on the 
traits via the arithmetic mean. The second questionnaire referred to the team as the unit of 
analysis and respondents were asked to evaluate properties of the team as a whole. Hence, the 
aggregation problem and the means to resolve it were different this time: While it was not 
necessary to calculate a team composition variable that reflected the unique combinations of 
individuals who composed a team, it was important to ensure that sufficient within-group 
agreement existed among team members before concluding that individual appraisals of team 
processes were indeed representative for the team. We employed James, Demaree, and Wolf’s 
(1984) agreement index (rwg(j)

Independent variables: Scales from Hermans (1970) were used to measure need for 
achievement. Sample items include “Other people think that I work very hard” and “When I 
am working, the demands I make upon myself are very high”. Self-efficacy was assessed with 
an instrument developed by Schwarzer, Bäßler, Kwatek, Schröder and Zhang (1997) and 
sample items include “I can always manage to solve difficulties if I try hard enough” and “No 
matter what comes my way, I’m usually able to handle it”. We measured passion for work 
with a scale developed by Locke (1993). Sample items include “I love my work” and “I look 
forward to returning to work when I am away from work”. 

) in order to carry out this test and found sufficient mean and 
median values to warrant aggregation (see Table 1) (Bliese et al., 2000).  

Moderator variables: The work of (Oliver & Anderson, 1994) was the basis for the 
scales we used to measure cooperativeness. Sample items include “I am known as a team 
player when performing in groups” and “I am willing to do my part for the good of the 
group”. Sociability was measured with a scale developed by (Cheek & Buss, 1981). Sample 
items include “I welcome the opportunity to mix socially with people” and “I like to be with 
people”. Our measurement of assertiveness builds on the work of Lorr and More (1980) and 
sample items include “I nearly always argue for my viewpoint if I think I'm right” and “I 
defend my point of view even though someone in authority disagrees with me”. The work of 
Lorr and More (1980) was also the basis for our scales for willingness to lead where sample 
items include “I work best in a group when I’m the person in charge” and “I am usually the 
one who initiates activities in my group”. 

Dependent variables: The construct of communication was measured with the 
communication openness scale developed by Burchfield (1997). Sample item include “When 
people spoke to each other in my group, there was a great deal of understanding” and “It was 
easy to talk openly to all members in my group”. Coordination was measured with the social 
interaction scale of Lechler (2001). Sample items include “The team members adjust closely 
the processing of their tasks” and “Within our team jobs aren’t done twice”. Cooperation was 
assessed with a scale developed by Hoegl (2005). Sample items include „Propositions of other 
team members were always discussed and jointly refined” and “Team members supported and 
complemented each other at their best endeavors”. Finally, cohesion was measured with a 
scale developed by Mueller (2003). Sample items include “Our team was characterized by a 
strong sense of belonging” and “I am proud of I having been a part of this team”. 
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Results 

Table 2 exhibits correlations, means and standard deviations of all measures. The four 
task-oriented traits as well as cooperativeness and sociability show highly significant 
correlations with one another, likewise do assertiveness and willingness to lead. In addition, 
all four team processes are correlated with each other. However, the only significant 
correlations between traits and processes are associated with sociability, featuring significant 
relationships with communication, cooperation, and cohesion. In order to ensure that multiple 
regression could be applied without running the risk of distorted results, we checked data for 
normal distribution, multicollinearity, homoscedasticity of residuals, and linearity (Cohen, 
Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). As all required conditions were met, we used moderated 
hierarchical regression analyses with the constructs’ arithmetic means to test our hypotheses. 
All independent variables and all moderator variables were mean-centered and the number of 
interactions terms was limited to one per model in order to reduce multicollinearity (Cohen et 
al., 2003). For easier interpretation of the significant two-way interaction terms, we plotted 
them (see Figures 1a to 1e) by splitting the independent variables into high and low 
categories, one standard deviation above and below the mean (Aiken & West, 1991). The 
slopes that are shown in the figures differ significantly from each other, since the 
corresponding t-test is equivalent to testing the significance of the coefficient of the 
interaction term in the regression (Aiken & West, 1991). Tables 3, 4, 5 and 6 each present the 
results for one of the dependent variables, i.e. one of the four team processes. 

Hypotheses 1a and 1b: As table 3 shows, the effect of the three task-oriented traits on 
communication is not moderated by one of the relationship-oriented traits, since none of the 
interaction terms is significant. Hence, hypotheses 1a and 1b need to be rejected. 

Hypothesis 2a: Table 4 reveals that the effect of passion on coordination is moderated 
by cooperativeness (β = .19; p < .05). The R2

Hypothesis 2b: The effect of self-efficacy on coordination is moderated by the variance 
in assertiveness (β = .15; p < .10). The R

 (.05) shows a moderately significant F (3, 129) 
= 2.16, p < .10, indicating that about 5% of the variability in coordination is predicted by the 
two-way interaction term of passion and cooperativeness (Table 4, model 3a). This interaction 
adds about 4% to the explained variance obtained in model 3. Figure 1a illustrates that the 
effect of passion on coordination is higher when the team score for cooperativeness is high. 
Hence, hypothesis 2a receives partial support. 

2

Hypothesis 3a: The relationship between passion and cooperation is moderated by 
cooperativeness (β = .15; p < .10). The R

 (.05) shows a moderately significant F (3, 129) = 
2.13, p < .10, indicating that about 5% of the variability in coordination is predicted by the 
two-way interaction term of self-efficacy and assertiveness (Table 4, model 2c). This 
interaction adds about 3% to the explained variance obtained in model 2. Figure 1b illustrates 
that the effect of self-efficacy on coordination is higher when the variance of member scores 
on assertiveness is high. Therefore, hypothesis 2b receives partial support. 

2 (.06) shows a moderately significant F (3, 129) = 
2.62, p < .10, indicating that about 6% of the variability in coordination is predicted by the 
two-way interaction term of passion and cooperativeness (Table 5, model 3a). This interaction 
adds about 4% to the explained variance obtained in model 3. Figure 1c illustrates that the 
effect of passion on coordination is higher when the team score for cooperativeness is high. 
Hence, hypothesis 2a receives partial support. 
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Hypotheses 3b: As table 5 shows, the effect of the three task-oriented traits on 
cooperation is neither moderated by the variance in assertiveness nor by the variance in 
willingness to lead. Thus, hypotheses 3b needs to be rejected. 

Hypotheses 4a: As table 6 shows, the effect of the three task-oriented traits on 
cohesion is neither moderated by cooperativeness nor by sociability. Therefore, hypotheses 4a 
needs to be rejected. 

Hypothesis 4b: The effect of need for achievement on cohesion is moderated by the 
variance in willingness to lead (β = -.16; p < .10). The R2 (.06) shows a moderately significant 
F (3, 129) = 2.54, p < .10, indicating that about 6% of the variability in coordination is 
predicted by the two-way interaction term of need for achievement and willingness to lead 
(Table 6, model 1d). This interaction adds about 3% to the explained variance obtained in 
model 1. Figure 1d illustrates that the effect of need for achievement on cohesion is higher 
when the variance of member scores on willingness to lead is low. Hence, the moderating 
effect actually is the opposite of what we expected. Furthermore, the effect of passion on 
cohesion is also moderated by the variance in willingness to lead (β = -.19; p < .05). The R2

The exploratory analysis of direct effects of traits on processes also resulted in various 
significant relationships that can be found in tables 3 to 6 in models 1, 3, and 4. Listed by 
processes, these direct effects are the following: Communication is moderately influenced by 
passion (β = .17; p < .10; R

 
(.05) shows a moderately significant F (3, 129) = 2.29, p < .10, indicating that about 5% of 
the variability in cohesion is predicted by the two-way interaction term of passion and 
willingness to lead (Table 6, model 3d). This interaction adds about 3% to the explained 
variance obtained in model 3. Figure 1e illustrates that the effect of passion on cohesion is 
higher when the variance of member scores on willingness to lead is low, once again 
revealing a contrary moderating effect to what we expected. Therefore, hypothesis 4b needs to 
be rejected. 

2 = .03; F (3, 129) = 3.64, p < .10; see table 3, model 3) and highly 
significantly by cooperativeness (β = .27; p < .01; R2 = .07; F (3, 129) = 9.89, p < .01; see 
table 3, model 4). Coordination is moderately influenced by self-efficacy (β = .15; p < .10; R2 
= .02; F (3, 129) = 3.06, p < .10; see table 4, model 2). Cooperation is significantly predicted 
by cooperativeness (β = .20; p < .05; R2 = .04; F (3, 129) = 5.19, p < .05; see table 5, model 
4). Finally, cohesion is moderately influenced by need for achievement (β = .16; p < .10; R2 = 
.03; F (3, 129) = 3.45, p < .10; see table 6, model 1) and highly significantly predicted by 
cooperativeness (β = .25; p < .01; R2

Conclusion and implications 

 = .07; F (3, 129) = 9.04, p < .01; see table 6, model 4). 

This study advances the literature by analyzing potential antecedents of critical team 
processes. Since it is getting more and more important for organizations to employ effective 
work teams in order to be competitive on increasingly global markets, it becomes crucial to 
gain a better understanding of what makes teams successful. One decisive lever for increasing 
the effectiveness of work teams lies in optimizing the way in which team members 
collaborate and interact. However, the nature of social interaction obviously depends on 
individual characteristics beyond skills and rationality, because the way in which people 
approach each other and develop interpersonal relationships is primarily determined by 
personality traits. As these personality traits can be regarded as relatively stable dispositions 
to exhibit a certain kind of behavior across time, it cannot be a pure matter of training to 
enhance the quality of collaboration in work teams. Rather, when aiming at getting the best 
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possible results from team work, team composition in terms of personality has to be 
considered as well. But even though it might not always be feasible to deliberately assemble 
team members according to their individual personal characteristics, it still helps to 
understand the mechanisms that influence social behavior among people that work closely 
together. This paper contributes to this very understanding with the following main insights: 

First of all, we found positive direct effects on communication, coordination, and 
cohesion for all of the three task-oriented traits that we analyzed, namely need for 
achievement, self-efficacy, and passion for work. This indicates that traits that are important 
for the successful completion of a task on the level of the individual are also important for 
effective collaboration among team members. Therefore, our initially expressed concern 
about potential detrimental effects of these traits on team processes could be invalidated. 

Second, the relationship-oriented trait cooperativeness has emerged as the single most 
important predictor of high quality team work. If team members are cooperative, they are not 
only likely to cooperate well, but also to communicate openly, coordinate task work 
effectively, and to establish interpersonal relationships that make the team viable. In addition, 
cooperativeness has also proven to be an important moderator of the relationship between 
passion for work on the one hand and coordination and cooperation on the other hand. 

Third, the task-oriented trait passion for work also shaped up as a key predictor of 
cohesion, cooperation and coordination, even though the effect on the latter two is only 
brought to bear when the team is characterized by a spirit of cooperativeness. 

Fourth, certain relationship-oriented traits do not follow the simple “the-more-the-
better” logic, by which more of a specific characteristic is always better, regardless of how it 
is distributed among team members. In fact, we found a more complex relationship for 
assertiveness, indicating that it is better for a team if some members are very assertive and 
others are not. For example, the positive effect of self-efficacy on task coordination within the 
group is positively reinforced by a more balanced distribution of assertiveness among 
members. Nevertheless, a contrary effect could be demonstrated for willingness to lead: the 
positive effect of passion for work and need for achievement on team cohesion was 
strengthened by a low variance of this trait among team members, which might indicate that 
persons that are high on need for achievement and willingness to lead at the same time do not 
mind the confrontation with other leaders in the team. Rather, it could be the case that they 
perceive such a composition as challenging and fruitful, which would explain the higher 
levels of cohesion. 

To sum it up, our study could show that personality traits are valid predictors of team 
processes and that specific relationship-oriented traits moderate this relationship. Apparently, 
the practical implications for HR departments lie less in the area of team training and more in 
the sphere of personnel selection and staffing. Here, it will be beneficial to make executives 
more aware of the fact that personal differences among co-workers can not be neglected. In 
fact, an active management of interpersonal differences in work groups could even leverage 
unforeseen resources and increase productivity. Given the centrality of work teams today, it is 
quite remarkable that we “have great faith that individuals thrown together into a team with 
little thought devoted to team composition […] will be effective and successful.” (Steve W. J. 
Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006) 
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In the field of entrepreneurship, a better understanding of team personality 
composition could help founders when assembling the founder team. Although it is obvious 
that the selection of new members for the founding team should primarily be based on criteria 
of functional complementarity, it could nevertheless complete the picture and help increasing 
the venture’s probability of success. The same logic obviously applies to venture capitalists, 
who could use additional information on personality for evaluating the capacities of the 
founder team and the associated risk or potential of the venture. 
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Figure 1: Illustration for Two-way Interactions 
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Table 1: Measurement Information of Confirmatory Factor Analysis
 

a 

Factor Items Cronbach’s Alpha Composite Reliability AVE IRAb Median/Mean 
c 

Need for Achievement 3 0,70 0,80 0,58 n/a 
Self-Efficacy 4 0,73 0,82 0,54 n/a 
Passion 5 0,81 0,86 0,56 n/a 
Cooperativeness 3 0,77 0,86 0,68 n/a 
Sociability 9 0,91 0,93 0,59 n/a 
Assertiveness 3 0,74 0,85 0,65 n/a 
Willingness to Lead 5 0,80 0,86 0,55 n/a 
Communication 7 0,94 0,95 0,73 .97 .94 
Coordination 3 0,87 0,92 0,79 .89 .88 
Cooperation 5 0,94 0,95 0,81 .97 .93 
Cohesion 4 0,92 0,95 0,81 .96 .93 
a n = 133; baverage variance extracted; cinterrater agreement index (rwg(j)) 

 
 
Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations and Pearson Correlations
 

a 

Variables M s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Need for Achievement 3.43 .43           
2. Self-Efficacy 3.70 .33 .51**          
3. Passion 3.20 .35 .70** .58**         
4. Cooperativeness 3.83 .33 .51** .44** .41**        
5. Sociability 3.43 .43 .44** .60** .46** .57**       
6. Assertiveness .43 .33 0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.06 0.00      
7. Willingness to Lead .36 .25 -0.07 -0.06 0.04 -0.03 -0.07 .35**     
8. Communication 4.36 .42 0.13 0.06 0.16 .27** 0.04 -0.04 0.08    
9. Coordination 4.06 .51 0.13 0.15 0.10 0.11 0.03 -0.02 0.00 .69**   
10. Cooperation 4.39 .43 0.13 0.06 0.13 .20* -0.05 -0.05 0.07 .88** .76**  
11. Cohesion 4.30 .57 0.16 0.06 0.13 .25** 0.02 -0.01 0.07 .84** .68** .87** 
a n = 133 
†p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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Table 3: Hierarchical Regression Analyses with Communication as Dependent Variable
 

a 

Variables 1 1a 1b 1c 1d 2 2a 2b 2c 2d 3 3a 3b 3c 3d 4 5 6 7 
Block 1: Main effects                    

Need for Achievement .13 -.03 .13 .12 .12               
Self-Efficacy      .06 -.06 .06 .06 .06          
Passion           .17 .04 † .17 .15† .14†  †    
Cooperativeness  .28**     .28**     .24**    .27**    
Sociability   -.02     .00     -.04    .04   
Assertiveness (VAR)    -.05     -.04     -.04    -.04  
Willingness to Lead (VAR)     .10     .07     .13    .08 
                    

Block 2: Two-way interactions                    
N. f. Ach. × Cooperativeness  .09                  
N. f. Ach. × Sociability   .01                 
N. f. Ach. × Assertiveness (VAR)    .02                
Need f Ach. × W. to Lead (VAR)     -.09               
Self-Efficacy × Cooperativeness       .11             
Self-Efficacy × Sociability        .03            
Self-Efficacy × Assertiveness 

 
        -.02           

Self-Efficacy × W. to Lead (VAR)          -.05          
Passion × Cooperativeness            .12        
Passion × Sociability             .01       
Passion × Assertiveness (VAR)              .02      
Passion × Will. to Lead (VAR)               -.15     
R .02 2 .07 .02 .02 .03 .00 .08 .00 .01 .01 .03 .09 .02 .02 .05 .07 .00 .00 .01 
Adjusted R .01 2 .05 -.01 .00 .01 .00 .06 .00 .00 .00 .02 .06 .00 .00 .03 .06 .00 .00 .00 
F 2.15 3.45** .67 .76 1.32 .40 3.92** .19 .26 .57 3.64 3.98** † 1.06 1.07 2.17 9.89** † .20 .24 .78 

a 

 n = 133 
Stand. reg. coefficients are shown 

 †

 

p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01 

                  

 
 
 
Table 4: Hierarchical Regression Analyses with Coordination as Dependent Variable
 

a 

Variables 1 1a 1b 1c 1d 2 2a 2b 2c 2d 3 3a 3b 3c 3d 4 5 6 7 
Block 1: Main effects                    

Need for Achievement .13 .10 .15 .14 .14               
Self-Efficacy      .15 .14 † .21 .15† .16†  †         
Passion           .10 .05 .10 .09 .09     
Cooperativeness  .06     .04     .07    -.11    
Sociability   -.03     -.09     -.01    .03   
Assertiveness (VAR)    -.03     -.02     -.03    -

 
 

Willingness to Lead (VAR)     .01     .02     .02    .00 
                    

Block 2: Two-way interactions                    
N. f. Ach. × Cooperativeness  .12                  
N. f. Ach. × Sociability   -.04                 
N. f. Ach. × Assertiveness (VAR)    .09                
Need f Ach. × W. to Lead (VAR)     .01               
Self-Efficacy × Cooperativeness       .09             
Self-Efficacy × Sociability        -.03            
Self-Efficacy × Assertiveness 

 
        .15  †          

Self-Efficacy × W. to Lead (VAR)          .08          
Passion × Cooperativeness            .19*        
Passion × Sociability             .02       
Passion × Assertiveness (VAR)              .10      
Passion × Will. to Lead (VAR)               -.07     
R .02 2 .03 .02 .03 .02 .02 .03 .03 .05 .03 .01 .05 .01 .02 .01 .01 .00 .00 .00 
Adjusted R .01 2 .01 .00 .00 .00 .02 .01 .01 .03 .01 .00 .03 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
F 2.40 1.50 .88 1.17 .80 3.06 1.50 † 1.34 2.13 1.33 † 1.25 2.16 .41 † .85 .59 1.47 .15 .04 .00 

a 

 n = 133 
Stand. reg. coefficients are shown 

 †

 

p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01 
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Table 5: Hierarchical Regression Analyses with Cooperation as Dependent Variable
 

a 

Variables 1 1a 1b 1c 1d 2 2a 2b 2c 2d 3 3a 3b 3c 3d 4 5 6 7 
Block 1: Main effects                    

Need for Achievement .13 .03 .18 .13 † .12               
Self-Efficacy      .06 -.01 .15 .07 .07          
Passion           .13 .03 .17 .11 † .11     
Cooperativeness  .18  †    .19*     .17  †   .20*    
Sociability   -.13     -.14     -.13    -.05   
Assertiveness (VAR)    -.06     -.05     -.06    -.05  
Willingness to Lead (VAR)     .09     .07     .10    -.07 
                    

Block 2: Two-way interactions                    
N. f. Ach. × Cooperativeness  .09                  
N. f. Ach. × Sociability   -.02                 
N. f. Ach. × Assertiveness (VAR)    .04                
Need f Ach. × W. to Lead (VAR)     -.07               
Self-Efficacy × Cooperativeness       .13             
Self-Efficacy × Sociability        .04            
Self-Efficacy × Assertiveness 

 
        -.03           

Self-Efficacy × W. to Lead (VAR)          .00          
Passion × Cooperativeness            .15  †       
Passion × Sociability             .03       
Passion × Assertiveness (VAR)              .06      
Passion × Will. to Lead (VAR)               -.12     
R .02 2 .04 .03 .02 .03 .00 .05 .02 .01 .01 .02 .06 .03 .02 .03 .04 .00 .00 .00 
Adjusted R .01 2 .02 .01 .00 .00 .00 .03 .00 .00 .00 .01 .04 .00 .00 .01 .03 .00 .00 .00 
F 2.16 1.98 1.30 .87 1.11 .41 2,32 .79 † .34 .40 2.10 2.62 1.17 † .83 1.29 5.19* .31 .37 .57 

a 

 n = 133 
Stand. reg. coefficients are shown 

 †

 

p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01 

                  

 
 
Table 6: Hierarchical Regression Analyses with Cohesion as Dependent Variable
 

a 

Variables 1 1a 1b 1c 1d 2 2a 2b 2c 2d 3 3a 3b 3c 3d 4 5 6 7 
Block 1: Main effects                    

Need for Achievement .16 .03 † .19 .15† .15†  †              
Self-Efficacy      .06 -.05 .10 .07 .07          
Passion           .13 -.01 .15 .12 .12     
Cooperativeness  .24*     .27*     .24*    .25**    
Sociability   -.10     -.04     -.05    .02   
Assertiveness (VAR)    -.01     .00     .00    .00  
Willingness to Lead (VAR)     .11     .07     .13    .07 
                    

Block 2: Two-way interactions                    
N. f. Ach. × Cooperativeness  .05                  
N. f. Ach. × Sociability   -.02                 
N. f. Ach. × Assertiveness (VAR)    .00                
Need f Ach. × W. t. Lead (VAR)     -.16  †              
Self-Efficacy × Cooperativeness       .11             
Self-Efficacy × Sociability        .06            
Self-Efficacy × Assertiveness 

 
        -.09           

Self-Efficacy × W. to Lead (VAR)          -.04          
Passion × Cooperativeness            .11        
Passion × Sociability             .04       
Passion × Assertiveness (VAR)              -.01      
Passion × Will. to Lead (VAR)               -.19*     
R .03 2 .07 .03 .02 .06 .00 .08 .01 .01 .01 .02 .08 .02 .02 .05 .07 .00 .00 .01 
Adjusted R .02 2 .05 .01 .00 .03 .00 .06 .00 .00 .00 .01 .05 .00 .00 .03 .06 .00 .00 .00 
F 3.45 3.06* † 1.21 1.04 2.54 .44 † 3.60* .38 .56 .51 2.34 3.52* .83 .66 2.29 9.04** † .04 .01 .64 

a 

 n = 133 
Stand. reg. coefficients are shown 

 †

 

p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01 
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