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Abstract 

Operational complexity is not new to military units, but it has increased at a staggering rate.  Military forces are facing environments characterized by asymmetric threats and forces are increasingly operating within missions other than war.  A fundamental characteristic of such missions is the requirement to collaboratively and cooperatively interact with members of other cultures to achieve mission success.  Within such environments it has been argued that commanders who do not consider the role of culture during planning and execution invite unintended and unforeseen consequences, and even mission failure [29]. While there is no expectation that these types of multicultural team interactions will decrease in the future, very little is understood concerning the impact of within-team cultural diversity on team process and performance.  The purpose of the current work was to begin to empirically examine the impact that varying team composition with respect to cultural values impacts team process and adaptive team performance. Results and future directions are discussed.
1.0
Background
The nature of today’s military environment dictates that forces remain adaptive across a variety of levels (e.g., individual, team, organization).  There are a myriad of military publications which argue for the need of an adaptive force in order to be successful in current theatres of operation, as well as future theatres, where asymmetric threats are common and information is often ambiguous.  The ability for military teams to be adaptive is especially important given the increasing nature of COIN (counter insurgency), SSTR (stability support transition and reconstruction), and Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR) operations. With respect to the later two types of operations, SSTR and HADR, The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency has stated that “these operations involve a large, diverse mix of military organizations, non-military government organizations, regional and international government agencies, nongovernmental organizations, private volunteer organizations, individual volunteers and the local population” (http://www.gcn.com/online/vol11_no1/43466-1.html).  
While there are a myriad of challenges within such operations, one that has been  repeatedly highlighted is having to collaboratively work with culturally diverse team members – specifically cultural diversity as it pertains to national culture.  In this vein, multicultural teams can be defined as, “a collection of individuals, small in number, who have representatives from more than one national background among them, who are interdependent and mutually accountable for accomplishing a set of objectives, and who recognize themselves as a team” [11, p. 70].  Challenges to working in multicultural teams have been cited as including, but not limited to: decreased social integration, trust, communication, and conflict management [20]. While much information has been learned over the last twenty-five years as to the factors which facilitate team effectiveness, a predominant amount of this research has been conducted in the United States with little attention paid to how cultural diversity within the team may impact a team’s ability to be effective [for exceptions see, 5, 12].  As the United States is increasingly involved in operations which are joint and multinational in nature this lack of knowledge poses a problem.  Moreover, in speaking of SSTR operations, a recent report stated  “cultural interpretation, competence, and adaptation are prerequisites for achieving a win-win relationship…” and culture is “dangerous ground that, if not breached, must be navigated with caution, understanding and respect” [34, p. 3].  Without a better understanding of the impact that cultural diversity may have on team process and correspondingly, effectiveness, it becomes difficult to develop teams to operate within such environments. Therefore, we sought to empirically examine the impact of cultural diversity on team process and team adaptation.  The remainder of this paper will briefly describe our theoretical rationale, corresponding hypotheses, method, and results.   

2.0 Culture and TEAM ADAPTATION
The ability to be adaptive has been argued to be a hallmark of effective teams within the 21st century.  While much is known about individual adaptability, less is known concerning the factors which facilitate adaptive team performance and the resultant outcome, team adaptation.  In efforts to begin to delineate such factors, Burke, Stagl, Salas, Pierce, and Kendall [4] developed an integrative, multilevel model of team adaptation.  Within this model team adaptation is defined as, “a change in team performance, in response to a salient cue or cue stream, which leads to a functional outcome for the entire team” [p. 1190].  The proximal inputs to this outcome consist of a set of core constructs (i.e., situation assessment, plan formulation, plan execution, team learning, shared mental models, team situational awareness, and psychological safety) which comprise the emergent phenomena of adaptive team performance, a cyclical process which leads to team adaptation. In addition to the core set of constructs, Burke et al. [4] also identify several constructs which may serve as inputs to the adaptive cycle (e.g., task expertise, team expertise, team orientation, cognitive ability, openness to experience); however, there is not an explicit recognition of the role that culture may occupy.  Although conceptual and empirical work on the factors which impact a team’s ability to be adaptive are increasing [see 35, 24, 19], few of the efforts acknowledge or investigate the role that cultural diversity within teams may have on the components of the adaptive cycle or the resulting team adaptation. 

Culture can be defined as, “totality of socially transmitted behaviour patterns, arts, beliefs, institutions, and all other products of human work and thought typical of a population or community at a given time” [2].  In turn, the resulting knowledge, values, and preferences are utilized to interpret experience and assign meaning to collective interaction. It has been argued that when team members differ in their cultural orientations the team may benefit due to the variations in skills, personal experiences, and perspectives; however there must also be a degree of compatibility in knowledge structures such that members are able to agree upon and implement coordinated, collaborative action [1].  Specifically, while complementary heterogeneity can bring different cognitions and values to the task, thereby broadening problem-solving capacity, there is also potential for process loss as culturally diverse teams may experience interpersonal aversion, distrust, and dysfunction [14].  This is especially true early in a team’s life span when surface level diversity is likely to guide interpretation and action.  

While culture, as defined above, may have many referent points (e.g., organization, nation, team) within the current paper we focus on culture as conceptualized primarily in terms of those differences associated with nationality.  National culture has been found to explain between 25 and 50 percent of variation in attitudes (see Gannon, 1994).  It has also been found to impact many social behaviors that are either directly or indirectly related to a team’s ability to be adaptive.  For example, national culture has been found to impact preferences for, and the manner in which, social behaviors such as aggression, conflict resolution, social distance, helping, dominance, conformity, cognitive approaches, obedience, and leadership behavior [14, 16, 25, 26, 27, 31, 7] occur. In the next section, we will further elaborate on how one such cultural dimension may impact team performance within a dynamic task requiring adaptation.   
2.1
Uncertainty Avoidance

There are many cultural dimensions that appear in the cross-cultural and inter-cultural literature base.  In a review of the literature, Salas, Burke, Wilson-Donnelly, & Fowlkes [25] identified over forty definitions of various cultural dimensions.  In general, the cultural dimensions could be argued to fall within one of eight themes, describing cognitive and behavioural variance in: (1) human and power relations, (2) orientation to rules, (3) nature and (4) time,  (5) the allocation of status, (6) appropriateness of public affect, (7) differences in cognitive styles, and (8) degree to which context is expected in communication. While we would argue that the predominant number of cultural orientations that have been identified and applied to individual-level research would also impact team performance, the dimensions that we choose to begin our initial examination of culture and teams are: uncertainty avoidance [see 16], horizontal collectivism, vertical collectivism, horizontal individualism, and vertical individualism [see 32].   Given our interest in adaptive team performance and team adaptation, the primary cultural variable of interest to be described herein will be uncertainty avoidance.  Later papers will describe the effect of the other cultural orientations measured, their interaction, and impact on process and performance.
Uncertainty avoidance is defined as the degree to which individuals accept uncertainty or the potential for uncertainty in a given situation [16]. Individuals high in uncertainty avoidance find ambiguity to be threatening and/or stressful [28], making them less likely to identify cues in the environment that might suggest unexpected or unfamiliar situations. It has been suggested that team members high in uncertainty avoidance may be less likely to adapt to a changing situation [18]. Workers with low tolerance for uncertainty often prefer a specialized career, clear instructions, and avoid conflict or direct competition between employees [16]. On the other hand, those with a high tolerance for uncertainty believe in minimizing rules and rituals that govern interactions and will accept and encourage opposing information from other members [16]. 
Closely related to the construct of uncertainty avoidance is tolerance for ambiguity (TOA).  Team members’ tolerance for ambiguity refers to their ability to cope with ambiguous, unclear situations. Low tolerance for ambiguity, or “intolerance of ambiguity,” is defined as “a tendency to perceive or interpret information marked by vague, incomplete, fragmented, multiple, probable, unstructured, inconsistent, contrary, or unclear meanings as actual or potential sources of psychological discomfort or threat” [22, p. 608]. Tests of an individual’s tolerance for ambiguity determine their uncertainty avoidance in a situation. In other words, a high score on a tolerance for ambiguity test would mean that individual is low in uncertainty avoidance. Individuals’ tolerance for ambiguity has been related to performance in numerous studies. Teoh and Foo [30] found that entrepreneurs who scored highly on tolerance for ambiguity performed better and were more successful. High tolerance for ambiguity has also been related to greater confidence in decisions [13]. Additionally, Judge, Thoresen, Pucik, and Welbourne [17] found that tolerance for ambiguity was positively correlated with the ability to cope with change. Therefore, the following proposition was put forth:
Proposition 1:  A team’s level of TOA will be positively associated with ratings of openness to experience.

2.2
TOA, Team Process, and States
Prior research has shown that proactive information exchange within teams is related to adaptive team performance [6].  In a task environment which is dynamic, it is expected that the degree of total communication within teams who have a low tolerance for ambiguity will be greater than for those teams who have a higher tolerance. Specifically, in attempting to resolve the ambiguity and structure the environment members will increasingly seek out information in attempts to reduce anxiety.  However, while it is expected that more total communication will be witnessed by teams low in TOA, it is expected that the degree to which proactive information exchange is engaged in by these teams will be less than those teams high in TOA.  While no supporting evidence exists to suggest this pattern, we provide a two-fold rationale.  Specifically, low TOA teams will be busy querying sources for information, including fellow team members, thereby leaving little time for proactive communication.  Second, putting forth information prior to being asked itself represents a level of ambiguity in that the member may or may not actually need that information.  Team members who consistently offer unneeded proactive information may get dinged by other team members.  As such we put forth the following proposition:
Proposition 2:
Team composition will impact the extent to which teams engage in proactive information exchange.  There will be a positive relationship between team TOA and proactive information exchange. 
Supporting behaviour is another component of teamwork which has shown to be important to team effectiveness.  Supporting/backup behaviour has been defined as, “the discretionary provision of resources and task-related effort to another members of one’s team that is intended to help that team member obtain goals as defined by his or her role when it is apparent that the team member is failing to reach those goals” [23, p. 392-393]. Supporting behaviour is an important component of adaptive team performance in that it can facilitate error catching, strategy change, and can facilitate adjustment of workload when cognitive or behavioural resources become depleted.  However, in cases in which there is not a legitimate need for back-up behaviour the provision of such behaviour can actually detract from performance as it leads to redundant behaviour [23].  Within culturally diverse teams there may be less of a tendency to engage in back-up behaviour due to issues related to trust and a decreased ability to read the verbal and non-verbal cues which may signal a need for such behaviour.  As such we put forth the following proposition: 

Proposition 3: 
Team composition will impact the degree to which members are likely to engage in back-up behaviour.  Culturally heterogeneous teams will be less likely to engage in such behaviour than homogeneous teams. 
Due to the knowledge we have about adaptability in teams, we believe that team metacognition is a process that can help improve performance in multicultural teams. Metacognition is an individual’s awareness of his own thought processes [10]. There has been considerable study of metacognition in individuals, but the study of metacognition in teams is still in the early stages. We define team metacognition as the team’s awareness of the processes and emergent states which affect their mission. There are a number of components that make up metacognition—metamemory (i.e., knowledge and awareness of ones’ strategic behaviors and memory systems), metacomprehension (i.e., monitoring of one’s understanding of information), and self-regulation (i.e., planning, monitoring and adjusting one’s learning). In the current context, we are specifically interested in metacomprehension. Metacomprehension refers to an individual’s conscious process of knowing about and how to comprehend [3]. Furthermore, this process involves not only recognizing that comprehension did not occur, but also implementing strategies to repair this failed comprehension [8, 33]. Teams in organizations and on the battlefield receive messages that must be understood and interpreted. The accuracy at which this information is comprehended plays a critical role in the decision making process. Without properly comprehending the information and recognizing when accurate comprehension occurs, ineffective decisions will be made. Metacomprehension can help the team interpret these messages in order to make effective decisions. However, relatively little research focusing specifically on metacomprehension was found. See [15, 21] for examples.

With examining metacomprehension we not only expect that it will be positively related to the team’s decision making performance, but argue that it will also be impacted by the team’s composition.  Earlier it was argued that teams low in TOA might be less likely to recognize environmental cues that are discrepant with their current cognition as compared to mixed or high TOA teams.  Similarly, we argue that teams low in TOA will engage in less metacomprehension.  We argue that the reflection and regulatory processes that are engaged in during both metacognition and metacomprehension serve to promote uncertainty as members attempt to self-assess and identify how strategy may need to be modified. As such the following propositions are put forth: 

Proposition 4:
The cultural composition of the team will moderate the degree to which teams will engage in metacomprehension within a dynamic environment. 
Proposition 5:  Metacomprehension will be positively related to team decision making performance.

2.3 TOA and Team Performance/Adaptation
Culturally heterogeneous teams have the potential to perform at higher levels than homogeneous teams due to the diversity of perceptions and viewpoints that exist within heterogeneous teams.  In attempting to manage the diverse perspectives heterogeneous teams are likely to take longer to make decisions.  Furthermore, as the tolerance for ambiguity within a team increases decision latency will become smaller as compared to teams lower in tolerance for ambiguity.  Teams who are less tolerant of ambiguity will spend more time attempting to gather as much information as possible within dynamic environments, conversely high TOA teams will be more comfortable with making a decision with a smaller amount of information in such situations.  Therefore, the following proposition is made with regard to how cultural dynamics on the team may impact the timeliness of the team’s decisions.
Proposition 6:
The cultural composition of the team will impact decision latency such that mixed teams will take longer to make decisions.
Teams that are heterogeneous with regards to TOA while taking longer to make decisions, will be likely to produce more accurate decisions than homogeneous teams due to the diversity of perspectives.  There are two conceptual rationales for this prediction.  First, the environmental cues which the members of homogeneous teams attend to are likely to be more congruent than those of heterogeneous teams.  Teams who have moderate levels of TOA (i.e., mixed teams) are likely to attend to slightly different environmental cues, thereby providing more information for discussion.  For example, members who are more tolerant of ambiguity will more readily attend to cues that may be discrepant from their original cognition then those low in TOA.  Second, members who are lower on tolerance for ambiguity will be likely to collect more information as compared to those who are more tolerant of ambiguity.  The interaction between the amount of information collected and the different cues which members attend to should provide more accurate decisions.  This is assuming that members can manage any conflict that may occur.  It is expected that the leader may occupy a key role in navigating the complexity inherent within such discussions.  Therefore, the following proposition is put forth:
Proposition 7:
The cultural composition of the team will impact decision accuracy such that mixed teams will make higher quality decisions as compared to homogeneous teams.
3.0
methods
3.1
Participants

Two hundred thirty-four students, comprising 81 three-person teams, from a large southeastern university participated in PC-based simulation (i.e., Distributed Dynamic Decision-making Simulation for Stability and Support Operations, DDD-SASO) created by Aptima Inc.   The average age of participants was 21.57 years (range 18-64 years of age) of which approximately 36% had worked in a multicultural team prior to the study. Participants volunteered for the study and were compensated twenty dollars for their time.  

Participants served in either the role of one of two division staff officers or a battalion staff officer in a command environment in which they were required to work as a team to gather intelligence as well as manage information and resources. The task itself has been characterized as requiring adaptability, coordinated interdependent action, and the need to make trade-offs in employing assets.
3.2
Design and Procedure
A mixed design was used that employed four-levels of the between subjects factor (team composition) and two levels of the within subjects factor (performance segment).  Team composition was manipulated with respect to individual’s preference for tolerance for ambiguity (TOA).  This resulted in the following team compositions: (1) homogeneous teams high on TOA, (2) homogeneous teams low on TOA, and (3) heterogeneous teams, representing a mix of high and low TOA.  Heterogeneous teams were further divided into those which were dominated by members high in TOA (i.e., two members high in TOA, one member low in TOA) and those dominated by members low TOA (i.e., two members low in TOA, one member high in TOA).  Participants were recruited through an automated system.  Once participants signed up for the study they were required to complete an online measure indexing their TOA.  Based on their scores participants were designated as either high or low on TOA and then randomly assigned to one of the levels of team composition. Dependent variables within the experiment include teamwork behaviors, affective states (e.g., anxiety, self efficacy), shared mental models, indices of workload, individual, and team performance. 
Upon arrival participants were randomly assigned to one of the three roles (i.e., G2, G3, S3).  Participants then completed the following measures: informed consent, demographics, trait anxiety, and metacognition. Prior to beginning the simulation, participants received task training. Training focused on a background to the conflict in Bosnia where the simulation takes place, a review of the simulation buttonology, and specialized training for each team member’s role describing the resources available throughout the simulation. Following completion of the training presentation participants completed a short training mission representative of the mission to be completed during the performance period.
Once the performance session began, participants were told they had 25 minutes to complete the mission. After five minutes, trainees received an email from their “commander” (played by the experimenter) indicating that they only had five more minutes to complete the mission. At the completion of the mission, participants were asked to complete the following post-simulation measures: metacognitive, self-efficacy, and trait anxiety measures, as well as rate themselves and their teammates on workload and teamwork. All communication was also captured for later analysis. Once all questionnaires were turned in participants were paid, debriefed by the experimenter, and given contact information if they should wish to receive additional information at a later time.

3.3
Materials
These include: (a) informed consent form, (b) demographic data form, (c) TOA questionnaire, (d) horizontal and vertical dimensions of individualism/collectivism questionnaire, (e) openness to experience questionnaire, (f) metacognitive questionnaire, (g) self-efficacy questionnaire, (h) trait anxiety measure, (i) teamwork questionnaire, (j) workload indices, (k) training materials, and (l) debriefing form.  Only those measures related to the propositions put forth earlier will be described herein.
3.3.1
Tolerance of Ambiguity
This research utilized McLain’s (1993) Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance (MSTAT) questionnaire. The MSTAT questionnaire is a 22-item self-report Likert-type instrument that assesses how individuals respond to perceived ambiguity in a situation (α=.88). 

3.3.2
Openness to Experience

Openness to experience is one of the individual characteristics that can affect the adaptive cycle. It represents multiple traits in an individual, including their curiosity, imagination, sensitivity to aesthetics, level of independent thinking, and amenability to new ideas, among other things. This construct was measured using a nine-item scale adapted from the NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  Within the current sample reliability was acceptable (α=.77).  This was measured to provide an indication of convergent validity with respect to our primary construct of interest, tolerance of ambiguity.

3.3.3
Metacognitive Skills Inventory
Participant’s metacognitive state was measured using Blum, Staats, and Cochran’s (1999) Metacognitive Skills Inventory (MSI) scale. This 45-item measure was adapted from two scales—the State Metacognitive Inventory (O’Neil & Abedi, 1996) and the Problem Solving Inventory (Heppner, 1994)—and assesses participant’s awareness and perception in regards to planning, organization, and evaluation strategies used during problem solving. The MSI contains two subscales—a confidence subscale to assess one’s faith in problem solving ability and a decomposition subscale to assess one’s ability to analyze a problem and develop a strategic plan to solve that problem. The reported reliability coefficients for the MSI (α=.92) and for the subscales (α=.81 to α=0.85, respectively) are acceptable.
3.3.4
Teamwork

At the completion of the simulation, team members were asked to rate themselves and their teammates on four teamwork dimensions— communication (i.e., extent to which team members exchanged relevant information when it was needed), back-up behaviour (i.e., how well team members transferred and/or shared tasks within the team to prevent overload), coordination and information-management behavior (i.e., reflecting how team members traded information and efficiently organized tasks), and leadership/team orientation (i.e., how well the team understood the tasks and agreed on decisions made).  Each teamwork behaviour was assessed through the use of a single item.  Future plans include analyzing team communication for a more robust measure.
3.3.5
Decision making performance
Decision making performance was based on three measures —accuracy, timeliness, and overall performance. Accuracy is based on an individual’s under or over assignment of resources to the four event areas of the simulation. Timeliness (i.e., task latency) reflects the team’s ability to react promptly to an event area in order to gather information and deploy a resource to that event area. The quicker that a team responds, the lower the task latency score they will receive. Overall performance is an objective measure provided by the program and reflects a combination of accuracy, timeliness, and decision confidence. Confidence in decision is calculated based on the rating that team members provide before deploying a resource to an event area. A higher score, while does not necessarily indicate that a better decision was made, indicates the team’s confidence that they made the right decision.
4.0
Results
Propositions were analyzed using a series of ANOVAs (Propositions 3, 6, 7), repeated measures ANOVA (Propositions 4), and correlational analyses (Propositions 1, 2, 5).  Findings for each proposition are documented below.
The first proposition predicted that openness to experience would be positively correlated with tolerance for ambiguity.  Results of a correlational analysis provided support for Proposition 1 (r=.619, p<.05). Propositions 2 and 3 dealt with the relationship between team composition with regard to culture and specific teamwork dimensions.  Proposition 2 predicted a positive relationship between a team’s TOA level and proactive communication.  While the evidenced correlation was in the predicted direction, it was not significant.  As such, results failed to support Proposition 2 (r=.098, p>.05).   Proposition 3 predicted that cultural diversity would significantly impact the degree to which supporting behaviour occurred within the teams.  Specifically, it was predicted that mixed teams would have the least supporting behaviour and teams who were homogeneous and high on TOA would have the most supporting behaviour; homogeneous teams low on TOA were expected to have a moderate amount thereby falling in between the other two team compositions.  Although approaching significance, results of an ANOVA did not offer support for Proposition 3 (F(3,74)=2.38, p=.077, eta2=.093).  See Table 1 for mean back-up behaviour by cultural composition of team. 


Table 1:  Mean Back-Up Behavior by
 Team Composition
	Team Composition
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Low TOA (homogeneous)
	4.9091
	.89786

	2 Low TOA, 1 High TOA (heterogeneous)
	5.1538
	.77717

	2 High TOA, 1 Low TOA (heterogeneous)
	4.3542
	1.13835

	High TOA (homogeneous)
	4.5942
	.75181


Propositions 4 and 5 pertain to the impact of team composition on the degree to which members engage in metacomprehension and metacomprehension’s relationship to team decision making performance, respectively.  Due to the fact that metacomprehension was assessed at two points in time, Proposition 4 was tested with a repeated measures ANOVA.  Results offered partial support for Proposition 4 indicating a main effect for time (F(1,71)=41.61, p<.05, eta2=.369) and team composition (F(3,71)=5.18, p<05, eta2=.180); however the interaction did not achieve significance (F(3,71)=2.07, p>.05, eta2=.080).    Examination of the means in Table 2 along with post-hoc tests indicate that in general teams reported a tendency for significantly higher levels of metacomprehension prior to the performance then at the conclusion of performance.  There was also a main effect for team composition such that homogeneous teams high in TOA exhibited significantly more metacomprehension than either homogeneous teams low in TOA or mixed teams dominated by high TOA members.  The subscripts in Table 2 identify the exact location of the specific differences. 
Table 2: Metacognitive Activity by Team Composition
	Team Composition
	Metacognition
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Low TOA (homogeneous)a
	Time 1
	130.36
	6.72

	 
	Time 2
	126.39
	7.82

	2 Low TOA, 1 High TOA (heterogeneous)
	Time 1
	134.69
	8.74

	 
	Time 2
	130.17
	11.89

	2 High TOA, 1 Low TOA (heterogeneous)b
	Time 1
	131.48
	8.42

	
	Time 2
	123.17
	9.12

	High TOA (homogeneous)a,b
	Time 1
	139.76
	6.23

	 
	Time 2
	130.14
	7.48


An examination of the data indicated that levels of metacomprehension at Time 1 were not significantly related to overall team performance (r=.191, p>.05), therefore correlational analyses were used to examine Proposition 5.  Results suggest support for Proposition 5 in that there was a positive relationship between metacomprehension activity as reported by the teams and overall performance on the task (r=.374, p<.05).
Proposition 6 was examined with an ANOVA in which decision latency was the dependent variable and team composition was the independent variable.  ANOVA results support Proposition 6, in that team composition had a main effect on decision latency (F(3,74)=4.25, p<.05, eta2=.154).  Examination of Table 3 along with post-hoc tests indicate that homogeneous teams with a high tolerance for ambiguity took significantly longer to make decisions than mixed teams that were dominated by high TOA.  
Table 3: Mean Decision Latency by Team Composition
	Team Composition
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Low TOA (homogeneous)
	522.8696
	63.09394

	2 Low TOA, 1 High TOA (heterogeneous)
	556.6154
	52.15448

	2 High TOA, 1 Low TOA (heterogeneous)a
	564.1875
	34.32243

	High TOA (homogeneous)a
	514.8182
	42.36085


Proposition 7 was examined with an ANOVA in which decision quality/accuracy was the dependent variable and team composition was the independent variable. Results offer marginal support for Proposition 7 indicating that team composition had played a role in decision quality (F(3,75)=2.66, p=.05, eta2=.101).  However, the specific differences were not as predicted.  Analysis indicated that homogeneous teams high in TOA had decisions that were of significantly higher quality (i.e., accuracy) than mixed teams that were dominated by high TOA values. Subscripts in Table 4 indicate where specific differences exist. 
Table 4: Mean Decision Accuracy by Team Composition
	Team Composition
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Low TOA (homogeneous)
	2.0435
	1.33070

	2 Low TOA, 1 High TOA (heterogeneous)
	2.5000
	1.55662

	2 High TOA, 1 Low TOA (heterogeneous)a
	1.5000
	.73030

	High TOA (homogeneous)a
	2.6818
	1.58524


5.0
COncluding comments

Multicultural teams are increasingly being used to accomplish a variety of tasks, including dynamic tasks that require team adaptation in order to be successful.  While much is known about how cultural orientation impacts individual-level behaviour, much less is known about how such orientations impact teams.  As teams are required to collaborate and integrate their resources, perspectives, and skills in order to successfully complete a task it was expected that different cultural orientations would differentially impact team performance.  The current study served to conduct an initial examination of how the cultural composition of the team may impact team process and performance on a task requiring adaptation.  Results of this initial investigation indicated mixed findings pertaining to how cultural composition within the team may impact the processes that have been argued to lead to team adaptation, indicating that further analysis is needed.  While results suggested that team composition did impact the degree to which the team engaged in metacomprehension, the degree to which they were open to experience, and the amount of time and accuracy of team decisions, cultural composition did not significantly impact teamwork behaviors.  This later finding indicates that more research is needed to determine specific mechanisms that contributed to the team’s composition resulting in different levels of team performance.   While the initial analyses examining teamwork and team composition did not yield significance we remain hopeful that a more robust analysis of the teams’ communication patterns and content will provide additional insight.  The indicators of teamwork that were used in the present analysis are fairly weak as they are representative of a single item for each teamwork dimension.  It is expected that this may have contributed to the current findings with regards to teamwork.  

Results also begin to shed light on how cultural composition impact the processes involved in team decision making.  Specifically, results indicated a trend for mixed teams to take longer to make decisions than homogeneous teams.  At a more focused level, teams that were homogeneous and high in tolerance for ambiguity were able to make significantly quicker decisions than mixed teams that were dominated by high levels of tolerance for ambiguity.  There is an interesting interplay happening here such that the mixed team dominated by low tolerance for ambiguity made decisions slightly quicker than those mixed teams dominated by high tolerance for ambiguity.  This same pattern holds for the accuracy of decisions.  It appears that at least with regard to the current task decisions of higher quality and timeliness were made by teams in which all members had high levels of TOA, however when given the choice of a mixed team it seems better to have one in which members’ cultural orientation reflects a tendency toward low tolerance.  The results reported herein just begin to scratch the surface of the interplay of cultural orientation, team composition, and the processes that lead to effective team performance.  Additional analyses will be conducted to further unpack the complexities and the interplay between various cultural orientations with respect to team process and performance. It is our hope that the results provided will serve to promote thought and continued research in the areas of multicultural teams.  Moreover, while team members were together for a total of two hours within the current investigation the actual performance session was relatively short.  Future investigations should examine processes over a longer time period as the findings here are most generalizable to teams early in their life cycle. 
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