
 
 

 

 

 

Unpacking Four Forms of Third Culture  

in Multicultural Teams 

by  

Omar Ganai 

 

A thesis 

presented to the University of Waterloo 

in fulfilment of the 

thesis requirement for the degree of 

Master of Arts 

in 

Psychology 

 

Waterloo, Ontario, Canada, 2013 

 

 

© Omar Ganai 2013



ii 
 

Author’s Declaration 

I hereby declare that I am the sole author of this thesis. This is a true copy of the thesis, including 

any required final revisions, as accepted by my examiners. 

I understand that my thesis may be made electronically available to the public. 

 

 

__________________________________________________ 

Omar Ganai 

 



iii 
 

Abstract 

Multicultural teams are capable of producing creative and high quality solutions, but are 

also prone to conflict (Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Johnson, 2010). Thus, it is important to 

understand the conditions which encourage the development of strong identity in multicultural 

teams. Third culture, a team’s shared schema of task knowledge, team knowledge, and team 

motivational values (Adair, Tinsley, & Taylor, 2006), is a construct which may help fill this gap 

in knowledge. Two field studies were conducted (1) to examine whether participant expectations 

of productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety differed among four types of third culture, 

and (2) to examine how individual differences in cognitive-motivation, ideology, national 

culture, and multicultural team experience are related to expectations of productivity, 

satisfaction, and psychological safety among four types of third culture. In general, results 

suggest that people expect more creativity and satisfaction in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third 

cultures, as well as less psychological safety. Future research directions are discussed. 
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Introduction 

 Multicultural teams, defined as groups of three or more people with distinct cultural 

identities working toward a common goal (Earley & Gibson, 2002), are proliferating due to 

increases in immigration and shifts toward team-based work structures in organizations. For 

example, in 2008 President Barack Obama received widespread and positive coverage in the 

media because his cabinet was to become the most diverse in American history, with almost 40% 

of them to be ethnic minorities (Wolf, 2009). Presumably, Obama did this based on the premise 

that multicultural teams are better than monocultural teams in terms of creativity (McLeod, 

Lobel, & Cox, 1996) and cooperation (Cox, Lobel, & McLeod, 1991). However, psychological 

and organizational researchers have identified many potential challenges and benefits of working 

in culturally diverse teams (see Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010 for a review). For 

example, whereas cultural diversity in teams tends to increase creativity and team member 

satisfaction, it also tends to increase conflict and reduce chances of team members developing a 

strong team identity (Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Thus, multicultural teams have the 

cognitive ingredients (a varied mixture of cultural values and norms) that are required for 

inventing novel and high quality solutions to problems, but they are also prone to conflict and 

problems with developing a cohesive identity (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000). This thesis reports 

on theorizing and empirical evidence developing the construct of “third culture” as a way to 

measure multicultural teams’ shared cognition and identity. 

Third culture is a type of team mental model. A team mental model refers to a mental 

representation of knowledge that is shared by team members (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). A 

team mental model is typically conceptualized as being composed of task and team knowledge. 

Task knowledge refers to the team’s shared understanding of the task and what is required for 
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effective performance on the task. Team knowledge refers to the team’s shared understanding of 

what individual members know and believe, their skills, preferences, and habits. The general 

thesis of the team mental model literature is that team effectiveness will improve if team 

members have an adequate shared understanding of the task and team. Indeed, empirical work 

has shown the importance of developing shared schemas for performance in a variety of work 

contexts, for example military teams and production teams (Mattieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, & 

Canon-Bowers, 2000; Marks, Sabella, Burke, & Zaccaro, 2002; Muhammed & Dumville, 2001). 

Teams whose members share and organize their task and team-related knowledge in similar 

ways are likely to find it easier to coordinate their activities compared to teams whose members 

do not. Shared team mental models are important for performance particularly in contexts where 

teams have very little time for explicit coordination. For example, a shared understanding of an 

emerging situation helps military action teams take appropriate, efficient collective action (Lim 

& Klein, 2006). Shared mental models are also important in contexts where team members have 

to collaborate on a complex task, such as strategic decision-making in top management teams 

(Ensley & Pearce, 2001). Our research on third culture in multicultural teams extends the prior 

work on team mental models by explicitly considering the role of cultural values and norms, 

which underlie task and team knowledge and shape the development of team mental models. 

 Thus, we define third culture as a team’s shared understanding of task knowledge, team 

knowledge, and team motivational values. We define team motivational values as the team’s 

shared understanding of the beliefs, values and norms (grounded in individual team members’ 

national cultures) that act as guiding principles for team members when working in their team. 

The research reported in this thesis will focus exclusively upon cultural values in team mental 

models. This is because there has been extensive research conducted on shared understandings in 
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teams regarding the task and the team, whereas research on shared understandings regarding 

culture in teams has not yet been conducted (to the researcher’s knowledge). In future research, it 

may be prudent to also consider task and team knowledge. 

Table 1. 

The 2X2 Third Culture Framework 

  Team Identity Strength 

  Identical Values Unique Values 

Team Identity 

Novelty 

Non-Emergent 

Values 
Assimilation Fusion 

Emergent Values Melting Pot Mosaic 

 

 Prior theoretical work has described two dimensions of third culture: team identity strength 

and team identity novelty (see Table 1; Adair, Tinsley, & Taylor, 2006). Team identity strength 

refers to the amount of commonly shared cultural values and norms in the team. Thus, teams can 

have completely identical values and norms versus completely unique values and norms. Team 

identity novelty refers to the percentage of cultural values and norms that were brought to the 

team by individual members versus cultural values and norms that emerged as a result of team 

interactions. Thus, teams can have pre-existing (non-emergent) values and norms versus some 

values and norms that came about as a result of team development processes. 

To make the model more concrete, it may be useful to consider the some scenarios we 

developed for purposes of field research described later. Imagine a multicultural team being 

formed at a large corporation. This team is to be composed of three members, with 1 member 

each from the United States, France, and Brazil. As such, these individuals differ in terms of 
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their cultural value preferences for time management, project leadership, and communication 

styles (see Figure 1). Over time (e.g., a period of 6 months), as team members interact and learn 

how to work effectively with each other, they adapt and adjust some of their cultural values to 

their team context. If the multicultural team develops fully shared preferences for all cultural 

values, and if these values came from pre-existing cultural values of team members, that is, if 

these values did not emerge as a function of the team interaction, the team would have an 

Assimilation third culture (see Figure 2). If the team develops fully shared preferences for all 

cultural values, and if some of these cultural values emerged as a result of the team interacting 

(e.g., the members see that having a transformational or “inspiring” leadership style is best suited 

for their team), the team would have a Melting Pot third culture (see Figure 3). If they develop 

preferences that are shared on two out of three values (i.e., they are partially shared), and if the 

preferences that they endorse are not emergent, the team would have a Fusion third culture (see 

Figure 4). Finally, if they develop preferences that are partially shared on some preference 

dimensions and some of these preferences are emergent as a result of the team interaction, the 

team would have a Mosaic third culture (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 1. Multicultural team at inception. 

Team Member Work Preferences 

The team has three members: You, 1 from France, and 1 from Brazil. 

Each diagram below represents a team member’s preferences for: schedules, supervisor style, 

and communication style.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6 
 

Figure 2. Assimilation Third Culture. 

 

Preference Sharing: team members have completely shared preferences. 

Preference Options: all preference options were pre-existing from when team members first met 
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Figure 3. Melting Pot Third Culture. 

 

Preference Sharing: team members have completely shared preferences. 

Preference Options: one of the preference options (inspiring supervisor style) is newly created 

but other options (for schedules and communication style) were pre-existing from when the team 

first met. 
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Figure 4. Fusion Third Culture. 

 

 

Preference Sharing: team members have partially shared preferences (they share preferences 

for supervisor and communication style but not for schedules). 

Preference Options: all preference options were pre-existing from when team members first met. 
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Figure 5. Mosaic Third Culture. 

 

Preference Sharing: team members have partially shared preferences (they share preferences 

for supervisor and communication style but not for schedules). 

Preference Options: one of the preference options (inspiring supervisor style) is newly created 

but other options (for schedules and communication style) were pre-existing from when the team 

first met. 
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 Overview and Purpose of Current Studies 

 The purpose of the current work was to address two questions. The first field study was 

designed to establish whether people think about identity and cognition in multicultural teams in 

a nuanced way. That is, the first field study attempted to uncover whether people expected the 

four third culture types to be associated with different team outcomes. The second field study 

was designed to begin specifying the nomological network on the third culture construct and to 

see how various psychological characteristics influence third culture preferences. Thus, 

relationships of cognitive motivation, multicultural ideology, and multicultural experience, and 

national culture with preferences for different types of third culture were examined.  
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Field Study 1: Expected Consequences of Third Culture Forms 

  The purpose of field study 1 was to establish whether people expected different third 

culture forms to be associated with different team outcomes. Examining how expectations link 

with team outcomes is important, as the extensive literature on self-fulfilling prophecies suggests 

(Jussim, 1986). Simply having an expectation that a certain outcome will occur increases the 

likelihood of its occurrence. In other words, when people expect something to happen, they start 

acting in ways that make it more likely to occur. In this particular study, participant expectations 

of productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety with various third culture forms were 

examined. Productivity refers to the perception of the efficiency of the team. Satisfaction refers 

to the perception of contentment and fulfillment with the team. Finally, psychological safety 

refers to the perception that the team is safe for taking interpersonal risks, such as stating 

dissenting opinions (Edmondson, 1999). 

Prior research suggests that when people face uncertainty in cross-cultural settings, they 

tend to rely on comfortable, implicit values to guide their behavior (Chiu, Morris, Hong, & 

Menon, 2000). The more accessible a cognitive construct, the more likely it is to come to the 

forefront of a person’s mind in guiding their behavior. This is the reason why for example, 

priming works. Abundant evidence for this comes from experiments in which researchers 

manipulate whether participants are exposed to a word or image related to a construct (a prime) 

and then measure the extent to which the participants' subsequent interpretations of a stimulus 

are influenced by the primed construct (for a review, see Higgins, 1996). For example, in one 

experiment (Chiu, Hong, Lam, Fu, Tong, & Lee, 1998), participants were primed either with 

pictures of a masculine man and a feminine woman or with gender-unrelated (control) pictures. 

Later, in a purportedly unrelated task, they were asked to interpret an ambiguous behavior (e.g., 
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"Donna's friend ordered a coffee, and so did Donna"). Participants primed with gender-related 

pictures constructed interpretations that showed an influence of gender stereotypes. In the same 

way, highly accessible cultural cognitions, such as cultural values, act as primes that influence 

people’s behavior in ambiguous and uncertain situations, such as newly formed multicultural 

teams.  

Joining a newly formed multicultural team where everyone has distinct cultural identities 

is a highly uncertain situation. Thus, individuals will be motivated to revert to their own highly 

accessible cultural knowledge. On the basis of this logic, it was expected that a Fusion third 

culture would be associated with greater feelings of psychological safety because it reduces 

uncertainty by allowing team members to use pre-existing cultural values and does not require 

them to go through the highly uncertain process of creating new, emergent values. 

H1: Fusion third culture will elicit greater expectations of psychological safety than the 

other three third culture forms. 

While multicultural teams that allow distinct cultural values may elicit feelings of safety, 

we expected most people to associate cultural diversity with creativity and productivity (Stahl et 

al., 2010). People expect this because they understand that different cultural backgrounds give 

rise to different life experiences, knowledge, and insights, which can potentially be combined in 

creative and novel ways to do better work. However, this is assuming people view cultural 

diversity as an opportunity for learning (Ely & Thomas, 2001). At the same time people can also 

associate cultural diversity with conflict because differences in perspectives and insights can 

become toxic for the team. Thus, it was predicted that people would associate Melting Pot third 

culture with high productivity. Melting Pot third culture theoretically allows for creativity 

because it allows for team members to openly discuss cultural differences and alternatives so that 
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new cultural values emerge. At the same time, Melting Pot third culture emphasizes fully shared 

values, which should lead to a cohesive team identity and a reduction in potential conflict, which 

is important for the team to be productive. 

H2: Melting Pot third culture will elicit greater expectations of productivity than the 

other three third culture forms. 

While people do recognize the benefits of belonging on a team with shared values, they 

also have a need to maintain some unique individual values not shared with their team (Brewer, 

1991). According to optimal distinctiveness theory, people have competing motivations for 

wanting to belong to a social group and at the same time and wanting to maintain some 

uniqueness in their social identity. Since Fusion and Mosaic third culture allow team members to 

maintain some unique individual values, a prediction can be made that people will expect the 

greatest satisfaction working in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third cultures. 

H3: Fusion and Mosaic third cultures will elicit greater expectations of satisfaction with 

the team than the other two third culture forms. 
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Field Study 1 Method 

Participants. We invited adult participants that were working at least 35 hours a week 

via Amazon Mechanical Turk (n = 161). Participants were offered $2 in compensation for 

completing a 30-minute study. Roughly half the participants were male (42.2%) with an average 

age of 30.07 (SD = 9.49). Participants most commonly self-reported themselves as 

“European/White” (75.9%), followed by “African/Black” (9.5%) , “South Asian” (6.9%), “East 

Asian” (6.0%), “Latino/Hispanic” (4.3%), Pacific Islander (1.7%), and  “Middle Eastern” 

(0.9%). However, 90.5% (n = 105) of participants reported English as their first-language. 

Moreover, 85% of participants indicated that they had worked on a multicultural team before, 

with the majority of participants (53%) indicating that they worked between 3-5 different 

multicultural teams within the past five years. 

Measures. We reviewed existing scales capturing creativity (Amabile, Conti, Coon, 

Lazenby, & Herron, 1996), psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999), satisfaction (Bishop & 

Dow Scott, 2000), and motivation in multicultural teams (Brodt, Adair, Chuapetcharasopon, 

Lituchy, & Lowe, 2010). We selected a total of 13 items to assess participants' expectations for 

the processes and consequences of different third culture types.  

Design & Analyses. The study utilized a between-subjects design and data were 

collected in four experimental conditions representing each of the four third culture types. To test 

our research questions, we ran a 2x2 ANOVA with planned contrast tests to compare Fusion 

third cultures to the other three types (H1), Melting Pot third cultures to the other three third 

culture types (H2), and both Fusion and Mosaic third cultures to the other two third culture types 

(H3). 
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Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned one of four experimental conditions, in 

which they read a hypothetical scenario about a new multicultural team being formed at a large 

corporation. Participants then read a description of team members’ cultural background and pre-

existing culture-based values for Time Management, Leadership, Communication, Cooperation, 

and Leadership in table form (see Table 2).  

Table 2. 

Multicultural team at inception 

Cultural 

Background 

Time 

Management 
Leadership 

Teamwork 

Goals 

Communication 

Style 

American Team 

Member 

Likes schedules & 

deadlines 

Likes leaders to 

empower and 

involve 

subordinates in 

decisions 

Values personal 

outcomes 

Likes explicit 

and direct 

communication 

French Team 

Member 

Likes schedules & 

deadlines 

Likes leaders to 

give direction to 

subordinates 

Values group 

outcomes 

Likes implicit 

and direct 

communication 

Brazilian Team 

Member 

Dislikes schedules 

& deadlines 

Likes leaders to 

give direction to 

subordinates 

Values group 

outcomes 

Likes implicit 

and indirect 

communication 

Note: The team is composed of 3 individuals, with 1 member each from the United States, 

France, and Brazil. However, individuals in the team differ in terms of their preferences for time 

management, project leadership, teamwork goals, and communication style, as illustrated in the 

table above. 
 

The Team Composition table was designed to present how team members’ culture-based 

motivational values would naturally be expressed in a team setting. Time Management 

preferences indicated the team members’ values for monochronic vs. polychronic time 

(Bluedorn, Kaufmann, & Lane, 1992; Hall, 1977). Team members from monochronic cultures 

like schedules and deadlines, whereas team members from polychronic cultures do not 
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(Saunders, Van Slyke, & Vogel, 2004).  Leadership preferences reflected team members’ values 

for power distance or hierarchy (Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 1994). Team members from high 

power distance cultures prefer more directive leadership styles, whereas team members from low 

power distance cultures prefer more participative leadership styles (House, 2004). Teamwork 

Goals were assigned to represent cultural values of individualism vs collectivism, which are 

associated with self-interest vs group goals, respectively (Hofstede, 1980; Brewer & Chen, 

2007). Lastly, Communication Style indicated cultural preferences for direct versus indirect 

communication (Hall, 1977; Holtgraves, 1997).  

Participants then read about the team’s primary work task, which was designing a 

creative and innovative new cell phone for a team-based competition being held at the company.  

Then participants read a description of the team’s first 6 months working together after which 

they were presented with another Team Composition Table indicating how individuals in the 

team had adapted to each other after working together for this first 6- month period. Participants 

read about and visualized one of four possible adaptation patterns representing the four possible 

third culture types (Tables 3-6).  Participants then answered questions about the team, as well as 

basic demographic information and experience with multicultural teams. 
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Table 3. 

Assimilation Third Culture 

Cultural 

Background 

Time 

Management 
Leadership 

Teamwork 

Goals 

Communication 

Style 

American Team 

Member 

French Team 

Member 

Brazilian Team 

Member 

Like schedules & 

deadlines 

Like leaders to 

give direction 

Value group 

outcomes 

Likes implicit 

and indirect 

communication 

Note: Team members have developed fully shared preferences for time management, leadership, 

teamwork, and communication. These preferences come from the pre-existing cultural practices 

of team members. 
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Table 4. 

Fusion Third Culture 

Cultural 

Background 

Time 

Management 
Leadership 

Teamwork 

Goals 

Communication 

Style 

All Team Members  

Like leaders to 

empower and 

involve 

subordinates in 

decisions 

Value group 

outcomes 
 

American Team 

Member 

Likes schedules & 

deadlines 
  

Likes explicit 

and direct 

communication 

French Team 

Member 

Likes schedules & 

deadlines 
  

Likes implicit 

and direct 

communication 

Brazilian Team 

Member 

Dislikes schedules 

& deadlines 
  

Likes explicit 

and direct 

communication 

Note: Team members have developed fully shared preferences for leadership and teamwork. 

Preferences for leadership and teamwork come from the pre-existing cultural practices of team 

members. Team members have partially shared preferences for time management and 

communication. 
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Table 5. 

Melting Pot Third Culture 

Cultural 

Background 

Time 

Management 
Leadership 

Teamwork 

Goals 

Communication 

Style 

American Team 

Member 

French Team 

Member 

Brazilian Team 

Member 

Like schedules & 

deadlines 

Like leader to 

inspire 

followers to 

become leaders  

Value group 

outcomes 

Likes explicit 

and direct 

communication 

Note: Team members have developed fully shared preferences for time management, leadership, 

teamwork, and communication. Preferences for time management, teamwork, and 

communication come from the pre-existing cultural practices of team members. Team members 

have also developed a fully shared and new hybrid preference for leadership that fuses together 

aspects of leadership preferences from all three cultural groups. 
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Table 6. 

Mosaic Third Culture 

Cultural 

Background 

Time 

Management 
Leadership 

Teamwork 

Goals 

Communication 

Style 

All Team Members  

Like leader to 

inspire 

followers to 

become leaders 

Value group 

outcomes 
 

American Team 

Member 

Likes schedules & 

deadlines 
  

Likes explicit 

and direct 

communication 

French Team 

Member 

Likes schedules & 

deadlines 
  

Likes implicit 

and direct 

communication 

Brazilian Team 

Member 

Dislikes schedules 

& deadlines 
  

Likes explicit 

and direct 

communication 

Note: Team members have developed fully shared preference for leadership and teamwork. 

Preference for teamwork comes from the pre-existing cultural practices of team members. Team 

members in the team have also developed a fully shared preference for leadership that fuses 

together aspects of leadership preferences from all three cultural groups. Team members have 

partially shared preferences for time management and communication. 
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Field Study 1 Results 

 A factor-analysis of our 13-item questionnaire produced three scales representing 

perceptions of psychological safety, productivity, and satisfaction. Productivity included 3 items 

(e.g. “To what extent would this team be productive?”) with α = .82. Satisfaction included 5 

items (e.g. “To what extent would you be inspired to work on such a team?”) with α = .87. 

Psychological Safety included 2 items (e.g. “If you made a mistake on this team, how likely is it 

that it would it be held against you?”) with α = .74.  

Results of contrast effects for H1 supported our prediction. Participants expected 

significantly greater psychological safety with Fusion (M = 5.68, SD = 1.30) third culture, t = 

2.12 (53), p < .05, than with Assimilation (M = 5.04, SD = 1.16), Melting Pot (M = 5.15, SD = 

.99), or Mosaic (M = 5.17, SD = .93). 

Results of contrast effects for H2 revealed no significant differences between perceptions 

of productivity across the four third culture types. Participants thought Assimilation (M = 5.33, 

SD = 1.20), Melting Pot (M = 5.77, SD = 1.05), Fusion (M = 5.77, SD = .67), and Mosaic (M = 

5.55, SD = .87) third culture would be equally productive. 

Results of contrast effects for H3 confirmed that participants indicated they would feel 

more satisfied in the Fusion (M = 5.83, SD = 1.03) and Mosaic (M = 5.37, SD =.97) third culture 

teams than the Assimilation (M = 5.05, SD = 1.21) and Melting Pot (M = 4.88, SD = 1.01) third 

culture teams, t (58) = -2.29, p < .05. 
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Field Study 1 Discussion 

 The goal of study 1 was to explore whether people associated different types of third 

culture with different team expectations. Results indicate that people did distinguish the four 

different third culture types in terms of their expected psychological experiences, but not with 

different levels of productivity. In terms of psychological experiences, respondents reported the 

greatest psychological safety and satisfaction with Fusion third cultures, recognizing the optimal 

distinctiveness benefits of being in a team that allows team members to maintain unique values. 

Although satisfaction was also associated with Mosaic third cultures (in which team members 

have emergent and partially shared values), it was not as great as with the Fusion third culture 

type. At the same time, it may be that participants were responding in a socially desirable 

manner. That is, it may be that participants rated Fusion third cultures as more useful for 

psychological safety and satisfaction than they actually thought because it may be considered 

taboo to state opinions that oppose the tenets of multiculturalism. Thus, these results should be 

interpreted with caution and future research should seek to address this concern by controlling 

for social desirability. 

 Results suggest that team members recognize important psychological consequences of 

various forms of team identity. Much of the research on team identity has focused on 

performance or productivity based outcomes (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000; Van Dick, Van 

Knippenbeg, Hagele, Guillaume, & Brodbeck, 2008). Results suggest future team identity 

research should also consider team member motivation, commitment, safety, and satisfaction as 

important consequences of team identity.  
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Field Study 2: Predictors of Third Culture Expectations 

  The purpose of field study 2 was to begin specifying the nomological network of the third 

culture construct. Thus, theoretically related individual difference and cultural variables that may 

influence people’s expectations for the four third culture forms were investigated. Specifically, 

predictions were developed and tested using theories on cognitive motivation (Cacioppo, Petty, 

Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996; Earley & Ang, 2003; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996; Spencer-Rodgers, 

Williams, and Peng, 2010), multiculturalism ideology (Berry, 2003; Brodt et al., 2010; 

Verkuyten, 1995), national culture (Hofstede, 1980), and multicultural team experience. 

  Need for cognition (NFC). NFC is the tendency to engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive 

tasks (Cacioppo et al., 1996). Individuals with a strong NFC naturally tend to seek, acquire, think 

about, and reflect back on information to make sense of their world. In contrast, individuals with 

a weak NFC, are characterized as more likely to rely on others (e.g., experts), cognitive 

heuristics, and social comparison processes to understand their world. Accordingly, individuals 

with a strong NFC are conceptualized as likely to have more positive attitudes toward tasks that 

require reasoning or problem solving.  

  Thus, it was hypothesized that individuals high on NFC would have more positive 

expectations for Fusion and Mosaic third cultures more than individuals low on NFC when 

considering a multicultural team. Since individuals high in need for cognition enjoy cognitively 

complex tasks, they should report that they would like to work in teams with Fusion and Mosaic 

third cultures, which are more cognitively complex than Assimilation and Melting Pot third 

cultures due to the emphasis on maintaining and creating unique cultural values. 
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  H1: Participants high on NFC will expect greater productivity, satisfaction, and 

psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third cultures, in comparison with 

participants low on NFC, but not in teams with Assimilation and Melting Pot third cultures. 

 Need for closure (NFCL). NFCL is the tendency to form quick, relatively stable 

judgements (Kruglanski, Pierro, Mannetti, & De Grada, 2006). Thus, individuals with a strong 

NFCL experience a desire to find information that allows them to make a judgment as fast as 

possible, and they also become close-minded to further new information in order to keep their 

judgment stable and permanent. In contrast, individuals low in NFCL are relatively comfortable 

with ambiguity and confusion, are wary of making judgments, and try to avoid making definite 

judgments. Furthermore, past research indicates that individuals high in NFCL respond to 

ambiguous cultural events by increasing reliance on implicit theories of culture acquired through 

acculturation (Chiu et al., 2000).   

  Thus, it was hypothesized that individuals high in NFCL would have more positive 

expectations for Assimilation and Melting Pot third culture forms more than individuals low in 

NFCL when considering a multicultural team. This is because Assimilation and Melting Pot third 

cultures emphasize the development of fixed and fully shared values, which should reduce 

ambiguity and confusion. Moreover, the sharedness of cultural values in Assimilation and 

Melting Pot two third culture forms should satisfy the preference individuals high in NFCL have 

for being in groups that have high levels of opinion conformity. 

  H2: Participants high on NFCL will expect greater productivity, satisfaction, and 

psychological safety in teams with Assimilation and Melting Pot third cultures, in comparison 

with participants low on NFCL, but not in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third cultures. 
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  Dialectical Thinking (DT). DT is the tendency to expect change over time and being 

comfortable with contradiction (Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2010). Conceptually, DT is thought to be 

composed of three dimensions: (1) comfort with cognitive change (i.e., a tendency to have 

changing attitudes or beliefs), (2) comfort with behavioural change (i.e., a tendency to have 

changing behavior across time and situations), and (3) comfort with cognitive contradiction (i.e., 

a tendency to agree with two opposing arguments at the same time). In general, individuals high 

in DT overall believe the universe is always in a state of flux and that it is composed of opposing 

elements. In a world that is perceived as changing abruptly and rapidly (e.g., good becomes bad, 

but then bad becomes good), contradiction must be assumed and accepted (e.g., what is good is 

also bad). Thus, individuals high in DT believe there is no objective truth. In contrast, 

individuals low in DT believe that there is an objective truth that is permanent and that it can be 

reached by resolving contradiction through integration and synthesis.   

 Thus, it was hypothesized that participants high in DT would have more positive 

expectations for Fusion and Mosaic third cultures when considering a multicultural team. This is 

because Fusion and Mosaic emphasize maintaining unique cultural values as well as allowing for 

the creation of new emergent values. This should be in line with the comfort participants high in 

DT have with contradiction, since with more unique values comes the possibility of individuals 

in a team holding opposing values, and it should also be in line with the comfort participants 

high in DT have with change, since forming shared and emergent cultural values in a team is a 

form of change over time.  

  H3: Participants high on DT will expect greater productivity, satisfaction, and 

psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third cultures, in comparison with 

participants low on DT, but not in teams with Assimilation and Melting Pot third cultures. 
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  Metacognitive Cultural Intelligence (CQ). Metacognitive CQ refers to individuals’ 

knowledge of the mental processes that individuals use to obtain and understand cultural 

knowledge (Earley et al., 2003). Thus, metacognitive CQ includes the ability to plan, monitor, 

and revise mental models of cultural norms. Thus, those high on metacognitive CQ are 

consciously aware of others’ cultural preferences, they question cultural assumptions, and they 

are open to adjusting their cultural mental models (Triandis, 2006). This is because individuals 

high on metacognitive CQ are highly skilled in checking the accuracy of and if needed, updating 

their cultural mental models. In contrast, individuals low on CQ would be less skilled. Thus, 

when considering a multicultural team, it was hypothesized that individuals high on meta-

cognitive CQ would have more positive expectations for Fusion and Mosaic third culture when 

considering a multicultural team. From their perspective, third cultures that allow all team 

members to exercise the cultural norms that they prefer would be beneficial in terms of 

productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety.  

  H4: Participants high on meta-cognitive CQ will expect greater productivity, 

satisfaction, and psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third cultures, in 

comparison with participants low on CQ, but not in teams with Assimilation and Melting Pot 

third cultures. 

  Multiculturalism Ideology (MI). Multiculturalism ideology advocates that society and 

organizations should include and value culturally distinct groups (Berry, 2003). Individuals that 

believe in multiculturalism want a team in which team members’ distinct cultural heritages, 

values, and practices are mutually recognized and accepted by the group, and are utilized in the 

group’s activities. Thus, individuals that believe in multiculturalism should want to be in a team 

in which team members can “be themselves” and preserve their distinct cultural traditions and 
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affiliations, while at the same time, feel like they are full members of the group. And they should 

want a team where the group’s identity is a reflection of its members’ plural cultures, and where 

a diversity of cultural practices are recognized, accepted by the group, and used in the group’s 

work processes (Brodt et al., 2010).  

  Thus, it was hypothesized that individuals high on MI would have more positive 

expectations for Fusion and Mosaic third cultures in comparison with individuals low on MI, as 

these third cultures allow for the inclusion of cultural diversity. In contrast, individuals low on 

MI would prefer Assimilation and Melting Pot, as these third cultures encourage the adoption of 

the same cultural values by all team members. 

  H5: Participants high on MI will expect greater productivity, satisfaction, and 

psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third cultures, in comparison with 

participants low on MI, but not in teams with Assimilation and Melting Pot third cultures. 

  National Culture. Culture can be defined as a shared meaning system or collective 

programming of the mind (Hofstede, 1980). At the national level, past research has shown that 

the United States has a national culture that encourages individualism, which encourages people 

to view themselves as being autonomous and having unique thoughts, feelings, actions, and 

personalities. Thus, Americans are concerned with being seen as independent and unique. In 

contrast, in India, collectivism is encouraged, meaning people are encouraged to view 

themselves as connected to others and having thoughts, feelings, actions, and personalities that 

are heavily influenced by their relationships with various in-groups. Thus, Indians are more 

concerned with maintain harmony, face-saving, and avoidance of conflict with others in their in-

group (Verma & Triandis, 2005). 
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  Thus, it was hypothesized that US participants would have more positive expectations for 

Fusion and Mosaic third culture more than Indian participants, because these third culture forms 

allow for the maintenance of unique cultural values. In contrast, Indian participants would have 

more positive expectations for Assimilation and Melting Pot third cultures, as these forms 

encourage the adoption of fully shared cultural values, which should encourage conformity and 

strong group norms. 

  H6A: US participants will expect greater productivity, satisfaction, and psychological 

safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third cultures, in comparison with Indian participants. 

  H6B: Indian participants will expect greater productivity, satisfaction, and psychological 

safety in teams with Assimilation and Melting Pot third cultures, in comparison with US 

participants. 

  Multicultural Team Experience. Individuals that have extensive prior experience working 

with culturally different others in a team-setting should have more positive attitudes toward third 

cultures that allow for the expression of cultural diversity. This prediction can be made on the 

basis of intergroup contact theory, which has received extensive meta-analytical support 

(Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner, & Christ, 2011). More intercultural contact in general leads to more 

positive attitudes toward cultural diversity. This is because greater intercultural contact leads to 

increased knowledge, anxiety reduction, and enhanced empathy toward culturally different 

others (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). 

 Furthermore, when an intercultural setting is characterized by (1) equal status among the 

different groups, (2) common goals, (3) intercultural cooperation, and (4) support of authorities, 

the positive effects of intercultural contact on cultural diversity attitudes are even greater 

(Pettigrew et al., 2011). It is reasonable to expect that a typical multicultural team setting has 
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these four conditions; there is strong situational pressure on team members to afford equal status 

to each other, the team by definition has a common goal which should encourage intercultural 

cooperation, and it is in the authority’s interest (i.e. the team leader or organization) for the team 

to perform well.  

  H7: Participants with high multicultural team experience will expect greater 

productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third 

cultures, in comparison with participants low on multicultural team experience, but not in teams 

with Assimilation and Melting Pot third cultures. 

 To reiterate, these individual difference and cultural variables were chosen because they 

are theoretically related and may influence people’s expectations for the four third culture forms 

were investigated. Specifically, our selected variables concern accurate and deep information 

processing (that is, need for cognition, need for closure, and meta-cognitive cultural intelligence) 

as well as openness to cultural diversity (that is, dialectical thinking, multiculturalism ideology, 

multicultural team experience), which are theoretically related to expectations of productivity, 

satisfaction, and psychological safety in different types of third cultures. 
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Field Study 2 Method 

Participants. We invited adult participants that were working at least 35 hours a week in 

the United States (n = 118) and India (n = 112) via Amazon Mechanical Turk. Participants were 

offered $2 in compensation.  The majority of participants were male (61.3%) and varied in terms 

of age (M = 30.29, SD = 9.8). From the United States, participants most commonly self-reported 

themselves as “European/White” (78%), followed by “African/Black” (8.5%) , “East Asian” 

(7.6%), as “South Asian” (4.2%). From India, participants most commonly self-reported 

themselves as “South Asian” (80.2%) or “East Asian” (19.6%). Ninety-eight percent of 

participants recruited from the United States indicated English was their first language, whereas 

only 26.8% of participants from India reported the same. Moreover, 81.4% of participants from 

the United States indicated that they had worked on a multicultural team before, with the 

majority of participants (73%) indicating that they worked between 1-5 different multicultural 

teams within the past five years. Similarly, 76.8% of participants from India indicated that they 

had worked on a multicultural team before, with the majority (75.1%) indicating that they had 

worked between 1-5 different multicultural teams within the past five years. 

Measures 

Criterion Measures: Third culture consequences. Due to time constraints, we selected 5 

of the 13-items from Study 1 to investigate in this study. For each question, we asked 

participants to rank order their expectations for the four third culture types on a scale of 1-4, with 

1 being the highest rank and 4 being the lowest rank. 

 To measure expectations of productivity, we asked participants to rank order the four 

third culture forms using the items “Team you think will be most productive” and “Team you 

think will be most creative.” To measure expectations of satisfaction, we asked participants to 
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rank order the four third culture forms using the item “Team you would most like to work in.” 

Finally, to measure expectations of psychological safety, we asked participants to rank order the 

four third culture forms using the items “Team which you would feel most comfortable bringing 

dissenting opinions” and “Team which you would feel most comfortable bringing up new ideas.” 

 Predictor Measures: Need for cognition (NFC). We used a reduced and validated 18-item 

version of the original need for cognition scale (Caciopo, Petty, & Kao, 1984) with α = .93 for 

participants from the USA and α = .73 for participants from India. An example item was “I 

prefer my life to be filled with puzzles that I must solve.” Scale descriptives were: M = 4.67, 

Mdn = 4.56, and SD = .97. 

Need for closure (NFCL). We used a reduced and validated 15-item version of the 

original need for closure scale (Roets & Van Hiel, 2011) with α =.86 for participants from the 

USA and India. An example item was “When I am confronted with a problem, I’m dying to 

reach a solution very quickly.” Scale descriptives were: M = 4.37, Mdn = 4.40, and SD = .92. 

Dialectical Thinking (DT). We used the 32-item dialectical thinking scale (Spencer-

Rodgers, Srivastava, Boucher, English, Paletz, & Peng, 2010) with α =.85 for participants from 

the USA and α =.73 for participants from India. An example item for was “I sometimes believe 

two things that contradict each other.” Scale descriptives were: M = 3.65, Mdn = 3.81, and SD = 

.58. 

Metacognitive Cultural Intelligence (CQ). We used 4 items that measured metacognitive 

CQ from a reduced and validated 20-item cultural intelligence scale (Ang et al. 2007) with α 

=.72 for participants from the USA and India. An example item for meta-cognitive CQ was “I 

adjust my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from a culture that is unfamiliar to me.”  

Metacognitive CQ sub-scale descriptives were: M = 4.48, Mdn = 4.50, and SD = 1.07. 
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Multiculturalism ideology. We measured participant perceptions of how cultural diversity 

should be managed in multicultural teams with a modified version of the Cultural Mosaic scale 

(Brodt et al., 2010).  A higher mean score on this scale indicated participants held a 

multiculturalism team ideology, whereas a lower score meant more support for a culture-blind 

team ideology. The scale had 14 items (e.g. “In teams, all members should be treated equally 

regardless of their cultural background”) with α = .85 for participants from the USA and .89 for 

participants from India. Scale descriptives were: M = 4.27, Mdn = 4.86, SD = .88. 

Multicultural team experience. We measured prior participant experience with 

multicultural teams with the following item: “How many culturally diverse groups are you a part 

of/have you  been a part of in your place of employment?” The mean participant response was 

2.90, the median was 3.00, and the mode was 3. 

 Design & Analyses. The study utilized a 2x2x4 (team task type vs. national culture vs. 

third culture type order) mixed-subjects design, with team task type (production vs. creative) and 

national culture (USA vs. India) being between-subjects factors and third culture type order 

(Assimilation vs. Melting Pot vs. Fusion vs. Mosaic) being the within-subjects factor. 

 

Hypotheses were tested with Mann-Whitney U analyses, a test that is essentially the equivalent 

of ANOVA for ordinal data, since participants responded to rank-order items to measure their 

expectations of third culture consequences. As a result, participant responses on the predictor 

individual difference measures were re-coded into high and low using median splits.  

Procedure. Participants were asked to anonymously complete a 30-minute online 

questionnaire survey.  They were randomly assigned one of two experimental conditions, where 

they read a hypothetical scenario about a new multicultural team being formed at a large 
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corporation. In the first condition, participants were told that the team they were reading about 

was responsible for designing an innovative new product, whereas in the second condition, they 

were told that the team was responsible for efficiently manufacturing a product.  

After reading the background story, participants read a description of the cultural 

background of team members and their pre-existing cultural values for Communication, 

Leadership, and Time Perception (see Figure 1), and the team’s primary work task, which was 

either designing an innovative new cell phone or efficiently manufacturing a new cell phone 

product. After reading about the team’s composition and team member values, participants were 

presented with four Venn diagrams corresponding to changes in team member value preferences 

after working together for 6 months (See Figures 2-5). Presentation of the Venn diagrams was 

counterbalanced to prevent order effects. Following this, participants answered a number of 

follow-up questions about the team, basic demographic information, such as gender, age, 

ethnicity, and experience with multicultural teams, and finally, scales that measured the predictor 

variables. 
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Field Study 2 Results 

 All significant study 2 results are presented in Tables 7-9. Explanations for results by 

each predictor variable follow. Since no significant effects were found for team task type 

(production team vs. creative team), the results below aggregate data across the two conditions. 

Table 7. 

Relationships of predictor variables with third culture forms when considering Productivity. 

 Assimilation Melting Pot Fusion Mosaic 

Need for 

Cognition 
— — — 

U = 5407.5, p < .05 

Low Rank: 105.02 

High Rank: 125.07 

Need for Closure — — — — 

Dialectical 

Thinking 
— — 

U = 5528, p = .06 

Low Rank: 105.65 

High Rank: 121.31 

— 

Meta-cognitive 

CQ 
— — — 

U = 4369.5, p = .01 

Low Rank: 115.81 

High Rank: 95.09 

Multiculturalism 

Ideology 
— — — 

U = 5396, p < .05 

Low Rank: 104.68 

High Rank: 123.08 

National Culture 
U = 4463, p < .001 

USA Rank: 97.32 

India Rank: 134.65 

— — 

U = 4578, p < .001 

USA Rank: 132.70 

India Rank: 97.38 

MCT experience — — — 

U = 1717.5, p < .05 

Low Rank: 61.74 

High Rank: 74.69 
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Table 8. 

Relationships of predictor variables with third culture forms when considering Satisfaction. 

 Assimilation Melting Pot Fusion Mosaic 

Need for 

Cognition 
— — — 

U = 5159, p < .01 

Low Rank: 102.86 

High Rank: 127.25 

Need for Closure 
U = 5036.5, p < .05 

Low Rank: 100.97 

High Rank: 117.43 

— — — 

Dialectical 

Thinking 
— — 

U = 5187, p < .01 

Low Rank: 102.43 

High Rank: 124.13 

— 

Meta-cognitive 

CQ 
— — — 

U = 4658.5, p = .05 

Low Rank: 97.74 

High Rank: 112.92 

Multiculturalism 

Ideology 
— — — 

U = 5397.5, p < .05 

Low Rank: 104.69 

High Rank: 123.07 

National Culture — — — — 

MCT experience — — — — 
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Table 9. 

Relationships of predictor variables with third culture forms when considering Psychological 

Safety. 

 Assimilation Melting Pot Fusion Mosaic 

Need for 

Cognition 
— 

U = 5639.5, p = .06 

Low Rank: 107.07 

High Rank: 123.03 

— — 

Need for Closure — — — — 

Dialectical 

Thinking 
— — 

U = 5345, p < .05 

Low Rank: 103.92 

High Rank: 122.83 

— 

Meta-cognitive 

CQ 

U = 4648, p = .06 

Low Rank: 112.36 

High Rank: 96.98 

— 

U = 4484, p < .05 

Low Rank: 113.86 

High Rank: 95.34 

— 

Multiculturalism 

Ideology 
— 

U = 5229.5, p < .01 

Low Rank: 103.19 

High Rank: 124.53 

— — 

National Culture — — — — 

MCT experience 
U = 1719.5, p = .05 

Low Rank: 61.77 

High Rank: 74.66 

— — — 
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Need for cognition (NFC). H1 predicted that participants with high NFC would expect 

greater productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third 

culture, in comparison with participants with low NFC. H1 was partially supported. 

In support of H1, participants with high NFC indicated they expected teams with Mosaic 

third culture to be more creative (mean rank = 125.07), in comparison with participants with low 

NFC (mean rank = 105.02), U = 5407.50, p < .05.  

Also in support of H1, participants with high NFC indicated they would like to work in 

teams with Mosaic third culture more (mean rank = 127.25), in comparison with those with low 

NFC (mean rank = 102.86), U = 5159.00, p < .01.  

In opposition to H1 and marginally significant, participants with high NFC indicated they 

would be more comfortable in bringing up new ideas in Melting Pot teams (mean rank = 123.03) 

compared to those with low NFC (mean rank = 107.07), U = 5639.50, p = .06. 

Need for closure (NFCL). H2 predicted that participants with high NFCL would expect 

greater productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety with teams with Assimilation and 

Melting Pot third culture, in comparison with participants with low NFCL. H2 was partially 

supported. 

 In support of H2, participants with high NFCL indicated they would like to work in teams 

with Assimilation third culture more (mean rank = 117.43), in comparison with those with low 

NFCL (mean rank = 100.97), U = 5036.50, p < .05. 

Dialectical Thinking (DT). H3 predicted that participants with high DT would expect 

greater productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third 

culture, in comparison with participants with low DT. H3 was fully supported. 
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In support of H3, participants with high DT indicated they would like to work in teams 

with Fusion third culture more (mean rank = 124.13), in comparison with those with low DT 

(mean rank = 102.43), U = 5187, p < .01. 

Also in support of H3, participants with high DT indicated they expected teams with 

Fusion third culture to be more productive (mean rank = 121.31), in comparison with those with 

low DT (mean rank = 105.65), U = 5528, p = .06. 

Finally, also in support of H3, participants with high DT indicated they expected teams 

with Fusion third culture to be safest for bringing up new ideas (mean rank = 122.83), in 

comparison with those with low DT (mean rank = 103.92), U = 5345, p < .05. 

Metacognitive Cultural Intelligence (CQ). H4 predicted that participants with high meta-

cognitive CQ would expect greater productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety in teams 

with Fusion and Mosaic third culture, in comparison with participants with low meta-cognitive 

CQ. H4 received partial support. 

In support of H4, participants with high meta-cognitive CQ indicated they would want to 

work in teams with Mosaic third culture more (mean rank = 112.92), in comparison with 

participants with low meta-cognitive CQ (mean rank = 97.74), U = 4658.50, p = .05. 

 Also in support of H4, participants with high meta-cognitive CQ indicated they thought 

teams with Mosaic third culture would be more creative (mean rank = 115.81), in comparison 

with participants with low meta-cognitive CQ (mean rank = 95.09), U = 4369.50, p = .01. 

Also indirectly supporting H4, participants with high meta-cognitive CQ indicated they 

would feel less comfortable bringing up new ideas in teams with Assimilation third culture 

(mean rank = 96.98), in comparison with participants with low meta-cognitive CQ (mean rank = 

112.36), U = 4648.00, p = .06. 
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 Contrary to expectations for H4, participants with high meta-cognitive CQ indicated they 

would feel less comfortable bringing up dissenting opinions in teams with Fusion third culture 

(mean rank = 95.34), in comparison with participants with low meta-cognitive CQ (mean rank = 

113.86), U = 4484.00, p < .05. 

Multiculturalism ideology (MI). H5 predicted that participants with high MI would expect 

greater productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third 

culture, in comparison with participants with low MI. H5 received partial support. 

 In support of H5, participants with high MI indicated they felt teams with Mosaic third 

culture would be more creative (mean rank = 123.08), in comparison with participants low on MI 

(mean rank = 104.68), U = 5396.00, p < .05.  

Also in support of H5, participants with high MI indicated they would like to work in 

teams with Mosaic third culture more (mean rank = 123.07), compared to participants with low 

MI (mean rank = 104.69), U = 5397.50, p < .05.   

 However, contrary to expectations for H5, participants with high MI indicated they would 

be more comfortable in bringing up new ideas in teams with Melting Pot (mean rank = 124.53), 

in comparison with participants low on MI (mean rank = 103.19), U = 5229.50, p < .01. 

National Culture. H6A predicted that US participants would expect greater productivity, 

satisfaction, and psychological safety in teams with Fusion and Mosaic third culture, in 

comparison with participants from India. H6A received partial support. 

 In support of H6A, U.S. participants thought teams with Mosaic third culture would be 

more creative (mean rank = 132.70) compared to Indian participants (mean rank = 97.38), U = 

4578.00, p < .001. 
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H6B predicted that Indian participants would expect greater productivity, satisfaction, 

and psychological safety in teams with Assimilation and Melting Pot third culture, in comparison 

with participants from the US. H6B received partial support. 

 In support of H6B, Indian participants thought teams with Assimilation third culture 

would more creative (mean rank = 134.65) compared to U.S. participants (mean rank = 97.32), U 

= 4463.00, p < .001     

Multicultural team experience. H7 predicted that participants with high multicultural 

team experience would expect greater productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety in 

teams with Fusion and Mosaic third cultures, in comparison with participants low on 

multicultural team experience. H7 received partial support. 

 In support of H7, participants with high multicultural team experience thought teams with 

Mosaic third culture would be more productive (mean rank = 74.69) compared to participants 

with low multicultural team experience (mean rank = 61.74), U = 1717.50, p < .05. 

 In opposition of H7, participants with high multicultural team experience thought teams 

with Assimilation third culture would be safer for bringing up new ideas (mean rank = 74.66) 

compared to participants with low multicultural team experience (mean rank = 61.77), U = 

1719.50, p = .05. 
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Field Study 2 Discussion 

  The purpose of field study 2 was to begin specifying the nomological network of the third 

culture construct. Thus, field study 2 examined how individual differences in cognitive 

motivation (Cacioppo et al., 1996; Earley et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 1996; Spencer-Rodgers 

et al., 2010), multiculturalism ideology (Berry, 2003; Brodt, et al., 2010; Verkuyten, 1995), and 

national culture (Hofstede, 1980) were related to participant expectations for productivity, 

satisfaction, and psychological safety among the four third culture forms.   

 Taken as a whole, field study 2 results show a complex picture of team work expectations 

in multicultural teams. Results suggest that when participants are high in need for cognition, 

dialectical thinking, meta-cognitive CQ, multiculturalism ideology, and multicultural team 

experience, they tend to expect greater productivity and satisfaction in teams with Mosaic third 

culture, followed by Fusion third culture. However, participants with these same traits also 

expected less psychological safety in Mosaic and Fusion third culture forms and more 

psychological safety in Assimilation and Melting Pot third culture forms. The results of this 

study are in line with previous research that suggests that cultural diversity in teams is associated 

with greater creativity and satisfaction as well as greater conflict (Stahl et al., 2010). This study 

builds upon previous research by showing that individual difference variables related to 

cognitive-motivation, ideology, and national culture do not seem to influence this pattern.  
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General Discussion 

 Our recent research clarifies the construct definition of third culture in multicultural 

teams and investigates individual expectations for the theorized four third culture types.  

The goal of study 1 was to explore whether people associated different types of third 

culture with different team expectations. Results indicate that people did distinguish the four 

different third culture types in terms of their expected psychological experiences, but not with 

different levels of productivity. In terms of psychological experiences, respondents reported the 

greatest psychological safety and satisfaction with Fusion third cultures, recognizing the optimal 

distinctiveness benefits of being in a team that allows team members to maintain unique values. 

Although satisfaction was also associated with Mosaic third cultures (in which team members 

generate emergent and partially shared values), it was not as great as with the Fusion third 

culture type.  

 The goal of study 2 was to examine how theoretically relevant individual difference 

variables in cognitive-motivation, ideology, national culture, and multicultural team experience 

would be related to expectations of productivity, satisfaction, and psychological safety among 

the four third culture types. Results indicated that in general, when participants are high in need 

for cognition, dialectical thinking, meta-cognitive CQ, multiculturalism ideology, and 

multicultural team experience, they tend to expect greater productivity and satisfaction in teams 

with Mosaic third culture, followed by Fusion third culture. However, participants with these 

same traits also expected less psychological safety in Mosaic and Fusion third culture forms and 

more psychological safety in Assimilation and Melting Pot third culture forms. This suggests that 

variables concerning accurate and deep information processing as well as openness to diversity 

are related to expectations of productivity and satisfaction in third cultures with greater cultural 
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diversity and information processing demands (i.e., Fusion and Mosaic). At the same time, these 

variables do not seem to attenuate participant expectations of lower psychological safety in 

Fusion and Mosaic third cultures. 

 Taken together, the two field studies add to our current understanding of the team mental 

models. They suggest that it is fruitful it examine not just task and team knowledge, but also 

team motivational values (which are based on individual-level cultural knowledge) when looking 

at team mental models (Adair et al. 2006). Considering team motivational values is especially 

important, as they underlie task and team knowledge. Previous team mental model research 

suggests that greater shared understanding in teams results in greater team effectiveness (Mattieu 

et al. 2000). However, our works builds upon this thesis by showing that this is not necessarily 

true when thinking of team motivational values in team mental models. If the team mental model 

has fully shared values (i.e., an Assimilation or Melting Pot third culture), then team members 

are more likely to expect greater psychological safety in the team. However, if the team has 

partially shared values (i.e., a Fusion or Mosaic third culture), then team members are more 

likely to expect greater productivity and satisfaction in the team. 

Moreover, across the two field studies, the results are in line with previous research 

showing that cultural diversity in teams is a double-edged sword; that there are both positive 

outcomes (i.e., greater expectations of creativity and satisfaction) and  negative  outcomes (i.e., 

lower expectations of psychological safety) associated with multicultural teams (Stahl et al., 

2010, Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). These data also support theories such as optimal 

distinctiveness (Brewer, 1991) that emphasize our need to balance needs for individuality along 

with needs for social identity, and previous findings that employees acculturation preferences 

involve both preserving one’s native cultural identity while still adopting a strong team identity 
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(Loiters, Van der Zee & Otten, 2008). Together, these results reinforce the value of examining 

different forms of third culture in multicultural teams.  

Limitations 

 The field research described in this thesis has a number of limitations. First, we did not 

measure actual third culture. Thus, the results of this research are limited to participant 

expectations of how they would feel in the four third culture types. Their actual reactions to 

various third culture types might be different from their expectations. Second, the research 

described in this thesis was not experimental in nature and therefore, casual links cannot be 

established. Third, across the two studies, we did not measure participants’ perceptions of 

similarity with individual team members. This would have been useful to measure so we could 

see if level of identification with various team members influenced participant responses. 

Future Directions 

There is, of course, much more work to be done with regards to third culture research, 

particularly in terms of uncovering the process of third culture formation. For example, team 

tenure and the stage of team development may influence third culture formation. In general, 

teams go through five stages of development: forming, storming, norming, performing, and 

adjourning (Tuckman & Jensen, 1977). Each stage of team development provides a different 

context and thus different types of third culture may be present. In the forming stage, individuals 

first meet each other and try to gather information about each other as well as their task. In the 

forming stage, team members may assume they have shared values when in fact team members 

may all have unique cultural values that they bring with them from their cultural heritage. A lack 

of shared values and understanding in highly culturally diverse teams explains why they 

underperform culturally homogenous teams in the beginning stages of team development (Earley 
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& Mosakowski, 2000). In the storming stage, team members realize that there are differences 

and engage in conflict to reconcile these differences. The form of third culture the MCT 

ultimately develops may depend upon how they emerge from this stage. A team in which some 

members are dominant and others quickly concede may develop an Assimilation third culture, 

fully sharing cultural values brought to the table by a few powerful team members. A team that 

develops consensus through information exchange and elaboration should develop some unique, 

emergent team values that are all shared in a Melting Pot third culture. If the team is unable to 

form a consensus and instead breaks up into small coalitions, it may adopt the Fusion or Mosaic 

form, depending on the quality and quantity of communication and understanding. By the final 

team stage of performing, MCT third cultures should be relatively stable, although they could 

shift with changes in team membership, leadership, or tasks. 
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Appendix A 

Table 10. 

Correlation Matrix of Predictor Variables in Field Study 2 

 
Need for 

Cognition 

Need for 

Closure 

Dialectical 

Thinking 

Meta-

cognitive 

CQ 

Multicultur

alism 

Ideology 

MCT 

experience 

Need for 

Cognition 
-      

Need for 

Closure 
-.38*** -     

Dialectical 

Thinking 
-.39** .16* -    

Meta-cognitive 

CQ 
.18** .07 -.27** -   

Multiculturalism 

Ideology 
.26** -.03 -.24** .52** -  

MCT experience .05 .01 .03 -.01 .04 - 

Note: ** denotes correlation is significant at p < .01 

            * denotes correlation is significant at p < .05 

 

 

 

 

 


