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Relationships between team composition in terms of team members’ Big Five
personality traits and individual satisfaction with the team after project com-
pletion were researched. Questionnaires were filled out by 310 undergraduate
students (N = 68 teams) working on an engineering design assignment. Indi-
vidual satisfaction with the team was regressed onto individual, dissimilarity,
and interaction scores. A positive main effect was found for individual agree-
ableness and emotional stability and for dissimilarity in conscientiousness. A
moderation of the main effect of dissimilarity was found for extraversion: Sat-
isfaction with the team is negatively related to dissimilarity to the other team
members only for members low in extraversion.
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It is important for researchers and, eventually, managers to know how satis-
fied team members are with their team because knowing this holds impor-

tant consequences for the team member’s future work in that specific team or
for his or her future teamwork in general. One can imagine, for example, that
dissatisfying experiences with teamwork negatively influence a person’s
attitude toward teamwork, resulting in, for example, decreased effort when
employed in future teams. In their study on group potency, Lester, Meglino,
and Korsgaard (2002) reported significant correlations between group satis-
faction and group effort (r = .63) and between group effort and the final per-
formance rating(r = .61). Considering this in light of the fact that teamwork
becomes increasingly dominant in organizations and education, team mem-
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ber satisfaction with a team presents itself as an important variable to study. If
team member satisfaction with a team were to be determined by personality,
it would hold important consequences for team composition. Satisfaction
with the team, however, is an outcome variable that has largely been ignored
in team personality research so far (Milliken & Martins, 1996). Therefore,
the objective of this study is to answer the research question, How does team
composition in terms of personalities of the team members influence the
satisfaction individual team members feel about working in his or her
particular team?

The emergence of the Five-Factor Model of personality (Norman, 1963),
or the “Big Five” (Goldberg, 1990), provided a clear conceptual and mea-
surement framework for research into personality (Robertson & Callinan,
1998). Its five factors—extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
emotional stability, and openness to experience—have been found to consis-
tently describe personality for various samples (Hofstee, Kiers, De Raad,
Goldberg, & Ostendorf, 1997; McCrae & Costa, 1997). Geared with this
common frame of reference and measurement, work and organizational psy-
chologists set out to discover the predictive validity of personality for various
outcome variables (e.g., job performance, job satisfaction, turnover) in vari-
ous contexts. To study effects of personality on outcome variables, (a) indivi-
dual personality has been related to individual outcomes (for meta-analyses, see
Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Judge, Heller, & Mount,
2002; Judge & Ilies, 2002; Salgado, 1997, 2003; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein,
1991; Tett, Jackson, Rothstein, & Reddon, 1999), and to study the effects of
team composition in terms of personality, (b) aggregated or team personality
variables have been related to team outcomes (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, &
Mount, 1998; Barry & Stewart, 1997; Graziano, Hair, & Finch, 1997;
Kichuk & Wiesner, 1998; Mohammed & Angell, 2003; Mohammed,
Mathieu, & Bartlett, 2002; Neuman, Wagner, & Christiansen, 1999; Van
Vianen & De Dreu, 2001).

On the basis of the team context of our study, one might be inclined to
expect our analytical approach to personality to be similar to the one
described under (b), but we propose, in fact, another way to study the rela-
tionship between team composition in terms of personality and individual
satisfaction with the team. By aggregating individual team-member person-
ality scores to the team level, the differences between individual team mem-
bers are lost, and the team itself actually becomes the entity of study. Hence
the use of the term team personality. However, working in a team is all about
the interaction between individual team members with their more or less sim-
ilar personal characteristics. So when the effect of team composition in terms
of personality on individual outcomes is to be studied, we believe one should
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focus on the personality of the individual team member and the degree of
similarity or dissimilarity between his or her personality and that of the other
team members. Therefore in this study, we investigate the relationship
between, on one hand, individual team member personality and the dissimi-
larity between individual team member personality and co–team members’
personalities, and on the other hand, individual team member satisfaction
with the team. This makes the contribution of this study to the scientific liter-
ature on the effects of team composition in terms of personality twofold.
First, we look at an important yet underexposed outcome variable of team-
work: individual team member satisfaction with the team. Second, we
operationalize team composition in terms of personality at the individual
level, which is a novel approach to studying the effects of the Big Five
personality traits in a team context.

In the remainder of this introduction, we first discuss the variables in our
study: individual satisfaction with the team and the Big Five personality
traits. Thereafter, we discuss the analysis of the effect of team composition in
terms of personality on outcomes in previous research and present the per-
spective we adopt in this study based on the personality trait–based inter-
actionist model (Tett & Burnett, 2003). Finally, we present the study
hypotheses.

Individual Satisfaction With the Team

Individual satisfaction with the team has not been the subject of study
before, and that is why we present a definition of it. The satisfaction felt with
the team can relate either to the team members or the team’s composition or
to the way team members worked together during the project. Both parts of
satisfaction with the team are reflected in the extent to which team members
are willing to work in the same team again (which resembles team viability;
Barrick et al., 1998; Hackman, 1987). If both the team (mates) and the coop-
eration within the team have been experienced as pleasant, team members
will be satisfied and willing to work with the same team on similar projects in
the future. However, if one of the two is experienced as less pleasant, the situ-
ation in which the teamwork takes place will determine whether a team mem-
ber is willing to work with that same team again. For example, in a hobby
team, satisfaction will likely be determined much more by having a good
time with like-minded people, whereas in a work team, effective work pro-
cesses leading to a good performance may be more important in determining
a team member’s satisfaction. As a result, individual satisfaction with the
team will be captured most completely when it encompasses an aspect that
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relates to the team members, an aspect that relates to the work process, and an
aspect that relates to the team’s viability. Although satisfaction with the team
can be assessed during any stage of the teamwork, the most complete assess-
ment of it can be given only in hindsight, after a team has finished its work.
Thus defined, individual satisfaction with the team becomes a particularized
aspect of job satisfaction that regards the coworkers (cf. Bischop & Scott,
2000; Locke, 1976).

To position our research, it is important to make a distinction between sev-
eral constructs from the team literature and individual satisfaction with the
team. One can think of group potency (Shea & Guzzo, 1987), team efficacy
(Lindsey, Brass, & Thomas, 1995), group cohesion (Mullen & Copper,
1994), team commitment (Bischop & Scott, 2000), and team viability (Hack-
man, 1987). Team efficacy, group potency, group cohesion, and team com-
mitment are related to motivational processes in teamwork, whereas individ-
ual satisfaction with the team is a statelike outcome of working in a team.
Furthermore, team viability exclusively concerns the team’s capability to
function together as a team in the future, which is only one aspect of satisfac-
tion with the team. So individual satisfaction with the team differs conceptu-
ally from group potency, team efficacy, group cohesion, and team commit-
ment in that it is an outcome instead of a process-related characteristic of
teamwork and from team viability in that it is a broader concept.

The Big Five Personality Traits

Based on factor analysis, the Five-Factor Model of personality distin-
guishes five factors that together describe a person’s personality. The prem-
ise of the model is that the factors remain stable and consistent across time
and situations and that each factor predisposes a person to behave in a certain
way (Robertson & Callinan, 1998). These so-called Big Five personality
traits can be described as follows. Extraversion refers to the extent to which a
person is outgoing and talkative and is associated with behaviors such as
being sociable, gregarious, assertive, and active (McCrae & Costa, 1985).
Highly extravert people are often perceived as being dominant and therefore
as leaders (Barry & Stewart, 1997). Agreeableness refers to the extent to
which a person is cooperative and friendly. Highly agreeable persons display
behaviors such as being courteous, flexible, trusting, good-natured, forgiv-
ing, softhearted, and tolerant (McCrae & Costa, 1985). Conscientiousness
refers to the extent to which a person is self-disciplined and organized. Asso-
ciated behaviors are being careful, thorough, responsible, organized, planful,
hardworking, achievement oriented, and persevering (McCrae & Costa,
1985). Emotional stability refers to the extent to which a person is calm,
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poised, and secure. The opposite is known as neuroticism, which is associ-
ated with behaviors such as being anxious, depressed, angry, embarrassed,
emotional, worried, and insecure (McCrae & Costa, 1985). Finally, openness
to experience describes the extent to which a person is imaginative and curi-
ous. Highly open people can be described as being cultured, original, broad-
minded, intelligent, and artistically sensitive (McCrae & Costa, 1985). Mea-
surement of the Big Five can be accomplished using specially developed
scales (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Hendriks, Hofstee, & De Raad, 1999) or
using (a combination of) scales from other well-known personality measures
(e.g., Gough, 1988). Despite some differences in factor labeling, factor
analysis and content analysis consistently replicate the underlying five-
factor structure (John, 1990; Mount & Barrick, 1995).

Analyzing the Effects of Team
Composition in Terms of Personality

Recently, team personality researchers (Mohammed & Angell, 2003) and
other theorists (McGrath, 1998; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000) have begun to
acknowledge the inadequacy of the present team personality research to cap-
ture the complete range of effects team composition in terms of personality
has on team outcomes. They attribute this failure to incomplete methods of
analysis: Conclusions are based either on correlational results or on tests of
effects of specific personality trait variables without controlling for the
effects of personality variables for which no effect was predicted. The inade-
quacy lies in the fact that looking at isolated traits does not reflect effects of
personality as a whole. As improvement, it was recommended that all five
traits should be considered simultaneously when testing for effects of spe-
cific traits on team outcomes (McGrath, 1998; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). As
we agree with this recommendation, we include all five personality traits in
our analyses.

Although considering all traits simultaneously is analytically already one
step forward, we think that it will still be insufficient to capture the complex
pattern of interactions taking place between the different personalities of
team members when this is done using aggregated elevation and/or variabil-
ity team personality scores. As stated earlier, we think a more comprehensive
solution lies in operationalizing personality in teams on the individual level
by placing the individual team member in the context of the team, which is
what we do in this study. Such an approach is in line with Tett and Burnett’s
(2003) personality trait–based interactionist model, which is meant to be a
comprehensive model that aims to capture the effects of individual personal-
ity on job performance. Although job performance is not the outcome vari-
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able of interest in this study, we think that the model can also be applied to
study satisfaction with the team. Concerning job performance, Tett and Bur-
nett stated that job performance is the valued part of the work behavior, and
this value is determined by, for example, the organizational goals or the man-
ager. However, employees themselves also evaluate their work behavior and
its outcomes. Because the degree of satisfaction is a specific outcome of such
an individual evaluation, we think the model can be applied equally well to
study individual satisfaction with the team as an outcome.

The Tett and Burnett (2003) model posits that individual personality traits
have a main effect on work behavior, which in turn has a main effect on job
performance—in our study, individual satisfaction with the team. Tett and
Burnett expected these main effects to be moderated by five situational fea-
tures (three of which are work related and two of which are reward related),
which evoke differential levels of personality trait activation. For our study,
the work-related social situational feature they proposed as a moderator is
particularly of interest. It encompasses the social environment a person has
to work in and the “trait-relevant cues” (p. 503) arising from it. Clearly, when
working in a team, the social environment a person has to work in and from
which trait-relevant cues arise is created by the other team members. So on
the basis of the Tett and Burnett model, we expect that individual team mem-
ber personality predicts individual satisfaction with the team but that this
relationship may be moderated by the social environment: In this study, the
social environment is operationalized as personality trait dissimilarity
between an individual team member and the other team members.

Hypotheses

The lack of studies that report on the relationships between the Big Five
and individual satisfaction with the team prompts us to take an exploratory
approach to hypothesizing on these relationships. We elaborate on relation-
ships we expect to exist between individual satisfaction with the team and (a)
individual personality traits, (b) trait dissimilarity between an individual
team member and the other team members, and (c) the interaction between
both, each time ending with trait-specific hypotheses.

It is easily conceivable that an individual’s personality predisposes him or
her to like or dislike teamwork. People high on extraversion, agreeableness,
and emotional stability can generally be expected to like working in a team.
A team offers extraverts the means to be assertive, to talk, and to socialize
(Neuman et al., 1999). Agreeable persons can cooperate, be courteous, and
be friendly in a team. Emotionally unstable people will feel insecure in a
team environment. In addition, they are high on negative affectivity (Judge
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et al., 2002), which in general makes them judge things more negatively.
Influences such as those described above will probably increase individual
satisfaction with the team for team members high on extraversion, agreeable-
ness, and emotional stability. Molleman, Nauta, and Jehn (2004) indeed
found that individual team member emotional stability was positively related
to individual team member task satisfaction. Furthermore, Judge and his col-
leagues (2002) found significant positive relationships between extraversion
(.25), agreeableness (.17), neuroticism (–.29), and job satisfaction (the nega-
tive relationship found between neuroticism and job satisfaction would have
been positive if emotional stability were used) in their meta-analysis on a
group of 163 independent samples.

Although Judge et al. (2002) found a positive relationship between indi-
vidual conscientiousness and job satisfaction (.26), we do not expect to find
such a relationship with regard to satisfaction with the team. Individual con-
scientiousness is consistently positively related to individual performance
(see, e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 2003), but in a project, team per-
formance is dependent on the team, not the individual team member. This is
supported by the finding that in teams, the team level of conscientiousness is
a positive predictor of team performance (Peeters, Van Tuijl, Rutte, &
Reymen, in press). The effect of individual conscientiousness on satisfaction
will therefore most likely be dependent on the team someone works with,
perhaps through the team’s effectivity. Indeed, Molleman et al. (2004) found
that the individual level of conscientiousness did not predict individual team
member task satisfaction, but the team level of conscientiousness did.

In speculating about effects of openness to experience on individual satis-
faction with the team, opposite effects can be expected. On one hand, imagi-
nation, curiosity, originality, and broad-mindedness may aid the team in
arriving at a high-quality concept for its design. On the other hand, team
members who are highly open may remain curious, original, and broad-
minded throughout the project, resulting in ever-new suggestions on how to
build the design, which in fact hampers the completion of the selected design
in the end phase of the design project. The satisfaction open team members
may experience in the conceptual phase of the project may be negated by
their negative experiences (regarding not being able to keep implementing
new conceptual ideas) in the finalizing stages of the project. This line of rea-
soning is supported by results from Molleman et al. (2004), who found no
relationship between individual team member openness and individual task
satisfaction, and by results from Judge et al. (2002), who found no significant
relationship between openness and job satisfaction (.01) in their meta-
analysis. This makes our first hypothesis the following:
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Hypothesis 1: Individual extraversion, agreeableness, and emotional stability are
positively related to individual satisfaction with the team.

With regard to effects of dissimilarity between an individual team member
and the other team members (cf. Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992) on team out-
comes, scholars discern between (a) complementary fit and (b) similarity fit
(e.g., Neuman et al., 1999; Tett & Burnett, 2003). Complementary fit occurs
when each team member brings in his or her unique qualities, the combina-
tion of which leads to positive outcomes (e.g., Belbin’s [1981] team role the-
ory). Similarity fit occurs when team members possess characteristics that
are similar and, through reduction of uncertainty because of comparison with
similar others in the social environment (Festinger, 1954), this similarity
leads to positive outcomes (Byrne, 1971). Both types of fit received scientific
support (for an overview, see Byrne, 1997; Milliken & Martins, 1996).

Although effects of similarity on a number of personality characteristics
have been researched, this has not been done for the relationship between
individual Big Five traits on individual outcomes of teamwork. We think that
for the relationship between the Big Five personality traits and individual sat-
isfaction with the team, a similarity fit expectation may hold best. If team
members are dissimilar in personality, they will join the team with different,
possibly even conflicting, expectations or goals. Team members will act on
their individual expectations and/or goals, and if team members are dissimi-
lar, they will thus display differential behavior regarding, for example, effort,
goal setting, scheduling, and communication. For instance, one might expect
highly extravert team members to devote a lot of time to social interaction,
whereas more introverted team members may prefer to diminish this kind of
interaction to a necessary minimum. If differences in personality traits lead
to such implicit or explicit differences in individual goals or to the
unsharedness of approaches followed within the team, this may pose a threat
to the team’s effectiveness. The detrimental effect of conflicting individual
goals within a team on team effectiveness has already been demonstrated in
previous research (e.g., Alper, Tjosvold, & Law, 1998; Van Vijfeijken,
Kleingeld, Van Tuijl, Algera, & Thierry, 2002). This negative effect may eas-
ily translate into dissatisfaction with the team. Therefore, we generally
expect to find a negative effect of dissimilarity in personality on satisfaction
with the team.

More specifically, we expect these effects of dissimilarity in personality
to be more salient for traits that relate to behavior that will frequently be dis-
played to complete the project (extraversion and conscientiousness) because
the reason work teams are assembled is to complete the team task. We elabo-
rate this expectation for both traits separately. To finish their project, team
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members often are highly interdependent (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996), among
other things, because of distributed expertise (Salas, Dickinson, Converse, &
Tannenbaum, 1992; Sundstrom, De Meuse, & Futrell, 1990). This makes
interaction of vital importance: Team members have to communicate about
ideas, work approaches, individual contributions, progress, and problems
that are encountered. They have to be assertive in taking actions toward pro-
ject completion (cf. Van Vianen & De Dreu, 2001). In view of the fact that
these are all behaviors that are related to extraversion, dissimilarity in
extraversion may be expected to negatively affect team effectiveness and, as
a consequence, team members’ satisfaction with the team. Furthermore, as
projects usually have a hard, fixed deadline, it is equally important for project
teams to set goals, schedule time, and assert effort toward timely completion
of the team task. These are all behaviors typically associated with conscien-
tiousness, so dissimilarity in conscientiousness may also have a negative
effect on project team effectiveness (cf. Peeters et al., in press) and, likewise,
on a team member’s satisfaction with the team.

Openness to experience may also have been important with regard to task
completion of the project teams in the study. But as with individual openness,
effects can work either way. Dissimilarity in openness may be expected to be
beneficial as this may foster team effectiveness and thus satisfaction with the
team. (Highly open team members may come up with many conceptual
ideas, whereas less open team members may stick to the selected idea in the
end phase of the project.) But these differences may also result in disagree-
ment or conflict between team members regarding work approaches and thus
lower satisfaction with the team. The fact that these effects may outbalance
each other is to some extent supported by Molleman et al. (2004), who did not
find an effect of team-level openness to experience on individual team mem-
ber task satisfaction. This makes our second hypothesis the following:

Hypothesis 2: Dissimilarity in extraversion and conscientiousness between an
individual team member and the other team members is negatively related to
individual satisfaction with the team.

For traits for which dissimilarity is of influence on individual satisfaction
with the team (extraversion and conscientiousness), a moderation of effects
by the individual level of that trait may be expected to occur. To start with
extraversion, we expected dissimilarity in extraversion to be negatively
related and individual extraversion to be positively related to satisfaction
with the team. This would mean that the most satisfied team members would
be those who are highly and similarly extravert. However, in a team with such
members, socializing may gain the upper hand over completing the task
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(Barry & Stewart, 1997; Mohammed & Angell, 2003). Furthermore, in a
team composed of too many highly extravert and thus dominant individuals,
members may likely engage in conflict regarding team issues (Mazur, 1973),
for instance, leadership (Barry & Stewart, 1997; Mohammed & Angell,
2003). This expectation is partly empirically supported by Barry and Stewart
(1997), who showed that intermediate levels of extraversion within a team
lead to high team performance. We therefore propose the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3a: Dissimilarity in extraversion has a negative effect on individual
satisfaction with the team for members low in extraversion but not for mem-
bers high in extraversion.

The moderation for conscientiousness may be different. As we elaborated
in the preamble to our first hypothesis, individual conscientiousness has been
found to be a positive predictor of individual performance, and the team level
of conscientiousness is a positive predictor of team performance. Moreover,
Molleman et al. (2004) found that the team level of conscientiousness is posi-
tively related to individual team member task satisfaction. Combining this
with our expectation that dissimilarity to other team members’ conscien-
tiousness is negatively related to satisfaction with the team, high individual
conscientiousness may be, probably in part through team effectiveness, posi-
tively related to satisfaction in teams in which team members are similarly
conscientious. This makes our final hypothesis the following:

Hypothesis 3b: Dissimilarity in conscientiousness has a negative effect on individ-
ual satisfaction with the team for members high in conscientiousness but not
for members low in conscientiousness.

Method

Participants and Procedure

All participants were members of student project teams (Sundstrom,
1999) that completed an engineering design assignment during a 1-, 6-, or
13-week period at a Dutch university of technology. The student teams com-
pleting the 1- or 6-week assignment were multidisciplinary teams that had to
design and build a robot that had to perform a specific task. They faced simi-
lar constraints in that the resources were predefined and the deadline was
hard. The student teams completing the 13-week assignment were teams
composed of students of engineering that had to redesign a specific part of an
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organization and give precise instructions for the implementation of the pro-
posed changes. These teams also faced a hard deadline. All teams had to
report to their instructors on similar parts of their project: the results of their
problem analysis, (selection of) concept ideas, and the elaboration of the
selected concept. The research was introduced to them via a presentation in
which they were told that we were interested in how design processes and
outcomes in teams varied as a function of the team’s composition because
team members differ in various ways (teamwork approach, personal goals,
subject of study, willingness to invest effort). At the end of the presentation,
the students were asked to volunteer as participants in our research. They
could indicate whether they appreciated feedback about their personality
scores and the results of the study. If appreciated, this information was sent to
them after completion of the research.

In total, 68 teams were included in the research (1-week assignment team
n = 11, 6-week assignment team n = 14, and 13-week assignment team n =
43). Team size ranged from 3 to 7 members, and mean team size was 5.33.
The respondents filled out a personality questionnaire before they started
working on their assignment. The team members indicated their individual
satisfaction with the team in a questionnaire that they filled out at the end of
the assignment, before their project was evaluated and graded. So for the
majority of teams, satisfaction with the team was rated after working
together from 1.5 to 3 months. The written instruction on the questionnaire
stressed the importance of filling it out individually. The research leader
repeated this instruction orally. She stayed with the respondents during the
filling out of the questionnaire and saw to it that instructions were actually
followed. Three hundred ten respondents filled out both questionnaires, 257
(82.9%) of whom were male and 53 (17.1%) female. Teams were included
only if the personality questionnaire was filled out by all (n = 58) or by all
minus 1 team member (n = 10). Eleven teams (13.9%) did not meet our crite-
ria for inclusion. Of the teams included, 33 (48.5%) were all male; of the
remaining 35 (51.5%) of the teams, an average of 66.6% of the members
were male.

Measures

The Big Five personality traits were measured using a self-report of the
extensively validated Five-Factor Personality Inventory (Hendriks et al.,
1999). Each trait was measured by 20 items (10 positively and 10 negatively
formulated), which were scored on a 5-point scale varying from not at all (1)
to completely (5). Examples of items on the Big Five dimensions measured
are, for extraversion, “makes friends easily” (positive); for agreeableness,
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“orders people around” (negative); for conscientiousness, “does unexpected
things” (negative); for emotional stability, “keeps a cool head” (positive);
and for openness to experience, “is full of ideas” (positive).

Satisfaction with the team was measured by three newly formulated
items, which were based on the definition of satisfaction with the team we
presented in the introduction (Table 1). All items were scored on a 5-point
Likert-type scale varying from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). As
we constructed a new scale, confirmatory factor analysis was performed on
these three items (principal axis factoring). As expected, all items loaded on
the same factor, with a common variance of 82.72% and an eigenvalue of
2.48.

Operationalizing Individual Personality in a Team Context

As we study effects of team composition at the individual level, our
operationalizations differ from those used in previous team composition
research with analyses conducted at the team level. In the latter, individual
trait scores are usually aggregated to elevation and diversity or variability
scores at the team level to assess the effects of trait elevation (team mean
scores, e.g., Barrick et al., 1998; or proportions of high-scoring team mem-
bers, e.g., Neuman et al., 1999) and trait diversity (team variance scores, e.g.,
Van Vianen & De Dreu, 2001) or standard deviation scores (e.g., Mohammed
& Angell, 2003). The way we operationalize elevation and diversity on the
individual level is discussed below.

The operationalization of individual team member personality is straight-
forward: It is the score of a team member on each of the five traits. The higher
this individual trait score, the more the trait presents itself in that person.

To operationalize dissimilarity between an individual team member and
the other team members, a person’s personality has to be positioned in rela-
tionship to that of his or her team colleagues. It has to be what Kozlowski and
Klein (2000) call a “configural” concept. It is derived from attributes of the
individual team members, but it has meaning on the level of the team.
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Table 1
Items of the Satisfaction With the Team Scale

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
1. Taken as a whole, I was satisfied with the composition of our design team.
2. Taken as a whole, things went pleasantly within our design team.
3. If I ever had to participate in a similar project again, I would like to do it with this team.



Because the focus of our study is on effects of personality, in our case, the
configural concept has to reflect the differences in personality traits between
team members. To express these differences or dissimilarity in personality,
we deploy a demographic similarity equation, previously used by Wagner,
Pfeffer, and O’Reilly (1984) and Zenger and Lawrence (1989), to establish
dissimilarity for age and tenure between a single team member and each of
the other team members. We think the use of such an equation for our study
purposes is mathematically justified because the assumptions underlying the
age and tenure measures (ratio scales) are more restrictive than the ones
underlying personality measures (ordinal or interval scales). Translating the
demographic similarity equation used by Zenger and Lawrence (1989) to
measure personality dissimilarity in teams, personality trait dissimilarity
within a team is defined as

trait Di
G = 1 1 2

1 2

n x xi j
j i G

− −










≠ ∈
∑( ) ,

where trait Di
G is the extent to which a team member i within team G differs

from his or her team mates j with respect to the trait in question, n is the num-
ber of members within team G, and x is the score on the personality trait in
question. For each team member, the trait Di

G is computed for each of the five
traits. Zero trait Di

G scores indicate perfect similarity, whereas high trait
Di

Gscores (maximum ≈ 4.0) indicate dissimilarity.
Finally, the interaction terms are computed by standardizing both the indi-

vidual trait scores and trait Di
G scores and by multiplying these per trait. We

labeled these interaction terms Individual Trait Score * Trait Di
G Score.

Data Analysis

The descriptive statistics (range, mean, standard deviation, and coeffi-
cients alpha) of the variables are presented in Table 2. At item level, the
respondents used the full answer range (1 to 5) for each of the individual
measures, so no range restriction occurred. As can be seen, the coefficients
alpha of each scale is well above satisfactory levels. The correlations
between all study variables are presented in Table 3.

To test our hypotheses, hierarchical linear modeling was applied and sig-
nificance of outcomes was determined one-tailed with an alpha of .05. In
Model 1, the team members’ individual trait scores for each of the five per-
sonality traits were entered. In Model 2, the trait Di

G scores for each of the
five personality traits were added. Finally, the interaction terms Individual
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Trait Score*Trait Di
G Score for each of the five personality traits were added

in Model 3. The significance of Model 1 was tested against the empty model;
the significance of Models 2 and 3 was tested against the previous model. To
control for effects of team size, gender, and duration of the assignment, their
effect on individual satisfaction with the team was tested separately, and
Models 1 through 3 were also tested controlling for these variables. Neither
of these variables uniquely added to the variance explained nor significantly
predicted individual satisfaction with the team. For reasons of parsimony, we
therefore report only results without the control variables here. To conclude
the tests, significant interactions were plotted following Aiken and West’s
(1991) simple slope procedure. Using centered scores for the predictor vari-
ables, the regression equations were rearranged into simple slopes of individ-
ual satisfaction with the team on the individual level of a personality trait
(M + 1 SD; M – 1 SD), given the conditional values of the trait Di

G scores for
that personality trait (M + 1 SD, M – 1 SD).

Results

Table 4 shows the results of the hierarchical linear modeling of individual
satisfaction with the team. Entering the individual trait scores (Model 1)
resulted in a marginally significant model (χ2(5) = 9.58, p ≤ .10, ∆R2

ind = .03,
∆R2

team = .02). Adding the trait Di
G scores (Model 2) added significantly to the

variance explained (χ2(5) = 12.60, p ≤ .05, ∆R2
ind = .03, ∆R2

team = .03). Adding
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for all Research Variables (N = 310)

Variable Range M SD α

Individual
Extraversion 1.90 to 4.90 3.81 0.51 .90
Agreeableness 2.45 to 4.95 3.70 0.41 .84
Conscientiousness 1.95 to 4.55 3.42 0.52 .89
Emotional stability 2.50 to 4.90 3.97 0.46 .88
Openness to experience 2.55 to 4.70 3.74 0.40 .86
Dissimilarity
Extraversion Di

G 0.10 to 2.07 0.66 0.32
Agreeableness Di

G 0.08 to 1.48 0.52 0.25
Conscientiousness Di

G 0.09 to 1.77 0.63 0.31
Emotional stability Di

G 0.07 to 1.53 0.57 0.27
Openness to experience Di

G 0.06 to 1.36 0.52 0.26
Individual satisfaction with the team 1.00 to 5.00 3.96 0.91 .88
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the Individual Trait Score*Trait Di
G Score interaction terms (Model 3) also

resulted in a significant increase of the variance explained (χ2(5) = 11.32, p ≤
.05, ∆R2

ind = .05, ∆R2
team = .05). Because Model 3 is the full model, we limit

our discussion of the results to this model.
In Model 3, 11.0% of the variance in individual satisfaction with the team

is explained at the individual level, and 10.0% of the variance is explained at
the team level. With respect to Hypothesis 1, the results show that as
expected, individual agreeableness (b = .27, p = .03) and individual emo-
tional stability (b = .36, p = .01) are significantly and positively predicting
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Table 4
Hierarchical Linear Modeling of the Individual Trait Scores,
the Trait Di

G Scores, and the Interaction Between Individual
Trait Scores and Trait Di

G Scores With Dependent Variable
Individual Satisfaction With the Team (N = 310)

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Individual
Extraversion .09 .05 –.09
Agreeableness .15 .16 .27*
Conscientiousness –.01 –.04 .05
Emotional stability .19* .21*.36**
Openness to experience –.15 –.13 –.01

Trait Di
G

Extraversion –.39** –.27
Agreeableness .04 –.08
Conscientiousness –.52** –.58**
Emotional stability .22 .14
Openness to experience .13 .11

Individual*Trait Di
G

Extraversion .07*
Agreeableness –.04
Conscientiousness –.05
Emotional stability –.05
Openness to experience –.05

–2*log likelihood 717.98 705.38 694.06
χ2 9.58 12.60* 11.32*
df 5.00 5.00 5.00
ΣR2

ind .03 .06 .11
ΣR2

team .02 .05 .10

Note: Intraclass correlation = .48. Unstandardized beta coefficients are shown for all variables.
Each model was tested against the previous model.
*p ≤ .05 (one-tailed). **p ≤ .01 (one-tailed).



individual satisfaction with the team. We also expected to find a positive
main effect of extraversion, but this is not supported by our results (b = –.09,
ns). So the more agreeable and emotionally stable team members are, the
more satisfied they are with their team.

With respect to Hypothesis 2, the results show that conscientiousness Di
G

(b = –.58, p = .001) is a significant negative predictor of individual satisfac-
tion with the team, but although results tend in the predicted direction,
extraversion Di

G (b = –.27, p = .08) is not. So the more dissimilar team mem-
bers are from their teammates with respect to conscientiousness, the less sat-
isfied they are with their team.

When testing the moderation of effect for dissimilarity in extraversion
(Hypothesis 3a) and conscientiousness (Hypothesis 3b), we find a signifi-
cant interaction only for Individual Extraversion*Extraversion Di

G (b = .07,
p = .01) and not for Individual Conscientiousness*Conscientiousness Di

G

(b = –.05, p = .09). We plotted this interaction for extraversion in Figure 1. In
line with Hypothesis 3a, extraversion Di

G has a stronger negative relationship
with individual satisfaction with the team for individuals low in individual
extraversion (represented by the dotted line) than for those high in extra-
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version (represented by the solid line). So the negative effect of dissimilarity
in extraversion is moderated by individual extraversion: The negative effect
of dissimilarity in extraversion on individual satisfaction with the team is the
strongest for team members low in individual extraversion.

Discussion

We set out to answer the research question, How does team composition
in terms of the personalities of the team members influence the satisfaction
individual team members feel about working in their particular team? In
answer to this question, we found effects for individual personality, dissimi-
larity to other team members’ personality, and the interaction between both.
Results show that a team member’s satisfaction with his or her team increases
if he or she is more agreeable and emotionally stable, is more similarly con-
scientious, and is similarly and less extravert. We expected similarly and
highly conscientious individuals to be most satisfied with their team, but
results did not support this expectation. Apparently, dissimilarity to other
team members’conscientiousness has such a disruptive effect on satisfaction
with the team that the individual level of conscientiousness is of only minor
influence.

It is interesting to note that the differences in effects for specific traits gen-
erally coincide with a distinction between the so-called task-related traits
(those that aid in completing the team task) and the team-related personality
traits (traits that facilitate smooth team functioning) (Halfhill, Sundstrom,
Lahner, Calderone, & Nielsen, 2005; Mohammed et al., 2002). Mohammed
et al. (2002) label conscientiousness task related and agreeableness, extra-
version, and emotional stability team related (based on Costa & McCrae,
1992; Hough, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1989; Mount, Barrick, & Stewart,
1998). In their study, Mohammed and colleagues found different effects of
these sets of traits on team performance. In our study, the team-related traits
agreeableness and emotional stability have a main effect on satisfaction with
the team. The task-related personality trait conscientiousness affects satis-
faction with the team through the similarity to other team members. Such a
differential effect of cues coming from the task and from the team was indeed
proposed by Tett and Burnett (2003). Our findings thus provide additional
support for the differentiation between task- and team-related personality
traits.

The only trait for which findings somewhat deviated from this categoriza-
tion is extraversion. There was no positive main effect of individual extra-
version, but the interaction shows that highly extravert team members are
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about equally satisfied with their team, whether they are similar or dissimilar
to others. This finding is somewhat in line with effects found for the other
team-related traits. The fact that we find an effect of dissimilarity for this
trait, as well, may be ascribed to the fact that extraversion may not be impor-
tant merely for smooth team functioning. It may also be vital for task comple-
tion, as we argued in the introduction.

Limitations, Implications, and Future Research

With regard to our conclusions, we have to point out some limitations.
First of all, our research was conducted among student project teams com-
pleting a design assignment. Results may be different for professional design
or project teams. Second, personality scores were established using self-
report. One might argue that all team members should rate the personality of
their teammates to establish convergence between their impressions of all
team members’ personalities. Because much research evidence has already
established this convergence (e.g., Albright, Kenny, & Malloy, 1988;
Bernieri, Zuckerman, Koestner, & Rosenthal, 1994; Funder, Kolar, &
Blackman, 1995), we do not expect such an extension of personality mea-
surement to change our results dramatically. Third, the effects we found are
generally somewhat small. We think this may be attributed to the fact that
individual perceptions of satisfaction with the team are influenced by factors
other than the individual’s personality, for instance, by implicit or explicit
expressions of team evaluations made by the other team members (cf.
Molleman et al., 2004; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977; Umphress, Labianca,
Brass, Kass, & Scholten, 2003). Although the way an individual deals with
this influence may be affected by his or her personality, the effect of others on
perceptions of satisfaction may largely present itself independent from per-
sonality. Finally, we focused our research on the average dissimilarity
between a team member and his or her teammates on a single personality
trait. Of course, other forms of dissimilarity could be thought of, too, for
instance, the team member who differs most from the other team members
(cf. Barrick et al., 1998; Neuman & Wright, 1999). Looking at effects of this
kind may offer an interesting direction for future research. It may also be
interesting to study effects of cross-trait interactions on individual
satisfaction with the team (cf. Witt, Burke, Barrick, & Mount, 2002).

These limitations notwithstanding, our results hold theoretical, analyti-
cal, and practical implications. Theoretically, the application of the personal-
ity trait–based interactionist model (Tett & Burnett, 2003) proved to be
worthwhile in this instance of team composition research, which is a first
step toward an enlargement of the model.
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Analytically, we have used an individual operationalization of team com-
position in terms of personality. This allowed us to look at the effect of dis-
similarity between individual team members for a specific trait and at the
interaction effect of an individual personality trait score and a trait Di

G score
for each of the Big Five traits, both of which have not been considered in ear-
lier team composition personality research. We consider this to be an impor-
tant strength of our study. Another analytical advantage is the fact that we
have tested the effects of all personality trait operationalizations simulta-
neously and thus considered personality as a whole. This strengthens the
credibility of the pattern of effects we have found. The pattern that has
emerged suggests that the inclusion of an individual trait dissimilarity
operationalization is especially fruitful with respect to effects of personality
traits that are important for task completion. In future research, it might be
interesting to find out whether such a pattern also emerges for other outcome
variables of teamwork. At this point, we have to emphasize the fact that we
focused on project teams that performed a specific kind of task. For other
kinds of teams, however, the relationships between personality and satisfac-
tion with the team might be quite different, depending on the objective of
those teams (e.g., in hobby teams, completing a task may be subordinate to
having a good time together). If so, other personality traits may become
important during the interaction between team members. Mohammed et al.
(2002) demonstrated that team-related personality traits predict contextual
performance, which concerns interpersonally oriented behaviors that sup-
port the social and motivational context in which a team operates (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993) and emphasizes moral and personal concern (Conway,
1999). If the objective of a team were of a more contextual nature, one might
expect to find interaction effects for the team-related personality traits.
Additional research is needed to support this expectation.

Practically, if people have to work in teams, the members of which have to
work together repeatedly, one would like them to hold a positive attitude
toward teamwork. Therefore, being satisfied with the team one works in
might be an important condition. According to our results, the personality of
team members can be used as a criterion for team composition that has mem-
bers satisfied with their team. But considering the fact that this study is the
first of its kind, we feel more research is necessary in this respect to propose
recommendations in this direction. Moreover, in common practice, work or
project teams often do not remain stable in their composition, because of a
number of causes. A more feasible alternative to manipulating team compo-
sition is therefore to train members to become aware of each other’s person-
ality and to deal with the negative effects dissimilarities in team member
personality have on teamwork.
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To end where we started, we feel it is important to stress the value of indi-
vidual satisfaction with the team as a variable in team effectiveness research.
Seen from an organizational effectiveness perspective, individual satisfac-
tion with the team is important because it is related to the effort and perfor-
mance of team members (Lester et al., 2002). Seen from a more human per-
spective, for a large number of people, work is nowadays an important
determinant of life fulfillment. Therefore, employees become more demand-
ing of their work environment, which includes people they have to work
with. Satisfaction outcomes are important indicators of how employees per-
ceive their work environment. Considering both reasons in light of the fact
that work is increasingly performed within teams, highly satisfied team
members may provide organizations with happy, hardworking employees
(Fisher, 2003).

References

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions.
London: Sage.

Albright, L., Kenny, D. A., & Malloy, T. E. (1988). Consensus in personality judgment at zero
acquaintance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55, 387-395.

Alper, S., Tjosvold, D., & Law, K. S. (1998). Interdependence and controversy in group decision
making: Antecedents to effective self-managing teams. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 74, 33-52.

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The Big Five personality dimensions and job perfor-
mance: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44, 1-26.

Barrick, M. R., Stewart, G. L., Neubert, M. J., & Mount, M. K. (1998). Relating member ability
and personality to work-team processes and team effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 83, 43-51.

Barry, B., & Stewart, G. L. (1997). Composition, process, and performance in self-managed
groups: The role of personality. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 62-78.

Belbin, R. M. (1981). Management teams: Why they succeed or fail. Oxford, UK: Butterworth-
Heinemann.

Bernieri, F. J., Zuckerman, M., Koestner, R., & Rosenthal, R. (1994). Measuring person percep-
tion accuracy: Another look at self-other agreement. Personality and Social Psychology Bul-
letin, 20, 367-378.

Bischop, J. W., & Scott, K. D. (2000). An examination of organizational and team commitment
in a self-directed team environment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 439-450.

Borman W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include elements
of contextual performance. In N. Schmitt, W. C. Borman, et al. (Eds.), Personnel selection in
organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Byrne, D. (1971). The attraction paradigm. New York: Academic Press.
Byrne, D. (1997). An overview (and underview) of research and theory within the attraction par-

adigm. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 14, 417-431.
Conway, J. M. (1999). Distinguishing contextual performance from task performance for mana-

gerial jobs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 3-13.

Peeters et al. / Personality and Satisfaction With the Team 207



Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) and NEO
Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) professional manual. Odessa, FL: PAR.

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7, 117-140.
Fisher, C. F. (2003). Why do lay people believe that satisfaction and performance are correlated?

Possible sources of a commonsense theory. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24, 753-
777.

Funder, D. C., Kolar, D. C., & Blackman, M. C. (1995). Agreement among judges of personality:
Interpersonal relations, similarity, and acquaintanceship. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 69, 656-672.

Goldberg, L. R. (1990). An alternative description of personality: The Big Five factor structure.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 1216-1229.

Gough, H. G. (1988). Manual for the California Psychological Inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Con-
sulting Psychologists.

Graziano, W. G., Hair, E. C., & Finch, J. F. (1997). Competitiveness mediates the link between
personality and group performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 1394-
1408.

Guzzo, R. A., & Dickson, M. W. (1996). Teams in organizations: Recent research on perfor-
mance and effectiveness. Annual Review of Psychology, 47, 307-338.

Hackman, J. R. (1987). The design of work teams. In L. Lorsch (Ed.), Handbook of organiza-
tional behavior (pp. 315-342). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Halfhill, T., Sundstrom, E., Lahner, J., Calderone, W., & Nielsen, T. M. (2005). Group personal-
ity composition and group effectiveness. Small Group Research, 36, 83-105.

Hendriks, A. A. J., Hofstee, W. K. B., & De Raad, B. (1999). De Five-Factor Personality Inven-
tory handleiding [The Five-Factor Personality Inventory manual]. Lisse, The Netherlands:
Swets Test.

Hofstee, W. K. B., Kiers, H. A. L., De Raad, B., Goldberg, L. R., & Ostendorf, F. (1997). A com-
parison of Big Five structures of personality traits in Dutch, English, and German. European
Journal of Personality, 11, 15-31.

Hough, L. (1992). The “Big Five” predictors: Construct confusion. Description versus predic-
tion. Human Performance, 5, 139-155.

Hurtz, G. M., & Donovan, J. J. (2000). Personality and job performance: The Big Five revisited.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 869-879.

John, O. P. (1990). The “Big Five” factor taxonomy: Dimensions of personality in the natural
language and in questionnaires. In L. A. Pervin (Ed.), Handbook of personality: Theory and
research (pp. 66-100). New York: Guilford.

Judge, T. A., Heller, D., & Mount, M. K. (2002). Five-factor model of personality and job satis-
faction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 530-541.

Judge, T. A., & Ilies, R. (2002). Relationship of personality to performance motivation: A meta-
analytic review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 797-807.

Kichuk, S. L., & Wiesner, W. H. (1998). Work teams: Selecting members for optimal perfor-
mance. Canadian Psychology, 39, 23-32.

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research in orga-
nizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S. J. W. Kozlowski
(Eds.), Multilevel theory, methods, and research in organizations (pp. 2-90). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Lindsey, D. H., Brass, D. J., & Thomas, J. B. (1995). Efficacy-performance spirals: A multilevel
perspective. Academy of Management Review, 20, 645-678.

208 Small Group Research



Lester, S. W., Meglino, B. M., & Korsgaard, M. A. (2002). The antecedents and consequences of
group potency: A longitudinal investigation of newly formed work groups. Academy of Man-
agement Journal, 45, 352-368.

Locke, E. A. (1976). The nature and causes of job satisfaction. In M. Dunette (Ed.), Handbook of
industrial and organizational psychology (pp. 1297-1350). Chicago: Rand McNally.

Mazur, A. (1973). Cross-species comparison of status in established small groups. American
Sociological Review, 38, 513-529.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1985). Updating Norman’s “adequate taxonomy”: Intelligence
and personality dimensions in natural language and questionnaires. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 49, 710-721.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1989). The structure of interpersonal traits: Wiggin’s circumplex
and the five-factor model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 586-595.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1997). Personality trait structure as a human universal. American
Psychologist, 52, 509-516.

McGrath, J. E. (1998). A view of group composition through a group-theoretic lens. In M. A.
Neale, E. A. Mannix, & D. H. Gruenfeld (Eds.), Research on managing groups and teams
(pp. 255-272). Greenwich, CT: JAI.

Milliken, F. J., & Martins, L. L. (1996). Searching for common treads: Understanding the multi-
ple effects of diversity in organizational groups. Academy of Management Review, 21, 402-
433.

Mohammed, S., & Angell, L. C. (2003). Personality heterogeneity in teams: Which differences
make a difference for team performance? Small Group Research, 34, 651-677.

Mohammed, S., Mathieu, J. E., & Bartlett, L. B. (2002). Technical-administrative task perfor-
mance, leadership task performance, and contextual performance: Considering the influence
of team- and task-related composition variables. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23,
795-814.

Molleman, E., Nauta, A., & Jehn, K. A. (2004). Person-job fit applied to teamwork. A multilevel
approach. Small Group Research, 35, 515-539.

Mount, M. K., & Barrick, M. R. (1995). The Big Five personality dimensions: Implications for
research and practice in human resource management. In K. M. Rowland & G. Ferris (Eds.),
Research in personnel and human resources management (Vol. 13, pp. 153-200). Green-
wich, CT: JAI.

Mount, M. K., Barrick, M. R., & Stewart, G. L. (1998). Five-factor model of personality and per-
formance in jobs involving interpersonal interactions. Human Performance, 11, 145-165.

Mullen, B., & Copper, C. (1994). The relation between group cohesiveness and performance: An
integration. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 210-277.

Neuman, G. A., Wagner, S. H., & Christiansen, N. D. (1999). The relationship between work-
team personality composition and the job performance of teams. Group & Organization
Management, 24, 28-45.

Neuman, G. A., & Wright, J. (1999). Team effectiveness: Beyond skills and cognitive ability.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 376-389.

Norman, W. T. (1963). Toward an adequate taxonomy of personality attributes: Replicated factor
structure in peer nomination personality ratings. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychol-
ogy, 66, 574-583.

Peeters, M. A. G., Van Tuijl, H. F. J. M., Rutte, C. G., & Reymen, I. M. M. J. (in press). Personal-
ity and team performance: A meta-analysis. European Journal of Personality.

Robertson, I., & Callinan, M. (1998). Personality and work behaviour. European Journal of
Work and Organizational Psychology, 7, 321-340.

Peeters et al. / Personality and Satisfaction With the Team 209



Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1977). An examination of need-satisfaction models of job atti-
tudes. Administrative Science Quarterly, 22, 427-456.

Salas, E., Dickinson, T. L., Converse, S. A., & Tannenbaum, S. I. (1992). Toward an understand-
ing of team performance and training. In E. Salas, & R. W. Swezey (Eds.), Teams: Their
training and performance (pp. 3-29). Westport, CT: Ablex.

Salgado, J. F. (1997). The five-factor model of personality and job performance in the European
community. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 30-43.

Salgado, J. F. (2003). Predicting job performance using FFM and non-FFM personality mea-
sures. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 76, 323-346.

Shea, G. P., & Guzzo, R. A. (1987). Groups as human resources. In K. M. Rowland & G. R. Ferris
(Eds.), Research in personnel and human resources management (Vol. 5, pp. 323-356).
Greenwich, CT: JAI.

Sundstrom, E. (1999). The challenges of supporting work team effectiveness. In E. Sundstrom &
Associates (Eds.), Supporting work team effectiveness: Best management practices for fos-
tering high team performance (pp. 3-23). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Sundstrom, E., De Meuse, K. P., & Futrell, D. (1990). Work teams: Applications and effective-
ness. American Psychologist, 45, 120-133.

Tett, R. P., & Burnett, D. D. (2003). A personality trait–based interactionist model of job perfor-
mance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 500-517.

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D. N., & Rothstein, M. (1991). Personality measures as predictors of job per-
formance: A meta-analytic review. Personnel Psychology, 44, 703-742.

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D. N., Rothstein, M., & Reddon, J. R. (1999). Meta-analyses of bidirectional
relations in personality-job performance research. Human Performance, 12, 1-29.

Tsui, A. S., Egan, T. D., & O’Reilly, C. A. (1992). Being different: Relational demography and
organizational attachment. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37, 549-579.

Umphress, E. E., Labianca, G., Brass, D. J., Kass, E., & Scholten, L. (2003). The role of instru-
mental and expressive social ties in employees’perception of organizational justice. Organi-
zation Science, 14, 738-754.

Van Vianen, A. E. M., & De Dreu, C. K. W. (2001). Personality in teams: Its relations to social
cohesion, task cohesion, and team performance. European Journal of Work and Organiza-
tional Psychology, 10, 97-120.

Van Vijfeijken, H. T. G. A., Kleingeld, P. A. M., Van Tuijl, H. F. J. M., Algera, J. A., & Thierry, H.
(2002). Task complexity and task, goal, and reward interdependence in group performance
management: A prescriptive model. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychol-
ogy, 11, 363-383.

Wagner, W. G., Pfeffer, J., & O’Reilly, C. A., III. (1984). Organizational demography and turn-
over in top-management groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 29(1), 74-92.

Witt, L. A., Burke, L. A., Barrick, M. A., & Mount, M. K. (2002). The interactive effects of
agreeableness and conscientiousness on job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology,
87, 164-169.

Zenger, T. R., & Lawrence, B. S. (1989). Organizational demography: The differential effects of
age and tenure distributions on technical communication. Academy of Management Journal,
32(2), 353-376.

Miranda A. G. Peeters received her master’s degree in work and organizational psychology at
the University of Tilburg, the Netherlands. She conducted her PhD (2006) at the Department of
Technology Management at the Technische Universiteit Eindhoven. Her thesis addresses rela-
tionships between design team member personality, processes that take place in design teams,

210 Small Group Research



and design team effectiveness. Her research interests concern team composition and team
functioning.

Christel G. Rutte is a full professor of organizational psychology in the subdepartment of
human performance management of the Technische Universiteit Eindhoven. She has an MSc
and a PhD from Groningen University. Currently her main research interests are individual and
group performance, time management in creative projects, and virtual teams.

Harrie F. J. M. van Tuijl is an associate professor in personnel management at Technische
Universiteit Eindhoven, Department of Technology Management, Human Performance Man-
agement Group. He has a PhD from Nijmegen University. His main research interests are pro-
ductivity enhancement through the design and implementation of feedback and goal-setting sys-
tems, organizational learning, group problem-solvingstrategies, cooperation, and competition.

Isabelle M. M. J. Reymen received her PhD in design sciences from the Technische
Universiteit Eindhoven in 2001 with a thesis about improving design processes through struc-
tured reflection. She currently performs research and education in the field of designing, design
management, product development, and innovation, in general and in construction and architec-
ture. More specifically, she focuses on the process of organizing and controlling complex design
processes, on design integration and coordination, and on the designer and the design team,
namely, design reflection, learning and expertise development, selection of designers, and com-
position of design teams.

Peeters et al. / Personality and Satisfaction With the Team 211


