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Abstract: This paper examines the effects of management functions on the performance of diverse
teams working on projects in the Information Technology (IT) industry, as well as the impact of their
performance on organizational sustainable performance. Grounded on organizational management
and work team management specific empirical studies and literature, we clarified the content of
management functions in the framework of teamwork and acknowledged manners to express the
performance of teams distinguished through diversity, as well the most relevant positive effects of
team results on organizational performance. On the above basis, we built the online questionnaire.
The study involved 189 respondents, who work either in Romania or in the Czech Republic on IT
field specific projects. Empirical results show that, individually, some management functions are
connected with co-workers’ and teams’ performance, while others are not, but considered together,
in interdependence with joint effects, they influence the team’s performance and the organization’s
performance from the perspective of its sustainable strategic competencies.

Keywords: diversity; multicultural teams; management functions; co-workers’ performance; team
performance; sustainable performance

1. Introduction

Nowadays, organizations’ operational environment has become increasingly dynamic and
complex, especially as a result of globalization and digitalization phenomena. In order to meet the
requirements of such an environment, companies have developed organic structures to increase
their flexibility [1], become more flattened and decentralized, reduced their degree of formalization,
and favored competence-based authority and organized work in teams. In this context, numerous
companies hire employees from different cultures and countries, with cultural diversity having a
crucial impact on the management of work teams [2].

A work team can be considered as a set of people with specific complementary competences, who
interact regularly for a certain period of time, in the context of a mutual dependence determined by the
pursuit of one or more common goals, of which achievement all members feel mutually responsible [3].
In mono-cultural teams, members come from the same cultural milieu and share identical values, while
within multicultural teams they come from different cultural contexts.

The literature is rich in research and point of views on the factors that influence the performance
of teams. Studies show that team performance depends on a multitude of factors: The task entrusted
to the team, the available resources, the organizational context in which it evolves, the diversity of

Sustainability 2020, 12, 7414; doi:10.3390/su12187414 www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
http://www.mdpi.com
http://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/12/18/7414?type=check_update&version=1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12187414
http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability


www.manaraa.com

Sustainability 2020, 12, 7414 2 of 33

members, the differentiated levels of knowledge in the common language of communication, the
operational processes of the team, etc. [4,5].

From the consulted literature, especially in the empirical research field, it appears that the
factor mostly correlated with team performance is diversity, although these studies show conflicting
findings. Some research [6] reports that the impact of diversity on team performance cannot be
anticipated, other studies [7] present the lack of statistical significance for the effects of diversity on
team performance or argue that there is no direct linkage between diversity and performance [8–10],
while some investigations [11,12] highlight the negative effects of diversity, such as risks of conflicts
and cohesion issues. However, other studies [13,14] emphasize that the diversity of knowledge, skills,
perspectives on the situation, competencies, professional specialization, and work experience existing
in culturally diverse teams lead to an increase in their performance.

Regarding cultural diversity, some researchers explain these contradictory results in terms of the
analyzed types and characteristics of cultural differentiation, such as surface-level (like ethnicity or
country-of-origin) or deep-level (as values or attitudes associated with culture) elements considered
within the studies [15]. Similarly, Bui et al. [16] shows that social diversity may lead to negative
stereotypes and attitudes towards other members and may have negative consequences on performance,
while differences in knowledge, skills, and abilities have positive effects on team performance. However,
Díaz-Fernandez et al. [17] consider that inconsistent findings on the influence of top management
team diversity on company performance are largely due to inadequate testing methodologies. These
contradictory results suggest the necessity to discover moderating factors of the relationship between
diversity and performance in order to make pertinent prediction on the performance of diverse
teams [18]. Among the moderating factors considered within the studies, work climate, the type of
team task, and team management can be acknowledged.

Tirmizi [5], starting from various models on team effectiveness, proposed a theoretical model,
without empirical validation, which argues that certain characteristics of culturally diverse teams
influence team performance through the climate factors encompassing the following variables: Trust,
cohesion, commitment, involvement, and efficacy. Trust has also been linked to team performance by De
Jong and Elfring [19], Schraeder et al. [20], and Druskat and Wolff [21] because it facilitates cooperation
and collaboration. Likewise, Rezvani et al. [22] demonstrate that team emotional intelligence generates
trust increase and reduces conflicts, with these having positive influences on team performance.

Related to the types of team tasks, Jehn et al. [14] demonstrate that demographic diversity (race,
ethnicity, gender) generates a high level of team moral in the case of strong interdependence of tasks.
Related to tasks, Nouri et al. [18] conducted studies on mono—and bi—cultural small teams of two
persons, and found that in the case of interdependent tasks that require performance accuracy, specific
and clear tasks help to overcome the negative effects of cultural diversity on cooperation and conflict
resolution processes and have a positive effect on performance. If a creative performance is expected,
low task specificity facilitates team creativity when the interdependence of the members is low, because
it binds them less.

Despite the large number of studies on factors influencing the performance of diverse teams,
we ascertain that few of them consider team management as a mediator factor between diversity
and performance. Rather, the focus of researchers was on correlating leadership style with team
performance [8,23]. Bebenova-Nikolova [24] argues that when cultural diversity is well managed,
diversity leads to increased performance, and when ignored, it will negatively influence performance.
Similarly, Thomas et al. [25] sustain that management support for appropriate diversity management
is positively correlated with performance. This support includes training and team rewards, but the
most important recompenses are related to intrinsic motivation, linked to the satisfaction felt as a result
of task completion. Tirmizi [5] supports that the team diversity can be an advantage or disadvantage
depending on the task and the team activity management manner, along with the idea that task type
and member interdependences are variables that influence the success of the team.
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Also, cultural diversity and its effects have been frequently analyzed in the academic milieu on
student teams [26,27], and less in the framework of companies. Thus, we note the existence of little
research on the performance of teams gathered around projects in the IT field, probably due to the fact
that these companies are reluctant to provide internal information for fear of competition.

Given the above considerations, we aimed to empirically examine the effects of management
functions on performance of heterogeneous teams, especially of teams with cultural diversity attributes
and working on IT projects. We proposed to detect which management function has impact on
the success of teams working on such projects, but also to identify their joint effect on team-level
performance and on organizational performance, given the high interdependency between them. In
our research, the definition of performance objectives is made from the perspective of the positive
effects of diversity, especially of the cultural diversity.

To achieve the above objective, we assembled our research on the foundation of extant literature and
empirical studies in the field of organizational management and work team management, particularly
of multicultural teams. Starting from the information in these fields, in Section 2.1 we clarified the
content of management functions in the context of culturally diverse teams. The positioning of
the issue is sourced from the general content of each management function, from their empirically
proved relation with performance and from the impact that the societal culture traits from which
the members of multicultural teams come from, or of the organizational culture, may have on the
management functions’ operation modes. Thus, after Hofstede’s [28,29] approach, the characteristics of
the societal or organizational culture related to Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, Individualism
versus Collectivism, Masculinity versus Femininity, and Long-Term versus Short-Term Orientation
influence the management of companies and implicit work of teams. For example, the culture in which
the manager and team members were formed influences various aspects of management, like goal
setting, decision making, as well as the practiced leadership style, which are dependent on the Power
Distance level; the need for clarity, structure, rules, and procedures is influenced by the Uncertainty
Avoidance dimension; the level of Individualism impacts the orientation towards individual objectives
or supporting mostly the team’s objectives and the weight of relationships; the importance given
to social values, such as cooperation and work climate quality, are influenced by the Femininity of
culture; the Long-term orientation of the organizational culture influences the company’s sustainable
development strategy. Additionally, according to the cultural model of Hall [30], the degree of clarity
and specificity in defining objectives and tasks depends on cultural habits of communication: In high
cultural context, information is implicit, while in low-context cultures, information is explicit, clear,
and detailed.

Afterwards, considering that the study of the management–performance relationship is made in
the context of teams working on IT projects and that performance is approached from the angle of
the positive impact of diversity, in particular of the cultural diversity, we justify our choices based on
three arguments.

Firstly, the IT sector is one of the most dynamic segments in all economies, characterized by
increased innovativeness, short lifecycle of high-tech products, services, and technologies, along with
the rapid diffusion of innovations on multiple foreign markets. The ability of companies to generate
innovations in this sector has a direct impact on business in terms of creating sources of competitive
advantage, which can help companies to ensure their sustainable growth in the long term [31].

Secondly, a large number of culturally diverse teams work in IT companies and, given that among
the positive effects of diversity, presented in detail in Section 2.2, the majority of research on the
topic indicate increased learning capabilities, creativity, and innovation of diverse teams, as well as
adaptation to new situations [15,32,33], we anticipate a link between the level of innovativeness and
adaptation to various markets of multicultural companies in the IT sector and the positive effects of
team diversity of those working on projects within them.

Thirdly, as Rezvani et al. [22] argued, tasks in projects foster interaction, collaboration, and
communication between team members, idea generation to solve challenges, with all of them leading
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to the development of members’ soft skills, to synergy creation, and possible development of team’s
collective competence.

Consequently, taking into account the above arguments, and based on the principles of the
competence-performance theory [22,34], which sustains that skills can lead to effective performance,
as well as based on the competency-based management model in the field of human resources, we
considered that a chain of competencies can be developed, by aggregating the individual competences
of team members and the collective competences of the team, and which generates effective sustainable
performance at company level. These aspects are presented in more detail in Section 2.3 of the paper.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. The Management Functions

Our research interest is related to the influence of diverse work teams’ management on their
successful results and on organizational performance. In the literature, we did not find studies that
would make this connection in terms of the process approach of the management, respectively of the
management functions.

The most numerous explanations given to the management are from the process perspective. Thus,
management is the “process by which activities are completed efficiently and effectively, through and
with the help of the work activities of others” [35] (p. 28). In the same sense, Certo’s conceptualization
of management emerges, as “the process of reaching organizational goals, by working with and
through people, as well as with other organizational resources” [36] (p. 11).

The process term corresponds to the managers’ fundamental activities. As a pioneer in the field,
Fayol described the management process through five activities or functions exercised by managers,
namely: Planning, organizing, commanding, coordinating, and controlling [37]. Regarding the number,
content, and name of managerial functions, there is no unanimously accepted point of view. According
to Bibu et al. “the management process consists of a set of actions through which the manager plans,
organizes, trains, makes decisions, and controls the executing activities of non-managerial employees
in order to achieve the objectives of the organization in terms of efficiency and effectiveness” [38]
(p. 92). Some theorists in the field maintain the coordination function that appears at Fayol and
deal with the following managerial functions: Forecasting/planning, organization, coordination,
training-motivation/leading, and evaluation-control [39–42]. However, the majority of scientific papers
in the international literature includes coordination within the organization management function and
approach the management process through four main activities performed by managers: Planning,
organizing, directing (often called leading), and controlling [35,43].

In terms of content, planning consists of setting goals, establishing strategies, and developing plans
to achieve those goals [35,38]. Ford et al. [44] consider planning a critical element for performance.
Planning is about making decisions. Involving members in decision making about goals and ways to
achieve them is important because it develops trust between co-workers [18]. Other authors [45,46]
show that the manner of goal setting for a team influences the development of cohesion between
members within multicultural teams. Thus, as already pointed out, cohesion and trust, as climate
elements, play a decisive role on team effectiveness [5,21].

However, in the context of multicultural teams, members’ expectations regarding the degree of
involvement in setting goals may differ depending on the cultural experience from the origin country
and on their previous work experiences, experiences correlated with the accustomed power distance [4].
Also, from the perspective of members’ cultural experience concerning their communication in high/low
contexts, Waxin and Barmeyer [4] problematize how explicit the objectives should be set at team level,
with specificity being favored in cultures with low context communication. The abovementioned
aspects allow us to consider that in the IT field, planning at the level of diverse teams requires the
establishment of clear and specific objectives. In order for team goals to be accepted and supported by
teammates and to build trust between co-workers, we consider that team goals should be established
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with the involvement of members and should always have priority over the individual interests
and goals.

Organization, as management function, concerns the establishment of tasks and responsibilities,
the assignment of human resource responsible for each task [20,35], as well as the allocation of other
categories of resources, the definition of rules and procedures so that the established objectives and
plans to be achieved [20,38]. The authors cited previously claim that organization includes coordination,
because resources have to be coordinated for their proper direction towards achieving common goals.

Regarding work in multicultural teams, Waxin and Barmeyer [4] points out three aspects: The
need to structure tasks is culturally differentiated, depending on the cultural experience related to
uncertainty avoidance; the distribution of roles must be done not only according to professional
competence, but also according to the members’ social and intercultural competencies and the degree
of knowledge of the common working language; rules for operation, on one hand, must be established
in the early stage of team dynamic, and on the other hand, must permit for all members to participate
in their elaboration, in order to be accepted and respected by them. Analogous ideas are found in
the research of Pazos [47], who recommended that teams must agree on the rules and procedures
of operation, while Tang et al. [48] emphasize the need for clear rules and procedures, especially in
the context of complex tasks, in order to avoid disagreements. In the view of the above, we consider
that organizing the work of IT teams characterized by diversity requires the establishment of clear
roles, responsibilities, rules, and procedures in such a way that they become accepted and respected by
members; we also believe that the allocation of roles must be made by a responsible individual who
possess not only the technical skills needed to take on the role, but also possess the social and emotional
skills desirable to relate, especially since diversity also includes the source of cultural differentiation
between members.

Leading consists of motivating and providing support to employees involved in goal achievement,
identification, and usage of the most effective communication channels and resolution of conflicts [35]
so that co-workers actions to be aligned with defined goals and plans. As noted by Wu et al. [49],
Nicolaides et al. [50], and Herbert [51], there are a number of studies dealing with the confirmation of
the positive effect of leadership on team performance.

Regarding diverse teams, which also includes surface-level cultural differentiation characteristics,
Kearney and Gebert [52] confirm a positive relationship between diversity and team performance,
mediated by the leadership style. Expectations regarding the leader’s behavior differ culturally.
Waxin and Barmeyer [4] emphasized that in the context of multicultural teams, the leader should
adapt his style not only to the situation, but also to the organizational culture and to the cultural
preferences of team members. The latter depends on the preferred stimulus, the need to participate in
decision-making, and the preference for explicit or implicit communication style. The same idea is
underlined by Rothacker and Hauer, who, following an empirical research involving 333 participants
with different ethnic origins and from 50 different countries, concluded that situational leadership “can
be used as a basis to motivate employees with different national backgrounds ( . . . ) or to motivate
multinational teams” [53] (p. 236). Based on the above, we judge that in leading diverse teams there
should be a focus on communication in order to facilitate the expression of members’ opinions, to
support teammates in solving problems, including conflict situations, to adapt the motivation style to
the needs and expectations of members, and to practice fair motivation in relation to each member’s
contribution and the team’s results.

Controlling consists of monitoring both organizational and employee performance, actions, and
progress towards goals [12,54], evaluating performance, comparing them with objectives, and correcting
any deviations from predetermined goals [35,38]. Following the control, managers should provide
feedback to employees on their performance, so that they can correct their own mistakes in a timely
manner, avoid errors in the future, and improve and develop their competences [38].

The issue of controlling in multicultural teams is addressed by Piccoli et al. [55], who demonstrated
that in self-directed virtual teams individual satisfaction was higher and correlated with effective
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communication, while in virtual teams where behavior control was applied, as a method of managerial
control, this control had no significant impact on virtual team effectiveness. We consider that the
results obtained depended on the small size of the virtual teams, also on how performance was defined,
with satisfaction being an option to express it. Regarding control, Lai and Yang [56] proved that it
plays a moderating role between information sharing among team members and team effectiveness.
Other authors [57,58], place their focus on the use of certain tools in controlling team activity and
demonstrate that their application improves team performance. Thus, Rumenova [57] proposes a
fuzzy-logic-based tool, while Courtright et al. [58] support the use of the “team charter”, a team
progress monitoring document.

In diverse teams acting within companies, we appreciate that control, as an activity of evaluating
the results in relation to the predefined objectives and preset tasks and roles for each team member,
requires evaluating both the contributions of each co-worker to the team’s performance and the extent
to which each constituent of the team showed appropriate attitude and behavior to the teamwork
during the joint task.

It is important to recognize that within the management process, the management functions
(planning, organizing, leading, and controlling) are not necessarily performed successively, with
managers assuming several management functions simultaneously during a workday and that these
management functions are strongly interdependent [35,38].

2.2. The Positive Effects of Diversity

Any team implies a certain degree of diversity (gender, age, skills and competences, personality,
nationality, and values), with diversity generating certain positive effects. Thus, Amaram [59], based
on empirical studies, argues that a diverse mix of employees leads to better decisions, that women
are said to have higher tolerance for ambiguity than men and increase the ability of their belonging
collective to adapt to change, and that the capabilities of women and minorities offer a wider labor
pool that leads to competitive advantage gains.

Díaz-Fernandez et al. [17] analyze team diversity at strategic level of companies, in terms of age,
education, and experience. They consider the size of the company and of the teams as growth factors
of diversity and invokes the theory of complexity and complex causality to demonstrate that there is
no single, winning combination of the diversity elements of the top management team that determines
company performance, however diversity features of this type of team “lead to high performance,
depending on how it is configured with the diversity of other attributes of the top management
team” [17] (p. 165).

Cultural diversity includes differentiating factors such as ethnicity or country-of-origin (at
surface-level) and like values and attitudes (at deep-level), whose positive effects have been identified
and inventoried through empirical studies and literature reviews conducted by a significant number of
researchers, as detailed below.

Among the papers that highlights the positive impact of cultural diversity for multicultural
organization, we note the review of Amaram [59], which identifies as positive effects a better
understanding of a diverse clientele requirements within the increasing global market, an improved
organizational flexibility and ability to adapt to changes, a display of multiple perspectives and
interpretations in dealing with complex issues and improved problem solving, have an advantage in
attracting and retaining the best talents through fair and equitable career advancement treatment and,
in research-oriented and hi-tech industries, even creativity manifests itself due to diversity.

Similar perceptions and views are presented by Meier [60] and Cox and Blake [61], who argue
that cultural diversity is a source of competitive advantage and presents the followings as advantages
of cultural diversity for companies: A better adaptation to different local contexts and sustainable
entrance into other markets, as a result of an improved knowledge on customers’ habits and preferences,
in the virtue of its’ culturally diverse staff; innovation from the confrontation of several points of
view, because differences between cultures broaden the knowledge base of a group and generate
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more solutions; increased capacity to solve complex problems due to the diversity of skills and
competencies in multicultural teams; a better adaptation to complex environments, offering more
suppleness; attracting high-potential employees through more interesting career prospects; developing
openness to other people; a better understanding of the habits and practices of interlocutors, but also a
better self-understanding; an enlargement of the general culture; an extension of their own vision on
profession; and the promotion of foreign language usage.

At the level of multicultural team, Trefry and Vaillant [62] state that cultural diversity makes the
team and its members to perform better in terms of adaptability to new or unforeseen situations.

Based on empirical research, Jang concludes that the incidence of multicultural members
significantly enhanced the creative performance of a team and that “the presence of cultural insiders
(members who share the cultural background of some or all team members) and cultural outsiders
(members who share the cultural background of none of the members in a team) each led to a higher
level of creative performance” [32] (p. 1000). Similarly, Barthorpe et al. [63] argue that, although in
the short term, multicultural teams perform poorly, in the long run, their results are better than of the
mono-cultural teams, especially in terms of creative performance and problem-solving capability.

Bantel [33] points out that the culturally diverse teams provide a framework that develops
members’ skills and competencies, and also broadens their perspectives.

Stahl et al. [15], starting from their own empirical research and from their meta-analysis of 108
empirical studies on 10,632 multicultural teams, aimed to identify the positive aspects of cultural
diversity within the teams, as well as the processes that lead to these effects. The most relevant ideas on
the effects of cultural diversity that can be retained from these theoretical and empirical studies [7,15]
are:

• Learning for team members, as a result of teamwork, and team learning, as the ability of a team to
learn collectively;

• Creativity and innovation, as a result of interactions between members and the combination of
knowledge, perspectives, and ideas from different sources;

• Member satisfaction. Satisfaction arises from the adequate coverage of needs, or, in multicultural
teams, needs for new experiences, for challenges, or even adventures are covered, needs to which
other types of diversity do not respond well;

• Communication effectiveness. The authors [15] disclose that although many studies reveal that
cultural diversity generates communication problems, most often due to the aversion between
different cultures, differences in values and attitudes between members can also be a source of
knowledge and lead to more interaction and more effective communication;

• Productivity;
• Adaptability;
• Facilitates the integration of members in multinational companies, as well as the development of

social networks: Team members who had positive experiences within corporations frequently
maintained contact with their former colleagues even after the dissolution of the team.

Tirmizi [5] argues that the performance of the multicultural team should refer both to the actual
task accomplishment and to how well the members feel together. In the explanatory model of the
performance of multicultural teams, the author expresses the results of multicultural team through the
following team effectiveness criteria: satisfaction, learning, performance, and productivity.

2.3. Performance of Multicultural Teams and Research Hypotheses

Regarding the effects of diversity reflected in the literature, we notice some complementary
combinations, even mixtures of concepts such as productivity, performance, effectiveness, or efficacy,
which from an economic and managerial perspective have elements of differentiation. We do not
propose here a debate on these concepts, but we will consider their most commonly accepted sense and
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connotation, in order to avoid confusion and formulate ways of expressing performance at co-worker,
team, and organizational levels, under the impact of cultural diversity.

From an economic perspective, performance is assessed in relation to the extent to which the
results obtained correspond to those preset. Performance is frequently explained in the business
literature via efficiency criteria (effort-related effects), effectiveness, and employee satisfaction [38].
Thus, if an organization or a team is effective, efficient, and achieves member satisfaction, it can
be considered performing. Satisfaction expresses the feeling of contentment and fulfillment that
appears after satisfying the needs and expectations of employees [3]. For instance, productivity, as
an. efficiency indicator, shows the achievement of results through the good use of time or human
resources. Effectiveness refers to the ability to do the right things during the process that allows the
achievement of the expected results.

Regarding teams, effectiveness is explained by the team’s ability to successfully perform the
task and is correlated with teamwork behavior [64]. “Teamwork behavior is considered an effective
way to create synergy in work teams” [65] (p. 4), a synergy necessary to obtain performance. The
teamwork behavior means manifestations of support behaviors towards others, communication,
and coordination among employees engaged in inter-dependent tasks, all specific to the “quality of
co-workers’ relationships” between members [65]. Tasa et al. [64] share the same opinion, according to
which the success of a team is dependent on interpersonal communication skills, problem solving,
conflict resolution, but also on important individual skills in teamwork.

A reflection on diversity gains discussed above, as well as these conceptual clarifications, allows
one to note that diversity generates positive results on three levels: At the level of team members
(co-workers), at the level of teams, and at the level of companies. A closer look shows us that
these gains are not only expressed in terms of economic results such as efficiency (productivity), but
especially in terms of competence. The logic according to which the latter can be approached is
specific to the competency–performance theory claiming that organizational level results depend on
the cooperation between different business areas [22]. Also, the approach of competencies can be made
from the perspective of the competency-based management models existing in the human resources
and strategic management fields, models that propose the construction of a chain of competencies
and an aggregation of competence levels starting from individual, to the collective, and finally, at
organizational echelon, so that the company develops sustainable distinctive competencies [66–69].
Thus, cultural diversity becomes a source of strategic competencies and competitive advantage [60], by
developing innovation capacities and transferring skills acquired from one market to another [70].

Consequently, the positive effects of cultural diversity discussed in Section 2.2 can be treated as
performance and we divided them into the following three categories: At the level of individual team
members (co-workers), at team level, and at organizational level.

At the level of co-workers or team members, qualitative successful results are included, considered as
manners to express individual performance and that correspond to the teamwork behavior-related
efficacy criteria. They occur as a result of effective learning experiences through intensive interactions
with team members [65] and refer to the development of important personal and interpersonal skills to
perform the ask. From our point of view, within this category fall the following six positive effects:
increased member satisfaction, professional skills development of the team members, development of
members’ language skills, improvement of members’ communication skills, enhancement of the team
members’ empathy, and the development of tolerance and openness towards other cultures.

Starting from the management functions discussed in Section 2.1 and from the abovementioned
qualitative positive results for the members of culturally diverse teams, we formulate the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Managerial functions have positive, direct, and significant effect on individual co-workers’
performance.
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Hypothesis 1a (H1a). Planning has positive, direct, and significant effect on individual co-workers’ performance.

Hypothesis 1b (H1b). Organizing has positive, direct, and significant effect on individual co-workers’
performance.

Hypothesis 1c (H1c). Leading has positive, direct, and significant effect on individual co-workers’ performance.

Hypothesis 1d (H1d). Controlling has positive, direct, and significant effect on individual co-workers’
performance.

Hypothesis 1e (H1e). The four managerial functions have a joint, positive, direct, and significant effect on
individual co-workers’ performance.

At the team level, specific quantitative and successful process results of the team are included, which
correspond to the efficiency and effectiveness criterion. This category includes the following effects:
Increased team productivity, analyzing problems from several cultural perspectives, and making better
decisions, along with enhanced ability to solve complex problems.

Regarding the impact of the team management on its collective performance, we formulated the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Managerial functions have positive, direct, and significant effect on team-level performance.

Hypothesis 2a (H2a). Planning has positive, direct, and significant effect on team-level performance.

Hypothesis 2b (H2b). Organizing has positive, direct, and significant effect on team-level performance.

Hypothesis 2c (H2c). Leading has positive, direct, and significant effect on team-level performance.

Hypothesis 2d (H2d). Controlling has positive, direct, and significant effect on team-level performance.

Hypothesis 2e (H2e). The four managerial functions have a joint, positive, direct, and significant effect on
team-level performance.

At the company level, as an aggregate result of the contributions of diverse teams and their members,
two sustainable strategic competencies were included, considered as ways of expressing organizational
sustainable performance: On one hand, the increased company adaptability on the market as a result
of the accumulated knowledge regarding the cultural practices and customs of its own members; on
the other hand, the manifestation of innovation.

The arguments for which we considered the two criteria (innovation and adaptability) suitable as
organizational sustainable performance are presented below.

Sustainable performance is commonly understood as the durable performance of the organization,
in the long term, that guarantees a perspective of continuity and that takes into account the interests of all
stakeholders [71–73]. It appears at the interaction between the internal environment of the organization
and its external environment, connecting business, society, and the environment. Definitions of
sustainable organizational performance may differ according to its economic, environmental, and
social components specific assessment and metrics [71–73].

Our interest in understanding the concept is related to the positive effects through which diversity,
particularly the cultural one, generates long-term performance of the organization. From the studied
literature, we observed lately a shift and an increase in importance given to certain indicators, other than
the traditional financial ones, indicators that evaluates sustainable performance, such as the capability to
develop employees’ talents and capacities as employee sustainable performance [72–74]; the company’s
innovation capacity [65,71,72,75]; and organizational responsiveness or adaptability [75,76]. Other
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authors [76–78] even make a correlation between the last two criteria and argue that innovation increases
the company’s organizational agility and enhance the sustainable performance of the company.

Considering the previously presented particularities of the organizational sustainable performance,
the following hypotheses are formulated:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Individual co-workers’ performance has positive, direct, and significant effect on
company-level sustainable performance.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Team-level performance has positive, direct, and significant effect on company-level
sustainable performance.

Complementarily, in order to highlight the effects of cultural diversity, we performed a comparative
analysis between mono-cultural and multi-cultural teams included within our sample, regarding
the influence of individual and collective performance of the team on sustainable organizational
performance, given that team performance is impacted by the four management functions.

In hypotheses formation, we started from two similar statements, formulated by Amaram, who
considered that “there is substantial literature which argues that diversity has performance advantages
over homogeneous work structures” [59] (p. 4) and by Stahl et al. [15], according to whom cultural
diversity is a differentiating factor that can have different positive impacts on a team results than other
sources of diversity.

Based on the previously discussed, we formulate the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 5a (H5a). There is significant difference between the mono-cultural and multi-cultural teams
regarding the individual co-workers’ performance on company-level sustainable performance.

Hypothesis 5b (H5b). There is significant difference between the mono-cultural and multi-cultural teams
regarding the team-level performance on company-level sustainable performance.

Following these clarifications, we constructed a questionnaire addressed to multicultural IT
companies within IT project-based teamwork is accentuated, in order to collect the data necessary for
the empirical study.

3. Research Methodology

3.1. Research Aim and Model

Since every business is contextually embedded in the same time and reliant on internal environment,
the aim of the proposed explanatory research is to explore the individual and joint impact of the
managerial functions on the performance obtained at team member level and collective team-level,
all convertible lastly in genuine company-level sustainable performance. The analyzed teams work
on IT projects and are characterized by diversity, mainly cultural diversity. Performance at the
abovementioned three levels has been defined in terms of the positive effects of cultural diversity.
Complementarily, a contingency perspective is applied in order to investigate potential differences
between mono- and multicultural teams regarding the relation between the performance at team
member and collective team-level and the performance at organizational level.

A quantitative research approach was favored to assess the above proposed research aim, specific
hypothesis, and model (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The proposed research model. Notes: PLAN = planning, ORG = organizing, LEAD = leading,
CTRL = controlling, CULT_DIV = cultural diversity, PERF_IND = individual co-workers’ performance,
PERF_TEAM = team-level performance, PERF_COMP = company-level sustainable performance.

As predominant within the general, strategic, human resources, and intercultural management
literature, a structured questionnaire-based sample survey was applied for data collection purposes,
due to the lack of available internal company and team specific secondary data within IT domain.
Therefore, primary data were collected on self-reporting bases for all the modeled variables, and on
team and respondent specific demographics. In this sense, respondents were asked to state their
perception or opinion about certain assertions on the subject matter expressing and interpreting the
constructs of the research model.

3.2. Variables and Measures

The measurement model and the incorporated constructs’ operationalization presumed the
development of several multi-item-based scales. All questions and statements from the survey,
reflected in Table A1, have been developed to provide an overview of the analysis and are based on the
previously presented scientific theory.

For antecedents, as independent variables, a literature review on the management functions was
used in order to create and express their specific content, adapted from the general approach to the
context of culturally diverse work teams. Thus, based the items included within the questionnaire
were used in the empirical research: Planning (PLAN) measured through 4 items, organizing (ORG)
considered composed by 5 items, leading (LEAD) outlined with the help of 4 items, while controlling
(CTRL) observed through 2 items. For each item enclosed in the questionnaire to measure management
functions, we used an evaluation scale from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. Item
descriptions are included in Table A1 (Appendix A).

As moderator, the cultural diversity of teams was considered, describing the cultural diversity
of employees and workforce, the culture to which employees originally belong and come from.
As a categorical variable, cultural diversity allows for comparisons between mono-cultural and
multicultural teams.

For the mediators and dependent variable, based on the critical review of the literature presented in
Section 2.3., authors considered the positive effects of diversity as performance, dividing them into the
following three categories: Individual level co-worker, team-level, and organizational-level. The ways
to express performances was agreed and integrated in the questionnaire as follows: Individual-level
co-workers’ performance (PERF_IND) measured with 6 items, team-level performance (PERF_TEAM)
observed through 3 items, while company-level sustainable performance (PERF_COMP) considered
2 main items. Each performance type specific set of items included in the questionnaire has been
evaluated on a scale from 1 = Not at all to 5 = To a very great extent (Table A1).

To limit response bias, statements specific to the modeled variables, managerial functions,
individual-, team-, and company-level performance were mixed and arranged logically and in dynamic
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within the questionnaire. In the closing section of the data gathering instrument, the categorical
variables and open questions on team demographics and personal information were added. For
all independent, mediator, and dependent variables, latent composite higher-order constructs were
formed by aggregating the average value of multiple items measured on Likert scales as ordinal data.

3.3. Research Setting

The empirical section of the study concentrates on the IT sector of two Central-Eastern European
countries, namely the Czech Republic (CZ) and Romania (RO), due to several similarities between
the two national economies regarding the dynamics and innovativeness of the IT sector, concerning
the capacity to penetrate other markets with products and services created within this sector and
originated from the two selected countries, as well as being related to the major cultural resemblances.

Both countries are perceived as digital challengers within the European Union [79], sustained
by the dynamics of several Information and Communications Technologies (ICT) specific indicators
of the 2020 PREDICT [80] and European Innovation Scoreboard [81] Datasets. In this sense, the ICT
output reached 24.58 billion € in CZ and 18.36 billion € in RO for 2017, with a long-term (2000–2017)
average annual increase of 8.22% for CZ and of 9.99% for RO. Moreover, for 2019, the value added by
the Czech ICT sector was of 10.54 billion €, representing 4.71% of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP),
whereas in RO it was of 10.79 billion €, reflecting 4.83% of the total GDP. The long-term (2000–2019)
development shows that the ICT sector increased annually its value added in average by 6.97% in CZ
and by 8.56% in RO. Furthermore, in 2019, the number of employees in ICT was of 177,890 persons
in CZ and 233,740 persons in RO, with an average annual growth of 2.64% and 2.92%. In the same
year, labor productivity per employee reached 59,250 €/person in CZ and 46,170 €/person in RO, with
an average annual growth dynamic of 5.52% and 5.48%. In 2017, the number of ICT sector specific
enterprises was of 42,113 in CZ and 23,490 in RO, with a 20.97% and 18.31% overall growth compared
to 2009.

The competitiveness and increased innovativeness of the high value-added ICT sector is primarily
based on the creation and diffusion of state-of-art technologies, encompassing both new and improved
products, with the ability to commercialize these incremental and radical innovations in international
markets. Therefore, the value of sales of new-to-market and new-to-company innovations (as percentage
of turnover) reached 12.96% in CZ and 4.74% in RO for 2019. Further, the exports of medium and high
technology products (as share of total exports) for 2019 peaked at 68.1% for CZ and 57.4% for RO,
reaching within the 2012-2019 timeframe an average annual growth of 2.035% and 2.027%, respectively.

Consequently, we can conclude that in both countries the ICT sector is continuously expanding,
developing, and innovating. Novak et al. [79] considers that this sector can be the new source and
the next growth engine of progress in the Central and Eastern European region, even the foundation
of a successful sustainable development model. Based on Eurostat data [82], for CZ the number of
immigrants reached 65,910 persons, while emigrants were 26,742 persons in 2018. Comparatively, in
the case of RO, immigrants reached 172,578 persons, while emigrants were 231,661persons. Previous
values suggest an increase of multiculturalism specific to the labor market within the two countries.

Concerning the cultural profile of the Czech Republic and Romania, from the perspective of the
Hofstede model [28,83], the two countries are more similar in terms of the following dimensions that
influence company management: Power Distance, being hierarchical societies (CZ with a score of 57
and RO with a noteworthy score of 90); Uncertainty Avoidance, suggesting an appetite for precision,
details, and structured work (CZ appears with a score of 74 and RO with a score of 90); and Long-Term
Orientation, regarding the preference for pursuing long-term performance (scores being 70 for CZ and
52 for RO). In exchange, the two main differences between the countries regard that, on one hand, CZ
is considered to be more Individualistic (score 58) accentuating personal interests, while RO is rather
Collectivist (score 30) with a group oriented approach, although more recent studies [84] sustained
that individualism is growing in the Romanian society; on the other hand, CZ is considered to be
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a Masculine society (score 57) driven by materialism and competition, while RO rather Feminine
(score 42) characterized by accents on social and emotional values.

3.4. Sample

Companies of interest from Romania and the Czech Republic have been selected based on
3 criterions: (i) Activity domain in the IT sector; (ii) company size: Large or multinational companies
and their subsidiaries; and (iii) cultural diversity of employees within the company. The IT sector
was targeted due to its high dynamics, major contribution to digitalization, and its significant role
in economic growth and in the transition towards the European digital economy goal. Thirty-two
companies were contacted from the two countries, from which 14 responded positively and 18 invoked
confidentiality reasons and business secrecy policies for not participating in the study. From the 14
respondent companies, half were located in the Czech Republic and half in Romania.

Primary data were gathered within the December 2019–February 2020 timeframe, via
single-informant self-administered online questionnaires. The questionnaire was created in English,
the language officially used within the selected companies. A contact person within each company
was delimited to distribute the online questionnaire. Along with the link to the online questionnaire,
a cover letter was also transmitted to each voluntary respondent to explain the aim of the research
and to assure their privacy and anonymity. As well, in order to enhance the response rate, contacts
identified were reminded by phone at the middle of January 2020. Both IT leaders and members from
the same teams were requested to complete the questionnaires by self-reporting their options on the
given set of statement.

From the 430 questionnaires distributed via e-mail to the voluntary respondents with the help of
the contact persons, 327 were returned, assuring an initial response rate of 76.05%. Afterwards, in
the first iteration, the invalid surveys were eliminated if more than half of the responses (>17 items)
were missing. In the next iteration, if 6 important items were missing (the 3 items specific to team
performance, the 2 items describing organizational performance, and the item delimiting the team type
from diversity perspective) in an additive manner, responses were considered incomplete and excluded.
Within the third iteration, the sample was limited to those teams where both the team leader and at least
3
4 of the team members responded. Finally, the sample included 28 teams and 189 respondents, who
properly filled in the questionnaire, a sample size meeting the statistical requirements for structural
equation modeling. Therefore, the effective response rate of 43.95% can be considered acceptable and
comparable in sample size [18,47,53,58,75] or response rate [22,49] with other studies in the field.

In order to obtain a more complete picture on the respondents and their work team profiles, several
evaluation criteria were included, like team size, team setup, team type, along with the respondent’s
location, position, experience within the company, and country of origin.

Concerning team demographics, the included work teams were mainly medium and large sized:
Over 15 members (32.28%), between 5 and 8 members (31.75%), between 9 and 15 members (29.10%),
and below 5 members (6.88%). Regarding team setup, 92.59% of the respondents were in permanent
teams, while 7.41% in temporary teams, reassigned as needed. Depending on team types, 5 classes
were delimited, where the surveyed groups were preponderantly face-to-face multicultural teams
(42.86%) and virtual bi- or multicultural teams (37.57%), followed by face-to-face mono-cultural teams
(12.70%), face-to-face bicultural teams (3.70%), and finally virtual mono-cultural teams (3.17%).

Regarding the individual demographic aspects, 14.81% of the participants within the study were
leaders of the 28 analyzed IT teams, while 85.19% of the respondents were team members, each
group having 6 to 7 members on average. As for the experience within the company, the majority of
the employees had more than 1 year within the company (71.43%) or between 6 months and 1 year
(20.63%), while the least (7.94%) had below 6 months of experience with the analyzed IT companies.
Concerning the localization of the work groups, data show similarities: Slightly more than half of
the respondents were from the Czech Republic (50.79%) and somewhat less than half from Romania
(49.21%). Respondents belong to a number of 15 cultures, their origin countries and cultures being
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dispersed as follows: Romania (54.50%), Czech Republic (26.98%), Slovakia (5.82%), Russia (3.17%),
Moldavia (2.65%), Belarus (1.59%), and India (1.06%), as well as Belgium, Germany, Hungary, Poland,
Serbia, Spain, Switzerland, and Ukraine (0.53% each).

3.5. Data Analysis Approach

Following the suggestions of Hair et al. [85], the empirical data and research model evaluation
involved a sequential application of several statistical techniques specific for complex models, in order
to fully examine available data in SPSS Statistics, version 27 (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA) and AMOS
software, version 22 (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA).

In the first phase of the statistical analysis, standard descriptive statistics were reported at
individual item level and, afterward obtaining them, at the first-order latent constructs level.

In the second phase, the measurement model was evaluated via the α Cronbach-based scale
reliability appraisal, followed by the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) based on principal component
extraction and varimax rotation for factor loading and construct composition purposes. The analysis
was supplemented with convergent validity assessment using composite reliability (CR) and average
variance extracted (AVE), along with discriminant validity assessment by comparing square root of the
AVE with correlations involving the other constructs, as indicated in the Fornell-Larcker [86] testing
system. EFA was completed with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to verify the factor structure of
the latent variables.

The assessment for potential common method bias and multicollinearity was evaluated using
the variance inflation factors (VIF) value [87]. Another corrective endeavor concerns the composite
variable, which was created to evaluate the joint effects. In order to eliminate any potential bias, all
variables were mean-centered previous the combination of the management functions, a technique
approved by Hair et al. [85].

In this phase, the predictive power of the proposed model was also analyzed in order to identify
the accuracy of the measurement model. According to Hair et al. [85], several goodness-of-fit indices,
like χ2/df, NFI, RFI, IFI, TLI, CFI, and RMSEA, should be reported to assess the overall model fit.

In the third phase, for structural model evaluation and hypotheses testing purposes, advanced
statistical analysis was employed in the form of structural equation modeling (SEM) [85]. SEM
technique is suitable to investigate, via path analysis, causal relations (H1a–d and H2a–d), mediations
(H1+3, H2+4), and moderations (H5a,b). Additionally, four alternative models were considered in order
to discover the most suitable variant for the considered variables. Finally, in order to evaluate the
role of cultural diversity as moderator, z-scores were calculated for between-groups statistics [88]
aiming to emphasize statistically significant distinctions and similarities between mono-cultural and
multicultural teams.

4. Empirical Findings

The employed data analysis algorithm includes several procedures and techniques to permit, on
one hand to identify the exact, truthful, and accurate factorial structure of the proposed latent variables,
and on the other hand to discover the statistically pertinent and relevant relations within the proposed
research model.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

As standard descriptive statistics, means and standard deviations were determined specific to
each survey item, presented in Table 1. The mean values of all responses are in the range of 3.556 to
4.132, while the standard deviations fall between 0.798 and 1.088. Item-level statistics were considered
necessary to be reported due to the novelty of the proposed measurement scales.
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Table 1. Item-level descriptive statistics, exploratory, and confirmatory factor analysis results.

Variable
(Code)

ITEM
CODE Mean Standard

Deviation
EFA

Factor Loading
CFA Standard

Regression Weight

Planning (PLAN)

PLAN_1 4.122 0.839 0.820 0.740

PLAN_2 4.021 0.922 0.886 0.862

PLAN_3 3.958 0.904 0.878 0.847

PLAN_4 3.937 0.897 0.817 0.728

Organizing (ORG)

ORG_1 3.968 0.916 0.782 0.724

ORG_2 3.984 0.920 0.878 0.864

ORG_3 4.026 0.872 0.853 0.827

ORG_4 3.910 0.904 0.833 0.767

ORG_5 3.910 0.915 0.793 0.713

Leading (LEAD)

LEAD_1 4.079 0.798 0.883 0.846

LEAD_2 4.132 0.824 0.875 0.835

LEAD_3 4.000 0.917 0.871 0.836

LEAD_4 3.989 0.869 0.711 0.591

Controlling (CTRL) CTRL_1 4.063 0.872 0.903 0.404

CTRL_2 4.095 0.951 0.903 0.397

Individual co-workers’
performance (PERF_IND)

PERF_IND_1 3.630 1.062 0.787 0.840

PERF_IND_2 3.646 1.003 0.827 0.855

PERF_IND_3 3.762 0.995 0.839 0.821

PERF_IND_4 3.725 0.927 0.844 0.835

PERF_IND_5 3.556 0.947 0.851 0.830

PERF_IND_6 3.783 0.934 0.793 0.777

Team-level performance
(PERF_TEAM)

PERF_TEAM_1 3.566 1.088 0.892 0.872

PERF_TEAM_2 3.661 1.001 0.892 0.865

PERF_TEAM_3 3.693 1.011 0.845 0.819

Company-level sustainable
performance (PERF_COMP)

PERF_COMP_13.566 1.068 0.896 0.826

PERF_COMP_23.587 0.989 0.896 0.811

For the four items describing the planning management function, the five items relating to.
organizing, the four items concerning leading, the two items regarding controlling, the six items on the
subject of individual co-workers’ results, the three items referring to team-level results, and the two
items on the topic of company-level sustainable performance, survey responses have mean values
within the following ranges: 3.937–4.122, 3.910–4.026, 3.989–4.132, 4.095–4.095, 3.556–3.783, 3.566–3.693,
and 3.566–3.587. In all the above cases, the lower limit of the ranges is well above the value of 3.000,
the mean value of potential responses measured and given on 5-point Likert scales.

Standard deviations are below the limit of 1.000 in the case of the items specific to the four
management functions, being between 0.839 and 0.922 for planning, between 0.872 and 0.920 for
organizing, between 0.798 and 0.917 for leading, and between 0.951 and 0.951 for controlling. As for
the items concerning individual co-workers’ performance, team-level performance, and company-level
sustainable performance, standard deviations are ranged between: 0.927 and 1.062, 1.001 and 1.088,
and 0.989 and 1.068. With the upper limits being just slightly above the threshold value, they will not
create any bias or statistical difficulty.

Table 1 includes also further item-level statistics specific for factorial analysis necessary for
construct creation and measurement model evaluation, while Table 2 contains fundamental descriptive
statistics for the latent variables.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics, reliability, and validity for modeled latent variables.

Constructs
Descriptive Reliability and Validity Common Method Bias

Mean Standard
Deviation

Cronbach’s
Alpha CR AVE VIF

PLAN 4.009 0.758 0.872 0.951 0.850 2.654

ORG 3.960 0.749 0.855 0.952 0.828 3.014

LEAD 4.050 0.711 0.854 0.944 0.835 3.314

CTRL 4.079 0.719 0.769 0.944 0.903 2.461

PERF_IND 3.688 0.801 0.904 0.958 0.824 4.487

PERF_TEAM 3.640 0.906 0.848 0.949 0.876 4.413

PERF_COMP 3.577 0.921 0.753 0.939 0.896

4.2. Measurement Model Evaluation

In order to evaluate the measurement model, first a reliability analysis was conducted, followed
by exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis for the modeled variables and relations. Therefore,
Table 2 encompasses descriptive, reliability, validity, and common method bias specific statistics.

For the evaluation of internal consistency of the observed items representing the seven latent
variables, a double standard was applied evaluating both Cronbach’s alphas and composite reliability
(Table 2). All the considered measures had Cronbach alpha coefficients included within the range of
0.753–0.904, well above the threshold level of 0.700 considered sufficient in business research topics [85].
Moreover, composite reliabilities of all constructs were above the threshold value of 0.700 [86], ranging
between 0.939 and 0.958, thus demonstrating that every single scale applied in the survey is reliable.

Exploratory factor analysis was required to be employed for the newly proposed measurement
scales, being appropriate to examine the internal structure and relations between observed variables
within the proposed latent variables. Based on Hair et al. [85], to check the suitability of factor analysis,
the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test values and Bartlett’s significance levels were evaluated, results
being between 0.500 and 0.874 for KMO and with p < 0.001 calculated significance levels. Table 1
provides the factor loadings associated to each item coupled with a given latent variable, being the
result of the effective exploratory factor analysis based on principal component extraction and varimax
rotation options. Factor leadings ranged between 0.817 and 0.886 for planning, between 0.782 and
0.878 for organizing, between 0.711 and 0.883 for leading, of 0.903 for controlling, between 0.787 and
0.851 for individual co-workers’ performance, between 0.845 and 0.892 for team-level, as well as of
0.896 for company-level sustainable performance. All the identified exploratory factor solutions had
high loadings, above the threshold of 0.500 [85], thus no item was excluded from further analysis.

Following the suggestions of Fornell and Larcker [86], convergent validity was assessed with
average variance extracted (AVE) values for each construct, while discriminant validity through the
comparisons between square roots of AVEs and correlations between the respective construct and the
other first-order latent constructs. For convergent validity, data analysis (Table 2) revealed that all
AVEs specific to the modeled constructs are ranged between 0.824–0.903, exceeding the 0.500 limit,
thus items loaded on their specific construct. Data analysis findings (Table 3) emphasized that all
square roots of AVEs (ranged between 0.908 and 0.950) exceeded that correlations between first-order
latent constructs (ranged from 0.151 to 0.872), thus assuring discriminant validity too.
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Table 3. Validity statistics and correlations for modeled latent variables.

Constructs
Pearson Correlations

PLAN ORG LEAD CTRL PERF_ IND PERF_TEAM PERF_COMP

PLAN 0.922

ORG 0.738 ** 0.910

LEAD 0.687 ** 0.743 ** 0.914

CTRL 0.607 ** 0.637 ** 0.738 ** 0.950

PERF_IND 0.151 * 0.242 ** 0.154 * 0.233 ** 0.908

PERF_TEAM 0.235 ** 0.273 ** 0.178 * 0.254 ** 0.872 ** 0.936

PERF_COMP 0.232 ** 0.287 ** 0.222 ** 0.300 ** 0.845 ** 0.868 ** 0.947

Notes: ** Correlation significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation significant at 0.05 level (2-tailed); Square root of
AVE on diagonal near the Person correlations.

For measurement model validation purposes, factor analysis was conducted in a composite
manner, conducted both in exploratory (Tables 2 and 3) and confirmatory ways (Table 1, Figure A1).
Confirmatory factor analysis can be considered a suitable method connected to structural equation
modeling. Standardized regression weights specific for observed variables were ranged between 0.728
and 0.862 for planning, between 0.713 and 0.864 for organizing, between 0.591 and 0.846 for leading,
of 0.397 and 0.404 for controlling, between 0.777 and 0.855 for individual co-workers’ performance,
between 0.819 and 0.865 for team-level performance, and between 0.811 and 0.826 for company-level
sustainable performance. Therefore, confirmatory factor analysis was assured for almost all of the
constructs, where controlling was the only exception, as the standardized regression weights were
slightly lower than the threshold value of 0.450 [85]. Because exploratory factorial analysis assured the
validity for the first-order latent constructs and proved high standardized factor loading, the current
form of the controlling construct was considered acceptable.

Furthermore, within Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations are reported for each
first-order latent construct. Means for the seven constructs included within the research model were
within the range of 3.577 and 4.079, well above the average of the used measurement scale. As well,
standard deviations of the seven first-order latent constructs were in the 0.711 and 0.921 interval, thus
within the range for normal distributions.

The assessment for potential common method bias (CMB) was required because self-reported
answers were collected from single informants, without comparing members’ and leaders’ responses
at team level. The recommendation of Podsakoff et al. [87] was considered to appraise CMB using
the variance inflation factors (VIF). Complementarily, multicollinearity must be assessed due to the
necessity of construct combination in the case of management functions to assess their synergistic
joint influence. Following the indications of Hair et al. [85], variables were first mean-centered and
afterwards the variance inflation factors evaluated. VIFs (Table 3) ranged between 2.461 and 4.487 for
the considered latent constructs, while VIF for the joint effect of the four managerial functions was only
1.912. In all the cases, VIFs were well below the cutting value of 10, thus indicating that the variables
and the model are unbiased and free of potential multicollinearity.

Goodness of Fit indicators specific to the measurement model (Figure A1) revealed an acceptable
connection and fit between data and the research model structure, according to the values of normal fit
index (NFI) = 0.701, relative fit index (RFI) = 0.664, incremental fit index (IFI) = 0.756, Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI) = 0.723, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.753, parsimoniously normed fit index (PNFI) = 0.623,
and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.129.

4.3. Structural Model Evaluation and Hypotheses Testing

Structural equation modeling was applied to test the hypothesized relationships among the
elements of the proposed research model. Latent variable structural model-based path analysis
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(Figure A2) specific statistics are included in Table 4, regarding standard (st.) regression weight or
estimate (β), standard error (S.E.), critical ratio for regression weight (C.R.), and statistical significance
(p) for each relation.

Table 4. Main research model testing results.

Hypothesis Relation Estimate (st.) S.E. C.R. Sig. (p) Result

H1a PLAN→ PERF_IND 0.021 0.070 0.344 0.731 Invalid

H1b ORG→ PERF_ IND 0.280 0.071 4.550 *** Valid

H1c LEAD→ PERF_ IND −0.055 0.075 −0.887 0.375 Invalid

H1d CTRL→ PERF_ IND 0.263 0.074 4.268 *** Valid

H2a PLAN→ PERF_TEAM 0.147 0.080 2.324 0.020 Valid

H2b ORG→ PERF_TEAM 0.241 0.081 3.798 *** Valid

H2c LEAD→ PERF_TEAM −0.108 0.085 −1.702 0.089 Invalid

H2d CTRL→ PERF_TEAM 0.243 0.084 3.823 *** Valid

H1e PLAN*ORG*LEAD*CTRL
→ PERF_IND 0.366 0.006 5.944 *** Valid

H2e PLAN*ORG*LEAD*CTRL
→ PERF_TEAM 0.306 0.006 4.818 *** Valid

H3 PERF_IND→ PERF_COMP 0.434 0.037 11.266 *** Valid

H4 PERF_TEAM→
PERF_COMP 0.640 0.034 16.611 *** Valid

Total R2 0.739

Note: *** p < 0.001.

The first four hypotheses (H1a–d) deliberate around the individual influence of each managerial
function on individual-level performance of co-workers. With reference to planning, as one of the
managerial functions, the analysis results indicated a path coefficient of 0.021 with a low statistical
significance of p = 0.731 (p > 0.05). Consequently, H1a was not supported. Regarding the influence
of organizing on individual-level performance of co-workers, the data analysis indicated a positive
path coefficient of 0.280 with a statistical significance of p < 0.001. Accordingly, H1b was supported.
Concerning the effect of the managerial function of leading, the analysis results indicated a negative
path coefficient of –0.055 with a low statistical significance of p = 0.375 (p > 0.05). Thus, H1c was not
supported. Referring to the influence of controlling on individual-level performance of co-workers,
the data analysis findings indicated a positive path coefficient of 0.263 with a statistical significance of
p < 0.001. Therefore, H1d was supported.

The next hypothesis (H1e) considered the joint effect of the four managerial functions on the
individual-level performance of co-workers. Regarding the common effect of planning, organizing,
leading, and controlling, the data analysis results indicated a positive path coefficient of 0.366 with a
statistical significance of p < 0.001. Accordingly, H1e was supported, highlighting the necessity of the
proper correlation and combination of all the four managerial functions in order to obtain enhanced
co-worker performance within the team and implicitly to contribute to the performance of the group
when aggregated.

The following four hypotheses (H2a–d) deliberated around the individual influence of each single
managerial function on team-level performance. With reference to planning, the analysis results
indicated a path coefficient of 0.147 with a statistical significance of p = 0.020 (p < 0.05). Consequently,
H2a was supported. Regarding the influence of the organizing on team performance, findings indicated
a positive path coefficient of 0.241 with a statistical significance of p < 0.001. Accordingly, H2b was
supported. Concerning the effect of leading, the analysis results indicated a negative path coefficient
of –0.108 with a limited statistical significance of p = 0.089 (p > 0.05). Thus, H2c was not supported.
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Referring to the influence of controlling on team performance, the data analysis indicated a positive
path coefficient of 0.243 with a statistical significance of p < 0.001. Therefore, H2d was supported.

The subsequent hypothesis (H2e) considered the joint effect of the four managerial functions on
team-level performance. Regarding the common effect of planning, organizing, leading, and controlling,
the analysis results indicated a positive path coefficient of 0.306 with a statistical significance of p < 0.001.
Accordingly, H2e was supported, emphasizing the necessity of an appropriate correlation and common
implementation of all the four managerial functions in order to obtain enhanced performance for the
whole team.

The succeeding hypothesis (H3) within the main model considered the contribution of the
performance of each co-worker within the team to the company-level sustainable performance. Data
analysis results indicated a positive path coefficient of 0.434 with a statistical significance of p < 0.001.
Consequently, H3 was supported.

The last hypothesis (H4) specific to the main model considered the potential effect of team-level
performance on company-level sustainable performance assuring business continuity in time. Data
analysis results indicated a positive path coefficient of 0.640 with a statistical significance of p < 0.001.
Therefore, H4 was supported.

Figure A1 shows the significant causal relationships validated among the latent variables. A
total determination coefficient (R2) of 0.739 reflects a high level of shared influence explained by the
four of endogenous variables (management functions and the two mediators (individual co-workers
and team-level performance) on the variance of exogenous variable (company-level sustainable
performance).

In order to discover the best fitting alternative research model, four competing additive versions
were considered (Models 1–4 in Table 5), all with different structural components, consisting of
different types of relations and having special forms. In all the models, the endogenous company-level
sustainable performance construct was maintained as dependent variable.

Table 5. Alternative research models.

Alternative Models: Direct Model (1) Interaction Model (2) Mediation Model (3) Complete Model (4)

Relation Estimate Sig. Estimate Sig. Estimate Sig. Estimate Sig.

PLAN→ PERF_COMP 0.009 0.897 0.079 0.222 −0.074 0.273 −0.011 0.775

ORG→ PERF_COMP 0.216 0.002 0.225 *** 0.269 *** −0.015 0.717

LEAD→ PERF_COMP −0.131 0.054 −0.052 0.417 −0.160 0.018 0.032 0.401

CTRL→ PERF_COMP 0.251 *** 0.286 *** 0.215 0.001 0.063 0.119

PLAN × ORG × LEAD × CTRL
→ PERF_COMP 0.278 *** −0.033 0.443

PLAN→ PERF_IND 0.073 0.284 0.021 0.731

ORG→ PERF_ IND 0.231 *** 0.280 ***

LEAD→ PERF_ IND −0.197 0.004 −0.055 0.375

CTRL→ PERF_ IND 0.202 0.003 0.263 ***

PLAN→ PERF_TEAM −0.074 0.273 0.147 0.020

ORG→ PERF_TEAM 0.269 *** 0.241 ***

LEAD→ PERF_TEAM −0.160 0.018 −0.108 0.089

CTRL→ PERF_TEAM 0.215 0.001 0.243 ***

PLAN × ORG × LEAD × CTRL
→ PERF_IND 0.366 ***

PLAN × ORG × LEAD × CTRL
→ PERF_ TEAM 0.306 ***

PERF_IND→ PERF_COMP 0.444 *** 0.447 ***

PERF_TEAM→ PERF_COMP 0.658 *** 0.630 ***

Total R2 0.127 0.219 0.707 0.739

Note: *** p < 0.001.
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The direct model (1) encompasses the simplest structure, including only the immediate direct
and straight forward relationships among the four management functions (independent variables)
and company-level sustainable performance (dependent variable). In this case exclusively, organizing
(β = 0.216, p = 0.002) and controlling (β = 0.251, p < 0.001) had significant positive influence, explaining
a limited amount (12.7%) variance of the company-level sustainable performance construct.

The interaction model (2) was grounded within the complementary approach rationale, by
including simultaneously both the individual effects and the combined synergistic pattern of the four
management functions. By creating a joint effect type new independent variable, besides organizing
(β = 0.225, p < 0.001) and leading (β = 0.286, p < 0.001), the additional mutual effect variable (β = 0.278,
p < 0.001) has also been statistically validated, explaining a supplementary 9.2% from the variance of
the company-level sustainable performance variable, reaching to a total R2 of 0.219.

Due to low determination within the previous models, the next model (3) considered the
individual co-worker’s performance and team-level performance as mediating factors between the four
management functions (as treated in model 1) and the company-level sustainable performance. In this
mediation model, organizing (β = 0.269, p < 0.001) and controlling (β = 0.215, p = 0.001) maintained
their direct influence on companies’ sustainable performance, thus emphasizing a partial mediation.
Both organizing and controlling had also direct influence on the mediators—individual co-workers’
performance (β = 0.231, p < 0.001; β = 0.202, p = 0.003) and on team-level performance (β = 0.269,
p < 0.001; β = 0.215, p = 0.001); which in turn (β = 0.444, p < 0.001; β = 0.658, p < 0.001) had significant
influences on company-level sustainable performance. Model 3 explained 70.7% of variance of the
companies’ sustainable performance, thus the mediating relations added an increase of 58% within the
determination level.

Within the complete model (4), we added to the previous mediation model (3) the four-way
synergistic joint effect of the management functions, both in a direct and mediated manner. All the
direct individual and joint influences of the management functions on company-level sustainable
performance were statistically insignificant. The direct effects of organizing (β = 0.28, p < 0.001),
controlling (β = 0.263, p < 0.001) and the four-way combination of the managerial functions (β = 0.366,
p < 0.001) on co-workers’ performance were supported, complementary, planning (β = 0.147, p = 0.020),
organizing (β = 0.241, p < 0.001), controlling (β = 0.243, p < 0.001) and the four-way combination of
the managerial functions (β = 0.306, p < 0.001) on team-level performance were found valid. Further,
the mediators, individual co-workers’ performance (β = 0.447, p < 0.001) and team-level performance
(β = 0.63, p < 0.001) had positive impact on sustainable performance. The above valid and invalid
relations describe a full mediating model, which explained a significant total effect of 73.9% of variance
of the company-level sustainable performance. Therefore, model 4 highlighted the greatest explanatory
power of the alternative models, imposing the consideration of both the individual and synergistic
management function tetrad, the mediating role of individual and team performance, all in order to
explain de company-level sustainable performance.

In order to complete the above analysis regarding the influence of cultural diversity in the case
of the proposed research model, the sample has been split into mono-cultural and multicultural
clusters, depending on the self-declared type of team setup. Therefore, 30 respondents and their
answers were included within the mono-cultural subset of data, while 159 respondents within the
multicultural subset.

Considering the cultural diversity-based moderated model based data analysis (Table 6, Figure A3),
the contribution of the individual co-worker performance, and of the team-level performance on the
company-level sustainable performance within the mono-cultural cluster, findings indicated positive
path coefficients of 0.199 and 0.842 with statistical significance of p = 0.012 and p < 0.001.
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Table 6. Cultural diversity based moderated research model testing results.

Moderation Specific
Statistics Sub-Samples: Mono-Cultural Multicultural Difference

Hypothesis Relation Estimate
(st.)

Sig.
(p)

Estimate
(st.)

Sig.
(p)

z-score
(sig.) Result

H5a PERF_IND→
PERF_COMP 0.199 0.012 0.451 *** 3.872 ** Valid

H5b PERF_ TEAM→
PERF_COMP 0.842 *** 0.606 *** −1.985 * Valid

Total R2 0.828 0.727

Note: *** p <0.001, ** p <0.01, * p <0.05.

In the case of the multi-cultural cluster, the contribution of the individual co-worker performance
and of the team-level performance on the company-level sustainable performance, findings showed
positive path coefficients of 0.415 and 0.606 with statistical significance of p < 0.001.

In order to test hypotheses H5a-b, Lowry and Gaskin’s [88] methodology was applied aiming
to highlight the statistically relevant differences between the two clusters. A negative significant
z-score was calculated for the effect of team-level performance on the company-level sustainable
performance (z = −1.985, p < 0.05), emphasizing a more powerful relation for the mono-cultural
cluster than for the multicultural cluster. A positive significant z-score was obtained for the influence
of individual co-workers’ performance on the company-level sustainable performance (z = 3.872,
p < 0.001), emphasizing a more powerful relation for the multicultural cluster than for the mono-cultural
cluster. Consequently, hypotheses H5a and H5b are both valid.

In the case of the mono-cultural team cluster, Figure A3a illustrates the main causal relationships
with a total determination coefficient (R2) of 0.828, reflecting an elevated level of variance explained by
the four endogenous variables (management functions) and the two mediators (individual co-workers’
and team-level performance) within this subsample, compared to the case of the general model or of
the multi-cultural subsample. Comparatively, within the multicultural team cluster, Figure A3b points
out the key causal relationships with a total determination coefficient (R2) of 0.727, reflecting a slightly
lower amount of variance explained by the considered variables, than in the case of the mono-cultural
teams or within the general model.

5. Discussions

First, regarding our assumptions that managerial functions have positive, direct, and significant
effect on individual and collective team performance (H1 and H2), partially supported findings
were obtained.

Planning has no impact on individual co-workers’ performance but is significantly correlated with
collective team performance. So, planning does not lead to the development of neither technical nor
the soft skills corresponding to social and cultural intelligence of team members. This aspect could
be explained by the IT field specific practices, where goals are predefined in a very specific way and
then are allocated at the level of the operational teams, without the participation of team members in
goals settlement. The lack of interaction between members regarding goal setting is what may explain
why planning does not contribute to the development of co-worker skills related to communication,
empathy, or openness to other cultures. About the increase of satisfaction at the level of team members,
Sărătean [3] emphasizes that the feeling of participation in decision making is little correlated with the
level of satisfaction and that it is more related to involvement. Instead, our empirical research shows
that planning is correlated with team-level performance, respectively with the level of productivity
obtained, with the quality of decisions made and with the development of the ability to solve complex
problems. The most likely explanation is that productivity is a clear, numerical indicator, and the
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achievement of team specific goals was better correlated with a numerical result. Secondly, during
the achievement of the team’s goals, syncope may appear, which requires, on the one hand, priority
and support given to common objectives, and on the other hand, critical thinking and sharing ideas,
aspects that lead to decisions and complex problem solving.

Organizing is positively correlated both with individual co-workers’ performance and with
the collective performance of the team. Teamwork in the IT field involves complex, specific, and
interdependent tasks, which require interactions between members, and some already mentioned
research [5,18] show the dependence of performance on the type of tasks and on tasks interdependency.
In this context, the obtained empirical results confirm that the establishment of clear roles, rules,
and procedures and the assignment of people with profiles corresponding to the role to be assumed
are measures that lead, on the one hand, to the development of professional, linguistic, social,
and intercultural skills of members, and to their satisfaction after the task completion, and on the
other hand, develops collective decision-making, problem solving capabilities, and increased team
productivity. Further, we presume that the validation of hypothesized assumptions related to the
impact of organization on performance in the case of diverse IT teams is strengthened by the type of
tasks given to the team.

The relationships between leading and individual co-workers’ performance and collective
performance of the team were not validated. These were surprising results, given the several
contradictory empirical researches evoked in the theoretical part of the paper [39–42], which confirmed
the positive effect of leadership on team performance. We would have expected that motivation by
adapting to the needs and cultural profile of members, as well as the performance based rewarding,
determine the satisfaction of members, as it is known according to Stacy Adams’ equity theory, that
motivation generates satisfaction when the individual feels treated equitable [3] and when personal
needs are covered. Likewise, we expected that a good interaction with the team leader and his/her
problem-solving support would lead to the development of the individual and collective abilities of
the team members. A few possible explanations for these results could relate to the fact that the really
important team rewards for diverse teams are primary related to the feeling of personal achievement
after task completion [25], and thus not to the material rewards. In the case of IT teams, the salary
level is negotiated at the beginning of teamwork depending on the tasks to be performed and does not
change over time on individual performance basis; thus, the error of self-favoring in attribution may
have worked in the case of the received answers [3], demonstrating that people tend to attribute their
success to themselves and consider others or contextual factors responsible in situations of failure. In
the case of the studied teams, team members assumed success and did not consider that the leader, by
exercising the function of leading, would have positively influenced the results; moreover, it is possible
that leading, as authors conceptualized it, does not have a direct positive connection with the results,
rather through other mediating factors.

Control has a direct and significant influence on both the individual performance of the members
and the collective performance of the team. Our approach towards control took into account the
evaluation of both sides of members’ contribution: The contribution to the actual team performance and
the co-working members’ skills. Empirical findings within the current research show that monitoring
during the accomplishment of common tasks leads directly both to the development of members’
interpersonal and professional skills, and to the registration of satisfaction, as a probable result of the
feedback loop that the control implies aspects validated by the work enrichment theory of Hackman and
Oldham [3]. As well, we consider that as a result of the feedback loop and unfavorable consequences
for inadequate performance, control also leads to increased team productivity, along with enhanced
decision-making and problem-solving skills.

When comparing the influence of management functions on performance, based on the level
of statistical significance, we deduce that organizing and controlling have a slightly greater positive
influence on individual performance than on team performance, probably due to the immediate effect
of these managerial actions on each member.
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Second, the joint impact of the management functions on performance is confirmed, both at
individual level and entire team level, due to the fact that they are highly interdependent. As a nuance,
we notice that the common influence of the four managerial functions is positive and slightly higher
on individual level than on the collective level of performance. These results corroborate the opinion
of Bibu et al. [38] that the neglect or minimization of the importance of one or more of the management
functions affects the full achievement of the common goal.

Thirdly, with regard to hypotheses H3 and H4, for multicultural companies in the IT sector, the
study confirmed the direct, positive, and significant link between, on the one hand, the performance in
terms of members’ skills development and the team-level quantitative and qualitative performance,
and on the other hand, the development of sustainable strategic competences through which we
conceptualized performance at company level. As an observation, we note that the collective
performance of the team have a greater positive influence than the performance at individual-level on
companies’ performance, most likely because the conjugation and coalesce of individual contributions
and competences, synergistic effects are obtained at team level and then at company level. However, it
remains for future research to prove the synergistic effect between individual and team performance.
Anyways, this research empirically validated that cultural diversity is a source of competitive advantage,
similarly as stated by Meier [60] and Cox and Blake [61].

Fourth, comparisons between mono-cultural and multicultural IT teams (H5) highlight the next
similarities and differences.

For both mono-cultural and multicultural teams working in the IT sector, a positive relation
was validated between the individual team members’ performance and the sustainable performance
of the company, with the observation that between-group statistics proved a significant difference
between the two clusters, in the sense that this relation was greater for multicultural teams than for the
mono-cultural ones. Considering this difference, hypothesis H5a was supported.

Likewise, although for both types of teams, the positive effect of team-level performance
on the sustainable performance of the company was confirmed, the group differences proved a
statistically significant disparity, where effects were stronger for mono-cultural teams than in the case
of multicultural team settings. This differentiation validates hypothesis H5b.

In connection to both team categories, the team-level common performance has a greater positive
influence on company performance than the individual co-workers’ performance.

However, we note that, in our research, the estimates and statistical significance of the links
between individual and collective performance of both mono- and multicultural teams and the
sustainable performance of the company are influenced by the individual and joint impact of the
management functions, as shown in Figure A3.

As conclusion for hypothesis H5, there is significant difference between the mono-cultural and
multi-cultural teams regarding the individual co-workers’ performance on company-level sustainable
performance, and team-level performance on company-level sustainable performance. For both
relations, cultural diversity can be a potential predictor of performance differences.

6. Conclusions, Implications, Limitations, and Future Research Directions

6.1. Conclusions

The management of IT diverse teams influences the performance of each co-worker and their
collective performance if all management functions are assumed and implemented in conjunction
by the manager. Nevertheless, in the case of operational level teams within the multinational IT
companies, the dominant role in the whole management process is held by controlling and organizing
management functions, although empirical research shows that none of them should be neglected. We
note that the interdependent influence of the four management functions is positive and somewhat
higher on the individual level co-workers’ performance than on the collective team-level performance,
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more likely because respondents answered from the perspective of their personal experiences within
the team.

A complementary analysis additionally underpinned to the main aim of the paper shows that in the
case of sampled mono-cultural and multicultural teams acting in the IT sector, the significant positive
impact of individual and collective performance of the team members on the sustainable performance
of the company were supported. For both subsample of team types, collective performance had a
greater impact on the companies’ sustainable performance than the results manifested at personal
level for the teammates. However, in the case of multicultural teams, the impact of co-workers’
individual performance is found in a greater extent in the company’s performance than in the case
of mono-cultural teams. In contrast, in the case of mono-cultural teams, due to the non-existence of
the cultural differentiation factor between the members, the common performance compared to the
individual ones are found more in the development of sustainable competencies at company level.
However, the obtained results must be taken into account with some restraint and precaution, given
the significant difference in size between the two subsamples.

6.2. Implications

Regarding the available theoretical frameworks on the research topic, we can formulate several
elements of approximation or differentiation of the conducted research compared to other studies, in
order to emphasize a number of academic implications.

Following the literature review, we did not find any empirical study that would analyze the
connection between diverse team management from the prism of management functions and their
performance. As specified, extant research concentrates on the relations between leadership styles
and team performance, with reference to decision-making and situational leadership to motivate
team members. In contrast, our approach is more complete and integrative because it deals with all
the activities composing the management process (planning, organizing, leading, and controlling),
considered both independently and interdependently, and highlights the fact that leading positively
influences performance only in interrelated with other managerial functions. Of course, the research
results were validated in the context of IT teamwork, which involved the interdependence of tasks, a
very specific definition of these tasks and of the expected performance, and it is likely that they cannot
be extrapolated in the context of low-level task interdependency and specificity.

We appreciate that the conducted research differs from other studies in terms of how to approach
the positive results generated by cultural diversity of teams on three levels, individual, team, and
organizational tiers, demonstrating that good management of diverse teams stimulates the effectiveness
of members and teams as an entity, and generate organizational effectiveness by developing sustainable
strategic competences.

Alternatively, the assessment of hypotheses regarding the existence of differences in performance
between mono- and multicultural teams under the impact of team management confirms the opinion
of Stahl et al. [15] who argued that cultural differences may have a different positive impact than other
sources of diversity on team results. We complete this idea, stating that in the case of multicultural teams,
individual differences can have a greater impact on the development of company level sustainable
competencies than in mono-cultural contexts, as empirically verified and validated.

Another original approach within the empirical study concerns the potential interdependence of
the management functions, by considering their individual and four-way synergistic joint effects, an
idea and technique borrowed from the strategic management field.

Complementarily, from data analysis perspective, as a differentiation feature, the technique of
alternative additive models was included within the empirical section, in order to identify the best fit
option with the highest coefficient of determination for the company-level sustainable performance.

From the perspective of practical implications, the study emphasizes the fact that within the team
management process, managers should not ignore any of the managerial functions because they, only
in interdependence and through their joint effect, allow for the achievement of the expected results.
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Given that the analyzed teams are placed at operational level within the organization, we deduce that
first line IT managers must give more importance to the organizing and controlling functions in order
to achieve the team objectives, without neglecting any of the other management functions. Also, it
must be taken into account that leading has no direct effect on results, unless the actions of motivation,
communication, and provided support are well correlated with the other activities involved in the
management process.

From a strategic perspective, in the context of internationalization and multiplication of
multicultural companies, the results obtained show the importance of an emerging strategic approach,
the bottom-up version, in the development of sustainable strategic competence and in gaining
competitive advantage.

6.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

The current study has several limitations. One of them is the fact that we analyzed the answers
globally and not separately on each and every team or on types of teams according to their size, an
analysis that would have allowed us to obtain more nuanced results. We were forced to choose this
approach because we could not get the full opinion of all members of the analyzed teams.

A limitation regarding the general validity of the obtained results also refers to the small sample
of respondents from mono-cultural teams participating in the study, compared to the number of
respondents from multicultural teams. In future studies, new techniques could be used to balance
unequal sized subsamples, like fuzzy logic or creating multiple variable based configurative structures.

Another limitation of the empirical research is that we did not check statistical relations between
team members’ individual performance and team-level performance, which would allow us to capture
the transition from individual results to collective team results. We consider this analysis as a potential
continuation of this topic.

The authors also suggest the replication of the study in other European countries or within
other economic sectors, analogous to the stimulation of research interest on the topic and to increase
results’ generalizability.

In addition to the previously mentioned research direction and based on the empirically proved
interdependence between the management functions, we propose to identify which function conditions
the others to a greater extent and plays the most important mediating role in obtaining performance
within the IT sector. This research path is highly relevant because special combinations of management
functions might be suitable for different types of teams or have superior impact on certain types
of performance. We also consider that it would be interesting to compare teams whose members
work in face-to-face and virtual settings from the perspective of obtained individual, collective, and
organizational performance.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Summary of survey items and measurement scales.

Section Question Item Code Measurement Scale

Planning

There are clear goals PLAN_1

1 = Strongly disagree
to

5 = Strongly agree

The goals of the team are established with the involvement of the
members PLAN_2

Team goals are shared and supported by each member PLAN_3

Team goals go beyond individual goals PLAN_4

Organizing

There are clear rules and procedures ORG_1

1 = Strongly disagree
to

5 = Strongly agree

The operating rules are accepted and respected by each member ORG_2

Each member knows and respects their role and responsibilities ORG_3

Each member has the professional/technical skills necessary to
assume his role ORG_4

Each member has the social and emotional intelligence needed
for the relationship ORG_5

Leading

The opinion of the team members is listened to and considered LEAD_1

1 = Strongly disagree
to

5 = Strongly agree

The leader supports his team members in solving problems LEAD_2

The leader adapts the motivational modalities according to the
individual needs and cultural expectations of the members LEAD_3

Membership rewards are correlated with individual performance
and team performance LEAD_4

Controlling
Your contributions to collective performance are evaluated CTRL_1 1 = Strongly disagree

to
5 = Strongly agree

Your qualities of a good team player
are evaluated CTRL_2
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Table A1. Cont.

Section Question Item Code Measurement Scale

Individual-level
co-workers’ performance

Increased member satisfaction PERF_IND_1

1 = Not at all
to

5 = To a very great extent

Professional skills development of the team members PERF_IND_2

Development of members’ language skills PERF_IND_3

Development of members’ communication skills PERF_IND_4

Developing the empathy of the team members PERF_IND_5

Development of tolerance and openness to other cultures PERF_IND_6

Team-level performance

Increased team productivity PERF_TEAM_1
1 = Not at all

to
5 = To a very great extent

Analyzing problems from several cultural perspectives and
making better decisions PERF_TEAM_2

Increased ability to solve complex problems PERF_TEAM_3

Company-level
sustainable performance

Increased company adaptability on the market as a result of the
accumulated knowledge regarding the cultural practices and

customs of its own
PERF_COMP_1 1 = Not at all

to
5 = To a very great extent

The manifestation of innovation within the company PERF_COMP_2

Team demographics

In what country is your company located?

Self-reported

What position do you have within the team? (leader/member)

How long you have been working in the team? (below 6 months/between 6 months and 1
year/over 1 year)

How big is your team? (below 5 members/between 5 and 8 members/between 9 and 15
members/over 15 members)

In which category does the team fall? (face-to-face mono-cultural team/virtual
mono-cultural team/face-to-face bicultural team/face-to-face multicultural team/virtual bi-

or multicultural team)

Your team set-up is: (temporary/permanent)

Respondent specific
information

What is your job title? Self-reported
The culture you come from
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Figure A1. Measurement model specific to the research model.

Figure A2. Path diagram according to the main research model. Note: path diagram with standardized
parameter estimations.
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Figure A3. Cultural diversity moderated research model. (a) Mono-cultural team cluster;
(b) Multicultural team cluster.
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