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Abstract

Team cohesion is an important antecedent of team performance, but our understanding of this
relationship is mired by inconsistencies in how cohesion has been conceptualized and measured.
The nature of teams is also changing, and the effect of this change is unclear. By meta-analyzing the
cohesion-performance relationship (k = 195, n = 12,023), examining measurement moderators,
and distinguishing modern and traditional team characteristics, we uncovered various insights.
First, the cohesion-performance relationship varies based on degree of proximity. More proximal
measures —task cohesion, referent-shift, and behaviorally-focused— show stronger relationships
compared to social cohesion, direct consensus, and attitudinally-focused, which are more distal.
Differences are more pronounced when performance metrics are also distal. Second, group pride
is more predictive than expected. Third, the cohesion-performance relationship and predictive
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capacity of different measures are changing in modern contexts, but findings pertaining to optimal
measurement approaches largely generalized. Lastly, important nuances across modern charac-
teristics warrant attention in research and practice.

Plain Language Summary

Team cohesion is an important antecedent of team performance, but our understanding of this
relationship is mired by inconsistencies in how cohesion has been conceptualized and measured.
The nature of teams has also changed over time, and the effect of this change is unclear. By meta-
analyzing the cohesion-performance relationship (k = 195, n = 12,023), examining measurement
moderators, and distinguishing between modern and traditional team characteristics, we uncov-
ered various insights for both research and practice. First, the cohesion-performance relationship
varies based on degree of proximity. Measures that are more proximal to what a team does —
those assessing task cohesion, utilizing referent shift items, and capturing behavioral manifestations
of cohesion — show stronger relationships with performance compared to those assessing social
cohesion, utilizing direct consensus items, and capturing attitudinal manifestations of cohesion,
which are more distal. These differences are more pronounced when performance metrics are
also more distal. Second, despite being understudied, the group pride-performance relationship
was stronger than expected. Third, modern team characteristics are changing both the overall
cohesion-performance relationship and the predictive capacity of different measurement
approaches, but findings pertaining to the most optimal measurement approaches largely gen-
eralized in that these approaches were less susceptible to the influence of modern characteristics.
However, in some contexts, distal cohesion metrics are just as predictive as their more proximal
counterparts. Lastly, there are important nuances across different characteristics of modern teams
that warrant additional research attention and should be considered in practice. Overall, findings
greatly advance science and practice pertaining to the team cohesion-performance relationship.
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Teams are a topic of great interest to both
researchers and practitioners given the rise of
team-based work in modern organizations
(Kozlowki & Ilgen, 2006). One aspect of team
functioning that has emerged as particularly
important is team cohesion—a shared attraction,
bonding, or sense of pride among team members
that is driven by social- or task-based elements
associated with team membership (Casey-
Campbell & Martens, 2009). A positive rela-
tionship between team cohesion and team
performance has been demonstrated across a
number of meta-analyses, with the link largely
persisting even when various contextual features
are taken into account (Beal et al., 2003; Carron
et al., 2002; Castafio et al., 2013; Chiocchio &

Essiembre, 2009; Evans & Dion, 1991; Gully
et al., 1995; Mullen & Copper, 1994).

Despite widespread agreement about its
importance, the conceptualization and measure-
ment of cohesion has long been remarkably
inconsistent (Casey-Campbell & Martens, 2009).
A recent review of cohesion research identified a
myriad of ways in which the construct has been
conceptualized that vary in terms of dimension-
ality, level of focus, and even basic definition.
Further, more than 35 unique measures of cohe-
sion were found to exist in published research
(Salas et al., 2015). This lack of consistency has
been recognized as problematic for over 30 years
(Mudrack, 1989). Nevertheless, it continues to
persist, and what remains unclear is how these
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varying approaches affect our understanding of
the cohesion-performance relationship. Although
differences in the relationships observed across
studies may be attributable to the unique aspects
of team contexts being investigated, they might
also be attributable to differences in how cohe-
sion was operationalized. This inconsistency
hinders scientific advancement by limiting our
ability to compare and replicate research find-
ings, in turn lessening our capacity to diagnose,
monitor, and facilitate cohesion in organizational
settings. With both scientists and practitioners
calling for innovative new ways to measure team
constructs (e.g., Mathieu et al., 2017), an impor-
tant step in this direction is to first understand how
key features of current operationalizations influ-
ence the relationships observed between team
cohesion and team performance. Therefore, we
conducted a meta-analysis to explore this issue.
The meta-analysis conducted by Beal et al.
(2003) advanced our understanding of the
criterion space in the cohesion-performance
relationship by demonstrating that stronger
correlations exist between these variables when,
“performance was defined as a behavior (as
opposed to outcome), when it was assessed with
efficiency measures (as opposed to effectiveness
measures), and as patterns of team workflow
become intensive . ..” (p.989). Furthermore, the
three main components of cohesion (i.e., task
commitment, interpersonal attraction, and group
pride) were shown to independently relate to the
various performance domains. Building upon
their work, the aim of this meta-analysis is to
contribute to our understanding of the predictor
space of the cohesion-performance relationship
by examining how common differences in the
ways cohesion has been operationalized mod-
erate the relations reported in research and why.
The set of common differences examined in
this study come from qualitative reviews of
the various approaches that have been used to
measure cohesion (Grossman et al., 2015; Salas
et al., 2015). Expanding upon this work, our
research offers a systematic quantitative inves-
tigation of how these differences affect the

relationship between team cohesion and team
performance from which rigorous conclus-
ions can be drawn. In this way, we use meta-
analysis as a knowledge-synthesis vehicle
for adjudication; clarifying and strengthening
the foundation of what is known about the
cohesion-performance relationship (Cronin &
George, 2020).

Additionally, to thoroughly understand the
cohesion-performance relationship, it is impor-
tant to consider that the nature of teamwork has
changed significantly in recent years, which is a
major factor motivating practitioners and scho-
lars to call for new and innovative ways to
measure team constructs (e.g., Mathieu et al,,
2017). Whereas teaming once involved stable,
supervised, and in-person interactions, today’s
teams are often characterized by dynamic com-
position, increasing autonomy, and technology-
mediated communication (Tannenbaum et al.,
2012). Furthermore, macro trends in digitaliza-
tion, globalization, and social inclinations are
creating modern teams that differ from their
predecessors in both structure and function
(Wageman et al., 2012). These changes may
have implications not only for team dynamics,
but also for how cohesion should best be con-
ceptualized and measured (Mathieu et al., 2017).
Therefore, to provide a broader understanding of
the boundary assumptions and constraints of the
cohesion-performance relationship, this study
also examines the potential moderating effects of
modern team characteristics (e.g., virtuality,
shared leadership, team tenure), including how
they interact with the various measurement fea-
tures being investigated. In this way, we use
meta-analysis as a knowledge-synthesis vehicle
for redirection; offering potential fruitful new
avenues of exploration in the assessment of team
cohesion and its relationship with performance
(Cronin & George, 2020).

Overall, this research advances the literature
by uncovering the roles of measurement prac-
tices and the changing team landscape in shaping
the relationship between team cohesion and
team performance. We clarify best practices for
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measuring team cohesion by providing these
insights, and importantly, offer theoretical
explanations for why they are best practices,
providing a rich foundation for additional
research and practice.

Theoretical background

Cohesion conceptualization
and measurement

Measurement serves as the basic foundation for
all empirically-driven knowledge in the orga-
nizational sciences and other fields focused on
psychological constructs. Because latent con-
structs cannot be directly observed, our under-
standing of phenomena is dependent on how
well we operationalize and measure them
(Schultz & Whitney, 2005). Thus, measurement
plays a critical role in conclusions that are
drawn from research, as well as decisions that
are made in practice (Guion, 2011; Kazdin,
2003). Past conclusions about the cohesion-
performance relationship become particularly
worrisome when we consider the vast range of
approaches that have been used to measure
cohesion. Many reflect not specific, validated
measures that are used in consistent manners
across studies, but rather an amalgamation of
distinct features built into “home grown” metrics
that often differ from study to study. This not
only presents challenges for both researchers and
practitioners seeking to evaluate cohesion, but
also calls into question the extent to which
the cohesion-performance relationship is influ-
enced by various measurement artifacts. Thus,
we highlight several features that distinguish
different cohesion measurement approaches, as
identified in recent qualitative reviews (Gross-
man et al., 2015; Salas et al., 2015), and examine
the extent to which they moderate the relation-
ship between cohesion and performance.

Cohesion dimensions. Cohesion is one of the
earliest, most widely studied team constructs,
with interest in it spanning multiple disciplines

and settings (Carron & Brawley, 2000). With
this widespread interest has come great variety
in how cohesion has been conceptualized and
measured. For example, early scholars adopted
unidimensional approaches (e.g., team mem-
bers’ attraction or resistance to leaving), while
subsequent definitions became broader and
inclusive of multiple dimensions (e.g., resultant
of all forces acting on members to remain in the
group; Dion, 2000). More recently, multi-
dimensional approaches have become more
specific, often comprising social cohesion (e.g.,
shared liking or attachment), task cohesion
(e.g., shared commitment to task), and to a
lesser extent, group pride (e.g., shared impor-
tance of being a team member; Beal et al.,
2003)." Currently, scholars tend to focus on a
specific dimension, or on different combina-
tions of dimensions, and draw from a vast range
of measures to capture such dimensions, as
there is no standard, agreed upon approach for
conceptualizing and measuring cohesion in the
extant literature (Salas et al., 2015).

To identify optimal measurement approa-
ches, it is important to consider the role of each
cohesion dimension. Research generally indi-
cates cohesion is a multidimensional construct
with unidimensional facets that have their own
unique influences. Whereas early meta-analyses
found that only task cohesion was consistently
related to performance (Mullen & Copper,
1994), later work suggests each of the three
principle dimensions have significant relation-
ships of their own (Beal et al., 2003). Though
recent studies haven’t found differences in the
magnitude of cohesion-performance relationship
across dimensions, they do suggest that task
cohesion may be influential across a broader set
of situational criteria. For example, social
cohesion has emerged as more important for
behavioral-based outcomes, but task cohesion
consistently relates to both behavioral- and
outcomes-based performance metrics (Beal
et al,, 2003; Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009).
Consistent with this finding and the theoretical
interpretations of each dimension, we expect that
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Figure |. Theoretical proximity between cohesion and performance measures. Note. The physical distance
between boxes reflects the theoretical distance between constructs (e.g., task cohesion is more proximal to

efficiency than to effectiveness).

measures of task cohesion will have the strongest
relationship with performance in this meta-
analysis. Task cohesion reflects a shared invest-
ment in achieving the team’s objectives, which is
inherently more performance oriented than the
other dimensions, given that social cohesion is
driven by socio-emotional elements, and group
pride is derived from either task- or social-aspects
of team functioning. Accordingly, task cohesion
is more likely to elicit performance-oriented
interactions whereas those triggered by other
cohesion dimensions may or may not be perfor-
mance-relevant.

Additionally, we argue that task cohesion is
more proximal to team performance than are
social cohesion and group pride. Specifically, we
build on prior work (Beal et al., 2003) to theorize
about how the theoretical distance between
cohesion and performance may render different
cohesion measurement approaches more or less
predictive (see Figure 1 for a visual depiction of
this theory). Beal and colleagues (2003) found
that the cohesion-relationship was stronger when
performance was operationalized as efficiency
versus effectiveness, and as behaviors versus
outcomes, and theorized that these stronger
relationships were observed because behaviors
and efficiency are more closely related, or more
proximal to what a team does, while outcomes
and effectiveness can also be influenced by

external factors and are less sensitive to captur-
ing the team’s inputs.

Whereas they focused on different types of
performance criteria, we build on this line of
thinking to suggest that different types of cohe-
sion measurement can also produce variance in
the distance between cohesion and performance.
This aligns with argument above, that task
cohesion will show stronger relationships with
performance because it is inherently more
performance-oriented. Further, we consider task
cohesion more proximal to performance because
it reflects team members’ commitment to the
task and is therefore directly related to taskwork,
while social cohesion and group pride likely
impact performance through more distal
mechanisms, such as by reducing interpersonal
conflict or increasing motivation. Measures of
task cohesion are therefore hypothesized to
account for more variance in the prediction and
explanation of team performance of all types
than are other cohesion dimensions.

Hypothesis 1: measures capturing task
cohesion demonstrate stronger relation-
ships with performance compared to those
capturing social cohesion or group pride

Despite our expectation that measures cap-
turing task cohesion will relate to performance
most strongly, we also expect those assessing
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multiple cohesion dimensions will demonstrate
stronger relationships with performance than
those assessing a single dimension. Past meta-
analyses have shown that task cohesion, social
cohesion, and group pride each uniquely relate
to performance (Beal et al., 2003; Castano
et al., 2013), suggesting that multidimensional
measures are likely to be more predictive than
any unidimensional measure alone. Further,
because they capture more of the cohesion con-
struct space, they arguably will account for
more variance in performance. Our rationale
builds on existing theory which purports that
relationships between variables are strongest
when they are matched on key characteristics.
For example, according to the compatibility
principle, attitudes and behaviors can be
expected to relate to one another only when
they are compatible in action, target, context,
and time (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). Supporting
this theory, a meta-analysis suggests job atti-
tudes are more predictive of behaviors when
general attitudes are linked to comparably gen-
eral behaviors rather than more specific criteria
(Harrison et al., 2006). Similarly, research on
personnel selection suggests that predictive
validity is optimized when the bandwidth of
predictor measures (e.g., personality traits) is
commensurate with the bandwidth of criteria
measures (e.g., job performance; Barrick &
Mount, 2005). Linking these ideas back to
teams research, team performance is generally
a broad construct that can encompass any num-
ber of behaviors and outcomes (Beal et al.,
2003). Performance criteria vary depending on
the team or task type in question, and can be
derived though social-, motivational-, and task-
based elements. Consistent with the bandwidth
of performance measures, cohesion measures
that are similarly broad (i.e., multidimensional)
are expected to afford greater predictive and
explanatory potential.

Hypothesis 2: multidimensional measures
of cohesion demonstrate stronger relation-
ships with performance compared to

unidimensional measures (i.e., task, social,
group pride alone)

Item level. Though generally a team-focused
construct, cohesion can be operationalized at
both the individual- and the team-levels. Con-
sistent with the direct consensus and referent-
shift models (Chan, 1998), items may prompt
respondents to report on their own cohesion
(direct consensus, e.g. some of my best friends
are on the team) or their perceptions of cohesion
within the team (referent-shift, e.g. our team is
united in trying to reach its goals for perfor-
mance). In both approaches, individual re-
sponses are aggregated to the team-level if
appropriate within-group agreement is attained,
to reflect the shared team property. Although the
direct consensus model is widely used, it has
also been criticized, since individuals’ percep-
tions of their own cohesion may not accurately
capture the collective sense of cohesion that has
emerged in the team (Kirkman et al., 2001). The
referent-shift model is therefore considered more
consistent with calls for measurement that truly
reflects the level of interest, and has been asso-
ciated with stronger within-group agreement and
between-group variability (Klein et al., 2001),
suggesting it is effective for tapping into shared
team characteristics.

Cohesion is generally conceptualized as a
team-level construct, and because referent-shift
measures more closely align with this con-
ceptualization than direct consensus measures,
we expect them to have greater construct
validity. In providing more accurate assess-
ments of the levels of cohesion among team
members, referent shift measures are also
expected to demonstrate stronger relationships
with measures of team performance. Further,
we consider measures utilizing the referent shift
approach to be more proximal to performance
than those utilizing direct consensus because
they more directly capture cohesion as an
emergent property at the team level, which is
more closely connected to how the team per-
forms, whereas the direct consensus approach
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captures individuals’ perspectives, which are a
step removed from the team’s interactions. We
acknowledge that some perspectives incorpo-
rate an individual component into cohesion
conceptualizations (e.g., individual attraction
to the group, Carron et al., 1985), but argue that
team-focused aspects are more relevant to team
performance, making them more appropriate to
measure when the team is the focus. Therefore,
referent-shift measures are hypothesized to
account for more variance in the prediction and
explanation of performance than direct con-
sensus measures.

Hypothesis 3: measures utilizing referent
shift demonstrate stronger relationships
with performance compared to those uti-
lizing direct consensus

Item focus. Like other team constructs (e.g., trust;
Costa & Anderson, 2011), cohesion can manifest
as either attitudes toward the team or behavioral
interactions that can be considered indicative of
such attitudes. Reflecting this, cohesion mea-
sures often include items prompting respondents
to report on their own attitudes, or perceptions of
their team members’ attitudes, about the team
(attitudinally-focused items; e.g. members of our
team are proud to be a part of the team) as well
as items assessing cohesion-relevant behaviors
(behaviorally-focused items; e.g. our team
spends time together outside of work; Salas et al.,
2015). Within team contexts, behavioral mani-
festations may be a primary mechanism through
which members’ attitudes are expressed to one
another, enabling constructs to emerge at the
team-level. Attitudes are thought to incite a force
that prompts individuals to engage in certain
behaviors as a means of expressing or mani-
festing those attitudes (Harrison et al., 2006). As
has long been understood through the theory of
planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991), however, atti-
tudes do not always prompt individuals to engage
in corresponding behaviors. Attitudes alone are
therefore not sufficient for understanding the
emergence of team cohesion. Along these lines,

Carter and colleagues (2015) discussed the
importance of observability for team members to
be able to perceive, and in turn for researchers to
be able to accurately assess emergent team phe-
nomena. Behaviorally-focused measures of
cohesion can be considered more proximal to
performance than attitudinally-focused mea-
sures, which are more distal indicators that may
or may not translate to behaviors.

Thus, we expect that behavioral measures will
provide the most direct and accurate assessment
of the cohesion emerging among team members
and that perceptions of this emergence will have
the greatest influence on performance. There-
fore, behaviorally-focused measures of cohesion
are hypothesized to account for more variance in
the prediction and explanation of team perfor-
mance than attitudinally-focused measures.

Hypothesis 4: cohesion measures captur-
ing behaviors demonstrate stronger rela-
tionships with performance compared to
those capturing attitudes

Alignment with performance measures. Beyond
features of cohesion measures, features of per-
formance measures may also influence the
strength of the cohesion-performance relation-
ship, particularly depending on the degree to
which they align with one another. As noted,
Beal and colleagues (2003) found differences in
the cohesion-performance relationship depend-
ing on how proximal performance metrics were
to what the team does. Connecting these ideas
with the notion that the performance indicators
efficiency and behaviors can be considered more
proximal to cohesion, whereas effectiveness and
outcomes can be considered more distal (Beal
et al.,, 2003), we theorize that cohesion and
performance vary in how proximal or distal they
are to one another depending on how each one is
operationalized. As such, we expect that when
cohesion is connected to outcomes that are more
distal in nature (i.e., effectiveness, outcomes), it
will be particularly important to measure cohe-
sion in a manner that is more proximal (i.e., task
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cohesion, behaviorally-focused, referent shift),
as a means of reducing the gap and strengthening
the cohesion-performance relationship. Con-
versely, we expect differences between proximal
and distal (i.e., social cohesion and group pride,
attitudinally-focused, direct consensus) cohesion
metrics to be less pronounced when cohesion is
connected to more proximal (i.e., efficiency,
behaviors) measures of performance. Specifi-
cally, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 5: When cohesion is linked to
performance as effectiveness, the cohesion-
performance relationship is stronger when
cohesion is operationalized as (a) task cohe-
sion compared to social cohesion and group
pride, (b) behaviors compared to attitudes,
and (c) referent shift compared to direct
consensus, whereas these differences are
less pronounced when cohesion is linked
to performance as efficiency

Hypothesis 6: When cohesion is linked to
performance as outcomes, the cohesion-
performance relationship is stronger when
cohesion is operationalized as (a) task cohe-
sion compared to social cohesion and group
pride, (b) behaviors compared to attitudes,
and (c) referent shift compared to direct
consensus, whereas these differences are
less pronounced when cohesion is linked
to performance as behaviors

Cohesion in traditional versus modern
teams

In recent years, scholars have increasingly re-
cognized the changing nature of teams. For
example, in 2012, Tannenbaum and collea-
gues identified three primary changes affect-
ing teams—dynamic composition, technology
and distance, and empowering and delayering.
Broadly, these themes reflect key differences
between traditional and modern teams. Tradi-
tionally, teams have had clearly defined, stable
membership, have primarily interacted face-
to-face, and have had a clear team leader.

Conversely, more modern teams are character-
ized by fluid reconfiguring and multiteam
membership, are more likely to communicate
using technology from dispersed locations, and
are increasingly empowered to make decisions
and engage in self-management. Around the
same time, Wageman et al. (2012) discussed
societal macro trends that are changing the way
teams function. They identified digitalization,
globalization, value pluralism, and climate
change as major factors that are changing
teamwork by altering opportunities for, the
need for, and the structure of collaboration in
the modern day. More recently, Benishek and
Lazzara (2019) described a “new era” of teams
and explained how various team characteristics
are changing in the present landscape, includ-
ing: membership, interdependence, shared goals,
team dynamics, and team boundaries.
Considering these changes can fundamentally
alter the way teams function, they may have
implications for cohesion and its relationship
with team performance. Specifically, it is con-
ceivable that cohesion may emerge, manifest,
and relate to performance differently in today’s
teams compared to those with more traditional
features. In turn, such differences may have
implications for approaches to conceptualizing
and measuring cohesion in modern teams, and
for using empirical research conducted on tradi-
tional teams as benchmarks for modern studies.

Cohesion dimensions. In the modern landscape,
individuals are likely to be members of multiple
teams, to be with any one team for shorter
periods of time, and to spend less time together
face-to-face (Tannenbaum et al., 2012). Further,
team tasks and goals are becoming increasingly
fast-paced and complex. In response to these
changes, teams will arguably develop a greater
emphasis on task-based elements of the team,
with less focus on social elements. This may
change the way cohesion dimensions develop
and relate to performance. Because time and
opportunity for social cohesion to develop is
limited in modern contexts, social bonding may



Grossman et al.

become a less salient aspect of the team expe-
rience. For example, prior research suggests
social cohesion takes longer to emerge than task
cohesion (Siebold, 2006) and that social bonding
can be hindered in virtual environments (e.g.,
Hambley et al., 2007) due to reduced availability
of rich and spontaneous communication (Daft &
Lengel, 1986). Therefore, there may be fewer
opportunities for social cohesion to emerge and
contribute to performance in modern teams.
Conversely, task cohesion may become a
key mechanism through which teams can come
together and achieve their objectives despite the
challenges associated with modern teams.
While social aspects can suffer, research has
shown that task-related constructs (e.g., trans-
active memory) can develop and predict per-
formance under conditions such as virtual
communication, global dispersion, multiple
team membership, and new team configuration
(Maynard et al., 2012). If team members are
equally committed to the team’s tasks, they
may be more likely to expend the time and
effort needed to perform in this setting. Further,
because team members will likely be juggling
multiple tasks and team memberships, it may
become particularly important for them to be
committed to a team’s tasks in order for them to
devote the necessary resources to the goals of
that team. In their discussion of contemporary
teams, Wageman et al. (2012) describe the
concept of value pluralism—when people are
focused on shaping their own lives and careers
in a search for personal meaning and autonomy
rather than defaulting to traditional paths. With
this perspective increasing in modern teams, the
presence of task cohesion, which indicates that
members personally value, and are committed
to the team’s tasks, may become an especially
critical factor for facilitating team performance.
Related to these ideas is the distinction
between structural and behavioral interdep-
endence. Whereas structural interdependence
reflects the degree to which a team’s task requires
members to collaborate and exchange resources,
behavioral interdependence captures the extent to

which they actually work together. Wageman
et al. (2012) explored how the changing ecology
of modern teams may be producing increases in
structural interdependence, while concurrently
decreasing behavioral interdependence. In other
words, modern teams are more likely to have
tasks that require collaboration, yet less likely to
spend time simultaneously working together.
This aligns with our expectations that in modern
teams, greater focus will be placed on the task,
with less opportunity for social relationships.
Similar patterns might emerge for group
pride. That is, group pride emerges when team
members identify with the status and ideologies
associated with the team and perceive team
membership as personally important. Consider-
ing the increase in value pluralism described
above, group pride may serve as a key driver of
individuals’ efforts to promote team perfor-
mance despite their increased demands and less
socially rich team experiences. Likewise, group
pride may be able to emerge more “swiftly”
than social cohesion and may motivate the
expenditure of resources needed for task ac-
complishment, even though modern teams may
experience reduced behavioral interdependence,
making it particularly important for promoting
performance in these settings. Considering these
ideas in combination, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 7: there is a three-way inter-
action such that the (a) the task cohesion-
performance relationship is stronger,
(b) the social-cohesion performance rela-
tionship is weaker, and (c) the group-pride
performance relationship is stronger when
teams are more modern compared to more
traditional

Item level. The changes taking place in modern
teams may also have implications for the level at
which cohesion exists and relates to perfor-
mance. As noted, scholars have emphasized the
importance of observability for the emergence of
constructs at the team level (Carter et al., 2015).
That is, sufficient time and team interaction is
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necessary before cohesion, for example, can be
perceived by team members and can coalesce as
a shared team property. Relating this concept to
the primary features of modern teams, it is pos-
sible that team-level cohesion may be hindered
or at least more challenging to attain. Shorter
lifespans, less face-to-face interaction, and the
division of time across multiple teams, for
instance, may reduce opportunities that contrib-
ute to cohesion emergence. In such situations,
individual-level perceptions of cohesion may
become more important predictors of perfor-
mance than they are in more traditional teams,
where sustained and shared team experiences are
more likely. Essentially, with team-level cohe-
sion potentially hindered, individual members’
perceptions of cohesion may become drivers of
processes that contribute to performance rather
than solely the team as a whole’s perceptions.

Related to this idea, Feitosa et al. (2020)
recently found that referent shift measures of
team trust yielded weaker relationships with
performance in ad hoc teams compared to
mixed-referent measures in intact teams. They
suggested the individual perspective is more
relevant when sufficient time has not elapsed for
team trust to emerge, while both individual and
team perspectives become important as more
time is spent together as a team. Further exem-
plifying the role of the individual-level in mod-
ern contexts, Wildman and colleagues (2012)
developed a model of trust in swift starting
action teams which included individual-level
trust in the team as a predictor of processes
and performance at the team level.

Although we expect the individual-level
perspective will become more relevant in mod-
ern teams, we do not also expect the importance
of the team-level will be diminished. Specifi-
cally, our focus of comparison is between
modern versus traditional teams, not between
referent shift and direct consensus in this
instance. Whereas we expect referent shift items
to be more predictive in modern teams, we also
expect direct consensus items to remain equally
predictive if teams are able to develop cohesion

as a shared emergent state in the modern context.
Prior research suggests emergent constructs can
indeed develop under conditions characteristic
of modern teams. For example, Crisp and Jar-
venpaa (2013) showed that “swift trust” emerged
in teams that were ad hoc, entirely virtual, and
globally dispersed. While cohesion in modern
contexts has not yet been researched extensively,
it has indeed demonstrated relationships with
performance in relevant settings such as ad hoc
teams and virtual teams (e.g., van der Land et al.,
2015), and the concept of “swift cohesion” has
been previously discussed (Coultas et al., 2014).
We expect cohesion will remain an important
predictor of performance in modern teams by
facilitating engagement and processes that con-
tribute to performance—the same mechanisms
through which it plays a role in traditional teams.
Further, if team members are able to get on the
same page about the task, form social relation-
ships, and develop a shared sense of pride, these
cohesive bonds may even become an avenue
through which teams can overcome some of
the modern day challenges, enabling them to
achieve performance objectives. Thus, we ex-
pect both individual and team perspectives
will be relevant to performance in modern
teams. Because we do not expect a difference
across settings for referent shift items (i.e.,
null hypothesis), we do not put forth a specific
hypothesis.

Hypothesis 8: there is a three-way interac-
tion such that when direct consensus items
are used, the cohesion-performance rela-
tionship is stronger when teams are more
modern compared to more traditional

Iltem focus. Finally, we believe the ecology of
modern teams will also have implications for
cohesion’s manifestation as attitudes or beha-
viors, and its relationship with performance.
Earlier, we argued behavioral, compared to
attitudinal indicators of cohesion would be
stronger performance predictors based on the
theory of planned behavior (Azjen, 1991) and
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the importance of observability for emergence
(Carter et al., 2015). We propose this logic
extends to, and is perhaps even further pro-
nounced, within modern terms. When team
membership is fluid, teams exist for shorter
periods of time, team members spend less time
interacting face-to-face, etc. there will be less
time and fewer opportunities for members’ atti-
tudes to be translated into behaviors and experi-
enced by other members than there are in more
traditional settings. Instead, what team members
do, or their behavioral manifestations of cohes-
ion that occur within their limited, and often
technology-mediated time together, will become
the primary mechanisms through which cohesion
influences performance. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 9: there is a three-way
interaction such that when (a) behaviorally-
focused items are used, the cohesion-
performance relationship is stronger, and
(b) when attitudinally-focused items are
used, the cohesion-performance relationship
is weaker when teams are more modern
compared to more traditional

Methods

Literature search

Consistent with previous meta-analyses, sear-
ches were conducted within the databases Psy-
cINFO and Dissertation Abstracts International
for combinations of the following keywords
within article abstracts: cohesion, cohesiveness,
group, team, interpersonal attraction, group
attraction, task commitment, task attraction,
group integration, social integration, group
pride, cooperation, and resistance to disruption.
Prior cohesion meta-analyses were also back-
referenced to ensure studies included in prior
work were represented in our pool of articles.

Inclusion criteria

Searches yielded 6,742 articles. After removing
studies not meeting our criteria (see Figure 2)

through an initial review, 789 articles remained.
To be retained, studies needed to measure both
cohesion and performance, and to include a
correlation (or other statistic that could be
converted to a correlation) reflecting the rela-
tionship between them. Because individual- and
team-level studies should not be combined in
meta-analyses (Beal et al., 2003), and our focus
is on team cohesion, we only included studies
that analyzed the team level. Although we used
a wide range of search terms, our goal was to
identify studies that may have included cohe-
sion as a secondary variable, not necessarily to
include each of these constructs (e.g., cooper-
ation), as indicators of cohesion. Studies were
only included if constructs closely aligned with
existing definitions of cohesion; in all but a few
instances, studies used the construct name
“cohesion” or some variant in their measures
and methods sections. Although some team
effectiveness models include team viability and
satisfaction with the team (Hackman, 1987), we
chose to focus on team performance. Because
our purpose is to examine the role of mea-
surement features, it is important to do so using
a relationship that is sufficiently established.
Likewise, our secondary goal of exploring
modern versus traditional teams also requires
a foundational link that can serve as a base-
line. Thus, considering that the cohesion-
performance relationship has been established
through at least seven prior meta-analyses,
whereas none exist connecting cohesion to
viability or satisfaction, we excluded studies
that did not assess performance specifically.
More information about construct names and
excluded effectiveness criteria is provided in
Figure 2.

Coding procedures

Studies were coded for several pieces of infor-
mation, including measurement features, sample
size, reliability coefficients, and effect sizes. The
first four authors of this study first coded and
discussed 50 articles together to attain a shared
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Studies identified through literature
searches and cross-referencing of
previous meta-analyses
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Initial removal of studies that were
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English, qualitative, or for which
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Eligibility

OF the studies excluded for this
reason, 19 measured viability
and 34 measured satisfaction

Studies Included in Meta analysis
N=179, k=195

In 85% of recorded relationships, one of the following temms were used in methods sedions: cohesion,
team cohesion, group cohesion, ¢oh :, beam coh gron , task cohesion,
secial cohesion, or inierpersonal cohesion. ng\ty 11% used terms Menufled as sperll'lc dimensions of
mh:;nm from past research, namely, attraction to group-task, anraction to group-social, group

'8 sk, and group i i clal. A 2% used the term commitment. About 2%
used other terms such as interpersonal attraetion and social integration.

Figure 2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria.

mental model of coding procedures. Coders Description of coding scheme

made decisions based on the definitions and Below is a brief description of coding cate-
examples described in the coding scheme below. ~ gories and any decision rules that accompanied
Remaining articles were then distributed such them. Measures not fitting neatly into these
that each article was coded by two people. Initial ~categories, but that we considered primarily
inter-rater agreement was 94%; any discrep- (i.e., 75% or more) one or the other, were coded
ancies were resolved through discussion until as such. A scale that included nine items cap-
100% agreement was attained. A summary of all  turing social cohesion and one item capturing
coding is available in the Appendix. task cohesion, for example, was coded as social.
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Those demonstrating a greater combination of
different types of items were coded as mixed.

Cohesion dimensions. Consistent with existing
meta-analyses (Beal et al., 2003; Mullen &
Copper, 1994), we coded measures as social
cohesion, task cohesion, or group pride. Mea-
sures reflecting preference, bonding, and liking
among team members were coded as social
cohesion on the basis of the definition, “a shared
liking for or attachment to the members of the
group” (Beal et al., 2003, p. 995). Measures
capturing task commitment and task utility were
coded as task cohesion, based on the con-
ceptualization, the “extent to which the task
allows the group to attain important goals or the
extent to which a shared commitment to the
group’s task exists” (Beal et al., 2003, p. 995). In
line with the definition of group pride as, “the
extent to which group members exhibit liking for
the status or ideologies that the group supports
or represents, or the shared importance of being
a member of the group” (Beal et al., 2003, p.
995), measures assessing this shared importance
or devotion to the team, and feelings of morale
and team spirit were coded as group pride.
Measures not reflecting one of these definitions
and/or representing more generic assessments of
cohesion were coded into the overall, composite
category. Such measures were considered mul-
tidimensional, along with instances where dif-
ferent dimensions measured within a single
independent sample were combined to evaluate
the overall cohesion-performance relationship.
Measures that captured general cohesion over-
all (e.g., how cohesive is your group in relation
to other groups?), were coded into a generic
category.

Item level. Cohesion items were coded based on
whether they captured the individual or the team
level. Items evaluating team members’ individ-
ual cohesion experiences (e.g., I get along with
members of my team) were coded as direct
consensus; those measuring perceptions of the

team’s cohesion as a whole (e.g., my feam
members get along), were coded as referent shift.

Item focus. Measures were also coded based on
whether they focused on attitudinal or beha-
vioral manifestations of cohesion. Those pri-
marily assessing attitudes (e.g., I am happy to
be a part of this team) were coded as attitudes-
focused, while metrics capturing primarily
behaviors (e.g., team members work together as
a team) were categorized as behaviors-focused.

Team performance. Outcomes capturing perfor-
mance, completion, quality, and productivity in
relation to team tasks (DeChurch & Mesmer-
Magnus, 2010) were included. Distinctions
were made between performance as behaviors
(i.e., evaluation of actions or behaviors relevant
to the team’s goals and in members’ control;
e.g. ratings of specific work behaviors, perfor-
mance on puzzle tasks) and performance as
outcomes (i.e., criteria reflecting results of
performance behaviors; e.g. final grade on class
project, ratings of work outcomes), as well as
between performance as efficiency (i.e., team
effectiveness with consideration of the associ-
ated inputs; e.g. return on investment, team
output over time) and performance as effec-
tiveness (evaluation of team performance
results, with no consideration of what went into
achieving such results; e.g. total team output,
ratings of quality; Beal et al., 2003).

Traditional versus modern teams. To determine
the degree to which teams could be considered
modern, we first coded for various characteris-
tics of modern teams identified by previous
scholars. These characteristics include virtuality
of communication, team member distribution,
team globalness (aligning with the technology
and distance theme described by Tannenbaum
et al., 2012), multiple team membership, team
lifespan, team stability, team boundaries (align-
ing with the dynamic composition theme
described by Tannenbaum et al., 2012), leader-
ship structure, role clarity (aligning with the
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empowering and delayering theme described by
Tannenbaum et al., 2012), behavioral inter-
dependence, and multiple stakeholders (aligning
with additional task-focused changes taking
place in modern teams described by Wageman
et al., 2012). Each of these codes corresponded
with a numeric value, where higher scores were
considered more modern, as further described
below.

Teams who worked together primarily in
person were coded as face-to-face, those who
worked both face-to-face and through virtual
tools were coded as hybrid, and those who used
only virtual tools were coded as fully virtual, in
line with previous research (Mesmer-Magnus
et al., 2011). These codes were assigned val-
ues of 0, 1, and 2, respectively, where higher
scores were indicative of greater modernity.
When team members primarily worked in the
same geographic region, distribution was coded
as low (0), and conversely, it was coded as high
(1) when team members were distributed across
geographic regions or nations (Tannenbaum
et al., 2012; Wageman et al., 2012). Similarly,
teams comprised of members working from a
single nation were considered low (0) on feam
globalness, whereas those including members
from multiple nations were coded as high (1).

The code for multiple team membership (0 =
no, 1 = yes) was assigned based on whether or
not individuals worked on more than one team
within a single organization or context (Tan-
nenbaum et al., 2012; Wageman et al., 2012). In
instances where team membership was fairly
stable, teams were coded as high (0) in team
stability, whereas the low (1) team stability code
was utilized when different team members
cycled in and out of the team over time. Team
lifespan was coded based on the team’s shared
history and future (Feitosa et al., 2020)—teams
who worked together over longer periods of time
and had a shared past and future together were
coded as intact (0), those that came to together
for a shorter period of time to work together on a
particular project and who may or may not have
a shared history and future were coded as short-

term (1), and those that came together initially
for a brief task and then disbanded were con-
sidered ad hoc (2). When teams had clear
boundaries and only included members from a
specific area within the organization they were
considered high (0) on team boundaries, and
conversely, when they included members from
different areas within the organization or other
organizations, they were coded as low (1) on
team boundaries (Tannenbaum et al., 2012;
Wageman et al., 2012).

Leadership structure was coded as hier-
archical (0) when one individual, either internal
or external to the team was designated as the
leader, and shared (1) when leadership respon-
sibilities were distributed among more than one
team member (Marlow et al., 2018). In teams
where each member had a clearly defined role
or purpose, role clarity was considered to be
high (0), whereas teams characterized by more
fluid and ambiguous roles were coded as low
(1) (Tannenbaum et al., 2012; Wageman et al.,
2012). In coding behavioral interdependence,
we considered whether or not the team could
perform their task without actually working
together extensively, regardless of the extent to
which the task called for it (i.e., structural
interdependence; Wageman et al., 2012). If the
task could not be completed without team
members actually interacting with one another,
the high (0) code was utilized, but if the team
could feasibly complete the task with limited
interaction (e.g., dividing parts of a project up
even if they are meant to be performed
together), the low (1) code was utilized. Finally,
when teams were required to meet the needs of
only a single client or stakeholder, they were
considered “no” (0) on the multiple stake-
holders code, whereas those who were required
to meet the needs of multiple clients or stake-
holders were coded as “yes” (1).

A total score across each of these coding
categories was calculated so that the overall
extent to which a team was characterized by
modern features could be examined as a con-
tinuous variable.
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Analyses

We used Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) meta-
analytic procedures, which are grounded in the
random-effects model. This approach accounts
for the heterogeneity of effect sizes, enabling
non-conditional inferences, where findings can
be generalized beyond the observed studies
included in the meta-analytic sample (Hedges &
Vevea, 1998). If sufficient information was
available, effect sizes were corrected individu-
ally for unreliability in both cohesion and per-
formance measures, using alpha coefficients.
When coefficients were not provided, mean
reliabilities of similar measures were imputed to
make corrections. If multiple effect sizes per-
taining to the same variables were available in a
single sample, composite effect sizes were cal-
culated (Nunnally, 1978). If information neces-
sary to generate a composite was unavailable,
the mean of effect sizes was calculated. When
composites or averages were utilized, reli-
abilities of corresponding measures were also
combined using the Spearman-Brown formula,
which provides a reliability estimate of com-
bined effect sizes. Finally, in line with Hunter
and Schmidt’s approach (2004), meta-analyses
were calculated using a weighted mean esti-
mate of the overall effect size, where each
independent sample’s effect size was weighted
by its sample size.

Results

To interpret results, 95% confidence intervals
surrounding each meta-analytic effect size were
calculated. Confidence intervals provide insight
about the degree to which effect size estimates
are accurate or contain sampling error (White-
ner, 1990). Estimated population mean effect
sizes were considered significantly different
from zero when 95% confidence intervals did
not include zero (Aguinis et al., 2011). Although
not linked to a specific hypothesis, we began by
assessing the overall cohesion-performance
relationship, as it serves as the foundation for

the remainder of our analyses. Consistent with
previous meta-analyses, the relationship was
moderate and significant (p = .29; 95% CI [.26,
.31]) (see Table 1). To assess the possibility of
publication bias, we conducted trim-and-fill
analyses, which generate a symmetrical dis-
tribution of effect sizes from the published
data and allow for the comparison of observed
and adjusted values (Duval & Tweedie, 2000).
Confidence intervals for the observed and
adjusted meta-analytic correlations substantially
overlapped (p observed = .29; 95% CI [.25, .31]
versus P adjusted = .23; 95% CI [.20, .36]),
which can be interpreted as evidence of an
absence of publication bias (Gonzalez-Mulé
et al., 2019). The associated funnel plot was also
examined and did not demonstrate skewness
in the distribution of effect sizes. Further, 49
independent samples within our analysis were
drawn from unpublished sources. Finally, the
failsafe k is 40,381, suggesting it would take at
least this number of file-drawer null effects to
render the cohesion-performance relationship
nonsignificant. Therefore, publication bias does
not appear to be an issue in this study.

Before moving forward, we also assessed
the possible impact of outliers. Based on a plot
analysis and the interquartile approach (Ber-
nerth & Aguinis, 2016), we identified six
studies that could be interpreted as outliers.
Upon removing those studies, the estimated
meta-analytic effect sizes and corresponding
confidence intervals remained exactly the
same. Thus, because these outliers did not alter
our meta-analytic conclusions, we did not
remove them from the remaining analyses
(Viechtbauer & Cheung, 2010).

To assess the appropriateness of testing for
moderators, we calculated the QO-statistic, which
determines whether there is variance in the
meta-analytic estimate beyond sampling error
(Lipsey & Wilson, 2001), and /°, which deter-
mines what percentage of variance cannot be
attributed to sampling error (Higgins et al.,
2003). The Q-statistic was significant (Q =
435.63, p < .00), and > was 56%, demonstrating
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Table I. Cohesion-performance relationship, moderated by measurement features.

k N r p SDp 95%Cl. 95% Cl, 80% CV_ 80% CVy
Overall relationship 195 12,023 025 0.29 0.14 0.26 0.31 0.11 0.46
Dimension(s) measured
Unidimensional
Task cohesion 55 2,980 0.29 033 0.16 0.27 0.38 0.12 0.54
Social cohesion 112 7,288 0.22 0.25 0.16 0.22 0.29 0.04 0.46
Group pride I 573 032 034 0.05 0.26 0.42 0.27 0.41
Multidimensional 60 3,547 025 0.28 0.12 0.23 0.32 0.12 0.43
Generic 7 283 0.17 0.18 0.21 0.00 0.36 —0.09 0.45
Level measured
Referent shift 98 5843 028 031 0.13 0.28 0.34 0.15 0.47
Direct consensus 30 2,127 0.18 020 O0.17 0.14 0.27 —0.01 042
Mixed-level 54 3,399 027 030 0.14 0.26 0.35 0.12 0.48
Measure Focus
Attitudinally-focused 63 4,631 023 026 0.6 0.21 0.30 0.05 0.46
Behaviorally-focused 49 2,407 030 034 O0.11 0.29 0.39 0.20 0.48
Mixed focus 68 4344 026 029 0.13 0.25 0.33 0.12 0.46
Measurement type x performance type
Performance as behaviors
Task cohesion I 787 0.33 038 0.23 0.25 0.51 0.10 0.67
Social cohesion 20 1,000 025 029 0.19 0.20 0.39 0.04 0.54
Attitudinally-focused 7 363 0.32 036 0.09 0.25 0.47 0.25 0.47
Behaviorally-focused 8 387 027 031 0.9 0.17 0.46 0.06 0.56
Referent shift 18 940 0.26 030 0.18 0.21 0.40 0.07 0.53
Direct consensus 2 43 0.13 0.15 _ 0.11 0.19 _ _
Performance as outcomes
Task cohesion 36 1,773 029 0.32 0.12 0.26 0.38 0.17 0.48
Social cohesion 73 4993 0.21 023 0.6 0.19 0.27 0.03 0.44
Attitudinally-focused 43 3377 020 0.22 0.16 0.17 0.28 0.02 0.43
Behaviorally-focused 32 1,622 030 0.34 0.09 0.28 0.39 0.22 0.45
Referent shift 6l 3,784 027 030 0.10 0.26 0.34 0.16 0.43
Direct consensus 24 1,872 0.15 0.17 0.17 0.10 0.25 —0.04 0.38
Performance as efficiency
Task cohesion 12 525 0.23 025 0.16 0.13 0.36 0.04 0.46
Social cohesion 28 1,221 0.13 0.5 0.16 0.07 0.23 —0.05 0.35
Attitudinally-focused 17 1,045 0.19 020 O0.14 0.12 0.29 0.03 0.38
Behaviorally-focused 7 292 036 039 0.04 029 0.50 0.35 0.44
Referent shift 19 973 0.21 024 0.05 0.17 0.30 0.18 0.29
Direct consensus Il 729 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.05 0.27 —0.03 0.35
Performance as effectiveness
Task cohesion 35 1,972 030 0.34 0.17 0.27 0.40 0.12 0.55
Social cohesion 64 4480 0.23 026 O0.15 0.22 0.31 0.07 0.46
Group pride 6 251 030 032 _ 0.22 0.41 _ _
Attitudinally-focused 28 2210 021 024 0.15 0.17 0.30 0.05 0.43
Behaviorally-focused 28 1,326 031 036 0.14 0.29 0.42 0.18 0.53
Referent shift 56 3295 028 031 0.13 0.27 0.36 0.14 0.49
Direct consensus 13 946 0.19 023 0.18 0.13 0.33 0.00 0.46

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score

correlation; Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.
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moderate heterogeneity (Higgins et al., 2003).
Based on these values, we concluded justifica-
tion for examining moderators, and proceeded
with moderator analyses. In line with prior
work (e.g., Beal et al., 2003; DeChurch &
Mesmer-Magnus, 2010), we compared confi-
dence intervals, and considered relationships to
be significantly different from one another when
the effect size for one level of the moderator did
not fall within the 95% confidence interval of the
other level of the moderator, and vice-versa.

Cohesion conceptualization
and measurement

Cohesion dimensions. Each cohesion dimension
significantly related to performance indepen-
dently, and consistent with Hypothesis 1, the
task cohesion relationship (p = .33; 95% CI
[.27, .38] was significantly stronger than social
cohesion (p = .25; 95% CI [.22, .29], but in
contrast to this hypothesis, it was comparable to
group pride (p = .34; 95% CI [.26, .42]). Thus,
only partial support was found for Hypothesis 1.
Contradictory to Hypothesis 2, multidimensional
measures of cohesion did not show stronger
relationships with performance (p = .28; 95%
CI [.23, .32]) compared to any of the uni-
dimensional measures on their own (task, social,
or group pride). Interestingly, the cohesion-
performance relationship was weaker and non-
significant when generic cohesion measures
were used (p = .18; 95% CI [.00, .36]), indi-
cating that although the scope of dimensionality
did not make a difference, it is important for
cohesion measures to be specific in the dimen-
sion(s) they capture.

Item level and focus. Measures capturing cohesion
through referent shift items showed significantly
stronger relationships with performance (p =
31; 95% CI [.28, .34]), than those using direct
consensus (p = .20; 95% CI [.14, .27]), in
support of Hypothesis 3. Referent shift and
mixed-level measures (p = .30; 95% CI [.26,
.35] showed nearly identical relationships, with

mixed measures also performing significantly
better than direct consensus measures. In line
with Hypothesis 4, behaviorally-focused mea-
sures related to performance significantly more
(p = .34; 95% CI [.29, .39]) than attitudinally-
focused measures (p = .26; 95% CI [.21, .30]).

Alignment with performance measures. Hypoth-
eses 5 and 6 a-c related to the distance between
cohesion and performance measures. First, we
proposed that when cohesion was linked to
performance metrics that are more distal in
nature, it would become more important (i.e.,
relationships would be stronger) to use cohe-
sion measures that are more proximal as com-
pared to distal, and that these differences would
be less pronounced when cohesion was linked
to more proximal performance metrics. To
assess this, we started by examining relation-
ships when cohesion was linked to performance
as outcomes (i.e., distal). Here, the relationship
was significantly stronger when measures cap-
tured task cohesion (p = .32; 95% CI [.26, .38])
compared to social cohesion (p = .23; 95% CI
[.19, .27]), when they focused on behaviors
(p = .34; 95% CI [.28, .39]) versus attitudes
(p = .22; 95% CI [.17, .28]), and when they
used referent shift (p = .30; 95% CI [.26, .34])
rather than direct consensus (p = .17; 95% CI
[.10, .25]). Making the same comparisons when
cohesion was linked to performance as beha-
viors (i.e., proximal), only one significant dif-
ference emerged, that between referent shift
(p = .30; 95% CI [.21, .40]) and direct con-
sensus (p = .15; 95% CI [.11, .19]) items. We
note the small k& of 2 for direct consensus
approaches, which may be contributing to this
difference.

Next, we examined these relationships when
cohesion was linked to performance as effec-
tiveness (i.e., distal). Here, the relationship was
significantly stronger when measures captured
behaviors (p = .36; 95% CI [.29, .42]) versus
attitudes (p = .24; 95% CI [.17, .30]) and task
cohesion (p = .34; 95% CI [.27, .40]) versus
social cohesion (p = .26;95% CI [.22, .31]). In
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line with expectations, the link was also stron-
ger for referent shift (p = .31; 95% CI [.27,
.36]) versus direct consensus (p = .23; 95% CI
[.13, .33]), but this difference did not reach
significance. No difference emerged between
task cohesion and group pride. Examining these
comparisons when cohesion was connected to
performance as efficiency (i.e., proximal), we
saw only one significant difference—the rela-
tionship was significantly stronger for beha-
vioral (p = .39; 95% CI [.29, .50]) versus
attitudinal (p = .20; 95% CI [.12, .29]) mea-
sures. Taken together, not every comparison
yielded expected results, but a general trend did
emerge where proximal, versus distal cohesion
metrics tended to show stronger relationships
when they were related to distal measures of
performance, while fewer differences emerged
when cohesion was linked to proximal mea-
sures of performance. Thus, partial support was
found for Hypotheses 5 and 6.

Cohesion in traditional versus modern teams

To assess the moderating influence of modern
team characteristics, we conducted continuous
moderator variable analyses grounded in the
random-effects model (Field & Gillett, 2010),
first starting with the overall cohesion rela-
tionship to serve as a foundation, then including
measurement features to evaluate potential
three-way interactions. As depicted in Table 2,
none of these relationships were significantly
moderated by degree of modernness, failing to
support Hypotheses 7-9.

Although these Hypotheses were not sup-
ported, we conducted a series of analyses to
further explore the impact of modern charac-
teristics. We generally theorized that modern
characteristics would impact the cohesion-
performance relationship in similar manners,
but it is possible that the magnitude of effects
may differ across modern characteristics, or
even that certain characteristics may impact the
relationship in opposing ways. We therefore
examined each characteristic individually rather

Table 2. Cohesion-performance relationship,
moderated by measurement features and degree
of modernness.

Analysis k B SE tvalue p-value

Overall 189 —0.01 0.0l —1.58 0.12
relationship

Task cohesion 48 —0.02 0.02 —1.05 0.30

Social cohesion 11 —0.01 0.0l —093 0.36

Group pride Il 0.0l 0.I13 046 0.66

Direct 28 —-0.02 0.02 -083 042
consensus

Referent shift 96 0.00 0.0l 0.03 098

Attitudinally- 62 —0.01 0.02 -088 0.39
focused

Behaviorally- 47 002 002 094 0.36
focused

than only as a total score. Several characteristics
(team stability, team boundaries, team member
distribution, and team globalness) did not have
sufficient k’s to conduct these analyses, thus
are excluded from the discussion of these results
below.

We began by examining the overall cohesion-
performance relationship to provide context for
interpreting the subsequent three-way interac-
tions. As depicted in Table 3, results yielded
several significant interactions. In many instan-
ces, the cohesion-performance relationship was
weaker when the team was characterized as
more modern: shared leadership (p = .25; 95%
CI [.21, .29]) versus hierarchical leadership
(p = .31; 95% CI [.28, .34]), roles not clearly
defined (p = .24; 95% CI [.20, .28]), versus
clearly defined (p = .33; 95% CI [.30, .36)),
low behavioral interdependence (p = .26; 95%
CI [.23, .29]) versus high behavioral inter-
dependence (p = .33; 95% CI [.29, .37]), and ad
hoc teams (p = .20; 95% CI[.15, .26]) compared
to short term (p = .27; 95% CI [.22, .32]) and
intact teams (p = .32; 95% CI [.29, .35]). Short
term teams also showed a marginally weaker
relationship compared to intact.

In other instances, however, the opposite
pattern was observed, where the cohesion-
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Table 3. Overall cohesion-performance relationship, moderated by modern characteristics.

k N r p SDp 95%CIL 95%CIU 80% CVL 80% CVU
Face-to-face 108 5478 026 029 0.I5 0.26 0.33 0.10 0.49
Hybrid 71 5847 024 027 0.12 0.23 0.31 0.1 0.43
Fully virtual I 549 031 036 0.08 0.27 0.45 0.26 0.46
Lifespan—Intact 96 6568 028 032 0.2 0.29 0.35 0.16 0.48
Lifespan—Short Term 58 3399 024 027 0.5 0.22 032 0.07 0.47
Lifespan—Ad Hoc 36 1,907 0.19 020 O0.10 0.15 0.26 0.07 0.33
Multiple team membership—No 165 10272 025 028 0.13 0.25 031 0.11 0.45
Multiple team membership—Yes 24 1,529 029 032 0.14 0.26 0.39 0.14 051
Leadership—Hierarchical 100 6970 027 031 0.12 0.28 0.34 0.16 0.46
Leadership—Shared 88 4743 023 025 0.15 0.21 0.29 0.06 0.44
Clearly Defined Roles—Yes 99 6283 029 033 0.2 0.30 0.36 0.18 0.48
Clearly Defined Roles—No 90 5524 022 024 014 020 0.28 0.06 0.42
Behavioral Interdependence—High 64 3,505 029 033 0.1l 0.29 0.37 0.19 0.47
Behavioral Interdependence—Low |15 7,745 023 026 0.14 0.23 0.29 0.08 0.44
Multiple Stakeholders—No I 6813 022 024 014 02l 0.28 0.07 0.42
Multiple Stakeholders—Yes 79 5061 031 034 o0.ll 0.31 0.38 0.20 0.49

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score correlation;

Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.

performance relationship was stronger when
modern characteristics were present. The link
was stronger when teams had multiple stake-
holders (p = .34; 95% CI [.31, .38]) compared
to a single stakeholder (p = .24; 95% CI [.21,
.28]), and was marginally stronger in fully vir-
tual (p = .36; 95% CI [.27, .45]) compared to
hybrid (p = .27; 95% CI [.23, .31]) team set-
tings. No interaction was observed for the
multiple team membership characteristic.

Cohesion dimensions. For Hypothesis 7a, we
proposed a three-way interaction such that the
task cohesion-performance relationship would
be stronger when teams were more modern
compared to more traditional. This pattern was
observed for the stakeholders characteristic,
where a significantly stronger relationship was
found for multiple (p = .40; 95% CI [.30, .50])
compared to single (p = .25; 95% CI [.20, .35])
stakeholders (see Table 4). However, the oppo-
site pattern was found for the characteristics
team lifespan and leadership structure. The task
cohesion-performance relationship was weaker
forad hoc (p =.19; 95% CI[.08, .31]) compared

to short term (p = .32; 95% CI [.23, .41]) or
intact (p = .39; 95% CI [.29, .48]) teams.
Likewise, the link was weaker when leadership
was shared (p = .24; 95% CI [.16, .31]) versus
hierarchical (p = .40; 95% CI [.48, .31]). No
other significant differences emerged for task
cohesion.

For Hypothesis 7b, we proposed a three-way
interaction such that the social cohesion-
performance relationship would be weaker
when teams were more modern compared to
more traditional. This pattern was observed for
team lifespan, role clarity, and behavioral inter-
dependence, as depicted in Table 5. Specifically,
the relationship between social cohesion and
performance was weaker in ad hoc teams
(p = .15, 95% CI [.07, .22]) compared to short
term (p = .25; 95% CI [.18, .32]) or intact
(p = .29; 95% CI [.24, .33]) teams, when roles
were not clearly defined (p = .21; 95% CI
[.16,.26]) compared to when they were (p = .29;
95% CI [.25, .34]), and when behavioral inter-
dependence was low (p = .21; 95% CI [.16,
.25]) versus high (p = .32; 95% CI [.27, .36)).
However, the opposite pattern was observed for
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Table 4. Relationship between measures of task cohesion and performance, moderated by modern
characteristics.

k N r p SDp 95% CIL 95% CIU 80% CVL 80% CVU

Face-to-face 31 1,430 0.27 030 020 0.22 0.39 0.04 0.57
Hybrid I5 785 0.28 0.32 0.5 023 0.41 0.13 0.51
Lifespan—Intact 23 1,077 033 039 021 0.29 0.48 0.12 0.66
Lifespan—Short Term I3 658 0.28 032 0.12 023 0.41 0.17 0.47
Lifespan—Ad Hoc 12 60l 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.08 0.31 —0.02 0.40
Multiple team membership—No 42 2,129 0.28 0.31 020 0.24 0.38 0.06 0.56
Multiple team membership—Yes 5 134 031 037 0.10 0.21 0.54 0.25 0.50
Leadership—Hierarchical 26 1,160 035 0.40 021 048 0.31 0.13 0.66
Leadership—Shared 22 1,176 022 0.24 0.14 0.16 0.31 0.06 041
Clearly Defined Roles—Yes 26 1,207 030 035 022 0.26 0.44 0.07 0.63
Clearly Defined Roles—No 22 1,129 026 0.28 0.15 0.20 0.36 0.09 0.47
Behavioral Interdependence—High 17 799 0.23 0.27 026 0.14 0.40 —0.06 0.60
Behavioral Interdependence—Low 25 1,213 0.27 0.30 0.12 0.23 0.37 0.14 0.46
Multiple Stakeholders—No 27 1,520 027 025 0.17 0.20 0.35 0.06 0.48
Multiple Stakeholders—Yes 21 816 034 040 021 0.30 0.50 0.13 0.67

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score
correlation; Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.

Table 5. Relationship between measures of social cohesion and performance, moderated by modern
characteristics.

k N r p SDp 95% CIL 95% CIU 80% CVL 80% CVU

Face-to-face 65 3,725 0.21 0.24 0.18 0.19 0.29 0.0l 0.46
Hybrid 39 3,168 0.23 026 0.15 0.20 0.31 0.07 0.45
Fully virtual 7 350 0.25 031 0.07 020 0.42 0.22 0.40
Lifespan—Intact 56 3,836 0.25 029 0.14 0.24 0.33 0.1 0.46
Lifespan—Short Term 33 2,150 0.22 025 0.19 0.I18 0.32 0.00 0.49
Lifespan—Ad Hoc 22 1,257 0.13 0.5 0.14 0.07 0.22 —0.02 0.32
Multiple team membership—No 94 6,049 0.21 0.24 0.16 0.20 0.27 0.03 0.44
Multiple team membership—Yes 17 1,194 0.29 033 0.15 0.25 0.41 0.14 0.52
Leadership—Hierarchical 59 3,990 0.24 0.27 0.13 0.23 0.31 0.11 0.43
Leadership—Shared 51 3,160 020 0.23 0.19 0.17 0.28 —0.02 0.47
Clearly Defined Roles—Yes 56 3,431 026 0.29 0.13 0.25 0.34 0.13 0.46
Clearly Defined Roles—No 55 3,812 0.19 0.21 0.18 0.16 0.26 —0.01 0.44
Behavioral Interdependence—High 39 2,498 0.28 0.32 0.10 0.27 0.36 0.19 0.45
Behavioral Interdependence—Low 65 4,304 0.18 0.21 0.17 0.16 0.25 —0.01 0.43
Multiple Stakeholders—No 66 4,346 0.19 0.21 0.17 0.16 0.25 —0.01 0.42
Multiple Stakeholders—Yes 45 2,897 0.27 0.32 0.13 0.27 0.36 0.15 0.49

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score
correlation; Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.

multiple team membership and multiple stake- multiple team memberships (p = .33; 95% CI
holders. The social cohesion-performance rela- [.25, .41]) compared to when they did not
tionship was stronger when individuals had (p = .24; 95% CI [.20, .27]) and when there
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Table 6. Relationship between measures of group pride and performance, moderated by modern

characteristics.

k N r p SDp 95% CIL 95% CIU 80% CVL 80% CVU

Face-to-face 6 220 029 030 _ 0.19 0.42 _ _

Hybrid 5 353 0.33 037 0.08 026 0.48 0.27 0.47
Lifespan—Intact 7 352 030 033 _ 0.24 0.42 _ _

Lifespan—Short Term 3 200 0.35 039 0.1l 0.22 0.56 0.24 0.54
Leadership—Hierarchical 7 311 033 037 0.06 026 0.47 0.28 0.45
Leadership—Shared 4 262 030 032 003 0.21 0.44 0.28 0.37
Clearly Defined Roles—Yes 8 455 033 036 0.03 0.27 0.44 0.32 0.39
Clearly Defined Roles—No 3 118 0.27 030 009 O.11 0.49 0.18 0.42
Behavioral Interdependence—High 5 199 0.29 031 _ 0.18 0.44 _ _

Behavioral Interdependence—Low 6 374 0.33 036 006 0.26 0.46 0.29 0.44
Multiple Stakeholders—No 4 231 028 031 007 0.17 0.44 0.22 0.40
Multiple Stakeholders—Yes 7 342 034 037 002 028 0.47 0.35 0.39

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score
correlation; Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.

were multiple (p = .32; 95% CI [.27, .36])
versus single stakeholders (p = .21; 95% CI
[.16, .25]).

For Hypothesis 7c, we proposed a three-
way interaction such that the group pride-
performance relationship would be stronger
when teams were more modern compared to
more traditional. As depicted in Table 6, there
were no significant differences across modern
characteristics when group pride measures were
utilized, failing to support this hypothesis.

Item level and focus. For Hypothesis 8, we pro-
posed a three-way interaction such that when
direct consensus items are used, the cohesion-
performance relationship would be stronger in
teams that are more modern compared to more
traditional. As shown in Table 7, this pattern was
observed for virtuality, where the cohesion-
performance relationship was stronger in fully
virtual teams (p = .39; 95% CI [.25, .52])
compared to teams that were hybrid (p = .19;
95% CI .09, .28]) or face-to-face (p = .17; 95%
CI [.05, .28]), as well as for stakeholders,
where the relationship was stronger for multiple
® = .30; 95% CI [.21, .39]) versus single
(P = .14; 95% CI [.05, .22]) stakeholders.

However, several of the modern characteristics
yielded the opposite pattern. The cohesion-
performance relationship was weaker when
leadership was shared (p = .14; 95% CI [.03,
.247]) versus hierarchical (p = .26; 95% CI [.19,
.33]), when roles were not clearly defined
(p = .10; 95% CI [.00, .20]) versus when they
were (p = .28; 95% CI [.20, .35]), and when
behavioral interdependence was low (p = .14;
95% CI [.05, .23]) versus high (p = .32; 95%
CI [.26, .39]). Interestingly, short term teams
showed the weakest, notably nonsignificant
relationship (p = .05; 95% CI [-.07, .17]), which
was weaker than intact (p = .29; 95% CI [.21,
.36]) and ad hoc teams (p = .16; 95% CI [.02,
.30]) teams.

Although we did not formally propose a null
hypothesis, we expected the cohesion-
performance relationship would be comparable
when teams were more modern versus more
traditional when referent shift items were uti-
lized. This pattern was observed for the modern
characteristics virtually, leadership structure,
and role clarity (see Table 8). However, differ-
ences were observed for several other charac-
teristics. Specifically, the cohesion-performance
relationship was stronger in more modern teams
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Table 7. Relationship between direct consensus measures and performance, moderated by modern
characteristics.

k N r p SDp 95% CIL 95% CIU 80% CVL 80% CVU

Face-to-face 14 556 0.15 0.17 0.19 0.05 0.28 —-0.07 0.40
Hybrid Il 1,258 0.17 0.19 0.14 0.09 0.28 0.0l 0.37
Fully virtual 4 205 0.31 0.39 0.06 0.25 0.52 0.31 0.47
Lifespan—Intact 13 1,095 0.25 0.29 0.10 0.21 0.36 0.16 0.42
Lifespan—Short Term 7 506 0.04 0.05 0.12 -0.07 0.17 —0.11 0.20
Lifespan—Ad Hoc 9 418 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.02 0.30 —0.06 0.38
Leadership—Hierarchical 12 1,008 0.23 0.26 0.08 0.19 0.33 0.16 0.36
Leadership—Shared 16 918 0.1l 0.14 0.20 0.03 0.24 —0.12 0.39
Clearly Defined Roles—Yes I5 1,157 0.24 0.28 O0.11 0.20 0.35 0.14 041
Clearly Defined Roles—No 14 862 0.09 0.10 0.16 0.00 0.20 —0.11 0.31
Behavioral Interdependence—High 12 648 0.27 0.32 _ 0.26 0.39 _ _

Behavioral Interdependence—Low 17 1,371 0.13 0.14 0.17 0.05 0.23 —0.08 0.36
Multiple Stakeholders—No 19 1,222 0.12 0.14 0.5 0.05 0.22 —0.06 0.33
Multiple Stakeholders—Yes 10 797 0.27 0.30 O.11 0.21 0.39 0.16 0.45

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score
correlation; Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.

Table 8. Relationship between referent shift measures and performance, moderated by modern
characteristics.

k N r p SDp 95% CIL 95% CIU 80% CVL 80% CVU

Face-to-face 59 3,399 0.27 0.31 0.14 0.26 0.35 0.13 0.48
Hybrid 32 2,206 0.27 030 0.10 0.25 0.35 0.17 0.43
Fully virtual 5 174 034 036 0.16 0.17 0.55 0.16 0.56
Lifespan—Intact 52 3,551 0.26 0.30 O.11 0.26 0.34 0.15 0.44
Lifespan—Short Term 31 1,546 034 038 0.13 0.32 0.44 0.22 0.54
Lifespan—Ad Hoc I3 682 0.17 0.18 0.08 0.10 0.27 0.08 0.29
Multiple team membership—No 81 4,722 0.26 0.29 0.12 0.26 0.33 0.14 0.45
Multiple team membership—Yes 14 984 0.33 0.37 0.13 045 0.28 0.20 0.54
Leadership—Hierarchical 54 3,804 0.26 0.29 0.11 0.25 0.33 0.14 0.43
Leadership—Shared 41 1,907 0.30 033 0.13 027 0.38 0.16 0.50
Clearly Defined Roles—Yes 50 2,898 0.29 0.33 0.12 0.28 0.37 0.18 0.48
Clearly Defined Roles—No 46 2,881 0.26 0.29 0.13 024 0.34 0.12 0.46
Behavioral Interdependence—High 27 1,383 0.33 0.37 0.11 0.31 0.43 0.23 0.51
Behavioral Interdependence—Low 63 4,036 0.25 0.28 0.13 0.24 0.32 0.12 0.44
Multiple Stakeholders—No 54 2,788 0.26 0.28 0.14 0.23 0.33 0.09 0.46
Multiple Stakeholders—Yes 42 2,991 0.29 033 0.10 029 0.38 0.20 0.46

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score
correlation; Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.

for multiple team membership [yes: (p = .37, CI[.24,.32]) versus high: (p =.37;95% CI[.31,
95% CI [.45, .28]) versus no: (p = .29; 95% CI  .43])]. The relationship was also marginally
[.26, .33])] but weaker in more modern teams for ~ stronger in more modern teams for the multiple
behavioral interdependence [low: (p = .28;95%  stakeholders characteristic [yes: (p = .33; 95%



Grossman et al.

23

Table 9. Relationship between behaviorally-focused measures and performance, moderated by modern

characteristics.

k N r p SDp 95% CIL 95% CIU 80% CVL 80% CVU
Face-to-face 29 1,339 029 033 0.12 0.26 0.39 0.17 0.48
Hybrid 18 936 0.28 0.32 0.04 0.26 0.38 0.27 0.37
Lifespan—Intact 31 1,640 029 0.33 0.04 0.28 0.38 0.27 0.39
Lifespan—Short Term 14 476 033 037 0.17 0.25 0.48 0.14 0.59
Lifespan—Ad Hoc 3 209 024 025 0.19 0.02 0.49 0.01 0.49
Multiple team membership—No 43 2,172 0.29 033 0.1l 028 0.38 0.18 0.47
Multiple team membership—Yes 4 80 0.33 0.39 0.06 0.19 0.60 0.31 0.47
Leadership—Hierarchical 32 1,798 0.28 0.33 0.08 0.28 0.38 0.22 0.43
Leadership—Shared 16 527 032 035 0.17 024 0.46 0.14 0.56
Clearly Defined Roles—Yes 31 1,601 028 0.32 0.08 0.27 0.37 0.22 0.42
Clearly Defined Roles—No 17 724 033 036 0.15 027 0.45 0.17 0.55
Behavioral Interdependence—High 13 507 0.35 0.39 0.1 0.30 0.49 0.25 0.53
Behavioral Interdependence—Low 30 1,526 0.28 0.32 0.12 0.26 0.38 0.17 0.48
Multiple Stakeholders—No 21 887 0.28 0.31 0.15 0.23 0.40 0.12 0.51
Multiple Stakeholders—Yes 27 1,438 0.30 0.34 0.07 0.29 0.39 0.25 0.43

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score
correlation; Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.

CI [.29, .38]) versus no: (p = .28; 95% CI [.23,
.33])]. Interestingly, the relationship was stron-
gest in short term teams (p = .38; 95% CI [.32,
.44]), which was significantly stronger than in
intact teams (p = .30; 95% CI [.26, .34]). For ad
hoc teams (p = .18; 95% CI [.10, .27]), the
relationship was weaker compared to both short
term and intact teams.

Hypothesis 9a proposed a three-way inter-
action such that when behaviorally-focused
items are used, the cohesion-performance rela-
tionship would be stronger when teams are
more modern compared to more traditional.
This pattern was not observed—no significant
differences were found across any of the mod-
ern characteristics (see Table 9).

Finally, Hypothesis 9b proposed a three-way
interaction such that when attitudinally-focused
items are used, the cohesion-performance rela-
tionship would be weaker when teams are more
modern compared to more traditional. As
depicted in Table 10, this pattern was observed
for role clarity and behavioral interdependence,
where the cohesion-performance relationship

was weaker when roles were not clearly defined
(p = .20; 95% CI [.12, .27]) versus when they
were (p = .31; 95% CI [.26, .36]), and when
behavioral interdependence was low (p = .19;
95% CI [.13, .26]) versus high (p =.37;95% CI
[.33, .41]). However, the opposite pattern was
found for multiple team membership, multiple
stakeholders, and virtuality. The cohesion-
performance relationship was stronger when
members held multiple team memberships
(p = .38;95% CI [.25, .51]) compared to when
they did not (p = .24; 95% CI [.20, .29]) and
when teams met the needs of multiple stake-
holders (p = .32;95% CI[.25, .38]) compared to
when they did not (p = .22; 95% CI [.15, .28]).
Similarly, the relationship was stronger for fully
virtual (p 36; 95% CI [.25, .47]) versus
hybrid teams (p = .23; 95% CI [.16, .30)).

Discussion

Cohesion has long been considered one of the
most important constructs for the study of
teams (Carron & Brawley, 2000), but due to
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Table 10. Relationship between attitudinally-focused measures and performance, moderated by modern

characteristics.

k N r p SDp 95% CIL 95% CIU 80% CVL 80% CVU

Face-to-face 33 2,019 0.25 027 0.17 0.21 0.34 0.06 0.49
Hybrid 23 2,283 0.21 0.23 0.16 0.16 0.30 0.03 0.43
Fully virtual 6 279 029 036 _ 0.25 0.47 _ _

Lifespan—Intact 29 2,516 024 0.27 0.13 0.22 0.33 0.10 0.45
Lifespan—Short Term 16 1,184 0.22 026 022 0.15 0.37 —0.02 0.54
Lifespan—Ad Hoc 17 881 021 023 0.12 0.14 0.31 0.07 0.38
Multiple team membership—No 53 4,012 0.22 0.24 0.15 020 0.29 0.05 043
Multiple team membership—Yes 9 569 034 038 0.18 0.25 0.51 0.14 0.61
Leadership—Hierarchical 30 2,685 0.23 0.25 O.11 0.20 0.30 0.11 0.39
Leadership—Shared 30 1,735 0.23 0.26 0.21 0.18 0.34 —0.01 0.53
Clearly Defined Roles—Yes 32 2,509 0.28 031 0.12 0.26 0.36 0.16 0.47
Clearly Defined Roles—No 30 2,072 0.18 0.20 0.18 0.12 0.27 —0.03 0.42
Behavioral Interdependence—High 25 1,562 0.32 0.37 _ 0.33 041 _ _

Behavioral Interdependence—Low 36 2,951 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.13 0.26 —0.01 0.40
Multiple Stakeholders—No 39 2,535 0.20 022 0.17 0.I5 0.28 0.00 0.43
Multiple Stakeholders—Yes 23 2,046 0.28 0.32 0.13 0.25 0.38 0.15 0.48

Note. k = number of correlations; N = total sample size; r = average uncorrected correlation; p = average true score
correlation; Cl = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.

longstanding inconsistencies surrounding its
conceptualization and measurement, as well as
key changes taking place in the modern team
landscape, important questions regarding its
relationship with performance have remained.
We used meta-analyses to address these ques-
tions and advance cohesion theory in numerous
ways. Below, we discuss how this work allows
for theory elaboration via structuring and
horizontal contrasting, as well as the implica-
tions of such advancement for organizational
practice.

Cohesion conceptualization
and measurement

While cohesion continues to be a topic of great
interest, this research demonstrates that wide-
spread inconsistency in approaches to con-
ceptualizing and measuring cohesion remain.
We looked for commonalities in approaches
and identified 17 different measures that were
used in at least two different studies, but even

for these, the percentage of studies using an
original or adapted version of these scales
ranged from only 1-5% (see Table 11). Over
100 different measurement approaches were
used across studies, with most using a “home
grown” metric (20%), a combination of metrics
(10%), or some other approach (17%). Thus, an
understanding of measurement’s role in the
cohesion-performance link cannot readily be
gained by examining different measures as a
whole, but rather, necessitates a breakdown of
measurement features.

By exploring measurement features as mod-
erators of the cohesion-performance relation-
ship, this study elaborates on cohesion theory
through the structuring approach, which uses
empirical research to enhance explanatory
potential and predictive adequacy by produc-
ing greater understanding of the mechanisms
underlying observed relationships (Fisher &
Aguinis, 2017). As such, at a high level, the
value afforded by this research is two-fold.
First, it helps to explain why differences in the
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cohesion-performance relationship have been
observed across studies. To varying extents,
these relationships have been influenced by the
measures used to assess the constructs. In this
way, the results of this study provide valuable
insight into the mechanisms that underlie the
observed relations and how to interpret them.
Second, it helps predict the relationships that
would be observed if various measurement
approaches are used in research and practice.
Given the proliferation of cohesion measures,
knowledge of how and why the various
approaches influence observed relationships
helps researchers and practitioners choose the
right practices to use to enhance predictive
adequacy in their given situations.

This study also advances theory and practice
through numerous, more specific avenues. First,
as expected, task cohesion showed a stronger
relationship with performance than social cohe-
sion, but contrary to hypotheses, the impact of
group pride emerged as just as prominent as task
cohesion. Considering that group pride has been
examined in only two of the seven existing meta-
analyses, this is an important contribution and
suggests group pride continues to be under-
studied but should be a focus of future research.
Significant differences did not emerge between
any of the unidimensional and multidimensional
measures, suggesting that even though each
cohesion dimension uniquely relates to perfor-
mance, combining these dimensions through
multidimensional metrics does not appear to
increase predictive capacity. Task, social, and
group pride dimensions perhaps influence per-
formance through similar mechanisms, enabling
the measurement of one dimension to yield
comparable predictive capacity as multiple
dimensions. However, we note an important
caveat—to effectively predict performance,
unidimensional measures must be specific in that
they are designed to capture a particular cohe-
sion dimension rather than the notion of cohe-
sion in general, as generic measures yielded
nonsignificant relationships.

These results advance research by showing
cohesion does not need to be conceptualized
and measured in a multidimensional manner to
demonstrate meaningful relationships with
performance—any one dimension may be suf-
ficiently broad. Whereas past metas have shown
mixed results or have not assessed differences
between dimensions, this research shows task
cohesion and group pride relate to perform-
ance more strongly than social cohesion, which
facilitates a deeper understanding of the theory
underlying the cohesion-performance relation-
ship. For example, the primary mechanisms
through which cohesion influences performance
are likely by enabling team processes to run
more smoothly and motivating team members to
enact the effort and teamwork necessary for
success. From a practical standpoint, this sug-
gests shorter-form, unidimensional measures
can be used to adequately predict performance
when measurement capabilities are restricted
and are likely to be most predictive when
designed to assess task cohesion or group pride.
However, another possibility is that this could
have resulted from the way in which perfor-
mance was typically operationalized. Team
performance is broad, yet many studies had
more narrow operationalizations of perfor-
mance (e.g., number of items built, score on
a simulation). These more narrow operational-
izations may have resulted in greater co-
efficients for reasons outlined earlier in the
principle of congruence. Future research that
further explores the scope of both cohesion
and performance metrics would therefore be
beneficial.

Second, results show more variance in per-
formance can be explained and predicted when
referent shift or mixed-level measures are used
compared to direct consensus. This advances
theory by reinforcing the value of concept-
ualizing and measuring cohesion at the team-
level. Although some conceptualizations have
included an individual-level component (e.g.,
individual attraction to the group, Carron et al.,
1985), our results reveal a weak relationship
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between individual-level measures of cohesion
and performance. This suggests such metrics
lack construct validity, considering that more
broadly, cohesion has been conceptualized as
a team-level phenomenon. Measures referenc-
ing the team are better able to capture shared
bonding, commitment, and pride among team
members, which are the factors that ultim-
ately impact performance more so than individ-
ual members’ perspectives. Notably, however,
mixed-level measures performed just as well as
referent shift, indicating that conceptualizing
cohesion as a multi-level construct does not re-
duce predictive capacity. Thus, if the individual-
level is incorporated into cohesion models, the
team-level must also be retained to facilitate
construct and predictive validity. For practical
purposes, these findings suggest practitioners
will be better served by focusing on team-level
metrics, particularly when measurement is re-
stricted in some way, as individual-level metrics
are inferior in their explanatory and predictive
potential.

Third, this research showed behavioral-
focused measures were more predictive than
attitudinally-focused measures. This advances
theory by indicating it is primarily through
cohesive behaviors that cohesion can be
translated in a manner that affects perfor-
mance, whereas the relationship between
cohesive attitudes and performance can be
confounded by other factors. These findings
may call for a reconsideration of the cohesion
construct, which has primarily been con-
ceptualized as an affective emergent state
(Mathieu et al., 2008). Future research should
explore the idea of cohesion as a team process.
That said, mixed-focus measures were com-
parable to behaviorally-focused measures,
thus, attitudinal approaches do not necessarily
need to be abandoned, but should not be the
sole approach. Results indicate practitioners
would benefit from focusing on behavioral
assessments of cohesion, which is in line with
recent calls for behavior-based, unobtrusive

approaches to cohesion measurement (Salas
et al., 2015).

Finally, results showed that explanatory
and predictive potential can be enhanced when
the distance between cohesion and perform-
ance metrics is considered. Generally, when
performance criteria are more distal in nature, it
becomes particularly important to measure
cohesion through more proximal approaches to
maximize predictive ability. In contrast, prox-
imal performance criteria are not as susceptible
to the impact of varying measurement features,
providing direct implications for when different
measurement approaches should be used in re-
search and practice. Further, considering prox-
imity allows for a deeper understanding of the
mechanisms through which cohesion influences
performance, thus advancing future research.
For example, the relationship between task
cohesion (i.e., proximal) and efficiency (i.e.,
proximal) is likely driven directly by members’
task and teamwork processes, whereas that
between social cohesion (i.e., distal) and effec-
tiveness (i.e., distal) will likely also be mediated
by interpersonal exchanges, contextual features,
etc. The cohesion-performance relationship can
therefore be more precisely modeled and
understood based on current results. For practi-
cal purposes, results encourage the use of prox-
imal measures of both cohesion and performance
for maximizing predictive potential. However,
distal indicators may be of interest in some set-
tings; in such instances, efforts should be made
to use proximal cohesion measures.

In sum, this research brings greater clarity to
the cohesion-performance relationship by
determining the extent to which it is influenced
by measurement features, and indicates which
approaches should be selected in future research
and practice to maximize predictive capacity.
Whereas the longstanding inconsistency in the
cohesion literature has been well documented,
our efforts advance the science by showing there
are significant consequences associated with
conceptualizing and evaluating cohesion in dif-
ferent ways, likely stemming from theoretical
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differences underlying differing approaches,
including degree of proximity. Though it is
often used as an umbrella term (Salas et al.,
2015), all “cohesion” is not equal. Practically,
findings suggest measures capturing task cohe-
sion, assessing the team level, and targeting
behavioral manifestations of cohesion are opti-
mal for predicting performance, particularly
when performance criteria of interest are more
distal in nature.

Cohesion in traditional versus modern
teams

By evaluating the impact of modern team char-
acteristics, this research also enables theory ela-
boration through horizontal contrasting, where
insights developed in one context are examined in
another to test for potential boundary assump-
tions and constraints (Fisher & Aguinis, 2017).
The value afforded by this research is greater
understanding of whether the changes taking
place in the modern workplace are altering the
predictive capacity of different measurement
approaches. Results of this study serve to adv-
ance cohesion theory and practice in several
important ways.

The overall degree of modern characteris-
tics present in teams did not yield any signif-
icant interactions, but a number of important
nuances emerged when analyses were broken
down by specific modern characteristics. First,
although not a primary focus of this study, our
results revealed that the overall relationship
between cohesion and performance is moder-
ated by several characteristics present in the
modern context (5 of the 7 that we examined).
This is a novel insight that advances our
understanding of the cohesion-performance
relationship and warrants additional research
attention, particularly since the relationship
became weaker as teams became more modern
in many of these instances. Second, finding
show that the impact of the changes taking
place in modern in teams are not uniform. The
significance, magnitude, and even direction of

effects varied across modern characteristics,
suggesting that future research and practice
should carefully consider the context sur-
rounding team functioning in order to deepen
knowledge and maximize predictive capacity.

Third, we expected the task cohesion-
performance relationship would be stronger
when teams were more modern, but for many
modern characteristics, the relationship was not
affected, and for some (team tenure and lead-
ership structure), the relationship actually was
weaker. In these instances, teams might not
have the opportunity to develop a shared com-
mitment around the task if their time together is
limited or resources are being devoted to
navigating leadership functions, and perfor-
mance might be promoted primarily through
other mechanisms. Conversely, we expected
the social cohesion-performance relationship
would be weaker in more modern teams, which
was supported for the characteristics team
tenure, role clarity, and behavioral inter-
dependence. When modern aspects of these
features are present, teams likely become less
focused on cultivating social bonds among
members. Surprisingly, the social cohesion-
performance was stronger when team mem-
bers had multiple team memberships versus
when they didn’t. When individuals are part of
multiple teams, the social connections within a
given team may become the primary factor
differentiating their teams and motivating them
to exert the effort needed to perform success-
fully within that particular team. Another
interesting finding was that the relationships
between both task and social cohesion with
performance were stronger when the modern
characteristic of having multiple stakeholders
was present. Being responsible for meeting the
needs of multiple stakeholders may make the
task more complex and higher stakes, prompt-
ing team members to become more invested
and more motivated to get to know the people
they are working with to achieve team goals.
These represent novel areas for future inquiry.
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Particularly surprising was the finding that
virtuality did not have an impact on the social
cohesion-performance relationship, suggesting
that virtual communication need not detract
from social bonding among team members, as
has often been the case (e.g., Hambley et al.,
2007). Leadership structure also did not have an
impact. It therefore appears that teams can
share leadership functions without experienc-
ing conflict in a manner that disrupts social
relationships. Notably, the group pride-
performance relationship was not moderated
by any of the modern characteristics, which
may indicate that the important role of group
pride is sustained across a wide range of con-
texts, but should be interpreted with caution
given the low £’s in this category.

Fourth, we expected direct consensus items
would become more relevant in teams with
modern characteristics. This was largely not
supported, with the cohesion-performance
relationship instead becoming weaker for
most modern characteristics (team tenure,
leadership structure, role clarity, and behavioral
interdependence). This suggests that even in the
changing team landscape, the basic con-
ceptualization of cohesion as a team-level
emergent construct is still relevant and should
be sustained. There were a couple exceptions,
however. For the virtuality and multiple stake-
holders characteristics, the expected pattern
was observed. In fully virtual teams, the rela-
tionship between cohesion measured through
direct consensus and performance was rela-
tively strong (.39), suggesting that the individ-
ual perspective may become more relevant in
situations where it is harder for team members
to gauge what other members are experiencing
and for shared perspectives to emerge. The
multiple stakeholders finding is more challen-
ging to interpret, but it may be that the capacity
for that characteristic to promote cohesion is so
powerful or that cohesion becomes so central to
performance that the cohesion-performance
relationship can be detected even when less
optimal cohesion metrics are utilized.

We expected the cohesion-performance
relationship would be comparable when teams
were more modern versus traditional when
referent shift measures were employed. This
was indeed the case for several modern char-
acteristics (virtuality, leadership structure, role
clarity, and multiple stakeholders), but other
categories yielded mixed results. The cohesion-
performance relationship was stronger under
conditions of multiple team membership, yet
weaker under conditions of low behavioral in-
terdependence. Similar to our theorizing above,
being a part of multiple teams might make the
shared commitment, bonding, and pride among
members of a particular team especially impor-
tant for differentiating that team and enacting the
specific actions necessary to perform success-
fully. Conversely, when teams spend less time
actually working together (low behavioral in-
terdependence), developing shared perspectives
likely becomes more challenging, lessening
the value of referent shift items for predicting
performance. Shared cohesion also appears to
be harder to develop in ad hoc teams given
the weaker cohesion-performance relationship
compared to teams that were short term or intact.
Interestingly, the link was actually strongest in
short term teams, suggesting that cohesion as an
emergent state can be developed even in shorter
term situations.

Fifth, the cohesion-performance relationship
was expected to be weaker as teams became
more modern when attitudinally-focused mea-
sured were utilized. This pattern was observed
for some modern characteristics (role clarity,
behavioral interdependence), but for others,
there was no effect (team tenure, leadership
structure). In contrast, the relationship was
actually stronger when team members held
multiple team memberships and teams were
characterized as having multiple stakeholders,
as well as when they were fully virtual (versus
hybrid). These findings were particularly
interesting because they reflect some of the
few instances in which the effect sizes for
attitudinally-focused items (.38, .32, and .36,
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respectively) were comparable to those observed
for behavioral-focused items throughout. Thus,
it appears that some situations may be so
conducive to cohesion and/or in which cohesion
is so important for performance, that the rela-
tionship can be detected even when less optimal
measurement approaches are utilized. Lastly, we
hypothesized that behaviorally-focused items
would be more predictive when teams were
more modern compared to more traditional.
Although this was not supported, results were
still encouraging—no effects were found across
modern characteristics within this category,
suggesting that behavioral-focused items remain
a valuable approach to assessing cohesion across
various contexts characteristic of modern teams.
When considering these findings in com-
bination, some notable themes emerge. Spe-
cifically, with the exception of group pride,
which we devote less attention to given the
lack of data for this dimension, measurement
approaches that are considered more distal
(i.e., social cohesion, direct consensus, atti-
tudinally-focused) appear to be more suscep-
tible to the moderating influence of modern
characteristics in comparison to measure-
ment approaches that are more proximal (i.e.,
task cohesion, referent shift, behaviorally-
focused). Modern characteristics moderated
cohesion-performance relationships in only
approximately 29% of the cases for proximal
measures, whereas this number reached 80%
for measures that were more distal. This sug-
gests that our broader findings about cohesion
measurement best practices can largely be
generalized to many modern team contexts.
More nuanced results also reveal that there
are certain conditions under which more distal
measurement approaches are just as predictive as
their proximal counterparts. For example, role
clarity and behavioral interdependence are two
characteristics that moderated all of the rela-
tionships between distal metrics (i.e., social,
direct consensus, referent shift) and perfor-
mance, yet rarely had an impact when proximal
metrics were used. For distal measures,

cohesion-performance relationships were stron-
ger when roles were clearly defined and
behavioral interdependence was high. These
contextual features are likely to influence the
degree and or quality of interactions among team
members. Thus, distal measures of cohesion are
only likely to be as predictive of proximal
measures when there is a well-defined structure
guiding how team members interact. Notably,
these specific situations would be considered
more traditional, thus may be decreasing in
modern contexts. On the other hand, having
multiple team memberships is a characteristic
that’s considered more modern, but was also
likely to strengthen the relationship between
distal measures of cohesion and performance.
Findings therefore suggest that taking the time to
identify the specific contextual characteristics of
a team would be worthwhile for determining the
most optimal approaches to measuring cohesion.

Another significant theme that emerged was
the influential role of having multiple stake-
holders. This particular modern characteristic
has received perhaps the least attention in prior
research, but was the most likely to strengthen
the cohesion-performance relationship, espe-
cially for distal metrics, which otherwise showed
weakened relationships when other modern
characteristics were present. As described above,
having multiple stakeholders is likely to involve
greater task complexity, which could make it
harder to perform successfully unless the team is
cohesive. Further, having others who depend on
their work might prompt team members to
become more invested, facilitate bonding, and
created shared meaning and purpose that drive
their work. This is a ripe avenue for future
research, particularly since in practical settings,
structuring tasks in this manner may be an
approach to offsetting other modern character-
istics that detract from the cohesion-performance
relationship.

Likewise, multiple team membership is
another modern characteristic that was generally
beneficial for the cohesion-performance rela-
tionship, across both proximal and distal
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measurement approaches. As theorized about
above, when team members are managing mul-
tiple teams, cohesion in any given team may
become especially important for differentiating
and transitioning between teams, allowing for
effective performance. Further, shared commit-
ment and bonding may became especially nec-
essary for prompting team members to devote the
necessary resources to any given team as they
juggle multiple and potentially conflicting
responsibilities. This work structure represents
another avenue through which the cohesion-
performance relationship is sustained or even
strengthened in modern settings, in contrast to
other characteristics that serve to weaken the
relationship, and should receive additional
attention in future research. Thus, although we
found many instances in which the cohesion-
relationship became weaker in modern settings,
findings around multiple stakeholders and mul-
tiple team membership show that cohesion
remains an important component of team effec-
tiveness even as the landscape surrounding team
functioning changes.

A surprising finding was that virtuality gen-
erally had little impact on the cohesion-
performance relationship. This suggests that
current technology may allow for communica-
tion that is rich enough to prevent the relationship
from being impacted, which is encouraging
considering that teams are becoming increasingly
virtual, even more so than they already were, in
the wake of the Covid-19 pandemic. Finally, the
cohesion-performance relationship tended to be
weaker in ad hoc compared to longer term teams,
even in situations when it was expected to be
stronger (e.g., when task cohesion was mea-
sured). This is perhaps because cohesion is an
emergent phenomenon that is developed through
repeated interactions and becomes an increas-
ingly important aspect of team effectiveness as
teams are together for longer periods of time.
Alternatively, it might be that the nature of the
work performed by teams with shorter tenures
differs from that performed by teams with longer
tenures and that cohesion is a more important

antecedent for the type of work typically per-
formed by intact or even short term teams.

In summary, our analysis of modern team
characteristics yielded several important in-
sights. The changes taking place in modern
settings do indeed have meaningful influences
on both the cohesion-performance relationship
as a whole, and the predictive capacity of spe-
cific approaches used to measure team cohe-
sion. Broadly, the best practices derived in the
first part of our study (i.e., prioritizing the
measurement of task cohesion, referent shift
items, and behaviorally-focused items) largely
generalize to modern teams in that they remain
optimal even when several modern character-
istics are present. Further, it may be even more
important to adopt these practices in modern
teams, considering that more distal measure-
ment approaches (i.e., social cohesion, direct
consensus items, attitudinally-focused items)
were more susceptible to the impact of modern
features, often in a manner that was detrimental
to the cohesion-performance relationship. In
some instances, more distal measures were just
as predictive as proximal measures, suggesting
that they should not necessarily be abandoned
in future research and practice, but instead, that
the context surrounding each team should be
carefully considered. Social cohesion in par-
ticular is often found to be less predictive of
performance, as it indeed was in our broader
analyses, but our more fine-grained results
revealed effect sizes very comparable to those
for task cohesion and group pride across several
team contexts. Although most of these contexts
are considered more traditional than modern,
many of them can still be present in current and
future teams, suggesting that the importance of
social cohesion has perhaps been under-
estimated and should not be discounted. Each
of these insights provides a rich foundation for
driving future research and guiding practices in
organizational settings.

Recently, Cronin and George (2020) des-
cribed how various types of integrative reviews,
including meta-analyses, can be used as
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powerful tools for making scientific advance-
ments. Building on their ideas, this work
synthesizes knowledge through adjudication,
which presents existing evidence pertaining to a
well-established research topic, as well as re-
direction, which proposes a change to the
field’s perspective on a topic. Through an
accumulation of knowledge, we have identified
the optimal approaches to conceptualizing

Table 12. Summary of findings.

and measuring cohesion, and by assessing
this knowledge across contexts, we redirect
thinking toward potential shifts in conceptual-
ization and measurement in response to
changes taking place in the modern team. In
combination, this review synthesizes knowl-
edge, spurs new theory, and provides a solid
foundation for future research and practice (see
Table 12 for a summary of all findings).

Overall cohesion-performance relationship (.29)

Measurement features as

Modern characteristics as

moderators moderators
Task (.33) vs. Social (.25) vs. v * Face-to-Face (.29) vs. n/a
Group Pride (.34) Hybrid (.27) vs. Fully
Virtual (.36)
Multidimensional (.28) vs. X Intact (.32) vs. Short Term n/a |

Unidimensional
Referent Shift (.31) vs. Direct v’
Consensus (.20)
Attitudinally-Focused (26) v
vs. Behaviorally-Focused
(.:34)

(.:27) vs. Ad Hoc (.20)
Multiple Team Membership, n/a
No (.28) vs. Yes (.32)
Leadership, Hierarchical nfa |
(.:31) vs. Shared (.25)

Clearly Defined Roles—  n/a |
Yes (.33) vs. No (.24)

Behavioral

nfa |

Interdependence, High
(.:33) vs. Low (.26)

Multiple Stakeholders, No n/a 7
(.:24) vs. Yes (.34)

THREE-WAY INTERACTIONS: MEASUREMENT FEATURES x MODERN CHARACTERISTICS

TASK COHESION SOCIAL COHESION GROUP PRIDE
Face-to-Face (.30) vs. Hybrid x Face-to-Face (.24) vs. X Face-to-Face (.30) vs. X
(:32) Hybrid (.26) vs. Fully Hybrid (.37)
Virtual (.31)
Intact (.39) vs. Short Term ! | Intact (29) vs. Short Term v* | Intact (.33) vs. Short X
(-32) vs. Ad Hoc (.19) (.:25) vs. Ad Hoc (.15) Term (.39)

Multiple Team Membership, x Multiple Team Membership, ! T Multiple Team -
No (.31) vs. Yes (.37) No (.24) vs. Yes (.33) Membership, No vs. Yes
Leadership, Hierarchical (.40) ! | Leadership, Hierarchical X Leadership, Hierarchical — x

vs. Shared (.24) (.:27) vs. Shared (.23) (.:37) vs. Shared (.32)
Clearly Defined Roles, Yes X Clearly Defined Roles, Yes v Clearly Defined Roles, X

(-35) vs. No (.28)

(:29) vs. No (.21)

Yes (.36) vs. No (.30)

(continued)
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Table 12. (continued)

THREE-WAY INTERACTIONS: MEASUREMENT FEATURES x MODERN CHARACTERISTICS

TASK COHESION SOCIAL COHESION GROUP PRIDE
Behavioral Interdependence, x Behavioral v' | Behavioral X
High (.27) vs. Low (.30) Interdependence, High Interdependence, High
(-32) vs. Low (.21) (.31) vs. Low (.36)
Multiple Stakeholders, No v" 1 Multiple Stakeholders, No ! T Multiple Stakeholders, No x
(:25) vs. Yes (.40) (:21) vs. Yes (.32) (.:31) vs. Yes (.37)
DIRECT CONSENSUS REFERENT SHIFT
Face-to-Face (.17) vs. Hybrid v 1 Face-to-Face (.31) vs. X
(-19) vs. Fully Virtual (.39) Hybrid (.30) vs. Fully
Virtual (.36)
Intact (.29) vs. Short Term ! | Intact (.30) vs. Short Term ! ?
(.05) vs. Ad Hoc (.16) (-38) vs. Ad Hoc (.18)
Multiple Team Membership, - Multiple Team Membership, ! 1
No vs. Yes No (.29) vs. Yes (.37)
Leadership, Hierarchical (.26) ! | Leadership, Hierarchical X
vs. Shared (.14) (-:29) vs. Shared (.33)
Clearly Defined Roles, Yes ! | Clearly Defined Roles, Yes x
(-28) vs. No (.10) (-33) vs. No (.29)
Behavioral Interdependence, ! | Behavioral ]
High (.32) vs. Low (.14) Interdependence, High
(.:37) vs. Low (.28)
Multiple Stakeholders, No v" 1 Multiple Stakeholders, No x
(-14) vs. Yes (.30) (-28) vs. Yes (.33)
ATTITUDINALLY-FOCUSED BEHAVIORALLY-FOCUSED
Face-to-Face (.27) vs. Hybrid ! T Face-to-Face (.33) vs. X
(-23) vs. Fully Virtual (.36) Hybrid (.32)
Intact (.27) vs. Short Term  x Intact (.33) vs. Short Term x
(-:26) vs. Ad Hoc (.23) (-:37) vs. Ad Hoc (.25)
Multiple Team Membership, ! T Multiple Team X
No (.24) vs. Yes (.38) Membership, No (.33)
vs. Yes (.39)
Leadership, Hierarchical (.25) x Leadership, Hierarchical X
vs. Shared (.26) (-33) vs. Shared (.35)
Clearly Defined Roles, Yes v' | Clearly Defined Roles, Yes x
(.31) vs. No (.20) (-32) vs. No (.36)
Behavioral Interdependence, v° | Behavioral X
High (.37) vs. Low (.19) Interdependence, High
(-39) vs. Low (.32)
Multiple Stakeholders, No ! T Multiple Stakeholders, No x

(:22) vs. Yes (.32)

(:31) vs. Yes (.34)

Note. Highlighted boxes=significant difference; x=no effect and/or hypothesis not supported; v' = finding in support of

hypothesis; ! = finding opposite of hypothesis;? = finding neither in support or opposite hypothesis; | = the relationship is
stronger when the team is more modern; | = the relationship is weaker when the team is more modern; *= partial support;
- = insufficient data available to test.
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Limitations

This study should be interpreted while giving
consideration to its limitations, First, we note the
correlational nature of meta-analysis that pre-
cludes conclusions about the temporal nature of
the cohesion-performance relationship. Our pri-
mary goal was to provide information that can
enhance predictive validity, but we recognize
many studies we analyzed utilized cross-
sectional designs. However, recent work shows
the cohesion-performance relationship is stron-
ger than the reverse (Mathieu et al., 2015); this,
paired with representation of experimental and
cross-lagged designs in our analyses, we feel
confident results have potential to enhance the
predictive validity of cohesion metrics. Further,
our analyses were constrained by the amount of
information presented in each primary study.
Although we included 195 independent samples,
in many instances our moderator analyses
included much smaller numbers due to study
elements not being fully described, which pre-
vented us from coding into certain categories
(e.g., no inclusion of sample items).

We also acknowledge many of our coding
categories were not “pure.” As noted, when we
determined measures primarily (i.e., 75% or
more) fit into a coding category, we coded
accordingly. This means we allowed for a degree
of contamination to enter moderator analyses.
However, because the literature is characterized
by great contamination and inconsistency, for
instance where measures capture multiple di-
mensions or levels that cannot be disentangled,
we argue our approach is currently necessary.
If we had required measures to match 100%
with coding categories, a large majority of
measures would have to be classified as
“mixed,” severely limiting the ability to examine
moderating effects. We therefore believe that
despite a degree of contamination, our ap-
proach is valuable in that it allows for initial
conclusions to be drawn that can then form the
foundation for the future examination of metrics
that are more pure in nature.

Finally, it is important to recognize that our
conclusions are limited to the cohesion-
performance relationship, and do not necessa-
rily apply to other team outcomes such as
viability or satisfaction. For example, although
social cohesion was less predictive of perfor-
mance compared to task cohesion, it may be
more relevant when outcomes more social in
nature are the criteria of interest. We believe this
is a ripe avenue for future research. Because the
link has been well established, we argue the
cohesion-performance relationship was optimal
for our broader goal of evaluating the predictive
validity of varying measurement approaches.

Conclusions

This study greatly advanced cohesion research
and provided important insights for practice by
determining how the cohesion-performance
relationship is influenced by varying approa-
ches to cohesion conceptualization and mea-
surement, as well as key changes taking place
within modern teams.
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Note

1. Although earlier work (Beal et al., 2003; Mullen
& Copper, 1994) used the terms task commitment
and interpersonal attraction to describe cohesion
dimensions, later meta-analyses (Castafio et al.,
2013; Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009) adopted the
terms task cohesion and social cohesion, respec-
tively. For the sake of simplicity and to reflect
common terminology in the current literature,
we use the terms task cohesion and social cohe-
sion throughout the remainder of this paper.
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