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Abstract

Resilient teams can efficiently resolve disruption and

overcome adversity. Despite growing interest in build-

ing and maintaining resilient teams, our understanding

of the factors that promote team resilience necessitates

further theorizing and empirical testing. Based on

conservation of resources and shared leadership

theories, we propose that team member personality

(i.e., mean openness to experience) serves as a resource

that facilitates team resilience via shared leadership.

Further, we argue that the strength of influence of

shared leadership on team resilience is contingent on

the variance of openness to experience scores among

team members. We draw our conclusions from three

studies (i.e., two recall experiments and a multi-source

field study) involving working professionals in virtual

teams. Our findings shed light on the interactive role of

team member personality in explaining team resilience,

thereby extending our knowledge of the personality

predictors of shared leadership and team resilience.
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INTRODUCTION

In the advent of globalization, technological revolution, and socioeconomic unrests, adversity
has become a prevalent feature that seeps into organizational life. Managers are recognizing the
importance of designing workplace teams that can have a collective capacity to withstand and
overcome adverse events, reflected in the concept of team resilience. Flint-Taylor and Cooper
(2017) defined team resilience as “managing pressure effectively across the team as a whole […],
that further strengthen the capacity of the team to deal with future challenges in adversity”
(p. 130). Considering its growing importance, management scholars have focused on
uncovering the role of team resilience in contributing to team success (Gucciardi et al., 2018;
Hartmann et al., 2019; Hendrikx et al., 2022; Stoverink et al., 2020). As Hartwig et al. (2020)
highlight, team resilience is a form of team capacity or resource that enables better mainte-
nance of performance trajectories and constructive team dynamics especially in the presence of
adversity. For instance, team resilience is found to facilitate team dynamics and structure
(e.g., roles, affect, and processes) that nurture team performance, cohesion, and functioning
(Hartmann et al., 2019).

However, despite its value as an asset that limits the negative impact of adversity, knowl-
edge of the factors that contribute to team resilience remain underexplored, particularly when
compared to individual resilience (Degbey & Einola, 2020; King et al., 2024). Our limited
understanding of the antecedents of team resilience reflects a significant omission in the
literature (Chai & Park, 2022; Degbey & Einola, 2020) as it deters theoretical progress and
practical applications. Theoretically, it restricts our knowledge of the conditions, processes, and
outcomes associated with resilient teams. Practically, a lack of evidence to guide organizations
in designing and managing resilient teams lends them vulnerable to the negative consequences
of adversity considering that organizations rely heavily on teams to accomplish complex
challenges and novel tasks (Driskell et al., 2018).

To expand our understanding of team resilience, we build on research in psychology that
has alluded to the conservation of resources theory (COR) in capturing resilience at the individ-
ual level (Bardoel & Drago, 2021; Chen et al., 2015; Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 2011). In
particular, the conceptualization of resilience as a capacity to respond effectively to adversity
(Stoverink et al., 2020) points to the importance of team resources that build such capacity
(Brykman & King, 2021; Fisher et al., 2023). Based on COR theory, individuals seek to conserve
their current resources and to acquire new resources to enable personal strengths and social
bonds (Hobfoll et al., 2018; Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000). Individuals are likely to perceive stress
when resources are insufficient or when they fail to acquire desired new resources
(Gorgievski & Hobfoll, 2008). Conversely, they show resilient when they have access to appro-
priate and sufficient resources that enable them to overcome challenges (Chen et al., 2015).

Applying these insights to workplace teams, COR provides an explanatory framework in
which resilience is linked to team inputs as job- and task-related resources promote their
capability to build knowledge and skills essential in managing goal-oriented activities or
adverse circumstances (Hartmann et al., 2019; Hobfoll et al., 2018; Stoverink et al., 2020).
Recent theorizing on team resilience underpinned by COR posits that individual attributes can
be conceptualized as team resources that further strengthen resilience as a team capacity
(Fisher et al., 2023). Although the characteristics of team members are held by the individual,
such attributes, in aggregate, reflect a depiction of the team (e.g., average or mean level).

Prior research has identified a range of team member attributes that, in aggregate, influence
team dynamics and performance, including personality variables such as agreeableness,
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conscientiousness, and openness to experience (Mohammed & Angell, 2003; Prewett
et al., 2018). We argue that openness to experience is a crucial personality characteristic that
encompasses an individual's consciousness and reflective capacity, evident in their curiosity,
imagination, and sensitivity (Schwaba et al., 2018). Previous research suggests that being in
novel and challenging situations for an extended period may increase openness to experience,
allowing individuals to gain more cognitive content by building on the boundaries of their
previous experiences (Zimmermann & Neyer, 2013). Oishi and colleagues (2018) found that
openness to experience is strongly and positively related to resilience. Although this research
has yet to connect team aggregate personality and increased team resilience, we posit that mean
openness to experience, reflecting the average openness across team members, will provide
teams with increased flexibility and capacity to improvise, learn, and adapt (Barrick et al., 1998;
LePine et al., 2000), thereby rendering a direct influence on team resilience (Stoverink
et al., 2020).

In addition, building on emerging interest in shared leadership and resilience, we further
theorize an indirect path between openness to experience and resilience through shared leader-
ship. Shared leadership, defined as a dynamic process of reciprocal influence, whereby different
team members take on leadership role based on the team's work and requirements
(D'Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018). Shared leadership enhances
perceived research availability and the accessibility of such resources (Mitchell & Boyle, 2021;
Wu & Cormican, 2016). Given its association with self-direction, striving for autonomy, and
receptivity to the expertise of others, we posit openness to experience as an antecedent to shared
leadership (Mount et al., 2005), leading us to predict a mediated path between team average
openness to experience and team resilience through shared leadership.

Building on research suggesting that the aggregate influence of member attributes is likely
to be influenced by their pattern of distribution (Prewett et al., 2009), we further argue that
openness to experience variance moderates this relationship. Together this leads us to explore a
moderated mediated path as depicted in Figure 1.

The current study makes several important contributions to the literatures on team
resilience and shared leadership. First, by drawing on COR to explore the role of team openness
to experience, we broaden understanding of the role of dispositional antecedents to team
resilience (King et al., 2016). Much of the research on resilience has focused on individual-level

FIGURE 1 Conceptual model.
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predictors and implications of resilience (Oshio et al., 2018), often ignoring that employees
operate interdependently, building the overall personality composition of their teams (Bell
et al., 2018; Bradley et al., 2013). Team openness to experience as a resource-dependent team
capacity can therefore help illuminate team member attributes that facilitate leader and
follower interactions. Second, by exploring the moderating role of personality variance, we
contribute a more comprehensive understanding of when shared leadership enhances resilience
and confirm the value of trait mean level and variance in teams. This is important considering
that growing diversity in the workforce demands a clear understanding of how team
composition may contribute to team effectiveness (Mathieu et al., 2014). Third, by examining
how team resilience is fostered in the context of virtual teams (i.e., a work arrangement wherein
employees are geographically dispersed and coordinate their roles and functions primarily
through electronic communications), we provide evidence that help support discussions of
when and how organizations can leverage the benefits of having virtual teams (Dulebohn &
Hoch, 2017). We argue that team resilience is becoming even more pertinent now more than
ever as societal changes brought by globalization and technological transformations
have accelerated the rise of virtual teams. Taken together, our research represents a
significant advancement of how team personality and shared leadership interact to foster team
resilience. Specifically, we highlight the critical nature of team member personality in determin-
ing why shared leadership may emerge as well as when shared leadership enhances team
resilience.

THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

Openness to experience and team resilience

Team personality has been conceptualized as reflective of both team level effects and the
influence of individual members within teams. Arguments based on the former argue that the
confluence of member personalities influences team dynamics and outcomes, while the latter
argue that individual member's personality impacts team processes which, in turn, may affect
team performance (LePine et al., 2011). Research based on member aggregate personality has
evidenced a significant impact on team dynamics and outcomes (LePine et al., 2011), including
on team resilience (Dierdorff & Fisher, 2022). The trait of openness to experience emphasizes
cognitive intellect (Goldberg, 1993) and reflects the attribute of individuals who are curious,
creative, imaginative, and often have a diverse range of interests and perspectives (Barrick
et al., 1998; Matz, 2021). Those individuals who are high in openness tend to have a greater
ability to analyze and understand experiences, which enhances positive adaptation and learning
(King & Rothstein, 2010; LePine, 2003; Zhang & Ziegler, 2016). Further, openness precipitates
the inclination to consider a broad range of perspectives and options when evaluating a given
situation and deciding on the most appropriate strategy when resolving problems (Connor-
Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). These tendencies provide a resource for individual team members
who consequently have higher self-awareness and a greater understanding of their environment
and circumstances (Backmann et al., 2019). Amplified by a sense of coherence, openness to
experience provides team members with the knowledge-related resources that they need
to adjust to challenges and changes (King & Rothstein, 2010).

Another central facet of openness to experience is flexibility that provides a substantial
resource when faced with a challenge (Backmann et al., 2019). Flexibility assists in solving
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complex challenges, a process which is facilitated not only at the individual level but also
enabled by other team members (Prewett et al., 2018). Similarly, openness to experience enables
teams to improvise by crafting novel responses to unpredicted changes in their environment
(LePine et al., 2000; 2003) which predicts resilience (Stoverink et al., 2020). Openness provides
teams with greater capacity to improvise, allowing them to harness learning from past experi-
ences to effectively respond to unforeseen demands, often through the deployment of past
knowledge together with novel ideas (Stoverink et al., 2020; Vera & Crossan, 2005). Further,
team openness to experience increases creativity (McCrae, 1987; Sacramento et al., 2023) which
provides resources to solve non-routine problems and unforeseen challenges (Mitchell &
Walinga, 2017), strongly linked to resilience (Metzl & Morrell, 2008). This capacity of openness
to experience to bestow resources that enable agile adjustment to change and creative solutions
to new challenges provides justification for the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Team mean openness to experience will be positively related to
team resilience.

Openness to experience, shared leadership, and team resilience

In addition to a direct relationship with resilience, the impact of openness to experience on
interpersonal relations suggests merit in exploring its indirect impact through shared leader-
ship. Openness to experience is related to both autonomy and self-determination at the individ-
ual level (Mount et al., 2005). Individuals with high openness to experience are driven to
influence others, make decisions, and effect change, which suggests that members who are high
in openness to experience will be motivated to engage in behaviors that guide and shape the
team's work (Mount et al., 2005). Such members are motivated to persuade others as they place
high value on the capacity to make or shape decisions (Hogan & Holland, 2003). This tendency,
we argue, will precipitate a desire to influence the team's direction and choices, realized
through engagement in leadership behaviors within the team (Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017). Thus,
where teams are composed of individuals with high openness to experience, members will be
more likely to take on leadership roles, thereby increasing the potential for shared leadership
behaviors within the team.

Openness to experience also has a strong positive influence on social interactions and con-
nections, as individuals who are curious and open-minded are keen to develop networks and
higher quality work relationships (Griffin & Hesketh, 2003; Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017). Relative
to those with low openness to experience, team members with high openness to experience will
be motivated toward achieving the team's goals and involve others toward this end (Hoch &
Dulebohn, 2017). In other words, individuals with high openness to experience tend to engage
in behaviors that influence and guide others, reflective of shared leadership (Scott-Young
et al., 2019; Zhu et al., 2018). Further, the flexibility that is associated with openness to experi-
ence allows individuals to adjust their actions to suit changing situations, particularly interper-
sonal settings (Driskell et al., 2006). This is likely to be advantageous as individuals can adapt to
be assertive or deferential as the situation requires (Driskell et al., 2006). As shared leadership
involves the distribution of leadership functions among team members (Dierdorff & Fisher,
2022), it requires individuals not only to influence the direction of the team but also to accept
leadership from other members (Carson et al., 2007). The interpersonal flexibility that is
associated with high openness to experience, enables members to take on both leader and
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follower roles inherent in shared leadership (Driskell et al., 2006). These individuals also
tend to be viewed as leaders and are more likely to engage others in discussions (Van Vianen &
De Dreu, 2001). Thus, elevated openness to experience is argued to be positively associated with
shared leadership leading to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Team mean openness to experience will be positively related to
shared leadership.

Taking a functional perspective on shared leadership (Morgeson et al., 2010; Muethel
et al., 2012; Muethel & Hoegl, 2013), we propose that teams in which leadership is shared have
increased access to the team's resources, which enhances learning, adaptation and, thus, team
resilience (Muethel & Hoegl, 2013; Stoverink et al., 2020). According to COR, resources tend to
aggregate and sustain one another (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Conditions that support, foster, and
enrich resources are reflected in the resource caravan passageways (Hobfoll, 2011), facilitating
resilience from a collective pool of accessible resources (Chen et al., 2015). Shared leadership as
an interactive process of mutual influence has been shown to increase the availability of exper-
tise for task accomplishment in teams (Mitchell & Boyle, 2021; Zhu et al., 2018) as well as other
capability-related resources that advance goal accomplishment (Scott-Young et al., 2019;
Sweeney et al., 2019). Shared leadership not only increases the perceived availability of these
resources to accomplish tasks but also enhances the internal transaction and accessibility of
such resources (Mitchell & Boyle, 2021; Wu & Cormican, 2016).

When faced with adversity, shared leadership thus enables teams to draw on different
resources, including diverse expertise as well as psychological and social support, helping them
resolve challenges (D'Innocenzo et al., 2016; Salas-Vallina et al., 2022; Vandavasi et al., 2020).
When leadership is shared, team members are more likely to impart their relevant experience
and knowledge in their efforts to guide the team to overcome adversity, increasing their likeli-
hood to integrate and implement their expertise through their membership (Mitchell &
Boyle, 2021). The consequent increase in the accessibility and utilization of team resources is
likely to have a positive impact on team resilience (Fisher et al., 2023; Salas-Vallina
et al., 2022).

In addition to knowledge-related effects, shared leadership reflects a relational context that
contributes to resilience. As shared leadership emerges, it promotes relational bonds
that encourage the effort and coordination required to achieve the goals of the group (Drescher
et al., 2014). This effect and mechanism contribute to team resilience by facilitating increased
adaptation to adverse and changing situations (Stephens et al., 2013). In addition, shared leader-
ship creates additional resources in terms of enhanced team satisfaction, trust, and cohesion
(Zhu et al., 2018). Such team resources have also been associated with increased capacity to
adapt and cope with challenges (Degbey & Einola, 2020). Further, recent extensions to COR
theory posit that positive emotions reflect important resources that enhance capacity to cope
with stress and thus build resilience (Chen et al., 2015). As shared leadership has been demon-
strated to foster positive emotions and facilitate the transfer of such emotions throughout team
members (Hmieleski et al., 2012; Salas-Vallina et al., 2022; Sanfuentes et al., 2021), we predict
its associated with increased team resilience, reflected in the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. Shared leadership will be positively related to team resilience.
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We have argued that mean openness to experience will increase shared leadership and that
shared leadership, which in turn will increase team resilience. This leads us to hypothesize an
indirect, mediated path between mean openness to experience and team resilience through
shared leadership in the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. Shared leadership will mediate the positive relationship between
team mean openness to experience and team resilience.

Openness to experience variance

When evaluating team personality composition, Van Vianen and De Dreu (2001) identified that
both homogeneity as well as team variance might be important when considering team level
attributes. It has been proposed that variability in personality in teams may lead to enhanced
team functioning as heterogeneity creates a broader range of team member behavioral
resources (den Hartog et al., 2020). However, diversity in team composition has also been
linked to conflict and dysfunction (Chatzi et al., 2022). The authors note that conflict may arise
when team members fail to take on complementary roles or engage in more criticisms that
likely provoke disagreements. Anderson (2009) suggests that within team variance for openness
to experience will likely be associated with increased conflict which, we posit, may detract from
the positive impact of shared leadership on resilience (Stoverink et al., 2020).

While individuals with high openness will strive to explore alternatives and creative solu-
tions, those with lower openness may be less willing to openly consider such solutions (den
Hartog et al., 2020). Indeed, there is evidence that, while those high on openness to experience
have higher capability of adapting to challenges and changes through creativity, members who
are lower on openness are likely to discount novelty and prefer solutions that are narrow and
conventional, potentially leading to discord and dispute (Brandt et al., 2015; Cui et al., 2023). In
times of adversity, such discord is unlikely to support the agility of action necessary for resil-
ience (Stoverink et al., 2020). In contrast, conflict may be less likely to arise among teams with
less variation in openness to experience. Consistent with similarity-attraction research
(Byrne, 1971), working with members with similar personality profiles is not only likely to be
preferred but may increase the team's capacity to make use of its knowledge-related resources
(Liang et al., 2015). Thus, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 5. Openness to experience variance will moderate the positive relation-
ship between shared leadership and team resilience. The moderated relationship
will be such that the positive impact of shared leadership on team resilience will be
stronger when openness to experience variance is low rather than high.

Consequent to its relational and interpersonal flexibility aspect, we have argued that high
mean openness to experience among team members is likely to be associated with shared lead-
ership. Subsequently, we propose that shared leadership will enhance team resilience by facili-
tating access to a breadth of resources. Further, we argue that this effect of shared leadership
will be amplified when teams are characterized by low variance in openness to experience given
the likely discord associated with greater personality trait diversity. In combination, this leads
us to predict a moderated mediation model in which the positive impact of mean openness to
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experience will increase team resilience through shared leadership and contingent on low open-
ness to experience variance.

Hypothesis 6. Openness to experience variance will moderate the positive relation-
ship between mean openness to experience and team resilience through shared lead-
ership. The moderated relationship will be such that the positive impact of mean
openness to experience on team resilience through shared leadership will be stron-
ger when openness to experience variance is low rather than high.

METHOD

We develop a multi-study design to test our hypothesized model and to establish robustness
and generalizability in our results across and beyond the study samples (Wright &
Sweeney, 2016).1 We conducted all three studies in the context of virtual teams, because virtual
teams represent the most widely used form of teamwork (Dulebohn & Hoch, 2017) and involve
unique challenges and barriers, such as working remotely and coordinating with one another
while navigating varying time zones and locations, all of which have implications for team
resilience (Morrison-Smith & Ruiz, 2020).

In Studies 1 and 2, we aimed to establish the causal relationships in our model using a
causal chain design (Spencer et al., 2005) by manipulating the independent variable and the
mediating variable in two separate experiments (e.g., Hill et al., 2021; Vincent &
Kouchaki, 2016). In Study 1, we manipulated team openness to experience mean in a recall
experiment to test its effect on shared leadership within a virtual team. In Study 2, we manipu-
lated shared leadership and team openness to experience variance in an additional recall experi-
ment to test their interactive effects on team resilience. Together these two independent recall
experiments provide stronger causal evidence for our conceptual model relative to a traditional
experimental design in which only team openness to experience mean is manipulated and all
other key variables are self-reported by participants (Spencer et al., 2005). Finally, to address
limitations of Studies 1 and 2 and to increase generalizability of our findings, we conducted a
multi-source field survey of virtual teams in the United Kingdom in Study 3 to test our complete
model comprehensively.

STUDY 1: TEAM OPENNESS MEAN AND SHARED
LEADERSHIP

Sample and procedure

Study 1 aims to provide a direct test of whether team openness mean causally influences shared
leadership using a randomized recall experiment. Working professionals from the United States
with experience working in virtual teams were recruited to complete the recall experiment via
CloudResearch, a participant-sourcing platform (formerly known as TurkPrime; Litman
et al., 2017) that provides higher-quality data compared to Amazon's Mechanical Turk because
of effective pre-screening and filtering of participants (Peer et al., 2021).

Participants completed a recall experiment, which integrated an experimental design with
the critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954) and randomly assigned participants to recall
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different actual events or experiences at work and describe them in detail. The recall method
has been shown to be effective in capturing psychological variables (Howard, 2011) and has
been used in applied psychology research to capture stable characteristics such as leader humil-
ity (Qin et al., 2020) and abusive supervision (Shen et al., 2023), as well as episodic experiences
and events (e.g., Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009; Urbach & Fay, 2021). To utilize this method
fully, we required that all participants should have extensive experience in virtual teams
(i.e., participants reported that they engage in hybrid work most days of the week or work with
other colleagues remotely). To ensure this, we strictly qualify our participants in the recruit-
ment stage and at the beginning of the experiment and explicitly require that the participants
have experience working in multiple virtual teams. For example, in the study description posted
on CloudResearch we emphasized in both the study title and the study introduction that only
individuals with extensive experience working in multiple virtual teams are qualified to
participate.

Before data collection, we conducted a power analysis (G*Power; Faul et al., 2009) based on
an estimated medium effect size for team openness mean (Do & Minbashian, 2020). Given our
design, to ensure 95% power in one-tail t test to detect an effect size d = .5 (at α = .05), a total
number of 88 participants is required. To account for participant inattentiveness and dropout
rates (Hauser & Schwarz, 2016), we aimed to recruit 130 participants in total.

A total of 126 participants chose to start the study via the link on CloudResearch. Before the
recall task, they were again asked to confirm that they had previously worked in multiple vir-
tual teams. Sixteen participants reported not having such experiences and were disqualified
immediately. The remaining 110 participants were randomly assigned into one of the two
experimental conditions (high versus low team openness mean) to recall a virtual team with
either high or low mean team openness. Six participants could not recall a virtual team required
by their experimental conditions and were disqualified. Finally, throughout the experiment we
have implemented multiple manipulation checks (e.g., “for this item, please pick ‘5’”) and six
participants failed these checks and were removed from the analysis.

The final sample of 98 participants (Mage = 38.19 years, SD = 10.91, 41% female) come from
various industries, such as education, professional services, finance, manufacturing, banking,
government, and retail. After recalling a virtual team as required, the participants were asked
to provide as many details as possible about the team (e.g., the main team tasks), especially on
the high (versus low) level of team openness mean. They then reported shared leadership
within the team, control variables and finally demographics.

Manipulations and measures

Across all our studies, unless otherwise specified, a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree,
7 = strongly agree) was used.

Team openness mean manipulation

Drawing on Soto and John's (2017) 15-item personality measure, we adapted the three items
related to openness to experience to manipulate team openness mean. Specifically, the
participants in the high/(low) openness condition recalled a team where, on average, team
members

TACKLING ADVERSITY WITH OPEN MINDS: TEAM PERSONALITY COMPOSITION
FACILITATES SHARED LEADERSHIP AND TEAM RESILIENCE
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Are fascinated by/(Have no interest in) art, music, and literature. Are/(Are not)
original, come up/(Cannot come up) with new ideas. Have great/(little) interest in
abstract ideas.

Shared leadership

Participants completed seven items adapted from Muethel et al. (2012). Sample items include,
“All team members proactively made constructive suggestions for improving how things oper-
ate within the team,” “All team members initiated actions to make the team more effective,”
and “All team members sought information from other team members about aspects of their
work accomplishment that could affect their own work” (α = .96).

TABLE 1 Example statements from participants' description of recalled team.

Low team openness to
experience

• These people are desert dry, with almost no humor.
• They take everything literally and are always serious.
• They love to analyze everything and rarely venture outside their narrow

scopes of interest.
• Nobody wanted to do anything outside of the box.
• Team members were a bunch of squares.
• I could not keep a conversation with any of them because they had no

interests.
• They lacked a great deal in creativity and did not come up with any interesting

ideas.
• The team members I was working with were very unoriginal, and I did most

of the work coming up with the ideas since they were all pretty dull people.
• They evidenced very little knowledge of or interest in music or art.
• It was as if none of them had hobbies or interests.
• They were very monotone and singular type of individuals.
• The members could not come up with anything creative so it was a lot of dead

air while we tried to think of answers.

High team openness to
experience

• We all came up with multiple creative and new ideas each, and then
combined the ideas together as a team.

• Everyone had differing backgrounds and was capable of coming up with
creative ideas that were novel and unique.

• We were always able to find humor in certain things and most people are fans
of the arts.

• The members like abstract ideas and love music.
• They are driven by abstract ideas and can think out of the box.
• The more abstract thinkers in the group made the project interesting.
• The artistic members brought a sense of style to the project.
• We all had a love for music and we were able to be creative and had fun while

designing advertisements.
• Most people on the team were able to come up with abstract ideas and be

creative.
• The team members were all very artistic and great at coming up with out-of-

the-box ideas.
• Team members are fascinated by art, music and literature, and also have great

interest in abstract ideas.
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Control variables2

We controlled for team average age, team gender composition (i.e., the percentage of women),
and team size because they have been shown to predict shared leadership (Wu et al., 2020). To
eliminate alternative explanations and to test whether the effects of team openness mean goes
above and beyond other team personality composition variables that might predict shared lead-
ership (Do & Minbashian, 2020), we also measured and controlled for team extraversion
(α = .87), agreeableness (α = .88), conscientiousness (α = .87) and neuroticism (α = .89) using
the corresponding items from Soto and John's (2017) personality scale.

Study 1 results and discussion

Recalled team openness mean

We summarized quotes from participants in the high and low team openness mean conditions
in Table 1 to help illuminate the overall phenomenon.

Team openness mean manipulation check

After reporting the main study variables, the participants rated the average openness of the
team members using the three openness items from Soto and John's scale (α = .97). Compared
to the participants in the low team openness condition (M = 2.57, SD = 1.86), the participants
in the high team openness condition reported higher team openness mean (M = 6.09,
SD = .73), t(64) = 12.43, p < .001.

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 2.

TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics and correlations among key variables in Study 1.

Variable M SD 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Team openness
mean

.49 .50 .60*** .16 �.12 .03 .58*** .41*** .36*** .001

2. Shared leadership 4.51 1.65 .28** �.03 �.05 .76*** .73*** .71*** .09

3. Team age 37.57 12.65 .20* .37*** .25* .30** .27** .33***

4. Team gender
composition

.45 .30 .12 �.03 .11 .05 .06

5. Team size 8.23 7.60 .06 .08 .03 .23*

5. Team extraversion 4.39 1.58 .60*** .53*** .30**

6. Team
agreeableness

4.77 1.52 .70*** .09

7. Team
conscientiousness

4.88 1.46 .02

8. Team neuroticism 2.92 1.46

Note: N = 98; team openness mean (0 = low, 1 = high).

*p < .05, **p < .01, and ***p < .001.

TACKLING ADVERSITY WITH OPEN MINDS: TEAM PERSONALITY COMPOSITION
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Shared leadership

Compared to the participants in the low team openness condition (M = 3.55, SD = 1.66), the
participants in the high team openness condition reported greater shared leadership (M = 5.51,
SD = .85), t(74) = 7.43, p < . 001, supporting Hypothesis 2. We further tested Hypothesis 2 with
an ANOVA of shared leadership with team openness mean as the predictor and the control var-
iables as covariates. Results show that team mean openness predicts shared leadership above
and beyond team demographics and other team personality means, F(1,89) = 7.59, p = .007
(see Table 3 for full result details).

Study 1 provided supportive evidence for the causal effect in the first stage of our conceptual
model, showing that team openness mean increases shared leadership within a team. Now that
we have established the first half of the causal chain (Spencer et al., 2005), we continue to test
the second half in a separate recall experiment where we manipulated shared leadership and
team openness variance to test whether they interact to influence team resilience.

STUDY 2: SHARED LEADERSHIP, TEAM OPENNESS
VARIANCE, AND TEAM RESILIENCE

Sample and procedure

Consistent with Study 1, we sought to recruit a minimum of 200 participants following the
effect size estimates on shared leadership (Klasmeier & Rowold, 2020) and team composition
(Bell, 2007) in the literature and to account for participant inattentiveness and dropout rates
(Hauser & Schwarz, 2016). A total of 190 working adults (45% female; Mage = 41.24;
SDage = 12.02) who satisfied similar participant recruitment requirements as in Study 1 com-
pleted the study for $2.50 (approximately $12/h). A sensitivity power analysis using G*Power
revealed that we could detect an effect size of 0.26 at α = .05.

A 2 (high vs. low shared leadership) � 2 (high vs. low team openness variance) factorial
design was used, and participants were randomly assigned to one of the four experimental con-
ditions to recall a virtual team that they were working/had worked in, which characterized the
level of shared leadership and team openness variance as prescribed by the experimental condi-
tion. We used the same procedure as in Study 1 to ensure that all participants have a rich

TABLE 3 Results of an ANOVA of shared leadership in Study 1.

Variable B (SE) t p

Team openness .58 (.21) 2.76 .007

Team age .01 (.008) 1.32 .19

Team gender composition �.21 (.29) �.73 .47

Team size �.03 (.01) �2.29 .025

Team extraversion .38 (.08) 4.72 <.001

Team agreeableness .27 (.08) 3.17 .002

Team conscientiousness .30 (.08) 3.63 <.001

Team neuroticism �.05 (.07) �.74 .46

12 of 28 MITCHELL ET AL.

 14640597, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://iaap-journals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/apps.12568 by Fundació E

SA
D

E
, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [06/02/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



experience working in virtual teams and could recall a team that satisfied the requirements of
their experimental conditions. A total of 208 participants responded to our study invitation on
CloudResearch, but 10 of them were directed to exit the study because they had little experience
working in virtual teams or could not recall a virtual team with the levels of shared leadership
as required by their experimental conditions. Furthermore, eight participants failed the atten-
tion checks leaving a final sample size of 190.

Aligned with Study 1, participants wrote a short essay to provide as many details as they
could about the team that they have just recalled, emphasizing the level of shared leadership
within the team and the team's openness variance. Participants then reported team resilience,
manipulation checks, controls, and demographics and were debriefed and paid.

Shared leadership manipulation

Consistent with Study 1, we drew on the shared leadership scale from Muethel et al. (2012) and
selected two items with the highest factor loadings to create the shared leadership manipula-
tion. Specifically, the participants in the high/(low) shared leadership conditions were asked to
recall a team where “almost all/(none of the) team members proactively institute new work
methods to improve team performance and/(or) seek information from other team members about
aspects of their work accomplishment that could affect their own work.”

Team openness variance manipulation

Following Study 1, we used the three openness items from Soto and John's (2017) personality
scale to manipulate team openness variance. Specifically, the participants in the low/(high)
team openness variance conditions were required to recall a team wherein “members are very
diverse or very different from each other/(very homogeneous or very similar to each other) in their
tendency to be fascinated by art, music and literature, be original and come up with new ideas,
and have great interest in abstract ideas.”3

Team resilience

On a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal), participants completed the three-
item resilience scale of Stephens et al. (2013; e.g., “This team is/was able to cope with difficult
times”; α = .95).

Control variables4

Consistent with Study 1, we controlled for team average age, gender composition
(i.e., percentage of women), and team size. In addition, existing team resilience research has
highlighted the critical role of positive emotions in promoting resilience at both individual and
team levels (Hartmann et al., 2019). Therefore, we measured and controlled for team collective
positive emotions to demonstrate that the effect of shared leadership is above and beyond team
positive emotions. Specifically, on a 7-point bipolar scale, participants rated the collective

TACKLING ADVERSITY WITH OPEN MINDS: TEAM PERSONALITY COMPOSITION
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emotional states of the team using “disinterested- enthusiastic,” “pessimistic-optimistic,”
“unsatisfied-satisfied,” “uncomfortable-comfortable,” and “agitated-relaxed” (α = .91; Meneghel
et al., 2016).

Study 2 results and discussion

Manipulation checks

Drawing on the definition of Zhu et al. (2018) on shared leadership, we asked participants to
rate the extent to which the team members in the recalled team try to lead one another to the
achievement of group goals on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much so). The
participants in the high shared leadership conditions reported greater shared leadership
(M = 5.87, SD = 1.03) compared to those in the low shared leadership conditions (M = 3.99,
SD = 1.99), t(137) = 8.16, p < .001. Furthermore, on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = very similar,
7 = very different), participants rated the extent to which team members are different in
openness. The participants in the high variance conditions reported higher team openness
variance (M = 5.32, SD = 1.46) compared to those in the low variance conditions (M = 3.46,
SD = 1.86), t(176) = 7.68, p < .001. The manipulations were effective.

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 4.

Team resilience

We used PROCESS (Model 1; Hayes, 2015; all bootstrap analyses across all the studies used
5000 resampling iterations) to test whether shared leadership and team openness variance inter-
act to predict team resilience. Shared leadership and team openness variance were mean cen-
tered and control variables were standardized. Results revealed a significant interaction
between shared leadership and team openness variance when predicting team resilience,
B = �.83, SE = .32, t = �2.64, p = .009. Specifically, when team openness variance is high,
shared leadership does not predict team resilience (B = .07, SE = .23, t = .31, p = .76, CI95% =

[�.38, .52]). In contrast, when team openness variance is low, shared leadership positively

TABLE 4 Descriptive statistics and correlations among key variables in Study 2.

Variable M SD 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Shared leadership .50 .50 .01 .36*** .02 .03 �.08 .33***

2. Team openness variance .50 .50 .02 .09 �.05 �.10 �.10

3. Team resilience 5.40 1.38 .07 .02 .04 .60***

4. Team age 34.89 9.63 .09 �.08 �.07

5. Team gender composition .44 .28 .02 .04

6. Team size 11.89 11.39 .08

7. Team collective positive emotions 5.44 1.23

Note: N = 190; shared leadership (0 = low, 1 = high); team openness variance (0 = low, 1 = high).

*p < .05, **p < .01, and ***p < .001.
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predicts team resilience (B = .90, SE = .23, t = 3.91, p < .001, CI95% = [.45, 1.36]). Figure 2
illustrates the interaction pattern.

The results of Study 2 provide support for the second causal link in our conceptual model,
showing that shared leadership and team openness variance interact to predict team resilience.
Together, Studies 1 and 2 have provided strong support for the causal chain in our conceptual
model. Although the quality of crowdsourced data has been supported (Peer et al., 2021), one
limitation in Studies 1 and 2, which were conducted online, was that we still need to replicate
the findings using actual teams in a field setting. Therefore, to increase confidence in our
findings, we aim to conduct a comprehensive test of the complete model in a multi-source field
survey in Study 3.

STUDY 3: MULTI-SOURCE FIELD SURVEY

Procedure and sample

The sample included a range of different workplace virtual teams that were located within the
United Kingdom. A total number of 200 teams were approached initially to participate in
the research and 40 team leaders, and 251 employees made up the respective respondents
(response rate = 53%). The teams worked in range of different service-based industries includ-
ing finance, human resources, information technology, sales, and healthcare. All teams were
identified as being virtual, with 100% of teams working from home for the most part of the
week, with the average distance between team members when at work of 2.90 kms (SD = 1.06).
As a result, team members all worked at different sites from one another throughout the week
and used electronic media in order to communicate with their respective team members.

FIGURE 2 Shared leadership and team openness variance interact to predict team resilience in Study 2.
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Due to work from home orders as a direct result of COVID-19 restrictions, all teams were
considered to be completely virtual rather than working on a continuum of virtuality where
some teams would meet regularly face-to-face while others would have none. Most teams all
had team members who all worked in the same country and time zone except for two teams
which had team members who worked in different time zones or in different countries. In
terms of communication media used to communicate within teams, 93% used video conferenc-
ing multiple times a week, 95% used email to communicate more than once a day with 90% of
respondents meeting face to face less than once a month. The average team size was
13 (SD = 2.78, range 6–15 members) with the average number of responses per group being
7.27. Team tenure average was 26.5 months (SD = 21.20, range 2–94 months). The average age
of the team leader was 37 years (SD = 8.42, range 25–59 years). The team members gender split
team was 50% female, 49% males and 1% unspecified. The average age of the team members
was 31 years (SD = 7.36, range 18–48 years).

Dawson's selection rate was calculated using the formula ([N-n]/Nn) where (N) is a function
of the number of the group size and (n) is the number of responses per group (Dawson, 2003).
Dawson's selection rate is used when teams comprised varying numbers of whom had varied
response rates to ensure that the statistical accuracy in group responses was not related to the
number of responses received or the proportions of respondents in each team (Dawson, 2003).
Drawing on previous research, the cut-off point was 0.32 (Richter et al., 2006) as scores that
were less than 0.32 have been shown to correlate with true scores of 0.95 or higher
(Dawson, 2003). All teams were included as they were all below the cut-off point of 0.32. Data
from 40 teams were included in our analysis.

Data collection occurred through an online internet based-survey from teams within the
United Kingdom. Using a built-in software algorithm, teams were randomly selected according
to the minimum requirements of the team, which was at least two members as well as a team
leader, and then invited by email to participate in the research. Team leaders were asked to
complete a survey answering questions regarding team resilience, team geographical location
and their perceptions of shared leadership in the team. Team members were also invited to par-
ticipate via email and asked to answer a survey regarding communication media and frequency
as well as questioning pertaining to individual personality. Both anonymity and confidentiality
were assured.

Measures

Openness to experience

Consistent with Studies 1 and 2, three openness items (α = .58) from the 15-item personality
scale (Soto & John, 2017) were used. As we expected openness to experience to vary between
different individual team members, we were unable to use a direct consensus method of aggre-
gation (Chan, 1998). Instead, we operationalized openness to experience based on the team's
task (Homan et al., 2008), based on Steiner's (1972) model of disjunctive, conjunctive and addi-
tive tasks (Steiner, 1972). Our participant teams were involved in complex tasks in which per-
formance required all members to draw upon their skills and knowledge, reflective of an
additive task (Molyneux, 2001). We therefore used the average of member scores as our mea-
sure of openness to experience at the team level (Prewett et al., 2018). Although we expected
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variation within each team, an investigation of inter-rater agreement revealed the median Rwg

for openness to be 0.8 (LeBreton & Senter, 2008).

Shared leadership

Consistent with Studies 1 and 2, the seven-item scale (α = 0.89) from Muethel et al. (2012) was
used and rated by the team leader.

Team resilience

Same as Study 2 (α = 0.89).

Control variables

We controlled for gender (Stephens et al., 2013), as well as team size as previous research has
highlighted that it may significantly impact team resilience capacity (Brykman & King, 2021).
Tenure was controlled because it is proposed that the longer team members are in a team, they
are more likely to become familiar with one another which can help them cope with adversity
(Stephens et al., 2013).

RESULTS

Table 5 shows the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables.
We first investigated the discriminant validity of our measures using AMOS

(Arbuckle, 2014). To support measurement model fit, we expected CFI and IFI values that are
close to one (Byrne, 2001) and SRMR values of .08 or less (DiLalla, 2000). Our full model analy-
sis generated χ2 = 80 (df = 51), p = .005 with fit indices that suggest good fit to the data
(CFI = .87; SRMR = .07). We compared our measurement model to a comparative model in
which shared leadership and resilience were combined. Analysis suggested poorer fit (χ2 = 99,
df = 53, p < .001; CFI = .82; SRMR = .08). We also compared a single factor model, which also
suggested poorer fit to the data (χ2 = 103; df = 54, p < .001; CFI = .81; SRMR = .08) providing
support of discriminant validity. As our results were somewhat low (Iacobucci, 2010), and to
ensure adequate discriminant validity, additional analysis was conducted using the heterotrait-
monotrait (HTMT) ratio. As outlined by Henseler et al. (2015), the analysis involves assessing
the averages of the heterotrait–monotrait ratio of the correlations relative to the geometric
means of the monotrait–heteromethod correlations. The criterion of 0.9 was applied to assess
the discriminant validity, which indicates a sensitivity of <95%; however, a more conservative
approach of 0.85 has been suggested which has the lower specificity of the two (Henseler et al.,
2015). The results in Table 6 based on Smart PLS provide further support for discriminant valid-
ity, showing all the HTMT ratios below the most conservative criterion .85.

Table 7 summarizes the hypotheses testing results. The analyses revealed support for a sig-
nificant path between mean openness and team resilience supporting Hypothesis 1 (β = .41,
t = 2.78, p = .01, 95% CI = [.20, 1.27]) and between mean openness and shared leadership

TACKLING ADVERSITY WITH OPEN MINDS: TEAM PERSONALITY COMPOSITION
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supporting Hypothesis 2 (β = .37, t = 2.49, p = .02, 95% CI = [.11, 1.05]). A significant
coefficient was found for the path between shared leadership and resilience lending support to
Hypothesis 3 (β = .73, t = 6.66, p < .001, 95% CI = [.59, 1.11]). A confidence interval for the
indirect effect of mean openness and resilience through shared leadership did not include zero,
95% CI = [.12 to .76], providing support for Hypothesis 4.

We found support for a moderating effect of openness variance on the path between shared
leadership and team resilience (β = �.25, t = �2.02, p = .05), providing support for
Hypothesis 5. The interaction pattern is illustrated in Figure 3. Further investigation using the

TABLE 5 Descriptive statistics correlations among key variables in Study 3.

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3

1. Team openness 5.00 .68

2. Team openness variance 1.38 .44 �.677**

3. Shared leadership 3.03 1.06 .374* �.267

4. Team resilience 2.60 1.23 .410** �.250 .734**

Note: Nleaders = 40 and Nemployees = 251.
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed).

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed).

TABLE 6 HTMT analysis Study 3.

1 2 3

1. Team openness

2. Team openness variance .68

3. Shared leadership .38 .27

4. Team resilience .43 .27 .78

Note: Nleaders = 40 and Nemployees = 251.

TABLE 7 Regression results Study 3.

Mediator model Dependent model Dependent model
Shared leadership Resilience Resilience

Predictor variables

Team openness .37* .16 .25

Shared leadership .68** .55**

Team openness variance (TOV) .03

Interaction variables

Shared leadership X TOV �.25*

R2 change .14* .56** .05*

Note: Nleaders = 40 and Nemployees = 251. Values reported in this table are standardized parameter estimates.

*p < .05, and **p < .01.
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Johnson-Neyman technique found that shared leadership increased resilience when openness
variance values were below 1.71, 78% of our teams' reported values.

We also found support for Hypothesis 6, which predicts a moderated mediated relationship
between mean openness and resilience through shared leadership contingent on openness vari-
ance. Specifically, the indirect effect of mean openness on team resilience via shared leadership
was significant at low values of openness variance (B = .52, SE = .18, 95% CI = [.14 to .83]).
However, this indirect path was not significant when openness variance was high (B = .21,
SE = .17, 95% CI = [�.09, .59]).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The goal of this study was to explore the impact of team openness to experience in predicting
both shared leadership and team resilience. Our findings suggest that team openness is a critical
antecedent to team resilience directly and to shared leadership, which mediates a significant
indirect path to team resilience. We also find support for the role of variance in openness as a
second stage moderator of this mediated relationship. We thus contribute to a richer under-
standing of the role of member personality as determinant of shared leadership emergence and
advance our knowledge of factors that predict team resilience.

Scholars have long sought to understand the dispositional basis of resilience and, while
extant research contributes considerable insight into the role of individual personality attributes
to individual resilience (Hartmann et al., 2019), the impact of personality on team resilience
has, until now, remained theoretically and empirically unexplored (Hartmann et al., 2019;
Raetze et al., 2021). We contribute to this literature by theoretically and empirically evidencing
the role of member personality, specifically team aggregate openness to experience, as an
important predictor of resilience, particularly within virtual teams. Drawing on COR theory, we
interpret our data as supporting the value of aggregate openness to experience as a significant

FIGURE 3 Shared leadership, openness to experience variance, and team resilience in Study 3.
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team resource that increases team capacity to deal with adversity (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Though
not directly investigated in our studies, our theoretically derived argumentation suggests that
higher aggregate openness to experience provides teams with greater ability to analyze and
understand experiences, enhances learning, and facilitates improvization. We see value in
future study that investigates these explanatory factors as greater understanding of the distinc-
tive role of openness on knowledge-related team dynamics might enhance both efforts to
enhance resilience as well as innovation and team creativity (Sacramento et al., 2024).

We further extend current models of team resilience (Gucciardi et al., 2018; Hartwig
et al., 2020; Stoverink et al., 2020) by evidencing the importance of both mean and variance as
personality dimensions that interactively influence resilience in teams. The capacity of open-
ness to experience variance to determine when aggregate openness enhances team resilience
strongly recommends the inclusion of both trait mean and trait variance in future group-level
resilience research. In particular, high aggregate openness might equally reflect a clustered or
dispersed pattern of team member attributes and, without attending to this variance, the mech-
anism and impact of openness remains opaque. For example, while high aggregate openness
with low variance suggests that most or all members share higher levels of openness, contribut-
ing to enhanced capacity to learn and improvise (contributing to resilience) as well as common
motivation to shape team decisions (contributing to shared leadership), high aggregate open-
ness with high variance may reduce the opportunity for shared leadership, resilience, or other
valued outcomes (den Hartog et al., 2020). We suggest further research that better elucidates
the impact of various levels of variance on team aggregate personality, particularly combined
with investigation into consequent dynamics as well as outcomes.

Our findings also extend recent research into the role of team member personality in shared
leadership (Chiu et al., 2016; Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017) by demonstrating the impact of openness
to experience as a dimension argued to drive enthusiasm toward the team's goal as well as
socialized collaboration (Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017; McCrae, 1996), which engenders shared lead-
ership. Further, we find evidence that shared leadership has a direct, moderated influence on
team resilience. Since our findings were obtained from teams engaged in challenging environ-
ments such as virtual work, we advance our understanding of shared leadership scholarship,
which has, until now, tended to exclude performance during times of adversity (Han &
Hazard, 2022; Sweeney et al., 2019; Zhu et al., 2018). Our findings that low variance in openness
is crucial to realizing the beneficial effect of shared leadership on team resilience provides fur-
ther contribution. While past research has investigated the role of member personality in team
performance, the moderating role of personality variance, though indubitably relevant, has
remained underexplored (Han & Hazard, 2022; Scott-Young et al., 2019). We add to suggestions
that the influence of shared leadership may not be straightforward (Mitchell & Boyle, 2021) and
suggest benefit in extending current models of shared leadership to include member personality
variance as a critical moderator.

Our findings have substantial managerial implications. Understanding the mechanisms
through which team openness to experience influences shared leadership and team resilience is
practically important, given the benefits that accrue to teams (Hartmann et al., 2019). For team
leaders, our findings point to the value of explicitly considering team member attributes in the
context of potential adversity. Where teams are likely to be faced with obstacles and challenges,
our results suggest merit in the explicit consideration of member openness and aggregate team
openness. Our findings also highlight the benefit of development programs that may increase
openness to experience (Jackson et al., 2012).
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Limitations, suggestions for future research, and conclusions

Our research is not without limitations. Although we tested our hypotheses in three different
studies that build on the strengths of the previous one, we still obtained our findings from
crowdsourcing data in Studies 1 and 2. While we ensured high data quality in these studies, we
acknowledge that the results can still be further validated by future recall experiments with
virtual team members recruited from organizations. Furthermore, the sample size in
Study 3 (40 teams) is relatively small, which can result in a lack of statistical power as a larger
sample is more likely to depict a true result (Abraham & Russell, 2008). Further research can
provide more insights on the validity of our model using larger samples of teams in the field.

In addition, due to logistical constraints, we used the extra-short form of the Big Five inven-
tory, which may raise questions regarding construct validity (Soto & John, 2017). Although we
chose the extra-short form to allow space for other variables in our studies and more impor-
tantly because our focus was on personality domains rather than facets (Soto & John, 2017),
future research can replicate our findings using alternative measures of Big Five inventory or
other relevant personality instruments to ensure consistency in our findings (e.g., see Costa &
McCrae, 1992; Gosling et al., 2003; Loehlin et al., 1998). Further, we encourage future scholars
to extend the findings of our research by extending theory through the inclusion of other
personality traits beyond openness to experience. While our focus on openness was justified
based on its link to learning and adaptability, we acknowledge that traits such as proactivity
may also enhance team capacity to deal with adversity. Drawing on insights from Judge et al.
(2013) that moving from broad personality domains to narrower facets when predicting work
performance will produce significant gains in prediction, we recommend that future research
investigate facet-level traits in influencing shared leadership and team resilience.

In conclusion, our research advances knowledge of team personality effects on shared lead-
ership and resilience within the context of virtual teams. We provide consistent evidence that
highlights the factors that facilitate team resilience. In particular, we demonstrate that team
openness to experience facilitates the development of team resilience through shared leader-
ship. We note, however, that the extent to which shared leadership supports team resilience is
contingent upon the variance in openness to experience within teams. We therefore highlight
the pivotal role of team personality and shared leadership in determining not only when resil-
ience is likely to emerge in virtual teams but also the mechanism of its effect.
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ENDNOTES
1 All studies conducted received ethical clearance from a public Australian university and none of our studies
were pre-registered. Due to ethical considerations, data are available from the authors upon request.

2 The pattern of our results did not change when these control variables were removed from the analyses.
3 Participants only recalled one team, which had to satisfy the requirements of both the shared leadership
manipulation and the team openness variance manipulation.

4 Removing the control variables from our analyses did not change our results.
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