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1, The following article is partially adopted from Review of Business Research
(2013) 13, p.39-46. Please read it thoroughly and answer the questions either in
English or in Chinese.

(1)Please derive a research framework of this article. You may draw a figure to
express the causal relationships shown in this article. (15%)

(2)Based on the exploratory ideas proposed by this paper, if you are asked to do
a quantitatively confirmatory research, how will you empirically develop the
following sections for the research? Please describe the (1)sample, (2)data,
(3)control variables, and (4)methodology which you would like to employ.

(35%)
TRUST AND INNOVATION: THE IMPACT OF INTERPERSONAL
- TRUST ON TEAM INNOVATION
Jhany Choon Yeong Ng, National University of Singapore. Singapore
ABSTRACT

{nnovation in a team begns with individual members of a team having novel ideas in their minds.
While it might be possible for such ideas to become the leam's innovation subsequently, what are
the factors that could polentially impede or lacilitate the process? In this paper, | first distinguish
the concepts of lrust, psychalogical safety, and cohesion from each olher. and pomnt oul the
difference belween crealivily and nnovalion. lo lustrate the need for research thal has a focus
on trust and mnovation. Next. | propose a mulli-level model of lrust and team innovalion. In
general. this paper has three implications. The practical implication of thus paper is praclitioners
need !o be wary of lhe moderating effecl that lrust can have on the relationship belween leam
social background diversity and team innovation The theoretical tmplication of this paper Is that
there is a need for more focus on the topic of trust and innovalion In organization research. And
finally, the methodological implicaton of this paper 1s that researchers can consider conducling
their fulure research in team-related lopics on a mulli-level basis.

Keywords: Trust, Innovation, Team

1. INTRQDUCTION

Trusi forms the basis of aimost all human interaclions (Das and Teng, 2004). and its presence
mekes interaclions required for organizational operations possible. Given s immense influence,
how does it affect team innovation?

Currently, allhough there 1s a vast amount of lteralure on trust and innovation, these two
concepts were mainly discussed seperately with other concepts. For example, although the
literatures on the lopic of tiusl and crealivily (for e.g.. see Klimoski and Karol, 1976), and
psychological safety and innovation (for e.g.. see Baer and Frese, 2003), are not lacking, there is
currently a dearth of literature on how trust influences leam innovation hitherto.

One of the causes of this issue I1s that some authors presumed research on trust and innovation
to be redundant because they assumed research on psychological safely (cohesion) and
innovalion. and trust and crealivily, had already served the purpose ol research on trust and
innovalion. However, though subtle. it must be noled that, on one hand, trust. psychological
safely, and cohesion are differenl from each other, and, on the other hand, innovalion and
crealivily are also not the same. Hence. research on any pair of concepts, one from each of the
two menticned groups, cannol replace the research on the other pairs.

Hence. to fill up the gap in the literature of trust and innovation, and to correct the misperceptions
that some readers might have with the prior mentioned five concepts, | shall first distinguish the
concepts of trust, psychelogical safely, and cohesion from each other, and poinl out the
difference between creativily and innovalion in this paper. Next, | shall discuss how interpersonal
trust within a team can affecl the team's innovation Finally, | will propose a model of trust and
team innovalion, and will end my paper with a discussion on the implications of my paper.

2. DISTINCTION OF CONCEPTS

2.1 Trast
Despile being a concept lhat is fundamental to human interactions since antiquity, there is not yel
a one definilicn of the term that is accepted by all researchers (Bigley and Pearce, 1998). Most of
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the time, researchers will just choose one definition of trust that suits their intended investigation,
and present it without much justification for their choice. For example, two of the most commonly
cited definilions of trust are the one proposed by Rousseau, Sitkin, Burl, and Camerer (1998),
and the one proposed by Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995). Nonetheless, though nol
exhauslive, we can group the array of delfinitions thal are currenlly used by researchers into lwo
broad categories: cognition-based view of tiust, and affection-based of trust.

The cognition-based view of trust focuses on the cognitive processes af a trustor in his/her
interaclions with a trustee. It focuses on how a lWrustor perceives a trustee’s actions, and the
trustee’s intentions behind thase actions, and the trustor's expectation about that trustee’s fulure
actions based on the trustee’s past behaviors (Kramer. 1996; Kramer. 2001; Rempel, Holmes,
and Zanna, 1985). It is also larget- and conltexl-specific (Johnscn-George and Swap. 1982;
Kadefors. 2004, Zaheer. McEvily. and Perrone, 1998), although there are evidences thal a
trustor's level of trust in a trustee can be influenced by hisiher trust in a third parly who is
connected lo the lrustee in some ways (Lander, Purvis, McCray, and Leigh. 2004; Lau and Liden,
2008).

in general. under this perspeclive. trust refers to the willingness of a trustor lo risk becoming
villnerable to a trustee’s actions (Dirks and Ferrin. 2001; Dunn and Schweilzer, 2005; Bigley and
Pearce, 1998). based on lhe expecled consislency and reliability in lhe {rustee’s words and
deeds that the trustor had derived from histher past experiences with the trustee (Bhattacharya,
Devinney, and Piflutla, 1998), by beleving that the trusiee would conducl beneficial acts to the
trustor, or 10 act as the lrustor had expected the Irustee would act (Ammeter, Douglas, Ferris, and
Goka, 2004, Das and Teng, 2004; Kasper-Fuehrer and Ashkanasy, 2001; Lewicki, McAllister, and
Bies. 1998; Mayer et al.. 1995; Panteli and Sockalingam. 2005; Renzl, 2008; Rofter. 1971;
Zaheer el al., 1998). Under this view of trusl, a tustor's level of lrust in a trustee was proposed to
be influenced by one’'s cognitive evaluation of the truslee’s personal characleristics (Kramer,
1996. 2001). such as the truslee’s educalional qualfications, of the trustee's aclions.

The affection-based view of trus:, on the other hand, focuses on the effect that a trustor's
affective lies with the trustee could have on the trustor’s level of trust in lhe lrustee (McAltister,
1995). In contrary to the cognition-based view of trusl, the affection-based view of trust proposes
that the affective lies belween \wo parlies make possible for a cerlain level of trust to persist
between them even in the presence of evidences that would be judged as trust-depleting factors
under the cognition-based view of trust (McAllister. 1995).

As an illustration of the difference between these iwo views of trusl, consider this hypothetical
scenario. Upon promised by parly A thal sfhe will complele all hisfher tasks by a stipulated
deadline, party B expecls that A will deliver histher promise by the deadline. In lhe case where A
failed to detiver histher promise, according to lhe cognition-based view of trust, B's trust in A will
decrease. .

However, according lo the affeclicn-based view of trust, if B has been working with A for a long
time, and the two parties have a very close relationship. B's trust in A may not decrease, or at
least not as significantly as the expectation of the other view of lrust. According to proponents of
the affeclion-based view of liust, the emotional lies that A and B had built up in their past
interactions would have cushioned the expected decrease in trust.

Nevertheless. although emotional ties between two individuals can influence the trust between
them given the occurrence of ar event, il can essentially be viewed as a moderator of the
relationship between the level of lrusl of a lrustor and the action undertaken, or failed to be
underiaken, by a trustee. Thus, although some trust researchers might argue for an independent
definition of trust that takes into account the emotional lies between a trustor and trustee in an
interaction, | would not make this distinction here in this paper as the trust that is in focus in both
views of lrust i1s essenlially lhe same, just that one of the two inleractions Is moderaled by the
concept of emotional lies.
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Hence, taking into account the various definitions of trust that were either proposed or used. or
both. by researchers. for the purpose of discussion in lhe 1emaining portion of this paper, the
cognition-based view of trust shall be adopted.

2.2 Psychological Safety

. Psychological safety refers to the perceplion of a safe environmenl for individuals lo be involved

in interpersonal risk taking, without the fear of any potential negative consequences that may
arise oul of their actions (Carmeli, 2007; Carmeli, Brueller, and Dutlon, 2009; Edmondson. 1999;
Nembhard and Edmondson, 2006; Tynan, 2005).When it exists in a particular work context, il can
take the form of a taken-for-granted posilive belief of an individual aboul histher co-workers that
facilitales open and trusiful interactions between them (Baet and Frese, 2003; Roussin, 2008).

When psychological safety exists, there exists a certain level of trust belween interacling parties
that allows them to interact without subslantial fear of fulure adverse backfires (Edmondson,
1999). However, while lrust s the underlying factor for psychological safety to exist, the two
concepts are not the same.

For the ease of clarification. consider the following hypothelical scenario: in a team which
members are always afraid lo speak up lheis mind against the leam leader (i.e., a leam culture
which is low in psychological safety), members may still act in accordance o the leader's orders
with due diligence when (ulure rewards are promised by the leader (i.e.. they have trusl in the
leader to keep his’her promise).

If psychclogical s;ely and trusl is refegring 1o the same concepl, either lheoretically or
empirically, the tw&®of therd should not co-exist in the same scenario in opposite exlremilies as
filustraled. Analogous to the distinction between trust and distrust — two concepts that are
recognized as distinct from each ather. despite the previous sland that they are two ends of a
single conlinuum (Lewick: et al., 1998) - psychological safely is different from trust.

2.3 Cohesion

Cohesion refers lo the tendency of members of a team to stay together and remain uniled in the
pursuit of the team’s objectives and goals (Wang. Ying. Jiang, and Klein, 2006). It is the force that
keeps members of a team close together withoul breaking apart by feelings of solidarity,
harmany, and commitmenl (Fine and Holyfield, 1996; Odom. Boxx. and Dunn, 1990; Wang et al.,
2006). When a leam of people with complementary skills are able {o work together with ease
towards the leam’'s common goals and objeclives. team cohesion is said lo be present (Montes,
Moreno, and Morales, 2005). In general. trust and cohesion cannot be lhe same concept because
they can be used as lhe anlecedenl or oulcome to each olher depending on the nature of
investigation in focus.

Humans have hmited resources. May the resource in focus be lime, money, or individuals’ efforts,
people tend to expend them in accordance lo what they perceive as likely to generate them the
desired outcome. In face of adversaries, when an individual has a high level of trust in hisfher
leam, s/he would perceive dangers and threats faced by the team as more manageable than a
person who has a low level of trusi in lhe leam (Fine and Holyfield, 1996). Under such conditions,
the person with a higher level of trust wauld be more likely to stay commilted with the team, and
continues to devote his’her resourzes o the team's course of actions (Bigtey and Pearce, 1998).
and contlributes lo the cohesion of the team more. Hence, in such instances, lrusl can be taken a
centributor to a team’s cohesion (Fine and Holyfield, 1996).

On the other hand, lrust can also be influenced by a leam's cohesion. A truslor’s level of frust in a
trustee was reported to be influenced by the truslee’s identification with the team (Kasper-Fuehrer
and Ashkanasy, 2001). When the trustee is perceived to have a low commilment lo the team, or
1o have a higher idenlificalion with another team, other people in the team will have a lower level
of trust in him/her That is. a team's weak cohesion can resull in a lower level of inlerpersonal
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trust between different parlies in a leam. In such situations, leam cohesion acts as the
antecedent to interpersonal trust.

As illustrated. trust and cohesion can thus be conceptualized as either the antecedeni or outcome
to each olher depending on the focus of research in perspeclive. Hence, as a concept is not
logically possible to be an antecedent and outcome to itsell, trust and cohesion are distinct
concepls.

Having distinguished the conceplts of Wrust, psychological safety, and cohesion. 1 would like to
emphasize here again that these three concepls are different concepts, although they may be
correlated. Thus. research wilh a primary locus on the relationship between lrust and innovation
is needed despile the literatures o° psychological safety (cohesion) and innovation, and trust and
crealivily. may nol be lacking.

Before carrying on with my discussion on the relalionship between trust and innovation, | shall
first continue to distinguish belween two more concepls [hal are, though essential (o my
discussion later, also frequently mixed-up by some readers- creativity and innovation

24 Creativity and Innovation

Crealivily refers to the generation of novel and useful tdeas. bounded by practical restraints
(Hirst, Dick, and Knippenberg. 2009 Hulsheger, Anderson, and Salgado. 2009, Thompson,
2003). In work context, such ideas can be product-related, procedure-related, or process-related
(Hirst et al., 2009). On the other hand, while tnnovalion can also be used to refer to the property
of being new of a praduct, or a procedure to produce a product (King, 1992), it is not the same as
crealivity although they are related.

Innovation, in general, refers not only to the generation of novel and useful ideas, but also to the
implementation of such ideas wilth the am lo significanlly benefil the performance of the
implementor, his/her team. histher organization. or his/her society al large (Anderson and West,
1998, Hulsheger et al., 2009). Though innovalion needs not o be something radically new or
successful, it should have an impact on olhers who are relaled to the changes brought upon by
the process of the innovation (King. 1992). To pul it in a simple way, innovation differs from
creativity in the aspect that while crealivity pertains only 1o the coming up of new and usefu)
ideas. innovation requires those new ideas 1o be implemented with an impact on others for it to
be considered as an innovation.

In this paper. | shall use the lerm team innovalion to denote the amount of innovation - the
number of ideas thal are implemented with an impact on others - of a leam.

3. LITERATURE REVIEW

An idea can only become an innovation if it is acted upon by individuals, even if the
implementation of the idea is not successful (King, 1992). If nol, an idea will always remain as an
idea. However. in a team where the leader makes the final decision on whether ideas proposed
by the team members should be implemented by the 1eam or nol, what determines whether an
idea proposed by a team member will be acled upon? In addition, what determines the quantity of
crealive ideas that team members can come up wilh for the consideration of the leader? For
these two questions. interaclions belween two categories of people in a leam are relevant to our
present inquiry: the interaction between team members, and the inleraclion between team
members and their leader.

Trust permeates the interactions belween dividuals and makes the occurrence of cerlain
phenomena possible. It gives a trustor the confidence in a trustee to keep personal information
that was communicated 1o the lruslee private, or al least, lo not use it in a way that is harmful to
the trustor {Fine and Holyfield. 1986; Panteli and Sockalingam, 2005). Such confidence in olhers
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facilitates the flow of information in a team and hence contributes to team innovation (Klimoski
and Karol, 1976).

However, before a trustor makes the decision of whether a trustee can be trusted with certain
informalion. a series of evaluations would be lirst made by the lrustor. For example. the trustor
might think aboul his/her past experiences with lhe truslee. If the trustee had done anything thal
was contrary to the well-being of the trustor before, with the information thal was communicated
to the trustee by the trustor. a lower level of trusl would be ascribed to the trustee (Bhattacharya,
Devinney, and Pillutla, 1998, Weber, Mathatra. and Murnighan. 2005). Under such conditions, a
lower amount of information is expected to be communicated to the truslee by the trustor
(Klimoski and Karcl, 1976). This is because when an individual got huil because sfhe
communicaled some information o a trustee, his/her trust in the trustee will decrease. and s/he
will leam to communicate lesser information 1o the lruslee in tis/her fulure inleractions with that
trustee as a way to protecl him/her-self from further harms (Rotter, 1971).

For innovation o take place, novel ideas, or its elements, must be comimunicaled between team
members to faciitate idea generation. It is only when concrete tdeas are generated and
implemented with an impact that innovations can said to have realized. Hence, as the amounl of
information communicated between individuals is influenced by the trust between them (Klimoski
and Karol, 1976; Renzl. 2008), the {rust belween tleam members and team innovation should be
posilively correlated. Hence,

Proposition 1. In a leam, inlerpersonal trust betiveen team members 1s positively correlated with
team innovation

Nevertheless, in a team. whether an idea wifl be implemented is ultimalely dependent on the
decision of the team leader (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992). If the leader does not believe that the
wdea can be successfully implemented, or will lead lo beneficial outcomes. then it 1s unlikely for it
to be accepted and be implemenled. This will be especially lhe case when there is high risk
involved in the implementation of the idea

From an evolutionary perspeclive, humans have been conditioned to act in ways that will either
improve their chances of survival. or in ways that are perceived by them lo have the polential o
boosl their chances of survival (Buss, 1991; Nicholson, 1998). In our society, il is more often than
not that individuals will have to depend on their incomes to fulfill their basic needs lo survive
(Doyal and Gough. 1984; Maslow, 1943). The incomes that indwviduals have to depend on for
their livings are in turn dependent on their work performances.

While innovatton may boost the performance of a team, the prospect of it not working out to the
increment of the team’'s performance is somelimes enough lo offset the potential inclination that
an individual may have towards trying the idea out to gain the potential benefit that might arise
out of the acl. Hence when a leader perceives that a novel idea is not likely lo lead to beneficial
outcomes. or when the perceived cost of implementing the idea is greater than the perceived
benefit that would anse out of the idea’s implementlation (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000), il is
unlikely for the leader to implement the idea.

Then how do individuals decide whether a novel idea is feasible or not? Other than some
objective criteria that might be used by them, it should also be dependent on the amount of trust
that the person has in the proposer. For instance, if a team member has records in making
inflated claims in the past. or has a long-standing history of perpetually failing to five up to
promises, then the credibilily of his/her proposal is likely to be discounted (Montes and Zweig,
2009; Weber et al., 2005). Under such conditions, even though a team member might have some
ideas lhal have the polential to create beneficial oulcomes for the leam, it is highly probable that
the leader will reject those ideas proposed by this particular member due to the low level of trust
that the leader has in him/her. This will cause that member's contribution to team innovation to be
limited although sfthe might have novel ideas in mind
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Thus, when a leader does not have enough trust in the team members, it is unlikely for their ideas
lo become innovations as the leader 1s unlikely lo be receptive of their ideas (Dirks and Ferrin,
2001). As ideas need to be implemented for it to become innovations, the lower amount of ideas,
contributed by leam members, thal is accepled by the leader is likely to aifect team innovation
adversely.

Other than affecting team innovation, the quantily of ideas generated in a leam is also fikely to
have an impact on the interperscnal trust between team members. Humans like to feel good
about themselves. Thus, when individuals are able lo generale more ideas and contribute more
to team innovation. they will feel more identified with the team as it is likely thal the perceived
conlributions that they made will contribule to their perceived self-efficacies. As the trusl that
members of a team has towards a particular member is posilively correlated with thal member’s
identification with the team (Kasper-Fuehrer and Ashkanasy, 2001), it is highly possible that the
quanlity of ideas that a team member proposed, and i1s accepted. during his/her tenure in the
leam is posilively correlated wilh the trust that Ihe olher members have towards him/her too. This
trust, in turn, is tikely to cause others in the team to generate more ideas and to cause a stronger
trusting relationship to be forged within the team subsequenily. As a result, a higher level of tleam
innovation is likely to be achieved by the leam. Hence,

Proposition 2. In a team, leam members’ novel ideas are posilively correlated with leam
innovation.

Proposition 3a. In a team, team mambers' novel ideas are positively correlated with the trus! that
team members have in each other.

Proposition 3b. In a team, leam members’ novel ideas are positively correlated with lhe trust the
team leader has In the leam memters.

Proposition 4. In a team, interpersonal lrust Letween the team leader and the members is
positively correlaled with team innavation.

Proposition § In a tleam, interpersonal trust belween the leam leader and the members mediates
the relationship belween team members' navel ideas and team innovation.

On th2 other hand, in a team, i is likely that members need lo liaise with each olher before
deciding whelher an idea should be submitted fo their leader (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992). When
a call for novel ideas is senl oul by a leader, team members may need to make a joint proposal
submission. In such scenarios, the level of interpersonal trust that team members has in each
ather is likely to have an impact on whether an individual's idea will be accepted by the team, and
be submitled for the leader’s evaluation subsequently.

When the inlerpersonal lrust between members is low. it will be less likely that ideas proposed by
individual members would receive significant support in the team because of the prospect of
lower team performance, and any polential form of punishment that may be imposed upon them,
if the proposed ideas do not generate any form of benefils subsequenlly. Hence, the level of
interpersonal trust between team members is also likely {0 have an effect on whether a novel idea
will become an innovalion subsequently even if members of the team have a lot of novel ideas in
their minds.

Proposition 6. In a team, interpersonal lrusl between leam members mediates the relationship
between team members’ novel ideas and leam innovation

Nevertheless. while most leaders might prefer team works among the members, it is more often
than not that individual team members will be allowed to submit individual proposals lo the leader.
This mechanism is implemented i some teams {o minimize the potential loss of good ideas due
to team decision processes. However, whether such allernalive route 1o idea proposilion would
be laken up by individual members subsequenlly should be influenced by their individualistic-
coilectivistic tendency - the lendency of individuals to give priority lo their own wills over their
team’s will, or vice versa (llies. Wagner, and Morgeson. 2007).
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When individuals have high indivicualistic tendency, they are more likely to act according to their

. own wills, in theii own ways. towards lheir self-interests (Holslede. 2001). In contrast, individuals

who have high collectivistic tendency would be more likely o engage other members of their
team when they are doing something (Hofstede, 2001). If this is the case, then. for the same level
of interpersonal trust between members of wo leams. the team with more individualistic
menibers should have a higher level of team innovation in comparison 1o another team lhal has
more colleclivislic members.

Dispuiles do occur in teams. Depending on the nature of conflicls occurred within a team, the
qualily of decisions made by different teams will differ (Amason, 1996). In a scenario where an
individual's idea is rejecled by othei team members afler some debales, it is likely for a
collechivistic person to accept the decision and keep his idea away. As a collectivislic person has
a general lendency lo maintain leam cohesion (Holstede, 2001), even if thal person Is persistent
tn nalure. 1t will be more probable for hinvher lo continue lo persuade other members into
accepting his/her ideas than for tum/her to disregard the opinions of them, and make an mdwidual
submisston to the teader instead. For people with such collectivistic characteristics. their tendency
to maintain team cchesicn is likely to affect their contribution lo team innovation adversely when
support is not given by the other team members.

On the other hand. this might not hold true for an individualislic person. As an Iindividualistic
person will tend not to have as much emphases on things such as team cohesion, and what
others would think about histher actions (Hofstede, 2001), it is likely for him/her to submit an
individual proposal upon rejection from other team members when s/he truly believes that his/her
idea is good and creative.

Moreaver, for team members who are overly individualistic, they might not even go through other
team members pnor to their individual :dea submission to the leader. Hence, the individuatistic-
collechvistic tendency of team members should also influence team mnovation.

in view that conflicts do occur in teams. it i1s likely that ideas will be disputed upon proposal and
some of them might be rejected subsequently. If this is the case, in a leam where members tend
to push forward their ideas by submitting individual proposals whenever ideas are rejected, the
quantity of ideas that are proposed to lhe team leader should be grealer. and higher level of team
innovation should be achievable. Hence,

Proposition 7. In a team. the individuaiistic-colleclivistic tendency of leam members moderates
the relationship belween team members' novel ideas and team innovation.

Next, it had been proposed that diversily and dissinularity in leam rnembers’ social background
will facilitate the generation of crealive ideas. When people (rom different social background are
brought together to form a team, such as people with different work experiences or academic
qualifications (Bantel and Jackson, 1989). the different insights that they can contribule to a
team’s discussions (Wiersema and Banlel. 1932), based on their personal experiences, will allow
them to think outside of their usual boundaries of thinking, and thus handle issues with different
approaches (Aldrich and Martinez, 2001; Ancona and Caldwell 1992). It was proposed that such
contributions should have a synergelic effect on the generalion of novel ideas, and hence a
positive effect on team innovation For example. based on a population of 460 stale chartered
and national banks in the Uniled States, Banlel and Jackson (1989) found thal helerogeneity in
team composition had a posilive effect on organizalion innovation.

However, on the other hand. il had been proposed thal while similarily in team members’ social
background would increase the level of irust that team members have in each other, dissimilarity
in their background tends to have a negalive elfect on the level of interpersonal trust that team
members have in each olher (Alaszewski and Coxon, 2009; Lau and Liden, 2008; Tsui. Egan,
and O'Reilly. 1992). For exanmple, based on a sample of 108 dyads. Zolin, Hinds, Fruchter, and
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Levitt (2004) found that a trustor perceives a trustee from a different culture to be less trustworthy
than a trustee who was from similar cultural background.

Though subtle. these two findings are conlradictory on prima facie. As discussed earlier, trust
affecls team innovalion because it affects intra-team inleractions such as the willingness of
members to take risk in acting on another member's proposal. If thus is lhe case. then diversity in
team members’ social background should lead to a lower level of team innovation but not higher.
Then, why positive effects of social background diversily on leam innovation were observed?

From early psychological research, it was found that a person’s mere repealed exposure to a
stimulus will cause the person to have a more positive atlilude towards that slimulus (Zajone,
1968). From a more recent study, Nahrgang, Morgeson and llies (2009) had found that
regardless of lthe quality of the mmtial relationship between lwo parties. the qualily of the
relationship belween the leader and members of a team improves over lime. As the quality of a
relationship between a leader and the members is relaled lo the level of trust thal they have in
each other (Nahrgang et al.. 2009). il is highly probable that while social background diversily
night leaa to a relatively lower level of interpersonal trust between parties in a team, in
comparison to a more homogenous team. the level of trust between them might increase over
time as lhey spend more time working with each other.

Indeed, it was proposed lhat an individual's judgment of another party's trustworthiness is
dependent on how that party’s actlion fils that individual's expectlalion (Cosla, Bijlsma-Frankema,
and ce Jong, 2009; Kramer, 1996). When the observed action fits the expeclation, trust
increases; and when it does naolt, lrust will be depleted (Kramer, 1996; Montes and Zweig, 2009).
Hence. while social diversity can lead ta a lower level of trust between members of a team, the
level of trust in a diversified team can be higher than that of another divessified leam depending
on the interactions within each team.

In a diversified team that has low interpersonal trust, the leam's diversity would not be used in the
right way as parties would be utilizing \heir resources to guard against each other (Dirks, 1999;
Kadefors, 2004). This would lead to a lower level of team innovalion as the leam's resources
were not put into good use. On the contrary, in a diversified leam that has high interpersonal
trust, the team’s diversity would be capitelized in functional ways such as the sharing of different
individual experiences or insights (Bantel and Jackson, 1989, Wiersema and Bantel, 1992). As
proposed earlier, such sharing of informalion should have a posilive synergetic effect on team
innovatian.

If this is the case. while the leam innovation of a diversified leam that has low interpersonal {rust
belween different parlies in the leam may be low, the team innovalicn of a diversified team thal
has high interpersonal trust between different parties in the team should be higher. Hence.

Praposition 8a. In a team, interpersonal trust betwaen team members and the leader moderales
the relationship between social background diversity and team innovation.

Proposition 8b. In a team, inlerpersonal lrus! between team members moderales the relationship
belwesn social background diversity and team innovation.
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