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Management summary
Introduction

Working in teams has become a standard in organisations, since they realised that
working in teams is more effective than working on an individual level. Cooperation between
teams does come with challenges. For example, a difference in background, culture and
thinking can be experienced between teams. Most research, however, is focussed on processes
that are related to cooperation within teams. Since inter-team cooperation shows to be crucial
for organisations, it is important to know what influences inter-team cooperation. Therefore,
this study focusses on factors that might be associated with inter-team cooperation.

Based on research done on cooperation within teams, inter-team cooperation might be
associated with the following four factors: relational coordination, perceived power distance,
empathy and psychological safety. Relational coordination includes shared goals, shared
knowledge and mutual respect and is important for good work relationships and cooperative
behaviours. Perceived power distance describes the experienced difference in influence
between employees while empathy relates to the ability to understand someone else’s feelings.
Lastly, psychological safety entails the feeling of being able to take interpersonal risks and
speak openly. Previous studies suggest that relational coordination and empathy positively
contribute to inter-team cooperation, while perceived power distance contributes negatively to
inter-team cooperation. Furthermore, it suggests that psychological safety plays a role in these

relationships.

Method and results

The data was collected through an online survey and included 89 participants from two
different teams. Several reliable questionnaires were used to measure the inter-team
cooperation, relational coordination, perceived power distance, empathy and psychological
safety between these two teams.

Results showed that having shared goals, shared knowledge, mutual respect and
experiencing empathy towards members of other teams contributes to the feeling of being able
to express yourself without the fear of negative consequences. This in turn contributes to more
cooperative behaviours. Additionally, the experience of low power difference contributes to
employees feeling more likely being able to express themselves, which in turn contributes to

more cooperative behaviours.

Advice
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This study highlights the importance of inter-team cooperation and the associated
factors. To ensure inter-team cooperation is experienced as high, employees must experience
shared goals, shared knowledge and mutual respect. This could be achieved by structural
meetings between the teams. These meetings can also boost psychological safety, since they
give employees the opportunity to get to know their colleagues and to build positive
relationships.

To minimalize power differences, employees with possible low-status functions should
be included in all decision making and meetings and there should be an emphasis on the
interdependence between the teams.

Last, to boost the level of empathy in organisations completing an empathy
questionnaire could be a standard during job interviews. Additionally, empathy skills can be
taught through workshops and role play, where employees get information about these skills

and can practise them.
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Abstract
Objectives. This study investigated how relational coordination, perceived power distance and
empathy are associated with inter-team cooperation. The mediating role of psychological safety
was also considered. In this study it was hypothesized that relational coordination and empathy
are positively associated with inter-team cooperation, while perceived power distance is
negatively associated with inter-team cooperation. Furthermore, it was hypothesized that
psychological safety mediates these relationships. Methods. Participants were 89 employees
from two teams in an organisation. Participants completed a survey which measured inter-team
cooperation, relational coordination, perceived power distance, empathy and psychological
safety. Results. Significant positive associations were found between inter-team cooperation
and relational coordination, and inter-team coordination and empathy. Also, a significant
negative association was found between inter-team cooperation and perceived power distance.
Furthermore, psychological safety partly mediated the relationship between relational
coordination and inter-team cooperation and perceived power distance and inter-team
cooperation. The relationship between empathy and inter-team cooperation was fully mediated
by psychological safety. Conclusions. The results indicate that having high relational
coordination, empathy and psychological safety, while having low perceived power distance
contribute to high inter-team cooperation in organisations.
Keywords: inter-team cooperation, relational coordination, perceived power distance,

empathy, psychological safety
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Introduction

Cooperation involves multiple individuals interacting with each other and working
towards common goals (Salas et al., 1993). In addition, research shows it is a crucial facilitator
in organisations to achieve positive and cost-effective outcomes (Procter & Currie, 2004).
Cooperation offers higher productivity, creativity and adaptability while also promoting job
satisfaction and decreasing staff turnover (Griffin et al., 2001; Heywood & Jirjahn, 2004; Salas
etal., 2000; Salas et al., 2005). In fact, cooperation is seen as the most impactful factor of main
business performance drivers (Frost & Sullivan, 2006 as cited in Patel et al., 2012).

This has not gone unnoticed by organisations. They realised that cooperative working
is more effective than working on an individual level, causing a shift from individual to team
tasks (Goodwin et al., 2018). When working in teams, team members combine their various
capabilities to shift workload, provide backup and monitor each other to reduce mistakes. In
short, thanks to cooperation teams are able to take on more work than individuals. Teams can
also work together towards common goals, which is known as inter-team cooperation (Tsai &
Hsu, 2014).

With inter-team cooperation, every team is put together for a specific purpose and can
vary in, for example, function, skills and task interdependence (Hollenbeck et al., 2012).
Cooperation between teams with different functions can be challenging. Both teams can
experience a difference in the way of thinking, cultures and attitudes because of their
background (Griffin & Hauser, 1996; Gupta et al., 1986). There could even be political battles
between teams, which makes cooperation difficult (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). Most research,
however, is focussed on cooperation within teams (e.g Graffin et al., 2001; Rozovsky, 2015),
while there might be differences in which factors works for within team cooperation compared
to inter-team cooperation. Specifically, the in-group bias shows that people tend to prefer
working with members of their own group over members outside of their group (Tajfel et al.,
1971; Xu et al., 2020), which can create inter-team competition (An et al., 2020; Turner, 1975).
Arguably, cooperation between teams is more difficult than within teams, suggesting different
processes are important for inter-team cooperation and research done on within team
cooperation is not applicable.

Inter-team cooperation is crucial for organisations as it is linked to positive
organisational outcomes (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2010; Patel et al., 2012). Looking into
factors influencing inter-team cooperation is an important step when wanting to improve this
in organisations. To achieve this goal, the present study will look into the relationship between

relational coordination, perceived power distance, empathy and inter-team cooperation and how
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these relationships are mediated by psychological safety. These factors have only been studied
in relation to within team cooperation.

Relational coordination has been found to be positively related with cooperation in a
within team setting and in health care organisations (e.g. Gittell et al., 2015). The Relational
Coordination Theory argues that good cooperative behaviours and work relationships are
established by three dimensions: shared goals, shared knowledge and mutual respect (Gittell,
2002). These dimensions are seen as crucial ingredients for employees to coordinate work and
communicate together. Therefore, relational coordination is important to consider in this study.
Having shared goals motivates employees to work together towards better organisational
outcomes and is often seen as the main first step in creating efficient teams (Gittell, 2011).
Shared knowledge enables employees to think about tasks of their colleagues as well as their
own, which creates a frame of reference to better understand colleagues and their situations
(Weick & Roberts, 1993). This increases efficiency and is therefore seen as the foundation of
effective cooperation (Haas & Mortensen, 2016). Lastly, mutual respect encourages employees
to value each other’s contributions and consider the impact of their actions, which has a positive
impact on their cooperation (Gittell, 2011). In short, relational coordination could be seen as
either one construct or three separate elements and seems positively correlated with
cooperation. This study suggest that relational coordination is also important for inter-team
cooperation, leading to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis l1a: Relational coordination is positively associated with inter-team

cooperation.

Cooperation was also found to be correlated with power differences between employees
(Ning et al., 2015). It is considered an important factor in this study since the studied
organisation includes teams with possible differences in power. Power refers to the relative
influence or importance of an individual because of some characteristic, like experience or
education (Anderson et al., 2001). Although power differences are often found in organisations,
it is the perceived power distance that influences cooperation (Dreher-Hummel et al., 2020).
Nurses, for example, withdraw from cooperation when they experience significant power
imbalances. These power imbalances were not tied to a professional role or hierarchical
function, but to the expression of power and the perception of power distance. Moreover,
cooperative efforts among teams can be undermined by power tensions (Fiorelli, 1988). These
tensions can promote irritation between teams, causing them to stop making collective decisions

and cooperate less. This leads to the following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 2a: Perceived power distance is negatively linked to inter-team cooperation.

Another factor that could be associated with inter-team cooperation is empathy.
Empathy between team members is important, since it builds trust and enhances team
performance, effectiveness and productivity (Ensari & Miller, 2006; Nadler & Liviatan, 2006;
Roberte, 2013). Empathy describes the willingness to listen to, bond with and understand each
other, or in sum the ability of understanding each other’s feelings (Adamson et al., 2018). In an
organizational setting empathy is seen as the collective shared desire to help colleagues in need
(Huy, 1999; Muller et al., 2014). It is an important factor to consider in this study since showing
empathy towards employees of different teams might be experienced as difficult. People tend
to adopt another’s perspective or empathize more easily with in-group members than with out-
group members (Eres & Molenberghs, 2013). Additionally, studies show that empathy levels
decline during medical training (e.g. Nunes et al., 2011) and many of the employees of the
studied organisation have a medical background. Interprofessional empathy is, however, crucial
for organisational cooperation (Adamson et al., 2018). Therefore, this study suggests the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3a: Empathy is positively linked to inter-team cooperation.

Lastly, psychological safety could play a crucial role in inter-team cooperation since it
is one of the most important criterium for a successful team (Rozovsky, 2015). Psychological
safety describes the belief of an individual to be able to express his or her feelings without the
fear of negative consequences to status, self-image or career (Edmondson, 1999). When
experiencing high psychological safety, this person will feel comfortable asking questions,
report an error, seek feedback or come up with new ideas (Kahn, 1990). Employees need to feel
safe to show proactive and cooperative behaviour (Parker & Wall, 1996 as cited in Baer &
Frese, 2003). Even though this could suggest that psychological safety is also positively related
to inter-team cooperation, this relationship has not been studied yet. This leads to the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: Psychological safety is positively linked to inter-team cooperation.

But there is more. Previous studies indicate possible relationships between
psychological safety and relational coordination, perceived power distance and empathy,
therefore suggesting that psychological safety could play a mediating role in their relationship

with inter-team cooperation. Firstly, a positive association between relational coordination and
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psychological safety can be found since having shared goals that exceed specific roles and
experiencing interdependence and knowledge sharing between roles contribute to the
experience of psychological safety (Carmeli & Gittell, 2009). Additionally, mutual respect
allows employees to perform their role in an open atmosphere. On the other hand, employees
are less likely to experience psychological safety when they experience clashing goals and lack
of understanding and respect for their role by other employees (Edmondson et al., 2001). This
suggests a possible positive association between relational coordination and psychological
safety, which could indicate that the relationship between relational coordination and inter-team
cooperation is mediated by psychological safety.

Hypothesis 1b: Psychological safety mediates the relationship between relational

coordination and inter-team cooperation.

To continue, power distance has been identified as an antecedent of psychological safety
(Edmondson & Lei, 2014). When employees who experience high power distance are required
to take interpersonal risks, they tend to feel higher levels of fear and anxiety than employees
who experience low power distance (Anderson et al., 2001). Additionally, power distance is
often mentioned as a significant barrier against speaking up to other employees (Leonard et al.,
2004). This all may suggest a mediating role of psychological safety in the relationship between
perceived power distance and inter-team cooperation.

Hypothesis 2b: Psychological safety mediates the relationship between perceived

power distance and inter-team cooperation.

Research into the relationship between empathy and psychological safety is relatively
new but does also give indications of a possible positive association. For example, higher
mutual empathy is expected to foster psychological safety and people tent to feel more
psychological safe when others show empathetic behaviour (Carmeli et al., 2010; Walsh et al.,
2003). Even though these findings are not about providing empathy towards others, they could
give an indication for a relationship between empathy and psychological safety. This study
suggests that the positive relationship between experienced empathy and psychological safety
may also predict a positive relationship between the level of empathy of employees and
psychological safety. This leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3b: Psychological safety mediates the relationship between empathy and

inter-team cooperation.
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Method

Participants

This study included 89 participants from the Primary Care Education department in
Nijmegen. The participants were between 25 and 68 years old, with 64.4 percent being between
46 and 68. Two, already existing, teams were included to measure their experience with inter-
team cooperation towards the other team. One team had a service related background and
included 24 participants, evenly spread in age between 25 and 68. The second team had a
medical related background and consists of 65 participants, 70.3 percent being between 46 and
68.

All members of both teams of the Primary Care Education department were invited to
participate by email (see Appendix A). Participants were self-selected and did not receive any
compensation for their participation. Of all the employees invited, approximately 63 percent
of the employees participated. Of the 89 participants who filled in the questionnaire
approximately 89 percent (n = 71) filled in the questionnaire completely. The remaining
participants stopped at some point in the survey but have been included in the scales they
filled in completely. A complete overview of the number of participants per scale can be
found in Table 1 in the result section. Data of 30 participants has been removed since they
failed to complete at least one of the scales in the survey.

To detect an effect of 15% with a significance level of .05 with a power of 80%, this
study needed 85 participants (G*Power; Erdfelder et al., 1996). The final sample did satisfy
these requirements, since it included 89 participants. However, not all questionnaires meet the

requirements, since some participants stopped during the survey.

Materials

This study measured the levels of inter-team cooperation, relational coordination,
perceived power distance, empathy and psychological safety (see Figure 1). All items (see
Appendix D) have been translated to Dutch by using back-translations and have been

transformed to make the questionnaire inter-team level specific.

Figure 1

The studied variables and relationships in this research
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Psychological
Relational Safety

Coordination
Perceived Power Inter-Teqm
Distance Cooperation
Empathy

Inter-team cooperation

Inter-team cooperation is measured with the 21-item measure developed by Costa and
Anderson (2011). Of this questionnaire, the factor “Cooperative behaviours” is used in this
study. The factor consists of 6 Likert-scale questions, which the participants indicated their
level of agreement with on a 7-point scale ranging from “completely disagree” [1] to
“completely agree” [7]. A sample item is “We discuss and deal with issues or problems openly
between the teams.” Cronbach’s alpha in this survey was high (.85), almost equal to the original
questionnaire (.87; Costa & Anderson, 2011), indicating a sufficient internal consistency.
Furthermore, the Pearson Correlation (df=87) was significant for all items and high above the

critical value.

Psychological safety

The Psychological Safety Scale (Edmondson, 1999) was used to measure psychological
safety towards members of the other team. The scale consists of seven items. Participants
indicated their level of agreement on a 5-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” [1] to
“strongly agree” [5]. An example item is “It is difficult to ask members of the other team for
help.” Cronbach’s alpha in both this survey and the original questionnaire was high (.82;
Edmondson, 1999), suggesting an adequate internal consistency. The Pearson Correlation
(df=82) was significant with the lowest correlation being .57, which is above the critical value.

Relational coordination
Relational Coordination is measured with the 10-item scale developed by Carmeli and
Gittell (2009). The scale consists of three subscales; shared goals, shared knowledge and mutual

respect. Shared goals consists of three items (for example: “Between the teams, we act towards
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a common goal”), shared knowledge of four items (for example: “Sharing with one another of
the other team in the context of work enables us to better understand the needs of each other”)
and mutual respect consists of three items (for example “Mutual respect is at the basis of our
relationships between the teams”). The answers are assessed on a 5-point scale, ranging from
“strongly disagree” [1] to “strongly agree” [5]. The Cronbach’s alpha in this study was high
(.89) for the complete scale. This was higher than in the original questionnaire (.82; Carmeli &
Gittell, 2009) and suggests a sufficient internal consistency. For all subscales the Pearson

Correlation (df=74) was significant and above the critical value (.39).

Perceived power distance

Power Distance Perception Questionnaire (Wang, 2014 as cited in Wang & Lalwani,
2019), was used to measure the perceived power distance between the teams. The original
questionnaire consisted of 7 questions, however due to a mistake 6 questions were used in this
survey. The question “I believe power is unequally distributed between the teams” was not
included. The questions were answered on a 9-point Likert scale, ranking from “strongly
disagree” [1] to “strongly agree” [9]. An example item is “There is a large difference in power
between the powerful and the powerless in this society.” Cronbach’s alpha in this survey was
high (.94), suggesting a sufficient internal consistency. The original questionnaire had a lower
Cronbach’s alpha (.88; Wang & Lalwani, 2019). Furthermore, the Pearson Correlation (df=71)

was for all items significant and above the critical value (.75).

Empathy

The Basic Empathy Scale (BES; Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006), was used to measure
empathy between the members of the different teams. For this study selected items of the BES
are used (van Noorden et al., 2017). It consists of 8 Likert scale items including statements
about thoughts and feelings towards others.!. Participants indicated their level of agreement
with the statements on a 5-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” [1] to “strongly agree”
[5]. An example item is “I am not usually aware of the feelings of my colleagues of the other
team.” Reliability analysis statistic indicated removing one item (6), which resulted in a
Cronbach’s alpha of .76 which suggested a sufficient internal consistency. The Pearson

Correlation (df=76) was significant for all items and is above the critical value (.6).

! Also known as cognitive empathy and affective empathy, which are seen as the two constructs of empathy
(Shamay-Tsoory, 2011). However, in this study empathy is seen as one construct.
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Procedure

This study had a quantitative approach. All participants were told the survey concerned
their view on the cooperation between their team and colleagues of the other team and would
take a maximum of twenty minutes. The survey was administered using Qualitrics
(https://www.qualtrics.com) and was sent to all participants by email. The survey included an
information letter (see Appendix B) and an informed consent form (see Appendix C). The
information letter explained that anonymity could not be assured in this study. The demographic
questions in the beginning of the survey caused the different groups to be small. Hence, it could
not be guaranteed the data could not be traced back to the participants. Participants were
assured full confidentiality. Data would not be shared with others and reports would only be
written about the general data, not about specific participants.

Employees were asked to indicate which team they worked for, followed by
demographic questions. The second part of the survey started with an informational comment
about the survey, indicating what “colleagues of the other team” meant to the participant
completing the survey. This was followed by the items of the Cooperative Behaviour subscale,
Psychological Safety Scale, Relational Coordination Scale, Power Distance Perception
Questionnaire and the BES. The survey was in cooperation with another master thesis study
and therefore included more instruments. However, since these were not used for this study,
they will not be discussed here.

Some participants have not completely filled in the questionnaire. A possible
explanation is that the complete survey took relatively long to fill in completely (approximately
20 minutes). It was mentioned in the information letter that participants could return to the
survey if they were not able to finish it in one time, however, participant might have forgotten
to complete their survey.

The data has been analyzed by using the statistical computer program IBM SPSS version
26. To identify possible outliers, the Mahalanobis distance, Cook’s distance and Leverage value
distance have been calculated with a linear regression analysis. Two participants have been
removed since they were outliers on at least two of the three distances. Secondly, a factor
analysis was conducted for relational coordination considering previous research suggests
relational coordination behaves as either one single construct or as three separate constructs and
therefore recommends performing a factor analysis (Gittell, 2011). Also, the primary and
secondary hypotheses have been tested with PROCESS mediation analyses (Hayes, 2014). The
participants from both teams were included as one group in the analysis, as they both rated their

inter-team cooperation.
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Results
The descriptive statistics, including the mean, standard deviation and number of participants,
for each scale are shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics per Scale

Scale Mean Std. deviation Number of participants

Inter-Team Cooperation Scale 29.48 6.192 87
Psychological Safety Scale 25.60 4.613 82
Relational Coordination Scale 35.61 6.432 74
Power Distance Perception

) ) 29.89 10.052 71
Questionnaire
Basic Empathy Scale 24.01 4.081 76

Relational coordination

A factor analysis has been conducted to see if relational coordination is one construct
or if it consists of the three constructs shared goals, shared knowledge and mutual respect.
The Kaier-Meyer-Olkin was .830, which is above the advised threshold of .6 (Kaiser, 1974)
and the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (p <.001), which indicated that the
correlations are sufficient for a factor analysis. The results show that two factors have an
eigenvalue above 1 and explain 68.35% of the variance (see Table 2). This is not in line with
previous research suggesting either one or three factors (Gittell, 2011). The eigenvalue of
factor 1 (5.27), however, is larger than the eigenvalue of factor 2 (1.57). Moreover, factor 1
accounts for 52.65% of the variance extracted while factor 2 accounts for 15.70%. Lastly, the
most obvious break point is between Factor 1 and Factor 2, which indicates it is appropriate to
use a one-dimensional solution for relational coordination. In short, a two-dimensional
solution is not in line with previous research and is therefore not preferred for this study. In
line with previous research the factor analysis also suggests a one-dimensional solution.
Accordingly, relational coordination will be seen as one construct for this study. The analyses

for shared goals, shared knowledge and mutual respect can be found in Appendix E.
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Table 2
Pattern matrix factor analysis of relational coordination
Items Factor
1 2
Op het werk is er veel respect tussen de collega’s van de verschillende .863
teams.
In deze organisatie delen we de onderwerpen waaraan we werken met de 824
collega’s van het andere team.
Wanneer iemand van dit team zijn/haar mening uitspreekt die anders is, .803
respecteren collega’s van het andere team deze.
Beide teams delen een gemeenschappelijke visie. .780
Beide teams in deze organisatie handelen zonder een duidelijke richting te  .768
hebben.
Beide teams werken aan gemeenschappelijke doelen. 761
Collega’s van dit team weten met welke taken collega’s van het andere .758
team te maken hebben.
Wederzijds respect vormt de basis van onze relatie tussen de teams. 754
Door met collega’s van het andere team in de context van werk te delen, .938
kunnen we de behoeften van elkaar beter begrijpen.
Door met collega’s van het andere team werkkwesties te delen, kunnen we 929

beter begrijpen welke invloed onze acties hebben op de collega’s van het

andere team.

Secondly, a mediation analysis has been conducted. Relational coordination had a

significant positive relationship with inter-team cooperation (t(72) = 10.59, p <.001), shown

in Figure 2. This indicates that relational coordination is coherent with a high level of inter-

team cooperation. When the mediator psychological safety is taken into account, this

relationship remains significant but with a lower correlation (t(71) = 4.34, p <.001). The

relationship between relational coordination and psychological safety (t(105) = 8.93, p < 0.01)

and psychological safety and inter-team cooperation (t(71) = 7.02, p < .001) are significant.

This shows an indirect effect of relational coordination on inter-team cooperation via

psychological safety (b = 0.41, 95% CI [ 0.2748, 0.5844]). In sum, the results show that the
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relation between relational coordination and inter-team cooperation is partly mediated by

psychological safety.

Figure 2
Total, direct and indirect effect of relational coordination on inter-team cooperation via

psychological safety

Relational Inter-Team

Coordination b '=': 0.71>**(__Cooperation

Safety

b = 0.53***
b =0.78***

Inter-Team ]

[ Psychological ]

Relational

Coordination Cooperation

b =0.35 ***

|—

Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p <.001

Perceived power distance

Perceived power distance had a negative, significant relation with inter-team
cooperation (t(69) = -5.35, p <.001), shown in Figure 3. High perceived power distance is
associated with lower levels of inter-team cooperation. After taking psychological safety into
account, the relationship remains significant (t(68) = -2.89, p =.005), but the mediation
weakens the relation between perceived power distance and inter-team cooperation (see
Figure 6). The correlations between perceived power distance and psychological safety (t(69)
=-4.24, p <.001) and psychological safety and inter-team cooperation (t(68) = 10.58, p =
.001) are significant. Therefore, they show an indirect effect via psychological safety of
perceived power distance on inter-team cooperation (b =-0.21, 95% CI [-0.3248, -0.1029]).
This means that the relationship between perceived power distance and inter-team

cooperation is partly mediated by psychological safety.

Figure 3
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Total, direct and indirect effect of perceived power distance on inter-team cooperation via

psychological safety

Teaeved | b :='0'34*:** [ Inter-Team
Dpio r? r Cooperation
Psychological
Safety
b= -0.21**% \b = (0.99***
Percieved
—_ Inter-Team
Dﬁggﬁ(ﬁe ] Cooperation ]

b=-0.13*

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

Empathy

Empathy had a significant positive relation with inter-team cooperation (t(74) = 2.86,
p =.006), shown in Figure 4. This indicates that empathy is associated with a higher level of
inter-team cooperation. When the mediator psychological safety is considered, this
relationship is no longer significant (t(73) = -0.89, p = .38). The relationships between
empathy and psychological safety (t(74) = 4.12, p <.001) and psychological safety and inter-
team cooperation (t(73) = 12.50, p < .001) are significant. The results show an indirect effect
of empathy and inter-team cooperation via psychological safety (b = 0.58, 95% CI [0.2719,
0.8638]). This implies that the relationship between empathy and inter-team cooperation is

fully mediated by psychological safety.

Figure 4
Total, direct and indirect effect of empathy on inter-team cooperation via psychological safety

b =0.48* Inter-Team
Empathy | =—— Cooperation
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Safety

b= 0_49**9/ b=1.17***

Inter-Team
Cooperation

[ Psychological ]

[ Empathy ] _

b=-0.09
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p <.001

Discussion

Inter-team cooperation is often seen as beneficial for organisations, but what are
predictors of high inter-team cooperation? Since previous studies studied within team
cooperation and there are indications that this is not generalisable to inter-team cooperation
(Tajfel et al., 1971), the goal of this study was to better understand inter-team cooperation. To
achieve this, the present study focussed on whether inter-team cooperation is associated with
relational coordination, perceived power distance and empathy. The data suggests that all are
significantly related to inter-team cooperation. Furthermore, the results indicate that the
relationships between relational coordination and inter-team cooperation and perceived power
distance and inter-team cooperation are partly mediated by psychological safety. Moreover, the
relationship between empathy and inter-team cooperation is fully mediated by psychological
safety. In sum, all hypotheses are supported. But what do these relationships indicate?

The results with regard to relational coordination show that high levels of shared goals,
shared knowledge and mutual respect contribute to the feeling of being able to take
interpersonal risk, discuss failures and speaking openly. This, in turn, contributes to both teams
working openly together to get the best outcome for both teams. Yet, it could be argued that
inter-team cooperation and relational coordination show high overlap and are therefore
multicollinear. Specifically, cooperation is defined as working together towards common goals,
which already implies that having shared goals is a necessity for cooperation. Additionally, the
inter-team cooperation questionnaire asked whether employees of the different teams withhold
information from each other, which is similar to the questions about shared knowledge. Hence,
multicollinearity was tested. The correlation between relational coordination and inter-team
cooperation was relatively high (r = .781) but does not exceed the threshold of r > .80.

Likewise, the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was below three (VIF = 2.410), showing that
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relational coordination and inter-team cooperation seem to overlap, but that this not problematic
for this study (see Appendix F and G for all correlation coefficients and VIFs).

The possible theoretical overlap aside, the results of this study show the importance of
having shared goals, shared knowledge and mutual respect between teams. Therefore,
organisations should ensure that relational coordination is high among their employees and
teams. Relational coordination could be increased by both nonprogrammed mechanisms, like
interdisciplinary meetings to build work relationships with colleagues of the other teams and
coordinate work together, and programmed mechanisms, like shared protocols and information
systems so all employees have access to the same information and procedures (Bolton et al.,
2021). Secondly, organisations could invest in relational interventions to increase relational
coordination (Gittell et al., 2015). These interventions are still new, but mostly include bringing
attention to which aspects of relational coordination are going well in the organisation, identify
aspects that need improvement, and come with suggestions for improvement.

The results concerning perceived power distance showed that the experience of little
difference in power contributes to the experience of being able to speak openly and taking risks,
which encourages both teams working together for good outcomes for both teams. However,
high differences in power lower the experience of being able to speak up. In sum, organisations
should minimize the power differences between functions and teams. Not many research-based
interventions or suggestions are available yet on how to reduce perceived power distance in
organisations. The few studies that have looked into it, suggest increasing the opportunities for
all employees to share their ideas and specifically involve the employees with functions that
could be perceived as having lower status (Yuan & Zhou, 2015). In addition, organisations may
think of pointing out the important interdependence between teams, indicating that teams do
not differ in power over other teams (Alam, 2015).

Power dynamics might, nevertheless, always be existing in organisations as the
difference in power because of professional roles is imbedded in cultural norms (Leape et al.,
2012). This study shows, however, that power dynamics reduce psychological safety while
psychological safety is crucial for effective teams (Rozovsky, 2015). Consequently,
psychological safety should be an essential point of interest for all organisations where they
need to realize that psychological safety cannot be improved individually. Employees need to
create a climate of psychological safety for each other. Research on increasing the perception
of psychological safety is new but does give suggestions. Organisations could organize
structural meetings between teams to give employees the opportunity to get to know colleagues

of other teams. Psychological safety is namely perceived as higher when there is space and time
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for employees to have interactions with their colleagues to know each other better (Siemsen et
al., 2009). In addition, organisations may limit potential threats and risks that employees could
perceive in given situations (e.g. Gregory et al., 2016). Lastly, positive relationships might be
an underlying theme of psychological safety as they provide a sense of trust and belonging
(Gong et al., 2012). Providing professional development and training to elevate the ability to
empathize with others is a way to enhance positive relationships (Teding van Berkhout &
Malouff, 2016).

Increasing the ability to empathize may even boost psychological safety in two ways.
As mentioned before, previous research shows that receiving empathy of colleagues increases
the perception of being able to take interpersonal risks and speak openly to discuss failures
(Carmeli et al., 2010). Firstly, increasing the ability to provide empathy towards others will
build the feeling of psychological safety in colleagues. Secondly, this study shows that being
able to provide empathy boosts the personal experience of psychological safety. Increasing an
employee’s ability to empathize will therefore enhance their own experience of psychological
safety, as of their colleagues.

In short, previous research in combination with this study show the importance of
empathy in organisations. To ensure high empathy at work, organisations may have their
applicants complete an empathy questionnaire to select new employees based on their empathy
levels as well as their work skill levels. Moreover, previous research indicates that empathy is
a skill that could be improved with instruction and practice (Kiosses et al., 2016), but research
into the best way of teaching empathy is still going. There seem to be two types of interventions:
experiential vs. non-experiential interventions. Most research points at the direction of
experiential learning (Kolb & Kolb, 2009), which is the process of learning through lived or
shared experiences. Possible training sessions with the experiential approach include roleplay
and discussions, where employees get the opportunity to understand and talk about the
perspective of other employees.? Non-experiential learning focusses on improvement through
teaching and instructions. Online training can, for example, explain empathetic behaviours
without asking for an active presence of employees (Kiosses et al., 2016).

All these results should be considered when inter-team cooperation in an organisation
is not working in optimal form. However, in this study only four possible factors were

considered, leaving room for further studies to integrate other factors.

2 Since part of the studied organisation already uses experiential learning to improve empathy in medical
students, it can be argued that there is a relatively higher change that the organisation will provide training
sessions with the experiential approach for the employees as well.
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Limitations and future research

The present study provides important implications regarding inter-team cooperation.
However, some limitations should be kept in mind. Firstly, cooperation is a complex construct
with multiple approaches. In this study cooperative behaviours is seen as the extend to how
much employees rely on one another, are able to communicate openly and feel involved in the
teams (Costa & Anderson, 2011). A possible different approach is the willingness to cooperate
by measuring the intention to willingly initiate and maintain cooperation with other employees
(Lee etal., 2011). Future research may therefore focus on other approaches to get a full picture
of inter-team cooperation. Additionally, previous research used mulitiple terms to describe
cooperation, for example coopetition, collaboration and teamwork (e.g. Adamson et al, 2018;
Linetal, 2010; Patel et al., 2012). The same goes for inter-team cooperation, for example cross-
functional cooperation and interprofessional cooperation (e.g. Brown et al., 2011; Tsai & Hsu,
2014). Future research may look into whether these resemble different constructs or the same
construct.

Secondly, as mentioned earlier, the questionnaire measuring inter-team cooperation
included questions that show overlap in some the other measured factors (e.g. relational
coordination and psychological safety). Even though the factors did not show multicollinearity?
(see Appendix F and G), an additional study may confirm these results by including
questionnaires without overlapping items. Also, an additional study could look at the
interdependence of the elements of relational coordination and inter-team cooperation.
Arguably, having shared goals is already part of cooperation since cooperation is described as
multiple individuals working towards a common goal, even though inter-team cooperation and
shared goals are not multicollinear in this study. This description might imply that having
shared goals is a criterium of cooperation and not an associated factor.

Thirdly, one item of the original Power Distance Perception Questionnaire was missed
in this study. Although Cronbach’s alpha was higher in this study compared to the original
questionnaire, the effect of the missed item is hard to predict. Therefore, a possible follow-up
study could be conducted, where the relationship between perceived power distance and inter-
team cooperation is measured with the complete questionnaire.

Furthermore, this study had a small and target specific sample (e.g. teams with service

related background cooperating with teams with medical backgrounds). Hence is the possibility

3 The correlation between psychological safety and inter-team cooperation was above the r = .80 threshold (r =
.845). However, the VIF value was below 3 (VIF = 2.381) and therefore psychological safety and inter-team
cooperation are not seen as multicollinear in this study.
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to generalise these results limited. Moreover, multiple participants (mostly from the team with
a medical background) mentioned experiencing difficulty answering some of the items in the
survey. They mentioned the items being suggestive (pointing in the direction on not liking and
trusting colleagues of the other team), not situation specific and did not completely cover their
idea of processes that influence inter-team cooperation. This could explain a relatively high
inter-team cooperation mean (M = 4.9 out of 7), while this study was conducted due to concerns
for low inter-team cooperation. Possibly, the problems employees were experiencing in their
inter-team cooperation were not covered in the questionnaire or were covered but were not
highlighted enough to draw attention. Future research may create a questionnaire specifically
focussed on inter-team cooperation to avoid these problems in the future.

In hindsight, we could have given participants more information on how the
questionnaire came about (e.g. the use of validated questionnaires) and could have placed
greater emphasis on having to indicate to what extend they agree with the statement without
the statement being specific to their way of working. Additionally, we did not mention which
factors were measured in the questionnaire to avoid being suggestive and creating a bias in the
answers. As a result, participants were unable to compare the measured factors with their idea
of cooperation, possibly causing satisfaction of some participants. Therefore, a follow-up study
might be conducted where participants are provided with more information and the ability to
ask questions during the survey. Future research may also focus on teams with different
functions and bigger sample sizes to confirm our results.

Lastly, the results show a relationship between empathy and inter-team cooperation,
fully mediated by psychological safety. However, in this study empathy is seen as one construct
while in previous research shows that empathy consist of two constructs. Specifically, affective
empathy enables people to share emotional experiences of others, while the construct cognitive
empathy enables people to take another’s mental perspective to make assumptions about the
emotional and mental states of others (Shamay-Tsoory, 2011). Arguably, these constructs could
be differently related to inter-team cooperation. For example, higher levels of affective empathy
may lead to employees taking the other’s emotional experiences more into account, which could
increase the empathetic relationship between the employees and thereby their cooperative. On
the other hand, when one employee often has negative emotional experiences, employees with
high affective empathy might find working together with this employee hard since they could
get caught up in their negative feelings. Cognitive empathy could suggest that being able to
take another’s perspective is crucial for being able to know how to help colleagues in need.

Additionally, when employees are not able to take the perspective of other employees, they
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might cross unexpected lines and thereby harm their empathetic relationship. Future research
may consider whether affective empathy and cognitive empathy are differently associated with

inter-team cooperation.

Conclusion

The present study aimed to show how different factors are associated with inter-team
cooperation. This study highlights the importance of relational coordination, perceived power
distance and empathy in inter-team cooperation. High shared goals, shared knowledge, mutual
respect, feelings of empathy and low perceived power distance contribute to experiencing the
ability to take risks and talk openly which in turn contributes towards cooperative behaviours
between teams. This study is a first step towards filling the gap in research about inter-team
cooperation. Future research may test other factors involved in inter-team cooperation and
generalize these results. Understanding the factors that influence inter-team cooperation would
be a great opportunity to create interventions to increase this form of cooperation within

organisations.
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Appendix A
E-mail Sent to Employees.

[personal message by head of the department]

Zoals een aantal van jullie al weten doen wij, [name of additional master student] en Julia,
onderzoek naar de samenwerking tussen de docenten van de verschillende vervolgopleidingen
en de medewerkers van het onderwijsbureau. Wij hebben hiervoor een aantal interviews
gehouden om de knelpunten te achterhalen en willen deze nu specifieker uitvragen d.m.v.

vragenlijsten. Het invullen zal ongeveer 20 minuten in beslag nemen.

Het invullen van de vragenlijsten is niet alleen van belang om een duidelijk beeld te krijgen
van wat er speelt in de samenwerking, maar zal ook ons helpen om onze masteropleiding

goed af te ronden. We hopen dus erg op jouw medewerking!

Hieronder is de link naar de vragenlijst te vinden. Kun je de vragenlijst niet in een keer
afronden, dan kun je via deze link ook weer terug keren om de vragenlijst verder in te vullen
(via dezelfde laptop/iPad/telefoon).

[Link to questionnaire]

Alvast bedankt voor het invullen! Bij vragen horen we het graag.

Met vriendelijke groet,

[name additional master student] ([email additional master student])

Julia (Julia.vanParidon@radboudumc.nl)
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Appendix B
Information Letter
Betreft een afstudeeronderzoek van de masterspecialisatie Work, Organisation and Health

Psychology.

Dit onderzoek wordt gedaan in het kader van de Masterthesis voor de specialisatie Work,
Organisation and Health van de psychologie opleiding aan de Radboud Universiteit, te
Nijmegen. Het is onderdeel van de stage die gedaan wordt gedurende het tweede deel van de

master onder begeleiding van een supervisor vanuit de universiteit.

Het onderzoek heeft betrekking op de samenwerking tussen medewerkers van het
onderwijsbureau en de docenten van de verschillende vervolgopleidingen op de afdeling
eerstelijnsgeneeskunde, unit opleidingen. Van de samenwerking is een eerste beeld verkregen
door middel van interviews, wat wij nu graag verder uitzoeken doormiddel van een vragenlijst.
Aan de hand van de resultaten hopen we een duidelijk beeld te schetsen van de samenwerking,
waarna concrete adviezen worden afgeleid om de samenwerking te optimaliseren om zo een

gezonde werkcultuur te creéren en de aios te laten profiteren van het meest optimale onderwijs.

Het invullen van de vragenlijst zal ongeveer 20-25 minuten duren, waarbij eerst wordt
gevraagd naar een aantal algemene gegevens en de vervolgopleiding waarvoor je het meest
werkzaam bent. Hierna volgen stellingen waarbij je aangeeft in hoeverre deze voor jou van
toepassing zijn. Deelname aan dit onderzoek is geheel vrijwillig en je kunt op ieder moment
besluiten om te stoppen, zonder hierbij een uitleg te moeten geven. Dit heeft op geen enkele

manier consequenties.

Door de grootte van de groepen is het helaas niet mogelijk om anonimiteit te garanderen.
Echter garanderen wij dat wij de individuele resultaten vertrouwelijk verwerken en alleen door
ons ([name additional master student] en Julia) kunnen worden ingezien. De individuele
resultaten zullen niet worden gedeeld, maar zullen anoniem als geheel worden gepresenteerd.
De resultaten zullen slechts gebruikt worden voor onderzoeksdoeleinden en het uiteindelijke

rapport zal met alle medewerkers worden gedeeld.

Mocht deze vragenlijst onbedoeld als onprettig worden ervaren, neem dan contact op met je

leidinggevende of met één van ons.
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Mocht je vragen en/of opmerkingen hebben naar aanleiding van dit onderzoek of deze
informatiebrief, kun je deze mailen naar Julia.vanParidon@radboudumc.nl of [email additional

master student]

Nu willen we je vragen om na te denken of je wilt deelnemen aan dit onderzoek. Natuurlijk
staat het je vrij om niet deel te nemen. Als je besluit deel te nemen, vragen we je om een
toestemmingsverklaring te ondertekenen. Door dit te doen geef je aan voldoende geinformeerd
te zijn over het onderzoek, je wilt deelnemen aan het onderzoek en dat je dit doet op vrijwillige

basis.

Alvast bedankt voor je medewerking!



INTER-TEAM COOPERATION 33

Appendix C
Informed Consent
Toestemmingsverklaring voor deelnemen aan het onderzoek naar de samenwerking tussen de
medewerkers van het onderwijsbureau en de docenten van de verschillende

eerstelijnsgeneeskunde opleidingen.

Hierbij bevestig ik dat

- ik voldoende informatie heb gekregen over het onderzoek en dat ik de geschreven
informatie over de studie gelezen en begrepen heb.

- ik geinformeerd ben over dat het onderzoek wordt uitgevoerd in het kader van de master
thesis voor de master Work, Organisation and Health Psychology.

- ik de mogelijkheid heb gehad om vragen te stellen en deze vragen zijn naar mijn
tevredenheid beantwoord.

- ik voldoende tijd heb gekregen om na te denken over het geven van toestemming.

- ik vrijwillig deelneem aan dit onderzoek.

Ik begrijp dat
- ik het recht heb om mijn toestemming op elk moment in te trekken zonder hiervoor een
reden te hoeven geven en dat het terugtrekken van mijn deelname geen verdere
consequenties heeft.
- mijn informatie vertrouwelijk verwerkt zal worden.
- de uitkomsten van het onderzoek niet kunnen worden gezien als een diagnostische toets.

- ik geen informatie zal krijgen over individuele resultaten.

De onderzoekers die dit onderzoek uitvoeren bevestigen hierbij dat de deelnemers die mee doen
aan deze vragenlijst geinformeerd zijn over het bovengenoemde onderzoek. Ze bevestigen ook
dat de deelnemer voortijdig kan stoppen met het deelnemen aan het onderzoek zonder dat hier

verdere consequenties aan verbonden zijn voor de deelnemer.

[name additional master student] en Julia van Paridon, April 2021
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Appendix D
Survey Items
Demographic Variables
- Function within organization
- Education department associated with
- Age [25-35], [36-45], [46-55], [56-68], [I’d rather not say]
- Length of employment in organisation in years [0-2], [2-5], [5->], [I’d rather not say]

Introduction to Variables
Bedankt voor het invullen van deze gegevens.

Vanaf nu zal je stellingen krijgen waarbij je aangeeft in hoeverre die bij jou van toepassing zijn.

Bij de bovenstaande vragen heb je ingevuld binnen welk team je valt: OWB-medewerker,
docent van een vervolgopleiding of management/ kernteam/ codrdinatieteam. Nu krijg je een
aantal stellingen waarin je vanuit deze positie kijkt naar de relatie met het andere team.

In de stellingen wordt met collega’s van het andere team bedoeld:

- Voor medewerkers van de vervolgopleidingen (inclusief management): de medewerkers van
het onderwijsbureau waarmee je in contact bent

- Voor medewerkers van het onderwijsbureau (inclusief management): de medewerkers van de

vervolgopleiding waar je het meest mee te maken hebt.

Inter-team cooperation (Costa & Anderson, 2011)
7-point questionnaire; 1 = totally disagree to 7= totally agree
1. Tussen de teams hebben we een klimaat van samenwerking
2. We bespreken en behandelen kwesties of problemen open tussen de teams
3. Wanneer er een beslissing gemaakt wordt, houden we rekening met de mening van
teamleden van beide teams.
4. Sommige collega’s van het andere team houden relevante informatie achter.
5. Collega’s minimaliseren wat ze over zichzelf vertellen tegen collega’s van het andere
team.
6. De meeste collega’s van het andere team staan open voor advies geven en hulp bieden

aan collega’s van mijn team.
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Relational Coordination (Carmeli & Gittell, 2009)

5-point scale: 1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree

1.
2.
3.

Beide teams delen een gemeenschappelijke visie [shared goals].

Beide teams werken aan gemeenschappelijke doelen [shared goals].

Beide teams in deze organisatie handelen zonder een duidelijke richting te hebben
[shared goals].

Collega’s van dit team weten met welke taken collega’s van het andere team te maken
hebben [shared knowledge].

In deze organisatie delen we de onderwerpen waaraan we werken met de collega’s van
het andere team [shared knowledge].

Door met collega’s van het andere team in de context van werk te delen, kunnen we de
behoeften van elkaar beter begrijpen [shared knowledge].

Door met collega’s van het andere team werkkwesties te delen, kunnen we beter
begrijpen welke invloed onze acties hebben op de collega’s van het andere team [shared
knowledge].

Op het werk is er veel respect tussen de collega’s van de verschillende teams [mutual
respect].

Wanneer iemand van dit team zijn/haar mening uitspreekt die ander is, respecteren

collega’s van het andere team deze [mutual respect].

10. Wederzijds respect vormt de basis van onze relatie tussen de teams [mutual respect].

Power Distance Perception Questionnaire (Wang, 2014 as cited in Wang & Lalwani, 2019)

9-point scale: 1 = totally disagree to 9 = totally agree

1.

2
3.
4

o

Er is een groot verschil in macht tussen de teams in deze organisatie.

Ik zie vaak ongelijkheid tussen de teams in deze organisatie.

In deze organisatie is de macht gelijk verdeeld over de teams.

Ik geloof dat de machtsafstand tussen de teams in deze organisatie een kritiek probleem
IS.

Ik zie een sociale hiérarchie tussen de teams in deze organisatie.

Ik zie een grote machtsafstand tussen de teams in de organisatie.
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Basic Empathy Scale (BES) (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006)
5-point scale: 1= totally disagree to 5 = totally agree

1.

e

© N o v

De emoties van de collega’s van het andere team hebben niet veel invlioed op mij.

Ik vind het moeilijk om te weten wanneer een collega van het andere team bang is.

Ik word niet verdrietig wanneer ik de collega’s van het andere team zie huilen.

Als een collega van het andere team zich ‘down’ voelt, kan ik meestal goed begrijpen
hoe hij/zij zich voelt.

Ik kan vaak begrijpen hoe mensen zich voelen, zelfs voordat ze het mij vertellen.

Ik heb de neiging om bang te zijn wanneer een collega van het andere team bang is.*
Wanneer een collega van het andere team zich ongelukkig voelt, voel ik daar niets van.

Ik ben me meestal niet bewust van de gevoelens van de collega’s van het andere team.

Psychological Safety Scale (Edmondson, 1999)

5-point scale: 1 = totally disagree to 7 = totally agree

1.

o g ~ w

Wanneer je een fout maakt, zullen collega’s van het andere team je dit vaak kwalijk
nemen.

We zijn in staat om problemen en lastige kwesties aan de kaart te brengen bij collega’s
van het ander team.

Collega’s van het andere team wijzen ons soms af omdat we anders zijn.

Het is veilig voor collega’s van mijn team om een risico te nemen.

Het 1s moeilijk om collega’s van het andere team om hulp te vragen.

Niemand van het andere team zou opzettelijk handelen op een manier die mijn
inspanning ondermijnt.

Door samen te werken met collega’s van het andere team, worden mijn unieke

vaardigheden en talenten gewaardeerd en benut.

Debriefing
Heel erg bedankt voor het deelnemen aan ons onderzoek!

Het doel van dit onderzoek is te kijken hoe de relatie tussen verschillende factoren, bijvoorbeeld

ervaren veiligheid en vertrouwen, invloed heeft op de ervaren samenwerking tussen docenten

van de verschillende vervolgopleidingen en medewerkers van het onderwijsbureau.

4 Item was removed because of lower Cronbach’s alpha.
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Wij willen je vragen om nog niet met andere medewerkers over de items van de vragenlijsten
te praten, aangezien dit invloed zou kunnen hebben op hoe deze medewerkers zijn/haar
vragenlijst invult. Wanneer wij klaar zijn met het verzamelen van de vragenlijsten, zullen wij

hier een e-mail over sturen waarna hier wel over gesproken kan worden.

Met alle data die verkregen is via de vragenlijsten zullen wij kijken welke significante relaties
er zijn tussen de verschillende factoren. Hierdoor kunnen wij een duidelijker beeld geven welke
knelpunten er een grote rol spelen in de samenwerking. Daarna zullen wij adviezen geven over
hoe deze knelpunten aangepakt kunnen worden. Deze informatie zal met alle medewerkers

worden gedeeld rond mei/juni.

Mocht je verdere vragen/opmerkingen hebben, kun je deze altijd naar ons mailen.
Julia van Paridon Julia.vanParidon@radboudumc.nl
[name additional master student]  [email additional master student]
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Appendix E
Results Analyses Elements of Relational Coordination

Shared goals

Shared goals and inter-team cooperation had a positive relationship (t(72) = 8.84, p <
.001), shown in Figure 5. This result demonstrates that shared goals is associated with
increasing inter-team cooperation. When the mediator psychological safety is added into this
relationship, the correlation between shared goals and inter-team cooperation is lowered but
still significant (t(71) = 4.06, p <.001). The relationship between shared goals and
psychological safety (t(72) = 7.15, p <.001) and psychological safety and inter-team
cooperation (t(71) = 8.52, p <.001) are positive and significant. This indicates an indirect
effect via psychological safety between shared goals on inter-team cooperation (b = 0.99,
95% CI [0.5906, 1.5112]). This means that the relationship between shared goals and inter-

team cooperation is partly mediated by psychological safety.

Figure 5
Total, direct and indirect effect of shared goals on inter-team cooperation via psychological

safety

Shared | b=1.72%** Inter-Team
Goals : Cooperation

Psychological
Safety

b= 114**% \ b =0.86 ***

Inter-Team
Cooperation

[Shared Goals |—

b =0.99***

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

Shared knowledge
Shared knowledge had a significant relation with inter-team cooperation (t(72) = 6,17,

p <.001) as shown in Figure 6. Shared knowledge is associated with a higher level of inter-
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team cooperation. This relationship remains significant after adding the mediator
psychological safety (t(71) = 2.48, p = .016), but the correlation between shared knowledge
and inter-team cooperation is lower. The relation between shared knowledge and
psychological safety (t(72) = 5.55, p <.001) and psychological safety and inter-team
cooperation (t(71) = 10.09, p < .001) are significant, thus showing an indirect effect of shared
knowledge on inter-team cooperation via psychological safety (b = 1.06, 95% CI [0.6829,
1.5236]). This indicates that the association between shared knowledge and inter-team

cooperation is party mediated by psychological safety.

Figure 6
Total, direct and indirect effect of shared knowledge on inter-team cooperation via

psychological safety

Shared | b =1.54*** Inter-Team
Knowledge : Cooperation

[ Psychological ]

Safety
b = 1.07**% b =1.00***
Shared Inter-Team
Knowledge ] Cooperation ]

b=0.48*

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

Mutual respect

Figure 7 shows a significant relationship between mutual respect and inter-team
cooperation (t(72) = 10.00, p <.001). Higher levels of mutual respect are associated with
higher levels of inter-team cooperation. This association remains significant, but weaker,
when the mediator psychological safety is considered (t(71) = 3.55, p <.001). The
relationship between mutual respect and psychological safety (t(72) = 9.27, p <.001) and
psychological safety (t(71) = 7.00, p <.001) are significant. This assumes an indirect effect of

mutual respect on inter-team cooperation via psychological safety (b = 1.26, 95% CI [0.8254,
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1.7143]). These results show that the relationship between mutual respect and inter-team

cooperation is partly mediated by psychological safety.

Figure 7
Total, direct and indirect effect of mutual respect on inter-team cooperation via psychological

Mutual b=213"** " |nter-Team
= Cooperation

[ Psychological ]

safety

Safety
b= 1.53**% \b =0.82*%**
Mutual \ Inter-Team
Respect Cooperation ]

b =1.87***

Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p <.001
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Appendix F
Correlations
Figure 1.

Correlations Factors and Inter-Team Cooperation

) ) Perceived
Inter-Team  Psychological Relational
] o Power Empathy
Cooperation Safety Coordination
Distance

Inter-Team
) .845** 781** -.542** .315**
Cooperation

Psychological
1 725** -.455** A34**
Safety

Relational
o 1 -.535** .333**
Coordination

Perceived
Power 1 -.102

Distance

Empathy 1

Note: * p <.05. ** p<.01

Figure 2.
Correlations of Elements Relational Coordination and Inter-Team Cooperation
Inter-Team Shared Mutual
) Shared Goals
Cooperation Knowledge  Respect
Inter-Team Cooperation 1 A21%* .588** 162
Shared Goals 1 701** J12*%*
Shared Knowledge 1 595**
Mutual Respect 1

Note: * p <.05. ** p<.01
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Appendix G
Analysis Multicollinearity

Figure 1.
Coefficients Collinearity

Variable VIF

Psychological Safety 2.381

Relational Coordination 2.410

Perceived Power Distance 1.439

Empathy 1.229

Note: Dependent variable: Inter-Team Cooperation

Figure 2.
Coefficients Collinearity of Relational Coordination
Variable VIF
Shared Goals 2.670
Shared Knowledge 2.041
Mutual Respect 2.104

Note: Dependent variable: Inter-Team Cooperation
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