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Summary

Since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, global virtual teams (GVTs) have become

increasingly important. Drawing on conservation of resources theory and

self-regulation theory, we examined the mechanism and process underlying individ-

uals' performance in GVTs in this specific situation. We posit that the local severity

of the pandemic has a negative effect on individuals' performance in GVTs and that

self-regulation functions as a coping mechanism in times of pandemic-related

ambient stress, reducing its negative effect on performance. We suggest that three

cultural value orientations, that is, uncertainty avoidance, collectivism, and long-term

orientation, explain different levels of self-regulation, which in turn moderates the

relationship between the local severity of the pandemic and individual performance

in GVTs. Based on a sample of 2727 individuals from 31 countries participating in an

international business consulting project during the early stage of the unfolding

pandemic, we show that (a) the local severity of the pandemic had a negative effect

on individuals' performance, (b) the negative effect of the pandemic on performance

is weaker for individuals with high self-regulation, and (c) uncertainty avoidance and

long-term orientation are positively associated with self-regulation, which mediates

the moderating relationship between the cultural value orientations and the relation-

ship between the COVID-19 pandemic and individual performance in GVTs.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

A pandemic is a widespread outbreak of an infectious disease that

usually affects a considerable proportion of the population in one or

more regions across the globe. It leads not only to a public health

crisis but also to social, economic, and political disruption, affecting

individuals across sectors, industries, and contexts. Despite the wide

range of potential adverse effects, we have a limited understanding

of the impact of major epidemics and pandemics on the perfor-

mance of individuals in the non-health sector (Collings et al., 2021).

Because of physical distancing measures implemented worldwide in

response to the COVID-19 pandemic, many organizations have

shifted to teleworking (World Economic Forum, 2020). As most

tasks in organizations are organized around teams (McDaniel &
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Salas, 2018), many individuals have had to switch to working in

global virtual teams (GVTs) during the pandemic. GVTs refer to a

group of geographically dispersed people who work together on a

project and utilize communication and information technologies to

communicate and coordinate their efforts to accomplish a joint

organizational task (Martins et al., 2004). Although a growing

number of studies have examined the determinants of performance

in GVTs (e.g., Hertel et al., 2005; Jimenez et al., 2017), the

theoretical and empirical inquiry aspects are still at an early stage of

development (Jimenez et al., 2017), specifically when it concerns

the role of the COVID-19 pandemic in GVT performance

(e.g., Caligiuri et al., 2020; Kniffin et al., 2021). Thus, a better

understanding of the factors that determine the performance of

individuals working in GVTs during this pandemic is important for

theory and practice.

Although researchers uncovered various individual-level factors

that contribute to a team member's performance in GVTs—such as

broad personality traits (Cogliser et al., 2012), narrow personality

traits, for example, self-efficacy (Hardin et al., 2007), and individual

abilities, such as intercultural competence (e.g., Presbitero, 2020)—the

GVT literature has mainly focused on internal challenges of GVTs

(e.g., Adamovic, 2018; Hertel et al., 2005) and has largely been silent

on the role of GVT members' characteristics when they face external

adversity. While several studies have stressed the importance of

self-regulation in the context of GVTs (e.g., Forester et al., 2007;

Glazer et al., 2012), GVT research has focused on self-regulation in a

leadership context (e.g., Adamovic, 2018). Thus, there is a theoretical

and empirical paucity when it comes to understanding whether, how,

and when specific individual characteristics, such as self-regulation,

enable GVT team members to cope with external adversity (Caligiuri

et al., 2020; Kniffin et al., 2021). In addressing this gap, the central

research questions of our study are whether an external adverse

event, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, influences individuals'

performance in GVTs and whether individuals' self-regulation is an

effective coping strategy for resisting the adverse effects of such a

highly disruptive experience.

Conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001)

describes how stressful circumstances unfold and explains that

stress occurs when an individual's resources are threatened with

loss when resources are lost or when an individual invests signifi-

cant resources (e.g., effort) without gaining key resources in return.

COR theory explicitly addresses the stress that occurs when natural

disasters, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, significantly impact indi-

viduals' health, social, and economic status (Hobfoll, 2012). The the-

ory also suggests that the relationship between the occurrence of a

natural disaster and the stress of individuals as their behavior inten-

sifies, because people strive to obtain, retain, and protect the

resources they value. Furthermore, it suggests that while core

values differ across cultures, the resources that people value

(e.g., health, well-being, family, and wealth) are universal. When a

highly destructive and disruptive natural disaster affects work life,

social life, and personal life, all these resources are challenged or

even lost (Hobfoll, 2012).

Previous research indicates that natural disasters lead to stress,

which in turn is negatively related to performance outcomes

(e.g., Helton & Head, 2012; Norris & Uhl, 1993). Thus, for individuals,

the threat of the COVID-19 pandemic, specifically at its onset, the

uncertainty of not knowing how severe it will become, how long it will

last, and how severe the consequences will be, most likely results in

substantial stress. While acute stress may enable individuals to mobi-

lize their resources and enhance their performance, long-term stress

impairs attention and motivation, resulting in reduced performance

(e.g., Hunter & Thatcher, 2007). The way a pandemic unfolds can be

described as a natural disaster occurring in slow motion

(Taylor, 2019), and thus, stress persists over a longer time and

becomes ambient in the environment (Campbell, 1983). Related

research from the onset of the pandemic indicates that COVID-19

can be characterized as an ongoing stressor (Fu et al., 2021). Further-

more, although the COVID-19 pandemic spread quickly around the

globe, pandemics in general and specifically at their onset are

characterized by a widely varying number of infections and deaths in

different countries (Taylor, 2019) and, thus, different levels of

pandemic-related stress (e.g., Kowal et al., 2020).

Using COR theory as our overarching theoretical framework, we

developed the conceptual model presented in Figure 1. We theorized

that the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic include adverse

effects on individuals' performance in GVTs. Specifically, we argue

that ambient stress caused by the pandemic is likely to result in a

reduction of energetic, cognitive, and emotional resources, resulting in

decrements in performance. Although we do not directly assess indi-

viduals' perceived stress, we argue—based on existing theory and

empirical evidence—that the local severity of the pandemic (assessed

through the increase in the number of COVID-19-related deaths over

a week) can be considered a reasonable proxy for the stress created

by the pandemic. To pinpoint specific mechanisms involved in individ-

ual performance in GVTs, we drew from resource allocation models

(e.g., Beal et al., 2005), which outline how the threat of resource loss

influences the cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects that con-

tribute to individual performance.

Integrating the main tenets of COR theory and self-regulation

theory (Carver & Scheier, 1981), we argue that self-regulation—the

ability to control one's cognitions and behaviors—functions as a

coping mechanism that reduces the negative effect of the pandemic

on individual performance in GVTs. Specifically, we argue that

self-regulation guides individuals' use of affective and cognitive

goal-directed activities, which helps them cope with the adverse

effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. Finally, drawing on theories

of cultural values (e.g., Hofstede, 1984; House et al., 2002)

and the cultural-embeddedness perspective of self-regulation

(e.g., Matsumoto et al., 2008; Trommsdorff & Rothbaum, 2008), we

theorized and empirically tested the role of three individual cultural

value orientations (i.e., uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation,

and collectivism) as key antecedents of self-regulation. Based on a

large international sample of 2727 individuals from 31 countries, our

study sheds light on the adverse performance effects of the pandemic

and provides valuable insights into the cultural value orientations that
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determine self-regulation and, therefore, into individuals' ability to

manage the adverse effects caused by the pandemic.

Through the theoretical development and empirical testing of our

conceptual model, we contribute to the literature in three ways. First,

we contribute to GVT literature by examining the role of the pan-

demic on individual performance in GVTs. Although meta-analytic evi-

dence highlights the negative influence of stress on performance

(Gilboa et al., 2008; LePine et al., 2005), we have only a limited under-

standing of the adverse effects of epidemics and pandemics on GVTs

(Kniffin et al., 2021). Consistent with recent calls to examine the

impact of the pandemic on relevant outcomes in GVTs (Caligiuri

et al., 2020; Restubog et al., 2020), our study contributes to a better

understanding of whether and to what extent the local severity of the

pandemic affects individuals' performance in GVTs. In doing so, we

extend prior theorizing on relevant antecedents of performance in

GVTs, which focused on individual and team characteristics and only

paid limited attention to environmental factors (Jimenez et al., 2017;

Martins et al., 2004).

Second, following scholarly calls to combine COR theory with

related theories to identify specific coping strategies (Hobfoll

et al., 2018), we contribute to the literature on the role of such strate-

gies for individual performance in GVTs (Degbey & Einola, 2020).

While previous research (e.g., Mitchell et al., 2019) postulates that

individuals' self-regulation is a critical coping strategy in dealing with

work stress and its facets (i.e., role stress and job insecurity), theoreti-

cally and empirically, little is known about the specific mechanisms

through which self-regulation enables individuals to cope with natural

disasters in the context of task performance (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Our

research highlights the role of self-regulation as a coping strategy that

reduces the adverse effects of stress caused by the pandemic. In

doing so, we address calls to investigate such coping mechanisms in

GVTs (Glazer et al., 2012) and extend existing theorizing on self-regu-

lation, which has focused on coping with leader-, team-, and

organization-related factors, but largely ignored the factors situated in

the individuals' broader external environment. To this end, our study

contributes to recent studies that have examined the determinants of

performance in GVTs during the pandemic (e.g., Blanchard, 2021;

Klonek et al., 2021; Whillans et al., 2021).

Third, geographic dispersion is an inherent characteristic of GVTs

(Jimenez et al., 2017). Hence, the individuals working in GVTs are

characterized by different cultural backgrounds and varying cultural

value orientations. Previous studies have contributed to a better

understanding of the role of cultural values in GVTs

(e.g., Connaughton & Shuffler, 2007; Dekker et al., 2008;

Shachaf, 2008; Staples & Zhao, 2006). In comparison to the GVT liter-

ature in general, this GVT research stream has mainly focused on the

internal challenges of GVTs, and only a few studies have examined

the cultural embeddedness of individual characteristics that are likely

to enable the individual team members of GVTs to handle adversity

caused by external factors (Hardin et al., 2007). Our pan-cultural study

contributes to the limited research that explains how coping strate-

gies, such as self-regulation, are related to individual cultural value ori-

entations (e.g., Trommsdorff & Cole, 2011; Trommsdorff &

Rothbaum, 2008). Globally and across the different waves, the

COVID-19 pandemic has influenced individuals regarding the fulfill-

ment of their responsibilities, duties, and obligations. Coping strate-

gies, such as self-regulation, are rooted in individual cultural value

orientations (Kurman, 2001; Morelli & Cunningham, 2012). Conse-

quently, individuals who differ in these individual cultural value orien-

tations may possess self-regulation of varying degrees, and thus, they

may differ in their ability to cope with the pandemic. We theoretically

identify and empirically examine the effects of three individual cultural

value orientations (i.e., uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation,

and collectivism) that are positively associated with self-regulation. By

advancing this line of research, we extend theorizing on the anteced-

ents of self-regulation and contribute to the relatively scarce empirical

research on the determinants of individuals' coping strategies

(e.g., McCarthy et al., 2019; Wright et al., 2015). In doing so, we

respond to recent calls to examine individuals' culturally linked

responses to adverse events, such as pandemics (Cho, 2020; Guan

et al., 2020), and unpack the individual cultural underpinnings of cop-

ing strategies in COR theory (e.g., Hobfoll et al., 2018).

F IGURE 1 Conceptual model
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2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES

2.1 | The influence of the COVID-19 pandemic on
individuals' performance in GVTs

The widespread effects of uncertainty and health-related fears

accompanying the COVID-19 pandemic and the loss or disruption of

daily routines, restricted social connections, and economic uncertainty

are likely to cause stress (e.g., Fu et al., 2021; Taylor, 2019). The

occurrence of the pandemic causes acute stress that, due to the long-

term horizon and the omnipresence of the pandemic in daily life,

transforms into ambient stress. Such ambient stressors are “chronic,
global conditions of the environment […] which, as stressors, place

demand upon us to adapt or cope” (Campbell, 1983, p. 360). Ambient

stressors are background conditions that influence individuals at

nearly all levels, including affect, physiology, motivation, cognition,

and behavior. They may even pass unnoticed unless they influence

individuals' goals or threaten their health (e.g., Evans, 1984). Ambient

stressors are unpleasant, rather long in duration, and intractable, thus

creating adaptive challenges for individuals (e.g., Stokols, 1982). These

stressors are of personal significance to everyone, depending on the

need or desire to reduce the demands created by the stressor. The

appraisal of ambient stressors is determined by contextual and per-

sonal factors that determine how vulnerable one is to the adverse

effects of stressors (Campbell, 1983). Contextual factors refer to the

enduring properties of situations and settings that mediate the rela-

tions between behavior and more transient environmental conditions

(Stokols, 1982), such as duration of exposure, expected future events,

personal resources (e.g., economic support, social support), or life-

choice context (e.g., family, job, residence). Personal factors such as

age, health status, personality, and knowledge determine how vulner-

able one is to the adverse effects of ambient stressors

(Campbell, 1983). Thus, each individual experiences ambient stressors

in a unique manner, depending on the impact of specific contextual

and personal factors.

COR theory (Hobfoll, 2001, 2011) posits that the threat of

resource loss is one of the main causes of stress, which in turn

affects individual performance (e.g., Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007).

Pandemics are associated with various stressors, including

health-related threats to oneself and to loved ones, severe disrup-

tions of daily personal and work routines, loss of employment and

income, and social isolation due to (self) quarantine and other social

distancing measures leading to separation from family, friends, and

colleagues (Taylor, 2019). COR theory argues that what people

fundamentally value is universal across cultures and that natural

disasters, such as major epidemics, “present objective elements of

threat and loss” (Hobfoll, 2012, p. 228). Thus, according to COR

theory, the social, economic, and psychological impact of a major

epidemic—like the COVID-19 pandemic—represents a severe threat

to people around the globe (Monnier & Hobfoll, 2000). Furthermore,

GVTs require their members to communicate across time zones and

cultures, using online communication tools, which presents more

challenges and threats of resource losses (e.g., Mesmer-Magnus

et al., 2011; Nurmi, 2011).

A fundamental assumption of resource allocation models is that

individual performance is influenced by a combination of cognitive,

affective, and behavioral aspects involving individual resources.

These resources are limited (Beal et al., 2005). A global crisis that

impacts nearly all aspects of life, such as the crisis caused by the

COVID-19 pandemic, influences our attention and thereby directs

our feelings, thoughts, and actions toward the pandemic situation

(e.g., Garfin et al., 2020). This has direct consequences for the pres-

ence and allocation of resources necessary for successful task per-

formance. The cognitive resources required to carry out task-related

activities are likely to be reduced as members of a GVT, in their

effort to reduce the threat of resource losses, use their cognitive

resources to rapidly acquire, evaluate, and process pandemic-related

information, deal with unfamiliar situations, and solve previously

unencountered problems (e.g., Hamilton et al., 2011). During a pan-

demic, widespread emotional stress occurs (Taylor, 2019) and the

threat of resource loss results in negative emotions (Hobfoll, 1989,

2001). This distracts people's attention and disrupts efficient

resource allocation, which adversely affects performance (Beal

et al., 2005). Successful performance in GVTs requires that the cog-

nitive and affective resources and the resource-guided behavioral

responses of the individuals working in these teams are directed

toward the specific tasks necessary to achieve the desired outcome.

However, the pandemic-related threat of resource loss is likely to

disrupt people's performance, as the ambient stress caused by the

pandemic reduces the time, energy, and attention needed to fulfill

tasks and achieve determined goals in the GVT. Different countries

and regions are often at different stages of a pandemic, either in

general or during a specific pandemic wave (Taylor, 2019). As a

result, a pandemic has varying degrees of severity around the

world, resulting in cross-country differences in perceived stress

(e.g., Kowal et al., 2020), thus allowing us to examine the influence

of the pandemic on individuals' performance in GVTs. Therefore, we

advance the notion that the local severity of the pandemic

negatively influences individual performance in GVTs. The threat of

resource losses caused by the pandemic disrupts the attention of

individuals and makes it harder to allocate limited resources and

continue with the activities necessary to pursue targets and achieve

results in GVTs.

Hypothesis 1. COVID-19 severity is negatively associ-

ated with individual performance in GVTs.

2.2 | The moderating role of self-regulation

Although researchers have proposed that various affective, cognitive,

and behavioral strategies matter when dealing with stress, theoreti-

cally and empirically, little is known about the specific mechanisms

through which these strategies enable individuals to cope with natural

disasters in the context of task performance (Hobfoll et al., 2018).
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Self-regulation theory suggests that individuals actively manage their

performance and use self-regulation to guide their goal-directed activ-

ities and performance by setting their own standards and monitoring

their progress toward these standards (Bandura, 1991; Carver &

Scheier, 1981). Although meta-analytic evidence shows that self-

regulation is positively associated with individuals' work performance

in general (Cellar et al., 2011), we still have a limited understanding of

the role of self-regulation in individuals' task performance in GVTs

(Jimenez et al., 2017).

Self-regulation includes affective, cognitive, and behavioral com-

ponents as it involves focusing and maintaining attention, initiating or

inhibiting actions, thoughts, and emotions, as well as monitoring the

results to achieve a particular goal (McClelland & Cameron, 2012).

Emotional self-regulation refers to the processes that serve the func-

tion of adapting emotional experiences and expressions, as well as the

function of monitoring, evaluating, and modifying the intensity and

duration of emotions to accomplish goals, to which individuals should

apply social rules and standards of behavior (Kanfer, 2005;

Wood, 2005). Cognitive self-regulation refers to the ability to inhibit

dominant or automatic responses and to flexibly shift the focus of

attention (Boekaerts et al., 2005). Behavioral self-regulation refers to

the conscious and unconscious management and control of behaviors

for the purpose of goal attainment (Carver & Scheier, 2000), that is,

engaging (or not engaging) in behavior to achieve a goal. Together,

the three self-regulation facets enable individuals to emotions,

thoughts, and actions to a broad range of situations (Baumeister &

Vohs, 2007).

Drawing on theories of self-regulation (Bandura, 1991;

Carver & Scheier, 1981), our general theoretical argument is that

individuals who possess more self-regulation are more effective in

inhibiting and controlling inappropriate responses that may arise

because of the ambient stress caused by the pandemic when work-

ing in GVTs. Virtual work entails less monitoring by peers, which

gives individuals more discretion on when, how, and under which

conditions they complete their tasks, thereby increasing the risk of

task avoidance and other negative task-related attitudes and

behaviors (Felstead et al., 2003). Members of GVTs receive less or

no immediate feedback and guidance, which not only increases the

chance of errors, but can be costly to correct at a later stage

(Allen et al., 2015). Thus, more personal behavioral and cognitive

self-regulation in the form of self-observation, self-goal-setting, and

self-rewarding are required (Bandura, 1991; Keith & Frese, 2005;

Müller & Niessen, 2019), by limiting non-work-related internet

surfing during the time devoted to task completion and by avoiding

other distractions. Individuals working in GVTs, for example, can

avoid strong reactive behaviors as an adaptive response to the

abnormal pandemic situation (e.g., excessive news consumption) by

proactively building daily schedules that follow a consistent and

familiar structure, and that allow them to focus on the behaviors

necessary to fulfill the tasks required to achieve the GVT goal.

Furthermore, when problems with GVT members arise, emotional

and cognitive self-regulation limits inappropriate behavioral

responses to negative emotions and to refocuses attention on the

completion of tasks needed to achieve the GVT goals (de Jonge &

Dormann, 2006). For example, individuals working in GVTs can, by

various means (e.g., small group video calls and one-on-one video

calls), proactively maintain communication with team members to

avoid misunderstandings and negative emotions.

A central principle of COR, namely, that individuals employ key

psychological resources to regulate themselves to retain and protect

valued resources (Hobfoll, 2012), allows us to combine COR theory

and theories related to self-regulation (Bandura, 1991; Carver &

Scheier, 2011). It also allows us to identify self-regulation as a

coping mechanism that reduces the pandemic's negative conse-

quences. Confronted with a problem situation, workers must set

specific goals and plans and monitor their performance to reduce

discrepancies between the individual's current state and the desired

state while handling the situation (Carver & Scheier, 2011).

Self-regulation helps team members to cope with pandemic-related

factors, such as attention disruptions, rapid changes, and challenges

caused by cognitive, affective, and behavioral mechanisms. In highly

dynamic environments, cognitive self-regulation allows individuals

to respond to changing circumstances and to maintain desired

performance outcomes by redirecting their attention to goal-

relevant information and activities (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989;

Tsui & Ashford, 1994). This means that instead of searching for and

processing information related to the pandemic, employees ignore

these distractions and actively direct their cognitive resources

toward work-related problems. Emotional self-regulation helps team

members to control the type, timing, and expression of their

emotions (Gross & Thompson, 2007). Emotional self-regulation

enables individuals to reduce distraction and to redirect their atten-

tion from strong pandemic-related emotions, such as extensive fear

(e.g., fear for their health, family, and job), anxiety (e.g., anxiety

related to a life threat), and sadness (e.g., sadness related to social

distancing and isolation), to work-related aspects that meet

goal-related requirements. Furthermore, emotional self-regulation

enables people to regulate the intensity of their affective response

(e.g., not erupting in anger in a video call when confronted with

technological problems), which is beneficial, especially in the

challenging situation at the onset of a pandemic (e.g., Restubog

et al., 2020). People with high levels of behavioral self-regulation

are better able to apply standards as guidelines for their behavior,

enabling them to adapt successfully to environmental changes and

demands (e.g., follow new rules, pay attention to new instructions)

and, thus, to be more effective in different contexts (e.g., Vohs &

Baumeister, 2004). This makes self-regulation a protective mecha-

nism that prevents the waste of limited resources, such as spending

too much time on pandemic-related thoughts, feelings, and actions

that are not beneficial for attaining GVT-related goals and objec-

tives. Thus:

Hypothesis 2. The negative relationship between

COVID-19 severity and individual performance in GVTs

is weaker for individuals with more self-regulation than

for those with less self-regulation.
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2.3 | Individual cultural value orientations, self-
regulation, and individual performance

The COVID-19 pandemic is a global crisis that challenges and disrupts

the daily life and work practices of individuals worldwide. Given the

growing use of GVTs in general, and specifically during the COVID-19

pandemic, a crucial factor to consider when examining individuals'

performance in GVTs is the cultural background of the geographically

dispersed team members. Drawing on a cultural-embeddedness

perspective of self-regulation (e.g., Matsumoto et al., 2008;

Trommsdorff & Rothbaum, 2008), we argue that cultural values deter-

mine individuals' self-regulation. Hence, cultural values indirectly

influence the performance of GVTs through the moderating effect of

self-regulation on the relationship between the pandemic and individ-

uals' performance. Cultural values are situated in a temporal, spatial,

and social context (Oyserman & Lee, 2007). Thus, researchers differ-

entiate between individual cultural value orientations and the cultural

values of a society (Leung, 1989). Cultural values at the societal level

refer to the widely shared ideas of a group about what is good, right,

and desirable, and which guide the actions and evaluations of individ-

uals in this society (Hofstede, 2001). Thus, cultural values provide a

framework within which individual actions take place. Individual cul-

tural value orientations reflect the strength of an individual's belief in

the fundamental cultural values of society (Triandis, 1995).

Cultural values are intergenerationally transferred via the sociali-

zation of individuals in society. The socialization process is intricately

linked to the motivation to act according to society's expectations.

These expectations, in turn, are influenced by cultural values

(Trommsdorff, 2009). When individuals try to meet the expectations

of relevant others (e.g., parents, friends, close relatives, and role

models), they internalize the dominant cultural values in society.

Accordingly, in the socialization process, the development of self-

regulation in an individual is characterized by the efforts of the indi-

vidual to modify internal affective and cognitive processes as well as

behaviors to achieve specific goals and to fulfill the expectations of

significant others who are situated in a cultural context that

prioritizes specific cultural values. Consequently, individuals develop

self-regulation abilities that fit the set of individual cultural value

orientations they developed within the society to which they belong

(Trommsdorff, 2009). Thus, individual cultural value orientations

influence how individuals learn to self-regulate, form self-regulation,

and set goals of self-regulation. As a result, in a situation where indi-

viduals who are located in different regions of the world are supposed

to self-regulate (e.g., GVT members during a pandemic), individual

cultural value orientations are likely to influence self-regulation and,

therewith, the ability to cope with adverse effects. This cultural-

embeddedness perspective of self-regulation allows us to better

understand the differences in self-regulation coping strategies among

individuals from different cultural backgrounds (i.e., variations across

countries). In addition, due to individual cultural value orientations

(i.e., variations within countries), it helps us to understand the unique-

ness of individual development within a given cultural environment.

When applied to the role of self-regulation in GVT performance

during the pandemic, individuals from diverse cultural backgrounds

and with different individual cultural value orientations are likely to

have different self-regulatory coping strategies to handle the pan-

demic's adverse effects. In the next paragraphs, we identify three

specific cultural values that are important in the development of

self-regulation.

Drawing on the cultural value dimensions singled out by Hofstede

(2001), we argue that uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation,

and collectivism are particularly relevant in the development of indi-

viduals' self-regulation (Bateman & Barry, 2012; Roney &

Sorrentino, 1995; Trommsdorff, 2009).1 Uncertainty is an inherent

characteristic of a pandemic (Taylor, 2019). Most, if not all people

experience uncertainty regarding the COVID-19 pandemic's personal,

social, and economic consequences. The way that individuals manage

uncertainty varies considerably across countries. At a societal level,

uncertainty avoidance refers to the tolerance of ambiguity and uncer-

tainty and the “level of stress in a society in the face of an unknown

future” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 29). At an individual level, uncertainty

avoidance refers to the extent to which individuals avoid unfamiliar

situations by preferring clear rules, routines, and consistency that pro-

vide a more predictable and controllable environment (Shuper

et al., 2004). As a cultural antecedent of self-regulation, uncertainty

avoidance shows an inhomogeneous pattern across the three facets

of self-regulation. Focusing on affective self-regulation, previous

research suggests that individuals with a low uncertainty avoidance

orientation show relatively high levels of emotional regulation and

experience lower levels of anxiety and stress. Conversely, individuals

with high uncertainty avoidance show relatively low levels of emo-

tional regulation and higher levels of anxiety and stress when con-

fronted with uncertainty (Hofstede, 1984, 2001).

In contrast to affective self-regulation, previous studies on cogni-

tive and behavioral self-regulation argue that individuals who score

high on uncertainty avoidance show high self-regulation. This is

because they have been socialized to manage uncertainty through a

stronger emphasis of more self-reliant behavior as they try to over-

come challenges on their way to the desired goal (Kumar et al., 2019).

Uncertainty implies that individuals have an incomplete description of

the world and that they have less control over unstructured, unclear,

and unpredictable uncertain situations. Individuals high in uncertainty

avoidance are socialized to avoid such situations, and they prefer

1We focus on this set of cultural value orientations and include power distance orientation

and masculinity/femininity as control variables in the test of the hypotheses as the cultural

values underlying power distance and masculinity/femininity should be less relevant in the

formation of self-regulation. At the societal level, power distance refers to the extent to

which a society accepts that power is unequally distributed in institutions and organizations

(Hofstede, 2001). At the individual level, power distance refers to the extent to which an

individual accepts such inequalities (Farh et al., 2007). Thus, individuals with a high-power

distance orientation are likely to accord more value to status, power, and prestige—aspects

that are not specifically involved in the formation of self-regulation coping strategies during

the socialization process of individuals. At the societal level, masculinity versus femininity

refers to the extent to which a society values more “masculine” traits such as assertiveness

and ambition or more “feminine” traits such as an emphasis on interpersonal relationships,

helping others, and quality of life (Hofstede, 2001). At the individual level, a higher

masculinity value orientation means that challenge and recognition are important and that

the emphasis is on advancement, equity, and performance (Hofstede, 2001). These aspects

should be less salient in the formation of self-regulation coping strategies during individuals'

socialization process.
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highly structured situations and stick to existing routines

(Hofstede, 2001). At the onset of a pandemic, it is not possible or at

least unlikely for most people to avoid this uncertainty, so individuals

are confronted with uncertainty in a wide variety of forms. When indi-

viduals who usually try to avoid uncertainty are obliged to face it, they

are socialized to manage this unstructured and unpredictable situation

by controlling what they can control—their thoughts and behaviors

(Roney & Sorrentino, 1995). Thus, individuals high in uncertainty

avoidance strive to return to more structured situations by self-regu-

lation, among others, by following structured daily routines, leaving

few ambiguities, and redirecting their thoughts toward a goal. By

maintaining relevant codes of conduct, standards of practice, and rit-

uals, individuals create a more favorable, stable, and predictable task

environment (e.g., maintaining a structured daily routine). Conse-

quently, individuals with a high uncertainty avoidance orientation will

show higher levels of cognitive and behavioral self-regulation, as

these higher levels enable them to achieve a general sense of control

by overcoming initial impulses and responses to uncertainty (Roney &

Sorrentino, 1995; Sorrentino et al., 2003). Overall, while individuals

with a high uncertainty avoidance orientation should have less affec-

tive self-regulation, they should also have more cognitive and behav-

ioral self-regulation, resulting in a positive relationship between their

uncertainty avoidance orientations and self-regulation.

At a societal level, long-term orientation refers to a society's ori-

entation toward future rewards and “the choice of focus for people's

efforts: the future or the present” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 29). At an indi-

vidual level, long-term orientation refers to an individual's holistic

view of time, “… valuing both the past and the future rather than

deeming actions important only for their effects in the here and now

or the short term” (Bearden et al., 2006, p. 457). Individuals high in

long-term orientation are socialized to value planning, hard work for

future benefits, and perseverance. Long-term orientation can be con-

sidered motivational, as the current situation is evaluated and inter-

preted concerning possible future states. These possible states also

represent specific hopes and fears that motivate the pursuit or avoid-

ance of specific behaviors. As self-regulation guides an individual's

resources and activities over time and across changing situations, self-

regulation is important for directing feelings, thoughts, and behavior

over a longer period (Bandura, 1988, 1991). This suggests that affec-

tive, cognitive, and behavioral self-regulatory resources should be evi-

dent in individuals who value long-term goals (Bateman &

Barry, 2012). For instance, a salient representation of the self in the

future as a team member who contributes less to the team efforts and

who shows lower performance motivates self-regulated behavioral

choices and actions that do not remove time and attention from work-

ing on the team project. For example, individuals who score high on

long-term orientation, due to their focus on long-term work-related

goals, use their self-regulation to direct their attention to work-related

tasks. They do not constantly monitor pandemic-related news or dis-

rupt their workflow and work routines. In summary, individuals with a

higher long-term orientation are likely to have more self-regulation.

At a societal level, individualism and collectivism appear as oppo-

site poles of a continuum and reflect “… the relationship between the

individual and the collectivity which prevails in a given society …”
(Hofstede, 1984, p. 148). Here, individualism is reflected in laws and

norms that encourage individuality, individual freedom, and a prefer-

ence for individual work. Collectivism, by contrast, is characterized by

a tight social framework in which people distinguish between in-

groups and out-groups, with members identifying themselves in terms

of their membership (Hofstede, 2001). At an individual level, collectiv-

ism is characterized by the ability to accept the norms of an “in-
group,” understand its hierarchy, share its resources, and consider the

implications of actions concerning it (Hui & Triandis, 1986). The self-

regulation of individuals with collectivistic cultural value orientations

is embedded in a socialization-induced goal to give something back to

the in-groups (Trommsdorff & Rothbaum, 2008). Conversely, for an

individual with an individualistic cultural value orientation, self-

regulation is rooted in the emotional experiences of pride and deserv-

ingness (Trommsdorff, 2009). Collectivistic cultures value socially

engaged emotions such as gratitude, empathy, and shame more than

individualistic cultures (Kitayama, 2000). As failure (e.g., not reaching

certain goals) may lead to shame, individuals with a collectivistic cul-

tural value orientation are assumed to show self-regulation to avoid

any resulting shame, which may extend to the entire family or work

team (Trommsdorff, 2009). Given the different focuses of cultural

value orientations, we argue that when working on a group project, it

can be assumed that individuals with collectivistic cultural value orien-

tations will exhibit higher levels of self-regulation to attain the group's

common goals and avoid shame.

Hypothesis 3. Uncertainty avoidance (H3a), long-term

orientation (H3b), and collectivism (H3c) are positively

associated with self-regulation.

Hypothesis 2 predicts that self-regulation moderates the negative

relationship between COVID-19 severity and individual performance.

Hypotheses 3a and 3b predict a positive relationship between uncer-

tainty avoidance, long-term orientation, and self-regulation. Together,

these hypotheses specify a mediated-moderation model in which both

individual cultural value orientations moderate the relationship

between COVID-19 severity and individual performance through self-

regulation. Therefore:

Hypothesis 4. Through self-regulation, uncertainty

avoidance (H4a), long-term orientation (H4b), and col-

lectivism (H4c) reduce the negative relationship

between COVID-19 severity and individual perfor-

mance in GVTs.

3 | METHOD

3.1 | Sample and data collection

To test our hypotheses, we used data from an international business

consulting project. The participants were undergraduate and graduate

students (see Appendix A.1 for a discussion of the use of a student
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sample in this research context). They worked in GVTs of four to seven

people, each team member being from a different country. The GVTs

worked on the project for 9 weeks, developing a solution to a real-life

business challenge presented by an existing client company. The data-

set was collected from February to April 2020 via weekly online ques-

tionnaires and a post-project questionnaire 2 weeks after the ninth

and final week of the project. All participants who had left more than

10% of the questions unanswered were removed from the sample

(96% effective response rate, 4% were removed due to incomplete

weekly surveys). The final sample comprised 2727 participants work-

ing from 31 countries, and covered all 11 cultural clusters identified by

Ronen and Shenkar (2013) (see Table A1 for an overview). The sample

comprised 54% females. The average age of the participants was

22 years. Almost all participants in the project were in their final year

of undergraduate studies or were graduate students. The majority of

students were to graduate within a year and would therefore face

pandemic-related challenges and the threat of employee resource loss.

Forty-eight percent of the participants were part-time or full-time

employed at the time of the survey, and 79% had work experience.

3.2 | Measures

3.2.1 | Cultural value orientation

We used Yoo et al.'s (2011) five-item measure of uncertainty avoid-

ance (α = .78), a six-item measure of collectivism (α = .71), and a six-

item measure of long-term orientation (α = .75) to assess individual

cultural value orientations. Sample items for uncertainty avoidance

were “It is important to have instructions spelled out in detail so that I

always know what I'm expected to do” and “Standardized work proce-

dures are helpful.” Sample items for collectivism were “Individuals
should sacrifice self-interest for the group” and “Individuals should

stick with the group even through difficulties.” The response scales

for both orientations ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly

agree). Sample statements for long-term orientation were “Personal
steadiness and stability,” “Going on resolutely in spite of opposition

(Persistence),” “Working hard for success in the future,” and “Long-
term planning.” The response scale for this orientation ranged from

1 (very unimportant) to 5 (very important). The three orientations were

measured during the eighth week of the project.

3.2.2 | Self-regulation

We measured overall self-regulation (α = .84) with 10 items. Specifi-

cally, we used Yeo and Frederiks' (2011) instrument to measure the

affective and cognitive facets of self-regulation. Affective self-

regulation (α = .77) was measured with three items (e.g., “I try to keep

my feelings from interfering too much.”). Cognitive self-regulation

(α = .70) was measured with three items (e.g., “I focus my attention

on completing a task as best I can.”). Behavioral self-regulation

(α = .70) was measured using four items by Brown et al. (1999)

(e.g., “I usually judge what I'm doing by the consequences of my

actions.”). Self-regulation was measured during the ninth week of the

project with a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to

5 (strongly agree).

3.2.3 | COVID-19

We used the publicly available COVID-19 data provided by the Johns

Hopkins Coronavirus Resource Center at Johns Hopkins University

(Dong et al., 2020) to calculate the relative increase in deaths over a

week in each of the 31 countries in our sample. We used COVID-19

data 5 days before we measured self-regulation.

3.2.4 | Individual performance

Individual performance was assessed based on peer evaluation of the

members of a GVT via the weekly surveys conducted during the nine-

week project and via a post-project survey 2 weeks later (Week 11). In

testing the hypotheses, we used the peer evaluations of the post-

project survey. The measure covered five aspects related to both task

and contextual performance (e.g., Conway, 1999), specifically effort

(“Please evaluate the performance of each of your team members: Was

hard-working.”), quality of ideas (“Please evaluate the performance of

each of your team members: Had creative ideas.”), communication

(“Please evaluate the performance of each of your team members:

Nice, friendly, positive.”), collegiality (“Please evaluate the performance

of each of your team members: Worked closely with this person.”), and
help with coordinating team efforts (“Please evaluate the performance

of each of your team members: Showed leadership, helped with coordi-

nation.”). The evaluations were completed on a scale from 1 (poor) to

5 (excellent). The interrater reliability across the peer evaluation perfor-

mance facets was good and the aggregation of peer evaluations to an

individual performance measure was adequate (see Appendix A.2).

3.2.5 | Control variables

We included various control variables at the individual and team level,

as well as at the country level to rule out alternative explanations

(Becker et al., 2016). Previous research has recommended the assess-

ment of cultural value orientations in their entirety (e.g., Hobfoll

et al., 2018; Taras et al., 2010). Although people with a high-power

distance may be more likely to self-regulate when working for leaders

who demand high performance (e.g., Matthews et al., 2021), GVTs are

often characterized by shared leadership and self-management

(e.g., Hanna et al., 2021; Hertel et al., 2005), and thus, power distance

could be less relevant. As a more masculine value orientation is associ-

ated with a stronger focus on achievement and performance, people

might be more likely to self-regulate to achieve their individual goals

(e.g., Kurman, 2001). We therefore included power distance (five

items; α = .75) and masculinity (five items; α = .70) at the individual
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level using Yoo et al.'s (2011) measure. The response scales ranged

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). During the eighth week

of the project, both cultural value orientations were measured along

with the three value orientations used in our hypotheses.

We included participants' age and gender in the analysis because

they are related to both self-regulation and task performance

(Kurman, 2001; Ng & Feldman, 2008; Roth et al., 2012). We included

participants' level of studies in the analysis as both theoretical argu-

ments and empirical evidence suggest that a higher level of education,

and thus more experience with comparable projects, may be associated

with higher task performance (e.g., Ng & Feldman, 2008). The official

language of the project was English, and all the participants conducted

the surveys in English. To account for the potential influence of answer-

ing the survey in a foreign language (Harzing, 2005) and for the degree

to which language skills were predictive of performance, we assessed

English language skills using a 30-item English proficiency test. In addi-

tion, we also asked participants to specify the number of languages that

they speak. Theory and empirics indicate that international experience

may influence individual performance in GVTs (e.g., Taras et al., 2019).

Prior research theoretically argued and empirically showed that work

experience and work roles are associated with individual performance

(e.g., Ng & Feldman, 2008). Thus, we controlled for work experience

and current employment. Previous empirical findings indicate that team

size, team time zone differences, and team cultural distance could influ-

ence individual team performance in GVTs (e.g., Maynard et al., 2012).

Thus, we included these variables in the analysis. Table A2 provides an

overview of all control variables assessed based on survey information.

Furthermore, we controlled for differences in the way in which the pro-

ject was included in the course grade and for a potential bias of differ-

ent universities (e.g., Taras et al., 2021). We also asked participants

about the study country, country of origin, and home country. The lat-

ter question was used to identify and only include those participants in

our sample who selected the same country. All control variables were

assessed during the first week of the project.

We included several secondary data control variables related to

the COVID-19 pandemic to rule out potential alternative explanations

(see Appendix A.3 for a detailed overview of the measures), among

others, a stringency index (three constituting facets, i.e., a contain-

ment and health index, an economic support index, and the govern-

ment response index) and the gross domestic product (GDP) of

respondents' country of residence. In addition to the secondary data,

we used primary data from the survey to assess three specific aspects

related to the pandemic: the perceived general impact of the pan-

demic on respondents' personal life (general impact), perceived impact

on the respondents' jobs (own job impact), and perceived impact on

the jobs of respondents' parents (parents' job impact).

4 | RESULTS

Descriptive statistics, bivariate correlations, and Cronbach's alphas for

all variables are presented in Table 1. Table 2 presents the results of

the regression analysis.

While our hypotheses were developed at the individual level of

analysis, COVID-19 data are reported at the country level. There-

fore, we used cluster-robust standard errors for countries (McNeish

et al., 2017). Models 1 to 4 present the results for individual perfor-

mance, and Models 5 and 6 present the results for self-regulation.

Model 1 shows that nine of the 19 control variables are significantly

associated with performance. While female respondents (B = .12,

p = .000) and respondents with higher English proficiency levels

(B = .01, p = .001) achieved higher performance, respondents with

higher international experience (B = �.02, p = .008), masculinity

values (B = �.05, p = .042), and higher power distance values

(B = �.08, p = .002) achieved lower individual performance.

Respondents who reported a stronger impact of the pandemic on

their parents' or guardians' jobs achieved lower performance

(B = �.01, p = .002). At the country level, a higher stringency index

(B = .01, p = .026) and a higher GDP (B = .08, p = .009) resulted in

higher performance. Together, the control variables accounted for

8% of the variance in individual performance. We included the three

cultural value orientations and self-regulation in Model 2. While a

higher uncertainty avoidance resulted in lower performance

(B = �.07, p = .000), a higher long-term orientation resulted in

higher performance (B = .07, p = .001). Respondents who reported

higher self-regulation achieved a higher performance (B = .07,

p = .013).

Hypothesis 1 states that COVID-19 severity is negatively asso-

ciated with individual performance. In support of Hypothesis 1,

Model 3 shows that the relationship between COVID-19 severity

and individual performance is negative and significant (B = �.04,

p = .024). In the weekly survey, all participants also gave qualita-

tive feedback on the progress of the project (“In your own words,

please describe how the project has been going on for you so

far.”). The influence of the pandemic on the performance of the

team members was also evident in these comments, with

pandemic-related stress, problems, and difficulties being the top

three categories overall. Table 3 presents content analysis results

for comments that referred to COVID-19. The ambient stress—

created by the pandemic—was apparent in a large number of com-

ments. For example, “At first, we were all very happy and excited

to work on the project but then each one of us faced a problem -

COVID-19. I mean, it was and still is the cause of all problems. It

is very difficult to organize your time when everyone is stressing

out.” Another participant mentioned: “In addition, the situation

with COVID-19 made the cooperation more difficult in the sense

that maybe everyone suffered from a certain stress and the moti-

vation was not high due to the initial restrictions.” Another partici-

pant stated: “The quality of work between all team member is not

the same. We can still deliver a good report but it is obvious that

this is not a priority for anybody, mostly because of the already

high stress levels caused by the pandemic.” A participant elabo-

rated on this: “The stressors of the current situation of the

national pandemic and the fact that my household, like many

others, have been directly affected has made schoolwork a bit

more difficult. Staying on task has been extremely difficult as so

110 SCHLAEGEL ET AL.

 10991379, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/job.2671 by U

niversity O
f N

orth C
arolina G

reensboro, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [02/01/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
1

D
es
cr
ip
ti
ve

st
at
is
ti
cs

an
d
bi
va
ri
at
e
co

rr
el
at
io
ns

V
ar
ia
bl
e

M
SD

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
1
0

1
1

1
2

1
3

1
4

1
5

1
6

1
.

A
ge

2
2
.0
8

4
.4
0

2
.

G
en

de
r

(1
=
fe
m
al
e)

0
.5
4

0
.5
0

.0
1

3
.

St
ud

y
le
ve

l(
1
=

un
de

rg
ra
du

at
e)

0
.8
2

0
.3
8

−
.1
8
**
*

.0
2

4
.

E
ng

lis
h

pr
o
fi
ci
en

cy

9
1
.3
3

1
1
.7
3

.0
0

−
.0
2

−
.0
1

5
.

La
ng

ua
ge

s
1
.9
8

0
.9
8

−
.0
5
**

.0
5
**

−
.1
8
**
*

−
.0
7
**
*

6
.

In
te
rn
at
io
na

l

ex
pe

ri
en

ce

4
.9
6

1
.5
8

.0
6
**

−
.0
1

.0
2

−
.0
2

.0
3

7
.

W
o
rk

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
3
.3
0

1
.7
1

.3
6
**
*

−
.0
8
**
*

.0
6
**

.1
7
**
*

−
.3
1
**
*

.0
1

8
.

E
m
pl
o
ym

en
t

1
.9
7

1
.2
7

.2
4
**
*

.0
0

.0
6
**

.0
5
**

−
.1
9
**
*

.0
5
**
*

.5
4
**
*

9
.

T
ea

m
si
ze

5
.2
2

0
.7
4

−
.0
2

−
.0
7
**
*

.0
5
**

.0
1

−
.0
2

−
.0
1

.0
3

.0
0

1
0
.

T
ea

m
cu

lt
ur
al

di
st
an

ce

1
.7
8

0
.0
2

.0
1

.0
3

.0
4
*

.0
1

.0
3

.0
3

.0
2

.0
2

.0
5
*

1
1
.

T
ea

m
ti
m
e
zo

ne

di
ff
er
en

ce

5
.0
4

1
.6
1

.0
3

.0
2

.0
1

−
.0
3

.0
4
*

.0
4
*

.0
3

.0
4
*

.0
4
*

.3
4
**
*

1
2
.

P
er
ce
nt

o
f
co

ur
se

gr
ad

e

0
.3
3

0
.1
9

.0
4
*

.0
4
*

−
.0
1

−
.0
8
**
*

.0
6
**

.0
5
**

−
.0
7
**

−
.0
5
**

.0
5
**

.0
3

.0
4
*

1
3
.

C
o
lle
ct
iv
is
m

3
.4
3

0
.6
8

.0
2

−
.1
2
**
*

−
.0
2

−
.0
2
**

.0
3

.0
8
**
*

−
.1
3
**
*

−
.0
8
**
*

−
.0
1

.0
1

.0
5
**

.1
0
**
*

(.7
1
)

1
4
.

M
as
cu

lin
it
y

2
.2
9

0
.8
8

−
.0
3

−
.2
8
**
*

.0
5
**

−
.0
6
**

.0
1

.1
0
**
*

−
.0
7
**

−
.1
0
**
*

−
.0
5
**

.0
5
**

−
.0
1

.0
3

.1
3
**
*

(.7
0
)

1
5
.

P
o
w
er

di
st
an

ce
1
.8
6

0
.7
2

−
.0
4
*

−
.2
2
**
*

−
.0
3

−
.0
9
**
*

−
.0
1

.0
0

−
.0
2

−
.0
1

−
.0
3

.0
3

.0
5
**

−
.0
4
*

.0
0

.4
6
**
*

(.7
5
)

1
6
.

U
nc

er
ta
in
ty

av
o
id
an

ce

4
.0
8

0
.6
4

.0
7
**
*

.1
7
**
*

.0
5
**

−
.0
1

−
.0
4
*

.0
9
**
*

−
.0
6
**

−
.0
3

−
.0
7
**

.0
6
**

.0
3

.1
2
**
*

.3
6
**
*

−
.0
2

−
.2
4
**
*

(.7
8
)

1
7
.

Lo
ng

‐t
er
m

o
ri
en

ta
ti
o
n

4
.1
6

0
.5
7

.0
6
**

.0
7
**
*

.0
2

.0
2

.0
1

.0
9
**
*

−
.0
2

.0
2

−
.0
4
*

.0
5
**

.0
7
**

.1
0
**
*

.2
3
**
*

−
.0
8
**
*

−
.2
0
**
*

.4
6
**
*

1
8
.

Se
lf
‐r
eg

ul
at
io
n

3
.8
2

0
.5
9

.0
5
**

.0
4
*

.0
0

.0
4
**

.0
0

.0
7
**

.0
1

.0
0

−
.0
1

.0
3

.0
3

.0
7
**

.1
6
**
*

−
.0
7
*

−
.2
0
**
*

.3
4
**
*

1
9
.

A
ff
ec
ti
ve

se
lf
‐

re
gu

la
ti
o
n

3
.6
6

0
.7
5

.0
6
**

−
.1
5
**
*

.0
2

.0
4
*

−
.0
3

.0
8
**
*

.0
2

.0
1

.0
0

.0
2

−
.0
1

.0
6
**

.1
4
**
*

.0
3

−
.0
8
**
*

.2
0
**
*

2
0
.

C
o
gn

it
iv
e
se
lf
‐

re
gu

la
ti
o
n

4
.0
6

0
.7
3

.0
3

.0
7
**

−
.0
3

.0
2

.0
5
**

.0
6
**

−
.0
4
*

−
.0
2

−
.0
3

.0
3

.0
0

.0
6
**

.1
4
**
*

−
.1
1

−
.2
3
**
*

.3
4
**
*

2
1
.

B
eh

av
io
ra
ls
el
f‐

re
gu

la
ti
o
n

3
.7
5

0
.6
2

.0
6
**

.0
0

.0
3

.0
5
**

−
.0
1

.0
5
**

.0
5
**

.0
2

−
.0
1

.0
3

−
.0
3

.0
6
**

.1
5
**
*

−
.0
3

−
.1
4
**
*

.2
8
**
*

2
2
.

C
O
V
ID

‐1
9

(Δ
de

at
hs

w
ee

k
in

%
)

1
.2
6

1
.5
9

−
.0
8
**
*

−
.0
1

.1
1
**
*

−
.0
6
**

.1
5
**
*

.1
0
**
*

−
.2
8
**
*

−
.0
7
**

−
.0
2

.0
2

−
.0
1

.3
1
**
*

.2
4
**
*

.0
5
**

−
.0
8
**

.2
3
**
*

2
3
.

C
O
V
ID

‐1
9
(t
o
ta
l

de
at
hs

lo
g)

3
.8
6

1
.1
8

.0
6
**

−
.0
8
**
*

−
.0
3

.1
6
**
*

−
.3
7
**
*

−
.0
2

.4
1
**
*

.2
6
**
*

.0
6
**

.0
3

−
.0
2

−
.2
1
**
*

−
.1
3
**
*

−
.1
7
**
*

.0
2

−
.1
4
**
*

SCHLAEGEL ET AL. 111

 10991379, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/job.2671 by U

niversity O
f N

orth C
arolina G

reensboro, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [02/01/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
1

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

V
ar
ia
bl
e

M
SD

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
1
0

1
1

1
2

1
3

1
4

1
5

1
6

2
4
.

C
O
V
ID

‐1
9
(Δ

in
fe
ct
io
ns

w
ee

k

in
%
)

0
.4
1

0
.2
8

−
.1
2
**
*

.0
0

.1
2
**
*

−
.0
4
*

.0
3

.0
9
**
*

−
.1
8
**
*

−
.0
2

−
.0
5
**

−
.0
3

.0
3

.1
4
**
*

.0
8
**
*

.0
7
**
*

.0
0

.1
3
**
*

2
5
.

C
O
V
ID

‐1
9
(t
o
ta
l

in
fe
ct
io
ns

lo
g)

4
.7
8

1
.2
0

.0
7
**

−
.1
1
**
*

−
.1
0
**
*

.2
1
**
*

−
.4
2
**
*

−
.0
1

.5
2
**
*

.2
9
**
*

.0
4
*

.0
3

−
.0
3

−
.2
0
**
*

−
.1
4
**
*

−
.1
4
**
*

.0
3

−
.1
5
**
*

2
6
.

St
ri
ng

en
cy

in
de

x
7
0
.1
9

1
3
.2
2

−
.0
3

.0
3

−
.3
0
**
*

−
.2
5
**
*

.4
3
**
*

−
.1
0
**
*

−
.3
6
**
*

−
.1
8
**
*

−
.0
5
**

−
.0
3

.0
2

.0
3

.0
7
**
*

−
.0
4

.0
5
**

−
.0
3

2
7
.

G
o
ve

rn
m
en

t

re
sp
o
ns
e
in
de

x

5
9
.1
0

1
2
.8
9

−
.0
4
*

.0
7
**
*

−
.3
0
**
*

−
.3
2
**
*

.4
6
**
*

−
.0
8
**
*

−
.4
1
**
*

−
.2
0
**
*

−
.0
5
**

.0
2

−
.0
3

.0
6
**

.0
6
**

−
.0
2

.0
5
**

−
.0
3

2
8
.

C
o
nt
ai
nm

en
t
an

d

he
al
th

in
de

x

6
2
.7
2

1
1
.1
1

−
.0
2

.0
6
**

−
.3
3
**
*

−
.2
8
**
*

.3
9
**
*

−
.0
9
**
*

−
.3
4
**
*

−
.1
5
**
*

−
.0
4
*

−
.0
1

−
.0
2

.0
2

.0
5
**

−
.0
7
**
*

.0
5
**

−
.0
4
*

2
9
.

E
co

no
m
ic

su
pp

o
rt
in
de

x

3
3
.7
3

3
5
.3
8

−
.0
7
**
*

.0
7
**
*

−
.1
4
**
*

−
.3
0
**
*

.4
9
**
*

−
.0
3

−
.4
5
**
*

−
.2
4
**
*

−
.0
7
**

−
.0
3

.0
3

.1
3
**
*

.0
8
**
*

.0
9
**
*

.0
3

.0
0

3
0
.

G
D
P
(lo

g)
6
.3
7

1
.0
2

.0
4
*

−
.0
9
**
*

−
.0
4
*

.1
9
**
*

−
.4
5
**
*

.0
0

.4
9
**
*

.2
7
**
*

.0
5
**

.0
2

−
.0
1

−
.2
3
**
*

−
.1
6
**
*

−
.1
3
**
*

.0
4
*

−
.1
5
**
*

3
1
.

C
O
V
ID

‐1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
ge

ne
ra
ll
if
e

4
.6
2

2
.2
5

−
.0
2

.1
0
**
*

−
.0
3

.0
8
**
*

−
.0
6
**

−
.0
5
**

.0
3

.0
2

.0
0

.0
3

.0
1

.0
1

.0
4

−
.1
2
**
*

−
.1
2

.1
2
**
*

3
2
.

C
O
V
ID

‐1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
o
w
n
jo
b

2
.8
7

2
.3
6

.0
4
*

.0
2

.0
3

−
.0
1

−
.1
2
**
*

.0
2

.2
5
**
*

.3
3
**
*

−
.0
0

.0
1

.0
0

−
.0
6
**

−
.0
5
**

−
.0
3

.0
0

−
.0
2

3
3
.

C
O
V
ID

‐1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
pa

re
nt
s'
jo
b

3
.1
4

2
.0
9

−
.1
7
**
*

.0
4
*

.0
3

−
.0
6
**

.0
4
*

.0
3

−
.1
3
**
*

−
.0
9
**
*

−
.0
2

.0
2

−
.0
0

.0
8
**
*

.1
0
**
*

.0
1

−
.0
2

.0
8
**
*

3
4
.

In
di
vi
du

al

pe
rf
o
rm

an
ce

4
.1
4

0
.6
5

.0
1

.1
2
**

−
.0
5
**

.1
2
**

.0
2

−
.0
7
**

.0
8
**
*

.0
0

−
.0
2

−
.0
4
*

−
.0
2

−
.0
3

−
.0
4
*

−
.1
7
**

−
.1
5
**

−
.0
1

N
ot
e:
N
=

2
7
2
7
.T

he
fi
gu

re
s
in

pa
re
nt
he

se
s
ar
e
C
ro
nb

ac
h'
s
al
ph

as
.G

en
de

r:
1
=

fe
m
al
e,

0
=

m
al
e.

St
ud

y
le
ve

l:
1
=

un
de

rg
ra
du

at
e,

0
=

gr
ad

ua
te
.

*p
<
.0
5
.

**
p
<
.0
1
.

**
*p

<
.0
0
1
.

T
A
B
L
E
1

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

1
7

1
8

1
9

2
0

2
1

2
2

2
3

2
4

2
5

2
6

2
7

2
8

2
9

3
0

3
1

3
2

3
3

3
4

1
.

2
.

3
.

4
.

5
.

6
.

7
.

8
.

9
.

112 SCHLAEGEL ET AL.

 10991379, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/job.2671 by U

niversity O
f N

orth C
arolina G

reensboro, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [02/01/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
1

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

1
7

1
8

1
9

2
0

2
1

2
2

2
3

2
4

2
5

2
6

2
7

2
8

2
9

3
0

3
1

3
2

3
3

3
4

1
0
.

1
1
.

1
2
.

1
3
.

1
4
.

1
5
.

1
6
.

1
7
.

(.7
5
)

1
8
.

.3
8
**
*

(.8
4
)

1
9
.

.2
7

.8
1
**
*

(.7
0
)

2
0
.

.3
8

.8
7
**
*

.5
5
**
*

(.7
7
)

2
1
.

.3
1

.8
8
**
*

.5
3
**
*

.6
8
**
*

(.7
2
)

2
2
.

.2
1
**
*

.1
3
**
*

.1
2
**
*

.1
3
**
*

.0
8
**
*

2
3
.

−
.1
1
**
*

−
.0
6
**

−
.0
4
*

−
.0
7
**

−
.0
3

−
.3
7
**
*

2
4
.

.0
8
**
*

.0
5
**

.0
4
*

.0
5
**

.0
3

.3
7
**
*

−
.1
4
**
*

2
5
.

−
.1
2
**
*

−
.0
4
*

−
.0
2

−
.0
7
**

−
.0
2

−
.4
2
**
*

.9
0
**
*

−
.1
0
**
*

2
6
.

−
.0
1

−
.0
4
*

−
.0
8
**
*

.0
4
*

−
.0
5
**

−
.0
1

−
.3
5
**
*

.2
2
**
*

−
.4
1
**
*

2
7
.

−
.0
1

−
.0
5
**

−
.0
9
**
*

.0
4
*

−
.0
6
**

.0
7
**
*

−
.4
1
**
*

.1
4
**
*

−
.5
1
**
*

.9
4
**
*

2
8
.

−
.0
1

−
.0
5
**

−
.1
0
**
*

.0
3

−
.0
6
**

−
.0
3

−
.2
1
**
*

.1
8
**
*

−
.3
2
**
*

.9
4
**
*

.9
6
**
*

2
9
.

−
.0
1

−
.0
3

−
.0
6
**

.0
3

−
.0
4
*

.2
8
**
*

−
.7
4
**
*

.0
0

−
.7
8
**
*

.6
7
**
*

.8
0
**
*

.6
1
**
*

3
0
.

−
.1
3
**
*

−
.0
5
**

−
.0
3

−
.0
9
**
*

−
.0
3

−
.4
4
**
*

.9
0
**
*

−
.1
0
**
*

.9
6
**
*

−
.4
9
**
*

−
.5
6
**
*

−
.3
8
**
*

−
.8
0
**
*

3
1
.

.1
0
**
*

.1
0
**
*

.0
5
**

.1
1
**
*

.0
9
**
*

−
.0
2

.0
2

.0
1

.0
2

.0
3

.0
0

.0
3

−
.0
5
**

−
.0
1

3
2
.

−
.0
1

−
.0
3

−
.0
3

−
.0
3

−
.0
2

−
.1
1
**
*

.1
7
**
*

.0
0

.1
7
**
*

−
.0
6
**

−
.0
6
**

−
.0
4
*

−
.1
1
**
*

.1
8
**
*

.0
5
**

3
3
.

.0
9
**
*

.0
4

.0
2

.0
6
**

.0
3

.1
4
**
*

−
.1
1
**
*

.0
8
**
*

−
.1
2
**
*

.0
7
**
*

.0
9
**
*

.0
7
**
*

.1
0
**
*

−
.1
2
**
*

.1
2
**
*

.1
4
**
*

3
4
.

.0
6
**

.0
8
**
*

.0
2

.0
9
**
*

.0
8
**
*

−
.1
4
**
*

.0
9
**
*

−
.1
1
**
*

.1
1
**
*

.0
2

.0
0

.0
3

−
.0
7
**
*

.0
9
**
*

.0
8
**
*

−
.0
2

−
.0
5
**
*

(.9
1
)

N
ot
e:
N
=

2
7
2
7
.T

he
fi
gu

re
s
in

pa
re
nt
he

se
s
ar
e
C
ro
nb

ac
h'
s
al
ph

as
.G

en
de

r:
1
=

fe
m
al
e,

0
=

m
al
e.

St
ud

y
le
ve

l:
1
=

un
de

rg
ra
du

at
e,

0
=

gr
ad

ua
te
.

*p
<
.0
5
.

**
p
<
.0
1
.

**
*p

<
.0
0
1
.

SCHLAEGEL ET AL. 113

 10991379, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/job.2671 by U

niversity O
f N

orth C
arolina G

reensboro, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [02/01/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
2

R
eg

re
ss
io
n
re
su
lt
s
fo
r
te
st
in
g
m
ed

ia
ti
o
n
an

d
m
o
de

ra
ti
o
n

V
ar
ia
bl
e
an

d
st
at
is
ti
cs

In
di
vi
du

al
pe

rf
o
rm

an
ce

M
o
d
el

1
M
o
de

l2
M
o
d
el

3

B
(p
)

SE
B

(p
)

SE
B

(p
)

SE

C
o
nt
ro
ls

A
ge

�.
0
1

(.5
4
5
)

.0
0

�.
0
1

(.4
5
8
)

.0
0

�.
0
1

(.4
0
3
)

.0
0

G
en

de
r
(1

=
fe
m
al
e)

.1
2

(.0
0
0
) *
**

.0
3

.1
4

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
3

.1
3

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
3

St
ud

y
le
ve

l(
1
=

un
de

rg
ra
du

at
e)

�.
0
1

(.7
6
9
)

.0
6

�.
0
1

(.8
0
4
)

.0
6

�.
0
1

(.8
1
7
)

.0
6

E
ng

lis
h
pr
o
fi
ci
en

cy
.0
1

(.0
0
1
) *
*

.0
0

.0
1

(.0
0
1
)*
*

.0
0

.0
1

(.0
0
1
)*
*

.0
0

La
ng

ua
ge

s
.0
3

(.0
5
1
)

.0
2

.0
3

(.0
6
3
)

.0
2

.0
3

(.0
4
5
) *

.0
2

In
te
rn
at
io
na

le
xp

er
ie
nc

e
�.

0
2

(.0
0
8
) *
*

.0
1

�.
0
2

(.0
0
2
)*
*

.0
1

�.
0
2

(.0
0
8
)*
*

.0
1

W
o
rk

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
.0
4

(.0
6
7
)

.0
2

.0
4

(.0
6
6
)

.0
2

.0
4

(.0
7
6
)

.0
2

E
m
pl
o
ym

en
t

�.
0
3

(.0
0
4
) *
*

.0
1

�.
0
3

(.0
0
2
)*
*

.0
1

�.
0
3

(.0
0
9
)*
*

.0
1

T
ea

m
si
ze

�.
0
2

(.1
5
4
)

.0
2

�.
0
2

(.1
7
2
)

.0
2

�.
0
2

(.1
7
3
)

.0
2

T
ea

m
cu

lt
ur
al
di
st
an

ce
�.

0
1

(.3
5
1
)

.0
0

�.
0
2

(.3
8
2
)

.0
0

�.
0
2

(.3
8
3
)

.0
0

T
ea

m
ti
m
e
zo

ne
di
ff
er
en

ce
�.

0
1

(.1
5
4
)

.0
0

�.
0
2

(.1
7
2
)

.0
0

�.
0
2

(.1
7
3
)

.0
0

P
er
ce
nt

o
f
co

ur
se

gr
ad

e
.0
2

(.8
4
8
)

.0
9

.0
1

(.9
4
3
)

.0
9

.0
1

(.5
2
7
)

.0
9

M
as
cu

lin
it
y

�.
0
5

(.0
4
2
) *

.0
2

�.
0
5

(.0
4
5
)*

.0
2

�.
0
5

(.0
3
8
)*

.0
2

P
o
w
er

di
st
an

ce
�.

0
8

(.0
0
2
) *
*

.0
2

�.
0
8

(.0
0
7
)*
*

.0
2

�.
0
8

(.0
0
5
)*
*

.0
2

St
ri
ng

en
cy

in
de

x
.0
1

(.0
2
6
) *

.0
0

.0
1

(.0
3
1
)*

.0
0

.0
1

(.0
6
3
)

.0
0

G
D
P

.0
8

(.0
0
9
) *
*

.0
3

.0
8

(.0
0
7
)*
*

.0
3

.0
4

(.1
4
5
)

.0
3

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
ge

ne
ra
ll
if
e

.0
1

(.1
3
0
)

.0
1

.0
1

(.1
6
1
)

.0
1

.0
1

(.1
2
9
)

.0
1

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
o
w
n
jo
b

�.
0
1

(.2
2
3
)

.0
1

�.
0
1

(.2
2
5
)

.0
1

�.
0
1

(.2
2
1
)

.0
1

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
pa

re
nt
s'
jo
b

�.
0
1

(.0
0
2
) *
*

.0
0

�.
0
1

(.0
0
2
)*
*

.0
0

�.
0
1

(.0
0
3
)*
*

.0
0

D
ir
ec
t
ef
fe
ct
s

U
nc

er
ta
in
ty

av
o
id
an

ce
�.
0
7

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
2

�.
0
6

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
2

Lo
ng

-t
er
m

o
ri
en

ta
ti
o
n

.0
7

(.0
0
1
) *
*

.0
2

.0
8

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
2

C
o
lle
ct
iv
is
m

.0
2

(.3
5
6
)

.0
2

.0
2

(.1
6
8
)

.0
2

Se
lf
-r
eg

ul
at
io
n

.0
7

(.0
1
3
) *

.0
3

.0
7

(.0
1
3
)*

.0
3

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
(Δ

de
at
hs

w
ee

k
in

%
)

�.
0
4

(.0
2
4
) *

.0
2

M
o
de

ra
ti
o
n
ef
fe
ct

Se
lf
-r
eg

ul
at
io
n
�

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
(Δ

de
at
hs

w
ee

k
in

%
)

In
te
rc
ep

t
3
.1
4

(.0
0
0
) *
**

.3
4

2
.8
0

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.3
3

3
.1
3

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.3
1

F
7
1
.9
9

(.0
0
0
) *
**

1
5
2
.0
7

(.0
0
0
)*
**

1
6
4
.9
6

(.0
0
0
)*
**

R
2

.0
7
8

.0
8
7

.0
9
2

114 SCHLAEGEL ET AL.

 10991379, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/job.2671 by U

niversity O
f N

orth C
arolina G

reensboro, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [02/01/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
2

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

V
ar
ia
bl
e
an

d
st
at
is
ti
cs

In
di
vi
du

al
pe

rf
o
rm

an
ce

M
o
d
el

1
M
o
de

l2
M
o
d
el

3

B
(p
)

SE
B

(p
)

SE
B

(p
)

SE

A
dj
us
te
d
R
2

.0
7
2

.0
7
9

.0
8
4

C
ha

ng
e
in

R
2

.0
0
9

.0
0
5

N
ot
e:
N
=

2
7
2
7
.U

ns
ta
nd

ar
di
ze
d
es
ti
m
at
es
.C

lu
st
er
-r
o
bu

st
st
an

da
rd

er
ro
rs

fo
r
co

un
tr
y
(N

=
3
1
).
G
en

de
r:
1
=

fe
m
al
e,

0
=

m
al
e.

St
ud

y
le
ve

l:
1
=

un
d
er
gr
ad

u
at
e,

0
=

gr
ad

u
at
e.

E
xa
ct

p
va
lu
es

in
p
ar
en

th
es
es
.

*p
<
.0
5
.

**
p
<
.0
1
.

**
*p

<
.0
0
1
.

T
A
B
L
E
2

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

V
ar
ia
bl
e
an

d
st
at
is
ti
cs

In
di
vi
du

al
pe

rf
o
rm

an
ce

Se
lf
-r
eg

ul
at
io
n

M
o
d
el

4
M
o
de

l5
M
o
d
el

6

B
(p
)

SE
B

(p
)

SE
B

(p
)

SE

C
o
nt
ro
ls

A
ge

�.
0
1

(.4
0
3
)

.0
0

.0
1

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
0

.0
1

(.0
5
8
)

.0
0

G
en

de
r
(1

=
fe
m
al
e)

.1
3

(.0
0
0
) *
**

.0
3

�.
0
9

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
2

�.
1
1

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
1

St
ud

y
le
ve

l(
1
=

un
de

rg
ra
du

at
e)

�.
0
1

(.8
6
1
)

.0
6

�.
0
1

(.9
5
7
)

.0
5

�.
0
1

(.8
1
3
)

.0
4

E
ng

lis
h
pr
o
fi
ci
en

cy
.0
1

(.0
0
1
) *
*

.0
0

.0
0

(.0
7
2
)

.0
0

.0
0

(.1
5
9
)

.0
0

La
ng

ua
ge

s
.0
3

(.0
4
8
) *

.0
2

.0
3

(.9
5
3
)

.0
1

.0
2

(.0
8
0
)

.0
1

In
te
rn
at
io
na

le
xp

er
ie
nc

e
�.

0
2

(.0
0
6
) *
*

.0
1

.0
2

(.0
2
3
)*

.0
1

.0
2

(.1
5
7
)

.0
1

W
o
rk

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
.0
4

(.0
7
7
)

.0
2

.0
2

(.7
1
5
)

.0
1

.0
1

(.1
9
2
)

.0
1

E
m
pl
o
ym

en
t

�.
0
3

(.0
1
3
) *

.0
1

.0
1

(.7
8
9
)

.0
1

�.
0
1

(.4
6
5
)

.0
1

T
ea

m
si
ze

�.
0
2

(.1
8
2
)

.0
2

�.
0
1

(.2
7
7
)

.0
1

.0
1

(.8
1
9
)

.0
1

T
ea

m
cu

lt
ur
al
di
st
an

ce
�.

0
2

(.3
9
1
)

.0
0

.0
1

(.1
5
3
)

.0
0

.0
1

(.2
3
0
)

.0
0

T
ea

m
ti
m
e
zo

ne
di
ff
er
en

ce
�.

0
2

(.1
8
2
)

.0
0

.0
1

(.2
7
7
)

.0
0

.0
1

(.8
1
9
)

.0
0

P
er
ce
nt

o
f
co

ur
se

gr
ad

e
.0
1

(.5
6
0
)

.0
9

.1
4

(.0
2
5
)*

.0
6

.0
5

(.4
1
0
)

.0
6

M
as
cu

lin
it
y

�.
0
5

(.0
3
6
) *

.0
2

.0
1

(.4
2
7
)

.0
1

�.
0
1

(.9
3
0
)

.0
1

P
o
w
er

di
st
an

ce
�.

0
8

(.0
0
5
) *
*

.0
2

�.
1
5

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
2

�.
0
7

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
2

St
ri
ng

en
cy

in
de

x
.0
1

(.0
5
0
)

.0
0

�.
0
1

(.4
5
2
)

.0
0

�.
0
1

(.3
7
9
)

.0
0

G
D
P

.0
8

(.1
1
5
)

.0
3

�.
0
5

(.3
0
4
)

.0
5

�.
0
1

(.5
9
7
)

.0
2

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
ge

ne
ra
ll
if
e

.0
1

(.1
4
6
)

.0
1

.0
2

(.0
0
1
) *
*

.0
1

.0
1

(.0
3
1
)*

.0
1

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
o
w
n
jo
b

�.
0
1

(.2
2
9
)

.0
1

�.
0
1

(.1
7
2
)

.0
1

�.
0
1

(.2
1
3
)

.0
0

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
im

pa
ct

o
n
pa

re
nt
s'
jo
b

�.
0
1

(.0
0
2
) *
*

.0
0

.0
1

(.1
7
0
)

.0
1

.0
0

(.6
5
3
)

.0
0

SCHLAEGEL ET AL. 115

 10991379, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/job.2671 by U

niversity O
f N

orth C
arolina G

reensboro, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [02/01/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
L
E
2

(C
o
nt
in
ue

d)

V
ar
ia
bl
e
an

d
st
at
is
ti
cs

In
di
vi
du

al
pe

rf
o
rm

an
ce

Se
lf
-r
eg

ul
at
io
n

M
o
d
el

4
M
o
de

l5
M
o
d
el

6

B
(p
)

SE
B

(p
)

SE
B

(p
)

SE

D
ir
ec
t
ef
fe
ct
s

U
nc

er
ta
in
ty

av
o
id
an

ce
�.

0
6

(.0
0
0
) *
**

.0
2

.1
6

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
1

Lo
ng

-t
er
m

o
ri
en

ta
ti
o
n

.0
8

(.0
0
0
) *
**

.0
2

.2
8

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.0
2

C
o
lle
ct
iv
is
m

.0
2

(.2
1
9
)

.0
2

.0
3

(.1
4
3
)

.0
2

Se
lf
-r
eg

ul
at
io
n

.0
4

(.0
0
0
) *
**

.0
3

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
(Δ

de
at
hs

w
ee

k
in

%
)

�.
0
7

(.0
0
0
) *

.0
2

M
o
de

ra
ti
o
n
ef
fe
ct

Se
lf
-r
eg

ul
at
io
n
�

C
O
V
ID

-1
9
(Δ

de
at
hs

w
ee

k
in

%
)

.0
3

(.0
0
0
) *
**

.0
1

In
te
rc
ep

t
3
.3
0

(.0
0
0
) *
**

.3
2

4
.0
6

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.5
4

1
.9
6

(.0
0
0
)*
**

.2
3

F
1
4
2
.6
8

(.0
0
0
) *
**

7
7
.3
7

(.0
0
0
)*
**

3
0
8
.0
5

(.0
0
0
)*
**

R
2

.0
9
4

.0
6
3

.1
9

A
dj
us
te
d
R
2

.0
8
6

.0
5
7

.1
9

C
ha

ng
e
in

R
2

.0
0
2

.1
4

N
ot
e:
N
=

2
7
2
7
.U

ns
ta
nd

ar
di
ze
d
es
ti
m
at
es
.C

lu
st
er
-r
o
bu

st
st
an

da
rd

er
ro
rs

fo
r
co

un
tr
y
(N

=
3
1
).
G
en

de
r:
1
=

fe
m
al
e,

0
=

m
al
e.

St
ud

y
le
ve

l:
1
=

un
d
er
gr
ad

u
at
e,

0
=

gr
ad

u
at
e.

E
xa
ct

p
va
lu
es

in
p
ar
en

th
es
es
.

*p
<
.0
5
.

**
p
<
.0
1
.

**
*p

<
.0
0
1
.

116 SCHLAEGEL ET AL.

 10991379, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/job.2671 by U

niversity O
f N

orth C
arolina G

reensboro, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [02/01/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



many other things are going on.” A participant wrote: “I have had

a stressful week dealing with the coronavirus and have not been

able to apply a lot of time to the project,” as did two other partici-

pants in a similar vein: “It has been a very stressful week. People

are dying, and my family is in danger” and “I am really stressed

with the whole world situation so my focus is off. I am worried

about my daughter and her possibly being sick so working on the

project hasn't been my first priority.” In sum, both the quantitative

and the qualitative results illustrate how the pandemic negatively

influences individual performance.

Hypothesis 2 states that the negative relationship between

COVID-19 severity and individual performance is weaker for individ-

uals high in self-regulation than for those low in self-regulation. Model

4 shows that self-regulation moderates the relationship between

COVID-19 severity and individual performance in the hypothesized

way (B = .03, p = .000). Figure 2 (Dawson, 2014) shows that while the

relationship between COVID-19 severity and individual performance is

negative for both low and high levels of self-regulation, self-regulation

reduces the negative effect of COVID-19 severity.

Although none of the participants specifically referred to self-reg-

ulation, the empirical results are reflected in participants' comments,

indirectly referring to coping and self-control, allowing them to move

on despite the pandemic. A participant wrote: “I have also learnt to

cope with difficult situations since I encountered some difficulties

along the line.” Another participant mentioned: “I found out that I

have great self-control,” and yet another stated that: “The project is

becoming tougher but I'm trying to cope.” A participant reported: “It
has been very tough […] this deadly virus has made our project diffi-

cult but we are coping with the situation.” Another participant was

more positive: “I believe that my teammates and I will cope with

everything,” as was the participant who observed: “Even during this

rough phase of pandemic, we are able to cope up well and do a good

job.” In a similar one participant wrote: “Dealing with COVID-19 is

stressful, so it makes other activities more stressful. I am coping as

best that I can.” Another participant emphasized: “Yes, there are some

problems for each of us, but we will cope with everything! The main

thing is to set a goal and strive for it!” In sum, both the quantitative

and qualitative data support our argument.

Models 5 and 6 report the results of self-regulation. Model

5 shows the results of the control variables. The results showed a pos-

itive association between age (B = .01, p = .000), international experi-

ence (B = .02, p = .023), and percentage of course grade and self-

regulation (B = .14, p = .025). Furthermore, the results confirm a neg-

ative relationship between gender and self-regulation (B = �.09,

p = .000), as well as between power distance and self-regulation

(B = �.15, p = .000). Hypothesis 3 states that uncertainty avoidance

(H3a), long-term orientation (H3b), and collectivism (H3c) are posi-

tively associated with self-regulation. In support of Hypotheses 3a

and 3b, Model 6 shows that both uncertainty avoidance (B = .16,

p = .000) and long-term orientation (B = .28, p = .000) are positively

and significantly associated with self-regulation. The results show that

collectivism is not significantly related to self-regulation (B = .03,

p = .143), rejecting Hypothesis 3c.T
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Hypothesis 4 posits that uncertainty avoidance (H4a), long-term

orientation (H4b), and collectivism (H4c) reduces the negative rela-

tionship between COVID-19 and individual performance through self-

regulation. Table 4 shows the results of the additional analysis of the

indirect moderating effect of the three cultural value orientations

through self-regulation. The three indirect moderation effects are pos-

itive and significant in support of Hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c.

Although the GVT members' open text comments were not

directly related to cultural values as a determinant of self-regulation,

the members recognized that individuals in different countries han-

dled the situation differently, for example, “[…] everyone is unfortu-

nately dealing with this crisis differently.” Another participant wrote “I

think within my group there has been a bit of confusion because of

the coronavirus affecting us differently.” A participant elaborated on

this: “We are all trying to get things together, regardless of the Coro-

navirus that has impacted everyone differently (might cause stress,

fear, worries, etc.).” Another participant explained: “This past week

has been difficult because of the effects of the Corona virus. Three of

my teammates have been struggling personally in different ways,

while my other US teammate and I have worked to try to maintain

some order and direction. […] I have been able to cope with this, it

seems, slightly better than some of my teammates.”
We conducted several robustness checks to assess the sensitiv-

ity of our results. First, removing the control variables (e.g., Becker

et al., 2016) did not affect the statistical significance of our findings,

and the reported main coefficient was comparable in effect size

(see Table A3). Second, instead of the increase in COVID-19-related

deaths within 1 week, we also examined the logarithmized absolute

number of COVID-19-related deaths, the logarithmized absolute

number of COVID-19 cases, and the increase of COVID-19 infec-

tions within 1 week. While the increase in COVID-19 infections

within 1 week showed a significant negative effect on performance,

the total number of COVID-19-related deaths and infections had

no significant effect on performance. The results for the

direct effect of the COVID-19 pandemic and the moderating role of

self-regulation did not remain significant for these alternative mea-

sures. The number of people who had tested positive for and the

number of people who had died from COVID-19 were most often

reported data in mass media and public health communications at

the onset of the pandemic. Our results show that, specifically, the

increase in COVID-19 related deaths seemed to be in individuals'

attentional focus and that this affected individual performance. A

potential explanation for this finding is that specifically during the

early phase of the pandemic and due to the limited knowledge and

understanding of COVID-19, the uncertainty related to the threat of

F IGURE 2 Moderation effect between
COVID-19 and self-regulation on individual
performance

TABLE 4 Conditional effects of uncertainty avoidance, long-term
orientation, and collectivism through self-regulation

Variable Coefficient SE z p 95% CI

Uncertainty avoidance

M � 1SD .014 .004 3.19 .001 .005/.022

M .022 .007 3.42 .001 .009/.035

M + 1SD .031 .010 2.97 .003 .010/.051

Long-term orientation

M � 1SD .021 .007 3.16 .002 .008/.034

M .034 .010 3.39 .001 .014/.054

M + 1SD .047 .016 2.94 .003 .016/.078

Collectivism

M � 1SD .013 .005 2.86 .004 .006/.024

M .015 .004 4.12 .000 .009/.024

M + 1SD .016 .004 4.01 .000 .009/.025

Note: N = 2727. The results were based on 10,000 bootstraps.

Cluster-robust standard errors clustered for country (n = 31).

Bias-corrected confidence intervals (CI).
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a dying from it was high. As a result, individuals focused on the

number of deaths to be able to evaluate the severity of this disease.

Third, we examined the results for each of the three self-regulation

facets individually. While the results for emotional self-regulation

did not support our hypotheses, the results for cognitive and

behavioral self-regulation were in line with the findings for overall

self-regulation. In the open text comments participants referred

specifically to the challenges and difficulties created by the

pandemic and less often to emotional reactions, such as anxiety,

fear, panic, and worrying. While previous studies highlighted the

importance of emotion regulation in GVTs (e.g., Ayoko et al., 2012),

our results suggest that at the onset of the pandemic and in the

specific context of the consulting project, self-regulation of emo-

tions was not effective in buffering the adverse effects of the

pandemic.

5 | DISCUSSION

The persistent ambient stress caused by the COVID-19 pandemic has

had an enormous impact on individuals and their ability to fulfill their

tasks and responsibilities. In this study, we developed and examined a

conceptual model in which the local severity of the pandemic has had

negative effects on the performance of individuals in GVTs. This

effect is reduced by self-regulation, which in turn is driven by a set of

cultural value orientations. The results of a longitudinal study combin-

ing individual-level and country-level data for a sample of 2727 indi-

viduals located in 31 countries, and working on an international

consulting project in GVTs, show that self-regulation acts as a buffer

against the adverse effects of the pandemic on peer-assessed individ-

ual performance. Our findings contribute to a better theoretical

understanding as they inform the individual-level performance conse-

quences of a pandemic. Along with the identification of an effective

coping strategy, they help to mitigate long-term, negative work-

related implications. Furthermore, our findings illustrate the cultural

embeddedness of self-regulation and cross-cultural differences in indi-

viduals' self-regulation.

5.1 | Implications for theory

Our results contribute to the literature in three ways. First, by build-

ing on COR theory and answering scholarly calls for empirical

investigations of the pandemic-related antecedents of individual per-

formance in (global virtual) teams (Caligiuri et al., 2020; Collings

et al., 2021; Kniffin et al., 2021), we advocate that the COVID-19

pandemic negatively influences individuals' performance in teams,

specifically in GVTs. The existing literature on major technological

and natural disasters and their influence on individual performance

mainly focuses on the performance of individuals working in the

healthcare sector. We still have a limited understanding of the

influence of such highly disruptive events on individuals' perfor-

mance in other contexts. In line with COR theory, our results show

that the pandemic, when accessed via the relative increase of

COVID-19-related deaths within a week, has a negative effect on

the performance of people working in a team context, especially in

GVTs. The results of our study are in line with recent findings on

the negative influence of the pandemic on individual performance in

general (Yi-Feng Chen et al., 2021) and further relate to recent

research that has shown that specific remote work challenges are

negatively related to individual performance during the pandemic

(Wang et al., 2020). We extend this important research by focusing

on a specific form of individual performance, namely, the perfor-

mance of individuals working in GVTs. Scholars have highlighted the

importance of GVTs during the pandemic (Caligiuri et al., 2020;

Klonek et al., 2021; Kniffin et al., 2021). It is important to distin-

guish between GVTs and traditional co-located team structures

because these teams differ substantially in how joint goals are

achieved (Jimenez et al., 2017; Martins et al., 2004).

Second, integrating the main tenets of COR theory and self-

regulation theory, we theoretically identified and empirically showed

that individuals' self-regulation functions as a moderator of the

adverse relationship between the COVID-19 pandemic and individual

performance in teams, specifically in GVTs. Combining both theories

into a cohesive understanding of the role of self-regulation, our results

answer recent calls to identify specific coping strategies in a perfor-

mance context during major disasters, such as the COVID-19 pan-

demic (Hobfoll et al., 2018). We highlight the buffering effect of self-

regulation and the link to emerging research on self-regulation in

organizations (Burnette et al., 2013; Wood, 2005). Specifically, our

study extends related work (Niessen & Jimmieson, 2016; Porath &

Bateman, 2006) as called for by several scholars (e.g., Lian

et al., 2017), by showing that self-regulation also matters for perfor-

mance in the context of teams, specifically in GVTs. Thus, our study

contributes to theory development on the effects of self-regulation in

the workplace, which has suffered from limited theoretical grounding

and empirical testing (Boekaerts et al., 2005; Kanfer, 2005;

Vancouver & Day, 2005).

Third, drawing from theories of cultural values and a cultural-

embeddedness perspective of self-regulation, we link individuals'

cultural value orientations to self-regulatory processes, thereby pro-

viding theoretical insights into and empirical findings on the cultural

origins of coping strategies such as self-regulation (Hobfoll, 2002;

Hobfoll et al., 2018; Salas et al., 2017). Hobfoll (1988, 2001, 2012)

emphasized the importance of considering coping strategies within

their cultural context. Previous research noted that although self-

regulation plays a key role in fulfilling tasks and obligations, and

therefore, in achieving goals, few culture-informed studies exist on

the developmental drivers of self-regulation related to achievement

(Trommsdorff & Cole, 2011). Therefore, it is theoretically important

to explain how individuals' cultural backgrounds influence self-regu-

lation. Our study reveals that both uncertainty avoidance and long-

term orientation are positively associated with self-regulation and

that self-regulation partially mediates the associations between indi-

vidual cultural value orientations and individual performance. Our

research brings together two key aspects of COR theory:
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(1) Individuals need to invest resources to protect the resources

they value, considering that coping strategies, such as self-regula-

tion, enable individuals to protect their resources. (2) Self-regulation

is embedded in a cultural framework, contributing to a more com-

plete understanding of how such resources are culturally embedded.

Accordingly, theorizing on self-regulation should be characterized by

acknowledging that individuals' efforts to modify affective and cog-

nitive processes as well as behaviors to achieve goals are immersed

in cultural values.

In contrast to our hypotheses, we found no significant influence

of collectivism on self-regulation. Furthermore, our results revealed a

negative relationship between power distance and self-regulation. At

the individual level, power distance refers to “the extent to which an

individual accepts the unequal distribution of power in institutions

and organizations” (Clugston et al., 2000, p. 9). Individuals socialized

in a cultural context with a high-power distance expect to be told

what to do instead of proactively adapting to challenges. Furthermore,

individuals with a high-power distance orientation are more likely to

adopt a (team) hierarchy where everybody has a place and where

responsibilities are centralized. Thus, an explanation for our finding

could be that individuals high in power distance are likely to be less

reliant on the self-regulation of their performance, as they feel less

responsible and are compelled to protect and secure the interests of

the group.

5.2 | Implications for practice

The results of our study do offer practical implications for individuals

and organizations facing major external crises, such as the COVID-19

pandemic. Self-regulation can be developed through a variety of tech-

niques, and organizations can help individuals build, use, continually

improve, and maintain self-regulation and, in turn, foster resilience to

pandemic-related stress. Organizations can also prepare themselves

for pandemic situations by supporting the development of individual

resilience, leading to stronger organizational resilience (Kuntz

et al., 2016). Specific interventions tailored for GVT members may

create an awareness of specific self-regulation strategies and when to

apply these strategies in the work environment, considering the spe-

cific work conditions of a pandemic. Individuals vary noticeably in

their reactions to pandemic-related threats (Taylor, 2019), and on the

needs to consider when designing interventions to promote self-regu-

lation. The results of this study show that the individual cultural values

of uncertainty avoidance and long-term orientation are positively

related to performance via self-regulation, while the relationship is

negative for power distance. This implies that individuals with a high-

power distance orientation may require more support during a crisis.

McEwen (2011) proposes that resilience-building should focus on five

elements: mental toughness, physical balance, emotional endurance,

purpose, and meaning. Most of these elements can be addressed

through well-being initiatives in the workplace (Stokes et al., 2019),

and they should be part of training and development programs (Ollier-

Malaterre, 2010).

5.3 | Limitations and future research directions

The findings of this study are subject to several limitations. First,

we did not directly assess the pandemic-related ambient stress of

GVT members. While recent research indicates that the proxy we

use for pandemic-related stress in individuals (i.e., change in

COVID-19-related deaths over a week) is positively related to anxi-

ety and stress during the pandemic (e.g., Hu et al., 2020), future

studies should examine the dynamic relations between pandemic-

related ambient stress, self-regulation, and individual performance

over time. The specific scales that have been developed to assess

COVID-19-related stress provide a fertile basis for future research

(e.g., Taylor et al., 2020). Second, while our results support the

hypothesized relationships, the effect of self-regulation is relatively

small, and self-regulation was not able to fully buffer the negative

effect of pandemic severity in this GVT context. Thus, the results of

this study should be interpreted in light of this, specifically given

the relatively large sample size (e.g., Paterson et al., 2016). Further-

more, individual performance in general, and specifically in the con-

text of GVT and a pandemic, is an outcome of complex interactions

of various factors, often resulting in relatively small effect sizes

(e.g., Götz et al., 2022). In the present study, self-regulation

accounted for additional variance in individual performance over

and above this comprehensive set of established predictors of indi-

vidual performance in GVT. This effect was relatively small on aver-

age for an individual during the specific time point at the onset of

the pandemic. But, given the duration of the pademic and the large

number of individuals working from home around the world, it most

likely accumulated to a considerable degree over this longer period

of time (e.g., Cortina & Landis, 2009). Third, although self-regulation

has several facets (e.g., Bagozzi, 1992), this study focused only on

three facets (affective, cognitive, and behavioral self-regulation).

Future studies could examine whether the direct, moderating, and

mediating effects of self-regulation vary with other self-regulation

facets, such as social and perceptual self-regulation. Fourth, as the

present study's participants were students who worked voluntarily

in GVTs, caution is expressed when generalizing findings to corpo-

rate employees who must work virtually because of employer rec-

ommendations or government regulations. Fifth, we did not ask

participants about their marital status or children and how COVID-

19 affected these close contacts. These factors may increase the

stress levels of those working in GVTs. Furthermore, we investi-

gated the members of GVTs who participated in a consulting pro-

ject; a project providing the context for all GVTs. Hence, certain

characteristics of the project context may have had an impact on

the results. Although we are confident that our findings have theo-

retical and practical implications for different contexts, replications

in other settings are warranted. Sixth, pandemics are dynamic

events. Our study provides a snapshot of the time at the onset of

the pandemic and does not account for the role of coping strategies

at different stages of the pandemic and for the development of

these strategies over time (e.g., Bolino et al., 2012). Therefore, we

encourage future research on dynamic processes related to self-
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regulation in a performance context (Vancouver, 2008). Finally, self-

regulatory abilities may have a promotion or prevention focus. In

this study, the outcome variable was individuals' performance in a

consulting project. We examined the role of promotion-focused

self-regulatory abilities. Future studies should compare the distinct

functions of promotion-focused and prevention-focused self-

regulatory abilities. Despite the limitations of this study, our findings

embody an important albeit initial theoretical and empirical step to

better understand whether and to what extent the COVID-19 pan-

demic influences individuals' performance in GVTs and how cultur-

ally embedded self-regulation abilities enable individuals to cope

with these adverse effects.
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TABLE A2 Control variables included in the survey and their measures

Control variable Measure

Age Age was measured as a continuous variable in years

Gender Gender was measured as a dichotomous variable coded “1” for females and “0” for males

Study level Level of studies was measured as a dichotomous variable coded “1” undergraduate and coded “0” for graduates

English proficiency 30 statements for which the respondents need to select the correct answer.

International experience International experience was measured with three items (“Years of study abroad,” “Years of work abroad,” and “Total
years of tourism abroad”) and was averaged across the three items

Work experience Work experience was measured with the question “How many years of work experience do you have?” and seven

response options ranging from 1 = “No work experience” to 7 = “More than 10 years”

Current employment Current employment was measured with the question “Do you have a job at this time (in addition to your studies)?” and
five response options ranging from 1 = “Full-time student and do not work” to 5 = “I run a business full-time with at

least five full-time employees”

Team size Team size was measured based on the number of team members in a GVT

Team time zone

difference

Team time zone difference was measured as the average inter-member difference in hours between time zones among

the team members

Team cultural distance Team cultural distance was measured as the average cultural distance between team members using Kogut and Singh's

(1988) index and the four core Hofstede (2001) dimensions.

Percent of course grade “What percentage of your total course grade is accounted for by the project?”

Masculinity Four survey items based on Yoo et al. (2011) with a 5-point Likert scale anchored in 1 = strongly disagree and

5 = strongly agree. Example items are “Solving difficult problems usually requires an active forcible approach, which is

typical for men,” “Men usually solve problems with logical analysis; women usually solve problems with intuition,” and
“It is more important for men to have a professional career than it is for women.”

Power distance Five survey items based on Yoo et al. (2011) with a 5-point Likert scale anchored in 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly

agree. Example items are “People in higher positions should make most decisions without consulting people in lower

positions,” “People in lower positions should not ask the opinions of people in lower positions,” and “People in higher

positions should not delegate important task to people in lower positions.”

COVID-19 impact on

general life

Nine answers (“yes” = 1; “no” = 0) to the general question “Which of the following measures have been implemented to

stop the spread of COVID-19 and affected your life and work?” in association with the following general life aspects:

(1) My university courses converted to online delivery. (2) Semester schedule altered (e.g., shorter semester). (3)

University facilities closed (e.g., libraries and laboratories). (4) A requirement to vacate on-campus dormitory. (5) City

facilities closed (e.g., public libraries, gyms, stadiums, and parks). (6) Disrupted supply of food and other essentials (food

stores closed and hard to buy other essentials). (7) Ban on leaving home except for essential travel and limited time

(e.g., only to buy food and only close to home for a limited time). (8) Canceled travel plans, conferences, graduation

ceremonies, and other events. (9) Complete quarantine

COVID-19 impact on

own job

Answer (“yes” = 1; “no” = 0) to the question “If you had a job before the crisis started, did the COVID-19 affected your

employment?”

COVID-19 impact on

parents' job

Answer (“yes” = 1; “no” = 0) to the question “If you depended on parents (or guardians) for support before the crisis

started, did the COVID-19 affected their employment?”
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A.1 | Student samples in GVT research

Although the generalizability of findings based on student samples

has been called into question (e.g., Bello et al., 2009; Shen

et al., 2011), the main concerns about student samples only have lim-

ited relevance in the context of the present study (Hanel &

Vione, 2016). The GVTs were asked to develop solutions to real-life

international business challenges presented by actual corporate cli-

ents. The work design of the project was closely reminiscent of actual

business consulting projects, and the telework settings were the same

as those experienced by corporate employees who were forced to

work from home during the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., they were iso-

lated in their homes, had weekly deadlines, and relied on online meet-

ings and virtual communication tools to interact with their team

members). The participants were concerned about and affected by

the pandemic, as demonstrated by the analysis of the comments they

had written in their weekly performance surveys (see Table 3). Given

that participants in the GVTs were spread across the globe, the cul-

tural diversity, geographic dispersion, and time zone differences were

real and not simulated. Sometimes, this occurs in studies that rely on

student convenience samples, as would be the case in actual corpo-

rate GVTs (Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014). Unlike most studies relying on

student samples that offer students a small grade bonus for complet-

ing a survey or taking part in a simulation, the stakes were extremely

high in the identified project. Depending on the university at which

participants were enrolled, the project accounted for 20 to 100% of

the course grade (36% on average). Failing the project meant failing

the course. Additionally, most corporate clients offered after-market

commission and the possibility of internships or even job offers for

the members of the best teams. Finally, only students who completed

the project received project certificates and positive recommendation

letters. While these incentives did not amount to or had the effect of

a real salary, they were strong enough to motivate the students to

genuinely do their best and to take the project very seriously.

A.2 | Assessment of interrater reliability for peer-rated individual

performance

The main outcome variable of this study is individual performance

measured by peer evaluation of five performance facets the GVT

members assessed for each team member. Given that individual-level

responses of peers were aggregated to form this performance mea-

sure, within-team interrater reliability in the form of multi-item rWG(J)

was used to evaluate whether data aggregation was empirically justifi-

able (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). In this study, the size of each sample

team was relatively small, and thus, multi-item rWG(J) was a better

index to use as criteria for data aggregation than intraclass correlation

coefficients. Using a format recommended by Biemann et al. (2012),

in addition to reporting rWG(J) with respect to the uniform null distribu-

tion of error (i.e., rWG(J).uniform), we also report rWG(J).measure-specific

based on a slightly skewed null distribution of error. Since the GVT

members might have had a bias whereby peers in GVTs could have

evaluated the performance of their teammates favorably due to

politeness, a slightly skewed null distribution of error for a measure

with five response options was used for this computation (LeBreton &

Senter, 2008). The mean rWG(J).uniform was .85 (SD = 0.17), and the

mean rWG(J).measure-specific was .72 (SD = 0.28). The median rWG(J).uniform

was .91, and the median rWG(J).measure-specific was .82. In sum, all rWG(J)

values are greater than .7, suggesting a good interrater reliability and

the adequacy of the aggregation of peer evaluations to an individual

performance measure (LeBreton & Senter, 2008).

A.3 | Description of country-level control variables and

pandemic-related survey items

We included several control variables related to the COVID-19 pan-

demic to rule out alternative explanations (Becker et al., 2016). First,

we used the stringency index of the Oxford COVID-19 Government

Response Tracker (OxCGRT) to account for the common policy

responses introduced by governments in each of the 31 countries

included in our sample. This score is a composite measure based on

20 indicators on a scale of 1 to 100. Previous research theoretically

argues and empirically shows that governments' responses to the pan-

demic have influenced citizens mental well-being (e.g., Fetzer

et al., 2020). Higher stringency scores indicated a stricter pandemic

response. Eight of the 20 indicators were related to containment and

closure policies (e.g., movement restrictions). Four of the 20 indicators

were related to economic policies (e.g., income support). Eight of the

20 indicators covered health system policies (e.g., the COVID-19 test-

ing regime). In addition to the overall stringency index, we also exam-

ined the three constituting facets, that is, the containment and health

index (e.g., measures such as “lockdown” restrictions, testing policy,

and contact tracing), the economic support index, and the government

response index. We used stringency scores data for the same point in

time as the COVID data (i.e., 5 days before we measured self-regula-

tion). Moreover, we also included the logarithm of countries' gross

domestic product (GDP) values, represented in billions of US dollars,

in the analyses. Previous research shows that economic development

is associated with peers' evaluation of team members performance in

GVTs (e.g., Tavoletti et al., 2022).

For the majority of countries included in our sample, secondary

data is only available at the country level and not at a regional level.

At the pandemic's onset differences in COVID-19 severity not only

appeared between countries but also between regions within a coun-

try. To account for these otherwise unobserved potential differences,

we also included pandemic-related variables based on our primary

data. In addition to the secondary data sources, we used primary data

from the survey to assess three specific aspects related to the pan-

demic: the perceived general impact of the pandemic on respondents'

personal life (general impact), the perceived impact on respondents'

jobs (own job impact), and the perceived impact on the jobs of parents

of the respondents (parents' job impact). We measured general impact

based on responses (“yes” = 1; “no” = 0) to nine questions on

whether the pandemic had an impact on nine aspects of participants'
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lives (e.g., online courses, semester schedule, university facilities, cam-

pus dormitory, city facilities, food/essentials supply, travel restrictions,

events, and quarantine). We summed the answers to the nine ques-

tions to calculate a total score, ranging from zero to nine, with higher

scores representing a stronger general impact of the pandemic on par-

ticipants' lives. We used single items to assess the influence of the

pandemic on participants' jobs and the jobs of their parents or guard-

ians, respectively. The items were assessed using a 7-point Likert scale

(1 = no change to 7 = laid off ).

A.4 | Assessment of measurement invariance and common

method bias

We assessed measurement invariance (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000)

for individual cultural value orientations and the self-regulation mea-

sure. Given the small sample sizes for various countries in our sample

(n < 200), we followed earlier studies (e.g., Gunkel et al., 2016) and

examined measurement invariance across broad cultural clusters

(Ronen & Shenkar, 2013). We used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

and the comparative fit index (CFI; .9 or higher), as well as the root

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; below .08) to test the

measurement model (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). The CFA results for

the different clusters showed a good fit. We tested the measurement

invariance across clusters using a multi-group confirmatory factor

analysis (MGCFA). The MGCFA results showed configural and partial

metric invariance, indicating that the samples from the different clus-

ters could be combined in a single sample. While we collected data on

individual cultural value orientations and self-regulation at different

points in time, these variables were self-reported, which can lead to a

potential common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). We con-

ducted an additional CFA with the pooled sample, to which we added

a common latent factor to the measurement model (Podsakoff

et al., 2003). The common latent factor loadings were insignificant for

this model, suggesting that common method bias had no significant

influence. The detailed results of these analyses are available upon

request.
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