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In the study of team-based organizations most of the research has focus on the 

internal make-up and structure of teams. Recently there has been more interest in the 

effects that environment has on teams. With this new focus Support Systems in 

organizations have become an area of interest. Examining the perceptions of workers 

with respect to support systems of organizations could give insight into performance. 

This study specifically examines the interaction between a team's shared 

perception of the support in their environment and the level of support in their 

environment. The interaction between the two does seem to have a strong 

relationship with perceived performance. How do the two concepts interact, and what 

does this mean for organizational designers? Both questions are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years work teams and other organizational structures capitalizing on the 

work of groups over individuals have become popular. Work teams, specifically have 

become a common form of organizational structure. Lawler, Mohrman, and Ledford 

(1995) found 68 percent of Fortune 1000 companies had at least 20 percent of employees 

in teams. This was an increase of 17 percent from three years prior (Lawler, Mohrman, 

and Ledford, 1992). 

The popularity is due to the many purported benefits that are associated with teams. 

Some of the benefits include quality improvement (Scontrino, 1995), increased 

organizational communication and integration (Ford & Randolph, 1992), lowered 

turnover (Bosses Not Instrument, 1995), and expansion across organizational boundaries 

(Ancona, 1990). Each of these changes are attractive to organizations. 

The historical roots of teams live in management research about Japanese 

organizational style and the Total Quality Management (TQM) movement (Schonberger, 

1994). American organizations were impressed with the quality and benefits, and have 

tried to emulate the concept in the U.S. Many organizations have had some level of 

success with work teams of different varieties (Carroll, 1992; Wernick, 1994). 



In the change to collaborative work groups many different sub-categories have 

emerged. There are many distinctions between different types of teams. Cross-functional 

teams (Denison, Stuart, & Kahn, 1996), manufacturing teams (Matrosic, 1991), self-

directed work teams (Irwin & Rocine, 1994; Richards, Eddy, & Cabrales 1991), and 

knowledge teams (Mohrman et al., 1995) represent some of the variety of work groups. 

Each team type needs slightly different infrastructure for its purpose. Most organizations 

have come to realize that the needs of these teams differ depending on the situation. 

Internal Characteristics of Teams 

Organizations have taught many of the lessons about the characteristics within the 

team that lead to success (Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993; Neck & Manz, 1994). A 

great amount of research focuses on the internal characteristics affecting the success of 

teams (Hyatt & Ruddy, 1997). Cohen and Bailey (1997) studied the characteristics that 

make teams successful by reviewing a number of studies. One finding in team design is 

the need to consider group size. Most research in this area suggests a curvilinear 

relationship between group size and performance (e.g., Stiner, 1972). However, some 

recent studies have found group size had no limit (Campion et al., 1993) or did not have a 

relationship to performance (Martz, Vogel, and Nunamaker, 1992). 

Another often-studied internal characteristic of teams is diversity (Campion et al., 

1993; Ancona & Caldwell, 1992b). Diversity in skills was the focus of the work of 

Campion et al. Findings suggested no relationship between heterogeneity of skills and 

performance. The researchers noted the sample did not have a great amount of 



heterogeneity. Ancona and Caldwell examined diversity of tenure as the variable. Again 

no relationship was found with performance. 

Researchers are creating methods to select individuals that perform well in a team 

environment. Stevens and Campion (1994) have developed an instrument identifying 

knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary for team member success. Jones et al. 

(unpublished paper) examine the individual characteristics leading to higher performance 

in a team. Additionally the Jones et al. researchers, looked at the interplay between the 

internal team characteristics and the team's overall performance. This research stemmed 

from a scored biographical form, and is one venture into the void between internal 

characteristics and the organizational context. 

In general, the preponderance of research with teams has focused on the internal 

aspects of the teams. Conversely, little attention has been paid to the working environment 

of the teams. The internal focus of teams is a concern of human resource function. When 

determining team placement skill sets are the main consideration. The skill sets should be 

determined by an interaction between the human resource department and the teams. 

With respect to the environment and culture both impact the overall organization. Due to 

this systemic nature of environment and culture in organizations these factors must be 

considered during team design. It is at this point that researchers have not yet investigated 

the necessary aspects of the organizational environment. 

Organizational Context of Teams 

Through all of this research, the main focus has been internal characteristics of the 

team or individuals on the team. In most cases, organizations and researchers have paid 



less attention to the make-up and design of the organization around the teams. Recently 

some researchers have started to recognize that the environment has a major effect on the 

team's ability to perform. Neck, Connerley, and Manz suggest "if teams are 

dysfunctional, the entire system should be analyzed to determine whether the organization 

is contributing to the dysfunction in some way" (1997). 

Researchers note the organizational context, including reward systems, can have 

major a impact on the functioning of the team (Cohen and Bailey, 1997). Others have also 

pointed out that while organizational structure involves important determinants of 

effectiveness of teams little research has been done in laboratory settings (Hackman, 

1987). 

Practitioners and researchers are beginning to investigate the structure of the 

organizations. Many hope to find out what factors in the environment are important to the 

team's success. Researchers also want to know how teams and the environment interact. 

Ancona and Caldwell (1992) examined how teams interact with the environment. 

One of the researchers' concepts was that the structure of the organization might affect 

the manner in which teams managed their internal organization. Ancona and Caldwell 

found that teams would use a collection of techniques to get their work done most 

effectively. Techniques of the team included altering their communication style to fit the 

external target group. The style of communication chosen would depend on the relative 

level of the outside groups. Additionally the purpose for communication beyond the 

team's boundary would effect the style used. For example, "ambassador" activities 



include those communications (and other actions) serving to protect the team. These 

"ambassador" activities also worked to gain outside support or resources for the team. 

The other three activity types were "task coordinator," "scout," and "guard." 

Each type of activity would serve the team in varied fashion. "Task coordinators" worked 

to collaborate with others in the organization on technical issues of the team. Those 

actions labeled as "scout" were aimed at gathering product ideas, information about 

competitors, and feedback from outsiders. "Guard" activities are those actions that 

protect team information from others. These activities are different from the other 

activities identified by Ancona and Caldwell in that it does not try to reach out to the 

environment, but instead works to insulate the team from the environment (Ancona and 

Caldwell, 1992). Teams both gain and lose from the insulation. While the insulation 

protects the team from resentment, it also keeps teams from getting some helpful 

feedback. 

The differing type of activities between the team and its surrounding environment 

are good indicators of the rich information existing around the team. Ancona and 

Caldwell (1992) go on to describe the different types of interactions that occur between 

teams and the organization. These interactions are a reflection of both the work team's 

characteristics and the characteristics of the organization structure. 

The book Designing Team Based Organization (Mohrman, Cohen, 

Mohrman,1995) explored the organization structure and its effect on the performance of 

the team. While not the first work, this book is one of the most comprehensive 

examinations of the team-based organization as a whole. The research utilized extensive 



interviews with a variety of knowledge teams. The authors suggest that knowledge work 

is, "[work] that undertake[s] new product development, concurrent engineering, proposal 

writing, technical sales, publishing, and system development... highly interdependent and 

dynamic technology" (Mohrman et al, 1995, p. 17). Additionally, the authors put forth 

the idea that increases in the automation of many processes in manufacturing jobs are 

moving these roles toward the knowledge work definition. This broad definition allows 

for great latitude with reference to knowledge work. 

Doing research in 11 organizations with 203 teams gave these researchers amazing 

insight into the structure necessary to augment team performance. Mohrman et al. (1995) 

are able to develop a step by step instruction manual for the successful implementation of 

work teams in an organization. The steps include important areas of consideration and 

decision making about teams. The book provides a graphical representation of the five 

important components to create a successful team. 

In the book Mohrman et al. (1995) suggest the concept of organizational support 

systems. This concept is defined as: 

Organizational support systems are part of the organizational infrastructure that 

facilitates carrying out the processes necessary to do the work; to manage, control, 

coordinate, and improve it; and to manage the people who are doing it. (p. 297) 

In other words support systems are the organizational structure which effect work getting 

done. If the organization is team-based, then the support systems should be designed to 

assist that structure. Barua, Lee and Whinston (1995) report the reason to consider 

support systems is to make teamwork efficient. 



Types of Support Systems 

These ideas led Hall (unpublished dissertation, 1998) to investigate support 

systems more specifically. The first step in the research was to identify the different 

support systems. Hall found nine different systems to be of greatest importance. The nine 

systems are information systems, rewards systems, integration systems, group design 

systems, performance review systems, performance definition systems, training systems, 

direct-supervisor systems and manager and executive systems. 

This paper will discuss eight of the nine systems. The system Group Design is 

defined by Hall as, "This system represents facts of organizational structure and inputs for 

the team, including team composition, team location, and team resources" (Hall, 

unpublished dissertation, p. 327). The content of the group design system is focused on 

the internal processes and make-up of team, and therefore group design will not be 

discussed. 

Information System 

"This system represents ways that organizations can respond to the information 

processing and knowledge gathering needs of teams" (Hall, unpublished dissertation, p. 

327). This broad definition has the ability to include a variety of organizational 

communications. Information is a major resource to teams of all types. The purpose of 

many cross-functional teams is to increase organizational communication (Denison et al., 

1996). By increasing the ability of teams to get information they need, organizations 

empower teams to make better decisions. 
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Lack of information is both a symptom and a root cause of faulty decision making 

(Janis, 1983). Better decision making is often a goal of work team implementation, and 

good decisions are a sign of well functioning work teams (Neck, Connerley, and Manz, 

1997). In this research, the higher functioning teams share responsibility with 

management for decisions. 

The systems for communication in a team-based organization should be based on 

the requirements of the teams. 

Information about goals and performance results are at multiple levels: 

organization, business unit, and team (Lawler, 1986). In addition information 

about competitors, customer requirements, resource availability, and upcoming 

technology and organizational changes supports empowerment. (This kind of 

information is in addition to information about ongoing work processes required to 

do one's job) (Mohrman et al, 1994, p. 282). 

Team designers should look at all of the ways teams may get information from their 

environment. The use of electronic mail, teleconferencing, and other technological 

methods of communication methods play an important new role with teams. Barua et al. 

(1995) examined the importance of computer systems for information sharing within team-

based organizations. The researchers suggest computer systems needed to fit the needs of 

not only organizational communication, but computer systems also must support other 

structures within the organization. Barua et al. also suggest team members may use 

computer based communication to exert influence on members not working to their full 

potential. 



In his research, Hall (unpublished dissertation, 1998) found information to be 

related to performance. This helps support the concept that information is the foundation 

of most processes in the organization. The constant need for information is especially true 

in knowledge work settings. Little work can be accomplished without the necessary 

information. 

Galbraith (1973) sees vertical information systems as one of the possible resources 

to help lower the overload of information on a hierarchy. He suggests that properly 

designed information systems allow decisions to be made by lower level employees with 

the appropriate information in hand. Better information would again lead to more 

effective decision making in the organization. 

Rewards System 

"This system represents ways teams are paid or recognized for their efforts" (Hall, 

unpublished dissertation, p. 327) Rewards are one support system with a great amount of 

research. Team rewards are an even more popular topic. Still rewards generally are not 

examined from a system perspective. 

Many researchers suggest rewards in team environment should be based on team 

performance (Campion et al., 1993). The idea is team rewards will reinforce something 

different than individual rewards. Specifically team rewards would increase motivation, as 

well as increase cooperative group processes. Hackman and Oldham (1980) suggest that 

using team rewards prevent members from competing against each other for a limited 

number of individual rewards. In this case it is not possible to measure at the team level, 

then measurement should be completed at a larger unit of the organization. 
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Research has suggested that interdependence of tasks was more highly related to 

performance than team-based or individual rewards. A common finding among studies 

was that task interdependence was related to both overall success and better cooperative 

group process. Conversely reward interdependence versus individual reward was 

unrelated to success or group process (Wageman, 1996; Wageman & Barker, 1997). 

Most of this research was conducted in laboratory settings. Unfortunately, most questions 

about team rewards are left unanswered for work situations. The research done in work 

settings has not had consistent findings (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1989; Gladstein, 1984). 

DeMatteo, Eby, and Sundstrom (1998) suggest the inconsistency in field studies could be 

due to contextual issues. Further research in field settings must be conducted before a 

true conclusion can be drawn. 

Rewards as a system has a great amount of interplay with the other systems. 

Barua et al. (1995) examined the interactions between information systems and rewards. 

Their findings suggest that to get the most out of a reward system the information system 

must be designed cognizant of the reward setup. An example of poor integration between 

these systems is the use of anonymous work sharing software in an individual reward 

system. This system takes away the ability to identify those who are high achievers. 

DeMatteo et al. (1998) propose that organizational culture has a major impact on 

team-based reward system. They define organizational culture as the manner of 

conducting business, behavioral manifestations of an organization, and values and 

assumptions of organization members. It is obvious how traditionally held values could 

impact the effectiveness of a reward system. For example, an organization that has held 
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the individual achiever as the example of success could have great difficulty tying rewards 

to a group's achievement. 

Integration System 

"This system represents tools or methods that facilitate coordination efforts 

between team members or between teams" (Hall, unpublished dissertation). Integration is 

both a supporting system for teams and a benefit of teams. Many organizations believe 

that teams will help product development by adding integration between different parts of 

an organization. But integration is more than just an end result. Integration must also be 

a process organizations are designed to support. Information and knowledge sharing 

should be formalized in the organization structure (Schonberger, 1994). In addition these 

processes should be facilitated by the organization structure. 

In the research of Ancona & Caldwell (1992), two types of communication were 

found to support integration. "Task coordinators" and "scouts" both worked to increase 

team integration on a variety of issues. Specifically, "tack coordinators" work to 

collaborate with other teams on technical issues. Galbraith (1973) stresses the importance 

of integration. He proposes integration helps keep the organization from overloading the 

hierarchy with decisions. Additionally, Galbraith reminds us when resources are shared 

between groups that integration becomes an even higher priority. 

Integration issues have different effects on different team types within an 

oiganization. The cross-functional team design is one team type that is based on the 

concept of integration. These teams are created to integrate individuals from a variety of 

disciplines. The purpose is to increase coordination between the various efforts of those 
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on a team (Fords & Randolph, 1992). Cross-functional teams address the integration issue 

at the project level. With respect to cross-functional teams, the researchers suggest these 

alone may not be enough for effective integration throughout an organization. 

Mohrman et al. (1995) devotes an entire chapter to integration needs for 

organizations. Looking beyond the use of cross-functional teams the researchers have 

other suggestions. The first level of organizational alignment is integration across teams 

with interdependencies. In this case three different options are evident: liaison member, 

overlapping membership, and cross-team integration teams. 

The liaison member design uses some members as a liaison between two teams. 

This person is on one team, for example marketing, but attends a product development 

team's meetings as well. This enables the individual to share information back to his or 

her original team, and still communicate to the other team. The role of liaison can be 

rotated such that no one-team member always has double duty. Although, the authors 

suggest one person would be better, because they would build good working relationships 

with the second team's members. These relationships could lead to informal contact as 

well. 

Overlapping membership is another team design used to address the integration 

needs of teams. As the title suggests some team members are actual members of more 

than one team In othei words beyond sharing information overlapping members would 

be involved in both team's decision making. This design has also been referred to as 

linking pin structuie. The number of multiple members should be determined by 

integration needs. 
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A team type specifically devoted to organizational integration is a cross-integration 

team. These teams are made up of members of two teams with products that must be 

integrated. The example in Mohrman et al. is two hardware/software development teams 

whose end products must work together. Four members of each team make up the 

integration team. Another benefit from this design is the greater sharing of knowledge 

that is possible with an integration team containing complementary membership. 

The next level for integration focuses across more than two teams at the business-

unit level. Here strategic, broad scope decisions are considered and made. Although the 

teams are hierarchically above work teams, the members that compose them are not at any 

higher level. "It merely means that larger-scope teams or individuals have the authority to 

make decisions within which smaller-scope teams must operate" (Mohrman et al, 1994). 

This last fact only applies to representative integrating teams, improvement teams, and 

individual integrating roles. Management teams are at a higher level than the small-scope 

teams. Teams of this nature align a business-unit and help set up boundaries for work 

teams. 

The last type of team that addresses broad organizational issues is the 

improvement team The improvement team's focus is changing processes in the 

organization, not on increasing integration per se. They therefore have little to do with this 

discussion. 

Management teams have dual responsibilities. They act as both an integrating unit 

and cross-functional managers. This means that the management team makes strategy-
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based decisions for the other teams. Also, narrower-scope work teams may look to the 

management teams for help with inter team problems and performance evaluations. 

The representative integrating teams and individual integrating roles are similar. 

Both of these units make decisions about integration for the organization. For example, 

they look to broader scope realities to make decisions about team make up and overlap. 

The difference is in membership. On a representative integrating team, peers of a variety 

of functional or project teams make up the membership. Conversely individual-integrating 

roles is a single individual that facilitates these decisions. 

It is important for all teams to understand where they fit into the integration 

system Teams do not operate in a vacuum. To maximize performance organizations 

need to distinctly spell out important overlaps between teams (Milas, 1996). It is 

important to note that broader guidelines, rather than specific rules are the best result. 

This allows for teams to be aligned in vision, but still retain a great amount of autonomy. 

Performance Review System 

"This system represents individual and team measurements: what is measured, 

when, and why" (Hall, unpublished dissertation). The performance review system includes 

choosing what types of measurement are appropriate to teams: who reviews the measures, 

and when they do it. All three of these issues are of great importance to a work team's 

performance. 

Choosing what to measure is the first step. Whether the items chosen to measure 

are at the team level or the individual level is of primary concern. There are a variety of 

solutions. Severin & Black (1997) suggest using organizational competencies as the item 
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to measure for individually focused systems. Competencies are sets of behaviors defined 

as helpful to an organization's success. At the team level Gjetson (1996) suggests that 

teams should measure productivity, quality, process improvement and team development. 

Janz and Harel (1992) suggest measuring team process for performance would take away 

conflicts between individual and team measurements. 

When choosing what to measure there are a couple of strategies to employ. 

Additionally, it is important that team member's are both aware of the criteria and 

understand how they can impact the criteria (Just, 1997). Just goes on to suggest that 

since those effected by this decision are the team members they should play a large role in 

defining the important areas. Mohrman et al. (1995) recommends looking to 

stakeholder's needs as a good gage of measurement quality. 

The decision of what to measure combined with organizational strategy can lead to 

the decision of when to measure. Different measurement types are conducive to different 

time frames. As long as team members (and management) are able to agree on the most 

logical times, this issue is of less concern. 

Who actually does the measuring may be as difficult to deal with as any other 

problem with teams. There exist a variety of issues around this topic: who can see the 

work, how is the measure tied to rewards, what makes the most sense in the structure, and 

what trust level exists in the teams. All of these issues point to the question of whether 

performance is measuied internally by the team or externally by a supervisor that is 

responsible for team measurements. 
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Most literature suggests that measurements that are tied to rewards should not be 

measured internally by the team (Severin & Black, 1997; Janz & Harel, 1992). If the team 

does the measurement, development should be the focus. This is due to the fact that most 

employees do not like the idea of team members' perspectives effecting their rewards. 

Circumstances of team-based rewards change this some. Performance can be improved 

due to increased monitoring by peers if rewards are based on the entire team's 

performance (Barua et al., 1995). In most instances, it is desirable to use some form of 

objective perspective or measurement. In some cases, the manager is the objective 

perspective and the individual responsible for measurement. Other cases have a purely 

objective measure (quality, productivity) for the performance review. Most often a 

combination of the two is used. 

With performance reviews it is most important to be clear. Measures are only 

effective if they are communicated to the team members. "The most important advice 

about performance evaluations for teams is that there should be high involvement, high 

cooperation, high support, and no surprises" (Pavur & Sandman, 1992). By involving 

teams and making measures clear, organizations will get the greatest benefit from 

measuring performance. 

Defining Performance System 

"This system represents different aspects of individual and team goal and priority 

setting, including roles and responsibilities" (Hall, unpublished dissertation). Again this 

system is very broad in its coverage. The system focuses on the definition of success at 

the team and individual level. Mohrman et al. findings suggest that "among the four 
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processes of performance management, it is defining performance that has the greatest 

impact" (1994). 

Goal setting is one of the mainstay techniques of defining work team's 

performance. Team goals are based on the interdependencies between team members 

(DeMatteo et al., 1998). These interdependencies are the base of performance 

management with teams. It is important teams have true overlap of responsibilities toward 

some final product; otherwise, it is not possible to define the team's performance as one 

unit. 

Goals must be clearly defined (Pope, 1996). Pope goes on to write, "team failure 

can be directly tied to... lack of substantive goal" (57). In other research Earley, 

Northcraft, Lee, and Lituchy (1990) found individuals with challenging, specific goals that 

also received specific feedback out performed other groups. This research substantiates 

the importance of clear and specific goals. 

Defining performance ties in very closely both with rewards and performance 

review. Goals should be linked to rewards (DeMatteo et al. 1998) and based on 

measurable performance (Gooderham & La Trobe, 1997). This is an important interplay 

between systems. Team goals should also be aligned with organizational goals (Purser, 

1997; Gross, 1997). This ensures that a shared understanding leads toward organizational 

success. 

Training System 

"This system refers to employee development, including a learning environment, 

formal training, and informal learning opportunities" (Hall, unpublished dissertation). One 
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of the most commonly thought of support systems for teams is training. This definition is 

inclusive of all developmental opportunities offered to employees. These developmental 

opportunities can include leadership possibilities (Milas, 1996), honing of problem-solving 

skills (Neck & Manz, 1994), and development of quality control skills (Schonberger, 

1994). 

Training and development in team-based organizations involves two levels. First is 

the individual level. Mohrman et al. (1995) notes that individual training can be in two 

forms. A formal training environment can instill the base for skills. Informal on-the-job 

learning allows for development of on-the-job skills. The developmental focus is on 

individual improvement without regard for the environment. 

Team training is the second level of learning opportunity. There are more 

opportunities and difficulties with training for teams. Team processes such as conflict 

resolution, group decision-making, and conducting meetings are examples of skills that 

must be developed (Howard & Thomas, 1993). Shepard et al. (1996) say that, "Literally, 

it takes more skills to be productive in a team environment than it takes to be successful in 

a traditionally managed environment." This emphasizes the importance that learning and 

training play in a team-based organization. 

Organizations often underestimate the time required for workers to learn how to 

work in teams (Mohrman et al., 1994). The time necessary varies from team to team. 

Cross-training specifically varies depending on the sophistication of team members and 

difficulty of the tasks. This type of learning is difficult. A great amount of up-front 

analysis must be done (Shepard et al., 1996). This requires organizations to examine the 
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system. Also, workers desire knowledge on-the-job when problems occur. In general it is 

difficult to decide what type of training and what intensity level should be used (Howard 

& Thomas, 1993). Obviously, organizations must align training and learning opportunities 

to meet these needs. 

Direct Supervisor Support System 

"This system represents ways that direct supervisors show support for the team 

concept, formally and informally" (Hall, unpublished dissertation). This organizational 

level is made up of external team leaders, facilitators, and coaches. These people 

commonly are former mid-level supervisors or managers in the former organizational 

structure. Irwin and Rocine (1994) report that supervisors and middle managers often 

view teams as a threat to their position, and therefore do not give teams the proper 

support. These thoughts and behaviors are of course detrimental to team implementation. 

These supervisor roles have been difficult to understand at times. Stewart and 

Manz (1995) suggest that a better understanding of team leader behavior is needed. Neck 

and Manz (1994) comment that the leader's behavior has great influence on the team's 

performance and its norms. Leaders can move teams toward conformity (Janis, 1983) or 

toward critical reasoning and creativity. With all of this information it is obvious direct 

supervisors and team leaders need to be informed of their purpose, and display the skills 

needed to help the team succeed. 

These direct supervisors need to learn facilitation, leadership, coaching and other 

skills to assist the group process of the team (Irwin and Rocine, 1994). Mohrman et al. 

(1995) want team leaders or managers to have specific roles. Both team members and 
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managers must understand what each other's roles are. Additionally, long-term teams 

should slowly take on more of the management roles. In this situation the team leader 

helps facilitate the group, as well as act as a link to the broader organization's vision and 

perspective. Most important for the success in the situation is the shared understanding of 

roles and responsibilities. 

Manager & Executive Support System 

"This system represents ways that mangers and executive managers show support 

for the team concept, formally and informally" (Hall, unpublished dissertation). In the 

past, most research shows top management has not been concerned with the structure and 

design of teams. Now though, top management support is vital to the success of teams. 

Top management can best show this support by providing teams with the necessary 

resources to succeed (Katzenbach & Smith, 1994). Providing a vision that includes in the 

long-term strategy is another way executive leaders support teams. 

Hall's research found that the greatest discrepancy between the importance of a 

system and its existence was with this scale. In other words, most employees perceive 

manager and executive support as very important, but most did not think it was prevalent. 

If Katzenbach and Smith (1994) are correct, organizations should find ways to better 

communicate the support of the executives. 

Mohrman et al. (1995) conclude that teams look to management for support 

through resources and help with difficult issues. The researcher went on to report that 

successful teams perceived management as giving them a clear direction and creating a 

system for teams to flourish. Senior leaders often fail to take the time for their own 
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training and learning in organizations (Irwin & Rocine, 1994). This lack of learning in 

turn limits their understanding of their role in a team-based organization. Crispo (1996) 

suggest that management is responsible for developing the trust and environment 

necessary for effective teams. A high trust level allows teams to have the clearly aligned 

view necessary for higher productivity. 

The literature seems to point toward an alignment of these eight systems, but not 

just with each other. There needs to be an alignment within the teams. Teams need a 

shared understanding of the context in which they work. This manifests in understandings 

of the reward system, roles and responsibilities, goals, and measures of success and 

support from upper management. Data like this would lead researchers and organizations 

to the belief that high a level of agreement about the organization 's support systems is 

advantageous for team performance. 

Team Performance 

Team performance is an important subject when talking about the success of 

teams. In his research Hall (1998) used a measure developed by Beyerlein (1996, 

unpublished survey) to measure performance (See appendix B). In the analysis of the 

construct Hall found four factors that made up team performance. The factors were 

Customer Satisfaction, Psychological Effectiveness, Team Effectiveness, and Resource 

Utilization and Development. 

Customer Satisfaction. Customer satisfaction is a factor that emphasizes the team's 

ability to produce quality work for its customer or meet internal goals of the team. The 

concept is important to measure, because quality is a major area of focus for most 
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organizations. Items include: creating quality products and providing quality service to 

customers. 

Psychological Effectiveness. Psychological effectiveness concentrates on the 

organization meeting the needs of the employees. A similar construct would be job 

satisfaction. Example items in the factor include: trust with leader and management and 

commitment to the organization. Psychological effectiveness is a longer-term measure of 

performance. The idea of measuring employee's satisfaction is becoming more popular in 

organizations. Organizations are beginning to consider satisfaction surveys as legitimate 

measures of part of the organization's performance. 

Team Effectiveness. Team effectiveness is focused both on the enjoyment of 

working in the team and on the group's ability to work. Items in this group include: group 

member's desire to work with the group in the future and use of expertise by the group. 

Overall this factor shows whether people believe the group is useful and effective. 

Resource Utilization and Development. Resource utilization and development 

(RUD) is the last performance factor. The area encompasses how well the group takes 

advantage of available resources. The RUD factor also extends to measure improvements 

within the groups work process. Items in this factor include: controlling costs, innovation, 

and increased population. 

Hypothesis 

H I A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Support System Survey presence scale will have significantly higher overall scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 
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H2 A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average mean on the 

Information System presence scales will have significantly higher scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale for Team Effectiveness. 

H2B: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Information System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the Perceptions 

of Team Performance Scale for Resource Utilization and Development. 

H2C: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Information System presence scale will have significantly higher overall scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 

H3A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Reward System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the Perceptions of 

Team Performance Scale for Customer Satisfaction. 

H3B: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Reward System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the Perceptions of 

Team Performance Scale for Psychological Effectiveness. 

H3C: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Reward System presence scale will have significantly higher overall scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 

H4A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Integration System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the Perceptions 

of Team Performance Scale for Resource Utilization and Development. 
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H4B: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Integration System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the Perceptions 

of Team Performance Scale for Team Effectiveness. 

H4C: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Integration System presence scale will have significantly higher overall scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 

H5A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Performance Review System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale for Resource Utilization and Development. 

H5B: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Performance Review System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale for Customer Satisfaction. 

H5C: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Performance Review System presence scale will have significantly higher overall scores on 

the Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 

H6A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Defining Performance System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale for Customer Satisfaction. 

H6B: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Defining Performance System presence scale will have significant ly higher scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale for Team Effectiveness. 
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H6C: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Defining Performance System presence scale will have significantly higher overall scores 

on the Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 

H7 A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Training System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the Perceptions of 

Team Performance Scale for Psychological Effectiveness. 

H7B: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scoies on the 

Training System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the Perceptions of 

Team Performance Scale for Resource Utilization and Development. 

H7C: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Defining Performance System presence scale will have significantly higher overall scores 

on the Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 

H8A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Direct Supervisor System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale for Psychological Effectiveness. 

H8B: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the Direct 

Supervisor System presence scale will have significantly higher scores on the Perceptions 

of Team Performance Scale for Team Effectiveness. 

H8C: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the Direct 

Supervisor System presence scale will have significantly higher overall scores on the 

Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 
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H9A: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Manager and Executive Support System presence scale will have significantly higher 

scores on the Perceptions of Team Performance Scale for Psychological Effectiveness. 

H9B: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Manager and Executive Support System presence scale will have significantly higher 

scores on the Perceptions of Team Performance Scale for Team Effectiveness. 

H9C: Teams with a higher level of agreement and higher than average scores on the 

Manager and Executive Support System presence scale will have significantly higher 

overall scores on the Perceptions of Team Performance Scale. 



CHAPTER 2 

METHODS 

Subjects 

Subjects were 154 men and women in 35 different teams. The subjects in this 

study were recruited from 8 companies in the United States and Canada. Participating 

organizations utilize both teams as there basic performing unit and individuals as their 

basic performing unit, The sample includes workers and managers from as many 

organizational levels as was possible. Further, subjects were recruited from both 

knowledge- and production-based work areas, and will include single- and multi-

functional teams. Subjects were given a cover letter explaining the study and granting 

their consent. 

Instruments 

Two instruments are used as measures in this research. First is the Support System 

Survey (Hall, 1998). The other measure is the Perception of Team Performance Scale 

adapted from Beyerlein (1996, unpublished survey). 

Support Systems Survey. The survey is an instrument containing 134 items and 9 sub-

scales. For each sub-scale there are 15 items. On each item the subject rates two factors. 

First, the subject rates the presence of the item, which is defined as how well the item 
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describes the work group. The second scale rates the importance of the item. Importance 

was defined as a rating of how well the item describes ones work group. 

The 9 sub-scales were chosen based on Hall's extensive research. Inclusion of 

items to the specific scale was done through an iterative process. A large list of items 

(about 700) was created from various sources. Items that seemed to fall into the various 

definitions of the systems (given in the introduction) were grouped under that system title. 

Then this list was sent to Subject Matter Experts (SMEs). These SMEs looked for items 

that were redundant as well as items that seemed most important for teams success. 

Through this process the fifteen items for each scale were chosen. All of the scales have 

been found to have Chrombach's Alpha above .80. This level suggests high internal 

reliability of the items in the scale. (For further details about the survey construction see 

Hall, Unpublished Dissertation for instrument details.) See Appendix B for items. 

Perceptions of Team Performance. An adapted version of Beyerlein's Perceptions of 

Team Performance Scale(PTP)(1996) was used as a criteria of performance. Ten items 

from the PTP were copied directly from the scale. Hall added 10 new items to measure 

additional performance constructs. Items for the effectiveness models were paraphrased. 

Subjects ranked items on a percentage basis using Beyerlein's (1996) directions (i.e., "if 

100% means the best the team could do with all of its current resources, how well is it 

actually doing now;" p. 1). (See Appendix A.) 

Hall did a factor analysis on the PTP. He found that four factors made up the 

measure. The factors are customer satisfaction, psychological effectiveness, team 
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effectiveness, and resource utilization and development. Hall also kept an overall measure 

of performance. 

Procedure 

This data was collected for previous research, and therefore is classified as 

archival. 

Analysis 

An analysis of each of the hypotheses will be done with a multiple linear 

regression. The first independent variable will be the mean score on each scale item. This 

is entered as the first variable to suggest it will play a greater role in the regression. This 

mean will be an average of the scale items for each scale each team. 

The second independent variable will be the level of agreement for each scale. The 

level of agreement is measured by mean standard deviation for a scale for each team. 

Standard deviation measures the amount of variance about the mean. When measuring 

level of agreement a lower standard deviation would indicate a higher level of agreement. 

Therefore a negative correlation between standard deviation would be expected. 

The dependent variable is the team's performance. The mean score on the specific 

factor of the PTP scale measures the performance. Scores are a straight average across all 

of the items included in a factor. Higher scores are equivalent to higher performance. 

The use of linear regression allows for the model to be predictive. Suggesting that 

higher mean scale score and higher level of agreement (low standard deviation) should 

combine for higher performance. As stated above it is thought that the mean score will 
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have a greater individual effect on performance and will therefore be the first independent 

variable enter in the analysis. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

All analyses were the same. A multiple regression between the two independent 

variables (mean scale score and scale standard deviation) and the dependent variable 

(mean score of a PTP factor). These analyses yield the Pearson Correlation and level of 

significance for each of the independent variables with the dependent variable. 

Additionally, the analysis generates a measure of interaction between the independent 

variables and the dependent variable. This measure is R-square, which is the amount of 

variance of the dependent measure is explained by the interaction between the two 

independent variables and of significance. For results see Table 1. (For means and 

standard deviations see Appendix C.) 

The first hypothesis was an overall measure of the survey. Both the overall mean 

score and the overall level of agreement were significant. The interaction was significant 

at r2(2,28)=.491, £<.000. Suggesting that nearly half of the variance of performance is 

accounted for by the scale scores and the level of agreement. 

After this analysis concerns were raised as to the independence of the scales on for 

both the independent and dependent variables. It was thought there could be a great 

amount of collinearity between the scales. To investigate this concern a correlation of 

each of the scales within each variable was ran. Table 2 and Table 3 summarizes the 
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con-elation's for the mean Presence scale scores and the Level of Agreement scores 

respectfully. The dependent variable factors, PIP scores, are examined in Table 4.The 

tables 2 and 3 both show that the independent variables are not independent. With respect 

to the mean Presence scale scores only the Integration scale seems to be independent. 

This would suggest that an analysis of the other 7 scales compiled would be appropriate. 

Table 3 shows that with respect to Level of Agreement on the Reward scale is 

independent. Again suggesting a compilation of the remaining 7 scales for analysis. 

The dependent variables show similarly high correlations. This of course is an indication 

that there is little or no independence between the scales or factors of the PTP. Only the 

correlation between the Customer Effectiveness and Psychological Effectiveness scales 

was not significant. These results indicate that analysis should concentrate on the Total 

Effectiveness scale. The Total Effectiveness scale is the overall measure of performance, 

and brings together the greatest overlaps of the other variables. 

The other new analysis was a combination of all of the scales except Reward. 

Reward's exclusion was due to the low correlation it had with other scales Level of 

Agreement. In this analysis both the Presence scale and Level of Agreement had larger 

correlation's than in the previous analysis, r(2,28)=.686, p<.000 and r(2,28)=-.492, 

pc.OOO respectively. The interaction was highly significant at r2(2,28)=.500, g<.000. 

The original hypothesis of Integration and Rewards correlated with overall 

performance are still of interest. This is due to the fact they were found to have low 

collinearity variables Hypothesis 3C looked at the Reward scale with relation to Overall 

Performance. The mean score was significant at alpha level .01, r(28)=. 555, pc.Ol. This 
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Correlation of Support System Scales with 
Appraisal Defining Direct Exec. Inform. Integrate Reward Training 
Presence Presence Presence Presence Presence Presence Presence Presence 

Appraisal 1.0 0.7819 0.7932 0.8471 0.8132 -0.0826 0.7882 0.7597 
Presence (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

P=. T3
 II O
 

o o T3
 

Jl
 o o o ^3
 II O
 

o o p=.000 p=.659 II o o o p=.000 
Defining 0.7819 1.0 0.7346 0.7800 0.9311 -0.1518 0.5726 0.6452 
Presence (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

p=.000 P=- II o o o p=.000 p=.000 p=.415 T3
 II O
 

o p=.000 
Direct 0.7932 0.7346 1.0 0.8122 0.7431 -0.0770 0.7867 0.7000 
Presence (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

T3
 

Jl
 O
 

O
 

O
 O

 
o o II* p=. p=.000 II o o o 

O
O
 

if CH ^3
 II O
 

O
 

o T3
 II o o o 

Exec. 0.8471 0.7800 0.8122 1.0 0.8042 -0.0834 0.7666 0.7202 
Presence (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

p=.000 

o o o Jl" 
ex II O

 
o o P=. p=.000 p=.656 p=.000 p=.000 

Inform. 0.8132 0.9311 0.7431 0.8042 1.0 -0.2230 0.5516 0.7254 
Presence (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

^3
 II O
 

o o 

o o o if II O
 o o T3
 II o o o P=- p=.228 p=.001 p=.000 

Integrate -.0826 -0.1518 -0.0770 -0.0834 -0.2230 1.0 0.0429 0.0782 
Presence (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

p=659 if P
H
 p=681 p=.656 p=.228 P=- p=.819 

vo 
r^ if PH 

Reward 0.7882 0.5726 0.7867 0.7666 0.5516 0.0429 1.0 0.6041 
Presence (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

p=.000 p=.001 T3
 II o o o p=.000 II O
 

o p=.819 P=. p=.000 
Training 0.7597 0.6452 0.7000 0.7202 0.7254 0.0782 0.6041 1.0 
Presence (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

Jl
 o o o p=.000 p=.000 p=000 II o o o p=.676 p=.000 P=. 

iach Other. 

Table 2. 

Correlation of Measures of Level of Agreement with Each Other. 

Appraisal 
Std. Dev. 

Defining 
Std. Dev. 

Direct 
Std. Dev. 

Exec. 
Std. Dev. 

Inform. 
Std. Dev. 

Integrate 
Std. Dev. 

Reward 
Std. Dev. 

Training 
Std. Dev. 

Appraisal 
Std. Dev. 

1.0 
(32) 
P=-

0.8601 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.7290 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.7565 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.7102 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.7137 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.3815 
(32) 
p= .031 

0.5531 
(32) 
p= .001 

Defining 
Std. Dev 

0.8601 
(32) 
p= .000 

1.0 
(32) 
P=. 

0.7671 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.7212 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.8002 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.6869 
(32) 
p= .000 

0.2494 
(32) 
P= 169 

0.4892 
(32) 
p= .004 

(Table Continues) 
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(Table 2 Continued) 
Direct 0.7290 0.7671 1.0 0.7894 0.7066 0.6505 0.1949 0.5743 
Std. Dev. (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

p= .000 p= .000 P=. p= .000 p= .000 p= .000 p= .285 

O
 

©
 II P 

Exec. 0.7565 0.7212 0.7894 1.0 0.6254 0.7759 0.4883 0.5904 
Std. Dev (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

p= .000 p= .000 ^3
 II O
 

O
 

o P=- p= .000 II ©
 

o o p= .005 II o o o 

Inform. 0.7102 0.8002 0.7066 0.6254 1.0 0.7277 0.2114 0.5782 
Std. Dev. (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

O
 

O
 

O
 II P II O

 
O

 
o p= .000 II O

 
o o P=. p= .000 p= .245 

O
 

©
 II P 

Integrate 0.7137 0.6869 0.6505 0.7759 0.7277 1.0 0.4239 0.5504 
Std. Dev. (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

p= .000 II ©
 

o o II O
 

O
 

o p= .000 p= .000 P=. P= 016 II ©
 

o 

Reward 0.3815 0.2494 0.1949 0.4883 0.2114 0.4239 1.0 0.1409 
Std. Dev. (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

p= .031 

ON 

II P< p= .285 p= .005 p= .285 II ©
 

a
\
 

P=- p= .442 
Training 0.5531 0.4892 0.5743 0.5904 0.5782 0.5504 0.1409 1.0 
Std. Dev. (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

p= .001 p= .004 p= .001 

o o p II P. p= .001 p= .001 p= .442 P=-

Table 3. 

Correlation of PTP Factors with Each Other. 

Total Team RUD Psychological Customer 
Effectiveness Effectiveness Effectiveness Effectiveness 

Total 1.0 0.8476 0.8114 0.7125 0.7720 
Effectiveness (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

P=- p= .000 p= .000 p= .000 p= .000 
Team 0.8476 1.0 0.7583 0.7248 0.5255 
Effectiveness (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

p= .000 P=. p= .000 p= .000 p= .002 
RUD 0.8114 0.7583 1.0 0.5619 0.5575 

(32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 
p= .000 p= .000 p=. p= .001 P= 001 

Psychological 0.7125 0.7248 0.5619 1.0 0.3336 
Effectiveness (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

p= .000 p= .000 p= .001 P=- p= .062 
Customer 0.7720 0.5255 0.5575 0.336 1.0 
Effectiveness (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

p= .000 p= .002 p= .001 p= .062 P=. 
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highly significant result overcame the lack of significance of level of agreement to produce 

a significant interaction. 

Hypothesis 4C looked at the Integration scale with relation to Overall 

Effectiveness. Only the level of agreement was found to be significant. This was only at 

The other new analysis was a combination of all of the scales except Reward. Reward's 

exclusion was due to the low correlation it had with other scales Level of Agreement. In 

this analysis both the Presence scale and Level of Agreement had larger correlation's than 

in the previous analysis, r(2,28)=.686, pc.OOO and r(2,28)=-.492, pc.OOO respectively. 

The interaction was highly significant at r2(2,28)=.500, £<.000. 

The original hypothesis of Integration and Rewards correlated with overall 

performance are still of interest. This is due to the fact they were found to have low 

collinearity variables Hypothesis 3C looked at the Reward scale with relation to Overall 

Performance. The mean score was significant at alpha level .01, r(28)=.555, p< 01. This 

highly significant result overcame the lack of significance of level of agreement to produce 

a significant interaction. 

Hypothesis 4C looked at the Integration scale with relation to Overall 

Effectiveness. Only the level of agreement was found to be significant. This was only at 

the less stringent alpha level .05. This is the only analysis that yielded a significant result 

for level of agreement only. 
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Relation Between Support System Scores and Performance 

Hypothesis R R2 P 
1A (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Total SS Mean 
Total SS Standard Deviation 

.686 
-.432 

.491 .000 
.000 
.008 

3C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Reward SS Mean 
Reward SS Standard Deviation 

.555 

.108 

.312 .005 
.001 
.282 

4C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Integration SS Mean 
Integration SS Standard Deviation 

.055 
-.307 

.094 .249 
.385 
.046 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

The results are mixed, but a majority of the hypotheses are supported. The generic 

hypothesis was a higher presence of a support system scale combined with higher level of 

agreement about the scale would interact to lead to greater performance. In some 

instances the mean score on Presence scale was significant while neither the level of 

agreement nor the interaction were significant. Other analyses found none of the three 

significant. While still other analysis found all three parts to be significant. This 

conglomeration makes it difficult to make broad generalizations. It would probably be 

best to look at each analysis independently, and then look for themes across support 

systems or performance components. 

First, it is important to understand that examination of the original hypotheses 

should be looked at through a cautious eye. The lack of independence between most of 

the scales makes the consistent correlation's somewhat contaminated. Any differences are 

small and may in actuality be insignificant. For interest sake though the differences are 

still important. 

The first analysis examined the relationship between an average score on the 

presence scale plus the average level of agreement versus an overall average on the PTP. 

The analysis was searching for an effect across all of the scale dimensions. As stated in 

37 



38 

the results section this was found to be highly significant interaction. Almost half of the 

variance is accounted for by the interaction between the Presence scale score and the level 

of agreement. 

It seems that a great deal of variance explanation is based on the mean score, 

because there was a highly significant correlation between presence score and the level of 

agreement. This indicates that most of the correlation was from the mean score alone and 

the level of agreement added little. In this case of overall scores, it is quite obvious that if 

employees perceive a high level of presence of support systems then perceive a higher 

level of team performance. This result could be attributed to two factors. First, the 

workers are receiving the support they need, and therefore are able to perform better. The 

second is possible due to a placebo effect. If the workers believe there is support in the 

environment then they believe they are performing at a higher level. Due to the fact that 

all of the data used is from the employee's perspective any significant results could have a 

similar placebo effect. 

Before examination of the different individual scales begins it would be a good 

time to discuss the new overall analysis that were done. After correlation's between the 

different scales of the Support System Survey and the PTP were done it was determined 

that only the Integration scale and the Reward scale had some semblance of independence. 

The Presence scale for Integration was not correlated significantly with any other scale. 

This was unique to Integration. The subsequent analysis was a compilation of 7 of the 

scales for Presence and Level of Agreement with respect to Total Effectiveness. Highly 

significant correlation's were found. There was little actual difference between this 
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analysis and the previous total survey analysis, less than .01. There was little or no value 

added by removing integration. 

The second new analysis removed the Reward scale. This was due to the lack of 

significant correlation's between Reward's Level of Agreement and the other scales. 

Again no significant correlation's were found, and this was unique to this scale. Again 

little or no difference between this analysis and the first overall measures analysis. The r 

squared result was only increase by about .01. 

These two analysis while statistically more logical showed little significance. This 

could be due to a variety of factors. The first explanation could have something to do 

with the fact that all of the measures come from the same small sample. Little or no real 

distribution or variability in the sample could be propagating correlation's. 

The data could also be suffering from aggregating the data at team level. This also 

limits some of the variability and number of analyzed subjects. With so few subjects and 

with data being rolled together for analysis there could be problems with independence of 

scales from this point of view. 

What this information does help with is scale identification. While theoretically 

some of the scales maybe somewhat different the interaction between them may be too 

great for workers to make good delineation's between them. 

The fact that Reward and Integration did come out as separate scales seems 

important, but only on one half of the independent variables were they found to be 

independent. Neither of the scales were independent of other scales on both Presence and 

Level of Agreement. This is somewhat odd, but does demonstrate that Presence and 
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Level of Agreement are different both conceptually and statistically. Remember to note 

the Reward scale and the Integration scale with respect to the Total Effectiveness 

measure. These are the only other statistically important analyses beyond the previous 

other two analyses. 

Information System 

The second set of analysis looked at the effect of the Information system on 

various performance factors. First, Information was compared with Team Effectiveness. 

The mean presence scale and the interaction were both significant. Level of agreement 

again was highly correlated with the mean score, and thus did not add to the overall. 

The results tend to suggest presence of Information is important for the team to 

work effectively. The construct of Team Effectiveness focuses on the ability of the team 

to add value and how desirable the team situation is to the workers. In many team-based 

organizations teams are seen as an advantage, because they allow for greater information 

sharing. If the workers do believe they are getting good information then they would be 

led to believe the team is functioning well. In this situation where the team is perceived as 

effective, workers will probably tend to enjoy the team more. Now both qualifications of 

Team Effectiveness, effective work and desirability of team membership, have been linked 

to Information. 

The reverse situation would also be explained. If a lack of effectiveness is 

perceived, the team structure and lack of information might be reasons people would cite. 

This would be displayed as low Information scores, as well as, low scores on the Team 

Effectiveness dimensions. 
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The next analysis of the Information scale compared it to the Resource Utilization 

and Development (RUD) construct. RUD is characterized by the ability of teams to take 

advantage of available resources. Information in the organization is easily defined as a 

type of resource. Therefore highly a significant relationship would be expected. The 

results do support this with all three parts of the analysis (presence scale, level of 

agreement, and the interaction) found to be significant. It is also important to note that 

the level of agreement was more highly correlated with RUD than the presence scale. 

This shows that it added a significant amount to the interaction analysis. 

The use of information effectively obviously relates to resource utilization. If 

groups perceive a high presence of information then they must be aware of the resources 

provided to them. This greater awareness leads to better use of the resources. In this 

situation, difficulty arises when trying decide which causes the other. Is it the team that 

gathers its resources well that perceives a high level of information. Or does the high 

availability of information make resource utilization much easier. Either way it seems 

important to keep information readily available. 

The final analysis of the Information scale compares it to overall effectiveness. 

Results show that all three parts of the analysis (mean Information score, level of 

agreement and the interaction) are significantly related to effectiveness. These results 

again point out the importance of information for effective teams. 

When a scale is highly related to the overall measure it suggests that regardless of 

the component in consideration the scale is important. This means that across the four 
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types of performance the Information scale is important. Obviously, presence of 

information is crucial for teams to perceive they are succeeding. 

Reward System 

The Reward Support System was first analyzed against Customer Satisfaction. 

Originally it was thought that rewards would be important for teams with respect to 

Customer Satisfaction. The results did not support this hypothesis at all. Not one part of 

the analysis was found to be significant. 

Customer Satisfaction includes product quality and meeting internal group goals. 

Rewards were not found as related to customer satisfaction in the analysis. This could be 

due to a couple of components. First, it was not reported whether rewards were based on 

customer satisfaction. No direct tie was known between the two. Second, rewards for 

customer satisfaction could be intrinsic. Workers may take "pride" in high quality work, 

and therefore rewards as defined by the Support System Survey. It is also important to 

note that no significant results were found with any of the three scales tested against 

Customer Satisfaction. 

Rewards were next compared to psychological effectiveness. The results in this 

case show very significant correlation for the presence scale and the interaction, but level 

of agreement was of no consequence. In this case a pure high perception of Rewards in 

the environment led to psychological effectiveness. 

Many people base their personal success on financial level or status. If there is a 

high presence of rewards in the organization many workers may have a better 

psychological mindset. What is interesting is the low level of agreement about the Reward 
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scale. In this case the results showed the small correlation that did exist to be positive. 

That would suggest that low level of agreement was more indicative of higher 

performance. This strange result could be due to the fact that people's perspective of 

necessary rewards can be quite different. All of them may have related higher rewards to 

better performance, but they may have disagreed as to what was the definition of high 

presence of a reward. 

The last analysis of the Reward scale compared it to overall effectiveness. The 

results found the same pattern as above. The presence scale and interaction were 

significant. The level of agreement was not significant and in the opposite direction from 

what was expected. 

These results suggest rewards are important to people's perception of their 

performance. This result is fairly straightforward. It is easy to argue that at least a 

contributing factor for people working is money. Money then is a reward of some type. 

If workers are rewarded better it is likely they will increase their performance. Still 

workers do not agree on what rewards are at what level. This explains the positive 

correlation with the level of agreement. 

Integration System 

Integration is the next area that was investigated. This area is possibly the most 

disappointing. None of the results of any of the areas investigated were found to be 

significant. In fact the numbers were not even close to significance. It is quite surprising 

that integration did not more closely relate to performance; especially, since integration is 

often a goal of organizations going to the team-based organization. 
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Integration was compared against both RUD and Team Effectiveness. Both of 

these constructs are based around the team helping the organization increase productivity. 

With RUD increases in productivity are brought about by better use of the tools available 

to the team. It would seem logical that increasing integration between team members and 

between organization members would help increase utilization of organizational tools. 

Additionally, it seems that team members would be more satisfied and perceive a greater 

effectiveness with better integration. 

Integration systems relation to total effectiveness was the final analysis with this 

system. As with the other analysis Integration system neither the mean Presence scale nor 

the interaction measure were significant. Interestingly, the level of agreement was 

significantly related to performance. This finding is unlike any other analysis. If the mean 

score is not important and the interaction is not strong a significant relationship with level 

of agreement and total effectiveness is a seemingly a surprise. The result is not as 

surprising when the definition of the system in question is examined. 

Integration has a great deal to do with alignment and coordination. In this case 

team members may need to agree more with each other about the presence of the scale 

rather than have a high presence. In other words, a common mind set or shared 

understanding has a great deal to do with coordination's effect on performance. 

These results might be explained by poor integration. In many organizations there 

is great difficulty gaining a big picture or systems view. If integration is poor, then it may 

hinder employees gaining this large-scale view. This could indicate that organizations need 

better integrating procedures. Also, the sample did not include a large number of cross-
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functional teams. This could mean that the teams already had some form of integration, or 

that no new integration was introduced when the organization became team-based. 

Performance Review System 

The Performance Review system analysis examined the effects performance 

measurements had on RUD. In this case all three elements were found to be significant 

(lower alpha level for level of agreement and the integration). This result would indicate 

that higher presence of relative measurements of performance to better utilization of 

resources. This makes a great amount of sense if the measurements include controlling 

costs or innovations. 

Appropriate goals and measures are based around items that are measurable. 

Costs, for example, are a measurable and (hopefully) a controllable area. This would 

indicate that organizations who have a high presence of appropriate performance measures 

(i.e. costs) perform better. Therefore, there is a direct relationship between the measures 

and the performance. 

The next factor that the Performance Review system was compared against is 

Customer Satisfaction. Seemingly, performance measures would relate to quality and 

other measures of customer satisfaction; especially, when many teams have goals that 

directly deal with different types of customer satisfaction. Unfortunately, the results did 

not suggest this. The presence scale was significant (at alpha level .05) and the level of 

agreement was very close to being significant. The interaction was not significant. 

These results suggest that customer satisfaction is only loosely related, if at all, to 

the Performance Review system. It seems there are a few possible explanations for this 
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result. The fact that all of the measures of performance being based on perceptions of the 

team could play a role. If the measures were based on more objective data then it is 

possible the correlation might have been stronger. Although, shared method variance 

suggest inflation in the correlation this data did not work in this manner. There were no 

significant correlation (at alpha level .01) found for any of the three systems that were 

compared to Customer Satisfaction. 

The results could indicate teams are too hard on themselves. It has been observed 

that teams often underrate their performance. Another possible explanation is that 

customer satisfaction is a poorly conceived factor for teams to rate themselves. The team 

may not be aware of actual customer satisfaction. Gathering data about customer 

satisfaction from a source other than the team could alleviate this misrepresentation 

Lastly, Performance Review system was compared against overall effectiveness. 

The results showed a highly significant relationship. This suggests that the measurements 

chosen for performance have great importance. This importance is due to the strong 

relation to overall performance that includes all factors of performance. 

These results are very much in line with most organizational theories suggesting 

the importance of clear measures of performance. Additionally, the results are logical. 

Workers tend to focus efforts toward the measures of their performance. If organizations 

will set up measures that are appropriate (measurable and controllable), then workers will 

increase on those levels. Again, this result points out the importance that measurements 

have with respect to performance. 
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Defining Performance System 

The system concerns the goal setting and roles of team members. Defining 

Performance was first compared with Customer Effectiveness. As with the other systems 

analyzed against Customer Effectiveness the results were disappointing. Only the 

presence scale mean score was significant, and this was only true at a weaker alpha level 

(.05). 

Again it seems that what workers believe makes up Customer Effectiveness is not 

the same as the scale. For example, customer satisfaction could be (as said earlier) more 

of an intrinsic satisfaction for the workers rather than quality measures, etc. The 

possibility that workers are not easily satisfied with their work results. It would be good 

to test customer satisfaction with data from the customer's perspective. 

When Defining Performance is compared against Team Effectiveness, its strength 

is found. Results show the highest correlation for the mean presence and interaction of all 

analysis. The results indicate teams with a high presence of priority and goal setting, as 

well as strong role definition, are very effective. Additionally, workers show high 

enjoyment for team membership. 

These results can be explained by understanding the two areas that are being 

compared. Defining Performance covers the roles and responsibilities. Team 

Effectiveness is both the effectiveness of the team working and the enjoyment of being on 

the team. Most workers do not enjoy vague boundaries. Often employees complain that 

work is not getting done, because there is a lack of direction, goals or specific 

responsibilities. By definition a high mean score on Defining Performance suggests 
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ambiguities in direction and responsibilities are non-existent. Thus people perceive greater 

effectiveness, lower frustration, and greater enjoyment with the team. 

Defining Performance was also analyzed against overall effectiveness. Again the 

results were quite positive. All three factors were significant. With the interaction 

accounting for over 40% of the variance. These results suggest the importance of 

Defining Performance with respect to performance. 

The results are explained due to the fact that goals 

and responsibilities are of great importance to all forms of performance. Goals and 

responsibilities can be applied to all four of the factors to help increase performance. This 

factor even had the best correlation (of any tested) with Customer Satisfaction. These 

results highlight the great importance that must be placed on removing ambiguity about 

responsibilities in the team-based organization. 

Training System 

This system is the area of any employee development. Results show that Training 

presence had a significant effect on Psychological Effectiveness. All three parts of the 

analysis (mean Presence scale score, level of agreement, and the interaction between the 

previous variables) were significantly related to the psychological aspects of performance. 

The psychological aspects include trust in the organization as well as commitment to the 

organization. 

Training is often a system that organizations use to increase employee 

commitment. This is because training and other foims of development increase the 

investment an organization makes in a worker. This type of investment makes workers 
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feel better about the organization. These activities help the workers build a level of trust 

with the organization. Therefore high presence of training leads to high Psychological 

Effectiveness of workers (team-based or not.) 

Training was next analyzed in comparison to RUD. RUD includes increased 

production and innovation. Organizations often turn to training or other forms of 

development to help workers increase productivity. Results found another highly 

significant relationship between the interaction and the RUD measure. 

These results show the consistency between training for better productivity and 

actual increases in perceived productivity. If organizations give employees training with 

new equipment or team skills, then they are increasing the worker's ability to produce. By 

increasing the workers' ability they are in turn increasing production, helping to control 

costs, and providing employees with innovative solutions. These similarities explain the 

strong relationship between the two constructs. 

Train was also compared to overall effectiveness. Results were again quite strong. 

Mean presence score was responsible for the majority of the powerful interaction effect. 

These results indicate that Training, similar to Defining Performance, has a major role with 

all parts of the measure of performance. 

This is a result that makes intuitive sense. Organizations can use training (and 

other forms of development) in a variety of ways to help increase performance. When 

training type is not specified this intervention is especially powerful. Most all training's 

have some on-the-job use. This translates directly to increased performance. 
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Direct Supervision System 

This system concerns the support direct supervisors give the team. It was first 

analyzed with Psychological Effectiveness. Results show very strong correlation's that 

were highly significant across all three areas. 

It seems intuitively correct that higher presence of support from a supervisor leads 

to greater trust and organizational commitment. Team members get the greatest amount 

of understanding about the commitment of the organization from their direct supervisor. 

If the supervisor conveys a message that the team concept and the teams specifically are 

being supported, this will affect how the team members feel about the organization. 

Direct Supervision was also compared to Team Effectiveness. Similar results as 

above were found. Highly significant correlation's for both interaction and the mean 

presence, but level of agreement although significantly related added little to the 

interaction. 

The same reasoning applied to Psychological Effectiveness can be applied to 

explain these results. It is important that the team gets support from the Direct 

Supervisor. This support will lead to greater enjoyment with the team approach. It will 

also assist with many of the other types of support. That is, supervisors have the ability to 

direct how information is dispensed or how performance may be defined. This control 

over other support systems is a powerful way the supervisor can give support to the 

teams. 

Like many of the other scales the Direct Supervisor system had highly significant 

correlation with overall effectiveness. Again this can be attributed to the fact that Direct 
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Supervision can affect so many parts of the day to day work of a team. This is proven out 

with the results showing the interaction accounts for over 40% of the variance. 

Manager and Executive System 

The Manager and Executive System is similar to the previous scale, Direct 

Supervisor, but this is on a much larger stage. The people in these roles are the visible 

spokespeople for or against organizational direction. Results show that when analyzed 

against Psychological Effectiveness, the interaction is one of the strongest. Both mean 

presence score and level of agreement contribute to the over 50% explanation of the 

variance of the Psychological Effectiveness factor. 

The connection between Psychological Effectiveness and the Manager and 

Executive scale is quite obvious. The Psychological Effectiveness factor measures 

organizational commitment and trust with management. Those people in the manager and 

executive roles set the agenda for the organization. The mission, vision, and values that 

are espoused and demonstrated by the executive leadership set the agenda. These 

decisions the executive leaders make are what employees look at to make decisions about 

trust and personal commitment to the organization. If the managers and executives make 

decisions and behave in manners supporting teams employees are much more likely to 

trust and embrace the system. 

The reader should note that trust is based on managers' and executives' track 

record. Just because the managers and executives are currently showing support for 

teams does not necessarily translate to trust. This process is cumulative, and employees' 
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trust is based on past decisions and behaviors. Therefore, it is vital for managers and 

executives supporting teams at all times. 

Next the Manager and Executive scale was analyzed against Team Effectiveness. 

Results again showed highly significant correlations. Both level of agreement and mean 

presence scale score contribute to the interaction. This again is explained by the great 

amount of influence on people's beliefs about where the organization is headed. 

The manager and executives have the ability to affect other support systems. 

Similar to the direct supervisor, managers and executives can show support (or show a 

lack of support) for teams with decisions they make about organizational policy. This 

affects peoples' desire to work on a team, additionally these executive decisions affect 

how effective the team is. This is the tie-in to team effectiveness. 

Finally, the Manager and Executive scale was analyzed against overall 

effectiveness. Results again show a highly significant relationship. Just as in other cases, 

this strong relationship indicates how important the Manager and Executive system is to 

all forms of performance. As above decisions at this level can affect the entire 

organization. Therefore managers and executives must carefully consider actions. It is 

important to always consider how decisions will be perceived with respect to support for 

teams. 

Conclusions 

The independence of most of the scales does not seem to exist. This is true for 

both the independent variables (Presence scale and Level of Agreement) and the 

dependent variables. Analysis between scales is only based on theoretically perceived 



53 

differences. Statistical differences between all but Integration and Reward scales does not 

exist in this sample. 

Beyond the independence issue the research seemed to support the hypotheses. 

This is only with a fairly broad overview of the statistics. Upon closer examination it 

seems that in most cases the presence scale score had a much higher correlation with the 

dependent variable than the level of agreement had with the dependent variable. In most 

of the analysis the level of agreement added very little to the interaction. This reduced 

effect is explained by the higher than expected correlation between the level of agreement 

(mean standard deviation) and the presence scale mean. This takes away from the 

strength of level of agreement. 

Three other trends are important. The Integration system was not significant in 

any of the analyses that were run, with the exception of the correlation between level of 

agreement and total effectiveness. This seems very important with teams. Increased 

integration is often the goal of many teams. The result is quite disappointing when no 

relationship was found between integration and either of the partial factors of the PTP 

(RUD or Team Effectiveness). 

The next trend was the ineffectiveness of the Customer Satisfaction measure. In 

not a single one of the three analyses was there a significant finding. This finding is 

difficult to explain. No real answers were generated as to why the relationship 

consistently did not work. More investigation into the accuracy of the measure should be 

done. 
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The final trend was the outstanding consistency of the Overall Effectiveness 

measure. In all of the analyses run, the interaction was found to be significant. This 

shows overall force of the measure. Additionally, this seems to demonstrate the 

importance of looking at the factors individually, because the overall measure may be at 

the significant level due to one or two of the sub-factors being highly correlated. 

Limitations 

It would be important to note a couple of caveats about the results. First and 

foremost are the sampling problems. The first sampling problem is the difficulty or near 

impossibility of getting a random sample. The next sampling problem is that no systematic 

method was used to screen organizations that participated. The sample was drawn from 

all types of organizations regardless of how much emphasis was placed on the team unit. 

Although, this sampling problem takes away from the strength of the survey with teams, it 

does suggest support systems play a general role regardless of the organizational design. 

The measure of level of agreement was not satisfactory. The mean standard 

deviation for the scales does in theory describe variance about the mean. Which seemingly 

in turn shows some level of the team's agreement. Unfortunately, there is a problem with 

standard deviation getting smaller at both ends of the scale. It would be good to find 

some statistic to measure level of agreement without it being based on the mean of the 

sample. 

The last major problem was the amount of data that was usable. Due to 

restrictions on response level (must have had at least 4 participants per team) over half of 

the data collected was not usable for team level research. This is a common problem in 
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team-level research studies. Also some of the data could not be used because participants 

did not return important information or were not given the survey in its complete form. 

Future Research 

Ideas from future research stem from both flaws with the research and findings of 

the research. As stated above it would be critical to find a better measure of level of 

agreement. Level of agreement does seem to have some legitimacy, but in most cases was 

overshadowed by the Presence scale score. The high correlation between the mean and 

the standard deviation was unfortunate, and took away some of the strength of level of 

agreement. 

It would be important to get a large enough sample of teams to perform a formal 

factor analysis of the scales at group level. Currently, the scales lack a high degree of 

independence. This limits the overall predictive value of the instrument in present form 

A factor analysis at the team level would be more appropriate than a basic correlation 

analysis of the scales. For the use of the scale, it is important to establish that the factors 

are truly independent so that each could be more effectively investigated. 

A more in-depth investigation of both the Integration scale on a team level and 

customer satisfaction is necessary. Neither of these constructs was found to be 

significantly related to others. For integration possibilities would be examining specifically 

cross-functional teams or other teams meant specifically for integration. For customer 

service, it should be analyzed against the other support systems. Also, finding some 

objective measure of customer service could help validate the PTP. These measures could 

include quality information or survey information from the actual customers. 
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Additionally it would be good to gather data at a couple of levels in an 

organization about each team. Differences between the actual team scores and those of 

the direct supervisor could be both theoretically interesting, as well as have applied 

ramification for organizational diagnosis. These are the major areas that should be 

considered for future research with the constructs of level of agreement and presence scale 

scores. 
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Number Item 

188 Controlling costs 
189 Meeting goals 
190 Cycle time 
191 Creating quality products 
192 Innovation 
193 Increased capacity 
194 Use of expertise on the group 
195 Satisfying customers 
196 Providing quality service to customers 
197 Responding to customer needs 
198 Group member's desire to work with the group in the future 
199 Group members are more satisfied with the group than frustrated 
200 Problem-solving 
201 Decision-making 
202 Belief in our ability to perform our jobs 
203 Increased production 
204 Group member growth opportunities 
205 Trust with leaders and management 
206 Commitment to the organization 
207 Satisfaction with the job 
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Number Items 
27 My work group can easily get information about our customers 
28 My work group makes many work-related decisions 
29 My company's managers and executives develop systems that help my 

group share information 
30 When my work group meets performance review goals, we are paid more 

(or recognized) 
31 My direct supervisor provides needed information to our group 
32 My group routinely coordinates work with other work groups 
33 My group has the "big picture" of how work flows through our company 
34 My work group can easily get training to help us develop new technical 

skills 
35 My direct supervisor sets goals collaboratively with our group 
36 My work group can easily collect, organize, and store information needed 

to perform our jobs. 
37 Our group makes decisions to improve how work is done 
38 Pay for individual group members is based partly on individual 

performance 
39 My work group measures group performance 
40 My direct supervisor is a role model for our group 
41 Group members give each other regular, informal feedback 
42 My company uses multi-functional (cross-disciplinary) groups to integrate 

work 
43 Group members have the "big picture" of how work flows through my 

group 
44 My group works directly with customers 
45 Individual group members help set their individual goals 
46 Pay for individual group members is based partly on the company's 

performance 
47 My company's managers and executives see work groups as customers 
48 My work group can easily get training on problem-solving skills 
49 My company's managers and executives develop goal-setting systems that 

help our group understand what work to perform 
50 My direct supervisor supports learning by our group 
51 My work group has meetings with other groups to share information 
52 My work group can easily get information from managers other than our 

direct supervisor 
53 My work group has regularly planned performance reviews 
54 My work group uses multiple performance measures 
55 My work group has the skills it needs to perform work well 
56 Pay for individual group members is based partly on our group's performance 
57 Work group measurements are agreed upon by all group members 
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58 My work group can easily get information on business-unit goals, strategies, 
and priorities 

5 9 Our group' s pay is based on actual performance 
60 To track group goals, my group uses specific performance measurements 
61 My group's goals are aligned with other groups' goals 
62 My work group's pay system is fair 
63 My company's managers and executives expect work groups to succeed 
64 My work group uses its goals to guide decision-making 
65 My work group has easy access to informal learning opportunities 
66 My group's training opportunities are of high quality 
67 My company's managers and executives are open to multiple perspectives 

(such as different points of view) 
68 After we get more responsibilities, our work group gets rewarded (or 

recognized) in a timely manner 
69 My work group can easily get training on redesigning our work methods (the 

way we perform work) 
70 My company's managers and executives make sure that my group 

understands our company's vision and priorities 
71 My work group uses performance measurements that are easy to understand 
72 My work group can easily work with other groups or work areas 
73 My work group develops action plans from performance reviews 
74 My work group makes day-to-day decisions about how work is done 
75 Group members feel good about the measurements we use 
76 Individuals on my group try to learn from other group members 
77 My work group can easily determine when our purpose in the organization 

changes 
78 My company's managers and executives make sure that different areas of the 

company work well together 
79 My direct supervisor uses specific measurements for our work group 
80 My group can easily get experts to help train our group 
81 Individuals on my group can easily learn new skills 
82 After achieving goals, my work group is paid (or is recognized) in a timely 

manner 
83 My group's recognition program is fair 
84 My direct supervisor helps our group work directly with other groups 
85 My group can access experts from other work areas 
86 Our individual group members have clear priorities 
87 My work group formally evaluates our supervisors and/or managers 
88 My work group takes available resources into account when setting goals 
89 My group members have good people skills 
90 My work group can easily get information on our purpose in the 

organization 
91 My company's managers and executives develop performance review 
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systems that help my group understand how to perform work 
92 My company's managers and executives align goals among different work 

areas 
93 My work group can easily get information about company goals, 

strategies, and priorities 
94 My work group has meetings to share information 
95 My company's managers and executives involve unions in the development of 

work groups 
96 Individuals on my group are skilled at doing their work 
97 My work group has a performance review system like other work areas in the 

company 
98 My work group can easily get on-the-job training 
99 Pay for individual group members is based on actual performance 
100 Pay for my group is based on reaching specific goals 
101 My direct supervisor sees our group as a customer 
102 My direct supervisor is dedicated to meeting customer needs 
103 My group's direct supervisor uses performance measurements that are easy to 

understand 
104 My work group has a goal-setting system like other work areas in the 

company 
105 My work group has a pay system like other work areas in the company 
106 My direct supervisor provides the time needed to meet group goals 
107 My direct supervisor involves the work group in decision-making 
108 My work group can easily share learning's (such as new knowledge) with 

other groups 
109 My work group can easily get training on communication skills 
110 My group and our direct supervisor use exactly the same group measurements 
111 My work group's priorities are clear 
112 My company's managers and executives are role models for groups 
113 My direct supervisor encourages our work group to set goals 
114 Individual group members can easily share leanings (such as new knowledge) 

with other group members 
115 My company's managers and executives help provide work groups the 

resources they need to perform work 
116 Others who depend on my work group (such as customers or other groups) 

help set my group's goals 
117 Others who depend on my work group (such as customers or other groups) 

evaluate my group's performance 
118 My work group can easily get training on decision-making skills 
119 My work group can easily learn about the company's business 
120 My work group receives training as an ongoing part of the job 
121 My direct supervisor provides timely feedback to our group 
122 My work group is involved in setting our group's goals 
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123 My work group rotates leadership roles 
124 My work group can easily get training on interpersonal skills 
125 My work group determines its own training needs 
126 My work group has a formal method for resolving conflicts (such as conflicts 

about work or conflicts between people 
127 My work group can easily get information from our direct supervisor 
128 My work group evaluates the support received from managers and 

supervisors 
129 My work group makes the time to set goals 
130 My work group has meetings with suppliers to share information 
131 My company's managers and executives develop training systems that 

help my group perform work 
132 My group uses performance reviews as a way to improve performance 
133 My company's managers and executives develop reward systems that 

motivate my group to perform work 
134 My group's goals are aligned with company goals 
135 My company's managers and executives are dedicated to meeting 

customer needs 
136 My direct supervisor expects our group to succeed 
137 My work group makes the time to change work processes (i.e., the way 

work gets done) 
138 My work group can easily get training on group meeting skills 
139 My work group can easily get information on the quality of our work 
140 For our group, rewards depend more upon meeting group goals than 

individual goals 
141 My work group is responsible for tracking the quality of work 
142 My work group can easily access information on the scheduling of work 
143 Members of my group are aware of each others' work commitments 
144 My work group gets more pay (or is recognized) for additional effort 
145 When work is complicated or changes a lot, our group selects someone to 

help us work together 
146 My direct supervisor encourages our group to evaluate its performance 
147 My work group gets training when we need it 
148 My work group uses measurements to improve performance 
149 My work group has the needed business knowledge (such as budgeting 

skills, planning skills, and goal-setting skills) to perform work well 
150 My work group has meetings with customers to share information 
151 My direct supervisor encourages our group to continuously improve work 

processes 
152 Individual group members have goals that require high-levels of 

performance 
153 My direct supervisor provides our group resources it needs 
154 My work group has goals that require high-levels of performance 
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155 My work group gets informal rewards when we meet performance goals 
156 My work group's goals are aligned with business-unit goals 

157 My work group is paid more (or is recognized) for improving work 
procedures 

158 My work group fixes quality errors 
159 Our individual group members' goals are aligned with group goals 
160 My group can easily get information on how the group is meeting its goals 
161 Members of my group take responsibility for work 
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Presence Scale Mean Standard Deviation 

P Information 3.4505 .3619 

P Reward 2.513 .517 

Integration 3.0302 .2890 

Performance Appraisal 3.1390 .5439 

Defining Performance 3.4555 .3400 

Training 3.2448 .5155 

Direct Supervisor 3.5733 .3927 

Manager and Executive 3.0610 .3620 

Presence Scale Standard 

Deviations 

Mean Standard Deviation 

P Information .8989 .1905 

P Reward .9765 .2348 

Integration .9985 .1745 

Performance Appraisal .9949 .2149 

Defining Performance .8796 .3400 

Training .8848 .1985 

Direct Supervisor .9215 .2087 

Manager and Executive .9247 .1688 
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Hypothesis R R2 P 

1A (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Total SS Mean 
Total SS Standard Deviation 

.686 
-.432 

.491 .000 
.000 
.008 

2A (DV = Team Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Information SS Mean 
Information SS Standard Deviation 

.683 
-.227 

.467 .000 
.000 
.109 

2B (DV = RUD Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Information SS Mean 
Information SS Standard Deviation 

.562 
-.387 

.364 .002 
.000 
.016 

2C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Information SS Mean 
Information SS Standard Deviation 

.574 
-.422 

.392 .001 
.000 
.009 

3 A (DV = Customer Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Reward SS Mean 
Reward SS Standard Deviation 

.238 

.002 

.057 .441 
.099 
.496 

3B (DV = Psychological Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Reward SS Mean 
Reward SS Standard Deviation 

.636 

.031 

.405 .001 
.000 
.434 

3C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Reward SS Mean 
Reward SS Standard Deviation 

.555 

.108 

.312 .005 
.001 
.282 

4A (DV = RUD Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Integration SS Mean 
Integration SS Standard Deviation 

.109 
-.191 

.044 .535 
.280 
.152 

4B (DV = Team Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Integration SS Mean 
Integration SS Standard Deviation 

-.010 
-.205 

.044 .536 
.479 
.134 

4C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Integration SS Mean 
Integration SS Standard Deviation 

.055 
-.307 

.094 .249 
.385 
.046 

5A (DV = RUD Effectiveness) 
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Interaction 
Performance Appraisal SS Mean 
Performance Appraisal SS Standard 

.490 
-.383 

.259 .015 
.003 
.017 

Hypothesis R R2 P 

5B (DV = Customer Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Performance Appraisal SS Mean 
Performance Appraisal SS Standard Deviation 

.331 
-.299 

.129 .144 
.034 
.051 

5C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Performance Appraisal SS Mean 
Performance Appraisal SS Standard Deviation 

.610 
-.447 

.390 .001 
.000 
.006 

6A (DV = Customer Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Defining Performance SS Mean 
Defining Performance SS Standard Deviation 

.364 
-.260 

.140 .079 
.022 
.079 

6B (DV = Team Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Defining Performance SS Mean 
Defining Performance SS Standard Deviation 

.732 
-.315 

.541 .000 
.000 
.042 

6C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Defining Performance SS Mean 
Defining Performance SS Standard Deviation 

.641 
-.413 

.421 .000 
.000 
.010 

7A (DV = Psychological Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Training SS Mean 
Training SS Standard Deviation 

.597 
-.326 

.363 .002 
.000 
.037 

7B (DV = RUD Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Training SS Mean 
Training SS Standard Deviation 

.536 
-.194 

.288 .009 
.001 
.148 

7C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Training SS Mean 
Training SS Standard Deviation 

.593 
-.351 

.364 .002 
.000 
.027 

8A (DV = Psychological Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Direct Supervision SS Mean 
Direct Supervision SS Standard Deviation 

.656 
-.434 

.438 .000 
.000 
.007 

8B (DV = Team Effectiveness) 
Interaction .359 .002 
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Direct Supervision SS Mean 
Direct Supervision SS Standard Deviation 

.599 
-.358 

.000 

.024 

8C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Direct Supervision SS Mean 
Direct Supervision SS Standard Deviation 

.643 
-.503 

.444 .000 
.000 
.002 

9A (DV = Psychological Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Executive Management SS Mean 
Executive Management SS Standard Deviation 

.684 
-.422 

.510 .000 
.000 
.009 

9B (DV = Team Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Executive Management SS Mean 
Executive Management SS Standard Deviation 

.567 
-.406 

.374 .001 
.000 
.012 

9C (DV = Total Effectiveness) 
Interaction 
Executive Management SS Mean 
Executive Management SS Standard Deviation 

.596 
-.485 

.448 .000 
.000 
.003 
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