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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to explore team characteristics that enhance APD team members’ job
satisfaction and team members’ judgment of team effectiveness. U.S. apparel companies that
each earned over $50 million in annual sales were selected from the National Register of Apparel
Manufacturers. APD team members (n = 131) representing 34 teams participated in the mail
survey. Results identified the major APD team characteristics. Self-management, participation,
training, and managerial support are directly related to potency and indirectly related to team
member’s judgment of effectiveness. As the literature lacks an investigation of the APD teams,
this study is the first test of the mediating effect of potency in order to explore the relationship
among APD team characteristics. The increased knowledge and enhanced support on apparel
product development (APD) teams offer companies a competitive advantage in the APD process
as they face consumer demands and overcome challenges.
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Introduction The APD process requires a series of

Consistent with other industries, decision-making steps, such as defining and
teams are a key component of apparel articulating the problem, exploring possible
product development (APD), which is the solutions, and implementing a solution
design and engineering of apparel products (Glock and Kunz, 2004). In their study,
that are serviceable, producible, marketable, Kincade et al. (2007) confirmed that APD
and profitable (Glock and Kunz, 2004). uses  multi-disciplinary  teams  and
Studies indicate that the APD process involvement  across company  teams.
currently utilizes a team approach and is According to Pitimaneeyakul et al. (2004),
necessary for product development (Kincade marketing personnel develop marketing
et al., 2007; Pitimaneeyakul et al., 2004). plans, sales personnel collect concept ideas
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and analyze the consumers’ needs, and
designers seek inspiration from various
sources and participate in sketching the
design specifications and in developing
samples. Although there are various
definitions of the word “team,” for the
purpose of this paper “team” will refer to a
small group whose members have
complementary skills, have a common
purpose, apply performance goals, and who
accept mutual accountability (Proehl, 1997,
p.139).

Globalization presents continuing
challenges for the apparel industry. Apparel
firms are required to develop and
manufacture a product line that is high-
quality, diverse, and competitively-priced.
They also must shorten the product-
development life-cycle and effectively
manage workers to meet these challenges
(Dillard, Crane, & Hamilton, 2000).
According to Divita et al. (2006), in order to
do so, some apparel and textile company
focus on strategic partnerships with other
members of the supply chain. Certainly,
effectively managing workers and providing
appropriate organizational resources to meet
these challenges are vital issues for the
success of apparel companies. Both
academic literature and current trends in the
workplace indicate that the use of teams will
continue to grow. More than 50 % of all
Fortune 500 companies utilized teams in
their management structure and 70% to 75%
companies utilize teams in new product
development (Barczak & Wilemon, 2001).
Usually, productivity increases when
workers see themselves as part of a team,
rather than as individuals who work alone.
Also, a team approach increases the sense of
camaraderie, self-worth, and belonging
(Stewart, Manz, & Sims, 1999).

Though researchers have examined
the process aspects of APD (Kincade et al.,
2007; Pitimaneeyakul et al., 2004), the
literature lacks an investigation of the use of
teams, team characteristics, and team
effectiveness for decision making teams.
The majority of the previous team research
has focused on production system teams in
the apparel industry (Crane et al., 2003;
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Dillard et al., 2000). Conversely, this study
focuses on APD teams, which rely on
individuals who perform critical and
analytical decision-making tasks rather than
assembly tasks.

Previous team studies stated that
potency, one of the team characteristics, is a
prominent variable related to team
effectiveness (Akgun et al., 2007; Campion
et al., 1996). Potency refers to how well one
can execute courses of action required to
deal with a prospective situation (e.g., our
team will be successful no matter what the
task) (Gully et al., 2002). The higher the
potency in general, the more positive the
outcomes. Therefore, it is critical to know
whether  team  characteristics  impact
potency, and, if so, which characteristics
influence potency the most. Based on these
needs, the purpose of this study is to do the
following.

1.Explore team characteristics that
enhance an  apparel  product
development team members’ job
satisfaction and team members’
judgment of team effectiveness.

2.Examine whether potency mediates
the influence of these team
characteristics on team member’s
judgment of team effectiveness.

3.Examine whether potency mediates
the influence of these team
characteristics on a team member’s
job satisfaction.

Team characteristics and effectiveness
model

Researchers who study team
characteristics  frequently examine and
reference “the input-process-output” (IPO)
model (Hackman, 1987). Hackman’s IPO
model illustrates the nature of team
performance in a classic structural model in
which inputs lead to processes that in
sequence lead to outcomes. In his model, the
ability of team members to work together
and the satisfaction of those team members
contribute to outcome, team effectiveness.
According to llgen et al. (2005), although
the IPO framework has had a strong
influence on team research, it is insufficient
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for characterizing teams. They argued that
many of the meditating factors intervene in
the influence of inputs to outcomes. They
suggested an alternative model, IMOI
(input-mediator-output-input).  Substituting
“M” for “P” embraces diverse variables that
are important meditational influences.
Adding the “I” at the end of the model raises
the idea of cyclical causal feedback. This
study examines the mediating effect of
potency between team characteristics and
team effectiveness. This study aims to add
empirical support to test the IMOI
theoretical framework.

Team effectiveness

Team effectiveness refers to the
output production of the team, which not
only should meet or exceed the performance
standard but also should maintain or
enhance the capability of team members to
work together (Hackman, 1987). Previous
studies have used subjective and objective
measures to assess team effectiveness
(Arnett et al, 2005). Subjective
measurements consist of the assessment of
team members’ and leaders’ perceptions.
Objective  measurements  assess team
performance through the use of financial,
production, or human resource data. The
current study assesses team effectiveness
using employee judgment of effectiveness.
Because the participants were drawn from
multiple companies, objective assessment of
effectiveness was not possible due to lack of
standard objective measurement across
companies.

Job satisfaction

Job satisfaction is an important
outcome related to employees’ well-being
and stress levels (Judge et al., 2001).
Researchers  have  investigated the
relationship between job satisfaction and job
characteristics (Choi and Gaskill, 2000;
Presley, 1999). Job satisfaction is a key
outcome if the team approach is to remain
viable, and high job satisfaction leads to the
capability of team members to work together
effectively (Holland et al.,, 2000). This
current study defines job satisfaction as “a
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positive (or negative) evaluative judgment
one makes about one’s job or job situation”
(Brief and Weiss, 2002, p. 283).

Team characteristics

In Campion et al.’s (1996) study, the
term “team characteristics” refers to teams’
distinguishing traits, qualities, or properties.
This study follows the team characteristics
that Campion et al. (1996) presented in their
study. Team  characteristics include
communication; interdependence in task,
goal, and feedback/rewards; managerial and
social support; participation; potency; self
management; training; and workload
sharing.

Communication within the team

Choi and Gaskill (2000) have

investigated the relationship between the
characteristics of communication/
cooperation and employee performance.
Their research results imply that, compared
to traditional retail buyers, apparel product
developers are more reliant on relationships
with team members and other employees
within the organization. Based on interviews
with apparel manufacturing team workers
(managers, sales staff, marketing staff, and
production employees), Loker’s (2002) case
study concluded that communication
between employees facilitates performance
of discretionary tasks (i.e., creative and
imaginative problem solving). Therefore, the
following hypotheses were developed:

Hla: The level of communication within a
team is positively related to a team
member’s satisfaction.

H1b: The level of communication within a
team is positively related to a team
member’s judgment of effectiveness.

Interdependence in task, goal, and feedback

Interdependence refers to the level
of team member interaction required by a
work task in order for the team members to
complete the task. Interdependence may
increase  workers” motivation toward
performing their tasks (Shea and Guzzo,
1987). According to Shea and Guzzo (1987),
interdependence links individual workers to
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a common mission to maximize team

effectiveness. Wageman (1995) determined

that a higher degree of task interdependence
increases the degree of quality interaction
and cooperation among team members.

Thus, the following hypotheses were

developed:

H2a: The level of interdependence in a task,
goal, and feedback is positively
related to a team member’s
satisfaction.

H2b: The level of interdependence in a task,
goal, and feedback is positively
related to a team member’s judgment
of effectiveness.

Managerial and social support
Managerial support means that

higher management in the company supports
the concept and the use of teams. Shea and
Guzzo (1987) and Hackman (1987)
indicated that groups must receive the
necessary support from management if they
are to succeed. A study of retail employees’
social support and stress levels by Wolken
and Good (1995) concluded that the social
support system is beneficial in reducing
employees’ stress levels. Thus:

H3a: The level of managerial and social
support is positively related to a
team member’s satisfaction.

H3b: The level of managerial and social
support is positively related to a
team member’s judgment of
effectiveness.

Potency

Potent teams have a lot of team
spirit. Potency refers to the generalized
beliefs about the capabilities of the team
across tasks and contexts. Previous studies
have shown that team potency is linked to
team effectiveness (Campion et al., 1996;
Gully et al., 2002). Campion et al.’s study
(1996), within a financial services
organization, found that potency was the
team characteristic most closely related to
team effectiveness. Thus:
H4a: The level of potency is positively

related to a team member’s

satisfaction.
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H4b: The level of potency is positively
related to a team member’s
judgment of effectiveness.

Participation
Loker (2002) found that a higher

degree of motivation on the part of
employees is related to an increase in their
participation. In the results of the Campion
et al. (1996) study, within the job design
theme (i.e., self-management, participation,
task variety, task significance, and task
identity), participation was the strongest
predictor of team effectiveness. Thus:

H5a: The level of participation of a team
member is positively related to that
team member’s satisfaction.

H5b: The level of participation of a team
member is positively related to that
team member’s judgment of
effectiveness.

Self management
Self-management refers to the

degree of self-control that an individual
exercises over his/her own tasks within the
team. Researchers have used the degree of
autonomy to evaluate the concept of self-
management. Elmuti (1996) investigated the
relationship  between the degree of
autonomy and the degree of organizational
effectiveness within a self-managed team.
The research results supported the author’s
hypothesis that self-managed teams are
more effective. Several studies indicate that
apparel industry employees prefer to work
autonomously, which results in higher job
satisfaction (Choi and Gaskill, 2000; Crane
et al., 2003; Loker, 2002). Based on the
literature review, the following hypotheses
were proposed:

H6a: The level of self management is
positively related to a team
member’s satisfaction.

H6b: The level of self management is
positively related to a team

member’s judgment of
effectiveness.
Training
JTATM
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There are several types of effective
team training (Salas et al., 2007). For
example, cross-training enhances a team
member’s ability to perform the tasks of
other team members. In team coordination
and adaptation training, team members are
trained to best use downtime and to
communicate effectively. When retail
companies introduce in-house product
development, their employees, who have
expanded their roles from traditional retail
buyers to product developers, require
additional training (Choi and Gaskill, 2000).
Based on the literature review, the following
hypotheses were developed:

H7a: The level of training is positively
related to a team member’s
satisfaction.

H7b: The level of training is positively
related to a team member’s judgment
of effectiveness.

Workload sharing
Workload sharing means that

everyone on a team does his/her fair share of

the work, that no one in team depends on
other team members to do the work for
him/her, and that nearly all of the team
members contribute equally to the work.

Team members are willing to equally share

the workload, which prevents social-loafing

or free-riding. Most research has been
conducted in laboratory settings, but it is
assumed that workload sharing is related to

greater productivity (Campion et al., 1996).

Thus:

H8a: The level of workload sharing is
positively related to a team member’s
satisfaction.

H8b: The level of workload sharing is
positively related to a team member’s
judgment of effectiveness.

Potency as a mediator

Recent studies investigated the
mediating role of potency on team
effectiveness (Akgun et al., 2007; De Jong
et al., 2005; Sivasubramaniam et al., 2002).
Lester et al. (2002) investigated antecedents
and consequences of group potency among
newly-formed work groups. They found that
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potency mediates the relationships between

leadership and communication, and group

effort and performance. Based on the review
of literature and the theoretical background,
the following can be hypothesized:

H9a: Potency mediates the influence of team
characteristics on a team member’s
judgment of effectiveness.

H9b: Potency mediates the influence of team
characteristics on a team member’s
job satisfaction.

Method
Survey procedures

Six hundred and ninety-three U.S.
apparel companies that each earned over $50
million in annual sales were selected from
the  National Register of  Apparel
Manufacturers, Women and Children’s
Wear. These companies had a large humber
of employees, and it was assumed that they
would have more than one APD team. This
study followed the mail survey methods of
Dillman (2000). A contact letter was sent to
these 693 U.S. apparel companies. The
contact persons included CEOs, APD
managers, and executives who made final
decision about their company’s participation
in this study. In order to maintain validity,
researchers indicated that “a team is a group
of people work together to develop products
for your company” and “apparel product
development (APD) is the design and
engineering of apparel products” on the
initial contact letter. The letter requested
information regarding: 1) whether or not
their companies had APD teams, 2) the
company’s number of APD teams, and 3)
the number of members in each team.

Seventy-three (73) of the 91
responding companies indicated that they
had one or more APD teams. A
questionnaire packet was sent to the contact
people at the 73 companies. If the company
had multiple APD teams, the company
received multiple packets, equal to the
number of APD teams. Each team manager
or contact person distributed the team
member questionnaires to each of his/her
APD team members. Team members sent
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the completed questionnaires directly to the
researcher. Individual team  members
completed a questionnaire to determine how
they  perceived their APD  team
characteristics and team effectiveness.

Demographic characteristics of companies,
teams, and participants

Of the 73 companies indicating they
had APD team(s), 22 companies voluntarily
participated in this study. Four hundred and
forty-seven (447) team member surveys
were sent out to the 22 companies and a
total of 131 individual team members
representing 34 teams responded. The
response rate was 29.3%. The majority
(59.1%) of the 22 participating companies
produced approximately $50 million in
annual sales. The remaining companies
produced more than $75 million in annual
sales. Over half of the companies had only
one APD team, while 27.2% of the
companies had two or three APD teams. The
remaining companies had more than three
teams. Among the 22 participating
companies, the majority of companies
(81.8%) had teams that averaged four to
eight team members. The median number of
team members was SiX.

This study measured demographic
characteristics of individual team members.
A high percentage of team member
respondents were females (77.9%) and most
frequent age range was between 26 and 35
years of age (38.9%), followed by 36 and 45
years (32.8%). More than half of the team
members had undergraduate  degrees
(58.5%) or an associate degree (19.5%). In
terms of job title, 29% of the team members
were designers. Production, merchandising,
and sales/marketing personnel respectively
represented the remaining job titles in
descending order.

Article Designation: Refereed

Survey instruments

In this study the Campion et al.’s
(1996) questionnaire was used, but some
items were reversed to prevent identity rater
bias. To determine a total value for each
characteristic, the responses were summed.
For team members’ judgment of
effectiveness, participants rated statements
such as “My team provides innovative
products or services” and “My team
consistently completes work on time.”
Cronbach alpha coefficients for team
characteristics and effectiveness  were
ranged .50 to .73. To assess team members’
job satisfaction, the current study used
survey instruments developed by Gladstein
(1984). The coefficient alpha value for team
members’ satisfaction in this study was .89
(see Table I and Appendix 1).

Results

Phase 1. Team characteristic identification

To test Hypotheses Hla though H8b,
correlation analysis was used (see Table I).
Potency, workload sharing, communication,
and social support within teams were highly
correlated (in descending order) with team
member’s job satisfaction and team
member’s judgment of effectiveness. Based
on the results, Hypotheses Hla though H8b,
were supported.

JTATM
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Table I.
Variable reliabilities, means, standard deviations, and correlations

Campion
Current etal.
study (1996)
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Potency .69 .83 3.78 059 1.00
Social support .55 .87 3.74 054 050 1.00
Workload sharing .69 .92 355 079 061 041 1.00
Communication within team .64 .87 397 058 062 060 051 1.00
Self-management .50 .84 3.28 067 038 022 031 029 1.00
Participation 73 .89 357 070 053 038 043 047 045 1.00
Training .65 81 324 070 035 040 029 035 031 031 1.00
Managerial support .59 .90 3.87 069 .047 046 044 051 024 037 033 100
Task interdependence .52 .70 383 058 022 034 017 030 0.13 0.10 -0.02 0.19 1.00
Goal interdependence .61 .70 340 074 024 019 023 026 0.16 0.09 020 0.31 035 1.00
Feedback .53 71 319 072 040 029 031 039 023 022 021 046 032 059 1.00
Team members’ job
Satisfaction .89 95 365 045 071 057 065 064 034 053 032 043 018 020 0.30 1.00
Team members’ judgment
of effectiveness .612 94 383 037 072 033 055 052 025 024 019 037 021 034 037 0.60 1.00
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Note. r = Cronbach’s alpha, M = means, SD
= standard deviation (n = 131). Correlations
greater than .16 in absolute value are
significant at p < .05. a:Team members’ job
satisfaction was based on Gladstein’s (1984)
measurement.

Phase 2. Testing potency as a mediator

To test H9a and H9b, first, a factor
analysis was conducted among team
characteristics. Table Il shows that as a
result of a principal component factor
analysis with varimax rotation, two factors
merged. The characteristics that had large
loadings were grouped together (greater than
50 in absolute value). Factor loadings

Table II.

Factor loadings for team characteristics

ranged from .54 to .76. Campion et al.
(1996) and Gladstein (1984) concluded that
potency, social support, workload sharing,
and communication within team
characteristics belong to process. Thus,
because of the conceptual distinction the
first factor was divided into two factors in
this study. Therefore, this study generated
three factors. Factor labels and Cronbach
alpha coefficients are presented in Table IlI.
Regression analysis (Table I11) confirmed
that job design and resources plus
interdependency factors predict potency. In
this analysis, process was not included
because potency belongs to the process
factor.

Cronbach alpha

Team characteristics Factor loading coefficients
Factor 1: Process .819
Potency .76 27
Social support 54 45
Workload sharing .68 A3
Communication within the team .70 .38
Factor 2: Job design and resources .663
Self-management .55 01
Participation .76 .05
Training .65 .04
Managerial support .61 42
Factor 3: Interdependence 124
Task interdependence .06 75
Goal interdependence .08 .81
Independent feedback 24 17
Eigenvalues 4.60 1.32
% of variance 41.00 11.20
Note. Boldface indicates higher factor loadings.
Table I11.
Regression analysis of the influence of team characteristics on potency
Team characteristics b t p
Job design and resources .16 6.98 .000
Interdependency .07 2.67 .008
R? 393 F, 120= 38.84, p < .05
Adjusted R 383
Article Designation: Refereed 8 JTATM

Volume 6, Issue 4, Fall 2010



To test H9a, a series of regression
analyses were used. In the first step, job
design and resources plus interdependence
were found to have positive effects on
potency. The second step of analysis
concerned the perception of team members’
judgment of effectiveness using multiple
regression analysis. In the second step, when
potency was not included in the model, job
design and resources significantly predicted
team member’s judgment of effectiveness.
In step 3, potency was added to the model.
Potency was positively related to team
member’s judgment of effectiveness Job
design and resources were no longer
significantly related to team member’s

judgment of effectiveness. Since
interdependence remained significant in this
step, it was not included in the mediating
effect of process (Table IV). Therefore there
is a mediating effect only between job
design and resources and team member’s
judgment of effectiveness. In the same
manner of statistical analysis, the result of
testing HOb is presented in Table V. Thus, it
is concluded that potency does not mediate
independent variables and team members’
satisfaction. Based on the results, the
framework (Figure 1) is suggested, which
illustrates that potency mediates the
influence of job design and resources on
team member’s judgment of effectiveness.

Table 1V.

H9a. Testing potency as a mediator on team member’s judgment of effectiveness

Potency Team members’ judgment of effectiveness
Predictor variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Job design and resources 0.16*** 0.14** -0.07
Interdependency 0.07** 0.19*** 0.10*
Potency 1.32%**
R’ 0.39 0.22 0.55
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; --- not applicable
Table V.
H9b. Testing potency as a mediator on team member’s job satisfaction
Potency Team members’ job satisfaction
Predictor variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
B B B
Job design and resources 0.16*** 0.22%** 0.97**
Interdependency 0.07**
Potency 0.79***
R 0.39 0.27 0.49

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; --- not applicable
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Figure 1.
The mediation effect of potency
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Input

Output

Job design and
resources
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\

Interdependency

Team members’
judgment of
effectiveness

Team members’ job
satisfaction

—
\

Hollow arrows and bold letters indicate mediating effect of potency on job design and resources
as well as on team members’ judgment of effectiveness.

Discussion

Although previous literature within
the apparel industry indicates that apparel
product development (APD) employs a team
approach, there has been a lack of
investigation about team dynamics in APD.
This study confirmed that APD utilizes
teams, but also identified key team
characteristics that influence APD team
effectiveness. The present study is the first
test of the mediating effect of potency to
explore the relationship among APD team
characteristics. According to the present
study results, potency displayed the highest
degree of correlation with team member’s
job satisfaction and team member’s
judgment of effectiveness. This confirms the
results of the previous study that found
potency is a prominent team characteristic
(Akgun et al., 2007; De Jong et al., 2005;
Lester et al., 2002; Sivasubramaniam et al.,
2002)

In this study,
communication/cooperation within the team,
workload sharing, and social support, in
descending order, displayed the next highest
degree of correlation with tem member’s job
satisfaction and team member’s judgment of
effectiveness. The results of this study

Article Designation: Refereed
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suggest that when all APD team members
are willing to equally share the workload,
APD teams are more effective and team
members are more satisfied with their jobs.
These results imply that educators in APD
need to instruct their students to learn broad
aspects of APD and the skills required
working effectively together. Social support
is also positively related to team
effectiveness and team member satisfaction.
This is consistent with previous study
findings (Wolken and Good, 1995).

The present study found that a high
level of managerial support for the concept
of teams was positively related to dependent
variables. Further, the study found that team
manager support is more important than the
training that team members receive from
their companies and that APD team
members do not consider training as
important to team effectiveness and job
satisfaction as other team characteristics.

The present results indicated that the
combination of education and job
experience may contribute to team

members’ confidence in performing their
jobs. Bunderson and Scutcliffe (2003)
concluded that overemphasizing training
may consume company resources and divert

JTATM
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attention away from existing company goals.
Therefore, APD team managers need to
consider how much emphasis to place on
training. The low correlation between team
training and team effectiveness may be also
explained by the low level of “team
training” offered by companies. Although
companies may provide training at the
individual level, they may not provide
training at the team level. The results of
previous studies indicated that employees
express high job satisfaction when they
work autonomously. Although the current
research results are consistent with previous
findings (Choi and Gaskill, 2000; Crane et
al., 2003; Loker 2002), the self-management
and participation of team members are not
as important as other team characteristics
such as potency, communication, and work
load sharing.

To examine the mediating effect of
potency, this study identified three factors
(process, job design and resources, and
interdependency) from team characteristics
that significantly influence  potency.
According to the results, potency mediates
the relationship between job design and
resources, and team member’s judgment of
effectiveness. Therefore, based on this study
results, self-management, participation,
training, and managerial support, which
belong to the job design and resources
factor, are directly related to potency and

indirectly related to team member’s
judgment of effectiveness. APD team
managers need to encourage potency

through modeling and telling team members
that their team possesses the capabilities to
confidently accomplish their tasks. They
also need to encourage team members’ self
management, participation, and training to
increase potency, which will ultimately
enhance team effectiveness.

Limitations and future studies

These empirical findings support the
propositions of this study; however, a few
potential limitations need to be considered.
First, compared to the reliabilities of the
original measurements that were found by
Campion e al. (1996), the current study had
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slightly lower reliabilities for some of the
individual team characteristics (e.g., self-
management and task interdependence). For
the purpose of this study, the high
reliabilities, as a set, assured the assessment
of the results collectively. Next, the
participating companies were drawn from a
diverse apparel industry and they utilize
their own objective measurement of APD
team effectiveness. Therefore, there is no
standard measurement across companies that
allows this study to assess APD team
effectiveness. However, future studies may
choose one or two companies and should
utilize objective measurements to be able to
generalize these results further. A third
potential limitation to the present findings is
that this study conducted a cross-sectional
survey in order to assess perceptions of
individuals. Future studies may wish to use
multiple methods of data collection in order
to avoid common method variance. Further
research should try to stratify companies on
size, sales, and other variables that may
influence the study results.

Despite these limitations, the results

of this study have both practical and
theoretical ~ implications.  This  study
identified major team characteristics,

including potency, which was the most
important characteristic and exerted the
greatest influence on APD team
effectiveness measurements. The results of
the study enable the apparel firms and
apparel managers to provide superior
support to their APD teams. The model of
this study is applicable to teams in other
fields including the textile industry that
focuses on product development and utilizes
similar teams of the current study. From a
theoretical standpoint, this study identified
APD team characteristics and examined the
relationships between these characteristics
(input) and team effectiveness (output) with
potency as a mediator.
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Appendix 1. Measurements
(Strongly agree = 5, Agree = 4,
Neither agree nor disagree = 3,
Disagree Strongly = 2, disagree =
1)

Team Characteristics
Communication/Cooperation
Within the Work Group

o Members of my team hesitate
to share information with
other team members about our
work. (reverse scored)

o Teams enhance the
communication among people
working on the same product.

o Members of my team
cooperate to get the work
done.

Goal Interdependence

o My work goals come directly
from the goals of my team.

o My work activities on any
given day are determined by
my team’s goals for that day.

o | do very few activities on my
job that are not related to the
goals of my team.

Interdependent Feedback

o Feedback about how well 1|
am doing my job comes
primarily from information
about how well the entire
team is doing.

o My performance evaluation is
strongly influenced by how
well my team performs.

o My rewards from my job
(e.g., pay, promotion, etc.) are
determined in large part by
my contributions as a team
member.

Managerial Support

o Higher management in the
company supports the concept
of teams.

o My manager supports the
concept of teams.
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Participation

o As amember of ateam, | have
a real say in how the team
carries out its work.

o Most members of my team get
a chance to participate in
decision making.

o My team is designed to let
everyone  participate in
decision making.

Potency (Spirit)

o Members of my team have
great confidence that the team
can perform effectively.

o My team can take on nearly
any task and complete it.

o My team has a lot of team
spirit.

Self-Management

o The members of my team are
responsible for determining
the methods, procedures, and
schedules with which the
work gets done.

o My team (rather than my
manager) decides who does
what tasks within the team.

o Most work-related decisions
are made by the members of
my team (rather than by my
manager).

Social Support

o Being in my team gives me
the opportunity to work in a
team and provide support to
other team members.

o My team increases my
opportunities  for  positive
social interaction.

o Members of my team help
each other out at work when
needed.

Task Interdependence
o | cannot accomplish my tasks
without information or
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O

materials from other members
of my team.

Other members of my team
depend on me for information
or materials needed to
perform their tasks.

Within  my team, jobs
performed by team members
are related to one another.

Training

O

The  company  provides
adequate technical training for
my team.

The  company  provides
adequate quality and customer
service training for my team.
The  company  provides
adequate team skills training
for my team (e.g.,
communication, organization,
interpersonal, etc.).

Workload Sharing

@)

Everyone on my team does
his/her fair share of the work.
No one in my team depends
on other team members to do
the work for him/her.

Nearly all the members on my
team contribute equally to the
work.

Team Members’ Job
Satisfaction

O

I am satisfied with my present
colleagues on my team.

I am pleased with the way my
colleagues and |  work
together.

I am very satisfied with
working in this team.
Generally speaking, | am very
satisfied with this job.

I am generally satisfied with
the kind of work | do in this
job.

I frequently think of quitting
this job. (reverse scored)
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Team Members’ Judgment of

Effectiveness

o My team consistently
completes quality work.

o My team provides effective
customer service.

o My team achieves the
required productivity.

o My team sometimes
completes work late. (reverse
scored)

o My team completes work
within budget.

o My team seldom provides
innovative products or
services. (reverse scored)

o My team responds quickly to
problems and opportunities.

o My team members express
job satisfaction.

o My team meets overall
performance expectation.

o My team demonstrates
initiative.

o My team members seldom
cooperate  with  non-team
members. (reverse scored)

Appendix 2. Interdependency among team
members

Since each individual team member
belongs to a team (company), responses
from team members within the same team
may be interdependent. This study examined
whether team and company structure affects
team members by using regression analysis.
This study used dummy-variable coding for
team membership. The regression analysis
included 34 dummy-coded variables and
two themes (36 independent variables). Two
themes  were derived from team
characteristics. Table 1 displays the results
of the regression analysis between the 36
independent variables the team members’
judgment of effectiveness (dependent
variable). Table 2 presents the results of the
regression analysis between the 36
independent variables and team members’
job satisfaction (dependent variable). The
results indicate that the significance level of
team interaction (p < .05) and
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interdependence (p < .05) is the same as the
significance level of the regression analysis
using only two independent variables (team
interaction and interdependence) and
dependent variables. The overall

significance also remains the same (p <.05).
The result indicates that team membership’s
influence on the relationship between the
team characteristics and the dependent
variables is not significant.

Table 1. Regression analysis of the influence of team characteristics (two themes) on team
members’ judgment of effectiveness with team membership

Team characteristics b t p
Team Interaction 1.92 5.76 .00
(process, job design

and resources)

Interdependence .96 2.73 .00
constant 41.26 39.62

RZ .79 F351 95 = 462, p=s .05
Adjusted R? 49

Table 2. Regression analysis of the influence of team characteristics (two themes) on team

members’ job satisfaction with team membership

Team characteristics b t p
Team Interaction 1.89 10.25 .00
(process, job design
and resources)
Interdependence .63 3.25 .00
constant 20.44 35.62
R? .85 Fas,05= 27.70, p < .05
Adjusted R? 61
Article Designation: Refereed 16 JTATM

Volume 6, Issue 4, Fall 2010



