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The latter part of the 20th, and the beginning of the 21st,
centuries have witnessed a remarkable transformation of
organizational structures worldwide. Ongoing economic,
strategic, and technological imperatives are driving this
transformation, with one of its more compelling aspects
being the shift from work organized around individual
jobs to team-based work structures (Lawler, Mohrman, &
Ledford, 1995). Increasing global competition, consolida-
tion, and innovation create pressures that are influencing
the emergence of teams as the core building blocks of
organizations. These pressures drive a need for diverse
skills, expertise, and experience. They necessitate more
rapid, flexible, and adaptive responses. They create a
press for creativity, invention, and innovation. Teams
enable these characteristics. In addition, organizations
have globalized operations through expansion, mergers
and acquisitions, and joint ventures placing increased
importance on cross-cultural and mixed culture teams.
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Advanced computer and communication technolg
provide new tools to better link individuals with their
team and enable teams to be virtual —distributed in ti
and space—across the globe.

This ongoing transformation in the basic organization
of work has captured the attention of researchers and i
reflected by an expansion of theories addressing tean
functioning, an exploding number of empirical stu
and numerous literature reviews written on the burgeo
research focused on work teams. It is also reflected
a shift in the locus of team research. For most of i
history, research on small groups has been centered
social psychology (McGrath, 1997). However, group and
team research has migrated substantially to the fields of
organizational psychology and organizational behavior.
Indeed, Levine and Moreland (1990) in their extensive
review of small group research concluded that, “Grouf
are alive and well, but living elsewhere....The tomﬁ;
has been passed to (or, more accurately, picked up by)
colleagues in other disciplines, particularly organizal:iﬂmI1
psychology” (p. 620).

We began our previous review by documenting other
review efforts that had published during the late 19805
and 1990s. Since that review (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003)
research and theory development focused on team cﬂ'ﬂf‘ ;
tiveness have exploded across the allied fields of orgat®
zational psychology, organizational behavior, and humal
resource management. We provide a sampling of exe™
plar contributions in Table 17.1 to provide the reader
some sense of how this field of inquiry has evolved.



Work Groups and Teams in Organizations 413

E 17.1 Exemplar Reviews and Focused Models Addressing Aspects of Team Effectiveness

Author(s) Focus

Goodman, Ravlin, & Schminke Team task and technology —review
Hackman Normative model of team design

Shea & Guzzo Groups as human resources

Sundstrom, De Meuse, & Futrell Organization systems perspective
Bettenhausen Task-driven processes in teams—review
McGrath Groups—time, interaction, and performance
Guzzo & Shea Team research in organizations—review
Hackman Groups as a context for individual behavior

Argote & McGrath

Iigen, Major, Hollenbeck, & Sego

Guzzo & Dickson

Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers
Cohen & Bailey

Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath

Cannon-Bowers & Salas

Devine, Clayton, Phillips, Dunford, & Melner
Kozlowski, Gully, Nason, & Smith

Arrow, McGrath, & Berdahl

Gully

Sundstrom, MclIntyre, Halfhill, & Richards

B. S. Bell & Kozlowski

Kozlowski & Bell

Kerr & Tindale

Salas, Stagl, & Burke

Tigen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt

Kirkman & Mathieu

Mannix & Neale

Kozlowski & Ilgen

Edmondson, Dillon, & Roloff

Kozlowski & Bell

Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson

Fiore, Rosen, Smith-Jentsch, Salas, Letsky, & Warner
Hackman & Katz

B. S. Bell & Kozlowski

Cannon-Bowers & Bowers

Jackson & Joshi

Zaccaro, Marks, & DeChurch

Group processes in organizations

Team decision making

Team research in organizations—review
Leadership, team development, and adaptation
Team research in organizations—field research
Groups as information processors

Team decision making under stress

Teams in organizations—review

Multilevel team development and adaptation
Groups as complex systems

Team effectiveness since 1985 —review

Team research in organizations—review
Typology of virtual teams—Ileadership

Team effectiveness—review
Group-decision-making research—review

25 years of team effectiveness research—review
Team effectiveness review—IPO to IMOI—review
Team virtuality

Team diversity—review

Team effectiveness— 350 years of theory, research, and applications—review
Team learning—review

Team learning

Team effectiveness— 19972007 —review
Macrocognition in teams

Group behavior and performance—review

Team errors

Team development and functioning—review
Team diversity—review

Multiteam systems

2012 B. S. Bell, Kozlowski, & Blawath Team learning—integration and review
2012 Chen & Tesluk Team participation and empowerment—review
- 2012 Hollenbeck & Spitzmuller Team structure
- 2012 Kirkman, Gibson, & Kim Virtual teams—review
?E Mathieu & Gilson Team effectiveness criteria—review

An abbreviated tour through the research highlighted in
Table 17.1 is informative. Much of the initial scholarship
was focused on characterizing the differences brought to
group and team research by taking an organizational per-
spective. For example, Goodman, Ravlin, and Schminke
(1987) highlighted one of the key distinctions between
the small-group literature, which pays relatively little
attention to. the.group,.task and its technology, and the
Organizational literature,= which views what groups do
and how they do it as critical characteristics. Similarly,

Bettenhausen (1991) documented the emphasis in orga-
nizational research on task-driven processes in teams,
relative to the small-group focus on interpersonal attrac-
tion and interaction. Sufficient primary research began
to amass such that extensive and focused reviews of
the literature were introduced (e.g., Cohen & Bailey,
1997; Devine, Clayton, Phillips, Dunford, & Melner,
1999; Gully, 2000; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Shea &
Guzzo, 1987). As the shift in locus to “teams in organi-
zations matured,” more topic-specific theory and research
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focused, for example, on virtual teams, leadership, and
decision making began to appear. Since our prior review
in 2003, the field of team effectiveness theory and research
has continued to expand its scope and depth with top-
ics focusing on, for example, team diversity, multi-
team systems, team learning, and macrocognition. An
examination of this body of work leads to the conclusion
that there is an enormous wealth of actionable knowledge
available to enhance the effectiveness of work teams in
organizations (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Nevertheless,
the answers to many fundamental questions remain under-
researched and elusive.

Our objective in this chapter is to provide an integrative
perspective on work groups and teams in organizations,
one that addresses primary foci of theory and research,
highlights applied implications, and identifies key issues
in need of research attention and resolution. Given the
volume of existing reviews, our review is not designed to
be exhaustive. It updates our 2003 review, using repre-
sentative work and meta-analytic findings to characterize
key topics, and focusing on recent work that breaks new
ground to help move theory and research forward (see
Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). We
believe that there is much value in taking an integrative
view of the important areas of team research, identifying
key research themes, and linking the themes and disparate
topics closer together. To the extent that we identify new
and necessary areas of theory development and research,
the value of this approach will be evident.

The chapter organization and review focus is illustrated
in Figure 17.1. We begin by examining the nature of work

teams. We define them, identify four critical conceppyy
issues—context, workflow, levels, and time —thg; Serve
as review themes, and discuss the multitude of formg
that teams may assume. We then shift attention 0 the
heart of the review, examining key aspects of the Creatiop,
development, operation, and management of work teamg,
To accomplish our objectives of breadth and integraﬁon‘
we adopt a life-cycle perspective to organize the reviey,
Teams are not actually studied this way, but the ljfe.
cycle perspective provides an integrative framework that
highlights important topic areas—many that are under.
studied. Topics involved in the team life cycle include:
(a) team composition; (b) team formation, socializatiop
and development; (c) team processes, effectiveness, anci
enhancements; (d) team leadership and motivation; (e) and
team continuance and decline. We characterize representa-
tive theory and research, identify thematic limitations, and
highlight work that is beginning to push the boundaries op
our critical conceptual issues. We also address application
concerns where possible. Finally, we close with a discus-
sion that reflects back on the topics, considers the state
of progress regarding our critical conceptual themes, and
suggests directions for new research to foster continued
progress and development.

THE NATURE OF WORK TEAMS AND GROUPS

What Is a Team?

Although some scholars distinguish work teams and work
groups (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993), we make no such

Critical Conceptual Foci:

+ Multilevel Influences

+ Contextual Creation & Constraints
* Workflow Interdependence

» Temporal Dynamics
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Figure 17.1 Review conceptual foci and team life cycle
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.stincﬁﬂn and use the terms interchangeably. Others dis-
guish dyads or triads from larger teams. Although we
qowledge that intrateam processes increase in com-
fplexity with more team members, we do not highlight
hese distinctions in this chapter. Work teams and groups
come in 2 variety of types and sizes, cutting across dif-
ffmm contexts, functions, internal processes, and external
Jinkages- However, several features provide a foundation
P for a basic definition. Work teams and groups: (a) are
composed of two or more individuals, (b) who exist to per-
form organizationally relevant tasks, (c) share one or more
common goals, (d) exhibit task interdependencies (i.e.,
workflow, goals, knowledge, and outcomes), (e) interact
socially (face-to-face or, increasingly, virtually), (f) main-
tain and manage boundaries, and (g) are embedded in an
brganizational context that sets boundaries, constrains the
team, and influences exchanges with other units in the
5 proader entity (Arrow, McGrath, & Berdahl, 2000; Hack-
. man, 1987; Kozlowski, Gully, Nason, & Smith, 1999;
- Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Salas, Dickinson, Converse, &
~ Tannenbaum, 1992).

 Critical Conceptual Foci

We view teams from an organizational systems perspec-
. tive. They are embedded in an open yet bounded sys-
tem composed of multiple, nested levels. This broader
i system sets fop-down constraints on team functioning.
- Simultaneously, team responses are complex bottom-up
- phenomena that emerge over time from individual cog-
nition, affect, behavior, and interactions among members
within the team context (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Based
on this perspective, we assert that four conceptual issues
are critical in efforts to investigate and understand work
teams: (a) multilevel influences, (b) contextual constraint
and creation, (c) task or workflow interdependence, and
~ (d) temporal dynamics. We briefly introduce these concep-
tal foci below and use them as review themes to identify
both the strengths and limitations of extant research.

Multilevel Influences

As our definition makes clear, organizations, teams, and
individuals are bound together in a multilevel system.
Teams don’t behave, individuals do; but they do so in
Ways that create team-level phenomena. Individuals are
lested within teams, and teams in turn are linked to and
fested in a larger multilevel“systein. This hierarchical
nesting and coupling, Whi@h“ié"‘é"ﬁé'f"ﬁciérj;tic'of organiza-
tional systems, necessitatéé..;hm_us, _.ffmultip[e levels—
individual, team, and the higher level context—in efforts
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to understand and investigate team phenomena. However,
many of the theoretical, measurement, and data analytic
issues relevant to a multilevel perspective on teams are
often neglected in research and practice. These issues are
especially important when researchers try to attribute indi-
vidual characteristics to the team collective (e.g., team
ability, team personality, team learning). Such generaliza-
tions necessitate precise multilevel theory and analyses to
ensure meaningfulness (i.e., construct validity) of the col-
lective team-level constructs (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).
Unfortunately, there are many examples of such general-
izations that lack the standing of true constructs.

Contextual Constraint and Creation

Teams are embedded in an organizational context and the
team itself enacts a context for team members (Hackman,
1992). The broader organizational context characterized
by technology, structure, leadership, culture, and climate
constrains teams and influences their responses. However,
teams also represent a proximal context for the individuals
who compose them. Team members operate in a bounded
interactive context that they in part create by virtue of their
attributes, interactions, and responses. Team-level nor-
mative expectations, shared perceptions, and compatible
knowledge are generated by and emerge from individ-
ual interactions. Dynamic team processes in part create
contextual structure that constrains subsequent team pro-
cesses. Thus, the team context is a joint product of both
top-down and bottom-up influences.

Workflow Interdependence

The centrality of workflow interdependence is one issue
that clearly distinguishes the work teams and small-group
literatures (Goodman et al., 1987). In the organizational
literature, technology, and the tasks it entails, denotes
the means by which system inputs are transformed or
converted to outputs; technology is not equipment or
support systems (e.g., McGrath & Hollingshead, 1994).
Technology and its associated tasks create a structure
that determines the flow of work and linkage across
team members. Interactions among work team members
are substantially influenced by this workflow structure
(Steiner, 1972; Van de Ven, Delbecq, & Koenig, 1976),
which links individual inputs, outcomes, and goals. Thus,
it has a critical influence on team processes essential to
team effectiveness. In contrast, laboratory tasks in small-
group research are often pooled or additive, thereby min-
imizing the necessity for task-driven interaction among
team members (McGrath, 1997). From an organizational
systems perspective, the task workflow sets interaction
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requirements and constraints that must be considered in
team theory, research, and practice.

Temporal Dynamics

Finally, time is an important characteristic of work teams
(McGrath, 1990). Teams have a developmental lifes-
pan; they form, mature, and evolve over time (Mor-
gan, Salas, & Glickman, 1993). Team constructs and
phenomena are not static. Many, indeed, most team-level
phenomena (e.g., collective efficacy, mental models, per-
formance) emerge upwards from the individual to the
team level and unfold via complex temporal dynamics
(Kozlowski et al.,, 1999) that include not only linear,
but also cyclical and episodic aspects (Kozlowski, Gully,
McHugh, et al., 1996; Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001).
Although time is explicitly recognized in models of team
development, it is largely neglected in many other areas
of team research; yet time is relevant to virtually all team
phenomena. It is impossible to understand team effec-
tiveness without paying attention to the processes that
unfold over time to yield it (Mohammed, Hamilton, &
Lim, 2009).

Types of Work Teams

Work teams can assume a wide variety of different
forms—they are not unitary entities. Many factors or
contingencies relevant to effective team functioning vary
across different types of teams, creating challenges for
studying and understanding them. This fact is reflected in
the many efforts to describe, classify, or otherwise dis-
tinguish differences among teams. We consider some of
the major distinctions below and then comment on their
theoretical and research value.

General Typologies

General typologies are an effort to distinguish a broad range
of team types. For example, Sundstrom, McIntyre, Halfhill,
and Richards (2000) integrated the Sundstrom, DeMeuse,
and Futrell (1990) and Cohen and Bailey (1997) typologies
to yield six team categories: (a) production, (b) service, (c)
management, (d) project, (e) action and performing, and
(f) advisory. Production teams represent core employees
who cyclically produce tangible products (e.g., automobile
assembly) and vary on discretion from supervisor-led to
semi-autonomous to self-directed. Service teams engage
in repeated transactions with customers (e.g., airline atten-
dants) who have different needs, making the nature of the
transactions variable. Senior managers of meaningful busi-
ness units with primary responsibility for directing and

coordinating lower level units under their authority cong
prise management teams. Project teams are temporary c
ties that execute specialized time-constrained tasks and
disband (e.g., new product development). Action and peg.

forming teams are composed of interdependent expertg who

engage in complex time-constrained performance events
Examples include aircrews, surgical teams, military “nlls,
and musicians.

More Specific Classifications

In addition to general typologies, researchers haye iden-
tified more specific types of teams. For example, some
scholars have distinguished crews from other types of
work teams (e.g., Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Blickensder.
fer, 1998). The key distinguishing characteristic is the
capability and necessity for crews to form and be imme.
diately prepared to perform together effectively (Gip.
nett, 1993). Thus, advocates of this distinction assert
that crews, unlike more conventional teams, do not go
through an identifiable developmental process (Arrow,
1998). Examples include aircrews, military combat units,
and surgical teams. However, it is notable that crews
are used for team tasks that necessitate high expertise,
extensive training, and well-developed, standardized per-
formance guidelines. Thus, while crews continually form,
disband, and reform with new members as an integral part
of their life cycle, the high level of prior socialization,
trained knowledge, and explicit performance standards
provide strong structural supports that substitute for an
extended group development process.

Top management teams (TMT; Hambrick & Mason,
1984; Jackson, 1992a) represent another specific classi-
fication, one based on level in the organizational hier-
archy. Because it is difficult to gain access to TMTS,
much of the research on TMT effectiveness has focused
on factors that can be gleaned through archival records.
As a result, research has centered on TMT composi-
tion (e.g., heterogeneity of function; organizational tenure;
team tenure, age, and education; team size) or its treatment
as team diversity (e.g., Jackson, Joshi, & Ehardt, 2003)
and the external environment (e.g., industry as a proxy
for environmental turbulence, market characteristics), and
their effects on organizational effectiveness (Eisenhardt &
Schoonhoven, 1990; Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1990; Ham-
brick, Cho, & Chen, 1996; Simons, Pelled, & Smith, 1999,
Smith et al., 1994; West & Anderson, 1996). Much of
this research is inthe strategic management literature of
in specialty journals (e.g., information technology, soft-
ware development).=Although. the amount of empirical
work in this area is relatively small compared to work

such
mixec
1997)
(B.S.
2012)
cultur
funda
to suc
One ¢
of wo
group
under;
preser
that s
are aj
interaq
tures
relativ
to the
this hi
and tf
model
tural 1
ther, d
mosai
of den
Differ
cues, ¢
memb
faultli;
B.
teams
two fe



eam research in general, the area is active and growing.
ne troubling aspect of this growing area, however, is its
relative independence of the broader work teams litera-
:mre (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). Since our last review there
is evidence that this has started to change, with some
more recent research that has focused on TMT interde-
Pendence (Barrick, Bradley, Kristof-Brown, & Colbert,

7: Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2006), behavioral integra-
tion (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2006; Lubatkin, Simsek,
5i.ing, & Veiga, 2006; Simsek, Veiga, Lubatkin, & Dino,
9005), cohesion and conflict (Michalisin, Karau, & Tang-
ng, 2004; Simons & Peterson, 2000), and shared lead-

this continues to be a neglected issue in need of more
directed rectification.

~ More recently, the globalization of organizations and
changing nature of work have yielded new team forms
such as distinctions based on culture—cross-cultural,
‘mixed-culture, and transnational teams (Earley & Erez,
~ 1997)—and collocation in time and space— virtual teams
: '_(B. S. Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Kirkman, Gibson, & Kim,
ewWs ~ 2012). For example, the challenge of cross- and mixed-
- culture teams is to break through the barriers of different
fundamental values, cultural assumptions, and stereotypes
| fosuccessfully coordinate and jointly perform effectively.
~ One of the biggest conceptual challenges in this area
1 i}fwork is dealing with the multiple levels—individual,
'.gmup, organization, and culture—that are relevant to
- an f ‘understanding such teams. Chao (2000), for example,
| presents a multilevel model of intercultural relationships
s0n, ﬂlat specifies how individual- and group-level interactions
issi- are affected by higher-level relationships. Essentially,
liet- . eractions among individuals or groups of different cul-
fures are affected by their cultural identities, and the
relative standing of the cultures on factors important
1o the interaction. Variation in how groups deal with
this higher-level linkage affects the quality of interaction
and the potential for group effectiveness. Thus, Chao’s
mﬂdel provides a basis to guide research on intercul-
team interactions. Chao & Moon (2005) go fur-
Vflher developing a “meta-theory” of culture—the cultural

and ' & g{lw.ncn'c—-—as an individual property composed by tiles
it& - Of demographic, geographic, and associative differences.
am- . Different tiles of the mosaic can be activated by situational

LUes, serving either to connect culturally dissimilar team
Members across common tiles or to fracture them along
faultlines,

B. S. Bell and Kozlowski (2002) distinguish virtual
fams from conventional face-to-face teams based on
0 features: (a) spatial distance— virtual team members

ership (Ensley, Hmieleski, & Pearce, 2006). Nonetheless,’
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are dispersed in space, and (b) technological mediation
of information, data, and personal communication—
virtual team members interact via advanced commu-
nications media. These two features enable diverse
expertise—located worldwide—to be combined into a
team that transcends the usual boundaries of space and
time. As organizations and work continue to evolve,
new types of work teams will be created and classified.
Research on virtual teams has literally exploded since
our prior review, pushed by needs for flexibility and
diverse expertise, and enabled by advances in bandwidth.
One key aspect of Bell and Kozlowski’s typology was
to advance an appreciation that virtual teams can exhibit
a range of “virtuality,” rather than being a type of
team (i.e., face-to-face vs. virtual). That perspective has
become common in the research literature (Kirkman &
Mathieu, 2005), with recent scholarship defining the
degree of virtuality in terms of spatial distance, media
usage, and cultural differences (Chen, Kirkman, Kim,
Farh, & Tangirala, 2010; Gibson & Gibbs, 2006; Tsui,
Nifadkar, & Ou, 2007). See Kirkman et al. (in press)
for a comprehensive review of this burgeoning area
of research and Mesmer-Magnus et al. (2011) for a
meta-analytic investigation of the effects of virtuality on
team information sharing.

The Role of Typology in Understanding Teams

Although there is value in characterizing distinctions
across different types of teams, description and classifica-
tion are merely the first steps in comprehending the impli-
cations of such differences for effective team functioning.
In our view, it is more useful to focus on the dimensions
that underlie apparent differences in team classifications or
typologies. Surfacing such dimensions is critical to iden-
tifying the varying factors or contingencies that determine
the effectiveness of different types of teams. Identifying
these factors will better enable researchers and practition-
ers to specify design and operational factors that promote
team effectiveness for different teams.

Some scholars have made steps in this direction.
Sundstrom et al. (1990), for example, identified three
dimensions underlying their typology: (a) work team dif-
ferentiation—the degree to which membership is inclu-
sive, variable, or exclusive and the span of the team’s
life cycle; (b) external integration—the degree to which
the team’s task is entrained by, that is, requires synchro-
nization with, organizational pacers external to the team;
and (c) work cycles—the general length of the team’s
task and the degree to which performance episodes are -
multiple, variable, repeatable, and novel.
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Kozlowski et al. (1999) focused directly on dimensions
rather than classification, proposing that five features—
(a) task, (b) goals, (c) roles, (d) process emphasis, and
(e) performance demands—distinguish teams ranging
along a simple-to-complex continuum. Complex teams are
characterized by:

1. Tasks that are externally driven, dynamic, and struc-
tured by explicit workflows.

2. Common goals that necessitate specific individual con-
tributions that may shift over a work cycle.

3. Roles that are specified and differentiated such that they
require specialized knowledge and skill.

4. A process emphasis that focuses on task-based roles,
task interaction, and performance coordination,

5. Performance demands that require coordinated individ-
ual performance in real-time, the capability to adapt
to shifting goals and contingencies, and a capacity to
continually improve over time.

In contrast, simple teams are characterized by:

1. Tasks that are internally oriented, static, and unstruc-
tured in that they lack explicit workflows.

2. Common goals that make no specific demands for
individual contributions and that are fixed for the
team’s life cycle.

3. Roles that are unspecified and undifferentiated, such
that all team members possess essentially equivalent
knowledge and skill.

4. A process emphasis that focuses on social roles, social
interaction, normative behavior, and conflict.

5. Minimal performance demands that allow Pooled o
additive contributions to the group product,

Similarly, B. S. Bell and Kozlowski (2002) Charactey.
ized a continuum of team complexity ranging from simple
to complex based on the dimensions of: (1) task envi-
ronment, (2) external coupling, (3) internal coupling, apq
(4) workflow interdependence. The complex end of the
continuum, relative to the simple end, is defined by tasks
that are dynamic as opposed to static, external coupling
that is tight rather than loose, and internal coupling that is
synchronous and strong in contrast to asynchronous ang

.weak. Workflow interdependence ranges from complex

to simple as: intensive, reciprocal, sequential, and pooled
(see Van de Ven et al., 1976).

Integrating across the dimensions described previously,
we believe the typology features illustrated in Figure 17
capture most of the unique characteristics that distinguish
different team forms:

1. The external environment or organizational context ip
terms of its (a) dynamics and (b) degree of required
coupling to the team.

2. Workflow interdependence with its implications for
(a) role, (b) goal, and (c) process linkages.

3. Member (a) composition (ability, personality, values)
(b) diversity (demographic, geographic, associational),
(c) proximity (spatial distribution), and (d) stability
(rotation/replacement rate).

4. Temporal characteristics that determine the nature of
(a) performance episodes and cycles, (b) developmental
progression, and (c) the team life cycle.

Simple <« » Complex
Teams External Environment/ Organizational Context Teams
LOW HIGH

Dynamics — tempo, pace, rhythm of change

Coupling — degree of connection to team

Workflow Interdependence
Role - distinction / distribution
Goal — differentiation; individual & team goal linkage
Process links — pooled, sequential, reciprocal, networked

Team Member

Composition - ability, personality values
Diversity — demographic, geographic, associational
Proximity — distribution in space & time
Stability — rotation/replacement rate

Team Temporal Characteristics
Performance — episode cycle rates
= = Development — progression rates
. Lifecycle — time line for the team

_____ ~Kigure 17.2 A typology of team complexity
Copyright © 8. W. J. Kozlowski & B. S. Bell, 2011. All rights reserved worldwide. Used with permission.
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we offer these features as a-point of departure for a
-erted effort to develop a definitive set of dimensions
characterize key contingencies essential for the effec-
qess of different types of teams.

we believe that continuing efforts to better characterize
ensions that distinguish different types of teams can
pay big theoretical dividends. More to the point, we
ave that focusing on typology and classification is mis-
ded if viewed as an end in itself; there is the danger of
g classifications and failing to see underlying fac-
that account for apparent differences. Rather, by sur-
ing dimensions that distinguish teams, we will be better

tiveness for different types of teams. Understanding
t factors constrain and influence effectiveness for dif-
at types of teams will enable theoretical progress and
etter targeted interventions. This issue currently repre-
ents a major gap in theory and research, and substantially
imits our ability to develop meaningful applications and
fterventions designed to enhance team effectiveness.

COMPOSITION

ents within teams often reflect the number and type
f people who are its members. As a result, considerable
arch has focused on team composition, or the nature
and attributes of team members. Team composition is of
earch and practical interest because the combination of
“member attributes can have a powerful influence on team
rocesses and outcomes. A better understanding of such
fiects will help practitioners to select and construct more
fective teams (Hollenbeck, DeRue, & Guzzo, 2004).
Moreland and Levine (1992) categorized team com-
ition research along three dimensions. First, different
acteristics of a team and its members can be stud-
including size, demographics, abilities and skills, and
trsonalities. Second, the distribution of a given character-
within a group can be assessed. Measures of central
fdency and variability are typically used, but special
Onfigurations are sometimes measured as well. Third,
ilierent analytical perspectives can be taken toward the
~ ®mposition of a team. Team composition can be viewed
8.4 consequence of various social or psychological
csses (e.g., socialization), as a context that mod-
or shapes other behavioral or social phenomena,
"8 a cause that influences team structure, dynamics,
Performance.
We review and discuss team composition issues along
e of these three dimensions. First, we provide a brief

-

pped to identify the critical contingencies relevant to”
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review of research that has focused on different charac-
teristics of teams and their members. Second, we discuss
issues relating to levels of conceptualization and analy-
sis in research on team composition. Finally, we discuss
some practical implications that can emerge from a better
understanding of team composition and its effects on team
structure, dynamics, and performance.

Team Size

Researchers have offered recommendations concerning
the best size for various types of teams. Katzenbach and
Smith (1993) suggested that work teams should contain
a dozen or so members, whereas Scharf (1989) sug-
gested that seven was the best size. A variety of other
such recommendations are easily found in the literature.
Such recommendations are difficult to evaluate, because
they are often based on personal experiences rather than
empirical evidence. However, it also difficult to determine
what constitutes appropriate team size from empirical
research. Some research suggests that size has a curvi-
linear relationship with effectiveness such that too few or
too many members reduces performance (Nieva, Fleish-
man, & Reick, 1985), whereas other studies have found
team size to be unrelated to performance (Hackman &
Vidmar, 1970; Martz, Vogel, & Nunamaker, 1992) or
that increasing team size actually improves performance
without limit (Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993).
These differing recommendations and results are likely
due to the fact that appropriate team size is contingent
on the task and the environment in which the team
operates. For example, larger teams may have access
to more resources, such as time, energy, money, and
expertise, that may not only facilitate team performance
on more difficult tasks but also can provide more “slack™ if
environmental conditions worsen (Hill, 1982). Consistent
with these arguments, recent research has found that the
size of creative teams in the artistic and scientific fields
has grown significantly over time, which can be attributed,
at least in part, to the fact that the tasks performed by
these teams have become more complex and intricate with
time (Guimerd, Uzzi, Spiro, & Amaral, 2005; Wuchty,
Jones, & Uzzi, 2007). However, there is also evidence
that team size may stabilize once an “optimal” size is
reached (Guimer4 et al., 2005), because as teams grow
larger they become more likely to experience coordination
problems that interfere with performance (e.g., Lantané,

A=

Williams, & Harkins, 1979) and motivation losses caused.....

by a dispersion of responsibility (Sheppard, 1993). Yet, ===

the question of the “optimal” group size is a complex one
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and future research is needed to determine the impact of
team size given specific team contingencies, such as the
nature of the team task and its consequent internal and
external coupling demands.

Diversity

The extent to which team processes and outcomes are
influenced by the homogeneity or heterogeneity of team
member characteristics has also been the focus of con-
siderable attention, although it is difficult to determine
whether team diversity is desirable. Studies have reported
that diversity has positive (Bantel, 1994; Gladstein, 1984),
negative (Haleblian & Finkelstein, 1993; Jackson et al.,
1991; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999; Wiersema & Bird,
1993), or even no effects on team effectiveness (Cam-
pion et al., 1993). In their review of this literature, Man-
nix and Neale (2005) conclude that social-category (i.e.,
surface-level) differences, such as race and gender, tend to
have negative effects on the ability of groups to function
effectively, whereas underlying (i.e., deep-level) differ-
ences, such as differences in functional background or
personality, are more often positively related to team
performance, but only when the group process is care-
fully controlled. However, they also argue that to dis-
entangle the mixed effects of diversity in teams, future
research needs to more carefully consider several issues.
First, the approach used to categorize and measure diver-
sity may have implications for our knowledge of the
effects of diversity in teams. Multifaceted approaches that
allow for an integrative view of the effects of multi-
ple types of diversity may prove more informative than
approaches that focus on a single attribute or restricted
set of attributes. For example, research on group fault-
lines examines how the configuration of multiple member
attributes can influence the formation and strength of sub-
groups, which in turn impact group dynamics (e.g., sub-
group conflict) and performance (Lau & Murnighan, 1998;
Thatcher & Patel, in press). In addition, Harrison and
Klein (2007) argue that there are three fundamental types
of diversity—separation, variety, and disparity —that dif-
fer in their meaning, shape, and consequences. Accord-
ingly, researchers need to clearly specify which diversity
types they are studying and to align them with appropri-
ate operationalizations. Second, greater attention should
be focused on understanding the contextual factors that
moderate the effects of diversity. Past research suggests
that the effects of diversity may depend on the organi-
zational context (Kochan et al., 2003) and the nature of
the team’s tasks (Jackson, May, & Whitney, 1995). In
addition, it is important to consider temporal issues, as

research suggests that the impact of diversity May v,
across time. Watson, Kumar, and Michaelsen (1993 oy
example, found that homogeneous groups displayeq beg
ter initial performance than heterogeneous groups, o
these effects dissipated across time and hetemgelleuus
groups later performed better than more homo%ﬂﬂeom
groups. Finally, research needs to decompose the effect
of diversity in teams by measuring not only the group
processes that explain diversity’s effects (e.g, Commy,
nication, conflict) but also the underlying psychologica]
mechanisms (e.g., personal identity, attitude differences)
that link diversity attributes to these processes (Mannix &
Neale, 2005). For instance, the cultural mosaic frameworg
presented by Chao and Moon (2005) draws upon identity
theory to articulate how combinations or patterns of demo-
graphic, geographic (e.g., coastal/inland), and associatiya
(e.g., politics) cultural tiles across members can connegt
to compose meaningful shared identities or fracture the
group across faultlines.

Dispositions, Abilities, and Values

In addition to diversity, researchers have also considered
team composition effects of constructs like personality and
cognitive ability on team effectiveness. Unlike diversity,
which is usually directly conceptualized and assessed as
a team-level property (homogeneity—heterogeneity), per-
sonality and ability are fundamentally individual-level
psychological characteristics. Such constructs necessitate
models of emergence to guide conceptualization, measure-
ment, and representation at the team level. Many potential
representations are possible, including averages, highest
or lowest, variance, and even complex configurations. In
the absence of an explicit theoretical model of emer-
gence to guide composition, “team personality” or “team
ability” (or other such constructs) are of questionable con-
struct validity and research may yield spurious findings
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

Personality

The growth of teams as the basic building blocks of
organizations combined with renewed interest in person-
ality in the mid-1990s has led researchers to examine the
impact of team personality composition on team effective-
ness. Although this research generally supports the link
between aggregate team member personality and team
performance, LePine, Buckman, Crawford, and Methot
(2010, p. 2) note in a recent review of this literature
that “findings from research on the relationship between
team member personality and team effectiveness have not
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nulated in a manner that is easy to decipher.” This is
¥ e to the fact that researchers have focused on a variety
s Ijersoﬂality variables, have examined different criteria
4 to the effectiveness of teams, and have adopted
ent approaches to aggregating the personality of indi-
idual team members.
e A meta—analysis by S. Bell (2007) revealed that the
effects of team personality composition on team
octiveness were quite modest (conscientiousness, p =
011 agrceableness, p = 0.12; extraversion, p = 0.09;
; "ﬁonal stability, p = 0.04; openness to experience,

it

n and team performance relationships. The relationships
e stronger in field settings (conscientiousness, p =
0; agreeableness, p = 0.31; extraversion, p = 0.15;
jotional stability, p = 0.06; openness to experience,
0.00) compared to lab settings (conscientiousness,
0.04; agreeableness, p = 0.03; extraversion, p =
5; emotional stability, p = 0.03; openness to experi-
e, p = 0.20). Bell also examined team composition
tionalization (e.g., mean, maximum, minimum, het-
erogeneity, other) as a moderating factor and found that
the strongest effects were observed in field settings when
m personality composition was operationalized as the
m mean, with the exception of agreeableness, which
an equally strong effect when operationalized as the
minimum.

A second meta-analysis conducted by Prewett, Walvo-
Stilson, Rossi, and Brannick (2009) also found weak,
significant, overall relationships between mean per-
ty composition and team performance. Further, the
highlight several additional factors that may mod-
te this relationship. First, they provide some evidence
the effects of team personality composition may
ﬁ%%ﬂ;-' on the type of criteria that are examined. Specif-

onal stability had stronger relationships with team
,'Viorslpmcesses than with team outcomes, but the
A% confidence intervals indicated this difference was
ificant only in the case of extraversion. Although this
"'8 suggests that team personality may influence team

ormance through its effects on team-level processes,

nality composition has stronger effects on team per-
_rance when tasks require high team interdependence.
‘_mStance, stronger effects for mean personality com-
Sition were observed in intensive workflow patterns

;; 0.05). However, she also found that study setting
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than in pooled workflow patterns, although the difference
was only statistically significant in the case of agreeable-
ness. Finally, they provide some evidence for both task-
based and trait-based approaches to aggregation, although
the findings were mixed and the results suggest that the
mean level of a personality trait in a team tends to be
a more consistent and stronger predictor of team out-
comes than the minimum, maximum, or variance (LePine
et al.,, 2010). Overall, it is clear that personality compo-
sition has important implications for team effectiveness,
although the mechanisms by which team personality com-
position influences team performance and the factors that
moderate the effects of team personality require further
investigation.

Cognitive Ability

Among the factors studied in relation to work team
effectiveness, one consistent predictor is team members’
collective cognitive ability. Team members’ average cog-
nitive ability is related to team performance among mil-
itary tank crews (Tziner & Eden, 1985), assembly and
maintenance teams (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount,
1998), and service teams (Neuman & Wright, 1999). In
addition, LePine, Hollenbeck, Ilgen, and Hedlund (1997)
found that the performance of hierarchical decision-
making teams was enhanced when both the leader and
staff were high in cognitive ability and LePine (2005)
found that teams comprising members of higher cognitive
ability were better able to adapt their role structure to an
unexpected change in the task context.

A meta-analysis by Devine and Phillips (2001) found a
positive relationship between average team cognitive abil-
ity and team performance (r = 0.29). The strength of the
ability-performance relationship differed somewhat when
the lowest member score was used (r = 0.25) or when
the highest member score was utilized (r = 0.21), but
the confidence intervals for the three different operational
definitions (mean, low, high) overlapped, suggesting that
none is clearly superior. However, the standard deviation
index of team cognitive ability exhibited a very weak and
negative relationship with team performance (r = —0.03)
and the confidence interval included zero, which suggests
that there may be no relationship between the dispersion of
team members’ cognitive ability and team effectiveness.
They also examined study setting as a potential moder-
ator of the relationship between average team cognitive
ability and team performance, and found that the relation-
ship was considerably stronger in lab studies (r = 0.37)
than field studies (r = 0.14). S. Bell (2007) found a sim-
ilar positive relationship between average team cognitive
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ability and team performance (p = 0.31) and also found
that this estimate differed only slightly when the low-
est member score was used (p = 0.34) or the highest
member score was utilized (p = 0.27). In contrast to the
earlier meta-analysis, however, she found that the effect
of average team cognitive ability on team performance
was similar in both lab and field settings. Finally, S. Bell
(2007) found that team cognitive ability was related to
team performance in both physical and intellectual teams.
Thus, although research in this area is promising, con-
tinued work is needed to identify those conditions under
which team-level cognitive ability has more or less of an
impact on team performance.

Values

Although the majority of research on team composition has
focused on personality and ability, there is an emerging lit-
erature that examines the relationship between values and
team performance. Values represent beliefs about desir-
able behaviors that transcend specific situations and are
relatively enduring over time. Most studies that have inves-
tigated the values and team performance relationship have
done so in terms of team member collective orientation and
preference for teamwork. For example, a recent study by
Randall, Resick, and DeChurch (2011) found that teams
with higher average levels of psychological collectivism
engaged in greater information sharing during a decision-
making simulation. Jung, Sosik, and Baik (2002) examined
the relationship between preference for teamwork and the
performance of American and Korean student teams on
two projects—one collected at the middle of the semester
and one collected at the end. They found that preference
for teamwork did not influence performance at the first
time period, but at the second time period it was neg-
atively related to performance among the Koreans and
positively related to performance among the Americans.
In her meta-analysis, S. Bell (2007) found that both col-
lectivism (p = 0.25) and preference for teamwork (p =
0.18) were positively related to team performance. The
value—performance relationships were stronger in field set-
tings (collectivism, p = 0.35; preference for teamwork, p
= 0.22) than in lab settings (collectivism, p = 0.00; pref-
erence for teamwork, p = 0.01). Overall, these findings
provide preliminary evidence that certain values, such as
collectivism and preference for teamwork, are important
for team performance. Future research should broaden the
view of values that are considered and also explore how the
relationship between values and team effectiveness evolves
over time and is shaped by aspects of the context (e.g.,
culture) in which the team is embedded.

Theoretical and Empirical Issues

Levels of conceptualization, measurement, and analyig
have tended to be either ignored or treated simply in much
of the research on team composition. The dominant use
of averaging or additive models to guide the aggregatig,
of individual characteristics to the team level suggegs
the use of simple team tasks or a very limited concep.
tualization of the compositional construct at the highe;
level (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Such issues are crij.
cal for developing a sound understanding of how teap
member attributes combine to form higher-level constructs
and must be carefully articulated. Well-defined models of
emergence need to guide the representation of individual-
level characteristics at the team level. Kozlowski and
Klein (2000) provide a differentiated typology of six dif-
ferent emergent processes, based on contextual constraints
and interaction processes, for how lower-level phenom-
ena manifest at higher levels. Such models can assist
rescarchers in determining the most appropriate method
for representing lower-level phenomena at higher levels.
For example, when emergence is more continuous and
linear, averaged or summed values are an appropriate
method of representing lower-level phenomena at the team
level. However, when emergence is more discontinuous
and nonlinear, it is more appropriate to use dispersion or
configural models to capture the emergent characteristic
of the team. For example, conceptualizing team composi-
tion as a pattern of different but compatible personalities
represents the use of a configural model (e.g., Stewart &
Barrick, 2004).

There has also been a relative lack of attention to the
latent constructs that underlie variables of interest within
research on team composition. As a result, it is often dif-
ficult to determine precisely how or why variables such
as team member age, tenure, or demographics influence
team processes and outcomes. Recent research on team
personality and cognitive ability composition has placed
greater attention on understanding these underlying con-
structs; however, additional research is needed to iden-
tify the mechanisms by which team composition has its
effects.

Applied Issues

An understanding of team composition can serve @
a valuable tool for selecting and constructing effective
teams. Procedures could be designed to produce the opti-
mal blend of employee characteristics (Driskell, Hogan, &
Salas, 1987; Heslin, 1964; Jackson, 1992b) including
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g new workers or firing old ones, training current
arkers, Of engaging the services of adjunct workers,
1 a5 temporary employees or consultants (Klimoski &
nes, 1993; Moreland, Argote, Krishnan, 1998; Stevens
Campion, 1994).

‘Nghough past work provides some valuable informa-
on about how to manage team composition, researchers
often adopted a “more is better” approach (i.e., the
ditive model assumption), suggesting that the person
+h the highest score on a particular attribute (e.g., cog-
ive ability) or the most skilled individual should be
cted for the team. However, recent research suggests

mration of team member characteristics. For example,
ent study by Goncalo, Flynn, and Kim (2010) found
that the presence of more narcissistic individuals facil-
ed the creativity of the group process and product,
it only up to a point, at which adding more narcissistic
dividuals begins to diminish group creativity. Similarly,
arch by Stewart and Barrick (2004) suggests that if a
am consists of a lot of extraverts, it may be better to
¢ a less extraverted person or even an introvert. Con-
rsely, if a team has no extraverts, it may be important to
e highly extraverted applicants. To create an appropri-
blend of team member characteristics, one will need to
ow what personality traits currently compose the team
d the target team personality configuration before select-
a particular individual, It may also be important to
nsider the team’s task, because it may be important to
‘ave a homogeneous group of team members for some
- types of tasks and a heterogeneous team composition for
others (Neuman & Wright, 1999).
Human resource systems such as selection, training,
nd performance appraisal must be conceptualized and
managed at the team level (Schneider, Smith, & Sipe,
00) to appropriately address composition issues. Focus-
Mg on the individual level alone will not provide the
information needed to make effective decisions regard-
- Mg team composition. Including the team level provides
Ofmation concerning not only the team’s current com-
Position but also the team’s tasks and processes that
ist in the development of an appropriate combina-
0 of team member characteristics for the task at hand.
\ecent work has proposed a multilevel model of human
pital creation that describes how unit-level human capi-
1  @resources emerge from individuals’ knowledge, skills,
F};-abﬂiﬁes, and other characteristics-(Ployhart &:Moliterno,
lfm“)- Although more work is needed toelaborate and
3 ':' the processes articulated within the mod

U¢ future research that examines how human resource

e'model, it can help

it may be more important to create an appropriate con- -
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management systems, policies, and practices can be used
to leverage composition toward higher levels of team
effectiveness.

TEAM FORMATION, SOCIALIZATION,
AND DEVELOPMENT

Formation

Teams may be formed anew, where all members are new
to each other and the team. Or teams with a developmental
history may have influxes and outflows of members that
affect its composition and character. In either instance,
team development and newcomer socialization to the team
are relevant issues. Socialization has generally been seen
as a mechanism for bringing new members into existing
teams or groups. With few exceptions, much of this
theory and research has focused on the socialization of
individuals into the organization and, while theoretically
relevant, has paid relatively little attention to the work
group or team as central to the socialization process. That
is, the vast majority of work on socialization in work
settings focuses on organizational influences but is far less
sensitive to the proximal social and work context within
which socialization actually takes place. Thus, although
socialization is a critical aspect of team maintenance and
continuance, we know relatively little about it in the team
context.

Team development tends to assume the formation of
a brand new team with no prior history. Much of the
classic theory in this area also assumes no broader orga-
nizational context, work roles, or prescribed interactions.
Consider, for example, Tuckman’s (1965) classic model
of group development, with its sequential stages of form-
ing, storming, norming, and performing. Clinical, ther-
apy groups, and training or “T-groups” —which provided
the foundation for this model—have no prior history,
no broader context, and are almost completely unstruc-
tured save for a common goal: to “get better.” Thus, the
dominant focus in Tuckman’s model is on the group’s
struggle to create structure to regulate their interpersonal
interactions and to finally make progress toward the goal.
Although this model—and the many, many others based
on it—provides a useful contribution to our understand-
ing of group development for simple teams, it provides
little theoretical insight on skill development for work
groups in organizations. As discussed in the prior section,
work teams are subject to a variety of structural features
that drive interactions and exchanges among members.
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Interpersonal issues are relevant, but they do not domi-
nate the developmental process. Yet, with few exceptions
(Gersick, 1988; Kozlowski et al., 1999: McGrath, 1990;
Morgan et al., 1993), there are relatively few theories that
are specifically targeted on work team development.

Socialization

Existing teams are governed by a relatively stable set of
norms, role expectations, and shared systems of knowl-
edge and meaning (e.g., team climate, shared mental mod-
els). These informal structures emerge through social and
work-based interactions among members across a group’s
developmental history. Newcomers present a potential
challenge to this stable structure and are thus subject to
efforts by team members to assimilate the person to it.
At the same time, newcomers are confronted by a novel
and ambiguous social and work context. While they want
very much to “fit in” and “learn the ropes” and are gen-
erally prepared to accept guidance from the team, they
may also seek to have the team accommodate to their
needs, values, and capabilities. Thus, work team socializa-
tion is a process of mutual influence in which newcomers
attempt to reduce uncertainty by learning about the work
and team context, guided by team members who facilitate
assimilation to existing norms, expectations, and mean-
ing systems, while at the same time newcomers attempt
to exert influence on the team to accommodate to their
unique attributes and needs (Anderson & Thomas, 1996;
Moreland & Levine, 1982).

Interestingly, even though researchers clearly recog-
nize the centrality of the work group in the socialization
process, the dominant perspective in the literature is char-
acterized by a focus on organizational socialization—not
on a primary process of work group or team socialization
that occurs within a broader and more distal organizational
context (Chao, Kozlowski, Major, & Gardner, 1994). Vir-
tually all efforts to identify the relevant content of new-
comer socialization make provision for learning about the
work group and its social structure (e.g., Chao, O’Leary-
Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner, 1994; Morrison, 1993;
Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992), but it is merely one part of
“a broader process. Moreover, early theory and research
on organizational socialization can be characterized as
accentuating the powerful influence that the organizational
context exerted on newcomers in an effort to assimilate

them. This was later followed by a shift in perspective =
that emphasized the proactive role that newcomers play”
in shaping their own socialization process. What has been .

largely missing is the sense of mutual influence as the

group seeks to assimilate the newcomer, and the e
comer endeavors to adapt while seeking accommodagy,
by the group. This is a major shortcoming of the S0cia).
ization literature, and means that our knowledge of the
team socialization process is limited. There are, howeye,
some notable exceptions. 3

Group and Team Socialization

Moreland and Levine (1982) detail a model of group
socialization that focuses on membership processes, pri.
marily applicable to autonomous voluntary groups whg
control their own membership and are not nested i
a broader organizational context. Moreland and Levipe
(2001) extend the model to work group socialization,
although its primary mechanisms are essentially the same,
The major focus of the model is on mutual decisions op -
the part of a newcomer and the group regarding join-
ing, assimilation and accommodation, and continuance or
withdrawal of membership. The model spans five phases;
investigation, socialization, maintenance, resocialization,
and remembrance. Difficulties in assimilation or accom-
modation may prompt the group to resocialize a new-
comer. Resocialization failure leads to lower commitment
and exit. Aspects of the model are potentially relevant
to team socialization—in particular, its explicit attention
to the group as the primary locus of socialization and
mutual expectations as drivers of the process. Remarkably,
although the model has been elaborated in several papers,
it has generated relatively little research attention and the
little research that has been conducted has been limited to
ad-hoc laboratory groups. Thus, the utility of the model
to work team socialization remains to be established.
Based on a focused review of the organizational social-
ization literature, Anderson and Thomas (1996) present @
model that is explicitly focused on work group socializa-
tion and the mutual influence of the newcomer and the
group on outcomes of the process. Thus, it is an effort
to address the neglected issues noted above. The model
spans the socialization phases of anticipation, encounter,
and adjustment, identifying potential characteristics of the
newcomer and the group that may contribute to social-
ization as a process of mutual influence and adjustment.
To date, the model has prompted several research efforts,
which have provided support for the mutual influence of
the newcomer and the group on the process of work group
socialization (e.g., Chen & Klimoski, 2003).

ﬁiggéiffndir!gs for Work Team Socialization
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., some exceptions; additionally, useful knowledge
ding team socialization can be gleaned from existing
arch. For example, as one aspect of their study, Chao,
Jowski =t al. (1994a) focused on how the quality of
pewcomer role development relations with their leader
nd team influenced role outcomes of ambiguity and
nﬂlct with the role outcomes in turn expected to
pfiuence socialization effectiveness. Results indicated
newcomer role development quality predicted role
comes. Moreover, role outcomes were better predictors
f socialization effectiveness than organizational tactics,
ially over time. Chao, Kozlowski et al. concluded

proup, NOt the organization, as the locus of socialization.
Similarly, Major, Kozlowski, Chao, and Gardner
1995) examined the potential effects of leader and team
rlations on ameliorating the negative effects of unmet
'~ pewcomer expectations on socialization outcomes. “Real-
shock” is one of the major challenges for newcomers
as they confront the unpleasant fact that their work
sxpectations are largely unmet. An inability to resolve
s ity shock yields low commitment and satisfaction,

and generally leads to withdrawal. Major et al. reasoned
- that positive relationships with the leader and work group

at high-quality interactions with the group leader and
m members provided important supports for effective
ialization into the work group.

! ﬂten and Klimoski based their [heorlzmg on Pygmallon
; Galatea effects (Eden, 1990). They reasoned that
._ team expectations for the newcomer would prompt
€ newcomer to be motivated to meet those expec-
@lions (the Pygmalion effect), which would also raise
*© newcomer’s self-expectations, confidence, intrinsic
Wotivation, and effort—thereby fulfilling the newcom-
&' own self-prophecy (the Galatea effect). Although this
‘2 simplification of the model they evaluated, Chen
ad Klimoski essentially found that high expectations by
"‘_"' team and the newcomer prompted better newcomer
Dl performance consistent with their theorizing. Chen
¥e0t beyond this focus to examine a multilevel model of

these findings supported the primacy of the work -
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newcomer adaptation that examined how newcomer per-
formance and its improvement over time contributed to
improvements in team performance. This second analy-
sis is useful because it shows how newcomers “come up
to speed” and begin to contribute to team effectiveness.
It is unfortunate that there is not more research like this
focused on team socialization processes over time.

Indirect Findings for Work Team Socialization

Results from research on socialization practices indicate
that newcomers view supervisors and work group mem-
bers as available and helpful socialization agents who
are far more helpful than formal socialization practices
(Louis, Posner, & Powell, 1983). Research on newcomer
information acquisition also indicates the importance of
work group members in the process of learning, sense
making, and adjustment. Ostroff and Kozlowski (1992)
hypothesized that newcomers have to resolve issues of
their fit in the work group before they can turn atten-
tion to task and role issues. In support, they reported
that newcomers focused on acquiring group knowledge
early on, later shifting to task and role issues. Organiza-
tional factors were of lowest priority. They also found that
supervisors and social learning in the group context were
the most effective newcomer strategies for learning about
the role and group. Perhaps most important, they reported
that increasing newcomer reliance on the supervisor over
time as a source of information was related to increases
in newcomer satisfaction, commitment, and adjustment
over time.

Role of the Team in Socialization

The research reviewed above clearly indicates that group
leaders and members are key players in newcomer social-
ization. Unfortunately, however, this research provides
little insight about group characteristics and their precise
role in the socialization process. Moreland and Levine
(1989) provide several suggestions in this regard. For
example, they suggest that groups with a longer devel-
opmental history present a more difficult socialization
challenge to the newcomer, because such groups will
demand more assimilation and will resist accommoda-
tion efforts. There is some support for this notion. Katz
(1982) reported that younger R&D groups communicated
more with outsiders and were more open to new ideas;
older groups were more insular. Similarly, groups that
are typified by stable membership present a more difficult
socialization environment relative to groups with frequent
personnel inflows and outflows. And, groups that are more
successful are more likely to be insular, whereas groups



426 Organizational Psychology

experiencing performance problems may be more open development (Kozlowski et al., 1999; see Table 172
to suggestions from newcomers with requisite knowledge Tuckman reviewed the group literature, defineq ‘b‘

and abilities. Groups can also apply deliberate socializa- therapy, T-group, natural, and laboratory group Studieg
tion tactics. By controlling recruitment and selection they and proposed that groups go through the developmen[ai
can influence the quality of fit, thereby aiding assimi-  stages of forming, storming, norming, and Pﬁ"fforming‘

lation. By “encapsulating” the newcomer— maximizing As team members first come together during the formg,
their time and energy commitment to the group—they tie tion stage, they cautiously begin to explore the group gpg
the newcomer to the group, minimizing alternative com-  attempt to establish some social structure. They attemp

mitments and enhancing socialization. There is, however,  to define the group task and to establish how they y
little solid support for the effectiveness of these tactics  accomplish it. As team members realize that defining tp,
in realistic team situations. More theory and research are  task is more difficult than expected, they move to
clearly needed on work team socialization. storming stage. Members argue about what actions the

group should take. Different factions may form as cqp.

flict progresses. As the group finally reconciles competing
Development loyalties and responsibilities, it begins to firmly estap.
lish ground rules, roles, and status. During this norming
stage, members reduce emotional conflict and become
Several models describe the developmental stages more cooperative, developing a sense of cohesion ang
groups pass through over their life span. The descriptive ~ common goals. As these normative expectations take hold,
characteristics of these models are remarkably parallel the group moves to the performing stage. Members are
to Tuckman's (1965) widely cited model of group able to prevent group problems, or to work through them

Classic Stage Models

TABLE 17.2 Summary of “Classic” Group and Team Development Models

Developmental Stages

Source Early Formation Development Disbandment
Bion (1961) Dependency Fight/Flight Pairing Work

Caple (1978) Orientation Conflict Integration Achievement Order
Francis & Young (1979) Testing Infighting Getting Organized Mature Closeness

Gibb (1964) Acceptance Data Flow Goals and Norms Control

Hill & Gruner (1973) Orientation Exploration Production

Kormanski & Mozenter (1987) Awareness Conflict Cooperation Productivity Separation
Modlin & Faris (1956) Structuralism Unrest Change Integration

Tuckman (1965) Forming Storming Norming Performing

Tuckman & Jensen (1977) Forming Storming Norming Performing Adjourning
Whittaker (1970) (Preaffiliation) Power and Control [ntimacy Differentiation

Yalom (1970) Orientation Conflict Intimacy Termination

Notes. There are some variations in the basic developmental framework across the models. Whittaker (1970) considers a preaffiliation stage. Other
models incorporate a stage to represent decomposition (Kormanski & Mozenter, 1987: Tuckman & Jensen, 1977 Yalom. 1970). or later aspects of
the life cycle (Caple. 1978).

Three models of work group development (not shown in the table) represent more significant departures. Gersick's (1988) two-stage “punctuated
equilibrium™ model posits: (1) an immediate pattern of activity that persists to the halfway point, and (2) a transition that significantly alters the
pattern of group activity as it focuses on task completion. Note that the constraints of a single project objective and limited time may limit the
applicability of the punctuated equilibrium model to ad-hoc or temporary teams. Morgan, Salas, and Glickman (1993) use a nine-stage model thet
integrates Tuckman and Gersick, essentially repeating Tuckman’s four stages both before and after the punctuated equilibrium, and then adding 2
disbanding stage. Kozlowski, Gully, Nason, & Smith (1999) posit a four-phase model—team formation, task compilation, role compilation, and
team compilation—that is focused on the development of team adaptive capabilities and views the process of development as compiling across
levels—individual. dyadic, to team network.

In spite of these variations, most models of group development are remarkably parallel with respect to the descriptive stages. In addition, there is
a stream of research that is not of direct interest here that takes a more micro focus on the developmental stages relevant to group problem-solving
{e.g.. Bales & Strodtbeck, 1951) and other group functions (e.g., production, well-being, and support; McGrath, 1990).

Adapted from Kozlowski, S. W. J., Gully, S. M., Nason, E. R., & Smith, E. M. (1999).-Developingsadaptive teams: A theory of compilation and
performance across levels and time. In D. R. ligen & E. D. Pulakos (Eds)). The changingspargresofawark performance: Implications for staffing:
personnel actions, and development (pp. 240-292). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. Copysghtd@.8: W, Kozlowski, 1997, 1999. 2011 All rights
reserved worldwide. Used with permission.
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q they arise. They become closely attached to the team

;: satisfied with its progress as they more toward their
; Lo mmon goal.

i slications for Work Team Development

- though classic stage models of group development pro-
d rich descriptions of social interaction processes, they
ot e tended to focus on the simpler types of teams—those
i th tasks that have undefined workflows and internally
e n processes. Thus, they focus primary attention on
* interpersonal ambiguity and conflict that new group
* bers endure as they attempt to create a social hier-
- chy with common norms to guide interactions among
1 bers. .

b- This focus has several implications. First, the mod-
g have not been sensitive to the organizational con-
ne When new teams form in organizations, members
d mpically bring socialization and cultural knowledge that
d, reduces much—though not all—of the social uncertainty
re esent at group formation. Second, the models have a
m

nited conceptualization of the task, its contingencies,
.ijmamics, and the temporal constraints these factors set
team activities (see Figure 17.2). The task is often
g;. viewed as a single incident of project planning, problem
| solving, or decision making that is determined by internal
{  goup dynamics; external contingencies are not acknowl-
ged. There is no consideration of externally driven task
nics, including variations in task complexity, diffi-
culty, or tempo, and little recognition of multiple task
épisodes that cycle demands on the team. Third, the focus
unstructured task situations means that the models do

0 '-workﬂow structure. Instead, group interaction is driven
| byinterpersonal attractions and conflicts. Thus, the models
tend to focus on self-insight and interpersonal processes,

er than specifying the task and team-relevant knowl-
; ge and learning that accrue during development. Fourth,
 the models are collectively oriented, with the group or
. M conceptualized as a holistic entity. This is a relevant

sent simple aggregations. However, when composi-
00 to the higher level is represented by more complex
Patterns, there is a need to better disentangle the indi-
¢ “dlh'll. dyadic, and team-level contributions. Finally, the
- M0dels provide only a general description of the partic-
"‘_ﬂla.r issues that arise during=development, the means by
- Which they are addressed, and"the results of the process.
Us, like the soc1a11zafg§1:1§e_1;ature:huch of the litera-
0n team development prb'\;"i'des relatively little insight
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regarding the development of work teams. There are,
however, some notable exceptions.

One of the points noted above and a central theme in
this chapter is the need to consider time, its dynamics, and
effects. Work teams are linked to an external context that
sets the pace, tempo, and cycles of team activities (Kelly,
Futoran, & McGrath, 1990), which may change over time,
necessitating adaptation. This has important implications
for work team development, which is not necessarily a
uniform series of fixed stages. Gersick (1988, 1989), for
example, observed the developmental processes of 16
project teams (8 field and 8 lab) with life cycles rang-

“ing from a week to 6 months and proposed a two-stage

punctuated equilibrium model (PEM) of group develop-
ment. Gersick’s key conclusion is that group development
is not dictated by a linear progression of stages. Rather,
it is linked to an external deadline that paces progress.
Early group interactions establish stable norms that pattern
group activity through an initial period of inertia. At the
halfway point, a significant transformation occurs—the
punctuated equilibrium—as groups reorganize to focus
on task completion. This model represents an important
contribution to our understanding of group development
because it acknowledges that the process is influenced by
external temporal contingencies in addition to internal fac-
tors. It should also be noted that the PEM may be limited
to project or problem-solving teams with a single fixed
objective and limited life span, although this does capture
a substantial segment of teams in organizations.

Although the PEM is often regarded as a direct chal-
lenge to stage models of development (e.g., Guzzo &
Shea, 1992), some scholars view the two perspectives as
distinctive, yet complementary. Chang, Bordia, and Duck
(2003) contrasted Wheelan’s (1994) integrative model of
group development—a classic stage model—with Ger-
sick’s PEM. Examining 25 student project groups, they
concluded that the models are complementary depending
on (a) what content is addressed and (b) what unit of
analysis is used in regard to time. Content that focused
on group processes and structure and more micro timing
tended to support linear development, whereas content
that focused on the groups’ approach to their task and
more macro timing tended to support the PEM. These
findings suggest that neither perspective alone is an ade-
quate account of team development—we need broader,
more integrative models.

More recently, Kozlowski and colleagues (1999) have
proposed a normative model of team compilation that inte-
grates team development with a performance perspective
and, importantly, conceptualized team development from
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a multilevel perspective. Team performance and adaptabil-
ity at any given point in time are viewed as dynamic con-
sequences of a continuous developmental process. There
are three key conceptual features of the theory. First,
temporal dynamics are viewed in terms of both linear
and cyclical time, representing the effects of develop-
mental processes and task episodes, respectively. Team
capabilities improve developmentally prompting transi-
tion to more advanced phases of skill acquisition. Within
a phase, variations in task episodes or cycles provide
opportunities for learning and skill acquisition (see also
Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, et al,, 1996; Kozlowski,
Gully, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1996). Second, devel-
opmental transitions prompt attention to different content
that is the focus of new learning, different processes by
which knowledge and skills are acquired, and different
outcomes that capture current capabilities. Third, team
compilation is viewed as an emergent multilevel phe-
nomenon. Knowledge, skills, and performance outcomes
compile successively upwards across focal levels from an
individual self-focus to dyadic exchanges to an adaptive
team network.

-

As illustrated in Figure 17.3, the model is form“lated
around four phase transitions, each with a distinct focg
level and content, process, and outcome speciﬁcatiuns_
Unlike stages, which are discontinuous shifts, phase tr,
sitions are soft reorientations in modal activity. In phase |
team formation, individuals are focused on resolving lhei;
fit in social space through a socialization process, This
yields outcomes of interpersonal knowledge and team oni-
entation, providing a foundation for shared norms, goals,
and climate perceptions. In phase 2, task compilation,
individuals focus on acquiring task knowledge via skjj
acquisition processes with outcomes of task mastery apg
self-regulation skills. In phase 3, role compilation, tpe
level shifts to dyads that must negotiate role relationships,
identifying key role sets and routines to guide task-drivey
interactions. In phase 4, ream compilation, the level shifs
to the team as it creates a flexible network of role interde.
pendencies that will enable continuous improvement and
adaptability to novel and challenging demands. Unlike
most time-limited models of development, this mode|
views team compilation as an ongoing phase rather than
an end-state.
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» are no direct tests of this meta-theoretical model,
- is too complex to evaluate in a single study design
collection. However, it is synthesized from a sub-
and diverse literature and its core propositions are
for generating more specific models for evaluation.
example, research by DeShon, Kozlowski, Schmidt,
hmann, and Milner (2001) using a team task simula-
provided preliminary support for the basic proposition
‘developmental shifts in focal level from individual
, versus a holistic team-level focus, contributed
n performance adaptability. Similarly, drawing on
meta theory of team compilation, research by Dier-
: Bell, and Belohlav (2011) using a business sim-
on showed that different psychological collectivism

:; . s (i.e., preference, reliance, concern, norm accep-
;Es : =, and goal priority) predicted team performance dur-

early development (preference and concern), whereas
were specific to predicting team performance in
er development (goal priority). Moreover, changes in
performance over time were moderated by the qual-
team member exchanges (with different collectivism
). Although these examinations of aspects of the
theory show promise, investigations using longer-
ed teams and more realistic settings are desirable.

h Implications and Application Issues

‘At no other point are employees as malleable and open
guidance as they are during their initial encounter
th the organization and their work group. This provides
bvious opportunity to have a long-term influence
e shaping of new employees that has not gone
iced by organizations. Indeed, the vast majority
organizations make some formal effort to socialize
Weomers to inculcate norms, goals, and values via
ining, induction, and orientation programs (Anderson,
Linningham-Snell, & Haigh, 1996). Yet, the available
fice suggests that these formal efforts have only
derate and transitory effects, which are swamped by
‘more intense and proximal socialization processes that
r within work groups (Anderson & Thomas, 1996;
, Kozlowski, et al., 1994).

We know that team leaders and work group mem-
Play a critical role in newcomer socialization. Given
S clear impact, some have suggested that it may be
BSeful strategy to train team leaders and group mem-
310 be more effective socialization agents (Ostroff &
Zowski, 1992). To our knowledge, no such efforts
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have been pursued and evaluated. Thus, for the most part,
the effectiveness of this more local process is accidental,
dependent on the mutual proaction of newcomers and their
work groups. This issue has clear application potential that
has not been sufficiently explored and leveraged.

While the importance of the work group as a key agent
in socialization is recognized implicitly by the literature, it
has largely neglected the importance of newcomer social-
ization to the group. It is in the work group’s vested interest
to socialize newcomers. It helps to maintain existing norms,
expectations, and shared systems of meaning; it enhances
social and work interactions; and it is essential to long-
term group functioning. Thus, while we know how and
what newcomers try to learn from work group members,
we know far less about the precise role of the group in the
process. What group characteristics influence the process
and how? What tactics do groups use to prompt assimilation
and resist accommodation? What are the effects of differ-
ent group characteristics and tactics—in interaction with
newcomer characteristics and tactics—on the socialization
process, group functioning, and group effectiveness? These
are critical research questions that for the most part remain
to be explored in future research. We believe that progress
on elucidating work group socialization will necessitate
another shift in research perspective in the socialization
literature, one that takes a contextual approach—focusing
on the newcomer in the group context—one that is sensi-
tive to multiple levels—newcomers, dyadic relationships
with group members, and the group as a whole—and one
that models the emergent effects of newcomer assimilation
and group accommodation processes on group responses
across levels and over time.

Development

Like socialization, the formative period of team devel-
opment offers an unprecedented opportunity to shape
the nature and functioning of new teams. Unfortunately,
unlike socialization, where there is a growing empirical
foundation, there is relatively little research addressing
work team development. What we know about the pro-
cess is largely based on extrapolations from case studies
examining other types of teams (Tuckman, 1965) or on
the relatively few observational studies of work team
development—studies that tend to be based on very few
teams. For the most part, the work team development pro-
cess remains largely unexplored. This is a topic for which
some basic descriptive research could be very valuable in
moving theory and research forward. — ===+

In some ways, the area of team development , Ty
paralleling and lagging its socialization coﬁnterpart Two
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decades ago, the socialization area was typified by clas-
sic descriptive theories that were primarily focused on
voluntary groups. Empirical research was spotty, and not
of the highest quality. Then, there was a period of the-
ory development specifically targeted on organizational
socialization that subsequently stimulated many empirical
advances. Today, socialization is a vibrant area of theory
development and research (Chao, 2012). The team devel-
opment area is like socialization two decades ago. We are
beginning to see the creation of new theories specifically
focused on work team development that move beyond
the classic descriptive models. Hopefully, these and other
new theories will stimulate rigorous empirical research on
work team development. For example, further research to
validate and extend Gersick’s model (1988) is needed. If
the punctuated equilibrium is a universal phenomenon in
project groups and other types of teams, surely interven-
tions to accelerate the initial unproductive phase can be
created to help improve the efficiency and effectiveness
of the team development process. Similarly, research to
validate the content, processes, and outcomes specified
for the phases of team development by Kozlowski et al.
(1999) would provide a foundation for creating interven-
tions that promote team development at all stages of a
team life cycle. For now, however, the process of team
development, and its resulting quality, is largely taken as
a matter of faith—Ileaders and teams are expected to mud-
dle through and figure it out. From an applied perspective,
one can't help but marvel at the magnitude of the lost
opportunity to influence long-term team effectiveness.

TEAM EFFECTIVENESS, PROCESSES,
AND ENHANCEMENTS

From an organizational psychology perspective, team
effectiveness is the core focus of theory and research on
teams and all topics addressed in this chapter bear on
team effectiveness in one way or another. There are liter-
ally thousands of articles addressing it, far too many for
us to capture. Our intent, therefore, is to briefly charac-
terize key aspects of models of team effectiveness and
how they have evolved, and then to focus primary atten-
tion on those topics that uniquely distinguish the orga-
nizational approach from that of its progenitors—that
is, on processes relevant to work-driven team member
interactions, the nature -of team-performance, and inter-

ventions designed to e_ﬁﬁa"ﬁé?‘iﬁéifﬁi’gfocésses and team
e R R e
performance.

Team Effectiveness

The Nature of Team Effectiveness

Most models of team effectiveness begin wher
models of team development end. Models of
effectiveness generally assume mature teams thy baye
completed a formative developmental process. A the
time of our original review in 2003, most models of
team effectiveness were loosely formulated aroupg the
Input-Process—Outcome (IPO) framework positeq by
McGrath (1964). Inputs represent various TeSOlrces
available to the team both internally (e.g., composition
of knowledge, skills, and abilities [KSAs], personalities,
demographics; group structure, team design) and exter.
nally (e.g., rewards, training; organizational climate) 4
multiple levels (e.g., individual, group, organization)
Processes represent mechanisms that inhibit or enable the
ability of team members to combine their capabilities ang
behavior. Although the small-group literature has oftep
focused on dysfunctional processes that yield process
losses (Steiner, 1972), the focus of team effectiveness i
on synergies that produce process gains (Hackman, 1987),
Outcomes represent criteria to assess the effectiveness of
team actions. Team effectiveness is generally conceived
as multifaceted, with an emphasis on both internal (ie,
member satisfaction, team viability) and external (ie,
productivity, performance) criteria (Hackman, 1987)
In practice, team effectiveness is broadly defined and
assessed in various ways. It therefore lacks the precision
of a theoretical construct; one must look to its speci-
fication for particular types of teams to determine its
grounded meaning (Goodman et al., 1987, Mathieu &
Gilson, 2012).

Relative to models of team development, IPO-based
team effectiveness models are static in nature. This is
due in large part to the assumed causal linkage inher-
ent in the [PO heuristic, and the way that “team pro-
cesses” are represented—by a box. Although theorists
have acknowledged linear time (McGrath, 1964), recip-
rocal linkages (Hackman, 1987), and feedback loops
(Tannenbaum, Beard, & Salas, 1992) to capture tempd-
ral dynamics, until recently the treatment has been latent
Thus, although the TPO framework continues to exert
influence on the conceptualization of team effectiveness. it
is being adapted by a push to more explicitly acknowledg®
the reciprocal dynamics inherent among the IPO linkages

This push can be observed in emerging developmen®
at the time of, and since, our prior review (Kozlowski &
Bell, 2003). One aspect is the increased acknowledg-
ment of the critical conceptual foci that undergird
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ew and this one—multilevel influences, contextual
raint and creation, workflow interdependence, and
ral dynamics (Arrow et al., 2000; Kozlowski
al, 1999; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Marks et al.,
01). For example, building on this work and that
¢ others, Ilgen et al. (2005) critiqued the static defi-
cencies of the IPO model and reformulated it as the
ut-Mediator—Output—Inpur model to broaden explic-
1y the range of mediating processes and to accentuate the
oing, cyclical nature of team functioning. As shown in
e 17.4, Kozlowski and Ilgen (2006) emphasized the
ultilevel system context, task relevant processes, tem-
b dynamics, and emergent nature of team processes
od effectiveness and used those conceptual foci as core
pemes in their review. Similarly, Mathieu, Maynard,
app, and Gilson (2008) advanced a conceptualization of
am effectiveness that incorporated these developments:
ultiple, nested levels; processes and emergent states;
ultiple effectiveness criteria; episodic task cycles and
fkjvelopmental progression; and complex, reciprocal
{qedback linkages. Thus, although the base conceptual
cture provided by the IPO framework remains
ble, the conceptualization has been substantially

Conceptual Foci
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augmented to accommodate the complexity of teams in
organizations.

Team Effectiveness Research Streams

There are some notable research streams on team effec-
tiveness that have developed over the last couple of
decades. Here we highlight three exemplars, focused on
team decision making under stress, structural adaptation,
and team adaptability. Sparked by major military catas-
trophes during the late 1980s and early 1990s caused
by breakdowns in team coordination processes, research
was undertaken to better understand team decision effec-
tiveness and to develop interventions to promote it.
Cannon-Bowers, Salas, and their colleagues conducted a
7-year multidisciplinary research effort—the Team Deci-
sion Making Under Stress (TADMUS) program—that
was designed to improve team training and the human fac-
tors of interface design for tactical decision-making teams
(TDM; Cannon-Bowers & Salas, 1998). One of the key
features of the TADMUS program was its active integra-
tion of theory development, basic research, field testing,
and application. The program was driven by grounded
theory, which was evaluated by basic laboratory research.
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Promising findings were subject to field testing to ensure
generalization to the operational environment. Finally,
proven techniques were implemented and institutional-
ized. TADMUS represents an excellent example of the
way that theory and basic research can transition to effec-
tive organizational application.

Another good example of systematic research on
team effectiveness is the line of inquiry conducted by
Ilgen, Hollenbeck, and their colleagues. Their early work
focused on a theory of decision making for hierarchical
teams with distributed expertise, in which team mem-
bers possess distinctive roles and have access to different
decision-relevant information (Tlgen et al., 1995). Hollen-
beck et al. (1995) introduced the theory and tested it in
two research contexts showing that team leaders are gen-
erally sensitive to the quality and accuracy of the advice
they receive from team members and, over time, adjust
accordingly. Subsequent research established boundary
conditions and investigated more model specifics (e.g.,
Hollenbeck, Colquitt, Tlgen, LePine, & Hedlund, 1998).
The next phase of their research focused on asymme-
tries in structural adaptation (e.g., Hollenbeck et al., 2002;
Moon et al., 2004). A long-standing premise of organiza-
tional design is based on the notion that organizations
adapt their structure to fit environmental and task con-
tingencies. As environments shift, so goes the theory,
organizations adapt their structure to be aligned with the
changes; appropriate alignments are assumed to be sym-
metrical. Replicating well-established findings at the orga-
nizational level, teams in predictable environments were
more effective under a functional structure (i.e., distinct
specializations), whereas a divisional structure (i.e., gener-
alist capabilities) was superior in unpredictable task envi-
ronments. However, when the task environment shifted,
they found that there were asymmetries. Teams were
able to adapt from a functional to a divisional structure,
but moving from divisional to a functional structure was
problematic. Essentially, functional structures necessitated
coordination and cooperation, whereas divisional struc-
tures did not. Recent theoretical work represents an effort
to develop an integrated conceptualization of task interde-
pendence and team structure (Hollenbeck & Spitzmuller,
2012).

Finally, one of the important developments stem-
ming from theoretical attention to the dynamics of team
task processes, developmental progress, and cffectiveness
has been interest in team performance adaptation. For
example, Kozlowski and colleagues. co
tasks as embodying ongoing-task-cyeles that varied the
load placed on members. By integrating the task cycles

conceptualized team

with a regulatory model, they developed a normative the.
ory to prescribe how leaders could develop adaptive ¢e.
(Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, et al., 1996; Kozlowski1
Gully, Salas, et al., 1996) and a normative theory 1,
explain how adaptive capabilities compiled over time and
focal levels—individual, dyad, and team network—gq
enable adaptive teams (Kozlowski et al., 1999). gy,
sequent theorizing developed an integrative multidisg;.
plinary, multilevel, and multiphasic model of team ady
tation (Burke, Stagl, Salas, Pierce, & Kendall, 2006). Ap
excellent exemplar of empirical work in this area is pro-
vided by LePine (2005), who studied how team members
adapted to a change in their environment that unfoldeq
over time. In the next sections, we focus on team pro-
cesses that need to be appropriately aligned with dynamic
team task demands for teams to be effective, and on those
enhancements that can shape alignment. This naturally
raises the question, What team process mechanisms enable
team effectiveness?

Team Processes

Like the effectiveness area, there is an extensive lit-
erature on team processes. At the point of our prior
review, there was little convergence on a core set of
processes for work teams and we organized our review
around cognitive, affective/motivational, and behavioral
processes that were viewed as supportive of effective team
functioning. Kozlowski and Ilgen (2006) followed that
organization and, further, focused their review on identi-
fying those team processes linked to team effectiveness
that had amassed solid meta-analytic support or a stream
of promising research findings (see Figure 17.4). They
then shifted attention to identify those interventions with
demonstrated support or solid findings that could shape
core team processes. This had the effect of sifting through
a large volume of hypothesized team processes (or what
Marks et al. (2001) describe as “emergent states”) to focus
on those with the most relevance and promise for influ-
ence and application. We build on those developments in
this updated review. ]

Cognitive Constructs and Mechanisms

In this section, we examine four primary cognitive mecha-
nisms that are represented in the literature: team learning,
team mental models, transactive memory, and macrocog”
nition. Team learning is a broad concept that has beed
examined from a number of different research perspet”
tives (Edmondson, Dillon, & Roloff, 2007). In a recent
review of this literature, Bell, Kozlowski, and Blawath
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2) argue that team learning is a multilevel (individ-
and team, not individual or team), dynamic (iterative
pmgressive; a process not an outcome), and emer-
it (OULCOMES of team learning can manifest in different
s over time) phenomenon. They present a conceptual
rework designed to provide a theoretical integration of
am learning and to more clearly distinguish between the
-esses that underlie team learning, including informa-
processing, regulation, and macrocognition, and the
wledge (e.g., team mental models, transactive mem-
and other emergent states (e.g., team efficacy, cohe-
) that result from these processes and ultimately shape
1 effectiveness.
esearch conducted over the past decade has begun
ucidate the effects of team learning on team effec-
veness as well as the factors that support and facilitate
process of team learning. Van der Vegt and Bunder-
on (2005), for instance, showed that team learning was
'Iively associated with the performance of multidis-
inary teams in the oil and gas industry and that it
jated the effect of expertise diversity and collective
entification on team performance. Similarly, Ellis et al.
2003) found that team learning behaviors positively pre-
ed the performance of teams performing a command
control simulation. Wong (2004) found that local team
ming (i.e., learning with individuals in the immediate
n) had a positive effect on group efficiency, whereas
distal team learning (i.e., learning with individuals exter-
o the group) facilitated group innovativeness. Further-
ore, she found evidence of potential trade-offs between
and distal team learning— local learning had a pos-
effect on group efficiency when distal learning was
W or moderate, but it was unrelated to efficiency when
learning was high.

Edmondson’s (1999) model of team learning suggests
at psychological safety—a shared belief that the team
e for interpersonal risk taking—contributes to team
aming behaviors, such as seeking feedback, sharing
lormation, experimenting, asking for help, and talking
Ut errors. These behaviors are then presumed to facil-
performance by allowing the team to shift directions
Situations change and discover unexpected implica-
of team actions. Subsequent research has shown
leaders play a key role in shaping the psychological
climate within their teams (Edmondson, Bohmer, &
10, 2001; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). A recent
by Porter, Webb, and Gogus (2010) found that team
ing orientation influenced the adaptive performance
t teams performing a command and control simulation,
the nature of this relationship depended on both team
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performance orientation and the availability of resources.
De Dreu (2007) showed that information sharing, team
learning, and team effectiveness were higher when team
members perceived higher levels of cooperative outcome
interdependence. However, the positive effects of coop-
erative outcome interdependence were only found when
teams engaged in deliberate and systematic information
processing.

Although this work is still in its formative stage, some
research and practical recommendations may be noted.
From a research perspective, the empirical work is weak.
First, and most critically, learning or knowledge is rarely
assessed directly. Instead, team learning is assumed from
changes in team performance and/or behavior. Thus,
there is a clear need for research to directly measure
changes in both individual and team knowledge and
to separate the process of team learning from not only
the knowledge-based outcomes and emergent states that
emerge from this process but also team performance (Bell
et al,, 2012). Until these issues are addressed, the standing
of team learning as a meaningful and useful construct
remains murky. A second and related limitation is that
many of the variables examined as having an impact on
team learning, such as turnover, may have impacts on
team performance apart from affecting team learning. In
other words, while turnover may impact the “collective”
knowledge of the team, it also may influence communica-
tion patterns, induce socialization efforts, affect collective
efficacy, and so forth, which may ultimately impact team
performance. Thus, it is important for researchers to
demonstrate that variables, such as turnover and task
complexity, have an impact directly on team learning.
Finally, more research is needed to understand the process
by which team learning occurs. What are the conditions
that facilitate team learning? How is the process different
from individual learning? How does team learning emerge
from individual learning? And, how can team learning be
facilitated and shaped? There are levels of analysis issues
that need to be explicitly addressed to better understand
whether the process of learning is similar or different
at the individual and team levels (Kozlowski & Klein,
2000; Wilson, Goodman, & Cronin, 2007).

Team mental models are team members’ shared, orga-
nized understanding and mental representation of knowl-
edge about key elements of the team’s task environment
(Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). Four content domains
underlying team mental models have been proposed
(Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1993):

1. Equipment model—knowledge of equipment and tools
used by the team.
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2. Task model—understanding about the work that the
team is to accomplish, including its goals or perfor-
mance requirements and the problems facing the team.

3. Member model—awareness of team member charac-
teristics, including representations of what individual
members know and believe, their skills, preferences,
and habits.

4. Teamwork model—what is known or believed by
team members with regard to what are appropriate or
effective processes.

Related to team mental models, but at a much higher
level of generality, are conceptualizations of ream climate.
Team climate represents group-level shared perceptions of
important contextual factors that affect group functioning,
via mediating climate perceptions that affect group out-
comes. For example, Hofmann and Stetzner (1996) have
demonstrated that team safety climate affects team safety
behaviors and outcomes. Similarly, Bunderson and Sut-
cliffe (2003) showed that members’ shared perceptions
of the team’s learning orientation influence team per-
formance. Variations in the extent to which climate is
shared at the team level have been shown to affect its
linkage with team outcomes (Gonzilez-Roma, Peird, &
Tordera, 2002).

The general thesis of the shared mental model literature
and its variants is that team effectiveness will improve if
members have an appropriate shared understanding of the
task, team, equipment, and situation (e.g., Cannon-Bowers
etal., 1993). At the time of our last review, empirical work
lagged behind conceptual development (Mohammed &
Dumville, 2001). However, there has been a prblil‘era—
tion of empirical studies on shared team mental models
over the past decade and this body of work generally
supports the notion that appropriate team mental models
have positive effects on team processes and effectiveness
(Mohammed, Ferzandi, & Hamilton, 2010). For example,
Smith-Jentsch, Mathieu, and Kraiger (2005) examined the
effects of two types of mental models—team interaction
and task—on team effectiveness in an air traffic control
environment. They found that tower safety and efficiency
were highest when air traffic controllers held consistent
team interaction and task shared mental models. A recent
meta-analysis by DeChurch and Mesmer-Magnus (2010)
revealed strong positive relationships between team cog-
nition and team behavioral processes, motivational states,
and performance. However, they also provide evidence
that the conceptualization and operationalization of cogni-
tion moderate these relationships. For instance, the effects
of cognition on behavioral processes and performance

were stronger for compilational cognition (e.g,, trangy,,
tive memory) than compositional cognition (e.g,, g,
mental models). In addition, they found that compositizred
cognition was more strongly predictive of team Perfor.
mance under conditions of moderate, rather thay hig
team interdependence and in project and deCiSiﬂn'Making
teams than in action teams. Overall, these meta“analy;ic
findings support the positive relationship betweep mep.
tal models and team effectiveness, but also suggest
the magnitude of this relationship depends on a numpe;
of factors, including the form and content of the mey,
tal models as well as the nature of the team, the tasks j
performs, and the outcomes that are measured.

These research findings suggest that the developmen
of team mental models is a promising leverage poip
for interventions to improve team effectiveness. Severy)
methods for fostering the development of team mep.
tal models have been proposed. including team plap-
ning (Stout, Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Milanovich, 1999),
computer-based instruction (Smith-Jentsch, Milanovich,
Reynolds, & Hall, 1999), and team self-correction train-
ing (Blickensderfer, Cannon-Bowers, & Salas, 1997), For
example, team self-correction training involves the fol-
lowing elements: (a) event review, (b) error identification,
(c) feedback exchange, and (d) planning for the future.
Team self-correction can be enhanced through training in
skills such as providing feedback, situational awareness,
and assertiveness. Similarly, Kozlowski and colleagues
(Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, et al., 1996; Kozlowski,
Gully, Salas, et al., 1996) posit that leaders can play a
central role in developing team coherence by leading the
team through an iterative four-step learning cycle that
makes use of (a) goal setting, (b) performance monitoring,
(c) error diagnosis, and (d) process feedback. Providing
support for these perspectives, Marks, Zaccaro, and Math-
ieu (2000) enhanced team mental models with leader pre-
briefs regarding effective strategies to use. Smith-Jentsch,
Zeisig, Acton, and McPherson (1998) also used structured
leader pre- and debriefs to enhance team mental models
and performance.

Transactive memory is a group-level shared system for
encoding, storing, and retrieving information—a set of
individual memory systems that combines knowledge pos-
sessed by particular members with shared awareness of
who knows what (Wegner, 1986; Wegner, Giuliano, &
Hertel, 1985). It was introduced to explain how intimal¢
relationships (i.e.. dating couples) foster the development
of shared memory. The development of transactive men-
ory involves communicating and updating information
each partner has about the areas of the other’s knowledge-
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" 1998).
'-";:' transactive memory in work groups. Austin (2003), for

m essence, each partner cultivates the other as an exter-
o] memory aid, and in so doing becomes part of a larger
tem. The application of the concept to work teams
volves a similar logic. Each team member keeps cur-
" ent on who knows what, channels incoming information
1o the appropriate person, and has a strategy for access-
ﬁig the information (Mohammed & Dumville, 2001). In
addition to knowing who is the expert in different knowl-
pdge areas, transactive memory also involves storing new
sformation with individuals who have matching expertise
and accessing relevant material from others in the system
egner, 1986, 1995).

advantage of cognitive efficiency. Through the encoding
uﬁd information allocation processes, individual memorieg
pecome progressively more specialized and are fashioned
into a differentiated collective memory that is useful to

'?expertise, and decreases redundancy of effort (Holling-
-u"‘jéhead, 1998b). On the downside, however, the complexity
f transactive memory can create confusion, especially
~when expertise is in dispute and important information

Because the concept was introduced to explain the

Gy ‘,, behavior of intimate couples, much of the early research

-~ in this area examined dyads (e.g., Hollingshead, 1998a,
However, more recent work has addressed

instance, examined the effects of transactive memory on
‘v the performance of groups in an apparel and sporting
~ goods company. He found that the accuracy and special-

- lzation dimensions of transactive memory were positively

- related to several different measures of team performance.

~ As noted above, the meta-analysis by DeChurch and

Mesmer-Magnus (2010) showed that compilational cog-

- Dition, which is consistent with the transactive memory

tradition, is a stronger predictor of behavioral processes
~ ind team performance than compositional cognition.

The authors argue that compilational cognition offers
cater predictive power because the patterned knowledge
‘Emerges is nonisomorphic to the individual-level
gnitive content. Unlike compositional cognition, the
; teliitlonshll:; between compilational cognition and team

* Transactive memory is presumed to offer teams the
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performance was similar across levels of team interde-
pendence. In addition, compilational cognition exhibited
a stronger relationship with team performance in action
and project teams than in decision-making teams.

Given its positive relationship with team performance,
a number of studies have explored factors that influence
the development of transactive memory systems. Pearsall,
Ellis, and Bell (2010), for example, showed that com-
munication about roles and responsibilities in the early
stages of a team’s development cycle is important to the
development of transactive memory. A number of stud-
ies have also shown that disruptions in team membership
(i.e., turnover) impede the development and functioning
of transactive memory systems (Akgiin Byrne, Keskin,
Lynn, & Imamoglu, 2005; Lewis, Belliveau, Herndon, &
Keller, 2007). Other research provides evidence that
transactive memory development can be influenced by
task and outcome interdependence (Lewis, 2003; Zhang,
Hempel, Han, & Tjosvold, 2007), team member personal-
ity (Pearsall & Ellis, 2006), and acute stress (Ellis, 2006).

Although research on transactive memory has gained
momentum in recent years, this area is still in its infancy
(Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). From a research perspec-
tive, the measurement of transactive memory merits addi-
tional consideration. Although transactive memory is a
compilational construct (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000), the
instrument used to assess it most often (i.e., Lewis, 2003)
does not directly assess the distributed memory structure.
Instead, team member perceptions of knowledge distri-
bution are assessed and then mean ratings are used as
indicators of transactive memory facets, with aggregation
justified based on an examination of restricted within-
group variance (i.e., justification for aggregating a compo-
sition construct). This inconsistency between the concep-
tualization and operationalization of transactive memory
raises questions as to what is actually being captured
by the measure (Kozlowski & Chao, 2012b). From a
practical perspective, research suggests that the nature of
communication media in teams may be important for fos-
tering and maintaining transactive memory. Hollingshead
(1998b), for example, found that couples working via
a computer conferencing system performed more poorly
on a knowledge-pooling task than couples who worked
face-to-face. Those results and a follow-up suggest that
both nonverbal and paralinguistic communication play an
important role in the retrieval of knowledge in transac-
tive memory systems, which has important implications
for the development of transactive memory systems in
virtual teams where computer-mediated communication
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is the norm. Finally, research by Moreland and col-
leagues (Liang, Moreland, & Argote, 1995; Moreland &
Myaskovsky, 2000) suggests that training intact teams
may be useful for developing transactive memory systems.

Macrocognition is a concept used to describe cogni-
tion in naturalistic decision-making settings (Cacciabue &
Hollnagel, 1995). Extending this concept to team learn-
ing in collaborative contexts, Fiore and colleagues (Fiore,
Rosen, Smith-Jentsch, Salas, Letsky, & Warner, 2010)
developed a theoretical framework for macrocognitive
knowledge building involved in team decision making.
They conceptualize macrocognition as a process of indi-
vidual team members building internalized knowledge that
is then transformed to team knowledge through a process
of information exchange and sharing that yields external-
ized knowledge. Externalized knowledge. shared among
team members, can then be applied to generate problem
solutions, courses of action, and decision options that team
members vet, select, and execute.

Kozlowski and Chao (2012a), and their research team
(Kozlowski, Chao, Grand, Keeney, Braun, & Kuljanin,
2011), have developed a team knowledge rypology (TKT)
to capture team knowledge that emerges from the core
processes of the Fiore et al. (2010) model of macrocog-
nition. The TKT is a conceptually based measurement
model that is multilevel, dynamic, and emergent and,
although not an explicit integration, it incorporates fea-
tures of collective knowledge (i.e., team knowledge as a
collective pool), team mental models (i.e., team knowl-
edge as a shared property), and transactive memory (i.e.,
team knowledge as a configuration of distributed knowl-
edge). A basic assumption of the approach is that team
knowledge emergence as a multilevel phenomenon is not
just composition based (e.g., team mental models) or
just compilation based (e.g., transactive memory), but
rather it ranges across a spectrum of emergence types
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

The TKT represents macrocognitive knowledge as
(a) pools of individual and collective (overlapping or
shared) team knowledge; (b) configurations that cap-
ture patterns of distinct individual, dyadic, and collec-
tive knowledge; and (c) variance in the rates of knowl-
edge building and its emergence at the team level, both
within and across teams, over time. The knowledge types,
definitions, examples, and descriptions are illustrated in
Figure 17.5. Preliminary validation has been conducted
(Kozlowski et al., 2011) and research to examine the diag-
nostic potential of the metrics to improve macrocognition
and team decision effectiveness is in progress. Because
the TKT is a conceptually based measurement model,

a specific task and knowledge domain is necessry
ground operduondludnon of metrics. Thus, the TKT to
designed to be a generalizable measurement Mode]
can be applied across a range of different Conabf)rauve
team tasks to assess the emergence of team knoWledge

Affective and Motivational Constructs and Me"-'hanism

There are four primary team process constructs or Mech.
anisms that can be classified as affective, affecmel
related, or motivational in nature: (a) cohesion, (b) team
affect or mood, (c) collective efficacy, and (d) confligt and
divisiveness. We address each of these processes in g,
Team researchers have offered multiple definitions of
cohesion. Festinger (1950) defined cohesiveness as “the
resultant of all the forces acting on the members to remajy
in the group” (p. 274). Goodman et al. (1987) defineq
cohesion as the commitment of members to the group’s
task. Evans and Jarvis (1980) concluded that “member
attraction to the group™ (p. 360) is the most commap
definition of cohesion. Mixed results for the effects of
cohesion on performance, however, have led researchers
to suggest that it may be multidimensional. Gross and
Martin (1952) described cohesion in terms of two underly-
ing dimensions, task cohesion and interpersonal cohesion,
Task cohesion is defined as a group’s shared commitment
or attraction to the group task or goal, and is thought
to increase commitment to the task and to increase indi-
vidual effort by group members on the task. Interpersonal
cohesion is defined as the group members’ attraction to or
liking of the group (Evans & Jarvis, 1980). Interpersonal
cohesion allows groups to have less inhibited communi-
cation and to effectively coordinate their efforts.
Research findings tend to support the multidimensional
view. For example, a meta-analysis by Mullen and Copper
(1994) distinguished three types of cohesion: (a) interper-
sonal cohesion, (b) task cohesion, and (c) group pride.
They concluded that task cohesion is the critical ele-
ment of group cohesion when the cohesion-performance
relationship is examined, and that interpersonal cohesion
might do little more than cause members to exert only a
much effort as required to remain in the group. However,
a more contemporary meta-analysis by Beal, Cohen, Burk,
and McLendon (2003) found that all three dimensions of
cohesion significantly related to group performance and
the magnitude of the effects did not significantly differ
across the three dimensions. Zaccaro and Lowe (1988)
found that only task cohesion was important for an addi-
tive task; interpersonal co ”heblon had no impact. On a dis-
junctive task, however,.Zaccaro.and McCoy (1988) found
that the best group performance occurred when groups

Figure 17.5 K¢
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Knowledge Brief Description Example

Metrics

Individual The proportion of the total The amount of

Knowledge pool of possible knowledge . o knowledge individuals i,j,
possessed by each team and k each possess
member separately ® within the problem space

Knowledge The proportion of the total The proportion of the total

Pool pool of possible knowledge knowledge among
possessed by each team individual team members
collectively == not accounting for overlap

Knowledge The proportion of the total X .

Configuration | pool shared in common by Understanding what is
team members and the common and what is
pattern of unique knowledge unique k“““’hdg';m
held across individuals AN team. MEmbErs

Knowledge The rate of knowledge How fast an individual

Acquisition compiled by each team learns expands a circle in
member over time above Venn diagrams)

Knowledge Within-team variance in the Different rates of

Variability rates of Knowledge knowledge acquisition can
Acquisition affect a team’s leaming

Knowledge The rates of growth of Ch

Emergence Knowledge Pool and ANESS

(within team) | Knowledge Configuration overtime

Knowledge Comparing growth rates for

Emergence Knowledge Variability, ¥ AT

(between) Knowledge Pool, and B = -
Knowledge Configuration
across teams e

: Adapted from Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Chao, G. T. (2012a). Macrocognition,
n E. Salas, S. Fiore, & M. Letsky (Eds.), Theories of team cognition:

~ Although it has been observed that a cohesive group
may engage its energies in high performance or its restric-
ion (Seashore, 1954), most empirical research has sup-
ported a positive relationship between cohesion and group
performance across a wide variety of team types (Evans &
Dion, 1991; Greene, 1989; Hambrick, 1995; Katzen-
~ bach & Smith, 1993; Mullen & Copper, 1994; Smith et al.,

i 1994). However, several important issues remain to be
,ﬁrmly resolved with respect to the effects of cohesion

- on team effectiveness. First, the relative impacts of the
different dimensions of cohesion may depend on the effec-
 tiveness outcome being examined. For example, Beal et al.
- (2003) found cohesion was more strongly related to per-
formance behaviors than performance outcomes and was

more strongly related to measures of performance effi-
- Ciency than measures of performance effectiveness. How-

 future research is needed to provide a more fine-tuned pic-

ture of the effects of cohesion on different aspects of team

team learning, and team knowledge: Origins, emergence, and measurement.
Cross-disciplinary perspectives (pp. 19—48). New York, NY: Routledge

effectiveness. Second, task type may operate as a mod-
erator of cohesion effects. Gully, Devine, and Whitney
(1995) suggested that cohesive groups perform well on
interdependent tasks because they can coordinate better,
whereas coordination is unimportant for more independent
tasks. Gully et al. supported this hypothesis in their meta-
analysis. Beal et al. (2003) provided further support for
this assertion by showing that the cohesion—performance
relationship became stronger as team workflow increased.
Research is needed to further understand the effects of
cohesion across different workflow arrangements, as some
researchers have suggested that cohesion can be detrimen-
tal for additive tasks because it partially focuses group
effort onto social development rather than concentrating
just on the task (Lott & Lott, 1965).

Two practical recommendations can be offered for
enhancing team cohesion. First, it may be important
to have the right mix of individoals- to enhance team
cohesion. Barrick et al.~(1998)~foundthat teams high
in extraversion and ema_ﬁ;é:r_iiﬁl:gfél_)l_hty “had higher lev-
els of social cohesion. Second, clear norms and goals
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may help teams to develop both task and interpersonal
cohesion, although it is difficult to know precisely the
direction of this relationship. Thus, using selection to man-
age group composition and team development to inculcate
norms and goals may be useful ways to establish cohesive
groups.

Team affect or mood captures the idea of group affec-
tive tone. Barsade and Gibson (1998) argue that two
approaches—top-down and bottom-up—can be used to
understand group emotion. The top-down approach views
the group as a whole and leads researchers to examine
how the feeling and behaviors of individuals arise from
group dynamics. It is characterized by four streams of
research that treat group emotion as:

I. Powerful forces that dramatically shape individual
emotional response (e.g., psychological effects of
crowds).

. Social norms that prescribe emotional feelings and
expression (e.g., sets of socially shared norms about
how individuals should feel and how they should
express those feelings in particular situations).

3. The interpersonal glue that keeps groups together (e.g.,

group cohesion).

4. A window to viewing a group’s maturity and develop-

ment (e.g., group emotions have been used to under-
stand the temporal development of groups).

(]

The bottom-up approach examines the ways in which
individual-level emotions combine at the team level to
influence outcomes, and is represented by three research
foci: (a) mean level affect, (b) affective homogene-
ity/heterogeneity, and (c) the effects of minimum-—
maximum team member affect on the group.

Shaw (1976) suggested that there is consistent evi-
dence that group effectiveness, cohesiveness, morale,
group motivation, and communication efficiency are pos-
itively related to the composition of such individual-level
attributes as adjustment, emotional control, and emo-
tional stability, and negatively related to such attributes
as depressive tendencies, neuroticism, paranoid tenden-
cies, and pathology. Some researchers have suggested
that affective homogeneity is beneficial because research
has shown that similarity between individuals creates
attraction (Schneider, 1987). Similar to the effects of
group composition, it has been argued that teams with
members who are more similar affectively will be more
comfortable with each others’ interpersonal interactions,
thereby generating more cooperation, trust, social integra-
tion, and cohesion. This in turn should positively influence

group outcomes. For example, Barsade, Ward, Tﬂl‘ner
and Sonnenfeld (2000) examined the dispositiong] POSi:
tive affective similarity among members of senjor Map.
agement teams and found that affective similarity pgq 5
positive effect on group outcomes. However, some group
composition research has shown that affective hetemgene_
ity can be beneficial for some outcomes such as creajy;
(Jackson, 1992b). Barsade and Gibson (1998) suggest that
it may be good when the affective qualities of individya|
complement one another (e.g., pessimist and optimist, oy,
energy and high energy, etc.). Finally, it may be possible
to take the idea of minority influence and examine it frop
an affective perspective. Barsade (2002) suggests that 5
single person can have a strong influence on group affec,
A person who has strong dispositional negative affect, o
vice versa, may infect the team with his or her negativity
and the team’s mood may become much more negative
than would be expected from its mean-level dispositional
affect.

Although the ideas regarding the effects of team affect
on team effectiveness are provocative, several important
issues need to be resolved. First, more empirical sup-
port is needed. Most of Barsade’s ideas are drawn from
research on group composition and other topics. Barsade
draws parallels suggesting that similar effects may occur
when the compositional variable of interest is affect. How-
ever, aside from a few empirical studies, most of these
issues remain unexamined. Research is clearly needed.
Second, research is needed on the factors that influence the
development of team affect. Bartel and Saavedra (2000)
showed that mood convergence was positively associated
with teams’ membership stability, task and social inter-
dependence, and mood-regulation norms. Sy, COté, and
Saavedra (2005) found that leaders” mood had effects on
both individual mood and group affective tone. Finally,
Barsade and Gibson (1998) make clear reference to top-
down and bottom-up levels of analysis issues. It is impor-
tant for research to address these issues with precision
to better understand the impact of group-level affect on
individual-level variables and vice versa (Kozlowski &
Klein, 2000).

The potential practical implications of this work are
tempered by the need for more basic research. For
example, while there is some support for a relationship
between dispositional affect and job skills (see Staw,
Sutton, & Pelled, 1994, for a review), the research 18
not yet specific enough to be able to determine how.=
this would transfer across different group contexts. Sueh-
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¢ to control group affect by establishing norms, or
it be more effective to select team members based
affective individual differences? Similarly, managers
need to influence the impact of maximum and min-
ym group members because these members—through
tagion—can have a strong influence on the affect of
ihe group. Or there may be a need to manage affective
2 gcnelty or homogeneity. Selection as a means to

page group composition may be a useful tool in this

ard. However, far more research will have to be con-
d before there is a sufficient foundation for specific
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'-!hala'. Bandura’s (1997) concept of collective efficacy is
) affee med as a group’s shared belief in its own collec-
fect, or ability to organize and execute courses of action
sativity ired to produce given levels of attainment. Zaccaro,

Peterson, and Zazanis (1995, p. 309) defined collec-
» efficacy as “a sense of collective competence shared
ong members when allocating, coordinating, and inte-
g their resources as a successful, concerted response

egative
sitional

1 affect

portant specific situational demands.” Shea and Guzzo (1987,
al sup- 335) defined a similar construct, called group potency,
1 from “the collective belief of a group that it can be effective.”
Jarsade ugh many scholars view these two constructs as sim-

. Guzzo, Yost, Campbell, and Shea (1993) asserted that
ective efficacy is task specific and group potency is
more general shared belief about group effectiveness
s multiple tasks. It is generally presumed that a well-
veloped structure and interactive or coordinative task
)cesses are necessary or at least a sufficient condition
shared efficacy beliefs to develop (Paskevich, Braw-
, Dorsch, & Widmeyer, 1999). In other words, there
to be a common foundation to foster shared judg-
ents of future effectiveness. Similar to individual-level
cacy, collective efficacy is hypothesized to influence
a group chooses to do, how much effort it will exert
accomplishing its goal, and its persistence in the face
difficulty or failure (Bandura, 1986).

Some of the initial research examining the effects
collective efficacy focused on physical tasks and the
ormance of sports teams. For example, Hodges and
mon (1992) found that triads high in collective effi-
improved their performance on a muscular endurance
lask following a failure experience, whereas triads low
llective efficacy experienced a performance decre-
Ment. In the field, Feltz and Lirgg (1998) found that ice
key teams with higher levels of collective efficacy per-
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teams Virtually all the studies that have examined this
¢ have found a positive relationship between collective
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efficacy and work team effectiveness (e.g., Campion et al.,
1993; DeShon, Kozlowski, Schmidt, Milner, & Wiech-
mann, 2004; Edmondson, 1999; Hyatt & Ruddy, 1997).
In addition, a meta-analysis by Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi,
and Beaubien (2002) examining 114 effect sizes from 67
empirical studies concluded that team efficacy is a strong
predictor of team performance (p = 0.35).

There are three important issues that need to be
addressed by continuing research on collective efficacy:
(a) levels of analysis concerns in measurement; (b) the
role of team efficacy within a broader framework of
team learning, motivation, and performance processes;
and (c) examination of potential contextual moderators.
First, Gist (1987) suggested three methods of assessing
collective efficacy: (a) aggregating individual perceptions
of self-efficacy; (b) averaging individuals’ perceptions
of collective efficacy; or (c) using consensual group
responses to a single questionnaire. However, levels of
analysis theorists recognize these alternatives as distinctly
different conceptualizations of the higher level construct
relative to its individual-level origins (e.g., Chan, 1998).
Indeed, Gully et al. (2002) found that effects on team
performance were stronger when team efficacy was mea-
sured at the team level (p = 0.39) than the individual level
(p = 0.20) of analysis. Thus, collective efficacy should be
appropriately measured and composed to the team level
using a reference-shift aggregation model rather than an
additive or direct consensus model (Kozlowski & Ilgen,
2006). Second, although the relationship between team
efficacy and team performance is well established, what
is less clear is the role of team efficacy in a broader con-
ception of team learning, motivation, and performance.
DeShon et al. (2004) provided support for a homolo-
gous multilevel model of individual and team regulation,
which suggests that team efficacy operates similar to self-
efficacy in action initiation and control at the team level.
Recent research by Chen, Kanfer, DeShon, Mathieu, and
Kozlowski (2009) tested a dynamic, cross-level model
of motivation in teams and found that the relationship
between prior team performance and self-efficacy was
mediated by team efficacy and that the effect of team
efficacy on subsequent individual goal striving was medi-
ated by self-efficacy and team action processes. Bell et al.
(2012) also highlight team efficacy as an emergent state
that is reciprocally entwined with team learning. Thus,
evidence is mounting that team efficacy is one part of a

- broader-process of team motivation and learning. Third,
formed better. Similar results have been reported for work——it~is"likely that  contextual factors such as the team task

g gr_l_cf_qgflqglgmong others, may affect the linkage between

collective efficacy and team effectiveness. Gibson (1999)
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found that when task uncertainty was high, work was
independent, and collectivism was low, group efficacy
was not related to group effectiveness. However, when
task uncertainty was low, work was interdependent, and
collectivism was high, the relationship between group effi-
cacy and group effectiveness was positive. Similarly, the
meta-analysis by Gully et al. (2002) revealed that the
relationship between team efficacy and performance was
stronger when interdependence was high (p = 0.45) rather
than low (p = 0.36).

Based on the supportive research findings, it is rea-
sonable to assert that high collective efficacy is gen-
erally a desirable team characteristic. From a practical
perspective, the relevant question is, How can collec-
tive efficacy be fostered? Unfortunately, most research
has examined the collective efficacy—performance rela-
tionship. There has been much less attention focused on
the antecedents of collective efficacy, making it difficult
to provide firm recommendations on how managers and
organizations can build efficacy at the team level. How-
ever, one might assume that many of the factors shown to
influence individual-level self-efficacy may be relevant,
at least as a point of departure. Thus, future research
should consider team-level goal orientation (DeShon et al.,
2004), regulatory focus (DeShon et al., 2001), attribu-
tional processes, and success/failure experiences (Bell &
Kozlowski, 2011), especially early in a team’s life cycle.

Most of the process constructs and mechanisms dis-
cussed thus far are oriented toward forces that push team
members together. Shared mental models, team learning,
cohesion, and collective efficacy are forces for conver-
gence. And, clearly, the image of a team as a “well-oiled
machine” characterizes our interest in those processes that
yield synergy and the enhancement of team effectiveness.
Yet, it is also the case that teams are not always character-
ized by convergence. Indeed, divergence, divisiveness, and
conflict are common phenomena in teams and organiza-
tions (Brown & Kozlowski, 1999). For example, Lau and
Murnighan (1998) describe how demographic differences
can split a group along “faultlines” into competing and
divisive entities. Brown and Kozlowski (1999) present a
Dispersion Theory that focuses on latent constructs (e.g.,
perceptions, values, beliefs). In their model, convergent
and divergent processes can operate simultaneously within
and across groups, affecting the nature of emergent col-
lective constructs (see also Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

“Sheremata (2000) argues that groups and organizations
_are characterized by both centrifugal forces—which push

=suesthe entity apart—and centripetal forces—which pull it

back together.

Conflict is a manifestation of the processes underly;,
faultlines, divergence, and centrifugal forces. Work
provide an interpersonal context in which conflict ig 1ikely-
it must then be managed because it is often detrimengy lt‘n
team performance (Jehn, 1995). Marks et al. (2001) iden.
tified two conflict management strategies: (a) Preemptiye
conflict management involves establishing conditigp to
prevent, control, or guide team conflict before it occurs:
whereas (b) reactive conflict management involves WDrk:
ing through task, process, and interpersonal disagreemepy
among team members. Most research has focused on Teac
tive conflict management strategies, such as identificatiop
of the parameters of conflict between team members,
problem solving, compromising, openness and flexibility,
and willingness to accept differences of opinion. Although
more limited, there has been some work on preemptive
conflict management such as establishing norms for coop-
erative rather than competitive approaches to conflict res-
olution (Tjosvold, 1985), using team contracts or charters
to specify a priori how team members agree to handle dif-
ficult situations (Smolek, Hoffman, & Moran, 1999), and
developing team rules and norms about the nature and
timing of conflict (Marks et al., 2001).

Recent research has shed light on several important
aspects of intra-team conflict and provides promise for
developing better conflict management in teams. Some
research suggests that conflict may be beneficial for
teams; it depends on the types of conflict and task. For
example, Jehn (1995) found that for groups performing
routine tasks, both task conflict (disagreement about task
content) and relationship conflict (interpersonal incom-
patibilities) were detrimental. However, for groups per-
forming nonroutine tasks, only relationship conflict was
detrimental. In fact, at times, task conflict was benefi-
cial for groups performing nonroutine tasks. Similarly,
Amason (1996) found that higher levels of cognitive
conflict (task based) and lower levels of affective con-
flict (relationship based) led to increased effectiveness in
top management teams. Furthermore, research by Simons
and Peterson (2000) found that top management teams
low in interpersonal trust tended to attribute conflict to
relationship-based issues, whereas top management teams
high in interpersonal trust tended to attribute conflict t0
task-based disagreements. However, De Dreu and Wein-
gart (2003) present meta-analytic findings that indicate
that both task and relationship conflict are negatively
associated with team member satisfaction and team per
formance. In contrast to the findings noted above, they
also found that the negative relationship between conflict
and team performance was stronger for teams performing
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iplex, uncertain tasks, which supports the perspective
¢ conflict interferes with information processing capac-
When examined in its totality, the literature suggests
.t conflict is generally detrimental to team effectiveness,
gt may, under very specific conditions, have positive
onsequences (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003). Thus, future
arch is needed to identify those conditions.

gress since our prior review in 2003. At that time, we
ntified three broad observable process mechanisms that
Jfiuence team effectiveness: (a) coordination, (b) cooper-
tion, and (c) communication. They can be distinguished
i that coordination involves a temporal component that is
not an essential part of cooperation or collaboration, and
communication is a means for enabling coordination or
cooperation. Over the past decade, a behavioral process
“taxonomy proposed by Marks et al. (2001) has gained
 conceptual prominence, solid empirical support, and appli-
 cation. We highlight both the broader conceptualization
~ and this newer, better differentiated conceptualization that
is appropriate for action teams (Sundstrom et al., 1990).
Coordination can be defined as activities required for
- managing the interdependencies of the team workflow.
" The notions of (a) integrating disparate actions together
in concert with (b) temporal pacing or entrainment are
' central to the conceptualization of coordination (Argote &
- McGrath, 1993). Coordination is vital to group effective-
yﬁ ness in situations where a successful outcome for the
~entire group is the end result of numerous contributions
- or efforts by all group members (i.e., integration) and
- "lwhere successful contributions by one participant are con-
~ tingent on a correct and timely contribution by another
- participant (i.e., temporal entrainment). Several opera-
~ tionalizations have been used to capture team coordination
- behavior. Assessments consistent with the conceptualiza-
~ tion sketched above have focused on temporal response
~ Ppatterns and sequential analysis (Zalesny, Salas, & Prince,
 1995), such as using observer ratings of communication
patterns (Brannick, Roach, & Salas, 1993), measuring
the amount of time one team member waits for another
before engaging in a joint effort, and using Petri nets and
~ artificial neural networks to model and analyze ongoing
- processes (Coovert, Campbell, Cannon-Bowers, & Salas,
1995). This last technique can graph the interactions of
team members over time, determining the flow of activi-
ties, exchange, and communication.
Empirical research has established team coordina-
tion as an important correlate of team performance. For
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example, Guastello and Guastello (1998) reported that
coordination rules were implicitly learned and then trans-
ferred successfully to new rules of similar difficulty. They
also noted that team coordination may occur without ver-
bal mediation or leadership actions and that coordination
transfer was less positive to a task of greater difficulty.
Stout, Salas, and Carson (1994) examined the effects of
coordination on two-person team performance on a flight
simulation task. Interactive processes that were exam-
ined included such behaviors as providing information
in advance, making long- and short-term plans, asking
for input, assigning tasks, and stepping in to help others.
Coordination ratings positively predicted mission perfor-
mance of the team when individual task proficiency was
held constant.

Important concerns relevant to future research on coor-
dination center on issues of levels and time. With respect
to levels, it is important to identify coordinated team
responses that represent a broad range of disparate and
complex patterns of individual action, and are not simply
the sum of the responses of team members. Similarly, it is
important to determine when the responses of individuals
are part of a coordinated team response, and when they
are simply individual responses (Zalesny et al., 1995).
Finally, a key issue concerns how to represent interactions
of individual team members over time at higher levels
of analysis. Theoretical work on the nature of emergent
constructs—how higher-level phenomena emerge from
the characteristics and interactions of individuals—offers
some guidance in this regard (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).
With respect to temporal issues, research must be sensitive
to both the context and the temporal elements in which
coordination occurs. Most theories assume that coordina-
tion is learned: How does it develop and emerge at the
team level over time (Kozlowski et al., 1999)?

Cooperation can be defined as “the willful contribution
of personal efforts to the completion of interdependent
jobs” (Wagner, 1995, p. 152), and is often viewed as
the opposite of conflict. Much of the research on coop-
eration and collaboration has been conducted in social
psychology around issues of free riding and social loafing
(Latané et al., 1979). This research has focused consid-
erable energy on identifying factors that might eliminate
uncooperative tendencies and instead induce cooperation
in groups (Kerr & Bruun, 1983). We discuss such work
elsewhere in the chapter in the section on Leadership and
Motivation. Cooperation-and;collaboration have also been
examined in the context-of-culture, specifically in the

entations.
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: i, conflict management, motivating and building con-
dence, affect management). The taxonomy represents a
imonious integration of the prior research streams and
glps to target what, when, and why particular team behav-
pral processes are likely to be most relevant.

~ Recently, meta-analytic research evaluated and
extended the behavioral process taxonomy. Building on
: s et al. (2001), LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu,
nd Saul (2008) proposed a hierarchical model structured
that the team behavioral processes formed first-order
actors that loaded onto second-order transition, action,
u interpersonal factors, all under the umbrella of an

ytic confirmatory factor analysis (138 studies, 1,507
orrelations, 147 independent samples) that supported this
hiemrchical organization of team behavioral processes.
Pine et al. (2008) also assessed meta-analytic relation-
hips between the first- and second-order processes and
team performance, reporting significant associations with
most in the range of 0.25 to in excess of 0.30.

~ The streams of prior research, parsimonious conceptu-

and assessing team behavioral processes. Its roots—as
“team performance functions and competencies—are in
use in the military, aviation, and space flight commu-
nities. Moreover, it has recently been extended to the
medical community in their efforts to improve physician
education, training, and team effectiveness (Fernandez,
Kozlowski, Shapiro & Salas, 2008; Fernandez, Vozenilek,
et al., 2008).

- Finally, we should note that there is some new research
~ attention (Mumford, Campion, & Morgeson, 2006) being
applied to an enduring line of thinking about team member
- 1oles (Benne & Sheats, 1948) that is popular in practice
- circles (Belbin, 1993). The basic idea is that there are a
- certain set of “roles” that have to be fulfilled on a team
In order for it to be effective (e.g., Stewart, Fulmer, &
 Barrick, 2005). Note that this approach differs from the
- tompetency, performance function, and behavioral taxon-
- 0my work we highlighted previously. Rather than viewing
team skills and behaviors as being distributed across all
team members, the role approach generally assumes that
teams are more effective when critical roles are fulfilled
: by specific team members (i.e., the behaviors are clus-
~'ered in different team members) (Belbin, 1981). Mumford
o ?tal. (2006) recently classified 120 roles they reviewed
In the literature into 10 roles (i.e., contractor, creator,

werarching team process factor. They conducted a meta- -
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contributor, completer, critic, cooperator, communicator,
calibrator, consul, and coordinator) and developed a situ-
ational judgment test to assess role knowledge (Mumford,
Van Iddekinge, Morgeson, & Campion, 2008). Their vali-
dation indicated that the team role test (TRT) was only
weakly related to general cognitive ability and that it
added incremental variance to the prediction of task and
social role performance beyond ability and personality.
These findings are promising. Note, however, that the
TRT assesses role knowledge, and in that sense, is an
alternative way to assess team member competencies or
KSAs. It will be interesting to see to what extent the
TRT captures unique variance beyond teamwork compe-
tencies and the extent to which it is uniquely predictive
of team performance behaviors and team effectiveness.
In addition, it will be useful to have a direct evaluation
of the notion that concentrating team role behaviors in
specific team members is better than having performance
behaviors distributed across team members.

Enhancing Team Effectiveness

Team Competencies and Performance

The relevance of team processes to enhancing team effec-
tiveness is that they are proximal predictors of team
performance. Hence, although there are other strate-
gies relevant for improving team effectiveness—such
as influencing the composition of team abilities via
selection, or improving processes via team design and
leadership—direct enhancement of team processes via
training is the most prevalent team effectiveness inter-
vention (Cannon-Bowers & Salas, 1997). This strategy
necessitates two foci: (a) specifying the competencies that
underlie effective team performance and (b) designing
and delivering training that improves the competencies,
thereby enhancing team processes and increasing team
effectiveness.

From a criterion perspective, team performance can be
defined as a product or outcome of team action that sat-
isfies external constituencies (Hackman, 1987). However,
at the more specific level of identifying factors that con-
stitute critical team performance dimensions definitional
challenges are encountered. As noted in our discussion
of team typologies, it is very difficult to develop a com-
mon specification of team performance—it varies by the
type of team. Constraints emanating from the team’s con-
text and its task, and their implications for internal and
external linkages, lead to different dimensions of perfor-
mance being relevant for different types of teams. Thus,
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team performance specification and measurement must be
grounded by the team context and task (Cannon-Bowers
et al., 1995). Rigorous, reliable, and valid measures of
team performance are essential tools for enhancing team
effectiveness (Mathieu & Gilson, 2012).

It is also important to appreciate the orientation taken
by researchers toward team performance in their efforts
to enhance team effectiveness. The orientation has been
much more targeted on performance processes, rather than
performance outcomes, which can be influenced by many
superfluous factors. Rather than treating team performance
as a static, retrospective, summary variable intended to
capture the outcome of many specific behaviors over an
extended period of time, efforts to understand team perfor-
mance for training purposes have tended to focus on what
individuals and teams need to do to perform well. In other
words, the focus has been on behaviors that have to be
exhibited over time and on the underlying competencies
that enable those behaviors. An important issue here is
the need to distinguish between team-level performance
outcomes, and the individual-level actions and interac-
tions that are the foundation for team-level performance
(Kozlowski, Brown, Weissbein, Cannon-Bowers, & Salas,
2000). In this regard, researchers have generally distin-
guished between taskwork skills—individual job or tech-
nical skills—and teamwork skills—KSAs that enable
one to work effectively with others to achieve a com-
mon goal. Thus, at a general level, team performance
and teamwork competencies are easy to identify —they
are the cognitive, affective/motivational, and behavioral
process mechanisms described previously and the KSAs
that enable them, respectively. Three relatively compre-
hensive efforts to identify teamwork competencies are
described below. This work forms the primary content
of the Marks et al. (2001) behavioral process taxonomy
described previously.

First, Fleishman and Zaccaro (1992) describe a taxon-
omy of team performance functions in an effort to be more
specific than previous classifications of group performance
tasks. They synthesized seven major categories of team
performance functions: (a) orientation (e.g., information
exchange regarding member resources and constraints);
(b) resource distribution (e.g., load balancing of tasks by
members); (c) timing (e.g., activity pacing); (d) response
coordination (e.g., timing and coordination of responses);
(e) motivation (e.g., balancing team orientation with indi-
vidual competition); (f) systems monitoring (e.g., adjust-
ment of team and member activities in response to errors
and omissions); and (g) procedure maintenance (e.g.,
monitoring of general procedural-based activities). Note

that these performance functions primarily implicate com.
petencies that enhance coordination and cooperatiop,

Second, based on their extensive work with 3ircraﬁ
cockpit crews and TDM teams, Salas, Cannon~BowEm‘
and their colleagues synthesized a set of eight teamwork
skill dimensions (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1995; Sajag &
Cannon-Bowers, 1997):

1. Adaptability—competency to adjust strategies Using
compensatory behavior and reallocation of teay
resources.

2. Shared situational awareness—possession of sharegy
compatible mental models of the team’s internal apq
external environment used to arrive at a commep
understanding of the team situation and to derjve
appropriate strategies to respond.

3. Performance monitoring and feedback—the capability
to monitor teammate performance, give constructive
feedback about errors, and make helpful suggestions
for improvement.

4. Leadership/team management—competencies to plan,
organize, direct, motivate, and assess teammates.

5. Interpersonal relations—skills to resolve conflict and
engage cooperation.

6. Coordination— competencies to integrate and synchro-
nize task activities with other teammates.

7. Communication—capability to clearly and accurately
convey information and acknowledge its receipt.

8. Decision making—competencies to pool, integrate,
and select appropriate alternatives and evaluate con-
sequences.

In addition, they have also developed a typology for
classifying team competencies and specifying essential
knowledge (i.e., facts, concepts, relations), skills (ie.,
cognitive-behavioral procedures), and attitudes (affective
components of teamwork). The 2x2 typology is based
on task and team dimensions. Each dimension is further
distinguished by whether the competencies are specific
or generic, resulting in four distinct classes of competen-
cies appropriate for different types of teams. For example,
transportable competencies (task and team generic) gen-
eralize across teams and are most appropriate for sit-
uations in which individuals are members of multiple
project teams. In contrast, context-driven competencies
(task and team specific) are appropriate for action teams
with tight linkages to a dynamic external environment
and complex internal workflows with a strong emphasis
on coordination, knowledge of interlinked role demands,
and adaptability (e.g., trauma teams, emergency response
TDM teams, aircrews). Specific competencies and KSA$
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for each of the four cells can then be mapped for different
s of teams (Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 1997).
Third, based on an extensive review, Stevens and
campion (1994) developed a reamwork KSA taxonomy of
the skills underlying effective teamwork behavior. They
- concentrated on KSAs that were in line with traditional
 gbility-based systems, as opposed to a personality orienta-
~ tion. They also selected attributes solely at the individual
~ level of analysis because their focus was on selecting,
 (raining, and evaluating individuals for a team environ-
76 ment, not creating the best combination of team members.
Finally, the authors rejected those KSAs that were team
E: or task specific and instead focused on those skills related
_A to the team and task generic component of the model
- proposed by Cannon-Bowers et al. (1995). Their search
" resulted in a final list of 10 interpersonal KSAs and 4 self-
 management KSAs. The interpersonal KSAs were classi-
" fied further into conflict resolution, collaborative problem
solving, and communication KSAs. The self-management
KSAs were grouped into two categories: goal setting and
performance management KSAs and planning and task
coordination KSAs. Stevens and Campion (1999) sub-
sequently developed a 35-item self-assessment of these
teamwork KSAs and provided some supporting evidence
for its validity, although their findings were mixed in that
the teamwork KSA assessment was highly related to a tra-
ditional aptitude test and the validation did not replicate
in a second sample.

Kozlowski and Ilgen (2006) encouraged further devel-
opment and validation work. We echo that sentiment as
subsequent research has tended to be, well, mixed. For
example, in a study that used 42 student groups in an orga-
nizational simulation, Miller (2001) examined teamwork
KSA scores aggregated to the team level, but did not find
significant relationships with team performance. How-
ever, in a study that examined 57 ad-hoc student project
teams, McClough and Rogelberg (2003) reported that the
teamwork KSA measure predicted team member behavior
assessed by external raters (r = .31) and team members (r
= 0.34). However, this research did not assess the incre-
mental validity of the teamwork KSAs, so it is difficult
to determine whether it accounted for unique variance
beyond that of traditional KSAs. Leach, Wall, Rogelberg,
and Jackson (2005) found that teamwork KSAs mediated
the relationship between team autonomy and performance
and strain. The authors argue that autonomy allows a

z ;%‘cam to use their existing knowledge more effectively
| » and-to-also learn new skills. Taking a different approach,

‘mﬁi;—,‘B'é’ll, Ployhart, Hollenbeck, and Ilgen (2005) used

ﬂ Bic teamwork KSAs to guide skills training for 65 four-

Person action teams. Their findings indicated a number
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of positive effects on cognitive and skill-based outcomes
that accrued from the training. Although this does not offer
direct support for the teamwork KSA assessment per se, it
is supportive of the conceptual framework. There is other
research that offers such indirect support as well (e.g.,
Hirschfeld, Jordan, Feild, Giles, & Armenakis, 2006). We
encourage further efforts.

Team Training

A variety of direct, systematic training interventions
have been proposed to improve team performance and
effectiveness. We highlight a few techniques that have
received research attention, but note that this is a huge
area of practice—there are literally thousands of inter-
ventions. Because of the enormous human and material
consequences of team failure, the aviation and military
communities have pioneered efforts to improve team
effectiveness through training. On the aviation side, some
form of Crew Resource Management (CRM) training is in
widespread use in both commercial and military aviation.
Early CRM training focused on changing the teamwork
attitudes of team members, whereas work in the 1990s
shifted toward better definition, measurement, and train-
ing of team processes. On the military side, the TADMUS
program developed and evaluated a variety of training
techniques designed to improve the effectiveness of mili-
tary teams (see Cannon-Bowers & Salas, 1998). Although
these are distinctive areas of research, the tasks of aviation
cockpit crews and tactical decision-making (TDM) teams
share many underlying commonalities and, as a conse-
quence, key processes essential for team effectiveness and
methodologies to design and deliver training exhibit a high
degree of overlap across both areas. Key processes are
defined by the eight dimensions of teamwork (described
previously; Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 1997).

Similarly, there is overlap in training techniques em-
ployed in both areas. Salas and Cannon-Bowers (1997),
for example, identify six general training strategies for
enhancing team processes and other essential KSAs:
(1) task simulations—as a means to develop accurate
performance expectations for various task demands,
(2) role plays and behavior modeling—for building com-
patible KSAs, (3) team self-correction—in which team
members monitor each other and provide corrective feed-
back, (4) team leader training—in which the leader
guides the team through the self-correction process,
(5) cross training—to instill crucial knowledge about the
behavior and information needs of one’s teammates, and
(6) teamwork skill training—to provide generic teamwork
skills when members must work on a variety of tasks or
on many different teams. Research from TADMUS and
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extensive work on CRM provide an empirical foundation
supporting the efficacy of these techniques.

Moreover, there is meta-analytic support for the effi-
cacy of team training techniques. For example, Salas
et al. (2008) examined the effects of team training on
team outcomes (i.e., cognitive, affective, process, and per-
formance) and reported an overall corrected effect size
of 0.34 (based on 1,563 teams and 52 effect sizes).
Thus, team-training techniques evidenced positive effects,
although the strongest effects were for process improve-
ments relative to the other outcomes. In addition to sys-
tematic training techniques, some type of team building
is perhaps the most ubiquitous form of “team training.”
It generally focuses on improving skills in one or more
of four areas (Salas, Rozell, Driskell, & Mullen, 1999):
(a) goal setting—skills to set and achieve objectives; (b)
interpersonal relations —skills to develop communication,
supportiveness, and trust; (c) problem solving—skills for
problem identification, solution generation, implementa-
tion, and evaluation; and (d) role clanfication—skills
to enhance understanding of others’ role requirements
and responsibilities. Although there are many testimoni-
als touting the effectiveness of team-building techniques,
solid empirical support for their efficacy has been mixed.
One meta-analysis (Salas et al., 1999) indicated no signifi-
cant overall effect for team building on team performance.
There was a small positive effect for subjective measures
of performance, but no effect for objective indicators.
And, of the four components, only role clarification evi-
denced any contribution to team performance. A more
recent meta-analysis (Klein et al., 2009) reported an over-
all corrected correlation with team cognitive, affective,
process, and performance outcomes of .31 (based on 579
teams and 26 effect sizes). Although this finding con-
trasts with the null findings (Salas et al., 1999), they are
encouraging. However, given that the results are based on
a small sample of studies, it would be encouraging if the
pool of primary studies were larger. Clearly, more primary
research is needed.

One thing that merits consideration is when team
building is delivered. Although team building is oriented
toward improving characteristics that emerge naturally
during socialization and team development, team building
as an intervention is typically targeted at mature teams
that have already developed strong informal structures and
normative behavior patterns. It is quite a bit more difficult
to change informal structure once it has jelled than to
shape it during socialization and development. Thus, we
believe that team-building techniques may have more
potential for leveraging improvement if applied when

team members are more malleable (Kozlowskj, Gully
Salas, et al., 1996; Kozlowski et al., 1999). ’

Issues for Future Research on Team Training

We close this discussion on the use of training to enhang
team effectiveness by identifying issues that need to pe
carefully considered in future research, organized aroypq
four themes: (a) what to train, (b) when to train, (c) how
to train, and (d) at what level to train.

What to Train?

There was considerable progress in the 1990s on idep-
tifying important teamwork competencies and specify-
ing their underlying KSAs. We note that virtually a|)
of this work was conducted on action teams that place
the most complex and challenging demands on teamwork
skills. The big question that remains is to what extent
do these competencies—presumably in some modified
form—apply to other types of teams that have much
weaker demands for temporal entrainment and coordina-
tion? Thus, a key research issue is the generality of the
competencies to other team types. A related issue con-
cerns the assessment of team performance. Many research
assessments rely on extensive observation during complex
simulations or in-context performance (see Brannick et al.,
1993). However, assessing individual and team contribu-
tions to team effectiveness in organizational environments
is plagued by all of the problems that beset individual-
level performance appraisal. This area continues to be
under researched.

When to Train?

As we noted previously, much team training is “remedial,”
targeted on mature teams rather than during team social-
ization and development when team members are more
malleable and training can exert more leverage. There
are well-developed descriptive (Morgan et al., 1993) and
normative (Kozlowski et al., 1999) models that specify
developmental phases where particular competencies are
likely to be most pertinent to trainees and more malleable

to the influence of interventions. However, there has been

relatively little research to examine the efficacy of shifting
the target of training to track developmental progress.
DeShon et al. (2001) provide promising evidence that
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The development and evaluation of new techniques
il likely continue to capture the attention of many
researchers and practitioners. Emerging technologies are
making it increasingly possible to push team training out
of the classroom and into the workplace, making it more
contextually grounded and resolving the ever-present gap
petween training and skill transfer. With the increasing
etration of computers into the workplace, we will
witness the growth of web-based training, distance and
distributed training, distributed interactive simulations,
and other tools that take advantage of increased com-
puting power, low cost, and enhanced connectivity.
However, it is important to remember that these new
tools are merely delivery media. How to use these
advanced tools to good instructional effect is the critical
~ research issue (Bell & Kozlowski, 2010; Kozlowski &
© Bell, 2007; Kozlowski et al., 2001).

x5 What Level to Train?

A final issue concerns the level at which training should
" be delivered—individuals or intact teams? Much “team”
" fraining is really targeted on individual skill building. Can
~ individual training improve team effectiveness? Focusing
on the issue of vertical transfer (i.e., the extent to which
individual actions propagate upwards to influence team
e performance), Kozlowski and colleagues (Kozlowski &
~ Salas, 1997; Kozlowski et al., 2000) have argued that
the nature of the teams’ task should dictate the mode

of delivery, individual or team. When team-level perfor-
- mance is based on compilation processes—workflows
that emphasize distributed expertise, temporal entrain-
ment, and synchronous coordination—training should
~ be delivered to intact teams in actual performance
- settings (or very close approximations) because of the
~ emphasis on integrating disparate actions. In contrast,
.j:z:_:" when team-level performance is based on composition
 processes—workflows that emphasize additive individ-
| ual contributions—training should be targeted at the
~ individual-level because it is more efficient and cost
~effective. Research on this issue is virtually nonexistent,
and represents an opportunity to refine team training
delivery models.

TEAM LEADERSHIP AND MOTIVATION

- Leadership in Teams

~ Most models of team effectiveness recognize the criti-
cal role of team leaders. Although there is certainly no
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shortage of leadership theories, examining this extensive
literature is beyond the scope of this chapter (see Day,
2012, for a comprehensive review). At the onset we note
that most organizational leadership theories are generic
in their focus, whereas team leadership provides a con-
text and a unit focus. The key question is: What should
leaders do to enhance team effectiveness? This focuses
attention on the leader’s functional role within the team.
In addition, many organizational leadership theories focus
on the individual level; there are relatively few attempts
to examine the differences between leading in the team
context and leading individuals. In this section, we exam-
ine the functional role of team leaders and discuss how
leadership functions can be distributed to team members
through self-management and shared leadership. We con-
clude with practical recommendations for leading teams.

Functional Role of Teamn Leaders

There have been several efforts to specify the functional
role of team leaders, and there is reasonable consis-
tency in the important leadership functions that need
to be accomplished. Different labels have been used to
describe these functions, but they can be grouped into
two broad categories: (a) the development and shaping
of team processes, and (b) the monitoring and manage-
ment of ongoing team performance (Fleishman et al.,
1991; Hackman & Walton, 1986; Komaki, Desselles, &
Bowman, 1989; Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, et al., 1996;
Kozlowski, Gully, Salas, et al., 1996; Kozlowski, Watola,
Jensen, Kim, & Botero, 2009; McGrath, 1962). Recent
meta-analytic support for these broad categories of team
leadership functions and their relevance to team effec-
tiveness is provided by Burke, Stagl, Klein, Goodwin,
Salas, & Halpin (2006). _

With respect to team development, leaders are often
faced with the challenge of building a new team. In
these situations, a leader’s functional role is to develop
individuals into a coherent, seamless, and well-integrated
work unit (Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, et al., 1996). In
other instances, teams experience personnel outflows and
inflows over time. As new replacement personnel are
brought into the team, they need to be socialized and
assimilated (Moreland & Levine, 1989). Leaders are crit-
ical to this newcomer assimilation process (Chen, 2005;
Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). Developmental functions of
team leaders focus on the enactment of ream orientation
and coaching to establish team coherence (Kozlowski,
Gully, McHugh, et al., 1996). Team orientation includes
factors with motivational implications, such as promot-
ing shared goal commitment, creating positive affect, and
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shaping climate perceptions. Team coherence includes
the development of linked individual goals, a repertoire
of team task strategies, and compatible team member
role expectations. The leader’s developmental role is to
establish and maintain coherence and integration among
the members of the unit. Coherence then allows team
members to self-manage during periods of intense task
engagement.

A second major functional role of team leaders is to
establish and maintain favorable performance conditions
for the team. In this capacity, leaders engage in two
types of behavior: monitoring and taking action (Hack-
man & Walton, 1986; Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, et al.,
1996; McGrath, 1962). Monitoring involves obtaining and
interpreting data about performance conditions and events
that might affect them. Monitoring functions include vigi-
lance, diagnosing group deficiencies, data gathering skills,
forecasting impending environmental changes, and infor-
mation use in problem solving. For example, an effective
leader will monitor whether the team has adequate mate-
rial resources and will also forecast potential resource
crises. Leaders also need to collect performance infor-
mation and provide feedback. In doing so, they make
team members aware of the consequences of their behav-
iors. When problems are discovered, leaders must gather
information to determine the nature of the problem and
take action to devise and implement effective solutions.
A leader’s actions can be designed to improve the present
state of affairs, to exploit existing opportunities, or to head
off impending problems. Specific actions can include clar-
ifying the direction of the team, strengthening the design
of the group or its contextual supports, providing coaching
or process assistance, or ensuring the group has adequate
resources (Fleishman et al., 1991; Hackman & Walton,
1986; Komaki et al., 1989; Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh,
et al., 1996; McGrath, 1962).

One important characteristic underlying these efforts
to identify the key functional roles of team leaders is the
assumption that the leader typically interacts directly with
team members in the processes of team development and
performance management. However, this assumption may
not always hold true, especially with today’s advanced
technologies and the capability to have virtual teams
composed of members who are spatially and temporally
distributed. As Bell and Kozlowski (2002) highlighted,
virtual environments create challenges for team leaders in
that they have to develop structures to substitute for direct
leadership influence and they have to promote shared
leadership whereby team members accomplish some lead-
ership functions (Kirkman et al., in press). This idea of

distributing and sharing leadership functions among
members (Pearce & Conger, 2003) has gained tractioy
over the last decade. For example, Klein, Ziegert, Kp;
and Xiao (2007) described how the formal team leader
in shock-trauma emergency room teams dynamicaliy del-
egated leadership functions to novice team memberg -
a way to accomplish team goals and build novice skills,
Similarly, Kozlowski et al. (2009) incorporated the cqp.
cept of shared leadership in their model of dynamic leadey.
ship and team adaptation. Shared leadership was seen g5 5
target for team development as a key aspect of facilitating
team adaptation to unexpected challenges.

Recently, Morgeson, DeRue, and Karam (2010) deve.
oped a comprehensive taxonomy of team leadership fupc-
tions. They take a broad perspective on team leadership,
viewing it with respect to differences in formality (for-
mal vs. informal) and locus (internal vs. external). Thus,
leadership functions can be accomplished by a variety of
sources—a traditional, hierarchical team leader (formal,
internal), an advisor (formal, external), shared leadership
by team members (informal, internal), and a champion
(informal, external). To create the taxonomy, they first
reviewed 85 relevant conceptual and empirical sources
focused on team leadership, supplemented by traditional
leadership research and the team effectiveness literatures,
and compiled 517 leadership behaviors. They then used a
bottom-up approach to cluster the behaviors into 15 cat-
egories, which they further clustered into transition and
action phase activities (Marks et al., 2001). Transition
functions include: compose team, define mission, estab-
lish expectations and goals, structure and plan, train and
develop team, sense making, and provide feedback; action
functions include: monitor team, manage team bound-
aries, challenge team, perform team task, solve problems,
provide resources, encourage team self-management, and
support social climate (Morgeson et al., 2010, p. 10). In
addition, they also refined the behaviors into a concise set
of indicators for each of the 15 team leadership functions
as a way to promote future research on the role of lead-
ership functions in the promotion of team effectiveness.

Self-Managing Teams and Shared Team Leadership

Teams described as self-managing have several defining
characteristics. They are given relatively whole work tasks
and are allowed increased autonomy and control over
their work (Hackman, 1986; Manz, 1992). In addition,
the members of such teams are responsible-for many tradi-
tional management functions, such as dsSlgnmg members
to various tasks, solving within-team quah v nH 1n[erp6f'
sonal problems, and conducting team meetmgs (Lawlcr.
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086). Self-managing teams often have leaders; however,
fheir primary function is to enable self-management.
Many benefits have been attributed to self-managing
gams, including increased productivity, quality, and
'mprovcd quality of work life for employees, as well as
decreased absenteeism and turnover (Cohen & Ledford,
994; Lawler, 1986; Manz & Sims, 1987). Although
earch suggests that self-managing work teams can
be quite effective (Neck, Stewart, & Manz, 1996; U.S.
'Department of Labor, 1993), they sometimes fail. It
‘has been suggested that these failures are often linked
1o the behaviors of team leaders. For example, teams
ith leaders who are too actively involved in the team’s
tivities or who are too autocratic may not develop a
nse of autonomy and may feel powerless (Stewart &
Manz, 1995). It has been suggested that the optimal
leader for self-managing teams is one who displays
passive involvement in the team’s activities and a
mocratic power orientation. Such leaders lead through
" modeling and assisting, helping the team to develop
self-direction and ownership for activities. Yet, a recent
*%i study by Morgeson (2005) found that more active forms
of intervention by external leaders were positively related
i to team perceptions of leader effectiveness as the events
experienced by self-managing teams became more dis-
s - muptive. These findings suggest that the appropriate role
4;: of external leaders in self-managing teams may need to
: 1“". be guided by joint consideration of the events that occur
- inthe team context (e.g., novelty, potential for disruption)
5 ., a5 well as the team’s ability to handle the events.
" Research has highlighted additional contextual factors
f‘ that may moderate the effectiveness of self-managing
~ teams. For example, Tesluk, Kirkman, and Cordery (2001)
found that self-leadership resulted in greater autonomy
in work units that displayed a less cynical orientation
toward change efforts. In work groups that had a more
cynical attitude toward change efforts, a self-leadership
management style had little impact on perceptions of
team autonomy. Kirkman and Shapiro (2001) found
that cultural values, such as power distance and doing
orientation, predicted resistance to self-management, and
that these cultural values played a stronger role in creating
Tesistance in some countries (e.g., United States and
Belgium) than in others (e.g., Finland and Philippines).
Langfred (2004) provides some evidence that high levels
- Of trust combined with high levels of individual autonomy
€an prevent the members of self-managing teams from
Monitoring one another, which can ultimately lead to a
Pt‘»l‘fnrmance loss. Stewart and Barrick (2000) found that
f°1' teams engaged primarily in conceptual tasks, team
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self-leadership exhibited a positive relationship with
performance. In contrast, for teams engaged primarily
in behavioral tasks, there was a negative relationship
between self-leadership and performance. However, the
mechanisms underlying these differential effects were
unclear and should be examined in future work.

As we noted previously, one emerging trend in the
team leadership area is the idea that leadership functions
can be distributed to, and shared by, team members. This
concept is distinct from self-managing teams, as there
may often be a formal, internal leader in place (Day,
2012; Klein et al., 2007; Kozlowski et al., 2009; Morge-
son et al., 2010); for shared leadership, responsibility for
accomplishing leadership functions is dynamically shared
among members and with a team leader. The concept
of shared leadership, although generally applicable as a
supplement to hierarchical leadership (Day, 2012), has
received attention as a way to help bolster the effects of
hierarchical leadership in virtual teams where the impact
of traditional leader behaviors may be mitigated by the
challenges of space distance, time differences, and asyn-
chronous electronic communication (Bell & Kozlowski,
2002). For example, Hoch (in press) has developed a
model of distributed team leadership for virtual teams that
views shared leadership as a key adjunct to support tra-
ditional hierarchical leadership. Carte, Chidambaram, and
Becker (2006) showed that high-performing virtual teams
evidenced more shared leadership behavior focused on
team monitoring relative to less effective teams.

Although the underlying mechanisms are not clear,
one likely possibility is that shared leadership promotes
a sense of psychological empowerment that motivates the
team. Although psychological empowerment—autonomy,
meaning, competence, and impact—is conceptualized at
the individual level of analysis (Spreitzer, 2008), sev-
eral researchers have argued that it can emerge as a
shared team-level property with motivational implica-
tions for team performance (e.g., Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer,
Allen, & Rosen, 2007; Chen & Tesluk, 2012; Kirkman &
Rosen, 1999). Indeed, Kirkman, Rosen, Tesluk, and Gib-
son (2004) showed that team empowerment was more
important for teams that were more (vs. less) virtual in
terms of promoting process improvement and customer
satisfaction. Also, Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, and
Farh (2011) showed that the team-level stimuli of empow-
ering leadership had a cross-level influence on members’
psychological empowerment, which mediated the relation-
ship between empowering leadership and several individ-
ual outcomes (e.g., turnover intentions, innovative behav-
ior). Thus, although there are likely several mechanisms
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for the influence of shared leadership on team effective-
ness through leadership functions, there is also likely to be
a motivational pathway mediated by team empowerment.

Practical Applications

Research and theory on leadership have been conducted
at multiple levels of analysis. While some theories
focus on specific characteristics of leaders or their
followers (e.g., Bass, 1981), other theories, such as
leader-member exchange (LMX), focus on the dyadic
relationships between a leader and a member (e.g.,
Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), and still other theories
focus specifically on leadership in team contexts (e.g.,
Hackman & Walton, 1986; Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh,
et al., 1996; Kozlowski et al., 2009; Morgeson et al.,
2010). Although the focal level differs across these
theories, many of them provide recommendations that are
presumed to be applicable in team settings. Indeed, many
of the leader characteristics (e.g. intellectual stimulation,
consideration) and leader—-member exchange patterns
(e.g., delegation) that have been shown to be effective in
leading individuals should also be effective for leading
individuals in the team context.

It is important, however, to recognize that team envi-
ronments create a number of unique challenges for lead-
ers. For example, team leaders must focus not only on
developing individual skills but also on promoting the
development of teamwork skills that underlie coordina-
tion, such as mutual performance monitoring, error detec-
tion, load balancing, and resource sharing (Kozlowski,
Gully, McHugh, et al., 1996). Team leaders also must
guide the development of a collective, team-level efficacy,
or the belief that the team can work together effectively
to accomplish the task or goals set before it (Campion
et al., 1993; Shea & Guzzo, 1987). Team leaders can also
be instrumental in developing effective team mental mod-
els (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). Marks et al. (2000),
for example, found that leader briefings that highlighted
task strategies affected the development of team mental
models, which in turn positively influenced team commu-
nication processes and team performance.

It is also important for team leaders to tailor their
behavior based on the team’s environment and task. The
research discussed above by Stewart and Barrick (2000)
and Morgeson (2005), for example, suggests that leaders
should promote different levels of self-leadership depend-
ing on the team’s task. Pearce (2004) provides a practical
examination of the conditions under which leadership is
most appropriately shared in teams, the organizational sys-
tems that can be used to facilitate the development of

shared leadership, and strategies for effectively combip.
ing vertical and shared leadership. Leaders may also Neeg
to adopt a different role when faced with the challengc
of leading a virtual team. In these situations, it is oftey
very difficult for leaders to monitor the performance of
team members due to spatial and temporal separatiop,
As a result, it may be critical for virtual team leaders ¢,
clearly define the team’s objective, facilitate team mep,.
bers’ understanding of their responsibilities, promote dis.
tributed and shared team leadership, and create explicjt
structures that help the team manage its performance
(Bell & Kozlowski, 2002).

Team Motivation

The majority of theory and research on motivation hag
been focused at the individual level. In fact, relatively
little research has specifically examined motivation as it
operates in team contexts or at the team level. Much of
what we know about motivation in team contexts comes
from research in the field of social psychology that has
examined the productivity or process loss that often occurs
when individuals work in groups. Although much of this
work focuses on individual motivation and performance
in the group context—not on team motivation and perfor-
mance per se, researchers frequently extrapolate effects to
the team level. Moreover, as we discuss below, many of
these findings may not apply to teams as they typically
exist in organizational settings, suggesting that researchers
need to focus greater attention on the issue of motivation
in work teams. In the following section, we provide a
brief review of research on productivity loss in teams.
We then examine some theories that have focused specifi-
cally on motivation in teams, and conclude with practical
recommendations for motivating teams.

Productivity Loss

A large body of research has shown that individuals tend
to exert less effort when their efforts are combined rather
than individual. This effect, referred to as social loafing,
and similar phenomena (e.g., free-rider and sucker effects)
are considered to be robust and to generalize across
tasks and work populations (Karau & Williams, 1993).
However, research has also shown that there are numerous
variables that moderate the tendency to engage in social
loafing. For example, social loafing can be eliminated by
having individuals work with close friends, increasing the
identifiability of individual contributions, and providing
clear performance standards. In fact, research suggests that
many of the variables that eliminate social loafing also
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éérve to enhance team performance. This effect is known
s social facilitation, which results from the motivation to
. intain a positive self-image in the presence of others
' Bond & Titus, 1983; Zajonc, 1965).

Research on social loafing and on social facilitation
have developed independently and offer rather conflicting
yiews on the motivational effects of individuals working
in teams. This apparent discrepancy, however, may be
gxplained by the fact that traditional research on social
loafing has often been conducted in artificial groups that
do not conform with the definition of groups as involv-
. ing individuals” mutual awareness and potential mutual

used pooled tasks in which team members provide inde-
pendent and unidentifiable contributions to the team’s
performance. More recent research, however, has found
~ that characteristics of teams in work organizations, such
as team member familiarity, interaction, and communi-
. cation, eliminate social loafing and may actually lead to
',' social facilitation (Erez & Somech, 1996). Thus, the extent
| (0 which social loafing and related effects are important
~ motivational phenomena in the context of work teams is
open to question.

- Theories of Team Motivation

~ Compared to research on individual-level motivation, rel-
atively little work has directly considered the issue of
motivation in teams. One of the earliest efforts to explore
motivation in teams is represented by research on group
~ goal setting, which focused on extending well-established
- findings at the individual level to the team level. An
- early meta-analysis by O’Leary-Kelly, Martocchio, and
- Frink (1994) found a strong group goal effect, such that
| groups that had goals performed almost one standard
- deviation higher than groups that did not have goals. A
~ ore recent meta-analysis by Kleingeld, van Mierlo, and
 Arends (2011) was able to use a larger pool of stud-
_ ies to examine potential moderators of group goal set-
I q ting effects. The results again revealed a positive, albeit
~ somewhat smaller, overall effect of group goals on group
performance (d = 0.56 £ 0.19, k = 49). In addition,

- Specific-difficult group goals were found to relate to higher
performance than nonspecific goals (d = 0.80 £ 0.35,

% k= 23). Group-oriented goals (i.e., focused on the indi-
] ‘,,-_; vidual’s contribution to group performance) had a positive
effect on group performance (d = 1.20 £ 1.03, k = 4),

but individually oriented goals (i.e., focused on individual
Performance) had a negative effect on group performance
(d=-175+0.60, k = 6). Surprisingly, task interdepen-

~ dence, complexity, and participation failed to moderate

& gy

interaction (McGrath, 1984). These studies have typically -
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the effect of group goals. Although these findings provide
further evidence that the central tenets of goal setting gen-
eralize to the team level, future work is needed to better
understand the contingencies of group goal setting effects.
For instance, group goal setting research has not examined
how goal content (i.e., learning vs. performance) influ-
ences team performance (Kozlowski & Bell, 2006), nor
has much of this research considered how individual- and
team-level feedback shape team learning and performance
(DeShon et al., 2004).

More recent research focused on action regulation,
however, has begun to examine the dynamic interplay
among key components of the broader regulatory pro-
cess (e.g., goals, commitment, strategies, effort, perfor-
mance, feedback, comparison, and reactions) across the
individual and team levels of analysis. Consistent with
the critical conceptual issues we highlight in this chapter,
models that focus on action regulation emphasize the
dynamics of the process as it unfolds over time and the
multilevel and emergent aspects of team regulation (Bell
et al., 2012). DeShon et al. (2004), for instance, proposed
and tested a multiple-goal, multilevel model of individ-
ual and team regulation, which featured parallel individual
and team regulatory processes. Their results provided sup-
port for the homologous multilevel model, thereby sug-
gesting that the processes of action regulation that guide
individual resource allocation, learning, and performance
extend to the team level. Chen, Thomas, and Wallace
(2005) conducted a multilevel examination of the rela-
tionships among training outcomes, regulation processes,
and adaptive performance at the individual and team lev-
els. Although the results indicated both similar and dif-
ferent patterns of relationships across levels of analysis,
the study provides further evidence for parallel regulation
constructs and processes at the individual and team levels.
Although these studies provided a valuable integration of
theories of individual and team motivation, the focus on
parallelism created a gap in understanding the cross-level
interplay between individual and team regulation. Guided
by Chen and Kanfer's (2006) theoretical model of moti-
vation in teams, Chen et al. (2009) focused on examining
these cross-level linkages. Based on a reanalysis of the
data from the two studies described above, the authors
provide support for the hypothesized linkages across the
levels of regulation system and emphasize the importance
of the team context in shaping individual regulatory pro-
cesses and outcomes: Overall, ‘we believe the multilevel
model of action regul_a_t_igh_'rlfdl'ﬂ:s'grfé_f_at‘ promise for guiding
future research and integrating and interpreting relevant
research findings.
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Practical Recommendations

Several authors have offered recommendations for en-
hancing team motivation. Sheppard (1993), for example,
suggested that lost productivity can arise in teams when
any one of the following three conditions is present: indi-
viduals perceive no value to contributing, perceive no
contingency between their contributions and achieving a
desirable outcome, or perceive the costs of contributing
to be excessive. To overcome these effects, Sheppard pro-
vided three categories of solutions that correspond to each
of the three sources of productivity loss. These include
providing incentives for contributing, making contribu-
tions indispensable, and decreasing the costs associated
with contributing, respectively. The Productivity Mea-
surement and Enhancement System (ProMES; Pritchard,
Jones, Roth, Stuebing, & Ekeberg, 1988) is a concrete
example of how group-based feedback, goal setting, and
incentives can be used to reduce productivity loss and
enhance team performance. A recent meta-analysis of 83
ProMES implementations reported substantial, and often
sustained, effects of ProMES on productivity improve-
ments across a wide range of organizations and different
team tasks (Pritchard, Harrell, DiazGrandos, & Guzman,
2008).

Rewards and incentives, examined mainly in service
teams, are among the most frequently studied factors
designed to enhance team motivation in organizations.
Effects for rewards have been mixed. Several studies
have found that rewards have no significant relation-
ship with team effectiveness (e.g., Campion et al., 1993;
Gladstein, 1984), although a few studies have found
rewards to have positive effects under certain conditions
(Wageman, 1997). Wageman (1995) found that service
technician groups with low task interdependence per-
formed best with individual-based rewards, but groups
with high interdependence performed best with group-
based rewards. Pritchard and colleagues (1988) also found
that incentives lead to a small increase in team pro-
ductivity, although their ProMES intervention produced
more substantial increases. Cohen, Ledford, and Spreitzer
(1996) found that a nonmonetary reward, recognition by
management, was positively associated with team ratings
of performance, trust in management, organizational com-
mitment, and satisfaction for both self-directed and tradi-
tionally managed groups in a telecommunications com-
pany. Finally, Pearsall, Christian, and Ellis (2010) found

that teams operating under a hybrid reward system outper= -

in social loafing. Overall, there is some evidence g Sug.
gest that group-based rewards can increase team effec.
tiveness. However, research is needed to further eXamipe
the role of contingency variables, such as task Structyre
and team composition, in the relationship between rewarg
systems and work team effectiveness (DeMatteo, Eby, &
Sundstrom, 1998).

Swezey and Salas (1992) conducted a review of
research on individuals within teams or groups and idey.
tified several prescriptive guidelines that have relevance
to team motivation. They offered several concrete sug-
gestions for motivating teams, such as employing pos.
itive reinforcement techniques and developing a syster
of rewards for those who exhibit supportive behavigrg
toward teammates. Research has tended to show thy
team performance is enhanced when goals, feedback,
rewards, and task interdependence requirements are cop.
gruent with one another (Saavedra, Early, & Van Dynpe,
1993; Weaver, Bowers, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1997),
Thus. to enhance team motivation, an organization should
ensure that the work context is configured so that individ-
ual and team motivation are aligned and do not contradict
each other.

CONTINUANCE AND DECLINE

Team Viability

Team effectiveness has often been defined as the quan-
tity and quality of a team’s outputs (e.g., Shea & Guzzo,
1987). This definition, however, overlooks the possibil-
ity that a team can “burn itself up” through unresolved
conflict or divisive interaction, leaving members unwill-
ing to continue working together (Hackman, 1987, p.
323). Thus, some researchers have argued that definitions
of team effectiveness should also incorporate measures of
team viability (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Sundstrom et Al
1990). Team viability refers to members’ satisfaction, par-
ticipation, and willingness to continue working together
in the future. It can also include outcomes indicative of
team maturity, such as cohesion, coordination, effective
communication and problem-solving, and clear norms and
roles (Sundstrom et al., 1990). The major issue, how-
ever, is whether a team can sustain effective levels of
performance over time,

== =Relatively little is known about long-term team via-

formed teams operating under individual or shared reward==bility, although theory (Katz, 1980) suggests that team
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t declines with increasing group age. Katz (1982) sug-
ests that decline begins two to three years into a team’s
existence. Research on R&D teams suggests that effec-
giveness peaks between 2-3 (Katz & Allen, 1988) and
4-5 years of group age (Pelz & Andrews, 1966), with
marked decline after 5 years (Katz & Allen, 1988). Other
ork suggests decline as quickly as within 16 months of
group existence (Shepard, 1956). While the mechanisms
 that cause team performance to fade over time are not well
~ understood, several explanations have been offered. Hack-
man (1992) suggests that the increased cohesiveness that
 develops over time may lead to groupthink and other neg-

ppinions. Continuance also tends to increase team mem-
per familiarity. It has been argued that familiarity may be
peneficial early in a team’s existence, by fostering rapid
coordination and integration of team members’ efforts
‘(Cannon—Bowers et al., 1995). However, familiarity may
gventually become a liability as the lack of membership
change contributes to stultification and entropy (Guzzo &
Dickson, 1996). Similarly, Katz (1982) has suggested that
communication within and between teams declines as
teams age. Katz and Allen (1988), who examined 50 R&D
teams, provided support, showing that declines in com-
munication were associated with effectiveness declines
over time. Importantly, they also reported that the greatest
“communication decay was in those areas most central to
team activities (e.g., for technical service teams, intrateam
communication; for project teams, external communi-
_cation). Thus, team communication appears to be an
_important mediator of the effects of team continuance on
team effectiveness.

One area where this issue of ongoing viability is a
- concern is with the emerging interest in reviving space
exploration outside of the confines of near-Earth orbit.
~ Space flight teams operate in isolated, confined, and

~ extreme (ICE) environments. The near-Earth orbit habi-
- fat of the International Space Station (ISS) is an ICE
~ sefting, but astronauts have near-continuous interaction
with ground controllers, an extensive personal support
network (i.e., communication with family, personal coun-
selors, etc.), and even some of the comforts of home
(ie., packages from home when supplies arrive). Mis-
sion durations generally range from 6 months to a year,
With the longest mission being 438 days by the Russian
Cosmonaut, Valeri Polyakov. However, long-duration mis-
Sions to distant asteroids or Mars will be an altogether
different sort of experience, with many new challenges
due to the vast distance: long communication lags, need
for more autonomous crew operations, social separation

ative outcomes associated with the rejection of dissenting -
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from family and friends. Thus, long-duration space mis-
sions will involve extreme ICE contexts. Much more basic
research is needed to examine team viability (i.e., the
maintenance of supportive team processes and effective-
ness) over significant periods of time and to identify fac-
tors that can promote it, maintain it, and restore it (Braun
et al., 2011; Pearce et al., 2011).

Recommendations for Enhancing Team Viability

Although research suggests that team performance dete-
riorates given enough time, it may be possible to combat
this trend. West and Anderson (1996) show that four
factors—vision, participative safety, task orientation, and
support for innovation—define a climate that predicts
team innovativeness. It is also important for organizations
to assess whether a group is using the energy and talents
of its members well (rather than wasting or misapplying
them), and to determine whether group interaction pat-
terns that develop over time expand (rather than diminish)
members’ performance capabilities. For example, it has
been suggested that while cohesion is detrimental when
it is social or interpersonal in nature, it may be benefi-
cial when it is task-focused (Hackman, 1992). Team goals
and rewards may be used to facilitate task-based cohe-
sion (Zaccaro & Lowe, 1988), or interventions may be
developed to maintain team communication over time.

Teams should also be provided ongoing assistance
throughout their life cycle. Hackman (1987) suggests that
this assistance can come in three forms. First, teams can
be provided opportunities to renegotiate aspects of their
performance situation. Second, process assistance should
be provided as needed to promote positive group synergy.
For example, it may be important to manage personnel
inflows and outflows over the course of a team’s life
cycle. Just as stable membership can lead to dullness
and entropy, the introduction of new members— properly
managed—can renew and revitalize a team. And, third,
teams should be provided opportunities to learn from their
experiences.

Finally, it may be possible to influence team viability
through the selection of team members. Barrick et al.
(1998) found that teams that have greater cognitive ability,
are more extraverted, and are more emotionally stable are
more likely to stay together in the future. They also found
that the effects of extraversion and emotional stability on
team viability were mediated by social cohesion. Teams
that were more extraverted and emotionally stable had
more positive group interactions, thus becoming more
socially cohesive, which in.turn-enhanced the team’s
capability to maintain itself (Barrick et al., 1998). Clearly,
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the issue of team viability can benefit from additional
research attention.

RESEARCH ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

At the beginning of this chapter, we noted that there was
a rapidly expanding wealth of research on work groups
and teams in organizations. We have endeavored to cap-
ture the essence of the most relevant material in this
review, and have identified a multitude of issues in need
of research attention. In this final section. we highlight
what we regard as the major issues that ought to shape
future work in the area. We begin with a reconsidera-
tion of our four themes—context, workflow, levels, and
time —to provide a framework for a discussion of general
theory and research issues. We then close with more spe-
cific recommendations for new research organized around
the major topics addressed in the review. Recommended
research targets are compiled in Table 17.3.

Research Issues

Context

One of the key distinguishing characteristics of the organi-
zational perspective on work groups and teams is appre-
ciation of the fact that they are embedded in a broader
system that sets constraints and influences team processes
and outcomes. Yet, as one looks across this literature, it
is clear that the effects of top-down, higher level contex-
tual factors on team functioning are neglected research
issues. The importance of contextual influences is explic-
itly recognized theoretically—virtually every model of
team effectiveness incorporates organizational contextual
factors—yet context is not well represented in research.
Beyond theoretical influences, we know relatively little
about the effects of the organizational context or broader
system linkages on team functioning.

Context is also relevant as a product of bottom-up pro-
cesses. That is, individual team members—by virtue of
their cognition, affect, behavior, and mutual interaction
processes—enact structural features (e.g., norms, expec-
tations, informal roles) that serve as team-generated con-
textual constraints. Again, contextual enactment is well
represented in theory, but represents just a small portion
of the research base. For example, the strong influence of
normatii{};'cxpectations_dn team functioning is an accepted
truism in the literature, but knowledge of how such expec-
tations develop is sketchy. There is relatively little work

TABLE 17.3 Team Effectiveness Research Targets

Research Issues
Context
Team research needs to incorporate the effects of major
organizational context factors and linkages specified in
models of team effectiveness.

Workfiow

Theorists and researchers need to be more sensitive 1o
external influence on task interdependencies and to the
dynamics and variations of task interdependencies over
time.

Levels

Research on team phenomena must be cognizant of and
consistent with the principles of multilevel theory, data,
and analyses.

Time

Team theory and research should explicitly address the impli-
cations of time for team phenomena.

Good, solid, basic descriptive research on important team
temporal phenomena is encouraged.

Research Recommendations
The Nature of Teams

Research should focus on delineating the dimensions that
differentiate teams rather than on characterizing different
“types™ of teams.

Composition

Research is needed to better integrate team composition,
member demography, and configural (e.g.. faultlines,
cultural mosaic) approaches.

Formation, Socialization, and Development

Research is needed on work team socialization.

Research is needed to describe, validate, compare, and extend
models of work team development.

Team Effectiveness, Processes. and Enhancements

Research on team cognition needs to explicitly distinguish
team learning processes and team knowledge outcomes.

Research on team affective/motivational mechanisms needs
to focus on construct formation, emergence, and dynam-
ics.

Research on team behavioral mechanisms should focus on the
behavioral process taxonomy, incorporate communication
behavior, and more precisely target the level of team
training.

Leadership and Motivation

Research to refine and extend team-centric functional leader-
ship theory is encouraged.

Research to refine and extend multilevel regulatory theory—
its emergence, homology, cross-level interplay. and
dynamics—on team learning, motivation, and perfor-
mance is encouraged.

Continuance and Decline

Research is needed on the effects of team member longevity

on team functioning, productivity, and innovation.
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gxamining the formation of these bottom-up constraints
:{c.g-, Bettenhausen & Murnighan, 1985). This is also true
of the many “team processes” or “emergent states” (e.g.,
ciimate, team mental models, cohesion, team efficacy,
etc.) that we reviewed. The literature is not informative
45 to how they form and emerge, bottom up over time
(Kozlowski, 2012; Kozlowski & Chao, 2012b).

We think that the field’s relative lack of knowledge

ratory research on team effectiveness. This observation
is not intended as a criticism of laboratory research on
teams per se. Appropriately targeted to precisely decom-
pose Processes, laboratory research has and will continue
'~ {p contribute much to our understanding of team function-

~ to our understanding of contextual influences in only very
~ limited ways. Decomposing the effects of context is really
 the province of field research with its access to contextu-
 ally rich research settings. Unfortunately, when contextual
- effects have been examined in field research on teams,
 there has been a tendency to focus on the effects of indi-
" rect support factors as opposed to more direct linkages
~ to the organizational system. In other words, research has
: . tended to conceptualize team contextual factors in terms of
 the provision of training or availability of rewards (e.g.,
 Cohen & Bailey, 1997), which we would expect to be
- supportive of team functioning, instead of direct system
linkages such as technology, structure, and other factors
- relevant to workflow input—output linkages. Yet, it is these
~ latter factors that are most likely to operate as major con-
~ straints on team structure and process. One challenge in
~ extending our understanding of the context is the ten-
- dency for research to be conducted in single organizational
settings. Researchers have to endeavor to gain access to

settings that vary on important contextual factors.
Team research needs to incorporate the effects of major
organizational context factors and linkages specified in

. Iodels of team effectiveness.

4 Workflow

_ Recognition of the central importance of the team work-
flow, and the task interdependence it entails, to team

- Structure and process is a second key characteristic of the
- Organizational perspective on work groups and teams. For
_ the most part, this appreciation is reasonably well repre-
'~ sented in both theory and research that generally regard
: 'L"_'lask interdependence either as a critical boundary con-
- dition or a moderator of effects (Saavendra et al., 1993;
Wageman, 1999). Given its demonstrated importance, new
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research that fails to acknowledge the effects of task
interdependence for the team phenomenon in question
has little relevance to building knowledge in the work
groups and teams literature. It is a feature that should be
explicitly addressed—either as a boundary condition or a
moderator—in all research on work groups and teams,

We applaud the general recognition of the importance
of task interdependence, but assert that this focus only
gets at half of the problem—intra-team linkages. We
believe that research also has to attend to external sys-
tem linkages, and how the interface with relevant external
factors affects intra-team linkages. In other words, exter-
nal linkages to broader contextual demands such as tem-
poral pacers (deadlines) and the degree of coupling to
the context influence team internal interdependences (see
Figure 17.2). Moreover, task demands and related interde-
pendencies are not necessarily steady states. Tasks can be
conceptualized as episodic (Marks et al., 2001) and cycli-
cal (Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, et al., 1996; Kozlowski,
Gully, Salas, et al., 1996), making the nature and form
of internal interdependencies dynamic and unpredictable
(Kozlowski et al., 1999). With appropriate research design
and data, there are opportunities to apply sophisticated
dynamic modeling techniques (DeShon, 2012) and net-
work science (Brass, 2012) to help us extract more under-
standing of these dynamics.

Theorists and researchers need to be more sensitive to
external influence on task interdependencies and to the
dynamics and variations of task interdependencies over
lime.

Levels

Teams are composed of individuals and are embedded in
a nested organizational systems structure. Teams per se do
not think, feel, or behave; individuals do, but individuals
think, feel, and behave in an interactive context that
can shape their cognition, affect, and behavior such that
it has emergent collective properties. These emergent
properties evolve over time and are further constrained
by higher-level contextual factors. A key implication
of this organizational systems conceptualization is that
team function and process must be regarded as multilevel
phenomena (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

A multilevel conceptualization of team phenomena
means that theory and construct definition, measurement
procedures, and data analyses must be consistent with
principles drawn from the levels of analysis perspective
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). A levels perspective neces-
sitates that constructs, data, and analyses be aligned with
the level to which conclusions are to be drawn. For much
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" .t al., 2001) can develop very quickly and exert persistent
- gffects over time (Kelly et al., 1990). A focus on carefully
wroeted team phenomena—those that are expected theo-
cally to get established early and unfold quickly —can
help the field to begin mapping the implications of tempo-
ral processes on team development and functioning. Sim-
'aﬂy the challenge for addressing time in field research
s the necessity to extend data sampling over time, with
consequent effects on sample attrition. Getting access to
ood field samples is always difficult; getting access over
me compounds the challenge. Although cross-sectional
jens are clearly more efficient, they by necessity can
only treat temporally relevant phenomena like “team pro-
cesses” as a box—a static representation of the essence
ywhich teams create collective products. Longitudinal
designs, though less efficient, will be far more reveal-
; ing of the team phenomenon under investigation. Finally,
~ addressing time in research (i.e., determining sampling

strategies) on team development and effectiveness neces-
.sitates much more attention to time frames in theory. The
_ challenge, however, is that theory cannot incorporate pre-
' cise time frames without some benchmarks for calibration.
How long does it take for a team to develop? How long
 does it take for an experienced team to adapt to a new
* member or a new leader? The simple answer is that we
‘do not know because the research literature cannot inform
- us and, importantly, it is not primarily a theoretical issue.
‘Rather, it is a descriptive issue. The field needs good,
~solid, basic descriptive research on important temporal
- phenomena so that we can begin to establish temporal
benchmarks that can inform theory and research.

Team theory and research should explicitly address the
- implications of time for team phenomena.
i Good, solid, basic descriptive research on important
team temporal phenomena is encouraged.

- Research Recommendations

As we covered substantive topics in this chapter, we
identified a large number of issues in need of specific
fesearch attention to resolve conceptual and/or application
ambiguities. We have no intention to summarize each
of those recommendations. Rather, in this last section,
Wwe highlight what we consider to be the more important
issues that should shape future research on work teams in
Ofganizations.

The Nature of Teams e

Organizational teams come in a wide range .of wvari- -
elies, with new forms being developed all the time. Such

i
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diversity illustrates the vibrancy of the team as a primary
form of work organization, but it also creates challenges.
Diversity in the nature of teams has made it difficult to
develop useful general models and interventions applica-
ble to all teams. Thus, it is vital that researchers iden-
tify the boundary conditions and critical contingencies
that influence team functioning and processes for differ-
ent types of teams. To accomplish this, we believe that
researchers need to focus less attention on descriptive clas-
sification and more attention to the underlying dimensions
and characteristics that are responsible for distinguishing
different types of teams (see Figure 17.2). There is rel-

~ atively little theoretical value in efforts to create a team

typology that does not also surface the factors respon-
sible for differential classification (Bell & Kozlowski,
2002). Moreover, identifying the underlying character-
istics that distinguish different types of teams will help
make more salient the contingencies that determine effec-
tiveness across team types. This will enable both theoret-
ical advances as well as better targeted interventions for
enhancing team effectiveness.

Composition

Historically, research on team composition has tended
to focus on manifest or descriptive characteristics—size
and demographics. More recently, team researchers have
started to examine team composition in terms of latent
constructs—ability and personality. There is also an
emerging and vibrant stream of research on team fault-
lines (e.g., Thatcher & Patel, in press) and other con-
ceptualizations that consider composition configurations
(Chao & Moon, 2005). These lines of research have been
largely independent. We believe that there is potential
value from an integration of these areas. Demographic
composition has demonstrated effects, but it is difficult
to imagine that such effects occur without mediation by
psychological characteristics. Integrating these areas may
help researchers better focus on identifying mediating
characteristics relevant to both types of composition fac-
tors. Relatedly, composition research would benefit from
more attention to contextual moderators that affect the
composition-outcome linkage. In addition, the levels of
analysis perspective can be profitably applied to this area
of work. Indeed, it must be more prominently applied
because a significant portion of team composition research
neglects many basic principles of multilevel theory.
Understanding how to compose better teams is the
key to leveraging selection as a tool for enhancing team
- effectiveness. Conventional selection methodology, with
its focus on the individual as opposed to the team level,
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generally promotes a “more is better” perspective when
applied to the team level: If conscientiousness promotes
better individual performance, then greater collective con-
scientiousness must be better for team performance. How-
ever, as we discussed previously with respect to levels
issues, whether this assumption is true or not is dependent
on the way in which the construct emerges at the team
level: What is the meaning of team conscientiousness in
the context of the team task? If it is additive, more is bet-
ter. But, if it is configural, we need to identify the pattern
or configuration of characteristics that create synergy in
the team collective. We think that this idea—theoretically,
empirically, and practically—is an interesting, exciting,
and compelling research issue.

Formation, Socialization, and Development

Existing teams experience personnel outflows and inflows,
necessitating a socialization process to acculturate new-
comers to the existing informal structure. In other situ-
ations, teams are formed anew, necessitating a develop-
mental process wherein all team members simultaneously
contribute to the formation of informal structure. Although
these are distinctive processes and literatures, we believe
that there are parallels that allow the two literatures to
mutually inform. For socialization, the primary issue is
that research needs to be far more attentive to the effects
of the work group on the process of individual socializa-
tion (Chen, 2005). Currently, the work group is viewed
as one among many factors that affect the process rather
than as the primary locus of socialization. In addition,
although socialization theory conceptualizes the process
as bi-directional, research typically examines it as unidi-
rectional. Research needs to better capture processes by
which the newcomer assimilates to the group, as well as
processes by which the group accommodates to the new-
comer (Chao, 2012). We need to better understand what
insiders can do to facilitate socialization, and then train
them to do so.

With respect to team development—research is need-
ed! Although a useful foundation is provided by classic
stage models (e.g., Tuckman, 1965), we believe that there
is a need to validate and extend newer models that have
been specifically formulated for work teams. For example,
Gersick’s (1988) PEM was derived from descriptive data
based on just eight project teams. Although there has been
some research to evaluate the PEM and compare it with
other models of group development (see Chang et al.,
2003), there is relatively little work of this type and it
tends to be limited to small sample sizes. The PEM has not
been subjected to empirical substantiation on a large set

of teams, nor on a diverse sample of team types. Althoy
we believe that temporal entrainment is important to
development, we do not believe that it will manifeg as
a uniform punctuated equilibrium in all types of teamg
Indeed, research indicates that the punctuated equilibﬁuH;
transition can be quite variable (Chang et al., 2003), Sug-
gesting that other factors influencing temporal entrainmep,
may be operating (Kelly et al., 1990).

This would seem to be an important concern, byt j
has received no real research attention. Kozlowski et 5
(1999) synthesized a broad literature base for their normg.
tive model to support the content, processes, and outcomes
they proposed were relevant at different phases of devel.
opment. However, efforts to examine model prescriptions
are still preliminary (DeShon et al., 2001: Dierdorff et a],
2011). The model was designed to provide a prescrip-
tive foundation for creating interventions that would pro-
mote team development at all phases of the team life
cycle. Thus, we assert that solid empirical research to
describe, validate, compare, and extend models of work
team development is needed.

Team Effectiveness, Processes, and Enhancements

The critical focus of team effectiveness research has been
on team processes that link team resources to team out-
comes. Thus, conceptualizing team processes and devel-
oping interventions that enhance them have been dominant
themes in this area. We organized our review around
cognitive, affective/motivational, and behavioral process
mechanisms.

One of the biggest challenges in the cognitive domain
is the necessity to clearly disentangle team learning pro-
cesses and team knowledge outcomes (i.e., mental mod-
els, transactive memory; Bell et al., 2012). Research on
team knowledge outcomes is maturing and we are gain-
ing useful insights on factors that shape them and their
role in team effectiveness (DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus,
2010).

Although more work is clearly needed, this research
has moved from preliminary to more mature in nature.
Transactive memory has potential utility for the cognitive
domain, especially since it provides a means 10 address
the notion of “compatible but different” knowledge at the
team level. However, the current form of measurement

does not directly assess the structural aspect of “compat-
ible but different” knowledge. We think that is an issue
that requires attention. Finally, team learning should be.

tematic investigation; it is fundamental to team el
ness. Key issues include the need to develop measurement

proaches
9012b) and
Performanc
With res
anisms, WC
Pmmise as
gearch issu
surement, i
collective €
tion of pot
is also reley
We need to
tive mood ¢
ness; CUITEl
Finally, we
conceptual .
team confli
via individi
team level.
flict? Is it
sitating eva
it a configu
average mi:
promising t
principles.
As for |
stantial pro;
by Marks
work and a
processes a
and reflectit
has substar
temporal i1
provides res
surement st
(Fernandez,
Finally,
coordinatios
Unfortunate
communica
ior team re:
to the chall
bal commui
were more
Cessing tecl
would see 1
behavior,
Many 1y
nhance tea
them. Ther

-



hon
zain-
their
znus,

sarch
Ature.
litive
dress
it the
:ment
npal-
issue
1d be
| sy§
ctive-

sment

noroaches to capture it dynamically (Kozlowski & Chao,
12b) and to distinguish it from individual learning and
wrformance.

Wj[h respect to affective/motivational process mech-
nisms, work on collective efficacy has demonstrated
mise as a contributor to team effectiveness. Key re-
search issues include levels of analysis concerns in mea-
-~ yrement, articulation of the underlying processes by which
wollective efficacy is formed and has effects, and examina-
ion of potential contextual moderators. The latter issue
also relevant to the cohesion—performance relationship.
We need to see solid empirical demonstrations that collec-

ness; currently, much of this work is purely conceptual.
: ally, we need to see levels of analysis concerns—both
conceptual and methodological —addressed in research on
team conflict. Team conflict has tended to be assessed
individual level perceptions that are averaged to the
m level. What kind of higher level construct is con-
flict? Is it shared by all team members, thereby neces-
sitating evaluation of restricted within-team variance? Is
t a configuration of team member perceptions? If so, an
verage misspecifies the construct. We think this work is
romising but must better attend to basic levels of analysis
principles.

1  As for behavioral mechanisms, there has been sub-
- stantial progress since our prior review. Theoretical work
by Marks et al. (2001) has provided a useful frame-
k and a typology for conceptualizing team behavioral
esses and their relevance to team transition, action,
nd reflection. Meta-analytic confirmatory factor analysis
substantiated the framework and, conceptually, the
mporal linkages (LePine et al., 2008). Thus, this work
vides researchers with a validated conceptual and mea-
surement structure for assessing team behavioral processes
(Fernandez, Kozlowski, et al., 2008).

Finally, we regard communication as an enabler of
Coordination, cooperation, and collaboration processes.
nfortunately, there is relatively little attention paid to
Communication in organizational psychology and behav-
Or team research. In large measure, we think this is due
10 the challenges of capturing, clustering, and coding ver-
Mcommunications. Perhaps if organizational researchers
: - Were more aware of automated speech capture and pro-
- %ssing techniques used in computational linguistics, we
| Would see more needed research on team communication

- behayior,

Many types of interventions have the potential_to

b
¥

them, There are three overarching issues in regard to

ive mood or group emotion contribute to team effective- -

Ce team processes, but team training is chief.among =
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team training research: content (what), timing (when), and
techniques (how). The key research issue for training con-
tent is the extent to which the frameworks for teamwork
competencies generalize from action teams to other less
complex team types. For timing, the primary concern is
sorting out when it is most appropriate to deliver impor-
tant teamwork skills. This necessitates increased integra-
tion between the areas of training and team development.
Advanced computer technologies and enhanced connec-
tivity are creating a host of new training tools—web-
based training, distance learning, distributed interactive
simulation. Currently, these tools are primarily used as
media to deliver content. The key research issue is how
to best utilize these tools for good instructional effect. In
addition, team training always raises the issue of the target
for delivery: individuals or intact teams? Emerging theory
has developed principles to guide this decision, but basic
research is needed to establish the impact of delivery level
on team effectiveness.

Leadership and Motivation

Leadership and motivation are distinct literatures, but
conceptually related areas, with many leadership models
focused on motivating or influencing member behavior.
Both literatures are huge, and yet in general both lit-
eratures have relatively little to say about leading and
motivating teams. On the leadership side, the dominant
presumption has tended to be that leadership effects “aver-
age out” across group members (e.g., transformational
leadership). This tends to result in theories that treat the
group as an undifferentiated whole, in theories that focus
on individual influence that aggregates to the group level,
or in approaches that focus on leader—subordinate dyads
(e.g., leader—-member exchange, LMX). On the motiva-
tion side, theories in psychology are almost universally
targeted at the individual level. What are the meaning and
mechanisms of team-level motivation?

Both areas would benefit from theory development and
research that are explicitly targeted at the team level.
Since our prior review, substantial progress has emerged
in both areas. First, there is much more research devoted
to situating generic theories like transformational leader-
ship and LMX in team contexts (Day, 2012). This allows
us to extract value from the application and refinement of
existing theory. Second, there has been more development

- and refinement in team-centric leadership theories, partic-
_ularly those focused on leadership functions in teams. We
think. this is a profitable line of inquiry and should be

encouraged further.
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For motivation, we see the underpinnings of true team-
level theory that was not apparent previously. Indeed, in
our prior review we encouraged research into the devel-
opment of multilevel motivation theory. Important exem-
plars of such research have emerged. There is research
that indicates goals and feedback mechanisms operate as
homologies (DeShon et al., 2004) and cross-level (Chen
et al., 2009) models across the team and individual lev-
els, demonstrating that self-regulatory motivation theories
can account for the dynamic interplay of individual and
team motivational processes and performance outcomes.
There is even meta-analytic evidence that provides sup-
port for the practical application of goal-feedback-based
approaches to the workplace (Pritchard et al., 2008). This
line of inquiry is very promising and should be encour-
aged. Future research is advised to focus on the micro-
dynamics of multilevel regulatory processes.

Continuance and Decline

As teams continue to increasingly form the basic building
blocks of organizations, concerns will naturally emerge as
to how to maintain their effectiveness over time. Remark-
ably, we know relatively little about the prospects of
long-term effectiveness and the factors that may enhance
or inhibit team longevity. Research on technological inno-
vation in the 1970s suggested that mature teams become
more insular, communicate less, and are less innova-
tive than less mature teams. However, though sugges-
tive, empirical support is quite limited. We need basic
research to examine the effects of group longevity on team
processes and effectiveness over the long term.

Conclusion

Teams are alive and well and living in organizations. This
reality is pushing the field of organizational psychology to
shift from a science and practice that is primarily focused
on the individual level—our traditional roots—to a field
that encompasses multiple levels: individual, team, and
organization. Because teams occupy the intersection of
the multilevel perspective, they bridge the gap between
the individual and the organizational system as a whole.
They are a juncture of the person and the system. They
are a focal point. They challenge us to attend to the orga-
nizational context, task workflow, levels, and time. They
challenge us to develop new theories, new methodologies,
new measurement tools, and new applications, not to just
attempt to dust off and generalize our current ones. This
creates major challenges for many of our field’s tradi-
tional methods (e.g., selection, appraisal, training), but it

also creates opportunities for theoretical innovatigy
advances in practice. Our field has much to leay ang
much to do, but we are confident that organizationa] Psy-
chology is capable of meeting the challenge affordeq by
the organization of workaround teams.
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