
 

AN EXAMINATION OF THE TEAM-LEVEL EFFECTS OF MULTIPLE TEAM 

MEMBERSHIP ON TEAM PROCESSES AND OUTCOMES: ASSESSING THE 

MEDIATING ROLE OF TEAM PROCESS AND THE MODERATED MEDIATED ROLE OF 

TEAM MEMBER OVERLAP, TASK RESEMBLANCE, AND PROJECT TEAM 

CHARACTERISTICS 

 

 

 

 

 

A Dissertation 

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School 

of Cornell University  

in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy  

 

 

 

 

 

by 

Ozias A. Moore 

August 2016 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© 2016 Ozias A. Moore 

  



 

AN EXAMINATION OF THE TEAM-LEVEL EFFECTS OF MULTIPLE TEAM MEMBERSHIP ON 

TEAM PROCESSES AND OUTCOMES  

Ozias A. Moore, Ph.D. 

Cornell University, 2016 

 

Using a dimensional-based approach, in Study 1 I outlined testable propositions that explore how 

the underlying characteristics of project teams influence their internal processes and 

performance. The aim of Studies 2 and 3 was to empirically test the multiple team member 

(MTM) dimension; thus, providing evidence for two largely untested theoretical propositions 

proposed by O’Leary et al. (2011). The first proposition identified the dimension of MTM in 

terms of the number of teams individuals are members of and its influence on team outcomes. 

The second proposition identified the dimension of variety, in terms of task diversity and team 

variety and its negative influence on team outcomes. The first proposition was tested using 

laboratory and field research methodologies and focused on the MTM-team performance and 

satisfaction relationship. Study 2 provided the first known examination of MTM teams along 

with various processes and their effects on team outcomes in a laboratory setting. The results 

offered evidence for the predicted main effect as well as for several mediating variables of the 

MTM-team outcome relationship. The second proposition was tested in Study 3 using a field 

setting. This study tested a two-level path model with moderated mediation to assess the main 

effect, the interaction of task and member characteristics and the average number of multiple 

team memberships, and the moderated mediated effect of team role processes on the MTM-team 

outcome relationship. The empirical results from this study provided evidence for a curvilinear 

relationship between the number of MTM teams and team outcomes. Results also furnished 

evidence for the moderating role of project team and project team member characteristics. The 



 

findings presented herein offer critical insights into various factors and processes that influence 

MTM team effectiveness.  
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STUDY 1 

TYPOLOGY OF PROJECT TEAMS: THEORIZING ABOUT ENHANCING THE 

EFFECTIVENESS OF PROJECT TEAMS 
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Abstract 

The nature of team work arrangements is changing, and with these changes, the reliance 

on project teams has intensified. Evidence of this development is demonstrated by growth in the 

membership of the PMI, the International Project Management Association, and industry 

forecasts that 15.7 million new project management roles will be added across seven project-

intensive industries by 2020. Despite this surge in demand and prevalence, many questions 

remain regarding the determinants of project team effectiveness. Much of the team classification 

literature has either failed to include project teams or identify the underlying characteristics 

unique to project teams and their context. Additionally, the nature of project teams and the 

environment in which they operate has changed since they were first conceptualized. The 

purpose of this study was to present a theoretical framework to advance research toward 

understanding project teams within knowledge-intensive organizations and to identify the unique 

characteristics that determine their effectiveness. First, this study used a multi-disciplinary and 

dimensional based-approach to identify the unique and distinct combination of project team 

attributes that were proposed to predict variance in project team functioning, processes, and 

effectiveness. Thus, this approach provided a comprehensive yet parsimonious set of dimensions 

upon which to build a theory of project teams. Second, testable propositions addressing the 

implications of each dimension are proposed and discussed.  
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Introduction 

Organizations increasingly rely on teams to carry out their missions (Salas, Cooke, & 

Rosen, 2008; Unger-Aviram, Zwikael, & Restubog, 2013; Zwikael & Smyrk, 2013). Teams have 

been defined as “small groups of interdependent individuals who share responsibility for 

outcomes” (Hollenbeck et al., 2012:82) and research has demonstrated that teams differ 

functionally—and respond to differentiated demands—depending on a range of team types 

(Devine, 2002; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Tannenbaum, et al., 2012). Moreover, reviews of the 

team literature (e.g., DeMatteo, Eby, & Sundstrom, 1998; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Kozlowski & 

Bell, 2003; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Mathieu et al., 2008) acknowledge concurrent interest on 

the part of both organizational researchers and practitioners to more fully understand team 

effectiveness. In particular, researchers have increasingly focused on building broad-based 

theory using a variety of methods to enhance our understanding of team effectiveness across a 

wide array of samples, tasks, and contexts (e.g., Cannon-Bowers, Tannenbaum, Salas, &Volpe, 

1995; Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Cooke, Salas, Kiekel, & Bell, 2004; Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & 

Jundt, 2005; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Kozlowski & Illgen, 2006; LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, 

Mathieu, & Saul, 2008; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, 2008; Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). 

Although there has been much progress in research on teams, much more work remains to be 

done given the increasingly fluid, dynamic, and complex nature of teams (Tannenbaum, 

Mathieu, Salas, Cohen, 2012; Wageman et al., 2012). This paper advances this research by 

examining a particularly important type of team, the project team. 

Since the early 1970s when modern project management was introduced, more and more 

organizations have incorporated project teams into their day-to-day operational strategies. In 

fact, according to the Project Management Institute (PMI), between 2010 and 2020 15.7 million 
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new project management roles will be added globally across seven project-intensive industries 

(PMI, Project Management Talent Gap Report, 2013). This trend has been influenced largely by 

the ongoing advance of globalization as well as innovations in information and communication 

technologies (Chiocchio, Beaulieu, Boudrias, Roussea, Aube, & Morin, 2010; Kraemer, Gibbs, 

& Dedrick, 2005; Youker, 1971). In particular, these two forces have accelerated the use of 

project teams by providing organizations with the ability to access a global resource pool, use 

human resources efficiently, respond with flexibility to new opportunities, meet environmental 

and competitive demands, and deliver business results (Bendoly, Thomas, & Capra, 2010; Hui, 

Davis-Blake, & Broschak, 2008; O’Leary, et al., 2011a; Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas, & Cohen, 

2012). As a result, the use of projects and project teams has expanded beyond traditional project-

based industries such as the military, construction, and engineering (Winch, 1989; Shenhar & 

Dvir, 1986), moving into virtually every industry and sector (see Bredin & Söderlund, 2011, and 

Hobday, 2000, for advertising; Grabher, 2002, for film; Bechky, 2006, for academia; Chiocchio 

& Lafrenière, 2009, for equipment and system suppliers; Artto et al., 2002, for pharmaceuticals, 

aerospace, and information technology; Dinsmore & Cabanis-Brewin, 2014, for finance and 

insurance; and White & Fortune, 2002, for health care).   

For the purposes of this study, a project is “a temporary endeavor undertaken to create a 

unique product, service, or result.” (PMBOK Guide, Fifth Edition). The scope of many projects 

ranges beyond the capability of any one contributor, however, requiring a project manager 

together with a project team to accomplish project goals. Unlike traditional teams, project teams 

are characterized by their planned starting and ending times (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Turner, 

1999). As explained by Ericksen and Dyer (2004, p. 438), “Project teams consist of members 

who are brought together, usually on short notice and from disparate functions, units, and 
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geographical locations, and charged with analyzing issues and producing and sometimes 

implementing recommendations, under fixed and often tight deadlines.” Such teams are 

considered a high-performance work practice (Posthuma, Campion, Masimova, & Campion, 

2013) and recognized as central work arrangements (Nordqvist, Hovmark, Zika-Viktorsson, 

2004). Project teams apply considerable knowledge, expertise, and judgment to a multitude of 

problems and potential solutions associated with unique and non-repetitive project work that may 

generally involve either new tasks or incremental improvements of existing tasks; therefore, 

project teams continually interact with multiple stakeholders (Alvesson, 2004). The effectiveness 

of such teams has a strong impact on project performance (Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009) and 

project success (Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001; Scott-Young & Samson, 2008). However, despite 

the growing prevalence of and reliance on project teams and the positive impact project teams 

achieve, many questions remain regarding the determinants of their effectiveness (Chiocchio & 

Hobbs, 2014; Hobbs, forthcoming; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). In the next section, I discuss how 

this study will advance beyond the findings of past research as well as provide future directions 

for research on project teams. I then elaborate on the major contributions of this study.  

Advancing Beyond Prior Research: The Need for a Typology of Project Teams 

 There are several reasons for improving and expanding our theoretical understanding of 

project teams in spite of recent advances in this area. First, although researchers have 

demonstrated that the determinants of team effectiveness differ across team types (there are, e.g., 

action, decision-making, and project teams; Devine, 2002; Sundstrom et al., 1990, 2000) and that 

these team task differences will moderate important relationships between team processes and  

team performance (DeChurch, 2009; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010, English, Griffith, & 

Steelman, 2004; Horwitz, 2005; Stewart & Barrick, 2000), the majority of the classification 
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schemes/taxonomies of organizational teams continue to omit project teams. For example, 

Devine (2002), one of the more current and most extensive of such taxonomies (identifying 14 

team types), did not include project teams. 

 Second, although there has been considerable progress in the development of team 

taxonomies (e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Devine, 2002; Hackman, 1990; McGrath, 1984; 

Sundstrom, 1999) that describe the similarities and differences between a wide range of team 

types, these typologies, as argued by Hollenbeck et al. (2012), offer limited utility because there 

is no broad consensus on the criteria with which to differentiate alternative taxonomies, which 

hinders theory-building. Moreover, as argued by Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas, and Cohen 

(2012), the nature of project teams and the environment in which they operate has changed since 

they were first conceptualized. As a result, we cannot apply the findings of past taxonomies and 

classification schemes with much confidence in our efforts to advance our theoretical 

understanding of such teams. 

 Third, the project management literature has traditionally taken a “one size fits all” 

approach to project teams and has focused primarily on the project, project types, or project 

managers; researchers therefore have developed a useful understanding of the characteristics of 

projects and their organizational contexts but only a limited understanding of the characteristics 

of project teams (Chiocchio, forthcoming; Hobbs et al., forthcoming; Hollenbeck et al., 2012). 

 Fourth, Kozlowski and Bell (2003) argue that identifying the underlying dimensions that 

determine the effectiveness of various types of teams is more important than merely classifying 

teams by type. They also acknowledge that team effectiveness cannot be understood without 

paying attention to team processes (Marks et al., 2001). As a result, it is critical that future 

researchers give explicit attention to the unique factors that either promote or constrain project 
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team effectiveness. Hence, the purpose of this study is to develop a typology that describes and 

differentiates the unique characteristics of project teams. The typology will be used to build 

theory about how project team characteristics shape the processes and performance of such 

teams and to highlight new directions in project team research. 

Key Contributions 

 The typology of project teams I develop in this study makes three key contributions to the 

literature. The primary contribution of the typology is that it will serve as the foundation for the 

development of new theory and for building a stream of research on the nature of project teams 

(Doty & Glick, 1994; Kowlowski & Bell, 2003). In line with Hollenbeck et al.’s (2012) 

recommendation, this study provides the first organized typology that differentiates the 

underlying characteristics of project teams from those of other holistic team types using a 

dimensions-based approach. Each dimension I identify represents a unique and distinct 

combination of project team attributes that are hypothesized to predict variance in project team 

functioning, processes, and effectiveness, thus providing a comprehensive yet parsimonious set 

of dimensions upon which to build a theory of project teams. Moreover, to accomplish this goal, 

I draw on Marks et al. (2001) and LePine et al. (2008) to identify relationships between project 

team characteristics and critical teamwork processes, which in turn affect project team 

performance. Given my ultimate goal of motivating scholars to engage in theory-building and 

theory-testing to explicate the underlying nature of project teams, I also formulate testable 

propositions to provide a starting point for future research on such teams. 

 Second, the project management and team literatures have developed largely 

independently of one another, hindering the development of a more complete understanding of 

the nature of project teams and their context (Chiocchio & Hobbs, 2014). This study therefore 
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offers a multi-disciplinary perspective, drawing from the organizational psychology, 

management, and project management literatures. 

 Finally, in line with LePine et al.’s (2008) call for more research that offers clear 

recommendations to managers for improving team functioning and effectiveness, the results 

from empirical testing of the typology will ultimately provide a better understanding of project 

team characteristics and their effects, which can yield important implications for the successful 

management of these teams. In what follows, I first review the team classification literature and 

then briefly describe the typology development process. 

Research on Team Classification Approaches and Typologies 

Empirical examinations of project teams have provided limited and inconsistent use of 

definitions for project teams, thus making it is difficult to understand their distinguishing 

features. Unlike recent updates of the general definitions of a team (e.g., Kozlowski & Bell, 

2003; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Salas, Rosen, Burke, & Goodwin, 2009), project team 

definitions developed in the 1990s (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Devine, Clayton, Philips, Dunford, & 

Melner, 1999; Sundstrom, De Meuse, & Futrell, 1990) have not been reconsidered and do not 

fully capture the more dynamic, complex, and evolved nature of today’s project teams 

(Tannenbaum et al., 2012). Moreover, empirical work on such teams often includes a mix of 

project and non-project teams, but in many cases it is not clear what type or types of teams are 

included in the samples (Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009). For example, Chiocchio, Messikomer, 

et al. (2011) found that a very small proportion (approximately 6%) of the articles published in 

leading organizational psychology journals had a project focus or sampled project workers. 

Research in the project management literature also tends to focus more on technical issues than 

on how project team dynamics influence team outcomes (Scott-Young & Samson, 2008). As a 
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result, researchers and project management practitioners have called for deeper studies of project 

teams that reflect their true complexity (Bendoly, Thomas, & Capra, 2010; Pinto, 2002; Scott-

Young & Samson, 2008). 

Much organizational psychology and management research on teams has focused on a 

narrow set of seminal type-taxonomies (i.e., Sundstrom & Altman, 1989; Sundstrom et al., 1990) 

with categories that are too broad to fully capture the nature of and variation among project 

teams. For example, Sundstrom (1999: 20) characterized project teams as “. . . similar to task 

forces . . . [and] usually cross-functional” and categorized work groups into six broad categories 

based on the type of tasks they perform, but these broad categories and general definitions 

seriously underestimate the core team-level characteristics of these teams. According to Devine 

(2002) and Wildman et al. (2012), the majority of extant classification schemes or taxonomies 

have either focused primarily on using task-type classification of groups and teams (e.g., Carter 

et al., 1950;; Driskell, Salas, & Hogan, 1987; Hackman, 1968, Laughlin, 1980; McGrath, 1984), 

a clustering approach to sort teams based on perceived similarity (e.g., Cohen & Baliey, 1997; 

Devine, 2002; Hackman, 1990; Sundstrom et al., 1990), or classifications primarily concerned 

with improving organizational effectiveness (e.g., Dumaine, 1994; Shonk, 1992). As shown in 

Table 1, 18 of the 24 studies reviewed assumed a task-based approach when differentiating team 

types and only three took a clustering approach to team categorization. Moreover, as recently 

highlighted by Wildman et al. (2012), there are problems with the trend in the team classification 

and taxonomic literature towards focusing primarily on the types of task that various teams 

perform as a way to classify teams by types. These authors argue that even though task type is 

important, it does not describe the unique elements of teams and should be kept conceptually 

separate.  



10 

Typologies found in the project management literature are merely categorization models 

that offer a set of guidelines for differentiating projects from each other (e.g., Evaristo & van 

Fenema, 1999, Shenhar & Dvir, 1996). Additionally, as discussed above, many of the 

classification schemes and taxonomies in the organizational psychology and management 

literature omit project teams (e.g., Devine, 2002) and the limited number of taxonomies that do 

include project teams provide only sparse descriptions or definitions of such teams. This makes it 

difficult to apply such descriptions due to the inconsistent treatment and classification of project 

teams and omission of the underlying constructs or dimensions that are needed to describe 

project team mechanisms (Hollenbeck et al., 2012). As noted in Table 1, less than half—only 

nine of the 24 articles—included project teams in their lists of team types. Moreover, a great deal 

of research from these general team typologies focuses on action, production, and negotiation 

teams (e.g., military, flight crews, and surgery teams) rather than on project teams. For example, 

the primary change from Sundstrom and Altman (1989) to Sundstrom et al. (1990) was dividing 

the production/service team category into discrete production and service team types and adding 

a management team category. 

Over the years, a number of studies have followed Kozlowski and Bell’s (2003) 

recommendation to focus on the dimensions that underline the differences in team classifications 

and typologies rather than general and broad team classifications. For example, Hollenbeck et 

al.’s (2012) recent study considers teams as points on a dimensional scale with three 

characteristics: skill differentiation, authority differentiation, and temporal stability. Table 2 

outlines the nine studies that have taken a dimensional approach to identifying unique team 

characteristics. Across these studies there are a total of 33 dimensions. As shown in Table 3, the 

majority of the dimensions identified in past research overlap and are dominated by two or three 
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categories (e.g., team member composition, life cycles, and organizational context) while 

omitting several critical attributes of project teams (e.g., entrainment and learning). More 

specifically, many of the studies share the same dimensions (e.g., a temporal dimension). 

Additionally, while insightful and useful, these dimension-based typologies apply to teams in 

general; only two of these studies actually distinguished particular team types. In particular, Bell 

and Kozlowski’s (2002) typology identified two unique features (spatial distance; technology 

mediation of information, data, and personal communications) that differentiate virtual teams 

from face-to-face teams. Ishak and Ballard’s (2011) typology and nested phase model focused on 

three dimensions (cyclicity, finality, and epochality) for three types of action teams (contending, 

critical, and performing). Collectively, the results of the literature review demonstrate that 

studies have largely neglected to examine the characteristics and team processes that are unique 

to project teams, which underscores the potential value of this study as it both builds on prior 

research and identifies new dimensions that are unique to project teams.  

Model Development 

 Researchers have found considerable heterogeneity within project team types (Mathieu et 

al., 2008), and as a result they have identified major differences in project teams within the same 

organization depending on the needs they serve (Hollenbeck et al. 2012) and the challenges they 

face related to variations in importance, urgency, size, and stage of completion (Fricke & 

Shenhar, 2000; Patanakul & Milosevic, 2009). However, in line with similar examinations of 

teams (e.g., Devine et al., 1999), the focus of the typology offered here includes project teams 

within knowledge-intensive organizations (Alvesson, 1993a, Smith, Collins, & Clark, 2005; 

Starbuck, 1992, 1993). This focus is also consistent with recent definitions of project teams (e.g., 

De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Ericken & Dyer, 2004; Hollenbeck et al. 2012) that acknowledge the 
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required interpersonal interactions and exchanges and ultimate convergence of various 

stakeholders’ knowledge, experience, and skills that are necessary to achieve intended project 

outcomes. Furthermore,  the project management literature (Edmondson & Smith, 2006; Turner, 

1999) recognizes the primary project team or group that is intimately involved in a project’s 

design and execution, but also indicates that one cannot understand such a team without 

considering how it interacts with supporting groups and various stakeholders (e.g., clients). 

Hence, as discussed above, given advancements in technology and turbulence in the external 

business environment, project teams are increasingly faced with complex and dynamic 

conditions; thus, considering project teams in isolation or based only one of Turner’s (1999) 

levels does not reflect today’s business requirements. As a result, the present typology of project 

teams recognizes their holistic internal and external environments. 

 To fulfill the goals of this research, a multi-disciplinary approach was taken to 

developing the underlying dimensions of the project team typology. Following a comprehensive 

review of the literature in organizational psychology, management, and project management, a 

comprehensive list of the central attributes (i.e., features and properties) of project teams was 

developed. Additionally, this analysis for developing the dimensions leveraged the author’s prior 

work experience as a PMI-certified project manager in several knowledge-intensive industries 

(e.g., engineering, information technology, financial services, and pharmaceuticals). As in 

Hollenbeck et al., (2012) and Kozlowski and Bell (2013), the attributes were refined in several 

stages in order to identify the defining dimensions of project teams that influence the internal 

processes and performance of these teams. Dimensions that apply broadly to all teams and did 

not truly distinguish or define salient characteristics of project teams were eliminated. This 

resulted (see Table 4) in the following seven project team dimensions: (a) Diverse Team 
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Membership (b) Multi-team membership, (c) Structural Complexity, (d) High-level Temporal 

Entrainment, (e) Defined Life Span, (f) Intensive Workflow Arrangement, and g) Reciprocal and 

Progressive Learning. In the next section, the project team dimensions and their defining 

attributes are outlined and testable propositions are formulated. 

Project Team Dimensions 

Dynamic and Diverse Team Membership: Overlapping Demands and Informational 

Diversity  

According to Webber and Donahue (2001), project teams bring together two of the most 

complex phenomena in the workplace—diverse individual differences and group dynamics. 

Diversity is “a characteristic of social grouping that reflects the degree to which objective or 

subjective differences exist between group members” (Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007, p. 516). 

The implications of team membership diversity are broad and far-reaching and many types of 

diversity have been examined (see Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007, for a review). In particular, 

researchers have empirically examined how diversity in team member demographic variables 

(e.g., Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Dahlin, Weingart, & Hinds, 2005; Kochan et al., 2003; Mannix 

& Neale, 2005; Milliken & Martins, 1996; Pelled, 1996) and functional variables (e.g., 

Bunderson, 2003; Hambrick, Cho, & Chen, 1996; Sutcliffe, 1994) influence various team 

outcomes. However, cumulative findings regarding the implications of within-team diversity 

have been weak, inconsistent, or both (Bloom & Michel, 2002; Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt, 2003; 

Joshi & Roh, 2007; Webber & Donahue, 2001). For example, Joshi and Roh’s (2007) review 

found a relatively equal number of studies reporting positive and negative effects of 

demographic diversity across three team outcomes (performance, process, and affect/attitude). 

Additionally, findings pertaining to the effects of functional diversity on team outcomes have 

been mixed (Mannix & Neale, 2005), in part perhaps because different types of diversity may 
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have differential impacts on work group performance (Webber & Donahue, 2001). Thus, 

researchers have been urged to delineate how various diversity attributes may operate differently 

to affect project team outcomes (Mannix & Neale, 2005) and to stop examining diversity as a 

generic concept and instead examine team type as a moderator of the relationship between 

diversity and important team outcomes (Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Hin, 1999; Webber & Donahue, 

2001). 

In line with the above mentioned research evidence and recommendations, it is important 

that future researchers focus on specific types of diversity. Thus, given the unique nature of 

project teams, there are several reasons for narrowing the scope of the team membership 

diversity dimension to expertise diversity and its influence on team processes and performance. 

Expertise diversity is a component of functional diversity, which refers to differences in 

employees’ educational backgrounds, functional backgrounds, professional tenure, project 

management experience, and expertise (Cascio, 1995; Dahlin et al., 2005; Gutek, 1995; Van der 

Vegt et al., 2006).  

The first reason to focus on expertise diversity is that “the most critical resource for 

knowledge teams is expertise . . . expertise must be managed and coordinated in order to 

leverage its potential” (Faraj & Sproull, 2000:1554). More specifically, expertise is defined as 

“the specialized skills and knowledge that an individual brings to the team’s task,” and a team’s 

expertise is defined as “the aggregation of individual skills and knowledge” (Faraj & Sproull, 

2000:1555). Typically, multiple subject matter experts (SMEs) need to be included on a project 

team to fulfill the project’s requirements and satisfy customer needs (Boh et al., 2007). 

Additionally, expertise and other job-related diversity attributes are expected to have a stronger 

impact on task-relevant group processes and performance than non-job-related attributes (Pelled 
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et al., 1999; Webber & Donahue, 2001). These results suggest the importance of considering 

how a project team’s expertise diversity influences team processes and outcomes. 

Second, organizations are increasingly creating teams that are more diverse in job-related 

attributes such as functional background, education, and tenure to address their complex 

situational demands and business challenges (Keller, 2001). In particular, project teams demand 

frequent and ongoing contact with individuals (Albelda, 1986; van Knippenberg et al., 2004) 

from across broad specializations to develop unique products and services (Boh et al., 2007; 

Ericksen & Dyer, 2004; Ratcheva, 2009) and solve problems through the ongoing integration of 

team members’ diverse sources of knowledge and expertise throughout a project’s life cycle. As 

a result, understanding the complex relationship between expertise diversity and project team 

performance is more critically important than ever (Bell, Villado, Lukasik, Belau, Briggs, 2011; 

Harrison, & Klien 2007; Plaut, 2010).  

Third, researchers have demonstrated the importance of team expertise (e.g., team 

member task knowledge and expertise) and team processes (e.g., expertise coordination) as 

important factors in group problem-solving (e.g., Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Fredrickson, 2001; 

Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992), decision-making (e.g., Cho, Hambrick, & Chen, 1994; Dooley & 

Fryxell, 1999; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998), and creativity and innovation (e.g., Oshse, 1990; 

Maznevski, 1994). Although there is a prevailing notion that team effectiveness can be greatly 

enhanced by membership diversity, functional diversity within teams has yielded positive, 

negative, and mixed relationships across these outcomes (see Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007 for a 

review). These mixed findings have often been explained as information-sharing problems, 

including unwillingness to share information (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Lovelace, Shapiro, 

& Weingart, 2001), the degree to which people feel safe when expressing their viewpoints 
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(Edmonson, 1999), and the tendency of groups to focus on common knowledge (Stasser, 1999; 

Wittenbaum & Stasser, 1996). Hence, given the diversity of specialized knowledge and skills 

that project team members bring to project tasks, it is critically important that we better 

understand how team member expertise, through team processes (e.g., team interaction and 

sharing), affects project team performance.  

In summary, given the reasons I have outlined above, I focus in this paper on the effects 

of job-related expertise diversity. In the next section, I outline the implications of expertise 

diversity for project team processes and performance, and explain which differences are likely to 

have the greatest influence on team outcomes. 

It seems a matter of common sense that any increase in the level of project team expertise 

diversity should improve project team performance (Kanter, 1988). However, such a positive 

relationship has not been consistently demonstrated in the literature (e.g., Bettenhausen, 1991; 

Hambrick, Cho, & Chen, 1996; Milliken & Martins, 1996; Simons, Pelled, & Smith, 1999; 

Williams & O'Reilly, 1998). For example, team expertise diversity may reduce team 

coordination and information exchange (Williams & O’Reily, 1998), increase the level of 

intra/intergroup conflict and disruption (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Cronin & Weingart, 2004; 

Jehn et al., 1999; Moreland & Levine, 1999), and ultimately have a negative effect on 

interpersonal team processes and team outcomes (Amason & Schweiger, 1994; Cho, Hambrick, 

& Chen, 1994; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Jehn, 1997; Priem, 1990). However, other factors 

such as the specific environment in which a team operates, the level of interdependence that 

exists among its members, the nature of the task it faces, and the phase of the project life cycle in 

which it operates may also determine the effects of expertise diversity within a team. As a result, 
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future research should work toward specifying the conditions under which distributed and 

overlapping expertise will aid or hinder project team performance. 

Researchers have demonstrated that successful teams are often purposely specialized in 

their knowledge, implying minimal redundancy or overlap (e.g., Hutchins, 1990; Levesque, 

Wilson, & Wholey, 2001). Similarly, transactive memory researchers have shown that teams 

with specialized knowledge outperformed those lacking such differentiated knowledge (Argote, 

Gruenfeld, & Naquin, 2001; Liang, Moreland, & Argote, 1995; Moreland, Argote, & Krishnan, 

1998; Wegner, 1987). Research has also shown that having a team member with expertise 

similar to another teammates’ expertise may be counterproductive (Katz & Te’eni, 2007) and 

may do little to improve knowledge-sharing (Brodbeck et al., 2007). Hence, it is likely that a 

project team with non-redundant SMEs (e.g., members whose expertise is not easily 

interchangeable) would achieve better collective performance than a project team with redundant 

and overlapping SMEs. 

Having overlapping SMEs on teams whose members are intended to play distinct roles 

may be inefficient, create redundancy of effort, and contribute to suboptimal use of resources. 

Problems can occur when a greater number of team members have the same expertise, causing 

redundancy and making those members easily interchangeable. Such expertise overlap can create 

conflict and turf wars among the project team members over how a particular role should be 

performed (llgen & Hollenbeck, 1991), and poor coordination among redundant SMEs could 

result when one team member assumes that another member is covering his/her area of joint 

expertise (Hollenbeck et al., 1995). Further complicating this issue, project team members may 

lack the authority or ability to resolve overlapping demands on their time (Fisher & Gitelson, 

1983; Jackson & Schuler, 1985).  
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When experiencing redundant expertise, a team will need to both clarify the nature of the 

areas of overlap and continuously balance competing demands on member roles. Under such 

conditions, effective performance will diminish unless the project manager deliberately clarifies 

the interchangeable and redundant SMEs’ team roles (Blickensderfer, Cannon-Bowers, & Salas, 

1998). Hence, I propose the following: 

Proposition 1a: Having redundant (overlapping) SMEs on a project team will positively 

affect (increase) team role conflict and role ambiguity. As a project team increases the 

number of SMEs among its membership (having more members with redundant or 

interchangeable subject matter expertise), team role conflict and role ambiguity are 

expected to increase. Expertise overlap makes managing team member expertise more 

complex and requires greater role clarification. However, when project team SMEs’ 

expertise is not easily interchangeable and non-redundant, project team member expertise 

management is less complex and team role conflict and role ambiguity should decrease. 

 

High levels of task and outcome interdependence should trigger team processes such as 

team interaction and collaboration and also improve team member awareness of project team 

members’ expertise diversity (Shea & Guzzo, 1987). Task and outcome interdependence 

constrains how a team works and increases team member dependency (Wageman, 1995). The 

negative effects of team member expertise diversity on project team outcomes should diminish 

as team members interact and learn more about each other (Gruenfeld, Mannix, Williams, & 

Neale, 1996; Harrison et al., 2002), helping them to identify which members possess the 

expertise, knowledge, and skills that are relevant to a particular task (Libby et al. 1987; 

Littlepage et al. 1997). Moreover, higher levels of task and outcome interdependence are critical 

given that team members typically do not recognize when other members have relevant expertise 

(e.g., Littlepage et al., 1995; Littlepage et al., 1997) and tend to discuss the information they 

have in common, leaving out important unshared knowledge, skills, and expertise (e.g., Gigone 

& Hastie; Stasser & Titus, 1985). Research supporting this notion has shown that the negative 
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effects of certain types of diversity on team outcomes diminish as a function of increased task 

independence (Harrison, Price, & Gavin, 2002), team longevity (Harrison et al., 1998; Pelled, 

Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999), team social integration (O’Reilly et al., 1998; Smith et al., 1994), and 

team collaboration (Gruenfeld et al., 1996). In contrast, lower levels of task and outcome 

independence should reduce the level of team interaction and team information-sharing. 

Additionally, low task and outcome interdependence may increase team member autonomy and 

further weaken the motivation to use other team members’ expertise, reducing reliance on team 

expertise diversity (depending on task demands and levels of specialization) during the 

performance of project tasks. Hence, I propose the following: 

Proposition 1b: Project teams with higher levels of task and outcome interdependence 

experience higher levels of team interaction, are expected to experience higher levels of 

team role information-sharing, and are also likely to rely more fully on team member 

expertise diversity. When a project team experiences lower levels of task and outcome 

interdependence, the team will likely experience lower levels of project team interaction 

and role information-sharing, and will also likely be less reliant on team member 

expertise diversity. 

 

Dynamic and Diverse Team Membership: Multi-Team Membership 

Reviews of the teams literature reveal a dominant focus on intact teams where team 

memberships are often bounded, stable, and mutually exclusive (Chudoba & Watson-Manheim, 

2007; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Sundstrom, DeMeuse, & Futrell, 

1990). Members of only one team can focus singularly on the team’s task without competing 

commitments (Hackman, 1987, 2002). Additionally, most of the literature on project 

management has covered single-project team memberships (Anavi-Isakow & Golany, 2003; 

Mathieu et al., 2008) and has taken traditional approaches assuming that these project teams 

perform in a stable environment, their tasks are predictable in content and duration, the decision-

making process is top-down, and interactions with non-team actors is limited (Eskerod, 
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1996:63). However, in businesses today individuals increasingly serve on more than one project 

team simultaneously (Krüger & Scholl, 2011; Lova & Tormos, 2001; Payne, 1995), especially in 

a multi-project environment (Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2006). This phenomenon is known as 

multiple team membership (MTM). As economic conditions become more competitive, a firm’s 

obligation to simultaneously carry out multiple projects with scarce resources becomes even 

more critical, increasing the need for new approaches when MTMs are involved. 

The presence of MTMs on project teams is widespread. It is estimated “that 65 to 95 

percent of project team members across a wide range of industries and occupations in the US and 

Europe are members of more than one project team at a time” (O’Leary, Mortensen, & Woolley 

2011: 461). Furthermore, in highly competitive companies (i.e., information technology, 

software development, and consulting) it is common for project team members to work on three 

or more project teams at a time (Martin & Bal, 2006; Milgram & Roberts, 1992; Wheelwright & 

Clark, 1992; Zika-Viktorsson, Sundstrom, & Engwall, 2006) and in some cases, as highlighted 

by O’Leary et al. (2011), a person’s concurrent MTMs may consist of five, ten, or twelve or 

more teams. MTMs allow organizations to maximize staffing and workforce utilization across 

multiple parallel projects, allowing some team members to share their knowledge and expertise 

across projects (Schmidt & Dolis, 2009; Zika-Viktorsson, Sundstrom, & Engwall, 2006). 

However, such project team members must also manage the challenges associated with their 

MTMs (O’Leary, Mortensen, Woolley, 2011; Mortensen, Woolley, & O’Leary, 2007; Maynard, 

Mathieu, Rapp, Gilson, 2012).  

There is likely a limit as to how many projects teams a person can effectively manage 

simultaneously (Blichfeldt & Eskerod, 2008; Hendriks et al., 1999; Laslo & Goldberg, 2008; 

Payne, 1995). However, research related to MTMs has typically overlooked its simultaneously 
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positive and negative effects that may operate through separate processes (O’Leary et al., 

2011).Surprisingly, there have been few empirical studies examining the implications of various 

schemes for managing MTMs (Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson, 2008; Mortensen, Woolley, 

& O’Leary, 2007; O’Leary, Mortensen, & Woolley 2011). MTMs have major implications for 

how individual project team members manage overlapping work demands on project teams 

where the team membership changes frequently for a variety of reasons; thus it is critically 

important to understand how project team members manage their MTMs within groups and 

across organizational units (Oh, Chung, & Labianca, 2004; O’Leary, et al., 2011). I suggest that, 

in particular, the three most salient attributes of MTMs that have the greatest impact on project 

team interaction processes and performance are (1) relational pluralism, (2) role overload, and 

(3) assessment.  

Relational pluralism. Project team members with MTMs experience a phenomenon 

known as relational pluralism (Gulati, Kilduff, Li, Shipilov, & Tsai, 2011; Shipilov Gulati, 

Kilduff, et al., 2014), which not only affects how individual team members manage multiple and 

often conflicting team identities but also how project teams manage multiple types of inter-team 

relationships and how organizations manage a multiplicity of relationships among project team 

members and project teams (Marrone, Tesluk, & Carson, 2007). Gulati et al. (2011) described 

relational pluralism along three relational dimensions, identifying multiplex, heterogeneous, and 

overlapping relationships. Hence, MTMs have important consequences for the existence of 

relational pluralism in project teams (Fong & Lung, 2007). For example, various project 

stakeholders are affected by how project teams approach these three dimensions of intra/inter-

team relationships and still achieve project goals. In project teams, multiplex relationships are 

particularly ubiquitous.  
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Since MTM project team members are connected by more than one type of relationship 

and share multiple bases for interaction, their activity and relationships are by nature multiplex. 

More specifically, multiplex relationships depend on the extent to which individuals, teams, and 

organizations are embedded in social systems and therefore form complex relational webs 

(Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Although relational pluralism is pervasive in MTMs, we know 

surprisingly little about when or under what circumstances multiplex, heterogeneous, or 

overlapping relations strengthen or weaken relationship outcomes (Kuwabara, Luo and Sheldon, 

2010). In particular, multiplex relationships have implications in a project team context for 

workload balance and negotiation to obtain information, resources, and support (Durkheim, 

1984) as well as role conflict due to conflicts of interest and role expectations (Thoits, 1983, 

1986). 

Secondly, MTM project team members also form heterogeneous relationships or context-

sensitive and temporary connections with others from other project teams, groups, or 

organizations because projects are characterized by both operational interdependence and 

organizational independence (Dubois & Gadde, 2002, Gluch, 2009). Heterogeneous relationships 

in project teams are ongoing interactions between interconnected and interacting project team 

members (Brown & Phau, 2011) that can either improve or constrain project team cooperation 

and performance (Phua, 2004; Milton & Westphal, 2005). Diminished effectiveness can arise 

from role conflict, miscommunication, and misalignment of mutual interests (Ingram & Zou, 

2008). Lastly, MTM project team members have overlapping relationships in which the focal 

project team member’s relationships are clustered in one team or span across teams or group 

boundaries; Guioia et al., 2010; Gulati et al., 2011; Kuwabara, Luo, & Sheldon, 2010; 

Wasserman & Faust, 1994). These overlapping relationships encompass the resources embedded 
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within the multi-team environment and support relationships that are necessary for 

accomplishing tasks (Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998). 

Role and project overload. The multi-project environment is one of instability and 

constant change for those involved. Team members are allocated on a short-term basis across 

multiple concurrent projects at the same time; thus, given the shared nature of team resources, 

disturbances (e.g., resource allocation and role assignment) affecting one project team will likely 

have negative spillover effects on other project teams. More specifically, a typical MTM 

environment consists of individual team members on many project teams serving several clients 

whose individual team members may never work again in that same configuration (Wageman et 

al., 2012). Such switching between project teams also contributes to project overload, which is 

defined by Zika-Viktorsson et al. (2006) as perceived fragmentation, over-commitment, 

disruption, and inefficiency. If team resources are not balanced, shortages of team members can 

lead to longer time-to-market because projects end up in a queue waiting for people and 

resources to become available.  

Project overload also comes into play through “time-sharing,” through which project 

team members with MTMs must allocate ever-decreasing portions of time to individual projects. 

Moreover, whenever project team members switch from one project to another, some “set-up” 

time is lost (Anavi-Isakow & Golany, 2003). Researchers have demonstrated that team members 

who carry out boundary-spanning responsibilities also experience significant role overload as a 

result of having to face simultaneous and often conflicting pressures that can ultimately have a 

negative effect on the team’s long-term viability (e.g., Katz & Kahn, 1978; Marrone et al., 2007). 

For example, Zika-Viktorsson et al. (2006) found that the number of simultaneous project teams 

and time devoted to them predicts project overload and negatively affects team performance. 
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MTMs must examine interdependencies, manage role and project overload, and prioritize project 

tasks through a dynamic management process. Team members must manage multiple scopes, 

complexities, and timelines associated with the workloads of their simultaneous project teams. 

This situation contrasts with that of individuals with only one project team membership, who are 

typically able to avoid the negative effects (e.g., role and project overload, coordination losses, 

replication of efforts, and misalignment of individuals with tasks) that are caused by ambiguous 

and multiple role definitions (Aritua et al., 2009). Inadequate balancing of team resources across 

multiple project teams often places additional pressure on a team, which leads to poor 

information quality and longer lead times (Elonen & Artto, 2003). 

Assessment. Researchers blame inconsistent task–reward structures for many team 

failures (Robbins & Finley, 1995). Despite the use of team-based work arrangements, in many 

organizations performance assessment and rewards are individually determined (Wageman & 

Baker,1997). MTM further complicates the performance evaluation process since team members 

may work with many team members and project managers for varying time periods and different 

purposes. MTMs have implications for how a project manager and his/her team members 

manage their goals and assessment processes. In a multi-project environment it is common for 

one project manager to lead multiple concurrent project teams (Patanakul & Milosevic, 2008a; 

Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2006). 

Multi-project management differs from project portfolio management. Whereas portfolio 

managers have multiple strategically related projects, the project teams of a multi-project 

manager might be strategically independent, sharing scarce time and resources with other 

projects (Dye & Pennypacker, 2000). Hence, MTMs involve independent processes with 

separate goals, and yet some multi-project teams share collective goals that must be integrated 



25 

into project portfolio management systems. Project team members have multiple accountabilities 

and varying degrees of support for participating in multiple project teams. They are likely to 

have biased or competing interests across MTMs as one project team member’s decision may be 

seen as a benefit to one team and a threat to another. These competing interests may be related to 

differences between MTM members’ primary teams or functional areas and other project teams 

or assignments to less strategic project teams.  

Certain project teams may be doing core or strategic work and afford team members the 

opportunity to learn new knowledge and enhance their access to career-advancing project team 

opportunities; MTMs therefore likely put certain project teams in the continuous role of selling 

or reiterating the value of the project to team members who are not aligned or are not critically 

strategic (Helgesen, 2005). Additionally, due to time pressures, project team members are 

typically involved with their next project teams before having the opportunity to evaluate their 

current teams’ performance (Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2006). Hence, simultaneous multi-team 

management of throughput times and resource allocations is a complex process in which the 

often-conflicting goals and interests of multiple participants have to be assessed (Maylor et al., 

2006; Platje & Seidel, 1993), further complicating both individual and team member assessment 

(Payne, 1995; Wageman et al., 2012). Future research should examine the effects of MTMs on 

assessment and evaluation approaches that balance the number of MTMs and the level of effort 

provided across multiple project teams. Thus, I offer the follow propositions: 

 

Proposition 2a: Among project teams with members working simultaneously on more 

than one project team, an increase in the number of MTMs will decrease project team 

focus and increase project team strain and burnout due to the complex nature and need 

for inter/intra-team and organizational boundary-spanning—ultimately diminishing 

project team performance. 
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Proposition 2b: Among project teams with members working simultaneously on more 

than one project team, an increase in the number of MTMs, requiring complex time 

allocation across project teams, will likely lead to re-prioritization such that the most 

strategic project team will experience less disruption of team time allocation and project 

team burnout and higher performance as compared with less strategic project teams. 

 

Structural Complexity 

 Project teams face unique constraints driven by their complex organizational 

structures (Kazanjian et al., 2000; Liu & Leitner, 2012). Complexity is a critical project 

dimension and project management methods are frequently associated with managing 

complexity (Bacarini, 1996). The concept of complexity is also central to the project manager, 

project team member, and the strategic management of projects (Williams, 1999). The relevance 

of complexity to the project management process is widely acknowledged (e.g., Bacarini, 1996). 

In the project management literature, many dimensions and characteristics have been identified 

as constituents of project complexity (e.g., Bacarini, 1996; Williams, 1999; Wozniak, 1993). 

However, there is a lack of consensus in the literature regarding which dimensions should be 

used to analyze and systematically describe project complexity (Xia &Lee, 2005). For example, 

Baccarini (1996) proposes that project complexity can be measured by the number of varied 

elements (differentiation) and degree of interrelatedness between these elements 

(interdependencies). Applying this concept, he suggests two basic dimensions of project 

complexity: organizational complexity (the number of and relationships between hierarchical 

levels, formal organizational units, and specializations) and technological complexity (number of 

and relationships between inputs, outputs, tasks, or technologies). Turner and Cochrane (1993) 

also identified two dimensions of complexity: uncertainty in the defined project goals and 

uncertainty in the methods employed to carry out the project. As a result, Turner and Cochrane 

argue that structural complexity increases, not only from the work effort involved in making 
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project changes but also from the cumulative effects resulting from the individual changes and 

their feedback loops that accumulate over the life of a project.  

Williams (1999) integrated the dimensions proposed by Baccarini (1996) and Turner and 

Cochrane (1993), proposing that project complexity can be characterized by two dimensions, 

each with two sub-dimensions: structural complexity (sub-dimensions: number of elements and 

interdependence of elements) and uncertainty-based complexity (sub-dimensions: uncertainty in 

goals and uncertainty in methods). In addition, Williams (1999) suggests that complexity is 

determined not only by on-going proliferation of elements (e.g., sub-dimensions) but also by 

simultaneous changes in project deadlines. Based on Williams’s structural complexity 

dimension, I propose that the most critical component of a project team’s structural complexity is 

related to the underlying project management structure. In the next section, I outline why this 

characteristic is the most influential factor for project teams and discuss its general effects on 

team processes and performance. 

Project teams are embedded within one or more organizational structures (i.e., functional 

departments) in which the projects are carried out (Liang et al., 2010). Project team performance 

has been demonstrated to vary according to the embedded project team structure that is used 

(Larson & Gobeli, 1989). Galbraith’s (1973) common framework distinguished types of project 

team structures on a continuum from functional structure to project structure. The middle section 

of the continuum is represented by a matrix structure that is “mixed” and includes elements of 

both the functional and project structures. Project teams in a functional structure are grouped into 

functional groups with the heads of each functional group responsible for their segments of the 

project. Within this structure, project team members are more likely to work with other team 

members who share their functional areas of expertise. This structure is suggested for use in 
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situations in which developing and maintaining special areas of expertise is important. However, 

it may not be the best structure for carrying out multi-disciplinary projects (Hobbs, forthcoming). 

In contrast, project team members in a project structure are formally assigned to work outside of 

the normal boundaries of their organization in a temporary project structure under the 

responsibility of a project manager. 

A salient feature of such a structure is the project team and project-based organization, 

especially for delivering multi-disciplinary projects (Arthaud-Day, 2012; Hortwitz & Horwitz, 

2007; Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2006). However, in practice a project team’s structure is much 

more complex than functional or project structures. Project teams typically operate in a matrix 

structure that involves a functional matrix, a project matrix, or a balanced matrix structure 

(Larson & Gobeli, 1985, 1989). Project team members in a matrix structure have two chains of 

command, one along functional lines and the other along project lines. These three matrix 

structures can be differentiated by the degree of and shifts in balance between the functional 

(vertical hierarchy) and project (lateral authority) structures (Katz & Allen, 1985; Kerzner & 

Cleland, 1985; Larson & Gobeli, 1987). Further adding to the complexity of the matrix structure 

are ongoing shifts in responsibility and authority throughout the duration of a project (Larson & 

Gobeli, 1989; Kerzner & Cleland, 1985; Nordqvist, 2004). In addition, project team structures 

can be embedded within a client’s organization. In such a case, project team members are 

merged with the clients’ employees to create a blended project team (Webber, 2008; Webber & 

Tori, 2004). Difficulties within blended project teams arise due the complex nature of and need 

for inter/intra-team and organizational boundary spanning (Bartsch et al., 2013). In short, this 

attribute of project team structural complexity captures the coordinative complexities associated 

with a project team’s embedded environment. Hence, I propose the following: 
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Proposition 3a: To the extent that a project team exhibits a functional structure, it will be 

less effective at carrying out projects that require a wider range of functional expertise 

experience than matrixed or projectized structures. However, a functional project team 

structure is likely to be more effective for developing and maintaining critical areas of 

project team expertise. To the extent that a project team is characterized by a projectized 

structure, the team will be more effective at carrying out multi-disciplinary projects than 

matrixed and functional structures due to the project manager’s greater authority to 

control the project team for the project’s duration and ability to draw on a broader pool of 

resources.  

 

Future examination of project teams should consider the effectiveness of a range of 

project team structures for a range of critical project team outcomes (e.g., productivity and 

turnover). There are several important issues to mention. The first concerns the nature and 

complexity of a project team’s structure. The second pertains to the stability of the structure over 

the course of the team’s life cycle. Both of these may be important—level of complexity and 

change over time—for team processes and performance. However, few systematic comparisons 

of project team structures have been attempted and those that have often ignore how team 

processes mediate team outcomes (Hobbs, forthcoming). Additionally, studies have failed to 

consider that distinct project structures may be used at different phases of a project’s life cycle 

and may operate differentially within the project team. Necessary and important research 

questions consider in particular how and which team coordination processes individual project 

team members should adopt to manage the varying influences of functional, matrixed, or blended 

project structures for optional team outcomes. It is also important to understand how these 

project team structures organize project team members into their defined roles for enhanced 

performance. The differences between the types of project structures are likely not only to 

increase the level of structural complexity but also to increase the level of disagreement and 

conflict around team member goals, evaluation, and role definition. 
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Research relating to boundary spanning and interdepartmental interaction emphasizes the 

importance of coordination for teamwork effectiveness (e.g., Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Griffin & 

Hauser, 1996). As a result, team coordination processes that are likely to attenuate the negative 

effects of project team structural complexity on team outcomes include communication 

(information-sharing) and goal setting (e.g., goal alignment between the project manager and 

functional manager) processes (Tesluk et al., 1997). When there is close goal alignment between 

project teams and a project’s structure, stakeholder-related structural complexity should 

diminish. In particular, goal-setting activities and information-sharing between the project team 

and its multiple and often conflicting reporting relationships should improve task coordination 

(i.e., synchronization of interdependent tasks) and reduce conflict across matrix/functional areas 

(Pelled & Adler, 1994). Project team goals build strong intra-team cohesion; however, efforts to 

align goals between the project team and its stakeholders will help to reduce uncertainty and 

complexity from the project team’s structure (Ancona & Caldwell, 1990; Pinto & Prescott, 1988) 

by promoting higher levels of cross-boundary cooperation (McDonough, 2000; Pinto, Pinto, 

Prescott, 1993). Shared and aligned goals also provide feedback on progress toward project goal 

achievement (Blake et al. 1964, Bartunek et al. 1996). Hence, I offer the following proposition: 

Proposition 3b: The extent to which a project team is characterized by a functional, 

matrixed, or blended structure determines its structural complexity due to the sustained 

nature of parallel project team and functional or client activities, dynamic changes in the 

levels of authority and responsibility, and boundary-spanning requirements. As project 

team goal alignment between the project manager and functional manager increases, team 

coordination processes should increase and the level of project team structural 

complexity should diminish and ultimately lead to improvements in project team 

performance. 
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High-Level Temporal Entrainment 

Ancona and Chong (1996) defined entrainment as “the adjustment of the pace or cycle of 

an activity to match or synchronize with that of another activity” (p. 253). Entrainment affects 

the behavior of individuals in teams embedded in organizations as well as team routines 

(Ancona, 1990; Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). Entrainment is central to externally focused teams, 

since the team environment and the temporal context both enable and constrain team functioning 

(Zellmer-Bruhn, Waller, & Ancona, 2004). Temporal entrainment has implications for project 

teams given the time-limited tasks that demand parallel activities and sustained coordination with 

multiple internal and external parties (Ancona, 1990; Gevers, Van Eerde, & Rutte, 2009; Marks 

et al., 2001; McGrath & Kelly, 1986; Nordqvist et al., 2004; Zika-Vitorsson et al., 2006). 

Entrainment in project teams is linked to external interruptions originating in the embedded 

temporal context. Project teams rely on external parties for resources such as funding, data, and 

services and, in turn, external parties also depend on the project teams’ deliverables and work 

outputs; thus project teams essentially depend on their complex entrained contexts (Ancona & 

Caldwell, 1992). As a result, project team members experience temporal entrainment in pace 

(i.e., the rate at which work is accomplished), activity cycles (i.e., complete execution of 

periodically repeated activity), and team rhythms (pauses or interruptions). For example, project 

teams experience entrainment when they are required to adjust their work to a particular pace 

due to an external deadline or are required to align their work activities with the repetition of an 

external cycle (i.e., product cycles).  

New technology (i.e., an external event) may also affect all ongoing projects and cause a 

project team or multiple project teams to pause while aligning their activities to a common 

rhythm. The timing of the project team’s internal pauses may also influence entrained pauses. 
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Even though a project team’s work is interrupted by countless events, not all interruptions are 

salient enough to motivate pauses of a discernable length. For example, some interruptions 

proceed from the natural flow of work within groups, such as those created by moving from one 

endogenous phase of work to another, as compared with those interruptions that proceed from 

external entraining forces. The following section describes how temporal entrainment (e.g., pace 

and cycles as well as rhythms) characterizes the work context of project teams. 

A project team experiences entrainment when the team’s endogenous pace or cycles 

becomes synchronized or matched with that of external pacers (i.e., a deadline) or multiple 

project teams align their activities to an external entraining entity (Ancona & Chong, 1996; 

Harrison et al., 2003; Kelly & McGrath, 1985; Levine, 1988; McGrath & Kelly, 1986; Zellmber-

Bruhn, Waller, & Ancona, 2004). Research indicates that, in addition to pace and cycles, that the 

team rhythms created by entrainment involve pauses or interruptions from internal or external 

parties between cycles or parts of a cycle (Staudenmayer, Tyre & Perlow, 2002). These entrained 

pauses have been demonstrated to act as triggers to motivate teams to change dysfunctional 

routines (Langer, 1989; Louis & Sutton, 1991). Pace and cycles, as well as rhythms, have 

implications for project team processes and performance. Research in this area has traditionally 

focused on transition processes to understand a team’s environmental conditions (Marks et al., 

2001). In particular, the primary focus has been on strategy formulation and planning. 

Researchers have demonstrated how planning and strategy selection, such as prior deliberation 

over plans, development of multiple and alternative plans, the anticipation of potential problems, 

quantity of shared information, and opportunities for participation offered to team members 

positively influence team effectiveness (Janicik & Bartel, 2003; Mathieu & Rapp, 2009; Mathieu 

& Schulze, 2006; Pritchard, Jones, Roth, Stuebing, & Ekeberg, 2001; Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999). 
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However, researchers are less clear about what mechanisms help a team pair entrained pauses 

with opportunities for change in order to overcome the negative routine-reinforcing effects of 

entrainment (Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2004). 

Limited attention has been paid to temporal coordination, the role of entrained pauses, or 

the paring (i.e., crossing points) of entrained pauses across multiple teams and actors (Standifer 

& Bluedorn, 2006; Zellmber-Bruhn, Waller, & Ancona, 2004). Temporal entrainment creates an 

opportunity for project teams to change their dysfunctional or undesirable routines (Zellmer-

Bruhn, Waller, & Ancona, 2004). The factors that increase the likelihood that a project team will 

engage in adaptive behavior (i.e., routine-enhancing behavior) during or as a result of an 

entrained pause are not well understood (Feldman, 2000; Zellmber-Bruhn, Waller, & Ancona, 

2004). If they are not managed effectively, undesirable routines may be unwittingly reinforced 

by entrainment. Researchers have primarily examined synchronization of team activity to an 

external pacer and teams that have worked on an unbroken series of a single or continuous type 

of task (i.e., one assigned project; Ancona & Chong, 1996, Harrison et al., 2003; McGrath & 

Kelly, 1986; Waller et al., 2002). For example, previous work has examined the role of deadlines 

(Gersick, 1988, 1989) and temporal shifts (Staudenmayer, Tyre & Perlow, 2002) in prompting 

changes in routines. Thus, a fuller understanding of how project team members identify 

occurrences of entrainment and positively manage its effects is needed. Studying entrainment 

within the context of project teams will provide beneficial insights into the successful 

management of such complex and interconnected relationships. 

Some teams’ entrained pauses motivate them to change routinized work activity (Gersick 

& Hackman, 1990; Langer, 1989; Louis & Sutton, 1991; Staudenmayer, Tyre & Perlow, 2002; 

Tyre & Orlikowski, 1994). A key factor in a team’s ability to change resides in its ability to view 
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pauses as a time for change, resulting in greater reflexivity in their routines and leading to the 

elimination of undesirable routines linked to entrainment. However, since project teams perform 

numerous non-static tasks within a web of relationships (i.e., multiple competing external pacers) 

and structural interdependencies (i.e., authority asymmetries), it is likely to be more difficult for 

these teams to change routines linked across numerous stakeholders. Such changes would require 

synchronized changes on the part of all external parties. This leads to the following question: 

How can project teams maximize opportunities for change provided by their entrained pauses? 

Team strategy formation processes are likely to be effective in aligning entrained pauses with the 

desired change. These processes help project teams engage in the necessary boundary-spanning 

activities to recognize which external parties interact with their routines as well as helping 

projects teams increase the level of shared understanding across embedded stakeholders. In 

particular, these team strategy processes should also help project team members more effectively 

use entrained pauses as opportunities to eliminate dysfunctional team routines. This should also 

provide a more definitive understanding of which entrained forces are most critical to particular 

team routines and help project teams better understand how many and how often entrained 

pauses occur as well as which external parties need to be aligned to best facilitate the change 

opportunities. Hence, I propose the following: 

Proposition 4a: Higher levels of project team entrainment-based pacing, cycles, and 

rhythms diminish team performance. The ability of a project team to work effectively in 

temporal entrained environments should increase as strategy formation processes 

facilitate a shared understanding between the project team and its embedded stakeholders 

(i.e., understanding who knows what, and who can do what, to interact effectively to 

change entrained work activities) and as project team coordination processes generate an 

optimal level of embedded interaction through project team collaboration and 

coordination. 
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The negative effect of temporal entrainment on project teams should diminish when 

project teams perform within a project-based organizational structure. The structures of project-

based organizations (PBOs) provide their project teams with governance processes that are 

ideally suited for managing a project team’s entrained forces (Hobday, 2000). In a PBO, a 

company’s departments and personnel are temporarily organized around each particular project 

(Kerzner, 2009). A PBO has the ability to foster interactions between team members while 

minimizing disruptions, overlaps, and conflict. Within a PBO, core business processes are 

organized within projects and the project is the primary business mechanism for coordinating 

and integrating all the main business functions of the firm (Hobday, 2000; Prencipe & Tell, 

2001). In contrast to other structures, a PBO is flexible and reconfigurable. Its structures, 

strategies, and capabilities are organized around the needs of projects, which often cut across 

firm boundaries. Such a structure helps circumvent traditional barrier to organizational change 

(Lindqvist, 2004; Sydow et al., 2004). PBOs are more likely to provide project teams with 

sufficient flexibility to identify and manage entrained forces. Their heavy reliance on projects 

gives project teams a high degree of authority, autonomy, and responsibility. Moreover, project 

managers within a PBO typically have elevated status, giving them direct control and authority 

over project operations; this also improves the level of flexibility and response time when 

managing entrained forces. Hence, I propose the following: 

Proposition 4b: The negative relationship between temporal entrainment and project 

team performance will weaken when project teams perform within a PBO structure, 

which allows for optimal flexibility, decoupling, responsiveness, and adjustment to 

entrainment forces as compared with functional and matrix structures. Project teams 

within PBO structures are more likely to proactively identify and manage entrainment, 

knowing what and how interactions (e.g., cycles, pace, and rhythms) are most effectively 

coordinated among participating stakeholders, thus achieving more effective project 

performance. 
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Defined Life Span 

One distinction between project and non-project teams is that project teams are a form of 

multi-staged temporary work arrangement used to create novel or unique outcomes (Bakker, 

2010; Bechky, 2006; Gersick, 1988; Jones & Lichtenstein, 2008; Pinto 2007; Tuner & Miller, 

2003). The project life cycle and a project’s phases are defining characteristics of a project 

team’s context. The project life cycle is adapted to the characteristics of a project and therefore 

can vary considerably (Hobbs, forthcoming). Project lifecycle approaches can range from the 

traditional waterfall approach (Davis, Bersoff & Comer, 1988) to niche approaches such as spiral 

life cycles (Boehm, 1988), agile methods (Takeuchi & Nonaka, 1986), and flexible life cycles 

(Highsmith, 2009). The project life cycle is managed by breaking the execution of a project into 

a series of discrete phases with fewer steps in each phase delineated by a clear beginning and 

ending (Pinto & Slevin, 1988). Project teams are conceptualized as a dynamic series of input-

process-output cycles or phases (Ancona, Okhuysen, & Perlow, 2001; Gersick, 1988; Marks et 

al., 2001). There are primarily three types of phase-to-phase team relationships: sequential, 

overlapping and parallel. Hence, how a project team chooses its phases and closes a phase (i.e., 

hand-off processes within or across project teams) varies by project team (Besner & Hobbs, 

2006). 

The defined life span has unique implications for project team members. Team 

membership is time-limited; members begin with a known start date and an anticipated end date. 

The life span can change both within each of a project’s phases as well as across all phases 

(Eskerod & Blichfeldt, 2005). Project team membership is subject to high member turnover 

(Seibert, Wang, & Courtright, 2011). Each phase can have its own life cycle and may involve 

new team members with specific skill sets and expertise. Project team members disband when 
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their skills and expertise have fulfilled their defined tasks (Chen et al., 2004; Chiocchio & 

Essiembre, 2009; Quintane et al., 201; van der Vegt et al., 2010). Hence, a defined life span may 

determine whether a team member is committed to the project team and its goals (Eskerod & 

Blichfeldt, 2005) and may compromise the team’s cohesiveness and thus its performance 

(Thamhian, 2004; Quintane et al., 2013). The end of a defined phase typically represents a 

logical time at which team members may terminate or transfer to the next phase. Teams rarely 

operate over the entire project life span unchanged in membership (Eskerod & Blichfeldt, 2005). 

Hence, a project team comprises members who may differ not only by skills or knowledge but 

also by tenure and have no collective history, posing a number of serious knowledge 

management challenges for team members who are expected to function in a new role and 

perform a new task (Eskerod & Blichfeldt, 2005). Project management practices (e.g., collecting 

and organizing knowledge held by team members, establishing connections between team 

members, and establishing a climate for knowledge-sharing) and the maturity of project 

management processes are associated with effective learning from experience on projects and 

positive team performance (Cope, Cope, Root, 2007). Hence, I propose the following: 

Proposition 5a: The lower the project team member turnover over the course of a 

project’s defined life span, the greater the likelihood that higher levels of project 

management practices will enhance team coordination, communication, collaboration 

related to the shared knowledge (e.g., critical project team tacit knowledge regarding the 

project history and function) that is needed to effectively complete project team tasks and 

ultimately improve team performance. 

 

The project life span has been demonstrated to moderate the effect of team processes on 

team outcomes (e.g., Zwikael & Aviram, 2010). However, the project life cycle has been used to 

a limited extent in studies on project teams (Hobbs, forthcoming, Uflacker & Zeier, 2011) and 

theories of team development often do not fully consider that team membership varies from 
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phase to phase (Kozlowski et al., 1999). For example, future project team research should 

consider the boundary conditions for project team turnover throughout a project’s phases. Given 

the temporary nature of project team membership and the frequent occurrence of project team 

member turnover, the use of onboarding and offboarding activities should attenuate the negative 

effects of these events. Onboarding refers to the process that helps new team members gain 

access to information, tools, and materials as well as learn the knowledge, skills, and behaviors 

they need to succeed (Anderson, 2001; Bauer & Erdogan, 2011). It is the responsibility of the 

project manager to consistently orchestrate the transition to a replacement in a way that causes 

the least disruption of the project team’s operations. During onboarding the project manager 

typically will assess how critical an outgoing team member was to the project, what skills are 

needed from the outgoing positions for the remainder of the project, and how to help a new team 

member become quickly engaged at the same knowledge level (Chen, 2005). Hence, I propose: 

Proposition 5b: The higher the level of project team turnover during a project’s defined 

life span, the greater the likelihood that the project team will experience difficulty 

completing project tasks due to deterioration of shared project team knowledge (e.g., 

critical project team tacit knowledge regarding the project’s history and function). The 

ability of project teams to operate effectively under such conditions is expected to 

increase as the project team increases its onboarding and offboarding activities.  

 

Intensive Workflow Arrangement 

The project team environment is characterized not only by a defined life span but also by 

the way project work is carried out. Project team members represent disparate functions and are 

expected to structure their workflow and execute unfamiliar tasks, obtain essential resources, and 

deal with multiple stakeholders (Ericksen & Dyer, 2004). The intragroup workflow dynamics 

(i.e., additive, sequential, reciprocal, and intensive) of project teams are characterized by 

fluctuating work demands, multiple role demands, uncertainty, complexity, and contingent 

events (Kerzner, 2009; Shenhar & Dvir, 2007; Turner et al., 2008). For example, changes in 



39 

tasks, priorities, or composition require reconfigurations of work patterns (Quintane et al., 2013). 

Project team work is characterized by intensive workflow arrangements between team members 

(Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009) The outcome of a workflow arrangement between team 

members is expected to result in novel, unpredictable, and complex tasks (Pinto, 2007, Shenhar, 

2001, Shenhar & Dvir, 2007). Adding to the complexity of work flow is overlap between two or 

more departments pursuing multiple approaches in parallel and independently of each other 

(Pinto & Pinto, 1990 & Prescott, 1993). Complex interdependencies among members of 

functional departments working together on project teams spawn various inter-/intra-team issues 

such as coordination, cooperation, communication, integration, and conflict across multiple 

functional areas and other organizational boundaries (Alpander, 1982; McCann & Galbraith, 

1981). 

Project team workflow is operationalized by project management principles and 

practices. The theoretical foundations of project management are based on systems theory 

(Boulder, 1956; Kerzner, 2006). As such, the discipline of project management emphasizes the 

application of rational coordinating mechanisms (i.e., formalized rules, controls, and procedures) 

and defined processes required to successfully plan and manage workflow throughout all phases 

(or stage-gates) of a project’s life cycle (Kerzer, 2006). Both the nature of the task and the 

project management practices vary by phase. Furthermore, as a discipline, project management 

asserts that all projects can be managed using these standardized and universally applicable 

processes, structures, and workflow techniques (Kerzner, 2006, PMI, 2009). For example, 

traditional project management assumes that uncertainties can be identified at the onset of a 

project and mitigated by the application of project risk-management tools and techniques 

(Davies, 2014). However, several scholars informed by contingency theory argue that these 
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traditional techniques are applicable to highly routine and predictable tasks and not able to cope 

with novel and unknown uncertainties (e.g., Brady & Hobday, 2011; Loch et al., 2006; Shenhar 

& Dvir, 2007; Sommer & Loch, 2004). As a result, it is likely that project teams will employ 

more adaptive and flexible workflow arrangements to manage changing workflow conditions 

optimally over time (Shenhar & Dvir, 2007). Hence, I propose the following: 

Proposition 6a: Increasing the pace of and rate of changes in project work tasks will 

make it more difficult for a project team to manage project uncertainty, complexity, and 

dynamic workflow conditions over a project’s life cycle. As project teams experience 

more task changes and new priorities, it becomes more likely that the project team will 

need to re-configure its inter-/intra-team workflow to best manage workflow dynamics 

and team performance. Under such conditions, project teams will likely learn to rely on a 

combination of workflow approaches (i.e., traditional as well as more adaptive) to 

effectively manage the dynamic nature of workflow conditions over time. 

 

Communication strategies and information-processing mechanisms make it possible to 

coordinate and structure work (Pinto & Pinto, 1990; Tushman & Nadler, 1980). Intra-project 

communication captures and maintains the flow of communication between members of a 

project team, whereas extra-project communication connects project team members to external 

sources (Lievens & Moenaert, 2000). Regimented project team communications are likely to 

positively moderate the relationship between intensive workflow arrangements and project team 

performance. A disciplined and controlled communication cadence that methodically outlines all 

critical impacts of changes and indicates how changes uniquely affect each team member will 

help to maintain the level of information needed for project success. The need for systematic 

communication processes becomes even more substantial as workflow reconfigurations (i.e., 

additive, sequential, reciprocal, or intensive) increase. Hence, I propose the following: 

Proposition 6b: Project teams with a regimented project team communication cadence 

that outlines the interdependent impact of changed work requirements and documentation 

methods that capture and distribute changed work requirements will likely improve a 
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project team’s shared expectations, commitment, and effective management of dynamic 

workflow arrangements, ultimately improving project team performance. 

 

Reciprocal and Progressive Learning 

An acknowledged benefit of project teams is that they are capable of creating and 

transferring knowledge, and also acquiring new knowledge from multiple sources (e.g., 

Gruenfeld, Martorana, & Fan, 2000; Levine, Higgins, & Choi, 2000; Moreland & Myaskovsky, 

2000; Paulus & Yang, 2000; Sense, 2009b; Stasser, Vaughn, & Stewart, 2000), which influences 

team learning processes and outcomes (Hinsz et al., 1997). Project teams provide organizations 

with a fast and flexible way to organize knowledge resources (Edmondson, 2002; Lampel et al., 

2008; Sydow, Lindkvist, & DeFillippi, 2004). Researchers (e.g., Kotnour, 2000; DeFillippi, 

2001; Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009) acknowledge the importance of project teams for 

learning, both within project teams (intra-project learning) and from the broader organizational 

environment (inter-project learning). Formally, project-based learning is generally defined as the 

creation and acquisition of knowledge within project ventures and the subsequent codification 

and transfer of this knowledge to an enduring environment (Prencipe and Tell, 2001; Scarbrough 

et al., 2004).  

Project teams, unlike stable teams, make project-based learning problematic. The 

temporary, time-bound, discontinuous nature of project work and the multidisciplinary nature of 

project teams make it challenging to access, combine, and apply knowledge (Edmondson & 

Nembhard, 2009; Sole & Edmondson, 2002; Sydow et al., 2004). For example, the project team 

environment often provides neither sufficient time for formal learning nor ideal learning 

conditions for knowledge acquisition and application (Brown & Duguid, 2001; Edmondson, 

2012; Pelled et al., 1999; Schippers et al., 2003). Furthermore, during the course of project work, 

actual sites of learning shift cyclically between the various teams and organizations that are 
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typically involved. In such a knowledge-distributed environment, there is minimal overlap of 

knowledge areas and limited time to build communal knowledge during a project’s defined life 

span. Moreover, researchers have shown that team members carrying out separate functions 

often struggle to understand each other and must resolve misinterpretations before they can learn 

from each other. Team members also find it difficult to span team boundaries, which is necessary 

for gathering and sharing knowledge outside the team (Bechky, 1999; Brooks, 1994; Dougherty, 

1992). As a result, project teams may be less likely to develop a shared knowledge base 

(Lindkvist, 2005; Wenger, 1998). 

The abovementioned factors may help to explain why there are mixed findings in the 

literature and suggest a need to theorize project-based learning in its own right, as distinct from 

team learning. As a result, this dimension seeks to address the distinct characteristics of project 

team learning that may constrain learning outcomes. In particular, the ambivalence in the 

literature regarding understanding the process of learning in project teams may stem from not 

fully recognizing the reciprocal and progressive learning requirements that co-exist with the 

phased approach to project management.  

Team learning is generally characterized as a multi-step learning process of trial and 

reflection, in which action is taken, assessed by team members, and modified to produce desired 

knowledge outcomes (Edmondson, Bohmer, & Pisani, 2001; Dewey, 1938; Gibson & 

Vermeulen, 2003; Sole & Edmonson, 2002). Dewey (1938), for example, conceptualized team 

learning as an iterative process of designing, carrying out, reflecting upon, and modifying 

actions. Edmondson (2003) described such team-learning behavior as incremental learning, 

which involves the gradual improvement of work processes or mastery of known tasks. 

Similarly, but more consistently with project team member learning characteristics and the 
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nature of project teams, I suggest that learning within project teams is more reflective of 

reciprocal and progressive learning behaviors. Moreover, the process of project team learning 

may begin with the start of a new project, at any in-progress phase, or by importation from prior 

projects (Frederiksen & Davies, 2008; Hass, 2006; Stinchcombe & Heimer, 1985; Yoo et al., 

2006). Hence, project team tasks involve reciprocal or back-and-forth learning and 

communication.  

The reciprocal learning process runs at a rapid tempo, requiring a high level of 

integration and collaboration among team members (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). Team members 

must manage the tasks and associated learning requirements for current and future work efforts. 

More specifically, at the beginning of a project team members must get up to speed on brand-

new topics quickly. As a project team progresses through its defined life cycle into later project 

phases and experiences the cumulative effects of multiple changes in a project’s scope, learning 

requirements amplify and become more progressive, precise and aggrandized (Chiocchio & 

Essiembre, 2009). 

This conceptualization of reciprocal and progressive learning behaviors within project 

teams is consistent with situated theories of learning, which presume that both social context and 

physical setting affect learning (Tyre & Hippel, 1997). A project team’s phases constitute a 

dynamic physical learning space and an embedded context in which situated learning arises 

(Sense, 2009b; Taylor & Felton, 1993). Thus, taking this view acknowledges that project team 

learning is situated in, and arises from, both localized project requirements and the defined 

project management methodologies for managing project activities (Sense, 2008, 2009a). As a 

result, given the complex nature of project teams, learning behavior requires the development of 

reciprocal learning, which is rooted in the repeated phases, and cycles of interaction within and 
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between project teams and their environment (Dornisch, 2002; Hedberg & Wolff, 2001). Teams 

must also learn progressively to maintain and decode the cumulative, elaborated, and dynamic 

learning requirements associated with on-going project changes (e.g., in membership, clients, 

tasks, and processes).  

Project teams adopt a number of approaches to manage project activities including 

iterative, incremental, and phased approaches. The traditional phased approach that is used in 

many industries divides a project into five phases: initiating, planning, executing, monitoring 

and controlling, and closing (PMBOK, 2001). Edmondson and colleagues (2001) identified 

“designing a team for learning” as one of the essential characteristics of successful team 

learning. Unlike the cardiac surgery team leaders in Edmondson’s (2001) study, project 

managers do not have full discretion over who will be assigned to their project teams. 

Additionally, as discussed above, project teams experience high member turnover, so each phase 

of a project will likely involve new team members with specific skill sets and expertise (Seibert, 

Wang, & Courtright, 2011). Hence, in a project team context, the phase of a project sets the 

foundation for the project team’s design for learning and in large part will determine how the 

project manager and team members manage the learning requirements associated with the project 

team’s deliverables. In a similar vein, Akgun, Lynn, & Reilly (2002) suggested that future 

studies of team learning within new product development teams should consider how team 

learning varies over the stages of product development processes, differing environmental 

conditions, and innovation types.  

Although some project teams may use variations on the project stage approach, specific 

tasks and learning requirements associated with a project’s goals occur in each phase. A project 

team is established during the initiating phase. Also during this phase, the project team 
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establishes a baseline relationship (i.e., the scoping out the project) with the customer and key 

internal and external stakeholders, and defines the activities required to organize and structure 

the team while working to define the goals and scope of the project as well as other team and 

project management procedures. Next, the planning phase is typically the longest and most 

important of the project life cycle. Team members use learned techniques to assess the project’s 

complexity, constraints (i.e., time, money, and scope), tasks, resource requirements, and risks. 

The output of this phase typically includes documents such as a preliminary schedule, a work 

breakdown structure, a resource plan, a communication plan, project standards and procedures, a 

preliminary budget, a statement of work, and a baseline project plan. Without proper planning, a 

project has a limited chance of success. During the execution phase, team members not only 

execute the baseline project tasks but also undertake new learning given progressively elaborated 

project- and team-related changes. Learning during the monitoring and controlling phase 

involves implementing corrective (i.e., scope changes) and preventative actions, when necessary, 

to control the execution of the project. The amount of learning required in one phase may shift in 

another phase as team members interact and priorities change over a project’s life span (Farh et 

al., 2010; Ford & Sullivan, 2004). 

As a project moves from its earlier to its later phases (e.g., passing through a series of 

stage-gates), learning requirements are likely to progressively and substantively increase 

(Cooper, 2008). More specifically, learning requirements that apply during the initiating and 

planning phases more likely involve rapid reciprocal learning to identify and establish baseline 

project requirements, whereas learning requirements during the executing and monitoring and 

controlling phases more likely involve cumulative or progressively elaborated learning to not 

only execute project work but also identify and implement corrective actions. Hence, factors that 
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help to explain project team learning outcomes are associated with the various learning 

mechanisms situated in a project’s phase-based or organizing context. Additionally, processes 

that support project team learning may need to be more finely attuned to the project context. 

Although there is a considerable body of literature on team learning, understanding the 

use of effective knowledge-sharing and integration processes in project teams, with and between 

projects, remains a major challenge (Almedia & Soares, 2014; Bartsch, Ebers, & Maurer, 2013; 

Pemsel & Wiewiora, 2013). Knowledge-sharing and integration processes are similar to Marks et 

al.’s (2001) conceptualization of transition and action team processes. More specifically, 

according to Lee (2001), knowledge-sharing processes involve transferring knowledge from 

persons, groups, or organizations, which may include knowledge about the object of the project 

and the knowledge required to execute the project. Project teams generate information at a high 

pace from a wide range of formal, informal, and unstructured sources (Caniels & Bakens, 2012) 

and, when a project ends, the learning context no longer exists. As a result, project teams face 

obstacles to capturing, reusing, and transferring project knowledge from one project to another 

(Jackson & Klobas, 2008; Newell et al., 2003; Newell et al., 2004; Prusak, 1997; Prencipe &Tell, 

2001).  

Given that the locus of project team learning shifts continuously across boundaries and 

lacks continuity and collective knowledge, how do project teams encode lessons from history 

and experience to build on and drive their learning outcomes? Without effective knowledge-

sharing processes, project teams may experience information losses and unsuccessful outcomes 

(Herbsleb & Mockus, 2003) as well as inefficiencies associated with wasting resources, 

reinventing the wheel, or repeating past mistakes (Boh, 2007; Pemsel & Wiewiora, 2013). Prior 

research has assumed that most knowledge-sharing mechanisms can be classified as either 
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formal or informal, and involve either personalization or codification (Hansen et al., 1999; 

Jordan & Jones, 1997; Nevis, Anthony, & Gould, 1995), but has not fully distinguished between 

these learning mechanisms (Boh, 2007; Choi & Lee, 2003). Hence, given the importance of 

knowledge-sharing in project teams, achieving a deeper understanding of how knowledge-

sharing processes influence the relationship between reciprocal and progressive project team 

learning and project team performance will contribute to constructing models and theories of 

learning and adaptive transfer. Hence, I propose the following: 

Proposition 7a: Project team learning (i.e., acquiring knowledge, skills, and experience) 

is likely to vary (i.e., proceeding at varying rates across phases) in each phase of a 

project. However, the conceptual knowledge and skills acquired during the initiation and 

planning phases provide the knowledge foundation for the project team and inform 

subsequent phases. As a result, project team learning is likely to be the most reciprocal in 

nature (i.e., exhibiting high rates of within- and cross-team learning) at the start of the 

project during the initiation and planning phases and most progressively elaborated (i.e., 

exhibiting cumulative rates of learning) during the executing, monitoring, and controlling 

phases.  

 

Proposition 7b: As a project team progresses from earlier phases (i.e., initiation and 

planning) into the later phases of execution, monitoring, and controlling, and undertakes 

complex progressively elaborated project changes, the need for project team member 

knowledge-sharing and transfer outcomes will likely increase. During these reciprocal 

and progressive learning episodes, knowledge-sharing and integration processes will 

likely lead to the effective capture and reuse of project-based learning within and 

between project teams.  

 

Discussion 

Organizations today use project teams in far more complex ways than in the past and, as 

a result, new targets for theory-driven empirical research have emerged. The nature of project 

teams has changed dramatically (Tannenbaum, et al., 2012). Although organizations increasingly 

rely on project teams, we have limited understanding of their defining characteristics or their 

implications for team process and performance (Kozlowski & Bell, 2008). This calls for a deeper 
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investigation of the theoretical implications of the project team approach for related research and 

the practical implications for project managers. Hence, in line with Kozlowski and Bell’s (2003) 

recommendation, this study focuses on the dimensions that underline the unique attributes of 

project teams and differentiate these teams from other team types. The study enhances our 

theoretical understanding of the relationship between projects and team effectiveness. Hence, the 

purpose of this typology is to shed new light on how the underlying characteristics remain 

central for our understanding of project team effectiveness.  

Theoretical Implications 

Interesting ideas have been set forth in this paper to test project team effectiveness. The 

theoretical propositions presented here were developed to indicate the impact of the proposed 

dimensions of project team functioning on team processes and performance. The theoretical 

rationale of the typology is that changing how a team functions along these dimensions, singly or 

in combination, can influence the nature and effectiveness of project team members; thus it 

provides a solid theoretical foundation for future empirical work. Based on a review of the 

project management and organizational psychology literature, I identified the following seven 

project team dimensions: (1) Team Membership Diversity (2) Multi-team Membership, (3) 

Structural Complexity, (4) High-level Temporal Entrainment, (5) Defined Life Span, (6) 

Intensive Workflow Arrangement, and (7) Reciprocal and Progressive Learning. Each of these 

dimensions highlights critical relationships concerning the nature of project team work, making 

it possible to draw implications for project team effectiveness. Theory-based research is needed 

for each of the seven project team dimensions.   

First, team theory-building should consider the effect of expertise diversity on team 

outcomes. Given the unique nature of project teams, the team membership diversity dimension 
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has important implications not only for team composition but also for team processes and 

performance. For example, task knowledge and expertise coordination are central factors related 

to team problem-solving, decision-making, creativity, and innovation. There is limited 

understanding of how various types of functional diversity (e.g., expertise, tenure, project 

management knowledge) may differentially affect team outcomes; thus future theory 

development should focus on examining the conditions under which various forms of team 

membership diversity help or hinder team performance. 

Second, theory development has considered primarily the traditional context of single-

project team membership in a stable team environment, in which team members work 

interdependently toward a common goal. It is, however, common for project team members to 

work concurrently as members of multiple teams. The number of MTMs, team member overlap, 

and task interdependence across multiple project teams can vary as well as shift over time. As a 

result, future theory-building is needed to more fully consider the effects of MTMs in a dynamic 

team environment on team overload and the various boundary conditions that illuminate the 

positive and negative effects of MTMs on team performance.  

Third, project team members undertake complex, non-routine tasks with uncertain 

outcomes in an embedded team environment. The concept of complexity in project teams is 

related to the underlying attributes of project team structure (i.e., functional, matrixed, or blended 

project structure). Future theory-building should consider both the nature of a team’s structure 

and the stability of that structure over the phases of the project’s life cycle as well as which team 

coordination processes best mediate the effect of various project structures on a range of 

important project team outcomes (productivity, turnover, satisfaction).  
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Fourth, it is likely to be more difficult for project teams than for other types of teams to 

change their routines. Since project teams do not exist in isolation from their temporal contexts, 

but rather operate within their embedded contexts that can include a host of internal (i.e., 

departments, divisions) and external (i.e., client organizations) interdependencies, they 

experience temporal entrainment in terms of pace, activity cycles, and team rhythms. Existing 

theory on the role of temporal entrainment has focused primarily on entrainment as a factor that 

maintains routines. However, more work is needed to understand how project teams can leverage 

entrained pauses in a way that both solidifies positive routine-reinforcing effects as well as 

overcomes negative team routines. 

Fifth, project teams are typically designed around multi-staged, short-term, and fluid 

activities. Compared with traditional team members, project team members typically spend less 

time on a team, enter/exit the team at varying points, and devote only a portion of their time to 

that team. Consequently, time spent working together, creating a shared experience and 

definition of a team, is reduced. Team theory has not fully considered the nature of project team 

membership for various project lifecycle approaches and phases; thus additional theory 

development is needed to support the study of the differential effects of a project team’s defined 

life span on various project team outcomes. 

Sixth, project teams operate within a dynamic work environment, where additional team 

demands can be imposed on team members by fluctuating workloads and intensive workflow 

arrangements. The aim of selected workflow arrangements used by project teams is to effectively 

manage workflow throughout a project’s life cycle. Since all projects differ in some respects they 

should not be managed by the same standardized workflow structures. Future theory 
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development should consider the application of more adaptive and flexible workflow 

arrangements that optimally manage a project team’s changing workflow conditions over time. 

Lastly, it is essential that project teams effectively acquire, maintain, and transfer 

knowledge from multiple sources both within and across project teams. A better understanding 

of what determines the occurrence and effectiveness of project team learning and knowledge-

sharing is needed. Future theory development is needed as well to shed light on the factors that 

explain project team learning and knowledge-sharing. There is therefore a need for research that 

explores the extent to which the project context (i.e., phase) explains outcomes associated with 

learning outcomes and knowledge-sharing at succeeding phases of a project’s life cycle.  

Implications for Research and Practice  

The typology of project teams presented here will facilitate future research by providing 

researchers with a parsimonious dimension-based framework that articulates the defining 

dimensions that are unique to project teams. Hence, the results of such research will provide 

empirical support for each dimension and will provide a more precise understanding of the 

underlying defining characteristics of project teams. In particular, the typology of project teams 

also provides a useful framework within which to examine the empirical and practical 

implications of project teams in other relationships related to project team leadership, design, and 

team training and development (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). The typology of project teams can, 

for example, be used to improve project team learning and training. Limited attention has been 

given to understanding the process by which individual learning emerges and manifests as 

collective learning (Kozlowski & Bell, 2008). Researchers have demonstrated that team learning 

is a process shaped by individual cognition, motivation, and behavior as well as by interactions 
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over time that manifest in team-level outcomes (DeShon et al.; Kozlowski & Bell, 2008; 

Kozlowski & Salas, 1997).  

The proposed typology of project teams unpacks and reveals the defining characteristics 

of project teams that influence individual and collective learning outcomes. It also identities team 

learning processes (i.e., knowledge-sharing and integration processes) as a potentially useful and 

potent leverage point for influencing project team learning. The embedded nature of project 

teams calls for examining vertical (i.e., collective emergence of learning) and horizontal 

knowledge transfer (i.e., transfer from the training to the performance context; Kozlowski et al., 

2000). Altogether, the typology provides a theoretical foundation for enhancing team training 

theory within the context of distributed and temporary project teams (Cannon-Bowers et al., 

1995; Kozlowski & Bell, 2007). 

The proposed typology can also be used to improve team design. For example, I 

recommend that theory-building focus on how to design an expert project team and other forms 

of project team composition (i.e., specifying, maintaining, and developing optimal patterns of 

team-member knowledge and skills); team member role design (i.e., enhancing the level of 

autonomy and interdependencies across team members and reducing team member role 

ambiguity); and MTMs (i.e., developing mechanisms to aid team member management of 

MTMs).  

Project leader actions may moderate critical relationships. Theorizing from this 

perspective conceptualizes the project leader as a critical influence on task and team outcomes. 

We know relatively little about the implications of project teams for effective leadership. Unlike 

more general models of team leadership (e.g., Kozlowski et al., 1996), the proposed typology 

illuminates the specific underlying characteristics of project teams that will build on existing 
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team leadership theory, elucidating how team leaders influence the relationship between project 

team members and team outcomes. 

Conclusion 

Organizational use of and reliance on project teams has continued to grow. Project teams 

have become an acknowledged value-creating work arrangement. The typology presented in this 

study has brought to light the defining characteristics of project teams. The proposed dimensions 

can be used individually or in combination. Hence it provides researchers with a more precise 

and parsimonious way to begin theory development regarding the effects of project team 

characteristics on team processes and performance. That is, the dimensions provide researchers 

with the key variables and constructs that can be use in investigating or testing certain factors 

that affect project team processes and performance. It is my hope that future researchers examine 

the factors associated with each of the dimensions individually, interactions between such factors 

that occur simultaneously, and the effects of these factors over time.  
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Table 1 

Classifications of Teams in the Literature  

 

Team 

Classification 

Approach  Project 

Team 

Mentioned 

Team Categorization 

Description 

Team Types Project Team 

Description/ Definition 

Argote & 

McGrath (1993) 

and McGrath et 

al. (1995) 

Task-based No Described three work group 

types by the relative primacy 

afforded to members and their 

characteristics, the project (i.e., 

task), or the technology 

1. Task forces 

2. Teams  

3. Crews 

Not provided 

Bell & 

Kozlowski 

(2002) 

Task-based No Theoretical model that 

distinguished virtual from 

conventional face-to-face teams 

based on four key characteristics 

(temporal distribution, boundary 

spanning, lifecycle, and member 

roles) considering the role of 

task complexity 

1. Virtual Teams  

2. Conventional 

face-to-face 

teams 

Not provided 

Cannon-Bowers, 

Salas, & 

Blickensderfer 

(1998) 

Task-based No Distinguished crews from other 

types of work teams 

1. Crew teams 

(e.g., military, 

medical, and 

aviation teams) 

Not provided 

(table continues) 
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Team 

Classification 

Approach  Project 

Team 

Mentioned 

Team Categorization 

Description 

1. Team Types Project Team 

Description/ Definition 

Cohen & Bailey 

(1997) 

Clustering 

Approach 

Yes Developed a heuristic 

framework for reviewing four 

types of teams 

2. Work  

3. Parallel 

4. Project 

5. Management 

“Project teams are time-

limited. They produce 

one-time outputs, such as 

a new product or service 

to be marketed by the 

company, a new 

information system, 

or a new plant (Mankin, 

Cohen & Bikson, 1996).” 

(Cohen & Bailey, 1997: 

242) 

De Dreu & 

Weingart 

(2003:744)  

Meta-

Analysis 

(Task-

Focused) 

Yes Categorized teams into four 

types 

1. Project  

2. Production  

3. Decision-

making 

4. Mixed 

"Project teams are teams 

that have a variety of 

group tasks, including 

(but not limited to) 

planning and decision 

making . . . the most 

uncertain, most complex, 

or least routine [as 

compared with 

production and decision-

making teams]" 

(table continues) 
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Team 

Classification 

Approach  Project 

Team 

Mentioned 

Team Categorization 

Description 

Team Types Project Team Description/ 

Definition 

Devine (2002)  

Clustering 

Approach  

No Developed a taxonomy 

that distinguished 14 

team types into two 

clusters based on 7 

underlying contextual 

dimensions 

Intellectual work teams   

1. Advisory teams 

2. Design teams  

3. Commission teams  

4. Executive teams 

5. Command teams  

6. Negotiation teams  

Physical Work Teams   

1. Service 

2. Production 

3. Performance  

4. Medical  

5. Response 

6. Military 

7. Transportation 

8. Sports  

Not provided 

Devine, Clayton, 

Philips, Dunford 

& Melner 

(1999:683-684) 

Task-based Yes Developed a taxonomy 

using two dimensions 

that differentiated team 

into four types 

1. Ad hoc project 

2. Ongoing Project 

3. Ad hoc production  

4. Ongoing production 

teams 

“Ad hoc project teams exist 

for a finite period of time to 

solve problems, make plans or 

decisions, or interact with 

clients or customers. Ongiong 

project teams are standing 

teams with relatively stable 

membership that solve 

problems, make plans or 

decisions, or interact with 

clients or customers.” 

(table continues)  
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Team 

Classification 

Approach  Project 

Team 

Mentioned 

Team Categorization 

Description 

1. Team Types Project Team Description/ 

Definition 

Dumaine (1994)  Organization

al-

effectiveness

/ HR-

practice 

focused 

No Framework for 

examining team-related 

HR practices for the 

most common team 

types 

2. Management  

3. Problem-Solving 

4. Quality Circles  

5. Work 

6. Virtual  

Not provided 

Driskell, Salas, 

& Hogan, 

(1987) 

Task-based No Developed a taxonomy 

for composing naval 

teams 

1. Navy teams Not provided 

Hackman (1990) Clustering  No Developed a 

classification system 

that categorized teams 

into seven types based 

on task type 

2. Top management 

teams  

3. Task forces  

4. Professional support 

groups  

5. Performing groups  

6. Human service 

teams   

7. Customer service 

teams 

8. Production teams 

Not provided 

Hall (1998) tbd No Classified teams into 

four types 

1. Management  

2. Problem-Solving  

3. Professional or 

technical support 

4. Performing 

Not provided 

(table continues)  
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Team 

Classification 

Approach  Project 

Team 

Mentioned 

Team Categorization 

Description 

Team Types Project Team Description/ 

Definition 

Hollenbeck, 

Beersma & 

Schouten (2012) 

Dimensional 

scaling 

approach 

Yes Differentiated team type 

by skill differentiation, 

temporal stability, and 

authority differentiation 

See Figure 1 for their 

framework for describing 

teams. Highlighted 

Student project teams 

Teams low on the temporal 

stability dimension  

Klimoski & 

Jones (1995:322) 

Task-based No Described teams that 

focus on gathering 

information in a real-

time environment and 

making decisions of 

serious consequence 

1. Command and 

Control team  

2. Executive  

3. Professional/technical 

4. Customer Service  

5. Production 

Not provided 

Lawler (1996)  Task-based  Yes  Identified five types of 

teams 

1. Management  

2. Project  

3. Problem solving  

4. Work 

Project teams can be formed to 

manufacture a particular 

product or deliver a service 

Matteson, 

Mumford, &  

Sintay (1999)  

Task-based No Developed a typology of 

team structures using six 

underlying dimensions 

1. Non-team  

2. Externally managed 

team  

3. Parallel suggestion 

team  

4. Problem-solving 

team   

5. Autonomous team  

6. Self-managed team  

7. Self-led team 

Not provided 

(table continues)  
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Team 

Classification 

Approach  Project 

Team 

Mentioned 

Team Categorization 

Description 

Team Types Project Team 

Description/ 

Definition 

Mohrman 

Tenkasi, Lawler, 

& Ledford. 

(1995) 

Task-based No Classified teams into four types 
1. Work teams  

2. Integrating teams 

3. Management teams  

4. Improvement teams 

Not provided 

Peeters, Van 

Tuijl, Rutte, & 

Reymen (2006)  

Meta-

Analysis 

(Personality-

focused) 

No Distinguished teams on time 

and the nature of the people 

1. Professional  

2. Student  
Not provided 

Saavedra, Earley, 

& van Dyne 

(1993) 

Task-based No Categorized work groups into 

four types using three 

dimensions of interdependence 

1. Pooled  

2. Sequential  

3. Reciprocal  

4. Team 

Not provided 

Salas, 

DiazGranados, 

Klein, Burke, & 

Stagl (2008)  

Meta-

Analysis to 

guide a 

taxonomic 

integration 

(Task & HR-

practice 

focused) 

No Distinguished between two 

team types to capture team 

member stability  

1. Ad hoc  

2. Intact 
Not provided 

Shonk (1992) Organization

al-

effectiveness

/ HR-practice 

focused 

No Classified teams into four types 
1. Suggestion Teams  

2. Problem Solving teams  

3. Semiautonomous teams  

4. Self-managing teams 

Not provided 

(table continues)  
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Team 

Classification 

Approach  Project 

Team 

Mentioned 

Team Categorization 

Description 

Team Types Project Team 

Description/ Definition 

Stevens & 

Yarish (1999) 

Task-based Yes Categorized teams 

into the same six 

classifications as 

Sundstrom (1999a) 

1. Production teams  

2. Service teams  

3. Management teams  

4. Project teams  

5. Action/Performance teams  

6. Parallel teams 

 

Sundstrom 

(1999a, 1999b) 

refined & 

extended 

Sundstrom & 

Altman (1989); 

Sundstrom et al. 

(1990) 

Task-

based/Cluste

ring 

Yes Distinguished six 

types to their 

degree of 

organizational 

authority, temporal 

duration, external 

linkage, whole-

team specialization, 

and within-team 

specialization.  

1. Production teams 

2. Service teams  

3. Management teams  

4. Project teams  

5. Action/Performance teams  

6. Parallel teams 

“Project teams are 

usually 

cross-functional, in 

which experts selected 

for their specialized 

skills come together to 

complete a highly 

specialized task within a 

defined time period, 

then disband.” 

(Sundstrom, 1999a, pp. 

20-21) 

(table continues) 
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Team 

Classification 

Approach  Project 

Team 

Mentioned 

Team 

Categorization 

Description 

Team Types Project Team 

Description/ Definition 

Sundstrom & 

Altman (1989); 

Sundstrom et al., 

(1990) 

Task-based 

(Ecological 

view)  

Yes Identified four team 

types according to 

degree of internal 

differentiation and 

internal integration 

1. Advice/involvement teams  

2. Production/service teams 

3. Project/development teams  

4. Action/Negotiation Teams 

Characterized as 

heterogeneous groups of 

white-collar 

professionals 

collaborating on one-of-

a-kind projects whose 

operations are only 

weakly linked to the 

organization's day-to-

day activities. 

Sundstrom et al. 

(2000) 

integrated the 

Sundstrom et al. 

(1990) 

Task-based Yes Distinguished six 

team categories 

based on task type 

1. Production  

2. Service  

3. Management  

4. Project   

5. Action and Performing  

6. Advisory 

Project teams are 

temporary entities that 

execute specialized 

time-constrained tasks 

and then disband (e.g., 

new product 

development or 

services). 
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Table 2 

Dimensional based Team Typologies 

 

Authors Overall Description/Purpose Underlying Dimensions 

Andreatta, P. B. (2010) Compositional Characteristics of 

Interdisciplinary teams 

1. Temporal Nature of Team Member 

2. Temporal Nature of Team Membership or 

Personnel Functioning in roles 

Bell, B. S., & 

Kozlowski, S. W. 

(2002) 

Characteristics that differentiate virtual teams 

from conventional teams and 4 characteristics 

that distinguish different types of virtual teams  

1. Spatial Distance 

2. Technology mediation of information, data, and 

personal communication 

3. Temporal Distribution 

4. Boundary Spanning 

5. Lifecycle 

6. Member Roles 

Devine, D. J., Clayton, 

L. D., Philips, J. L., 

Dunford, B. B., & 

Melner, S. B. (1999) 

Typology of team types  1. Temporal Nature/Duration 

2. Product Type 

Evaristo, R., & van 

Fenema, P. C. (1999) 

Project management types based on the 

number of projects and sites   

1. Project Location 

2. Project Type 

Hollenbeck, J. R., 

Beersma, B., & 

Schouten, M. E. (2012) 

Dimensional Scaling Model for Team 

Description 

1. Skill Differentiation 

2. Authority Differentiation 

3. Temporal Stability 

Ishak, A. W., & Ballard, 

D. I. (2012) 

Typology of action teams 1. Team Task Goals 

2. Evaluation Standards of team success 

3. Team members’ expectations of improvisation 

4. Team Task/Performance Focus 

5. Timing of Performance  

(table continues)  
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Authors Overall Description/Purpose Underlying Dimensions 

Kozlowski, S. W. J. & Bell, B. S. (2003) Typology of Team Complexity (extends 

Kozlowski et al. 1999) 

1. External Environment/ Organizational 

Context 

2. Workflow Interdependence 

3. Team Member Composition 

4. Team Temporal Characteristics 

Sundstrom, E., De Meuse, K. P., & 

Futrell, D. (1990) 

Framework depicts the main dimensions 

for work team effectiveness  

1. Work Team Differentiation 

2. External Integration 

3. Work Cycles 

4. Typical Outputs  

Sundstrom, E., McIntyre, M., Halfhill, T., 

& Richards, H. (2000) 

Five broad categories for Work Group 

Effectiveness (adapted portions of Cohen 

& Bailey, 1997) 

1. Organizational Context / Systems or 

features of the host organization 

2. Group Composition and Size 

3. Group Work Design 

4. Intragroup Processes 

5. External Group Processes  
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Table 3 

Project Team Dimensions and General Team Dimensions 

 

Project Team 

Dimensions  

Core Defining Attributes (Sub-Dimensions) Related General Team Dimensions 

Dynamic & 

Diverse 

Membership 

Diverse 

 Functional & Cultural Diversity/Dissimilarity 

(i.e., Knowledge & Information 

Heterogeneity) 

 Relational Dissimilarity (i.e., Geographic 

separation/dispersion?) 

Dynamic 

 Multi-Team Membership 

 Membership Shifts (Planned and Unplanned)  

 Skill Differentiation (Hollenbeck et al., 2012)  

 Spatial Distance & Member Roles (Bell & 

Kozlowski, 2002) 

  Project Location & Type (Evaristo et al., 1999) 

 Work Team Differentiation (Sundstrom et al., 1990)  

 Team Member Composition (Kozlowski et al., 

2003)  

 Group Composition & Size (Sundstrom et al., 2000) 

 Temporal Distribution (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002) 

 Team Temporal Characteristics (Kozlowski et al., 

2003) 

Structural 

Complexity 
 Multi-command/reporting structure  

 Functional and Project Hierarchies 

 Embedded within multiple organizations 

 Multi-sources of Uncertainty & Constraints 

 Authority Differentiation (Hollenbeck et al., 2012) 

  Boundary Spanning (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002) 

 External Environment /Organizational Context 

(Kozlowski et al., 2003) 

 External Integration (Sundstrom et al., 1990) 

  Organizational Context (Sundstrom et al., 2000) 

  Group Work Design (Sundstrom et al., 2000) 

  External Group Processes (Sundstrom et al., 2000) 

(table continues) 
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Project Team 

Dimensions  

Core Defining Attributes (Sub-Dimensions) Related General Team Dimensions 

High-Level 

Temporal 

Entrainment 

 High Coordination/Synchronicity 

 Sustained collaboration 

 Extreme Time pressure (e.g., heightened sense of 

urgency) 

 Time Scarce Conditions  

 Unique & Discontinuous (Task Environment) 

 None Identified 

Defined Life 

Span 
 Multi-Staged  

 Temporary Life Span 

 Project Life Cycle & Phases 

 Mixed/limited Collective Histories 

 Temporal Stability (Hollenbeck et al., 2012)   

 Temporal Nature/Duration (Devine et al., 1999) 

 Work Cycles (Sundstrom et al., 1990) 

Intensive 

Workflow 

Arrangement 

 Continuous Work Reconfiguration  

 Complex Information Processing  

 Project Management Practices 

 Incremental Improvements 

 High Uncertainty  

 Lifecycle & Technology Mediation of Information, 

data, and personal communication (Bell & 

Kozlowski, 2002)  

 Workflow Interdependence (Kozlowski et al., 2003) 

  Intragroup Processes (Sundstrom et al., 2000) 

 

Reciprocal 

and 

Progressive 

Learning 

Reciprocal  

 Knowledge integration and transfer within 

and across projects 

Progressive  

 Elaboration of Learning 

 Knowledge intensive work 

 High Ambiguity 

 

 None Identified 
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Table 4 

Project Team Typology: Dimensions and Sub-Dimensions  

 

 

 

Dynamic & Diverse 
Team Membership

• Complex inter-
professional & inter-
organizational multi-
project team 
membership

• Relational 
Dissimiarity

• Informational 
Diversity

• Multi-Team 
Membership

• Membership Shifts 
(Planned & 
Unplanned)

Structural Complexity

• Multi-command/ 
Reporting Structure/ 
Accountablities

• Multiple Sources of 
Uncertainity & 
Contraints

• Complex Multi-team 
Performance mgt & 
rewards

High-Level Temporal 
Entrainment

• Temporal Nature 
(Stability & 
Uncertaintiy)

• Work Synchronity 

• Mix/Intra/Inter 
member histories

Defined Life Span

• Project Life Cycle

• Continuous 
Reconfiguration of 
Work Patterns

• Incremental 
Improvements

Intensive Workflow 
Arrangment

• Transportable 
Teamwork 
Compentencies

• Continous Knowledge 
Synthesis, Sharing/ 
Exploitation, 
Integration/ 
Covergence & 
Transfer within & 
across Projects

• Structured plan for 
Project Management

Reciprocal and 
Progressive Learning

• Relational & 
Progressive Learning

• Continous 
Communication 
Decoding & Encoding

• On-going/Emergent, 
Iterative & 
Intemediary Learning 
Processes
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Abstract 

Despite the increasing prevalence of multiple team membership work arrangements, the 

literature has largely continued to focus on single-team membership. Researchers have assumed 

that teams perform in a bounded and stable environment and that their tasks are predictable in 

content and duration. Currently, however, individuals increasingly serve on more than one 

organizational team simultaneously. Therefore, they need to balance their multiple team roles 

responsibly. The study tested aspects of O’Leary’s et al. (2011) theoretical model. It drew on 

existing theory and research on team emergent states and team process to develop and test 

hypotheses regarding their role to partially mediate the relationship between multiple team 

membership status and team performance and team satisfaction. A laboratory experiment 

involving 97 teams of 4 members (397 undergraduate students) largely supported these 

hypotheses and indicated that team trust, team mistrust, and team identification partially 

mediated the effects of multiple team memberships on team satisfaction and performance. These 

findings indicate that is important to consider not only multiple team membership but also team 

processes. 
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Introduction  

In the changing world of teams, multiple team membership (MTM) is a work 

arrangement in which individuals are concurrently members of two or more teams for a given 

period of time (O’Leary, Mortensen, & Woolley, 2011). This work arrangement is the new 

frontier for knowledge-intensive work teams, and it has emerged as a common team structure. 

MTM therefore merits greater theoretical and empirical attention if we are to understand its 

effects on team processes as well as team outcomes (Bertolotti, Mattarelli, Vignoli, & Macri, 

2015; Chan, 2014; Mortensen, Woolley, O’Leary, 2007; O’Leary et al., 2011). Research shows 

that multiple team memberships are part of normal business operations in numerous industries 

and occupations (Bedwell, Salas, Funke, & Knott, 2014), involving somewhere between 65% 

and 95% of knowledge workers in the United States and Europe (Martin & Bal, 2006; O’Leary 

et al. 2011; Zika-Viktorsson, Sundström, & Engwall, 2006). Moreover, Chudoba, Wynn, and 

Watson-Manheim (2005) found that, in a sample of over 1,200 employees at Intel, more than 

60% were members of three or more teams concurrently. In fact, many team members serve 

simultaneously on five or more teams (Lu, Wynn, Chudoba, & Watson-Manheim, 2003). 

Surprisingly, most studies on teams within both the project management and 

organizational psychology literatures have been dedicated primarily to the paradigm of single 

team membership, with few studies addressing how multiple team memberships (and their 

associated team roles, responsibilities, and tasks) held by members influence team processes and 

performance (Chudoba & Watson-Manheim, 2007; Mathieu, Maynard, & Rapp, 2008; O’Leary, 

et al., 2011; Tannenbaum, Mathieu, & Salas, 2012). Scholars have urged for future research to 

examine the relationship between MTM and team performance (O’Leary et al., 2011) because 

multiple team memberships are thought to affect a variety of team processes (e.g., team 
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psychological safety) and outcomes (e.g., team satisfaction, team productivity, and team 

performance). As a result, scholars from both the project management literature (e.g., Bendoly, 

Swink, & Simpson, 2014; Caniels & Bakens, 2012) and organizational psychology literature 

(e.g., O’Leary et al., 2011; Tannenbaum et al., 2012; Wageman & Gardner, 2012) have joined 

the call to address the positive and negative effects associated with increasingly prevalent MTM-

based work arrangements (e.g., Cooke-Davies, 2007; Tannenbaum et al., 2012).  

On the one hand, according to knowledge acquisition theories, the assignment of team 

members to multiple project teams is believed to improve knowledge sharing and productivity 

for teams operating at moderate levels of multiple team memberships (involving perhaps three 

teams) because it allows team members to transfer knowledge from one context to another and 

use their time efficiently (Bertolotti et al., 2015; Lindkvist, 2004; O’Leary et al., 2011). 

However, researchers have yet to determine the actual number of multiple team memberships 

associated with optional performance. On the other hand, switching between team contexts 

results in an overload of job demands and role stress (Pluut, Flestea, & Curseu, 2014). In 

particular, the need to allocate time across multiple projects puts team members under time 

pressure and provides them with fewer opportunities to complete their tasks and search for new 

ways to improve team efficiency (Bertolotti et al., 2015). For example, team members on 

multiple teams must manage and demonstrate evidence of progress to multiple project managers. 

Moreover, attention diffusion across multiple teams leads to impaired team-level work processes 

(e.g., team process load) and leads to impaired team performance (Bertolotti et al., 2015; 

Wageman, Gardner, & Mortensen, 2012). Hence, research is needed to examine these competing 

perspectives.  
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Only recently have scholars begun building a body of theoretical and empirical work on 

the relationship between MTM and team performance (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 2013, 2015; Chan, 

2014; Cummings & Haas, 2012; O’Leary et al., 2011; Pluut et al., 2014). As a result, there are 

limited, and sometimes inconsistent, findings pertaining to the effects of individuals working 

concurrently on two or more teams. The first theoretical MTM model was presented by O’Leary 

et al. (2011), who suggested that two distinct and related dimensions drive the effects of MTM 

on team outcomes, namely the number of teams on which an individual is concurrently working 

and the variety of team memberships (i.e., diversity in tasks, technologies, locations, etc.). Such 

teams are posited to have an inverted curvilinear relationship between number of multiple team 

memberships and team productivity and team learning, so that the more teams an individual is 

concurrently on, holding variety constant, the more productivity yet the less learning there will 

be. In addition, O’Leary et al. proposed that the more variety there is within the teams, holding 

the number of team memberships constant, the more learning yet the less productivity there will 

be. In short, their model suggests that multiple team memberships can enhance productivity and 

learning, but only if the countervailing effects of number and variety are balanced. 

To the best of my knowledge, there are four empirical examinations of multiple team 

memberships (discussed in the following section) since the publication of O’Leary et al.’s (2011) 

theoretical model. As theorized in O’Leary et al.’s first proposition, each of these studies has 

focused primarily on testing the relationship between the number of teams of which individuals 

are concurrently members and team outcomes (e.g., Bertolotti, et al., 2015; Chan, 2014; 

Cummings & Haas, 2012; Pluut et al., 2014). Although the number of multiple team 

memberships may have important implications, I suggest that it is also important to not only 

consider how these work arrangement influence team outcomes but also relevant team processes, 
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in particular, team emergent states and behavioral processes that influence the nature of this 

relationship. Moreover, as O’Leary et al.’s study suggested, there are team-level factors that 

complicate the relationship between MTM and team performance. As a result, my focus on team-

level processes allowed for a deeper examination of the positive and negative effects operating 

through different processes.  

Hence, my goal is to extend this nascent stream of MTM research by testing a variety of 

indirect effects between the MTM-team performance relationship as well as the MTM-team 

satisfaction relationship through the lens of team emergent states and behavioral processes. In 

particular, in this study within a laboratory setting (see Figure 1 for the conceptual model), I 

examine the mediating effects of team emergent states and behavioral processes on the 

relationship between MTM status and team outcomes. MTM status is operationalized in terms of 

(a) teams with members who have multiple team memberships (MTM status), (b) teams in which 

half of the team members have a single team membership and the other half of the team 

members have multiple team memberships (mixed MTM status), and (c) teams where members 

have no multiple team memberships (no MTM).  

I hope to provide a more complete view of the effects of MTM status on team outcomes 

by considering not only the main effect of MTM status on team performance and team 

satisfaction but also the indirect relationship between MTM status and team outcomes through 

various team emergent states and team behavioral processes (e.g., team psychological safety 

climate, team identity, team trust/mistrust, and team intent to share information). As MTM as a 

team work design feature continues to become more commonplace in organizations, an enhanced 

understanding is critically needed of the intervening processes that enable such teams to 

orchestrate taskwork activities for goal accomplishment. Furthermore, because two of the three 
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critical components of team effectiveness includes not only team performance but also team 

member-satisfaction with and commitment to a team (Hackman, 1987; Hackman & Morris, 

1975), I examine the influence of MTM status on both of these key team outcomes. In this way, I 

hope to enhance understanding of the black box between MTM status and these team outcomes 

as well as to reconcile some of the mixed findings and contribute to the emerging MTM 

literature.  

Theoretical Background  

Multiple Team Memberships and Load Balancing  

The small body of researchers examining MTM has typically measured the number of 

multiple team memberships as the number of other teams members of a focal team are on in a 

given period of time (e.g., Cummings & Haas, 2012; Bertolotti et al., 2013). Based on theories of 

knowledge acquisition (Cummings, 2004; Zellmer-Bruhn, 2003) and attention (Hansen & Haas, 

2001, O’Leary et al., 2011) having multiple team memberships concurrently will affect team 

performance. In particular, O’Leary et al.’s first proposition was, “The relationship between the 

number of teams individuals are members of and productivity [performance] at the individual 

and team levels is curvilinear; the positive relationship increases at a decreasing rate and 

eventually turns negative” (O’Leary et al., 2011, p. 468). Moreover, O’Leary et al. suggested, 

when the number of multiple team memberships is very low, team members will not engage in 

processes that generate new ways of improving efficiency because they have enough time and 

resources to complete their tasks. In contrast, when the number of multiple team memberships is 

very high, team members’ cognitive attention is overloaded, diminishing productivity. Finally, at 

moderate levels of multiple team memberships, team members will be prompted to develop 
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better team-level work practices and pay more attention to how they allocate their time to 

complete their concurrent work tasks. 

The first known empirical examination of the effects of MTM on team outcomes was 

conducted by Cummings and Haas (2012). Specifically, in a multi-level study, these authors 

examined the antecedents to MTM and the effects of team members’ time allocation on team 

outcomes. They found, at the team-level, that performance was superior not only for teams 

whose members allocated a greater proportion of their time to the focal team, but, contrary to 

their prediction, performance was also higher for teams whose members allocated time to a 

greater number of teams concurrently. In short, Cummings and Haas’s finding that a higher 

number of multiple team memberships was positively related to team performance was not 

consistent with O’Leary et al.’s (2011) theoretical model.  

Chan (2014) examined the effects of multiple team memberships of engineering project 

team members on individual and team-level outcomes. Support at the individual-level was found 

for the curvilinear relationship between concurrent MTM and individual performance. However, 

Chan’s team-level findings were inconsistent with O’Leary et al.’s (2011) first proposition. Chan 

found a positive relationship rather than an inverted-U shape relationship at the team-level, in 

particular, finding that a large number of multiple team memberships in a focal team allowed the 

team members to integrate diverse sources of knowledge and resources into their focal teams’ 

work. Thus, neither of these studies found team-level empirical evidence for the negative impact 

of having too many multiple team memberships on team performance. Instead of finding an 

inverted-U shape, they found a positive linear relationship. 

Pluut et al. (2014) examined whether the fragmentation of time across multiple teams is 

related to job demands and job resources. They found that as the number of multiple team 
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memberships over which members had to distribute their time increased, the members 

experienced increased demands associated with team-related work (i.e., communication, 

coordination, job stain conflict) but not task work (i.e., task load). However, Pluut and colleagues 

did not test how the fragmentation of time across multiple teams affects focal team performance. 

The number of multiple team memberships that a team member has may be high but the 

corresponding time fragmentation across these teams could be low. Thus, controlling for the 

amount of time allocated across teams should be particularly important for understanding the 

extent to which the number of multiple team memberships affects team performance.  

More recently, Bertolotti et al. (2015), using a sample of R&D project teams, examined 

the relationship between MTM and team performance. They found empirical support for the 

existence of an inverted U-shaped relationship between MTM and team performance such that 

teams whose members are engaged simultaneously in too few or too many teams experience 

inferior performance, thus supporting O’Leary et al.’s (2011) theoretical model (Proposition 1). 

Hypothesis Development 

We lack consistent evidence of the team-level effects of working concurrently on 

multiple teams on team outcomes. Multiple team membership status may have positive or 

negative effects on team outcomes. All of the aforementioned empirical studies were conducted 

in field settings. Hence, I propose two research questions that seek to clarify the consequences of 

O’Leary and colleagues’ first proposition using a controlled laboratory setting to test the main 

effect of MTM status on team performance and team satisfaction. Later, I derive hypotheses 

related to the mediating effects of this relationship.  

Research Question 1: At the team-level, does MTM status relate to team performance and 

team satisfaction?  

 



 

112 

 

Research Question 2: At the team-level, is MTM status negatively associated with team 

psychological safety climate, team trust, team identification, and team intent to share 

information? 

 

Focus of the Investigation  

Mediating Factors: Team Psychological Safety Climate, Team Trust, Team Identity, Team 

Intent to Share and Team Actual Information Sharing 

 

The primary focus of this study will be to test several mediating team process variables 

between MTM status and team outcomes. Moreover, numerous team scholars have highlighted 

the importance of considering the processes that teams use to interact with each other and 

achieve their goals (e.g., Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2007; Marks, Mathieu, & 

Zaccaro, 2001). As a result, I consider not only whether MTM status is related to team 

performance and satisfaction but also whether team process variables (e.g., team emergent states 

and behavioral processes) explain the unique variance or differences in how teams with different 

MTM status configurations perform. That is, through particular team processes, the effect 

multiple team membership status may be positively associated with team outcomes. Through 

other team processes, MTM status may be negatively associated with team outcomes.  

Hence, this approach should more fully illuminate the processes through which teams 

with different MTM status configurations either positively or negatively realize their collective 

goals. Thus, it can further clarify O’Leary et al.’s (2011) untested second proposition, which 

suggests that MTM variety negatively impacts learning and performance. MTM variety is 

conceptualized in this study through the lens of various MTM status configurations (no MTM, 

mixed MTM, and MTM). Furthermore, it seems that no study to date has explicitly tested a 

mediation model in a laboratory setting whereby the effects of multiple team membership status 

on team performance and team satisfaction are proposed to be mediated by team process 
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variables (i.e., team emergent states and behavioral processes—for a detailed review of the 

construct definitions for emergent states and team process, see Marks et al., 2001). In the 

sections to follow, I develop hypotheses for each of the mediating relationships between teams 

with different MTM status configurations and team satisfaction and performance.  

Team psychological safety climate. A team member’s sense of psychological safety in 

his or her project team is likely to be shaped by ongoing interpersonal interactions with 

teammates. Little is known about the circumstances under which team psychological safety 

climate facilitates performance benefits for teams with different MTM status configurations. 

Psychological safety refers to a shared belief held by teammates that the team is safe for 

interpersonal risk taking (Edmondson, 1999). Moreover, this construct captures the extent to 

which team members perceive the consequences of taking interpersonal risks in their team work 

environment given the team’s particular interpersonal climate (Edmondson, 1999). According to 

Edmondson (2004), team members are likely to “engage in a kind of tacit calculus at micro-

behavioral decision points, in which they assess the interpersonal risk associated with a given 

behavior” (p. 4).  

Team interpersonal risk taking entails such actions as asking questions, seeking help, or 

seeking feedback. As a result, these team member interactions are likely to affect the shared 

experiences and perceptions about the team’s psychological safety. Researchers have 

demonstrated that psychological safety is higher on teams whose members believe that if they 

make a mistake, other team members will not penalize them for asking for help, information, or 

feedback (Edmondson, 1999, 2002, 2007). This shared belief fosters the confidence within the 

team to engage in interpersonal risk taking and thereby improves team outcomes. Empirical 

support was found for four types of teams (management, new product development, staff 



 

114 

 

services, and production) in which psychological safety improved team learning, which also 

improved team performance (Edmondson, 1999). Moreover, Edmondson (2002) suggested, 

without psychological safety, teams are less likely to accomplish team goals since team members 

are more focused on self-protection and avoidance behaviors. As a result, in the presence of team 

psychological safety, team members should contribute more ideas, volunteer unique information, 

and engage in constructive decision-making because time is not wasted on regulating 

interpersonal risk taking (Bradley, Postlethwaite, Klotz, Hamdani, & Brown, 2012; Edmondson, 

1999; Schulz-Hardt, Brodbeck, Mojzisch, Kerschreiter, & Frey, 2006).  

Prior research has also found that psychological safety is especially important in 

predicting performance for teams working under conditions of high ambiguity (Mumford, 2000) 

and that psychological safety can vary across teams (Edmondson, 1996, 1999). Teams working 

in a MTM context are characterized by high ambiguity (Mortensen et al., 2007; O’Leary et al., 

2011; Zita-Viktorsson et al., 2006). Hence, the team psychological safety climate for teams with 

no MTM status as opposed to teams with either mixed MTM or MTM team status are likely to 

have different perceptions and beliefs about probable team interpersonal consequences. In 

particular, it is likely that teams with either mixed MTM or MTM status may have attenuated 

levels of team psychological safety climate.  

Research has demonstrated that in the context of a traditional team (e.g., a team with no 

MTM status), team members may feel the need to manage the risk of being seen as ignorant, 

incompetent, negative, or disruptive when they avoid engaging in interpersonal behaviors (i.e., 

learning behavior; Edmondson, 2002). This risk to avoid engaging in interpersonal behaviors is 

likely to be even more pronounced for teams with different MTM status configurations (Turnley 

& Bolino, 2001). Kahn (1990) described this avoidance behavior as personal disengagement. 
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Additionally, because team members with different MTM status configurations are working 

simultaneously with team members on several project teams, their collective psychological 

safety will likely be lower than for teams with no MTM status. As a result, team members with 

different MTM status configurations are likely to be reluctant to seek feedback or information or 

to ask questions, thinking that the information is something they were already expected to know. 

Thus, they avoid the risk and associated consequences of appearing out of touch and not up-to-

date on the team’s tasks (Brown, 1990). Therefore, I expect a higher level of psychological 

safety team climate to facilitate positive team working conditions that enhance the willingness 

for teams with no MTM status as opposed to team with either mixed MTM or MTM status to 

more fully participate in team decision-making activities and ultimately achieve improved team 

outcomes. Accordingly, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 1a. Psychological safety will mediate the relationship between MTM status 

and team satisfaction. 

 

Hypothesis 1b. Psychological safety will mediate the relationship between MTM status 

and team performance. 

 

Team trust and team mistrust. Trust is known as a key factor for interaction among team 

members (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). It is a psychological state and an exchange process that is not 

necessarily mutual and reciprocal (Brower, Schoorman, & Tan, 2000). Trust involves some level 

of dependence on a team member to the extent to which the team member believes in and is 

willing to base his or her own actions on another teammates’ actions and decisions to take further 

action (Luhmann, 1988; Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998). Yet, studies of the 

antecedents and consequences of team members’ trust in a traditional team context are scarce 

(Lau & Liden, 2008) and essentially nonexistent for teams in the MTM team context. To address 
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this critical issue, in the present study, I attempted to identify trust as a potential mediator of the 

MTM-team performance relationship and MTM-team satisfaction relationship. 

Trust has been defined as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of 

another party” (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995, p. 712). Trust is typically associated with 

ability, benevolence, and integrity of the trustee (Mayer et al., 1995). Moreover, trust comprises 

both affective and cognitive components (McAllister, 1995). Affective trust captures the 

emotional ties among teammates and the cognitive dimension of trust has to do with our choice 

of who each team member chooses to trust, as well as with the circumstances and rationale on 

which they used as a basis for their choice (McAllister, 1995). Further, these components also 

reveal the directional nature of trust (both unidimensional and multidimensional), how a team 

member trusts other members, and how a team member is trusted by other members. Similarly, 

mistrust is referred to as the unwillingness to risk vulnerability to a teammate whose behavior is 

beyond one’s control (Zand, 1972, 1997). However, researchers assert that trust and mistrust are 

separate dimensions and not the opposite ends of a single continuum and suggest to simultaneous 

explore both constructs (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998). 

At the team-level, trust and mistrust capture the generalized expectations for all team 

members (Zand, 1972, 1997). Since team members need to agree on goals, and integrate 

individual knowledge, abilities, and experiences, successful task completion in teams requires 

trustful interaction between the members (Braun, Peus, Weisweiler, & Frey, 2013). Moreover, 

research on trust has consistently been linked to a variety of team outcomes (for a comprehensive 

review see Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Whereas, the lack of team trust and the presence of team 

mistrust make makes it more likely that team members will interpret the ambiguous behavior of 

other teammates negatively, which will negatively impact team outcomes (Butler, 1999; Kemp & 



 

117 

 

Smith, 1994; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998; Simons & Peterson, 2000; Thompson & 

Hastie, 1990; Zand, 1997). 

Team trust has been found to mediate the relationship between shared work values and 

team member performance as well as to mediate the relationship between shared work values 

and satisfaction with cooperation (Chou, Wang, Wang, Huang, & Cheng, 2008). Thus, teams 

with similar trust perceptions as well as teams with similar team identities are likely to develop 

similar trust-related perceptions of the team and interpret trust-related interactions in similar 

ways (Dionne et al., 2010). Thereby, these team members are likely to develop a positive sense 

of belongingness to the team (Den Hartog, De Hoogh, & Keegan, 2007) and share resources with 

each other (Dirks & Skarlicki, 2009) and improve resultant team outcomes. At the same time, 

teams with discrepant trust perceptions and identities are less likely to perceive a positive 

interpersonal exchange relationship (Whitener et al., 1998) and to take risks (De Dreu, 2007; 

McAllister, 1995), which negatively impact their team outcomes. Hence, given their multiple 

team identities, I expect attenuated collective trust perceptions and intensified collective mistrust 

perceptions among teams with mixed MTM and MTM status configurations.  

The decline of trust and rise in mistrust in mixed MTM and MTM status team 

configurations will likely weaken the conditions in which teammates feel confident about 

integrating their ideas with those of other members in the team or with members on their 

concurrent project teams. They will also likely weaken subsequent outcomes. Existing research 

has not looked directly at team trust and mistrust mechanisms through which teams with 

different MTM status configurations are effective. To overcome the gap in existing research, I 

tested whether team trust and team mistrust as team processes mediate the relationship between 
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team MTM status and team performance and team satisfaction. Accordingly, I hypothesize the 

following:  

Hypothesis 2a. Team trust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

satisfaction. 

 

Hypothesis 2b. Team trust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

performance. 

 

Hypothesis 2c. Team mistrust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and 

team satisfaction. 

 

Hypothesis 2d. Team mistrust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and 

team performance. 

 

Collective team identification. Collective team identity is the application of social 

identity theory in a team setting (Ashford & Mael, 1989; Van der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005). 

Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) predicts that team members are motivated to identify 

themselves based on membership in their teams (and other social categories) primarily for self-

enhancement (Turner, 1982) and uncertainty reduction (Hogg & Abrams, 1993). Thus, team 

members are likely to sort themselves and others into ingroups and outgroups (Ashford & Mael, 

1989) and make comparisons between ingroups and outgroups. They also view ingroup team 

members as more positive (i.e. ingroup favoritism; Kramer, 1991). As Hogg (2001) suggested, a 

fundamental question centers on which team identities are more salient in a given context and 

how these identities influence team perception, behavior, and resultant team performance. Thus, 

given the context of MTM work arrangements, a key question is how teams with MTM status 

interpret their multiple concurrent team identities and how this will effect team interaction 

processes (e.g., interpersonal and psychological) and outcomes.  

Collective team identification is defined as “the emotional significance that members of a 

given team [group] attach to their membership in that team [group]” (Van der Vegt et al., 2005, 
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p. 533). This definition recognizes that team identification incorporates “knowledge of 

…membership in a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional significance 

attached to that membership” (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). Furthermore, team identification consists of 

three components (i.e., cognitive, evaluative, and emotional) and the emotional component (i.e., 

a sense that membership in one's team is an emotionally significant aspect of one's identity) has 

been demonstrated in both laboratory and field research as the main determinate of in-group 

favoritism and why team members are ready to engage in or disengage from team interaction 

(Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; Ellemers, Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk, 1999; Van der vegt et al., 2003). 

Given my focus, I adapt Van der Vegt et al.’s (2005) construct for team identification, which 

focuses on the emotional component of team identification and is theoretically similar to Allen 

and Meyer’s (1990) team-level affective commitment scale. According to Allen and Meyer 

(1996), affective commitment involves “identification with, involvement in, and emotional 

attachment to the [collective]” (p. 253). 

Research has shown that collective team identity is positively related with team 

outcomes, such as team learning, team performance, and team satisfaction (e.g. Lembke & 

Wilson, 1998; Van Der Vegt et al., 2005). In particular, teams with high levels of team 

identification are more committed to the team and its goals (Brickson, 2000; Haslam, 2001; Van 

der Vegt et al., 2005) and the team’s success is more likely to become psychologically 

intertwined with the team members’ personal interests because they view their fellow teammates 

as in-group members (Hogg, 2001; Ashford & Mael, 1989). Still, teams with low team 

identification are suggested to hold interpersonal biases, distrust, and stereotypes about fellow 

teammates (Gundlach, Zivnuska, & Stoner, 2006; Mannix, Griffith, & Neale, 2002; Northcraft, 

Polzer, Neale, & Kramer, 1995; Van der Vegt, 2005). Research has also demonstrated that low 
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team identification can result in in-group and out-group distinctions within teams, which in turn 

are likely to lessen team performance (see Williams & O’Reilly, 1998, for a review).  

Researchers have shown that team members find it more difficult to identify with a 

diverse team and that this lack of team identification has been shown to mediate this relationship 

for various team outcomes (e.g., Han & Harms, 2010; Van der Vegt et al., 2005). Hence, for 

teams with members who are working on multiple concurrent project teams, the pressure to 

juggle multiple project teams is likely to affect how they identify with their team members across 

their multiple teams (ingroup-outgroup distinctions), which is also likely to affect their degree of 

team identification for the focal and all other concurrent team memberships. Project team 

members on multiple concurrent project teams are likely to be viewed as outgroup team 

members as opposed to ingroup team members by their project teammates. They are also likely 

to experience a constrained sense of emotional attachment and feel psychologically disconnected 

from their multiple project teams. Thus, their perception of collective team identification is less 

likely to be a significant aspect of their team identity. Accordingly, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 3a. Team identification will mediate the relationship between MTM status 

and team satisfaction. 

 

Hypothesis 3b. Team identification will mediate the relationship between MTM status 

and team performance. 

 

Team intent to share information and team actual information sharing. Knowledge 

sharing refers to the willingness of team members to share with their teammates the knowledge 

they have acquired or created (for a review see Wang & Noe, 2010). Similar to the perspective 

used in past research, in this section I use the terms knowledge and information interchangeably 

(Wang & Noe, 2010). One of the suggested advantages of both traditional teams and MTM 

teams is the expanded pool of available information, thereby providing these teams with more 
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optimal outcomes (e.g., team-decision making) than could be reached by any one teammate 

(Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Devine, 1999; O’Leary et al., 2011; Sundstrom, 1999). However, 

a team member’s knowledge does not transform easily into team knowledge (Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998; Stasser & Titus, 1985). It takes both time and effort (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 

2005).  

Research has shown that team members tend to discuss shared information (information 

already known by all team members) when making team decisions rather than unshared 

information (information uniquely held by one team member; e.g., Stasser & Titus, 1985, 1987) 

and that knowledge sharing behaviors are influenced not by team members’ knowledge-sharing 

behaviors but also by the task type, team’s socioemotional functioning, and team context 

(Hackman, 1987; Schittekatte & Van Hiel, 1996; Yoo & Torrey, 2002).  

A limited number of studies have examined the role of team social and interpersonal 

connections with other team members in knowledge sharing (Phillips, Mannix, Neale, & 

Gruenfeld, 2004; Thomas-Hunt, Ogden, & Neale, 2003). This past research raises important 

questions applicable to the research and practice for teams with MTM status. For example, team 

members with multiple concurrent team members may experience greater information overload 

associated with their multiple team roles and responsibilities, which could divert or decrease 

their work-related attention (Constant, Kiesler, & Sproul, 1994) and subsequent intention to 

share knowledge with team members on either their focal teams or other concurrent teams.  

Moreover, because knowledge sharing is a critical team resource that provides the 

competitive advantage of the team, it is essential to understand how the MTM context influences 

the transfer of information and knowledge from team members who have it to those who need to 

know (Hinds, Patterson, & Pfeffer, 2001; Jackson, Chuang, Harden, Jiang, & Joseph, 2006). 
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Additionally, as illuminated by Wang and Noe (2010), only a limited number of studies have 

examined team characteristics and processes in relation to information sharing. New directions in 

information sharing research are urged to consider information sharing beyond simply how 

individuals in a single team exchange and process information (Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 

2009). In support of these calls for future research, in this study, I seek to examine how 

individuals with multiple concurrent team memberships exchange and process information on 

their focal teams. In particular, I test the indirect effects of a team’s intent to share information as 

well as a team’s actual information sharing on the relationship between teams with MTM status 

and various team outcomes.  

Findings outlined in Mesmer-Magnus and DeChurch’s (2009) meta-analytic study 

demonstrate that information sharing is positively related to team task performance and 

satisfaction (e.g., Arthur & Huntley, 2005; Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003). These 

authors also demonstrate that greater team member heterogeneity (i.e., mixed MTM and MTM 

status) detracts from team information sharing, whereas teams with members who are highly 

similar to one another (i.e., no MTM status) shared more information. In particular, they 

highlighted past research that demonstrates that team members are less willing to share 

information with individuals they perceive to be different from themselves (Devine, 1999; 

Miranda & Saunders, 2003; Stasser et al., 1985) and as a result these team members spend less 

time discussing distributed (unshared information) than shared information (Stasser & Titus, 

1985). 

Thus, given the range of team member heterogeneity within the MTM context (i.e., team 

with mixed MTM and MTM status), I similarly expect teams with members who have multiple 
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concurrent team memberships to have a lower desire to share information than teams with 

members who only have a single team membership. Accordingly, I propose: 

Hypothesis 4a. Team intent to share information will mediate the relationship between 

MTM status and team satisfaction.  

 

Hypothesis 4b. Team intent to share information will mediate the relationship between 

MTM status and team performance. 

 

Hypothesis 4c. Team actual information sharing will mediate the relationship between 

MTM status and team satisfaction. 

 

Hypothesis 4d. Team actual information sharing will mediate the relationship between 

MTM status and team performance. 

 

Method 

Participants  

Participants were 397 students (97 teams of 4 members), which included 176 men and 

212 women. The mean age was 19.67 (SD = 1.96). The participants were enrolled in 

undergraduate courses at a large northeastern U.S. university. The participants were recruited 

from a large introductory course in human resources and several other management courses. The 

majority of participants received course credit for their participation in the study. If no extra 

credit was provided, participants received cash compensation in the amount of fifteen dollars. 

There were no significant differences found between teams with extra credit or paid participants 

for the focal variables of the study. Overall, I conducted 33 sessions, each of which consisted of 

three 4-person teams. The participants were randomly assigned to 4-person teams. Teams were 

then randomly assigned to experimental conditions. In the final sample, there were 32 teams in 

the Control condition, 32 teams were in the Mixed MTM condition, and 33 teams were in the 

MTM condition.  
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Procedure. Each data collection session took approximately 90 minutes. The session 

sequence consisted of the following ten phases: (a) Check-in and Consent to Participate, (b) 

Company Background and Position (Team Simulation) Overview and Reading Period, (c) Team 

Assignment (Team Rosters), (d) Team Member Introduction Period, (e) Escorting Project Teams 

into their Work Rooms, (f) Distribution of Project Team Materials, (g) ACME Task Period – 

Individual Recommendation, (h) ACME Task Period – Team Recommendation, (i) Post-Task 

Questionnaire, (j) and Debriefing. In the section that follows, I provide a detailed overview for 

each of these ten sequential phases.  

I. Check-in and consent to participate. 16 participants were signed up for each laboratory 

session. The participants arrived at the Organizational Behavior laboratory and 12 participants 

were randomly assigned to work in one of three 4-person teams which were all randomly 

assigned to one of the three experimental conditions (either control, mixed MTM, or MTM). All 

teams in a session were assigned to the same condition (e.g., team within a laboratory session 

were randomly assigned to one of the three experimental conditions).  

I used the Condition assignment sheet to randomly assign participants for each session 

(see Appendices A–C for the control, mixed MTM, and MTM Condition Team Assignment 

Sheets). As shown on the team condition assignment sheets, the following team names were used 

throughout all of the sessions to refer to the participants’ focal or initial project team: Team 

Diego, Team York, and Team Vega.  

Four extra participants were signed up in each session to avoid having to cancel a session 

due to not having equal sized teams. This extra team, as shown on the condition assignment 

sheet, was referred to as Team Enterprise. As needed, these four extra participants were 

randomly assigned to back-fill any no-show participants on Team Diego, Team York, and Team 
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Vega. Once the no-shows were back-filled, any of the remaining extra participants either worked 

on the task (extra credit participants) or were paid a show-up fee of five dollar (non-extra credit 

participants) and dismissed.  

Prior to entering the laboratory, participants were provided with a consent form (see 

Appendix D) which also included consent to video tape a portion of the session. After this, each 

participant was called by name to enter the laboratory. Each one was thanked for coming, and as 

specified in SONA, told that the session would last approximately 90 minutes. They were 

instructed to turn off or silence their cell phones and take a seat in any one of the 12 identical 

chairs arranged around the inside lobby area of the laboratory (the manipulation of the 

independent variable section outlines how such an arrangement was done differently for 

participants in the mixed MTM condition). Once participants were seated within the inside lobby 

area of the laboratory, paper copies of the team and company background materials were 

distributed to them individually.  

II. Company background and position (team simulation) overview and reading period. 

Once the Company and Position Overview Sheet (see Appendix E) was distributed, I then read 

aloud the background of the study and key highlights of the company and team position 

instructions, which the participants followed along on their paper copies. I explained to the 

participants that they would be participating in a team decision-making task that would require 

them to work on a team or in multiple teams (the manipulation of each condition is explained in 

the manipulation of the independent variable section). To ensure a consistent understanding for 

the project team work environment and context, the Company and Position Overview Sheet, 

incorporated definitions for Project Team Member, Project Team, and Multiple Team 
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Membership into the team simulation vignette. Participants were prompted to silently read in its 

entirety the company and position sheet. They were provided with a 5-7 minute reading period.  

The Company and Position Overview Vignette asked them the following: “Imagine that 

you have just accepted a job assignment to work as a Project Tem Member at Infotech 

International, a leading edge organization recognized for its demonstrated excellence and 

innovation in effective project management,” and that “as a member of this project team you will 

be responsible for executing tasks and producing deliverables as outlined in your Project Team 

information folders, at whatever level of effort or participation has been defined for you.” 

Infotech’s philosophy and project team work structure are further reinforced by providing a 

quote from its CEO who acknowledges that Infotech’s “philosophy centers upon concurrent 

project management, with multiple Project Teams simultaneously in progress at any given time. 

In other words, we use a multiple-team member project structure.” 

Last, the Company and Position Overview sheet reinforced the need to thoroughly read 

and understand their unique project team role description and team structure which would be 

described in their next set of handouts which included the following: (a) Project Team Roster, (b) 

Infotech Project Team Description Sheet, (c) Project Team Membership Illustration Chart, and 

(d) Project Team Member Checklist. After the 5-7 minute reading period, I asked the participants 

if they had any questions about the company or position description.  

III. Team assignment (team rosters). All participant received their team rosters, which 

showed their team membership and their associated teammates. Each of the participants’ names 

was typed on a 2-5/8 self-adhesive label and adhered to their team roster sheets. Use of the self-

adhesive labels eased last minute roster changes due to participant no-shows and other related 

participant changes. Additionally, the roster provided an overview of their project team 
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responsibilities, team role, and team member title. Per each session’s experimental condition, 

each participant was manipulated to believe that they were either a team member with (a) one 

project team membership, (b) three project team memberships (concurrent team memberships), 

or (c) a mixed project team in which half of the team (two members) had one project team 

membership and the other half of the team (two members) had three concurrent project team 

memberships.  

All participants in the control condition were assigned to a single project team. The team 

roster showed their single team membership on either Team Diego, Team York or Team Vega 

and their associated teammates for their assigned project team. More specifically, Participants 1-

4 all received a roster showing their single membership and associated teammates on Team 

Diego, Participants 5-8 all received a roster showing their single membership and associated 

teammates on Team York, and Participants 9-12 all received a roster showing their single 

membership and associated teammates on Team Vega. See Appendices F-H for the three unique 

control condition roster templates.  

Each participant in the MTM condition was assigned to three project teams. To increase 

the believability of the MTM manipulation, the participants shared some of the team 

memberships with the twelve participants. Hence in addition to Team Diego, Team York, and 

Team Vega, six additional team names were created: Team Optix, Team Beta, Team Adelphi, 

Team Prime, Team Epsilon, and Team Mason. The approach allowed the participants to meet 

their other project team members across their three project teams during the team introduction 

period. More specifically, Participant 1 received a team roster showing his or her project team 

membership and associated teammates on Team Diego, Team Optix, and Team Mason. 

Participant 2 received a team roster showing his or her project team membership and associated 
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teammates on Team Diego, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon. Participant 3 received a team roster 

showing his or her project team membership and associated teammates on Team Diego, Team 

Adelphi, and Team Prime. Participant 4 received a team roster showing his or her project team 

membership and associated teammates on Team Diego, Team Optix, and Team Prime.  

Participant 5 received a team roster showing his or her project team membership and 

associated teammates on Team York, Team Adelphi, and Team Mason. Participant 6 received a 

team roster showing his or her project team membership and associated teammates on Team 

York, Team Optix, and Team Prime. Participant 7 received a team roster showing his or her 

project team membership and associated teammates on Team York, Team Beta, and Team 

Epsilon. Participant 8 received a team roster showing his or her project team membership and 

associated teammates on Team York, Team Optix, and Team Mason.  

Participant 9 received a team roster showing his or her project team membership and 

associated teammates on Team Vega, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon. Participant 10 received a 

team roster showing his or her project team membership and associated teammates on Team 

Vega, Team Adelphi, and Team Prime. Participant 11 received a team roster showing his or her 

project team membership and associated teammates on Team Vega, Team Adelphi, and Team 

Mason. Participant 12 received a team roster showing his or her project team membership and 

associated teammates on Team Vega, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon. See Appendices I -V for 

the twelve unique MTM Condition roster templates.  

Two participants in the Mixed MTM condition were assigned to work on one single 

project team and two participants were assigned to work concurrently on three different project 

teams. The team roster for this condition showed the two members on the project team that were 

assigned to one and the two members on the project team that were assigned to three concurrent 
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project teams. More specifically, Participants 1 and 2 each received a team roster showing their 

single team membership on Team Diego. Participants 3 and 4 each received a team roster 

showing their three team memberships and associated teammates across their three project 

teams: Team Diego, Team York and Team Vega. Participants 3 and 4 were promoted to start 

working with Team Diego on the first task and manipulated to believe that they would rotate to 

work sequentially with each their other project teams on their next tasks.  

Participants 5 and 6 each received a team roster showing their single team memberships 

on Team York. Participants 7 and 8 each received a team roaster showing their three team 

memberships and associated teammates across their three project teams: Team Diego, Team 

York, and Team Vega. Participants 7 and 8 were promoted to start working with York on the 

first task and manipulated to believe that they would rotate to work sequentially with each of 

their other project teams on their next tasks. Participants 9 and 10 each received a team roster 

showing their single team membership on Team Vega. Participants 11 and 12 each received a 

team roaster showing their three team memberships and associated teammates for Team Vega, 

Team Diego, and Team York. Participants 11 and 12 were promoted to start working with Team 

Vega on the first task and manipulated to believe that they would rotate to work sequentially 

with each their other project teams on their next tasks. See Appendices U -W for the three unique 

Mixed MTM condition roster templates.  

IV. Team member introduction period. After all participants were provided with their 

unique project team rosters, they were provided with a 5-7 minute period to physically get up out 

of their seats to introduce themselves to their project team members. If the participants were 

assigned to work on multiple project teams, they were encouraged to use this time to introduce 

themselves to as many of their teammates across their multiple project teams as possible. At the 
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conclusion of the team introduction period, participants were instructed to sit back down and one 

additional hand-out, “Project Team Checklist” was distributed to each participant. See 

Appendices X & Y for the Project Team Member Checklist associated with each experimental 

condition.  

Next, I read through the Project Team Checklist as the participants followed along on 

their sheets. This checklist provided all participants with a concise summary about their project 

team roles and responsibilities. The checklist was organized into the following four sections with 

a recap about their (a) Project Team Objectives as highlighted in their company and position 

overview sheet, (b) Project Team Members, (c) Project Team Member Roles, inclusive of an 

overview for those in the multiple team condition of the role and responsibilities associated with 

simultaneous team memberships, and (d) Project Team Decision-Making and Reporting. The 

manipulation check questions were developed in part from these checklists.  

V. Escorting project teams into their work room. After the team introduction period, I 

escorted each of the three project teams into their individual work rooms. Participants were told 

to leave their cell phones, book bags, and coats in the inside lobby area of the OB laboratory. 

The project team workrooms (B40C, B40D, and B40F) are located adjacent to each other in OB 

Laboratory. The close proximity of the project team workrooms further reinforced the multiple 

team manipulation that the multiple project team participants would be rotating to work with 

their the teams or could be called upon by the participants from their other teams at any time 

during the team task exercise.  

The extra participants (Team Enterprise) were assigned to work in a team room on the 

first floor (Room 188). Furthermore, having additional participants working in other rooms 

outside of the OB laboratory also enhanced the multiple team manipulation because these 
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participants were manipulated to believe they were assigned to other teams in addition to Team 

Diego, Team York, and Team Vega, which they were made to believe existed in other team 

rooms located on the first floor.  

VI. Distribution of project team materials. After all of the participants were seated around 

their shared work tables in their assigned project team work rooms, I provided each of the 

participants with the following materials: (a) InfoTech Project Team Membership Description 

Sheet (Appendices Z – BB), (b) InfoTech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart 

(Appendices CC – EE), (c) Project Team Member T-shirt or multiple T-shirts (for the MTM 

participants), (d) Colored Project Team Folder or Folders (for the MTM participants) with 

matching colored line paper, (e) Project Task Description Sheets (Appendices HH – II) were also 

enclosed in each Project Team Folder (note these sheets varied by condition, which is explained 

in the Manipulation of the Independent Variable section that follows), (f) Project Team Name 

Tag or Tags (for the MTM participants), and (g) Pens. Also, reference Appendix FF for Project 

Team T-shirt, Project Team folders, Project Team Name tags and Pen Assignment Matrix. This 

matrix was used to set up each participants’ project team materials for each condition. After the 

project team materials were distributed, the participants were all instructed to put on their project 

team member t-shirts and project team name tags. Each participant’s project team name tag had 

the project team name (e.g., Team Diego) pre-typed on it.  

VII. ACME task period – individual recommendation (ranking). Each session began with 

an individual task phase. Participants were provided with their own unique ACME task packet 

and given 10 minutes to read over their ACME materials and write down their individual 

company ranking on their Acme Ranking form (see Appendix GG). Participants were also 

instructed during this individual task period “…to work in silence and to not discuss their ACME 
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project task description information or company ranking with your team members.” A more 

complete discussion about the task is provided in a “Task” section below. 

VIII. ACME task period – team recommendation (ranking). Following the 10 minute 

individual company ranking period, participants were prompted to work with their team for the 

next 20 minutes to discuss the materials and come up with their project team’s company ranking. 

They were instructed their project team’s ranking needed to be agreed upon by all team 

members. To depict an MTM project team context, for teams in the Mixed and MTM condition, 

they were also instructed to “keep in mind that members from your other teams may come by to 

obtain information or send questions via the experimentalist about your other simultaneous 

Project Team assignments.” Additionally these teams, after 10 minutes into the task were told, 

“In about 10 minutes, for those with multiple Team Memberships, get ready to move to your 

next Project Team.” and when 5 minutes remained, they were told, “Please wrap up your 

discussion and make sure to record your team’s final decision. In 5 minutes, the Project Team 

Members with multiple Team Memberships should be ready to move quickly to their next 

Project Team. Start gathering your team materials. Also, get ready to change your Project Team 

t-shirt, name tag, and folder.” Each of the team discussions was videotaped. At the conclusion of 

this phase, I collected the company ranking sheets and turned off the video cameras. A fuller 

discussion on the task is provided in a “Task” section that follows. 

IX. Questionnaire. Each participant was provided with a post-task survey. Participants 

were made to believe that they would complete a survey after they completed each of their 

project tasks. For example, participants in the MTM condition were told, “Immediately, after you 

finish working on a project task in your Project Team or teams, you will be given a survey to 

complete. For those Project Team Members with multiple Team Memberships, after you 
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complete three tasks while working with each of your project teams and complete a survey after 

each task, the session will be over. For those with single Project Team Memberships, after you 

finish working through each of your tasks with your team and complete a survey after each task, 

the session will be over.”  

Additionally, after the survey was handed out, participants were told, “Please complete 

this survey about your Project Team’s work experience on the task. When you are finished, 

please let me know. Once all of you have completed your surveys, Project Team members with 

multiple team members will move to their next Project Team. Project team members with single 

Team Memberships will remain in this room and continue to work on their next team task.” 

After all of the participants across each of the teams completed their questionnaires, they were 

collected and checked for any skipped or illegible responses. Next, as a ruse, I went to each room 

and told the participants, “Unfortunately, we have run out of time. The session will now end. 

Thank you so much for your participation. Again, we are sorry that we did not have sufficient 

time for you to finish each of your team tasks. However, you will be paid or receive extra credit 

for your participation.” Conveying the message that we ran out of time was used to maintain the 

manipulation that the team members were going to work on multiple tasks in either their single 

project team or across their simultaneous three project teams as well as to maintain the integrity 

of the study purpose for future sessions.  

X. Debriefing. After all of the participants in each of the teamwork rooms completed their 

questionnaires, they were provided with a debriefing form. I went to each project team work 

room to read the debriefing form, answer any questions, and dismiss the participants.  

Manipulation of independent variable. As described previously, each participant was 

manipulated to believe that he or she was either a member of (a) Control Condition: One project 
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team membership, (b) MTM Condition: Three project team memberships (concurrent 

membership), or (c) Mixed MTM Condition: Mixed project teams where half of the team (two 

members) had one project team membership and the other half of the team (two members) had 

three concurrent project team memberships. The manipulation of team memberships occurred 

prior to entering the project teamwork room and during the period after entering the project 

teamwork room.  

As described previously, prior to entering the project teamwork room, participants in the 

Control and MTM condition were called individually and asked to sit in any one of the 12 

identical chairs arranged around the inside lobby area of the laboratory. These instructions were 

modified for participants in the Mixed MTM condition so that six participants that were 

randomly assigned to one project team were seated on the opposite side of the room from the 

participants that were randomly assigned multiple project team members. This sitting 

arrangement during the introduction phases of the study served to further reinforce the 

distinction that half of the members for each team would consist of two members with only one 

team membership and two members with more than one team membership. Participants in the 

control condition were told, “You will be participating in a decision-making task that will require 

you to work on a team … you and your team members will each have a single Project Team 

Membership.” Participants in the MTM condition were told, “You will be participating in a team 

decision-making task that will require you to work on multiple teams … you and your team 

members will each have three concurrent Project Team Memberships.” Participants in the Mixed 

MTM condition were told, “You will be participating in a team decision-making task that will 

require you or some of your team members to work on multiple teams … some of your team 

members will have a single Project Team Membership, while other team members will have 
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three concurrent Project Team Memberships.” As earlier discussed, participants irrespective of 

condition were provided the Company and Position Overview Sheet (Appendix E). The Project 

Team Rosters (Appendences F – W) and Project Team Member Checklists (Appendences X & 

Y) were altered to manipulate each team membership condition.  

After the participants were escorted into their randomly assigned project teamwork 

rooms, their team memberships were also manipulated using their Team Membership materials 

(i.e., project team folders, t-shirts, lined note paper, name tags, and pens). See Appendix FF for 

the Team Membership Materials set-up for each condition. The participants in the control 

condition received one colored folder, one matching t-shirt, and one name tag with their single 

project team name pre-printed. Within each folder was one task description sheet which provided 

an overview for each of the three project team tasks (see Appendix GG). At the same time, 

participants with multiple project teams (either in the Mixed MTM or MTM condition) received 

a set of three-colored folders, three matching colored t-shirts, and three name tags with each of 

their project team names pre-printed. Within each folder was one unique task description sheet, 

which provided an overview of the project task associated with each of their project teams (see 

Appendix II). As acknowledged by Kane, Argote, & Levine (2005), other studies have used 

similar manipulations to create different group and team identities with perceptual, linguistic, 

and outcome interdependence manipulations (e.g., Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989; 

Gaertner et al., 2000). 

Last, the Project Team Description Sheet and Project Team Illustration charts 

(Appendices BB - DD) were altered for each condition to reinforce the condition work 

arrangement and team member roles and responsibilities. All teams, irrespective of condition, 

were instructed to start working on the ACME task and to wear their red project team t-shirts. 
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The multiple team members were told to keep their other project team t-shirts and folders nearby 

and to be ready to switch project team t-shirts when they switched project teams. In addition, 

they were told to anticipate questions from their other teams and to review all of the information 

in all three folders in case they were asked to help on the tasks of their other teams while they 

were working simultaneously with a different team and task.  

Task. I chose to use a hidden profile task. A hidden profile task is one where the optimal 

decision choice differs from each team member's initial decision preference and where relevant 

information is distributed among team members in such a way that only by incorporating the 

unique knowledge of each team member can the team realize its optimal decision (Stasser & 

Titus, 1985). In short, the hidden profile task required team members to incorporate information 

that conflicted with their individual company ranking to make a nonintuitive team company 

ranking choice. Participants read a hidden profile decision-making task adapted from McLeod, 

Baron, Marti, and Yoon (1997) in which they took the role of a top management team member of 

an investment company (ACME Inc.) and evaluated three companies available for acquisition 

using a specified set of investment criteria. To help them evaluate these companies, participants 

were told that their in-house financial analyst and a highly respected and successful investment-

consulting firm both researched and analyzed each company and were given their reports in their 

information packets. The five key considerations outlined by McLeod et al. (1997) to determine 

which companies had the most promising future remained unchanged.  

However, unlike in McLeod et al.’s (1997) study, there was not a minority member 

information packet. Per instructions outlined by McLeod and colleagues, the hidden profile task 

was modified so that each team member received an information packet with both shared and 

unshared information. Each participant was given common information about each of the three 
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companies, and each participant also received between six to nine unique pieces of information 

about each company (see Appendix JJ). However, as developed by McLeod and colleagues when 

pooled with other members’ unique information, Company A was the best investment with 

Company C in the middle, and Company B was the worst alternative.  

As outlined previously, the participants were told that they first had to make an individual 

decision (personal recommendation) to rank order which company to acquire and then they 

would discuss the information and their choices collectively as a team. They were given 

approximately 10 minutes for this individual task. At the end of this 10-minute period, 

participants were asked to record their individual (pre-team discussion) company ranking and 

rationale for their ranking on their ACME ranking worksheet.  

I verified that all participants recorded their personal recommendation before turning on 

the video cameras for the team discussion portion of the task. Next, participants were given 

approximately 20 minutes to work with their team members to determine their team ranking. The 

team discussion was videotaped. The instructions were modified to ask the participants (during 

the post-team discussion) to reach consensus agreement on the rank-ordering of the three 

companies. The process reaching agreement on the rank order of the companies should have led 

the teams to more fully consider the information about the alternatives (i.e., impose greater 

information requirements and produce more thorough processing of the alternatives), than 

instructions that do not require consensus agreement on rank order for the three companies 

(Hollingshead, 1996). At the end of the team decision-making portion of the task, all team 

members were asked to record their team ranking (post-team discussion) on their ranking 

worksheet and provide written rationale in support of their team ranking. I verified that all 

participants recorded their team (consensus) ranking recommendation and rationale on their 



 

138 

 

worksheets prior to turning off the video cameras and collecting each participant’s company 

ranking worksheets. After this, participants were provided with the post-task questionnaire 

(Appendix KK). 

Measures. I developed the post-task questionnaire by adapting measures that have been 

validated by other researchers. The items were tailored to reflect the project team context. The 

questionnaire consisted of self-reported Likert-type items (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 

agree) unless otherwise noted. I averaged the items for each scale to produce a composite score 

for each participant. A list of all scale items appears in Appendix LL. 

Number of team memberships. The number of team memberships was randomly 

assigned to each participant as either (a) Control Condition: One project team membership, (b) 

MTM Condition: Three project team memberships (concurrent membership), or (c) Mixed MTM 

Condition: Mixed project team where half of the team (two members) had one project team 

membership and the other half of the team (two members) had three concurrent project team 

memberships. I created two dummy variables: tmdum1 (Control = 0, Mixed MTM = 0, and 

MTM = 1) and tmdum2 (Control = 0, Mixed MTM = 1, and MTM = 0).  

Team psychological safety climate. Psychological safety was assessed using the four 

items developed by Edmondson (1999). Sample items include the following: “If you make a 

mistake on this project team, it is often held against you” (reverse scored), “It was safe to take a 

risk on the project team,” and “No one on this project team would deliberately act in a way that 

undermines my efforts.” In this sample, the internal consistency reliability estimate was .68. 

Aggregated team-level psychological safety score (M = 40.85, SD = 5.52) ranged from 14.00 to 

49.00. Agreement across the respondents’ ratings was assessed and demonstrated adequate 
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interrater reliability with an average rwg of .0.87. ICC(1) was .17, and ICC(2) was .43 for 

psychological safety in the team. 

Team (intrateam) trust. Intrateam trust was measured using the 4-item scale adapted 

from Simon and Peterson (2000). Sample items included the following: “We trusted each other a 

lot in my project team” and “I knew I could count on the other project team members.” In this 

sample, the internal consistency reliability estimate was .98. Aggregated team-level intrateam 

trust score (M = 18.9, SD = 8.34) ranged from 4.00 to 28.00. Agreement across the respondents’ 

ratings was assessed and demonstrated adequate interrater reliability with an average rwg of .96. 

ICC(1) was .92, and ICC(2) was .98 for intratrust in the team. 

Team mistrust. Team mistrust was assessed using a 3-item scale adapted from Toma and 

Butera (2009). This scale was assessed using a 7-item Likert scale (1=Never to 7=Almost 

always). Sample items included the following: “Were you hesitant in communicating 

information to your project team members?” and “Were you concerned about others acting 

unfairly?” In this sample, the internal consistency reliability estimate was .90. Aggregated team-

level team mistrust score (M = 6.81, SD = 5.22) ranged from 3.00 to 21.00. Agreement across the 

respondents’ ratings was assessed and demonstrated adequate interrater reliability with an 

average rwg of .93. ICC(1) was .90, and ICC(2) was .97 for mistrust in the team. 

Team identification. I used the four items from Van Der Vegt et al. (2003) to access team 

identification. These authors adapted these items from Allen and Meyer’s (1990) affective 

commitment scale, which has empirically been shown as a key element of team identification 

(e.g., Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; Ellemers et al., 1999). Sample items included the following: “I 

strongly identify with the other members of this project team," "I would have liked to continue 

working with my team," and "I dislike being a member of this project team" (reverse scored). In 
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this sample, the internal consistency reliability estimate was .94. Aggregated team-level team 

identification score (M =13.25, SD = 7.99) ranged from 4.00 to 28.00. Agreement across the 

respondents’ ratings was assessed and demonstrated adequate interrater reliability with an 

average rwg of .0.91. ICC(1) was .93, and ICC(2) was .98 for team identification. 

Team intent to share information. I measured the intent to share information using the 5-

item scale developed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and adapted by Bock et al. (2005). Sample 

items included the following: “I intended to share my task background information work reports 

and official documents with members of my project team more frequently in the future” and “I 

intended to share my expertise with other project team members in a more effective way.” In this 

sample, the internal consistency reliability estimate for the intent to share information was .86. 

Aggregated team-level intent to share information score (M = 28.29, SD = 4.86) ranged from 

6.00 to 35.00. Agreement across the respondents’ ratings was assessed and demonstrated 

adequate interrater reliability with an average rwg of .89. ICC(1) was .21, and ICC(2) was .49 for 

team intent to share information.  

Team actual information sharing. Each group discussion was videotaped and 

transcribed. All the transcriptions were analyzed by four independent coders, who were blind to 

the hypotheses and received extensive training in the procedure. This measure was derived from 

the coded team discussion. The measure of team actual information sharing consisted of the 

proportions of unshared and shared information, computed, respectively, by dividing the number 

of mentioned unshared items by the total number of unshared items available, as it is common 

practice in the literature on hidden profiles (Scholten et al., 2007).  

Team performance. Team performance was measured by the team’s ranking of the 

companies in the ACME task during the team discussion portion of the task. Team performance 
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was measured in terms of performance quality. Adapted from McLeod et al. (1997) to measure 

decision quality, a six-level variable was created using the logic described earlier about the most 

correct rank order among the three companies. The two rank orders placing Company A first (A 

> C > B and A > B > C) were assigned values of 6 and 5, respectively. The two rank orders 

placing Company C first (C > A > B and C > B > A) were assigned values of 4 and 3, 

respectively. The two rank orders placing Company B first (B > A > C and B > C > A) were 

assigned values of 2 and 1, respectively. The team performance for all teams (M = 3.67, SD = 

1.50) ranged from 1 to 6.  

Team satisfaction. Team satisfaction was measured using a 4-team measure from 

Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh’s (1983) global job satisfaction scale. We used four 

items adapted from this scale. Sample items included the following: “All in all, I am satisfied 

with my team” and “In general, I don’t like my team” (reverse coded). In this sample, the 

internal consistency reliability estimate was .94. Aggregated team-level team satisfaction score 

(M =17.77, SD = 6.50) ranged from 5.00 to 28.00. Higher scores represent a greater balance of 

inputs. Agreement across the respondents’ ratings was assessed and demonstrated adequate 

interrater reliability with an average rwg of .95. ICC(1) was .91, and ICC(2) was .97 for team 

satisfaction. 

Manipulation Check 

The manipulation check question for members of the control condition (M = 6.0, SD = 

1.55) was higher than for the members of mixed MTM (M = 2.3, SD = 2.1) and MTM conditions 

(M = 2.0, SD = 1.62), F(2, 387) = 191.98, p = .00. Conversely, the manipulation check question 

for members of the MTM condition (M = 6.0, SD = 1.4) was higher than for the members of 

mixed MTM (M = 1.5, SD = 1.2) and control conditions (M = 2.5, SD = 1.7), F (2, 387) = 
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333.70, p = .00. Similarly, the manipulation check question for members of the Mixed MTM 

condition (M = 6.4, SD = 1.4) was higher than for the members of MTM (M = 2.0, SD = 1.5) and 

control conditions (M = 1.9, SD = 1.3), F(2, 387) = 422.66, p = .00. These results indicated that 

the MTM member status manipulation was successful.  

Results 

Level of Analysis   

I conducted team-level analysis for this study. The team scores were obtained by 

aggregating the individual scores on each item within the teams. Consistent with composition 

theory, this study strives to assess team-level characteristics or the collective views of the team 

(Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). The tasks required each of the teams to rely on input and 

participation from each team member for maximum chance of task success. Task performance 

required application of team processes and physical task that focused on team member input and 

participation to give that team the best chance for success. Emphasis was placed on soliciting and 

factoring all inputs into the team ranking. In this study, all of the teams were composed of 

student members with similar class tenure, age, and gender. Given similar sample sizes across 

the teams, a common method of operationalizing constructs to the team level is to first ask 

members of the team to rate the construct (e.g., psychological safety) at the individual level and 

then to calculate the arithmetic mean of these responses to represent a group belief or perception 

(Gibson, Randel, & Earley, 2000). Thus, it was theoretically appropriate to use the mean method 

of aggregating individual responses to the team level. 
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Data Aggregation and Adequacy of Measures  

A team-level variable must satisfy two criteria (Kenny and LaVoie, 1985). First, the 

construct must be conceptually meaningful at the team level. Second, data gathered from 

individual respondents to assess the team attribute must empirically demonstrate within-team 

agreement to ensure that the individual-level scores reflect team-level attributes (Tesluk, 

Mathieu, Zaccaro, & Marks, 1997). Within-team and between-team analyses were conducted on 

each of the primary variables tested. First , intraclass correlation coefficients, measuring the 

extent to which team members' responses agree with each other and differ from other teams, 

were calculated for all primary team-level variables in the survey. In particular, ICC(1) and 

ICC(2) were examined (Bliese, Klein, & Kozlowski, 2000; LeBreton & Senter, 2007; Klein & 

Kozlowski, 2000). The results show significant ICC(1) ICC(2) for all measures with the 

exception of Team Psychological safety.  

Second, the within-group interrater agreement index—rwg(j)—of James, Demaree, and 

Wolf (1984, 1993) was computed. This is a measure of agreement within teams. Values of rwg(j) 

equal to .70 or above are known to demonstrate high consistency within the team and justify the 

aggregation within that team (Lance, Butts, & Michels, 2006). The results of this analysis 

showed that for all variables, the mean Rwg(j) was .80 or greater (Rwg( j) .79–.99). Based on 

these results and due to the research question and hypothesis being drawn at the team level, the 

data were aggregated to the team level (Bliese, 2000). Individual responses to the items 

composing the variables were averaged across all team members. These results allowed the 

creation of a team-level data set (N = 97 teams) for the team-level variables. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Table 5 shows the means, standard deviations, and correlations at the team level of analysis.   

Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Minimum Maximum M SD 

Team trust  4.00 28.00 18.90 8.33 

Team Mistrust  3.00 21.00 6.81 5.22 

Team Psychological Safety Climate  14.00 49.00 40.85 5.52 

Team Identification  4.00 28.00 13.25 7.98 

Team Intent to Share Information 6.00 35.00 28.28 4.85 

Team Satisfaction  5.00 28.00 17.77 6.50 

Team Actual Information Sharing   .00 1.00 0.20 0.23 

Team Performance Quality  1.00 6.00 3.67 1.49 
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Correlations 

As seen in Table 6, most variables were weakly correlated with one another. However, 

team trust and team mistrust exhibited a strong negative correlation (r = -.80, = p < .01). The 

Mixed MTM status demonstrated a strong negative correlation with team trust (r = -.90, p < .01) 

and a strong positive correlation with team mistrust (r = .75, p < .01).  On the other hand, MTM 

status had a moderate negative correlation with Team Identification (r = -.63, p < .01). 

Table 6 

Two Tailed Correlations (N = 97) 

 

 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1.Team Trust   1         

2.Team Mistrust   -.80* 1        

3.Team Psychological Safety Climate   .04 -.04 1       

4. Team Identification   .33* -.26* -.03 1      

5.Team Intent to Share Information   -.16 .16 .43* -.16 1     

6.Team Actual Information Sharing  -.06 .19 .05 .11 .26 1    

7. Performance Quality Measure   .08 -.07 -.02 .30* .07 .37 1   

8. MTM status  .42* -.36* .04 -.63* .07 -.10 -.22* 1  

9. Mixed MTM status   -.90* .75* -.001 -.32* .10 .05 -.06 -.50* 1 
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Analysis Approach 

The focus of the analytical approach entailed tests for the main effect (Research 

Questions 1 and 2) as well as testing the processes that intervene between the independent and 

dependent variables (Hypotheses 1a – 4d). In particular, to test the research questions, I used 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). To 

test the hypotheses (1a - 4d), I followed the procedures recommended by Hayes (2012). This 

path analysis framework is similar to the approach described by Edwards and Lambert (2007) 

and Preacher et al. (2007). In addition to estimating the coefficients of a model using OLS 

regression (for continuous outcomes) or maximum likelihood logistic regression (for 

dichotomous dependent variables). PROCESS generated the direct and indirect effects for the 

mediation models. By default, PROCESS generates bias-corrected confidence intervals (Efron, 

1987; Efron & Tibshirani, 1993) for indirect effects (i.e., specification request a bootstrap 

confidence interval for the indirect effect using 1,000 bootstrap samples). I used the model = 4 

specification to estimate each partially mediation model, with the X, M, and Y variables defined 

as specified in the command.  
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Test of the Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 was at the team level, does MTM status relate to team performance 

and team satisfaction?  A one-way between-groups MANOVA was performed to investigate 

MTM status differences in team performance and team satisfaction. There was a statistically 

significant difference by MTM status on the combined dependent variables, F(4, 186) = 52.00, p 

< .01; Wilks’ Lambda = .223 (see Table 7). When the results for the dependent variables were 

considered separately, both team performance and team satisfaction reached statistically 

significant levels using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .025. Results for team satisfaction 

were F(2, 94) = 90.75, p < .01, partial eta squared = .76; the results for team performance were 

F(2, 94) = 9.96, p = .01, partial eta squared = .09 (see Table 8). This indicates that MTM status 

had a much greater effect on team satisfaction than on team performance. An inspection of mean 

scores indicated that the control groups had higher levels of both team performance and team 

satisfaction compared to both MTM and mixed MTM teams. 
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Table 7 

Multivariate Tests for MANOVA for Research Question 1 

 

Effect Wilks’ Lambda 

Value 

F Hypothesis 

df 

Error 

df 

Sig. Partial η2 

MTM Status .223 52 4 186 .00 .53 

 

 

Table 8 

Univariate Tests for MANOVA for Research Question 1 

 

Source Dependent Variable Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial η2 

MTM Status  Team Satisfaction 181.5 2 90.75 152.07 .00 .76 

Performance Quality 19.91 2 9.96 4.73 .01 .09 

 

The relationship between team status and team performance and team satisfaction was 

further assessed with separate ANOVAs for the two variables. Results showed that there are 

significant differences for both team performance (F(2,94) = 4.73, p  = 0.01) and team 

satisfaction (F(2,94) = 152.07, p < 0.01), see Tables 9-11. Post-hoc tests on team performance 

showed significant differences between the control and MTM groups but not between the control 

group and the mixed MTM group. On the other hand, difference between both the control group 

and the mixed MTM and MTM groups were significant for team satisfaction. 
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Table 9 

Descriptives for Performance and Satisfaction 

 N M SD SE 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Performance 

Quality  

Control 32 4.2813 1.37 .24 3.78 4.77 2.00 6.00 

MTM 33 3.5455 1.56 .27 2.99 4.09 1.00 6.00 

Mixed 

MTM 

32 3.1875 1.40 .24 2.68 3.69 2.00 6.00 

Total 97 3.6701 1.50 .15 3.36 3.97 1.00 6.00 

Team Satisfaction Control 32 1.8536 .49 .08 1.67 2.03 .49 2.56 

MTM 33 -

1.4225 

.44 .07 -1.57 -1.26 -2.32 -.57 

Mixed 

MTM 

32 -.3867 1.16 .20 -.80 0.03 -1.82 2.18 

Total 97 .0000 1.57 .15 -.31 0.31 -2.32 2.56 
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Table 10 

ANOVAs for Team Performance and Team Satisfaction 

 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Performance Quality  Between Groups 19.918 2 9.959 4.73 .011 

Within Groups 197.526 94 2.101   

Total 217.443 96    

Team Satisfaction Between Groups 181.500 2 90.750 152.07 .000 

Within Groups 56.094 94 .597   

Total 237.594 96    

 

Table 11 

Tukey Post-hoc Comparisons for Team Performance and Team Satisfaction 

Dependent Variable 

(I) Team Session 

Condition 

(Control=1, Mixed 

MTM=2, MTM=3) 

(J) Team Session 

Condition 

(Control=1, Mixed 

MTM=2, MTM=3) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

97.5% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Performance 

Quality  

Control 

 

Mixed MTM .73580 .35964 .107 -.2192 1.6908 

MTM 1.09375* .36240 .009 .1314 2.0561 

Mixed MTM 

 

Control -.73580 .35964 .107 -1.6908 .2192 

MTM .35795 .35964 .582 -.5970 1.3129 

MTM Control -1.09375* .36240 .009 -2.0561 -.1314 

Mixed MTM -.35795 .35964 .582 -1.3129 .5970 

Team Satisfaction Control 

 

Mixed MTM 3.27604* .19165 .000 2.7671 3.7850 

MTM 2.24023* .19312 .000 1.7274 2.7530 

Mixed MTM 

 

Control -3.27604* .19165 .000 -3.7850 -2.7671 

MTM -1.03581* .19165 .000 -1.5447 -.5269 

MTM Control -2.24023* .19312 .000 -2.7530 -1.7274 

Mixed MTM 1.03581* .19165 .000 .5269 1.5447 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .025 level. 
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Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 was at the team level, is MTM status negatively associated with 

team psychological safety climate, team trust, team identification, and team intent to share 

information? The relationship between MTM status and each of the primary measures was tested 

by running one-way analysis of variance for each of the measures; the means for each group are 

presented in Table 12. As seen in Table 13, there was a statistically significant difference 

between the three MTM groups for Team Trust (F(2,94) = 227.15, p < .01, η2 = .17) and Team 

Identification (F(2,94) = 1028.6, p < .01, η2 = .04). There was no statistically significant 

difference for Psychological Safety (F(2,94) = 0.125, p = .88) and Intent to Share Information 

(F(2,94) = 1.68, p = .19).  
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Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics for Key Variables by Group 

  

N M SD SE 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Min Max 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Team Psychological 

Safety Climate  

Control 32 -0.03 0.62 0.11 -0.25 0.19 -2.19 0.81 

MTM 33 0.00 0.45 0.08 -0.16 0.16 -1.16 0.74 

Mixed MTM 32 0.03 0.37 0.06 -0.10 0.16 -0.73 0.77 

Total 97 0.00 0.49 0.05 -0.10 0.10 -2.19 0.81 

Team trust  Control 32 1.42 0.34 0.06 1.29 1.54 0.77 2.27 

MTM 33 -2.55 1.33 0.23 -3.02 -2.08 -3.73 2.02 

Mixed MTM 32 1.22 0.49 0.09 1.04 1.40 0.15 2.21 

Total 97 0.00 2.03 0.21 -0.41 0.41 -3.73 2.27 

Team Identification  Control 32 2.65 0.45 0.08 2.49 2.81 1.56 3.31 

MTM 33 -0.87 0.42 0.07 -1.02 -0.72 -1.63 -0.06 

Mixed MTM 32 -1.75 0.35 0.06 -1.88 -1.63 -2.25 -0.88 

Total 97 0.00 1.95 0.20 -0.39 0.39 -2.25 3.31 

Team Intent to 

Share Information  

Control 32 -0.16 0.58 0.10 -0.37 0.05 -2.26 0.69 

MTM 33 0.09 0.63 0.11 -0.13 0.32 -2.06 1.04 

Mixed MTM 32 0.07 0.63 0.11 -0.16 0.30 -1.11 1.04 

Total 97 0.00 0.62 0.06 -0.12 0.12 -2.26 1.04 
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Table 13 

ANOVA Results for Research Question 2 

  Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F p 

Team Psychological Safety 

Climate  

Between Groups 0.06 2.00 0.03 0.12 .88 

Within Groups 22.69 94.00 0.24   

Total 22.75 96.00    

Team trust  Between Groups 326.67 2.00 163.33 227.15 .00 

Within Groups 67.59 94.00 0.72   

Total 394.26 96.00    

Team Identification  Between Groups 348.49 2.00 174.25 1028.60 .00 

Within Groups 15.92 94.00 0.17   

Total 364.42 96.00    

Team Intent to Share 

Information 

Between Groups 1.29 2.00 0.64 1.70 .19 

Within Groups 35.63 94.00 0.38   

Total 36.91 96.00    

 

Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test showed that control groups showed 

significantly higher results on both Team Trust and Team Identification compared to MTM and 

mixed MTM groups (see Table 14). 
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Table 14 

Tukey Post-hoc Comparisons for Main Measures 

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) Team Session 

Condition 

(Control=1, Mixed 

MTM=2, MTM=3) 

(J) Team Session 

Condition 

(Control=1, 

Mixed MTM=2, 

MTM=3) 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) SE Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Team 

Psychological 

Safety Climate  

Control 

 

Mixed MTM -.02969 .12188 .968 -.3199 .2606 

MTM -.06138 .12282 .872 -.3539 .2311 

Mixed MTM 

 

Control .02969 .12188 .968 -.2606 .3199 

MTM -.03169 .12188 .963 -.3219 .2586 

MTM Control .06138 .12282 .872 -.2311 .3539 

Mixed MTM .03169 .12188 .963 -.2586 .3219 

Team trust  Control 

 

Mixed MTM 3.96834* .21038 .000 3.4673 4.4693 

MTM .19727 .21199 .622 -.3076 .7021 

Mixed MTM 

 

Control -3.96834* .21038 .000 -4.4693 -3.4673 

MTM -3.77107* .21038 .000 -4.2721 -3.2701 

MTM Control -.19727 .21199 .622 -.7021 .3076 

Mixed MTM 3.77107* .21038 .000 3.2701 4.2721 

Team 

Identification  

Control 

 

Mixed MTM 3.52166* .10211 .000 3.2785 3.7648 

MTM 4.40625* .10290 .000 4.1612 4.6513 

Mixed MTM 

 

Control -3.52166* .10211 .000 -3.7648 -3.2785 

MTM .88459* .10211 .000 .6414 1.1278 

MTM Control -4.40625* .10290 .000 -4.6513 -4.1612 

Mixed MTM -.88459* .10211 .000 -1.1278 -.6414 

Team Intent to 

Share 

Information 

Control 

 

Mixed MTM -.25625 .15274 .219 -.6200 .1075 

MTM -.23125 .15391 .294 -.5978 .1353 

Mixed MTM 

 

Control .25625 .15274 .219 -.1075 .6200 

MTM .02500 .15274 .985 -.3387 .3887 

MTM Control .23125 .15391 .294 -.1353 .5978 

Mixed MTM -.02500 .15274 .985 -.3887 .3387 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Test of Hypotheses  

Results for Hypothesis 1A and 1B: Team Psychological Safety Climate 

Hypothesis 1a was that Psychological safety will mediate the relationship between MTM 

status and team satisfaction. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating team satisfaction 

from MTM status as well as psychological safety. Both MTM (a = 0.06, p = .62) and mixed 

MTM teams (a = 0.03, p = .81) were not significantly related to Psychological safety. However, 

both MTM (b = -2.27, p < .01) and mixed MTM (b = -3.29, p < .01) negatively predicted team 

satisfaction while controlling for psychological safety (see Table 15). The bootstrap confidence 

intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM (ab) using 10,000 bootstrap samples 

were -0.0769 to 0.1681 and -0.1123 to 0.1543 respectively, indicating that there was no evidence 

for an indirect effect of MTM status on team satisfaction through psychological safety. Thus, the 

researcher’s hypothesis was rejected. 

Table 15 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Satisfaction Through Psychological Safety 

  Direct  

Effect on 

Team Psych 

Safety 

Direct 

Effect on 

Team 

Satisfaction  

Total 

Indirect 

Effect on 

Team 

Satisfaction 

Indirect Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM 0.06 ns -2.27 * .028 ns -0.0769 0.1681 

Mixed MTM 0.03 ns -3.29 * .013 ns -0.1123 0.1543 

Team Psych Safety - .45 * - - - 

 

Hypothesis 1b was that Psychological safety will mediate the relationship between MTM 

status and team performance. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating team 

performance from MTM status as well as psychological safety. Both MTM (a = 0.06, p = .62 and 

mixed MTM teams (a = 0.03, p = .81) were not significantly related to Psychological safety. 
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However, MTM (b = -1.09, p < .01) negatively predicted team performance while controlling for 

psychological safety, while mixed MTM was exactly at the statistically significant threshold (b = 

-0.73, p =.05; see Table 16). The bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM 

and mixed MTM (ab) using 10,000 bootstrap samples were -0.11 to 0.07 and -0.10 to 0.07 

respectively, indicating that there was no evidence for an indirect effect of MTM status on team 

performance through psychological safety. Thus, the researcher’s hypothesis was rejected. 

Table 16 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM status on Team Performance Through Psychological Safety 

  Direct  Effect 

on Team 

Psych Safety 

Direct Effect 

on  

Performacne 

Quality  

Total Indirect 

Effect on  

Performacne 

Quality 

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM 0.06 ns -1.09** .00 ns -0.11 0.07 

Mixed MTM 0.03 ns -0.73* .00 ns -0.1 0.07 

Team Psych 

Safety 

  -0.03 ns       

 

Results for Hypotheses 2A-2D: Team Trust and Team Mistrust  

Hypothesis 2a was that Team trust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and 

team satisfaction. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating team satisfaction from 

MTM status as well as team trust. Mixed MTM (a = -3.97, p < .01) was negatively related to 

team trust. This relationship was not statistically significant for MTM teams (a = -0.20, p = .35). 

However, both MTM (b = -2.21, p < .01) and mixed MTM (b = -2.69, p < .01) negatively 

predicted team satisfaction while controlling for team trust (see Table 17). The bootstrap 

confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM (ab) using 10,000 bootstrap 

samples were -0.0956 to 0.0010 and -1.4083 to -0.1202 respectively, indicating that there was 

evidence for an indirect effect of mixed MTM teams on team satisfaction through team trust. 
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However, this effect was not significant for MTM teams. The research hypothesis was partly 

supported for mixed MTM teams.  

Table 17 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Satisfaction through Team Trust 

    

Direct  

Effect on 

Team 

Trust 

Direct Effect 

on Team 

Satisfaction  

Total Indirect 

Effect on 

Team 

Satisfaction 

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM   -0.20 ns -2.21* -0.0289 ns -0.0956  0.001 

Mixed MTM   -3.97* -2.69* -0.5818 * -1.4083  -0.1202 

Team Trust   - 0.15 ns - -  - 

 

Hypothesis 2b was that Team trust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and 

team performance. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating team performance from 

MTM status as well as team trust. Mixed MTM (a = -3.97, p < .01) was negatively related to 

team trust. This relation was not statistically significant for MTM teams (a = -0.20, p = .35). 

However, MTM (b = -1.08, p < .01) negatively predicted team performance while controlling for 

team trust. Mixed MTM did not predict team performance significantly (-0.48, p = .54); see 

Table 18. The bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM 

(ab) using 10,000 bootstrap samples were -0.13 to 0.05 and -0.05 to 0.01 respectively, indicating 

that there was no evidence for an indirect effect of MTM status on team performance through 

team trust. Thus, the researcher’s hypothesis was rejected. 
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Table 18 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Performance Through Team Trust 

 

  Direct  Effect 

on Team 

Trust 

Direct Effect 

on  

Performance 

Quality  

Total Indirect 

Effect on  

Performance 

Quality  

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM -0.20 ns -1.08** -0.01 ns -0.13 0.05 

Mixed 

MTM 

-3.97** -0.48 ns -0.26 ns -0.05 0.01 

Team Trust   .06 ns       

 

Hypothesis 2c was that Team mistrust will mediate the relationship between MTM status 

and team satisfaction. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating team satisfaction from 

MTM status as well as team mistrust. Mixed MTM (a = 2.69, p < .01) was found to be positively 

related to team mistrust. This relation was not significant for MTM teams (a = 0.07, p = .80) 

However, both MTM (b = -2.23, p < .01) and mixed MTM (b = -2.79, p < .01) negatively 

predicted team satisfaction while controlling for team mistrust (see Table 19). The bootstrap 

confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM (ab) using 10,000 bootstrap 

samples were -0.0457 to 0.0102 and -0.8175 to -0.2940 respectively, indicating that there was 

evidence for an indirect effect of mixed MTM teams on team satisfaction through team mistrust. 

However, this effect was not significant for MTM teams. The results partly supported the 

research hypothesis for mixed MTM teams. 
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Table 19 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Satisfaction through Team Mistrust 

  

Direct  Effect 

on Team 

Mistrust 

Direct Effect on 

Team 

Satisfaction  

Total Indirect 

Effect on Team 

Satisfaction 

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM 0.07 ns -2.23* -.0127 ns -0.0457 0.0102 

Mixed MTM 2.69 * -2.79* -.4869 * -0.8175 -0.294 

Team Mistrust - -.1812* - - - 

 

Hypothesis 2d was that Team mistrust will mediate the relationship between MTM status 

and team performance. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating team performance 

from MTM status as well as team mistrust. Mixed MTM (a = 2.69, p < .01) was found to be 

positively related to team mistrust. This relations was not significant for MTM teams (a = 0.07, p 

= .80). However, MTM (b = -1.09, p < .01) negatively predicted team performance while 

controlling for team mistrust, while mixed MTM did not (b = -.61, p = .23); see Table 20. The 

bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM (ab) using 10,000 

bootstrap samples were -.05 to 0.01 and -0.81 to 0.54 respectively, indicating that there was no 

evidence for an indirect effect of MTM status on team performance through team mistrust. Thus, 

the researcher’s hypothesis was rejected. 
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Table 20 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Performance Through Team Mistrust 

  Direct  

Effect on 

Team 

Mistrust 

Direct Effect 

on  

Performance 

Quality 

Total Indirect 

Effect on  

Performance 

Quality 

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM 0.07 ns -1.09** .00 ns -0.05 0.01 

Mixed MTM 2.69** -.61 ns .-12 ns -0.81 0.54 

Team 

Mistrust 

  -.05 ns       

 

Results for Hypotheses 3A and 3B: Team Identification  

Hypothesis 3a was that Team identification will mediate the relationship between MTM 

status and team satisfaction. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating team satisfaction 

from MTM status as well as team identification. Both MTM (a = -4.41, p < .01) and mixed 

MTM (a = -3.52, p < .01) were negatively related to team identification. However, only mixed 

MTM (b = -1.88, p < .01) negatively predicted team satisfaction while controlling for team 

identification. This effect was not statistically significant for MTM teams (b = -0.49, p = .57); 

see Table 21. The bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM 

(ab) using 10,000 bootstrap samples were -3.2717 to -0.3880 and -2.6099 to -0.3108 

respectively, indicating that there was evidence for an indirect effect of MTM status on team 

satisfaction through team identification, thus supporting the research hypothesis. 

  



 

161 

 

 
 

Table 21 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Satisfaction Through Team Identification 

  

Direct  Effect 

on Team 

Identification  

 Direct 

Effect on 

Team 

Satisfaction  

Total 

Indirect 

Effect on 

Team 

Satisfaction 

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM -4.41*  -.49 ns -1.7525 * -3.2717 -0.388 

Mixed MTM -3.52*  -1.88 * -1.4006* -2.6099 -0.3108 

Team Identification -  .3977 * - - - 

 

Hypothesis 3b was that team identification will mediate the relationship between MTM 

status and team performance. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating team 

performance from MTM status as well as team identification. Both MTM (a = -4.41, p < .01) and 

mixed MTM (a = -3.52, p < .01) were negatively related to team identification. However, neither 

MTM (b = .03, p = .99), nor mixed MTM (b = .16, p = .90) predicted team performance while 

controlling for team identification (see Table 22). The bootstrap confidence intervals for the 

indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM (ab) using 10,000 bootstrap samples were -3.75 to 1.86 

and -3.06 to 1.47 respectively, indicating that there was no evidence for an indirect effect of 

MTM status on team performance through team identification. Thus, the researcher’s hypothesis 

was rejected. 
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Table 22 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Performance Through Team Identification 

 

  Direct  Effect 

on Team 

Identification  

Direct Effect 

on  

Performance 

Quality  

Total Indirect 

Effect on  

Performance 

Quality 

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM -4.41** 0.03 ns -1.12 ns -3.75 1.86 

Mixed MTM -3.52** 0.16 ns -.90 ns -3.06 1.47 

Team 

Identification 

  .25 ns       

 

Results for Hypotheses 4A – 4D: Team Intent to Share Information and Team Actual 

Information Sharing  

Hypothesis 4a was that Team intent to share information will mediate the relationship 

between MTM status and team satisfaction. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating 

team satisfaction from MTM status as well as team intent to share information. Neither MTM (a 

= 0.23, p = .13), nor mixed MTM (a = 0.26, p = .09) were related to team intent to share 

information. Both MTM (b = -2.25, p < .01) and mixed MTM (b = -3.28, p <.01) negatively 

predicted team satisfaction while controlling for team intent to share information (see Table 23). 

The bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM (ab) using 

10,000 bootstrap samples were -0.0537 to 0.1253 and -0.0670 to 0.1175 respectively, indicating 

that there was no evidence for an indirect effect of MTM status on team satisfaction through 

team intent to share information, thus rejecting the research hypothesis. 
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Table 23 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Satisfaction Through Team Intent to Share 

  

Direct  Effect 

on Team 

Intent to 

Share 

Direct Effect 

on Team 

Satisfaction  

Total Indirect 

Effect on Team 

Satisfaction 

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM 0.23 ns -2.25 * .0070 ns -0.0537 0.1253 

Mixed MTM 0.26 ns -3.28 * .0078 ns -0.067 0.1175 

Team Intent to Share  

Information  

- .0303 ns - - - 

 

Hypothesis 4b was that Team intent to share information will mediate the relationship 

between MTM status and team performance.. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating 

team performance from MTM status as well as team intent to share information. Neither MTM (a 

= 0.23, p = .14), nor mixed MTM (a = 0.26, p = .10) were found to be related to team intent to 

share information. MTM (b = -1.17, p < .01) negatively predicted team performance while 

controlling for team intent to share information. The effect was also significant for mixed MTM 

teams (b = -0.82, p = .03); see Table 24. The bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect 

of MTM and mixed MTM (ab) using 10,000 bootstrap samples were -0.02 to 0.29 and -0.01 and 

0.28 respectively, indicating that there was no evidence for an indirect effect of MTM status on 

team performance through team intent to share information, thus rejecting the research 

hypothesis. 
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Table 24 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Performance Through Team Intent to Share 

  Direct  

Effect on 

Team Intent 

to Share 

Direct Effect on  

Performance 

Quality 

Total 

Indirect 

Effect on  

Performance 

Quality  

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM 0.23 ns -1.17** .08 ns -0.02 0.29 

Mixed MTM 0.26 ns -.82* .08 ns -0.01 0.28 

Team Intent to Share 

Information 

- .33 ns       

 

Hypothesis 4c was that Team actual information sharing will mediate the relationship 

between MTM status and team satisfaction. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating 

team satisfaction from MTM status as well as actual shared information. Neither MTM (a = -

0.03, p = .36), nor mixed MTM (a = -0.00, p = .99) were found to be related to actual shared 

information. Both MTM (b = -2.23, p < .01) and mixed MTM (b = -3.28, p < .01) negatively 

predicted team satisfaction while controlling for actual shared information (see Table 25). The 

bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed MTM (ab) using 10,000 

bootstrap samples were -0.1198 to 0.0144 and -0.0546 to 0.0501 respectively, indicating that 

there was no evidence for an indirect effect of MTM status on team satisfaction through team 

actual information sharing, thus rejecting the research hypothesis.  
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Table 25 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Satisfaction Through Team Actual 

Information Sharing  

 

  Direct  

Effect on 

Team 

actual 

informatio

n sharing  

Direct 

Effect on 

Team 

Satisfactio

n  

Total 

Indirect 

Effect on 

Team 

Satisfactio

n 

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLC

I 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULC

I 

MTM -0.03 ns -2.23* -0.0107 ns -0.1198 0.0144 

Mixed MTM -0.00 ns -3.28* -0.0002 ns -0.0546 0.0501 

Team Actual Information 

Sharing 

  0.2787 ns       

 

Hypothesis 4d was that Team actual information sharing will mediate the relationship 

between MTM status and team performance. A mediation analysis was conducted by estimating 

team performance from MTM status as well as actual shared information. Neither MTM (a = -

0.00, p = .99), nor mixed MTM (a = -0.04, p = .36) were found to be related to actual shared 

information. MTM (b = -.97, p < .01) negatively predicted team performance while controlling 

for actual shared information. The effect was also present for mixed MTM teams (b = -0.73, p = 

.03); see Table 26. The bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect of MTM and mixed 

MTM (ab) using 10,000 bootstrap samples were -0.44 to 0.07 and -0.28 to 0.29 respectively, 

indicating that there was no evidence for an indirect effect of MTM status on team performance 

through team actual information sharing, thus rejecting the research hypothesis. 
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Table 26 

Direct and Indirect Effects of MTM Status on Team Performance Through Team Actual 

Information Sharing  

 

  Direct  Effect 

on Team 

actual 

information 

sharing  

Direct 

Effect on 

Perforance 

Quality  

Total Indirect 

Effect on 

Performance 

Quality  

Indirect 

Effect 

BootLLCI 

Indirect 

Effect 

BooULCI 

MTM -0.04 ns -.97** -0.12 ns -0.44 0.07 

Mixed MTM -0.00 ns -0.73* .00 ns -0.28 0.29 

Team Actual 

Information Sharing 

  3.15**       

 

Discussion  

As team members continue to assume multiple concurrent team memberships, it is 

critically important to understand the mechanisms underlying these teams that lead to improved 

team outcomes. Research has demonstrated that the drivers of team performance for traditional 

teams are a result of dynamic properties that emerge from team interaction processes (Marks, 

2001). More recently, it has been acknowledged that the structural characteristics or design of a 

team (e.g., in the form of multiple team membership) has an effect on both team processes and 

team outcomes (O’Leary, 2011). Despite the prevalence of multiple team memberships, very 

little is known about their implications. Researchers have only recently started to explore the 

effects of multiple team memberships on team outcomes. This study was motivated by this gap 

in the literature. More specifically, researchers have tended to  concentrate on the number of 

multiple team memberships that a person concurrently holds, a focus that is rooted in the 

theoretical assumption that MTM effectiveness depends most critically on the number of 

multiple memberships (Maynard et al., 2012; O’Leary et al., 2011). However, inconsistent 
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findings suggest a need to develop a deeper understanding of how MTM structures relate to 

different team outcomes.  

Thus, I designed this study to go beyond previous studies (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 2015; 

Chan, 2014; Cummings & Hass, 2012; Pluut et al., 2014) by exploring which team processes 

mediate the relationship between MTM status and performance/satisfaction. No known prior 

studies have empirically examined the effect of MTM  on team satisfaction. I first proposed two 

research questions that consider the main effect of MTM status on various team emergent states 

and processes as well as team outcomes. Next, I hypothesized that team emergent states and 

team processes would partially mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

outcomes. Consequently, this study provided the first examination of MTM status along with 

some of its processes and its effects on team outcomes in a laboratory setting. Many of my 

research questions and hypotheses were supported, illustrating that effect of MTM status on team 

processes and team outcomes as well as the role of team processes in partially mediating the 

MTM-team outcome relationship. See Table 27 for a summary of results for research questions 

and hypotheses. Moreover, although not hypothesized, I found numerous statistically significant 

direct effects for MTM status on both the intervening variables and outcome variables.  

In support of my first research question, I found that MTM status was related to team 

performance and satisfaction. In particular, MTM status was significantly related to the 

combined dependent variables as well as when each dependent variable was tested separately. 

Moreover, MTM status was found to have a greater effect on team satisfaction than on team 

performance. A subsequent Tukey post-hoc test on team performance revealed significant 

differences between MTM and control teams but not between mixed MTM and control teams. 

Conversely, a similar post-hoc test on team satisfaction revealed significant differences between 
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both the control team and the mixed MTM and MTM teams. Such an association between MTM 

status and team performance is consistent with other studies, which also tested for the linear 

relationship of MTM on team performance (e.g., Chan, 2014; Cummings & Haas, 2012). As 

mentioned earlier, none of the prior studies directly tested for the effect of MTM on team 

satisfaction. As a result, these findings as well as the ones described in the following section for 

the effects of MTM on team satisfaction are particularly noteworthy.  

In support of my second research question, I found that MTM status had a negative effect 

on team trust and team identification. Tukey post-hoc testing revealed significant differences on 

both team trust and team identification between the control team compared to the MTM and 

mixed MTM teams. These results are consistent with the theorized implications of MTM 

stemming from competing team priorities and multiple team identities (O’Leary et al., 2011).  

I also found support for several of my hypotheses. The relationship between mixed MTM 

status and team satisfaction was partially mediated by team trust. Mixed MTM teams had a 

significant negative direct effect on both team trust and team satisfaction as well as a significant 

negative indirect effect on team satisfaction through team trust. Hence, hypothesis 2a was 

supported for mixed MTM teams but not for MTM teams. Although not hypothesized, it should 

be noted that MTM and mixed MTM teams had significant negative direct effects on team 

satisfaction. The significant negative direct effect on team satisfaction was stronger for MTM 

than for mixed MTM teams.  

Team mistrust was found to partially mediate the relationship between mixed MTM 

status and team satisfaction. Mixed MTM teams had a significant positive direct effect on team 

mistrust, a significant negative direct effect on team satisfaction, and a significant negative 

indirect effect on team satisfaction through team mistrust. Thus, hypothesis 2c was supported. 
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Furthermore, both MTM and mixed MTM teams had a significant negative direct effect on team 

satisfaction. The significant negative direct effect on team satisfaction was stronger for MTM 

than for mixed MTM teams.  

The results found in hypotheses 2a and 2c are consistent with the perspective that project 

teams are defined temporary social systems that are governed by mechanisms of trust and control 

(Manning, 2008). Researchers have also demonstrated that trust behaviors are related to team 

satisfaction (e.g., Costa, 2003). Furthermore, researchers have suggested that multiple team 

memberships can decrease the opportunity for team members to build swift trust with new 

members (Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009). 

Team identification was found to partially mediate the relationship between both MTM 

and mixed MTM teams and team satisfaction. As a result, both hypotheses 3a and 3b were 

supported. Moreover, both MTM and mixed MTM teams had significant negative indirect effects 

on team satisfaction through team identification. However, only mixed MTM teams were found 

to negatively predict team satisfaction while controlling for team identification. Additionally, 

mixed MTM and MTM teams had a significant negative direct effect on team identification. The 

significant negative direct effect on team identification was stronger for mixed MTM teams than 

for MTM teams. These findings are consistent with the notion that a team’s degree of team 

identification reflects the extent to which team members can categorize other team members 

(e.g., perceived dissimilarities in knowledge, skills, and abilities; Van der Vegt et al., 2003). Of 

particular interest, I found evidence that team identification drives team sense-making activities 

that influence team satisfaction for MTM and mixed MTM teams. 

In short, the mediation analysis found empirical evidence for three mediators of the MTM 

status-team satisfaction relationship. In particular, team identification, team trust, and team 
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mistrust were all found to mediate this relationship. These findings highlight that particular to the 

MTM context, team processes, like team identification, team trust, and team mistrust, may be 

more relevant mediators of the relationship between MTM status and team outcomes. However, 

more research is needed to better understand various mediators of the MTM-team performance 

relationship. 

Contrary to my other parts of my second research questions, I did not find a statistically 

significant negative association between the three MTM status conditions and team 

psychological safety climate or with the team’s intent to share information. Surprisingly, none of 

the hypotheses testing for the partial mediation of the team emergent states and team processes 

between MTM status and team performance were supported. In other words, I did not find any 

statistically significant indirect effects on team performance through psychological safety 

climate, team trust, team mistrust, team intent to share information or a team actual information 

sharing.  

However, although not hypothesized, several of the unsupported hypotheses revealed 

significant direct effects of MTM status on the mediator variables. Hypothesis 2a and 2b, which 

tested for team trust to mediate the relationship between MTM status and team satisfaction and 

performance, revealed that mixed MTM teams had a significant negative direct effect on team 

trust. Hypothesis 2c and 2d, which tested for team mistrust to mediate the relationship between 

MTM status and team satisfaction and performance revealed that mixed MTM teams had a 

significant positive direct effect on team mistrust. Hypotheses 3a and 3b, which tested for team 

identification to mediate the relationship between MTM status and team satisfaction and 

performance revealed that both MTM and mixed MTM teams had significant direct effects on 
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team identification. This significant negative direct effect on team identification was stronger for 

mixed MTM than MTM teams.  

Several notable contributions from the model emerged in this study. The two main 

theoretical contributions follow from identifying several underlying mechanisms that are well 

established in the literature on teams. Still, such contributions are not fully understood for their 

effect on multiple membership teams. First, I referenced existing theory and research on team 

emergent states and team processes to integrate this theory into the discussion of the role of team 

emergent states and team processes in MTM teams and their effect on team outcomes. As 

discussed earlier, although previous researchers have begun to explore the nature of MTM and 

its effect on team outcomes, the underlying role of team emergent states and team processes has 

largely been unexplored.  

Second, I provide empirical evidence for three key mediators (team trust, team mistrust, 

and team identification) through which MTM’s effects on team satisfaction and performance are 

manifested. Additionally, although not hypothesized, I found numerous direct effects of MTM 

status on both intervening and outcome variables. As a result, this study represents a major step 

forward in establishing empirical evidence for the intervening variables of the MTM-team 

outcome relationship as well as for the main effect of MTM teams on team process and team 

outcome variables.  

Third, despite the importance of team satisfaction, to the best of my knowledge, no prior 

research has assessed the MTM-team satisfaction relationship. Given that team satisfaction is 

determined by multiple factors such as the composition of the team, group processes within the 

team, and the nature of the work itself (Campion et al., 1993; Gladstein, 1984), it is strongly 
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recommended that future research extend the scope of these findings using other MTM status 

configurations, team processes, and team tasks.  

Fourth, this study makes a contribution to the methods used to examine multiple team 

membership by introducing a laboratory protocol and design for the examination of MTM status. 

An espoused goal of the laboratory design is to rule out uncontrolled extraneous influences and 

to focus on precision in capturing fundamental processes. In this laboratory setting, I was able to 

manipulate MTM status successfully. As a result, the protocol and design used in this study have 

established a proven way for future researchers to examine the MTM team work arrangements in 

such a setting, which is noteworthy because there are no known published studies of MTM teams 

examined in a laboratory. Future laboratory research on the mechanisms by which MTM teams 

exert their positive and negative effects on team outcomes is encouraged, given its potential to 

illuminate further how to manage these competing forces and ultimately achieve optimal team 

outcomes. Last, for practitioners, these findings underline the importance of team emergent 

states and processes to improve MTM team outcomes. Team leaders should be aware of the role 

of team processes to influence the performance and satisfaction of MTM teams.  

Limitations and Future Research  

This study is not without its limitations. First, because it is one of the first studies to 

explicitly combine research of MTM teams with mediating processes in a laboratory setting, I 

encourage researchers to include the mediator variables examined in this study in future studies 

to further validate and extend the model as well as include other configurations of the MTM 

status conditions. Moreover, I encourage future researchers to identify a fuller set of process 

variables that mediate both the positive and negative effects of MTM teams on various team 
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outcome measures. Additionally, future researchers should also examine the antecedents of 

psychological safety climate and intent to share behaviors in MTM teams.  

Second, the wording used in the team intent to share information measurement items was 

prospective, not retrospective. For project teams in particular, “a retrospective is a formal method 

for evaluating project performance, extracting lessons learned, and making recommendations for 

the future” (Nelson, 2005, p. 362). As a result, the prospective wording used for this measure 

may not have adequately captured the team’s intent to share information. As a result, future 

researchers should use a retrospective measure for a team’s intent to share information.  

As noted by several researchers (e.g., Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Srivastava, Bartol, & 

Locke, 2006) information sharing is a critical team process to be examined for teams whose 

members have diverse expertise (e.g., cross-functional project teams). Additionally, MTM teams 

may have more difficulty with sharing information across team boundaries as opposed to within 

their focal team. As a result, future researchers should employ different measures that more 

appropriately capture this behavior in MTM teams. They should consider the effect of MTM 

teams on various types of learning behaviors (i.e., those that take place within the focal team and 

those that take across team boundaries). For example, Wong (2004) measured both local learning 

and distal learning in teams across multiple organizations and industries. A similar examination 

of MTM teams would enhance understanding of various factors that promote and suppress 

information sharing in MTM teams.   

Third, it is also important for future researchers to employ other of types of team tasks 

(e.g., tasks that generate solutions versus tasks that execute action plans as well as tasks that 

foster cross team boundaries/exchange and coordination) to test the effect of MTM teams on 

team performance. The hypotheses that tested for mediated effects between MTM status and 
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team performance were largely unsupported. These findings may in part be due to the 

undergraduate participants’ limited experience using company financial information to evaluate 

different companies for short-term and long-term potential. Moreover, the task used in the study 

may not have been consistent with the type of task found in real work MTM teams. Also, 

because this study was conducted in the laboratory with a constructed task and undergraduate 

participants, it is subject to the usual caution relative to extrapolating the findings to MTM teams 

in an organizational setting. Future researchers should pay more explicit attention to developing 

and testing theory about how task attributes affect MTM team outcomes.  

Fourth, the short duration of the team discussion phase used in the laboratory design may 

have curtailed the level of dynamic interaction needed for team psychological safety climate to 

emerge (Edmondson, 1999). Additionally, because the participants did not actually work in 

multiple teams, they were not subject to many of the strong situational influences relative to an 

applied MTM team setting. The lack of these strong situational influences may have attenuated 

the salience of the MTM status conditions, thereby also undermining the effect on team 

processes and subsequent team outcomes.  

Last, the results are predominantly based on questionnaire data, which may be subject to 

common source and common method biases. I attempted to reduce such biases by using a variety 

of response formats. In addition, a strength of the study is the measurement of team performance 

via team decision-making tasks and actual input coded from the videotaped team discussions. 

Despite these limitations, this study has important implications for understanding the 

mechanisms underlying MTM teams that result in improved team outcomes.  

In summary, this study posited a team-level mediated model of MTM status, which 

contributes to the needed dialogue by identifying key mediators through which MTM team 



 

175 

 

effects are manifested. The study also provides a design framework that can help future 

researchers examine MTM teams in a laboratory setting. Thus, I believe that I have established a 

theoretical and empirical foundation for a mediation model that has the potential to help 

illuminate the influence of MTM status on team emergent states and processes underlying 

satisfaction and performance. As a result, I feel this model and approach will prove useful to 

future research of both the situational characteristics related to MTM status and its underlying 

processes.  
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Table 27 

Summary Table of the Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Supported Not 

Supported 

Research Question 1a. At the team-level, does MTM status relate to team satisfaction?  √  

Research Question 1b. At the team-level, does MTM status relate to team performance?  √  

Research Question 2a. At the team-level, is MTM status negatively associated with team psychological 

safety climate? 
 √ 

Research Question 2b. At the team-level, is MTM status negatively associated with team trust? √  

Research Question 2c. At the team-level, is MTM status negatively associated with team identification? √  

Research Question 2d. At the team-level, is MTM status negatively associated with team’s intent to share 

information? 
 √ 

Hypothesis 1a. Psychological safety will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

satisfaction. 
 √ 

Hypothesis 1b. Psychological safety will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

performance. 

 √ 

Hypothesis 2a. Team trust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team satisfaction. √  

Hypothesis 2b. Team trust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team performance.  √ 

Hypothesis 2c. Team mistrust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team satisfaction. √  

Hypothesis 2d. Team mistrust will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team performance. 
 √ 

Hypothesis 3a. Team identification will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team satisfaction. √  

Hypothesis 3b. Team identification will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

performance. 
 √ 

Hypothesis 4a. Team intent to share information will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

satisfaction. 
 √ 

Hypothesis 4b. Team intent to share information will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

performance. 
 √ 

Hypothesis 4c. Team actual information sharing will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

satisfaction. 
 √ 

Hypothesis 4d. Team actual information sharing will mediate the relationship between MTM status and team 

performance. 
 √ 
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Figure 1. Hypothesized Model (Team-Level) of the effect of MTM on Team Performance and Satisfaction: Study 2 
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Appendices  

A – Control Condition Team Assignment Sheet  

B – Mixed MTM Condition Team Assignment Sheet 

C – MTM Condition Team Assignment Sheet 

D – Participant Consent Form 

E – Company Position and Overview Sheet  

F – Control Condition Team Roster - Diego 

G – Control Condition Team Roster - York 

H – Control Condition Team Roster - Vega  

I – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego, Team Optix, and Team Mason 

J – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon 

K – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego, Team Adelphi, and Team Prime 

L – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego, Team Optix, and Team Prime 

M – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York, Team Adelphi, and Team Mason 

N – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York, Team Optix, and Team Prime 

O – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon 

P – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York, Team Optix, and Team Mason 

Q – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon 

R – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega, Team Adelphi, and Team Prime 

S – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega, Team Adelphia, and Team Mason 

T – MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon  

U – Mixed MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego 

V – Mixed MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York 
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W – Mixed MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega 

X – Info Tech Project Team Checklist – Control Condition  

Y - Info Tech Project Team Checklist – Mixed and MTM Conditions 

Z – Info Tech Project Team Membership Description – Control Condition  

AA – Info Tech Project Team Membership Description – Mixed Condition 

BB – Info Tech Project Team Membership Description –MTM Condition 

CC – Info Teach Project Team Membership Illustration Chart – Control Condition  

DD – Info Teach Project Team Membership Illustration Chart – Mixed MTM Condition  

EE– Info Teach Project Team Membership Illustration Chart – MTM Condition  

FF– Project Team T-shirt, Project Team folders, Project Team Name tags and Pen 

Assignment Matrix 

GG – ACME Ranking Form 

HH – Task Description Sheet – Control Condition 

II – Task Description Sheet – Mixed and MTM Conditions  

JJ – ACME Task unique pieces of information for each participant  

KK – Post-Task Questionnaire 

LL– Scale Items 
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Appendix A Control Condition Team Assignment Sheet  

Date of Session: __11/4/15___________________  Time of Session _10:00am____________  

Team: _____*Infotech*_______________________________    

Team Diego 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name) 

Participant #1 

 

 

Participant #2 

 

Participant #3  

 

Participant #4 

 

 

 

 

Enter Hidden 

Profile Task Code 

Task Code B1 Task Code B2 Task Code B3 Task Code B4 

 

 

 

Team Vega 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name 

Participant #5 Participant #6 Participant #7  Participant #8 

 

 

 

Enter Hidden 

Profile Task Code 

Task Code B1 Task Code B2 Task Code B3 Task Code B4 

 

 

 

Team York 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name 

Participant #9 Participant #10 Participant #11 Participant #12 

 

 

 

Enter Hidden 

Profile Task Code 

Task Code B1 Task Code B2 Task Code B3 Task Code B4 

 

 

 

Team Enterprise  

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name 

Participant #13 Participant #14 Participant #15 Participant #16 

 

 

 

Enter Hidden 

Profile Task Code 

 

Task Code B1 Task Code B2 Task Code B3 Task Code B4 
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Appendix B Mixed MTM Condition Team Assignment Sheet 

Date of Session: ____________________________  Time of Session _____________________  

Team Diego 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name) 

Participant #1 

Single Team 

 

 

Participant #2 

Single Team 

 

Participant #3  

MTM  

Participant #4 

MTM 
 

 

Teams Team Diego Team Diego Team Diego 

Team York  

Team Vega 

Team Diego 

Team York  

Team Vega 

Enter Task Code Task Code  Task Code  Task Code  Task Code  

 

 

Team York 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name 

Participant #5 

Single Team 

 

Participant #6 

Single Team 

 

Participant #7  

MTM 

Participant #8 

MTM 
 

 

Teams Team York Team York Team York 

Team Diego 

Team Vega 

Team York 

Team Diego 

Team Vega 

Enter Task Code Task Code Task Code Task Code  Task Code 

 

 

Team Vega 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name 

Participant #9 

Single Team 

 

Participant #10 

Single Team 

 

Participant #11 

MTM 

Participant #12 

MTM 
 

 

 

Teams Team Vega Team Vega 

Team Diego 

Team York 

Team Vega 

Team Diego 

Team York 

Team Vega 

Team Diego 

Team York 

Enter Task Code Task Code Task Code Task Code  Task Code 

 

 

Team 4 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name 

Participant #13 Participant #14 Participant #15 Participant #16 
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Appendix C MTM Condition Team Assignment Sheet 

Date of Session: ____________________________  Time of Session _____________________  

Team Diego 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name) 

Participant #1 

MTM 

 

 

Participant #2 

MTM 

 

Participant #3  

MTM  

Participant #4 

MTM 

 

 

Teams Team Diego 

Team Optix 

Team Mason  

Team Diego 

Team Beta 

Team Epsilon 

Team Diego 

Team Adelphi 

Team Prime 

Team Diego 

Team Optix 

Team Prime 

Enter Task Code Task Code  Task Code  Task Code  Task Code  

 

 
 

Team York 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name 

Participant #5 

MTM 

 

Participant #6 

MTM 

 

Participant #7  

MTM 

Participant #8 

MTM 

 

 

Teams Team York 

Team Adelphi 

Team Mason  

Team York 

Team Optix 

Team Prime 

Team York 

Team Beta 

Team Epsilon 

Team York 

Team Optix 

Team Mason  

Enter Task Code Task Code Task Code Task Code  Task Code 

 

 

 
 

Team Vega 

Participant Name 

(Write Full Name 

Participant #9 

MTM 

 

Participant #10 

MTM 

 

Participant #11 

MTM 

Participant #12 

MTM 

 

 

 

Teams Team Vega 

Team Beta 

Team Epsilon 

Team Vega 

Team Adelphi 

Team Prime 

Team Vega 

Team Adelphi 

Team Mason 

Team Vega 

Team Beta 

Team Epsilon  

Enter Task Code Task Code Task Code Task Code  Task Code 

 

 
 

Team 4 

Participant Name  Participant #13 Participant #14 Participant #15 Participant #16 
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Appendix D Participant Consent Form 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH  

Team Decision-Making Study 
 

Person leading this study: Ozias A. Moore 

 

This is a consent form for research participation. It contains important information about this study 

and what to expect if you decide to participate. Please consider the information carefully. Feel free to 

ask questions before making your decision whether or not to participate. If you decide to 

participate, you will be asked to sign this form and will receive a copy of the form. 

 

What the study is about: This study explores how team members make decisions.  

 

What I will ask you to do: In this study, you will be requested to read a task description and complete a 

several decision-making task with your team members. After each of the task you will be asked to 

complete a series of questions about your team experience. You will be given team folder(s) and pen(s) to 

use throughout the study. Additionally, you will also be requested to wear your team(s) name tag during 

the entire study.  

 

The entire study will take approximately 2 hours. 

 

Study Location: All study procedures will take place in the OB Lab.  
 

You may be asked to switch room locations during this study. If so, all of the room locations are 

within close proximity and are within the ILR building.  

 

Risks and benefits: We do not anticipate any risks to you participating in this study other than 

those encountered in day-to-day life. There are no direct benefits to you; however, we hope that this 

research will help provide us with insight regarding multi-team effectiveness.  

 

Compensation for participation: In return for participating in this study, you will receive extra credit in 

your ILRHR course, as per instructor guidelines.  

 

Privacy/Confidentiality: Every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of your participation 

in this project. All information collected in this study will be kept confidential. All data connected to this 

project will be maintained in a locked filing cabinet. Subject contact information and participation history 

go into a secure, password-protected database that can only be accessed by the researchers associated with 

this study. If results of this study are published or presented, individual names and other personally 

identifiable information will not be used. 

 

Video Use Consent: 

We are interested in the interaction of the team during the team decision-making 

exercise; thus video recording is required for participation. If you do not wish to be recorded, 

you cannot participate in this study. The video files will be used only for the purposes of this 

study and will be used for no other purposes without your permission. The video files will be 

available only to the trained experimenters conducting the study. All video files will be stored on 

a secure network sever. Network security protocols are in place to prevent unauthorized access to 

the video files. Additionally, no references will be made in oral or written reports that could link 

you to this study. Please initial: 
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_____ It is OK to videotape me with my team during the study. The videotape can 

be studied only by the research team for use in the research study. 

Taking part is voluntary: Your involvement is voluntary. You may refuse to participate before the study 

begins, discontinue at any time, or skip any questions/procedures that may make you feel uncomfortable, 

with no penalty to you, and no effect on the extra credit or compensation earned before withdrawing, or 

your academic standing, record, or relationship with the university or other organization or service that 

may be involved with the research. 

 

If you have questions: The main researcher conducting this study is Ozias A. Moore, a graduate student 

at Cornell University. Please ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you may 

contact Ozias A. Moore at oam25@ cornell.edu or 607-793-0472. If you have any questions or concerns 

regarding your rights as a subject in this study, you may contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for 

Human Participants at 607-255-5138 or access their website at http://www.irb.cornell.edu. You may also 

report your concerns or complaints anonymously through Ethicspoint online at www.hotline.cornell.edu 

or by calling toll free at 1-866-293-3077. Ethicspoint is an independent organization that serves as a 

liaison between the University and the person bringing the complaint so that anonymity can be ensured. 

 

If you agree to take part in this research, please sign the form below. 

Statement of Consent: I have read (or someone has read to me) this form and I am 

aware that I am being asked to participate in a research study. I have had the opportunity to ask 

questions and have had them answered to my satisfaction. I voluntarily agree to participate in 

this study.  

I am not giving up any legal rights by signing this form. I will be given a copy of this 

form. 

Signature of Participant _____________________________ Date ________________________ 

Printed Name of Participant__________________________ Date ________________________ 

Signature of person obtaining consent ______________________________ Date____________ 

Printed name of person obtaining consent ______________________________ Date _________ 

This consent form will be kept by the researcher for at least three years beyond the end of 

the study and was approved by the IRB on 8/19/15. 

  

http://www.irb.cornell.edu/
http://www.hotline.cornell.edu/
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Appendix E Company Position and Overview Sheet  

Congratulations, you have just accepted a job assignment to work as a Project Team 

Member at Infotech International, a leading edge organization recognized for its demonstrated 

excellence and innovation in effective project management. Infotech International has been 

providing strategic project management capabilities and improving the way its clients both 

initiate and deliver projects since 2005. 

In your role as an Infotech Project Team Member, you will be responsible for 

executing tasks and producing deliverables as outlined in your Project Team information folders, 

at whatever level of effort or participation has been defined for you.  A Project Team is a group 

responsible for planning and executing a project. It consists of a variable number of Project 

Team Members, who are brought in to deliver their tasks according to the project requirements 

and schedule. The Project Team ultimately organizes the work (i.e., coordinates and 

collaborates), provides team-based decision-making and goal-driven planning necessary to 

accomplish the project tasks.  

Jim Parsons, Infotech International’s CEO, is recognized around the world as an authority 

on innovative project leadership. Mr. Parsons recently stated, “Our company philosophy centers 

upon concurrent project management, with multiple Project Teams simultaneously in progress at 

any given time. In other words, we use a multiple-team member project structure.”  

As a result, your Project Team Member position at Infotech International is unlike a 

traditional Project Team Member position with only one Project Team Membership. At Infotech 

International, it is common for a Project Team Member to work on two or more Project 

Teams simultaneously, which is known as Multiple Team Membership. In this multi-team 

member work structure, you are expected to effectively manage your roles and responsibilities 
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simultaneously for each of your assigned Project Team Memberships. As such, in your new role 

as Project Team Member at Infotech International, you will be responsible for executing tasks 

and producing deliverables on each of your simultaneous multiple Project Teams. However, 

please ensure to thoroughly read your (1) Project Team Member Checklist, (2) Infotech 

Team Project Description Sheet and (3) Project Team Membership Illustration Chart for 

your actual Project Team Membership information. 
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Appendix F Control Condition Team Roster – Diego 

*Infotech* 

Project Team Assignment Roster – Project Team Diego 

 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member of a Project Team Diego.  

This team is responsible for several team decision-making tasks.  

 

Project Member Name Team  Role/Title Tasks Responsibility 

 Team Diego Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning 

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team Diego Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team Diego Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team Diego Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 
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Appendix G Control Condition Team Roster - York 

*Infotech* 

Project Team Assignment Roster – Project Team York 

 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member of a Project Team York.  

This team is responsible for several team decision-making tasks.  

Project Member Name Team  Role/Title Tasks Responsibility 

 Team York Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning 

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team York Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team York Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team York Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 
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Appendix H Control Condition Team Roster - Vega  

*Infotech* 

Project Team Assignment Roster – Project Team Vega 

 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member of a Project Team Vega.  

This team is responsible for several team decision-making tasks.  

Project Member Name Team  Role/Title Tasks Responsibility 

 Team Vega Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning 

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team Vega Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team Vega Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 

 Team Vega Project 

Team 

Member 

1. Acme Investments 

2. Project Planning  

3. Customer Turnover 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision 

points 
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Appendix I MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego, Team Optix, and Team Mason 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 
 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks associated with 

your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  
 

Project Team Memberships_P1 (Team Members) 

Project Team  Diego Project Team Optix Project Team Manson 

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix J MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 
 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks associated with 

your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  
 

Project Team Memberships_P2 (Team Members) 

Project Team  Diego Project Team Beta Project Team Epsilon  

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix K MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego, Team Adelphi, and Team Prime 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 

 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks 

associated with your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  
 

Project Team Memberships_P3 (Team Members) 

Project Team  Diego Project Team Adelphi Project Team Prime 

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix L MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego, Team Optix, and Team Prime 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 

 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks 

associated with your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  

 

Project Team Memberships_P4 (Team Members) 

Project Team Diego Project Team Optix Project Team Prime 

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix M MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York, Team Adelphi, and Team Mason 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 

 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks 

associated with your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  

 

Project Team Memberships_P5 (Team Members) 

Project Team York Project Team Adelphi Project Team Mason  

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix N MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York, Team Optix, and Team Prime 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 

 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks 

associated with your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  

 

Project Team Memberships_P6 (Team Members) 

Project Team York Project Team Optix Project Team Prime 

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix O MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 

 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks 

associated with your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  

 

Project Team Memberships_P7 (Team Members) 

Project Team York Project Team Beta Project Team Epsilon  

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix P MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York, Team Optix, and Team Mason 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 

 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks 

associated with your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  

 

Project Team Memberships_P8 (Team Members) 

Project Team York Project Team Optix Project Team Mason 

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix Q MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 
 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks associated with 

your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  
 

Project Team Memberships_P12 (Team Members) 

Project Team Vega Project Team Beta Project Team Epsilon  

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix R MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega, Team Adelphi, and Team Prime 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 
 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks associated with 

your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  
 

Project Team Memberships_P10 (Team Members) 

Project Team Vega Project Team Adelphi Project Team Prime 

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix S MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega, Team Adelphia, and Team Mason 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 
 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks associated with 

your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  
 

Project Team Memberships_P11 (Team Members) 

Project Team Vega Project Team Adelphi Project Team Mason 

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix T MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega, Team Beta, and Team Epsilon  

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member on 3 simultaneous project teams. 

Across your 3 simultaneous project team memberships your responsibilities entail: 

 Executing tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participating in project team meetings and decision points 

 

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular, the project tasks 

associated with your 3 simultaneous project team include: 
 

1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  

 

Project Team Memberships_P9 (Team Members) 

Project Team Vega Project Team Beta Project Team Epsilon  

1.  

 

1.  1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 

4.  4. 4.  
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Appendix U Mixed MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Diego 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member with single project team membership on Project 

Team Diego. However, two members for project team have 3 simultaneous project team memberships.  

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular your responsibilities entail: 

 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision points 

 

Project Member Name Team Membership Role/Title Tasks 

The Team Members (#1 & #2) below are members of Team Diego 

1. Team Diego Project Team 

Member 

Acme Investments Task 

Project Planning Task 

Customer Turnover Task 

 

 

2. Team Diego Project Team 

Member 

Acme Investments Task 

Project Planning Task 

Customer Turnover Task 

 

 

The Team Members (#3 & 4) below are members of Team Diego and 2 Other Project Teams (Team York and Team Vega) 

3. Team Diego 

Team York 

Team Vega 

Project Team 

Member 

Acme Investments Task 

Project Planning Task 

Customer Turnover Task 

 

4.  Team Diego 

Team York 

Team Vega 

Project Team 

Member 

Acme Investments Task 

Project Planning Task 

Customer Turnover Task  
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Appendix V Mixed MTM Condition Team Roster – Team York 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member with single project team membership on Project 

Team York. However, two members for project team have 3 simultaneous project team memberships.  

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular your responsibilities entail: 

 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision points 

 

Project Member Name Team 

Membership 

Role/Title Tasks 

The Team Members (#1 & #2) below are members of Team York 

1. Team York Project Team 

Member 

Acme Investments Task 

Project Planning Task 

Customer Turnover Task 

 

 

2. Team York Project Team 

Member 

Acme Investments Task 

Project Planning Task 

Customer Turnover Task 

 

The Team Members (#3 & 4) below are members of Team York and 2 Other Project Teams (Team Diego and Team Vega) 

3. Team Diego 

Team York 

Team Vega 

Project Team 

Member 

Acme Investments Task 

Project Planning Task 

Customer Turnover Task 

4  Team Diego 

Team York 

Team Vega 

Project Team 

Member 

Acme Investments Task 

Project Planning Task 

Customer Turnover Task  
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Appendix W Mixed MTM Condition Team Roster – Team Vega 

Project Membership Background: You are an Infotech Project Team Member with single project team membership on Project 

Team Vega. However, two members for project team have 3 simultaneous project team memberships.  

You and your teammates are responsible for 3 different team decision-making tasks. In particular your responsibilities entail: 

 

 Execute tasks and produce deliverables  

 Managing the task requirements and specifications 

 Participate in project team meetings and decision points 

Project Member Name Team Membership Role/Title Tasks 

The Team Members (#1 & #2) below are members of Team Vega 

1. Team Vega Project Team Member 1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task 

2. Team Vega Project Team Member 1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task 

The Team Members (#3 & 4) below are members of Team Vega and 2 Other Project Teams (Team York and Team Diego) 

3 
Team Diego 

Team York 

Team Vega 

Project Team Member 1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task 

4  
Team Diego 

Team York 

Team Vega 

Project Team Member 1. Acme Investments Task 

2. Project Planning Task 

3. Customer Turnover Task  
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Appendix X Info Tech Project Team Checklist – Control Condition  

This checklist is to help you understand your Project team roles and responsibilities. It is also for 

organizing your project introduction meeting. During the project team introduction period ensure 

to understand your project team background information, your project team tasks overview 

information, and the associated team member information for your project team.  

Project Team Objectives 

 As outlined in your Company and Position Overview Sheet, this team has been formed 

by the Project Leadership Team at Innotech 

o Please review your (1) Infotech Project Team Description Sheet and your (2) 

Infotech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart  

 

Project Team Members 

 The project team consists of Innotech Project Team Members 

 You and your Project team members will make major decisions and recommendations 

regarding the project 

o Please make note of your project teammates and ensure to meet them and 

briefly discuss your  project task overview information and your project team 

background information 

 

Project Team Member Roles 

 Review your team roster 

 You and your Innotech Project Team members should take ownership of all project tasks  

o At a high-level understand the work to be done within your project teams 

 Keep track of time in relation to each of your task requirements. This information will be 

provided in your different project task documents.  

 You and your Innotech Project Team members are directly responsible for the 

successful completion of the project 

 

Project Team Decision-Making and Reporting 

 You will have a predetermined amount of time to work on each of your project team 

tasks 

 At conclusion of each project task, you and your  project team members will be instructed 

to complete a project team decision form 
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Appendix Y Info Tech Project Team Checklist – Mixed & MTM Conditions 

This checklist to help you understand your Project team roles and responsibilities. It is 

also for organizing your project team introduction meetings. During the project team 

introduction period ensure to understand your project team background information, your project 

team tasks overview information, and the associated team member information for each of your 

project team memberships.  

 

Project Team Objectives 

 As outlined in your Company and Position Overview Sheet, this team has been formed 

by the Project Leadership Team at Innotech 

o Please review your (1) Infotech Project Team Description Sheet and your (2) 

Infotech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart 

Project Team Members 

 The project team consists of Innotech Project Team Members 

 You and your Project team members will make major decisions and recommendations 

regarding the project 

o Please make note of your project teammates and ensure to meet them and 

briefly with discuss your project task overview information and your  project 

team background information 

Project Team Member Roles 

 Review each of your team rosters 

 You and your Innotech Project Team members should take ownership of all project tasks  

o At a high-level understand the work to be done within each of your project teams 

 Keep track of time in relation to each project team’s task requirements. This information 

will be provided in your different project task documents.  

 You and your  Innotech Project Team members are directly responsible for the 

successful completion of each project 

 Simultaneous Team Memberships 

 Innotech Project Team members with multiple simultaneous project team 

memberships must ensure to actively participant with all of their team members 

across the multiple project teams as well as respond to project activities and tasks 

on for all their project teams.  

o Please ensure to meet all of your project teammates across your simultaneous 

project teams 

Project Team Decision-Making and Reporting 

 You will have a predetermined amount of time to work on each of your project team 

tasks 

 At conclusion of each  project task, you and your  project team members will be 

instructed to complete a project team decision form 
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Appendix Z Info Tech Project Team Membership Description – Control Condition 

 

As explained in the Company and Position Overview Document, Infotech International uses 

multiple-team work arrangements. As such, Infotech’s Project Team Members are typically 

assigned to multiple Project Teams.  

However, depending on the staffing requirements, Project Team Members may have 

multiple simultaneous Project Team Memberships or a single Project Team Membership.  

At this time, Infotech has assigned you to work with one Project Team.  

For example, the Infotech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart that follows provides 

an illustration of four different Infotech Project Team Members (i.e., Ann, Lisa, Bob, and 

Ralph).  

As shown in the chart, each of the Infotech Project Team Members have been assigned to a 

single Project Team Membership.  

 Ann, Lisa, Bob and Ralph each have single Project Team Memberships.  

o They all are on Project Team Zeta.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Similarly, at Infotech YOUR ARE ASSIGNED to as a Project Team Members with a 

SINGLE PROJECT TEAM MEMBERSHIP.  

Your specific team role and responsibility will be provided in your Project Team Folder.  

Similar to the Infotech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart, your Project Team 

will consist of Project Team Members who all share the same single Project Team 

Membership.  

In short, the characteristics and complexities associated with working in Infotech’s single Project 

Team Membership structure include the following: 

1. The Project Team in which you maintain membership is an independent, distinguishable 

Project Team project entity (i.e., Project Team Zeta).  

For example, Project Team Zeta has a unique team mission and tasks. 

2. As illustrated in the chart that follows, each Infotech Project Team Member will receive a 

Project Team Folder. You will receive a Project Team Folder (i.e., Red Folder) as well as 

other Project Team items (i.e., t-shirt and name tag) for your single Project Team 

Membership.  

For example, Ann, Lisa, Bob and Ralph each have a Red Folder for their projects. Your 

Project Team Folder will contain unique information about your Project Team’s mission 
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and project task requirements. It is your responsibility to fully understand the information 

in your Project Team Folder.    
 

3. Your Project Team is comprised of Infotech Project Team Members who have a single Team 

Membership.  

4. You will have a singular reporting relationship for your Project Team (i.e., you may report to a 

functional manager or a Project Team leader).  

5. The information on your specific Project Team Membership will be provided in your Project 

Team Folders. More specifically, your Project Team folder contains documentation that 

outlines your Team Membership, associated teammates, and Project Team Leader information 

for your Project Team Membership (i.e., team rosters). 

Key Points to Remember about Infotech’s Project Team Work Structure 

 Infotech’s Project Team Members are assigned to a single Project Team membership. 

Key Points to Remember about your Project Team Member Position 

 You have just accepted a job assignment to work as a Project Team Member at Infotech 

International. 

 

 You are assigned to an Infotech Project Team.   

 

 Your Project Team is an independent and distinguishable entity with a unique set of 

project tasks. 

 

 All of the members of your Project Team are Infotech Project Team Members. 

 

 You will have a single reporting relationship for your Project Team. 

Key Points to Remember about your Project Team Materials 

 You will receive a Project Team Folder for your single Project Team.  

 

 The materials in your Project Team Folders provides information about your single 

Project Team (i.e., team roster) and overview information about each of your project 

tasks. 

 

 It is your responsibility to fully understand the information provided about your single 

Project Team. 

 

 You will also receive other Project Team items (i.e., t-shirts and name tags) for your 

single Project Team Membership. 
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Appendix AA Info Tech Project Team Membership Description – Mixed Condition 

 

As described in the Company and Position Overview Document, Infotech’s Project Team 

Members are typically assigned to multiple Project Teams. However, given variable staffing 

arrangements, Project Team Members could either have multiple simultaneous Project 

Team Memberships or a single Project Team Membership.  

For example, the Infotech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart that follows 

provides an illustration of four different Infotech Project Team Members (i.e., Ann, Lisa, 

Bob, and Ralph).  

As shown in the chart, HALF of the team members have simultaneous multiple Project 

Team Memberships and the other HALF of the team have a single Project Team 

Membership. 

 Ann and Bob have three simultaneous Project Team Memberships. 

 

 Ann has three simultaneous Project Team Memberships on Project Team 

Zeta, Project Team Beta, and Project Team Alpha.  

 

 Bob has three simultaneous Project Team Memberships on Project team Zeta, 

Project Team Delta, and Project Team Kappa. 

 

 Lisa and Ralph both have single Project Team Memberships on Project Team 

Zeta.    

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Similarly, at Infotech, YOU ARE EITHER ASSIGNED as a Project Team Member with 

THREE SIMULTANEOUS PROJECT TEAM MEMERSHIPS OR as a SINGLE 

PROJECT TEAM MEMBERSHIP.  

Your specific team role and responsibility will be provided in your Project Team Folder(s).  

Similar to the Infotech Project Team Membership diagram, your Project Teams will 

consist of half of the Project Team Members with three simultaneous multiple Project 

Team Memberships, and other half of the Project Team Members will have a single Project 

Team Membership. However, you may or may not share the exact Project Team Memberships 

with all your other Infotech Project team members.  

In short, the characteristics and complexities associated with working in Infotech’s mixed Project 

Team structure where half of the Project Team Members have a single Team Membership and 

the other half of the Project Team Members have multiple Project Team Memberships include 

the following: 
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1. Each Project Team in which you maintain membership is an independent, distinguishable 

Project Team project entity (i.e., Project Team Alpha, Project Team Beta, and Project Team 

Zeta, etc.).  

For example, each team has a unique team mission and tasks. 

2. As illustrated in the chart that follows, each Infotech Project Team Member will receive a set 

of Project Team Folders. You will receive a Project Team Folder (i.e., Blue folder, Yellow 

Folder, and Red Folder) as well as other Project Team items (i.e., t-shirt and name tags) 

for either your single project team membership OR each of your three simultaneous 

Project Team Memberships. Each Project Team Member will have a folder or set of folders 

for their specific Project Team Membership(s).  

For example, Ann has a Red Folder for Project Team Zeta, a Green Folder for Project 

Team Beta, and a Purple Folder for Project Team Alpha. Your Project Team Folder or 

folders will contain unique information about your Project Team’s mission and project 

task requirements. It is your responsibility to fully understand the information in either 

your single or multiple Project Team Folders.  

3. Each of your multiple teams is comprised of different, though possibly overlapping, 

configurations of Project Team Members. In other words, the Infotech Project Team Members 

with a single Team Membership will share membership on a Project Team with other 

Infotech Project Team Members who have multiple Project Team Memberships.  

For example, as shown in the chart that follows, Ann and Bob have three simultaneous 

Project Team Memberships, and Lisa and Ralph have a single Project Team Membership. 

However, Ann, Lisa, Bob, and Ralph all share (overlapping) Project Team Membership 

on Project Team Zeta. As a result, Ann, Lisa, Bob, and Ralph all received a Red Project 

Team folder for their memberships on Project Team Zeta.  

4. The half of your Project Team Members with multiple Project Team Memberships may 

have multiple reporting relationships associated with each of their multiple Project Teams 

(i.e., you may report to one overall Project Team leader or a specific Project Team leader on 

each of your Project Teams), while the other half of Project Team Members with single 

Project Team Memberships will have a single reporting relationship associated with their 

single Project Team Memberships. 

5. The information on your specific Project Team Membership or Memberships will be provided 

in your Project Team Folder or folders. More specifically, each folder contains documentation 

that outlines your Team Membership or memberships, associated teammates, and project 

leader information (i.e., team roster).  
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Key Points to Remember about Infotech’s Project Team Work Structure 

 Infotech uses a variable staffing arrangement so that Project Teams are staffed with 

Project Team Members who either have 3 multiple simultaneous Project Team 

Memberships or a single Project Team Membership.  

 

 As a result, Infotech’s Project Teams will consist of two Project Team Members who 

have 3 simultaneous Project Team Memberships and two Project Team Members who 

have a single Project Team Membership.  

 

Key Points to Remember about your Project Team Member Position 

 You have just accepted a job assignment to work as a Project Team Member at Infotech 

International. 

 

 You are either assigned to 3 simultaneous Project Team Memberships or a single Project 

Team. 

 

 Each Project Team is an independent and distinguishable entity with unique project tasks. 

 

 Project team members with 3 simultaneous Project Team Memberships may share 

(overlapping) memberships with other Infotech Project Team Members who also have 

either multiple or single Project Team Memberships. 

 

 Half of your Project Teammates will have multiple reporting relationships for their three 

different Project Teams. 

 

 

Key Points to Remember about your Project Team Materials 

 Project team members with 3 simultaneous Project Team Memberships will receive 3 

Project Team Folders/T-shirts – one folder/T-shirt for each of your simultaneous Project 

Team Memberships.  

 

 Project Team members with a single Project team membership will receive one project 

folder/T-shirt. 

 

 The materials in your single Project Team Folder or multiple Project Team Folders 

provides information about each specific Project Team (i.e., team roster) and overview 

information about each of your project tasks. 

 

 It is your responsibility to fully understand the information provided for each of your 

Project Teams.  
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Appendix BB Info Tech Project Team Membership Description – MTM Condition 

 

As described in the Company and Position Overview Document, Infotech’s Project Team 

Members are assigned to multiple Project Teams.  

For example, the Infotech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart that follows provides 

an illustration of four different Infotech Project Team Members (i.e., Ann, Lisa, Bob, and Ralph)  

As shown in the chart, each of the Infotech Project Team Members have been assigned to three 

simultaneous Project Teams.  

 Ann, Lisa, Bob, and Ralph each have three simultaneous Project Team Memberships 

 

 Ann has three simultaneous Project Team Memberships on Project Team Alpha, 

Project Team Beta, and Project Team Zeta.  

 

 Lisa has three simultaneous Project Team Memberships on Project Team Kappa, 

Project Team Delta, and Project Team Zeta.  

 

 Bob has three simultaneous Project Team Memberships on Project Team Eta, Project 

Team Theta, and Project Team Omega. 

 

 Ralph has three simultaneous Project Team Memberships on Project Team Alpha, 

Project Team Tau, and Project Team Sigma.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Similarly, at Infotech YOU ARE ASSIGNED as a Project Team Member with THREE 

SIMULTANEOUS PROJECT TEAM MEMBERSHIPS.  

Your specific team roles and responsibilities will be provided in each of your Project Team 

Folders.  

Similar to the Infotech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart, you, along with each 

of the other Infotech Project team members, have three simultaneous Project Team 

Memberships. However, you may or may not share the exact Project Team Memberships with all 

your other Infotech Project team members.  

In short, the characteristics and complexities associated with Infotech’s multiple Team 

Membership structure include the following: 

1. Each of the Project Teams in which you maintain membership is an independent, 

distinguishable Project Team entity (i.e., Project Team Alpha, Project Team Beta, and Project 

Team Zeta, etc.).  

For example, each team has a unique team mission and tasks.  
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2. As illustrated in the chart that follows, each Infotech Project Team Member will receive a set 

of Project Team Folders. You will receive a Project Team Folder (i.e., Blue folder, Yellow 

Folder, and Red Folder) as well as other Project Team items (i.e., t-shirts and name tags) 

for each of your three simultaneous Project Team Memberships.  

All Project Team Members will have their unique set of team folders for their each of their three 

Project Team Memberships.  

For example,  

 Ann has a Red Folder for Project Team Alpha, a Yellow Folder for Project Team 

Beta, and a Blue Folder for Project Team Zeta.  

 

 Each of your Project Team Folders contains unique information about each your 

Project Team’s mission and project task requirements.  

 

 It is your responsibility to fully understand the information in each of your Project 

Team Folders. 

3. Each of your multiple teams is comprised of different, although possibly overlapping, 

configurations of Project Team Members. In other words, on some of your simultaneous 

Project Teams, you may share membership with other Infotech Project Team Members.  

For example,  

 Ann and Lisa both have Team Memberships (overlapping) on Project Team Zeta. 

As a result, both of them have also received the same color project folder (Blue 

Folder) for Project Team Zeta.  

 

 Similarly, Ann and Ralph both share Project Team Memberships (overlap) on 

Project Team Alpha and also have received a Red Project Folder for Project Team 

Alpha. 

4. You may have multiple reporting relationships for your different Project Teams (i.e., you may 

report to one overall Project Team leader or a specific Project Team leader on each of your 

Project Teams).  

5. The information on your specific Project Team Memberships will be provided in each of your 

Project Team Folders. More specifically, each folder contains documentation that outlines 

your Team Memberships, associated teammates, and Project Team leader information for each 

of your Project Team Memberships (i.e., team rosters).  
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Key Points to Remember about Infotech’s Project Team Work Structure 

 You and Your Infotech’s Project Team Members are assigned simultaneously to Multiple 

Project Teams. 

 

Key Points to Remember about your Project Team Member Position 

 You have just accepted a job assignment to work as a Project Team Member at Infotech 

International. 

 

 You are assigned 3 simultaneous Project Team Memberships.  

 

 Each of your Project Teams is an independent and distinguishable entity with unique project 

tasks. 

 

 On some of your simultaneous Project Teams, you may share (overlapping) memberships 

with other Infotech Project Team Members. 

 

 You may also have multiple reporting relationships for your three different Project Teams. 

 

Key Points to Remember about your Project Team Materials 

 You will receive 3 Project Team Folders – one folder for each of your three simultaneous 

Project Team Memberships.  

 

 The materials in each of your 3 Project Team Folders provide information about each 

specific Project Team (i.e., team roster) and overview information about each of your project 

tasks.  

 

 It is your responsibility to fully understand the information provided for each of your Project 

Teams. 

 

 You will also receive other Project Team items (i.e., t-shirts and name tags) for each of your 

three simultaneous Project Team Memberships.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

2
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Appendix CC Info Teach Project Team Membership Illustration Chart – Control Condition 

 
  

*InfoTech Project Team Membership Illustration Chart*

InfoTech Project 
Team Member (Lisa)

Lisa’s single project 
team membership on 

Team Zeta

InfoTech Project Team 
Member (Ralph)

Ralph’s single project 
team membership on

Team Zeta

Single Project Team Membership

Single Project Team Membership

InfoTech Project 
Team Member (Ann)

Ann’s single project 
team membership on 

Team Zeta

InfoTech Project Team 
Member (Bob)

Bob’s single project 
team membership  on

Team Zeta

Ann’s Project Team Folder

Ralph’s Project Team FolderBob’s Project Team Folder

Lisa’s Project Team Folder

Single Project Team Membership

Single Project Team Membership



 

 

 

2
3

3
 

Appendix DD Info Teach Project Team Membership Illustration Chart – Mixed MTM Condition 

 
 

 



 

 

 

2
3
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Appendix EE Info Teach Project Team Membership Illustration Chart – MTM Condition 
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Appendix FF Project Team T-shirt, Project Team Folders, Project Team Name Tags and 

Pen Assignment Matrix 

Control Team Member #1 

(single team 

membership) 

Team Member #2 

(single team 

membership) 

Team Member 

#3 

(single team 

membership) 

Team Member 

#4 

(single team 

membership) 

Folder  Receives: Red Receives: Red Receives: Red Receives: Red 

T-shirt Wears: Red Wears: Red Wears: Red Wears: Red 

Lined Paper – 1 

sheet per folder 

Pink Pink Pink Pink 

Pen black black black black 

Name Tag Plain/white Plain/white Plain/white Plain/white 

 

Set-up: 

Every team member (Team Members #1-4) wears at red t-shirt and receives a red folder. They also get 

one name tag with their team name pre-printed. They will write their name on their name tag.  
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Mixed MTM Team Member #1 

(single team 

membership) 

Team 

Member #2 

(single team 

membership) 

Team Member #3 

(three simultaneous 

team memberships) 

Team Member #4 

(three simultaneous 

team memberships) 

Folder(s) Receives: Red Receives: Red Focal Team Folder:  

Red 

  

Carries: Blue 

Carries: Yellow 

Focal Team Folder:  

Red  

 

Carries: Orange  

Carries: Green 

T-shirt (s) Wears: Red  Wears: Red  Wears: Red  

 

Carries: Blue (Deep 

Royal) 

Yellow (Daffodil 

Yellow) 

Wears: Red  

 

Carries: Orange  

Carries: Green (Lime) 

Lined Paper – 1 

sheet per folder 

Pink Pink Pink 

Blue 

Canary  

Pink 

Orange 

Green  

Pen Black Black Black Black 

Name Tag (1) Plain/white 

with their 1 team 

name printed on it 

(1) Plain/white 

with their 1 

team name 

printed on it 

(3) Plain/white with 

their a different team 

name print on each  

(3) Plain/white with 

their a different team 

name print on each 

 

Mixed MTM Set-up: 

Single Team Members (Team Member #1 & #2) – The half of the team with a single-project team 

membership. 

 Team Member 1 & 2 - Both members will wear a red-t-shirt. They also get one name tag with 

their team name pre-printed. They will write their name on their name tag. They will also wear 

one name tag for their single project team 

 

Multiple Team Members (Team Members #3 & #4) – This half of the team has 3 simultaneous project 

team memberships. They both will get 3 name tags with each of their team names pre-printed. They will 

write their name on each and wear all three name tags during their focal team task.  

 Team Member 3 - Wears a red t-shirt, wears all 3 name tags for their multiple team and carries 

the t-shirts and folders for their other teams (Blue & Yellow). 

 Team Member 4 – Wears a red t-shirt, wears all 3 name tags for their multiple team and carries 

the t-shirts and folders for their other teams (Orange & Green). 
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MTM Team Member 

#1(three 

simultaneous team 

memberships) 

Team Member 

#2(three 

simultaneous team 

memberships) 

Team Member 

#3(three 

simultaneous team 

memberships) 

Team Member 

#4(three 

simultaneous 

team 

memberships) 

Folder (s) Focal Team Folder: 

Red 

 

Carries: Blue 

Carries: Yellow 

Focal Team 

Folder: Red 

 

Carries: Orange  

Carries: Green 

Focal Team 

Folder: Red 

 

Carries: Purple 

Carries: Aqua  

Focal Team 

Folder: Red 

 

Carries: Grey 

Carries: Maroon 

T-shirt (s) Wears: Red  

 

 

Carries: Blue (Deep 

Royal) 

 

Carries: Yellow 

(Daffodil Yellow) 

Wears: Red  

 

 

Carries: Orange 

 

Carries: Green 

(Lime) 

Wears: Red  

 

 

Carries: Purple 

(Violet) 

 

Carries: Aqua 

(Light Blue)  

Wears: Red  

 

 

Carries: Grey 

(Light Steel) 

 

Carries: Maroon 

Lined Paper 

– 1 sheet per 

folder 

Pink 

Blue 

Canary 

Pink 

Orange (Goldenrod) 

Green  

Pink 

Purple (Orchid) 

Aqua (Blue) 

Pink 

Grey 

Ivory  

Pen black black black black 

Name Tag (3) Plain/white with 

their a different team 

name print on each 

(3) Plain/white with 

their a different team 

name print on each 

(3) Plain/white with 

their a different 

team name print on 

each 

(3) Plain/white 

with their a 

different team 

name print on each 

 

MTM Set-up: - All team members have 3 simultaneous project team memberships. 

All team members will wear a red t-shirt and work from their red folder during their focal team task 

experience. Additionally, each team member will receive two other folder and two other t-shirts in 

different colors associated with their 2 other project team memberships.  

They will also receive 3 name tags with each of their team names pre-printed. They will write their name 

on each and wear all three name tags during their focal team task.  

Team Member 1: Wears a Red t-shirt during the focal team task experience 

 Carries the t-shirts for their other teams (Blue & Yellow) 

Team Member 2: Wears a Red t-shirt during the focal team task experience 

 Carries the t-shirts for their other teams (Orange and Green) 

Team Member 3: Wears a Red t-shirt during the focal team task experience 

 Carries the t-shirts for their other teams (Purple & Aqua)  

Team Member 4: Wears a Red t-shirt during the focal team task experience 

 Carries the t-shirts for their other teams (Grey & Maroon)  
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Appendix GG ACME Ranking Form 

First and Last Name (Please print clearly)_____________________________________ 

Team Name Please (print clearly)_____________________________________________ 

After you have studied the “ACME Investments” materials please compete the 

following recommendations: 

Personal Recommendation: 

The Chair of the Board wants each of you individually to submit your personal 
recommendation. Which of the three companies should ACME acquire? Please 
rank order the three companies from most (= 1) to least desirable (=3). Write the 
rationale in support of your personal recommendation.  
 

Company Personal Rank Order from Most (=1) to Least (=3) 
Desirable 

Company A _____ 
Company B _____ 
Company C _____ 

 

Rationale: ___________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Project Team Recommendation: 

Now that you have recorded your personal recommendation, please decide as a 
team which of the three companies ACME should acquire. There must be project 
team consensus agreement on the top ranked company. Which of the three 
companies should ACME acquire? Please rank order the three companies from 
most (=1) to least desirable (=3). Write the rationale in support of your team’s 
recommendation.  
 
Company Project Team Rank Order from Most (=1) to Least 

(=3) Desirable 

Company A _____ 
Company B _____ 
Company C _____ 

 

Rationale: ___________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix HH Task Description Sheet – Control Condition 

TASKS OVERVIEW SHEET 

 

Task #1 - ACME INVESTMENTS 

 

Your project team today represents the top management team of ACME 

(“Acquiring Companies Means Employment!”), Inc. ACME has $100 million to 

invest, which will allow the acquisition of only one of these firms.  The 

Chairperson of the Board has appointed your project team to research the three 

acquisition targets and to recommend which one of them would be best for 

ACME. 

 

Task #2 - PROJECT PLANNING 

Your team has been assigned responsibility for designing a plan for managing a 

secret project. You and your project team members will be responsible for 

sequencing 20 activities in the order they should be followed in managing the 

project. 

 

Task #3 - CUSTOMER TURNOVER 

Increasing turnover rates in your client’s stores requires that you call a meeting 

to discuss the problem. You and your project team will be responsible for 

sequencing 20 action steps in the order they should be followed to maximize the 

customer effectiveness. 
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Appendix II Task Description Sheets – MTM and Mixed MTM Conditions 

 

 

TASKS OVERVIEW SHEET 

 

Task #1 - ACME INVESTMENTS 

 

Your project team today represents the top management team of ACME 

(“Acquiring Companies Means Employment!”), Inc. ACME has $100 million to 

invest, which will allow the acquisition of only one of these firms.  The 

Chairperson of the Board has appointed your project team to research the three 

acquisition targets and to recommend which one of them would be best for 

ACME. 
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TASKS OVERVIEW SHEET 

 

 

Task #2 - PROJECT PLANNING 

 

Your team has been assigned responsibility for designing a plan for managing a 

secret project. You and your project team members will be responsible for 

sequencing 20 activities in the order they should be followed in managing the 

project. 
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TASKS OVERVIEW SHEET 

 

 

Task #3 - CUSTOMER TURNOVER 

 

Increasing turnover rates in your client’s stores requires that you call a meeting 

to discuss the problem. You and your project team will be responsible for 

sequencing 20 action steps in the order they should be followed to maximize the 

customer effectiveness. 
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Appendix JJ ACME Task Unique Pieces of Information  

Unique Information Task Code B1: 

 

Company A: 

 

____________ 23. Internal analyst expects 70 percent chance of 15% internal rate of 

return (IRR) (i.e., the return on your investment) 

 

____________ 25. The Smith, Barney & Howe Consultants (SBH) expects 80 percent 

chance of 15% IRR 

 

Company B: 

 

___________  20. Last year’s growth was 8%  

 

___________  21. Off-shore oil drilling and exploration are risky  

 

___________  30. SBH disagrees with the internal analyst 

 

___________  31. SBH estimates a lower rate return at 5%  
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Unique Information Task Code B2: 

 

Company A: 

 

____________ 26. Early projection indicate 8% increase in sales growth for next year 

(i.e., positive sales growth) 

 

____________ 27. Market expected to grow in near future 

 

____________ 28. Founded by bright & talented entrepreneurs 

 

Company B: 

 

___________  22. Company’s recent problem has resulted in fines & clean-up costs.  

 

___________  23. Estimates indicate flat growth in the market  

 

___________  32. SBH estimates 40 percent chance of 5% IRR 

 

___________ 33. SBH expects 30 percent chance that the rate of return could double or   

that it could be zero.  

  



 

247 

Unique Information Task Code B3: 

 

Company A: 

____________ 29. Innovative and promising product line 

 

____________ 30. Management team actively developing professional managerial skills 

    (i.e., participating in workshops and working with consultants) 

 

____________ 31. Industry watchers note the group is making more effective decisions/ 

        more effective decisions probably responsible for recent sales increase 

Company B: 

 

___________  24. Foreign competition poised to enter Power Energy’s market  

 

___________  25. Foreign competitors have government subsidy  

 

___________  26. Company has had recent problem  

 

___________  34. Growth figures for last few years have been 12%, 10%, 9.3%, 8% 

 (i.e., declining sales growth) 

 

___________ 35. Fine & clean-up costs has resulted in 6% reduction in bottom line 

profits  
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Unique Information Task Code B4: 

 

Company A: 

____________ 32. Company offers employees training in business-related skills 

 

____________ 33. Company has thorough and careful recruiting process 

 

____________ 34. Company provides on-site child care 

 

Company B: 

 

___________ 27. Management team moved company to top of its market 15-20 years 

ago.  

 

___________ 28. Growing concern for environment mandating changes in energy 

companies  

 

___________  29. Internal analyst estimates fifteen percent chance of 0 IRR  

___________ 36. Management team style has evolved to “maintenance” strategy/some 

view management team as out of touch with current trends in their markets 

 

___________ 37. Companies with reduced negative environment impact will emerge as 

market leaders 

 

___________  38. Employees see company as offering lifetime employment 
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Appendix KK Post-Task Questionnaire 

Survey 

 

Please print clearly 

Name (First and Last): ___________________________________    Net ID: ___________  

 

 

General Instructions: Please answer the questions below as honestly and 

accurately as you can. Think carefully about your answers, but do not spend too 

much time on any single item. The survey was designed for research purposes and 

will not in any way influence the evaluation of your project team’s performance. If 

you have any questions, please let your experimenter know. NOTE THAT THERE 

ARE QUESTIONS ON THE BACK OF EACH PAGE. 

 

Project Team Trust 

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team overall and how you 

felt about them after completing the task. For each of the following statements, 

please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ We trusted each other a lot in my project team. 

2. _____ I knew I could count on the other project team members. 

3. _____ The other project team members knew they could count on me. 

4. _____ I trusted all of the other project team members. 
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Project Team Mistrust  

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team overall and how you 

felt about them after completing the task. For each of the following statements, 

please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Never Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Frequently Usually Almost 

always 
 

1. _____ Were you suspicious about your other project team members? 

2. _____ Were you hesitant to communicate information to your project 
team members? 

3. _____ Were you concerned about others acting unfairly? 
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Task Feelings 

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team overall and how you 

felt about them after completing the task. For each of the following statements, 

please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ If you made a mistake on this project team, it was often held 
against you. 

2. _____ Members of this project team were able to bring up problems 
and tough issues. 

3. _____ Individuals on this project team sometimes rejected others for 
being different. 

4. _____ It was safe to take a risk on this project team. 

5. _____ It was difficult to ask other members of this project team for 
help. 

6. _____ No one on this project team would deliberately act in a way that 
undermined my efforts. 

7. _____ In working with members of this project team, my unique skills 
and talents were valued and utilized. 
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Project Team Identification  

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team overall. For each of 

the following statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the 

following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ I strongly identified with the other members of this project team. 

2. _____ I would have liked to continue working with this project team. 

3. _____ I disliked being a member of this project team. 

4. _____ I felt emotionally attached to this project team. 
 

Task Approach  

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team overall and how you 

felt about them after completing the task. For each of the following statements, 

please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ I intended to share my task background information work reports and 
official documents with members of my project team more frequently 
in the future. 

2. _____ I intended to share my project task notes and knowledge with my 
project team members.  

3. _____ I intended to share my experience or know-how with my project team 
members. 

4. _____ I intended to provide my know-where or know-whom at the request of 
my project team members. 
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5.  _____ I intended to share my expertise with other project team members in a 
more effective way. 

 

Project Team Satisfaction  

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team overall. For each of 

the following statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the 

following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1.  All in all, I was satisfied with my project team.  

2.  In general, I did not like my project team.  

3.  I was satisfied with the way I was treated by my project team members.  

4.  I was satisfied with the friendliness of my project team members.  

5.  The project team should not continue to function as a team.  

6.  The project team was not capable of working together as a unit. 

7.  The project team probably should never work together in the future.  

8.  If I had the chance, I would have switched project teams.  

9.  I would be happy to work with the team members on other projects in 
the future.  

10.  There was much unpleasantness among members of this project team.  

11.  The longer we worked together as a project team, the less we did.  

12.  Working together energized and uplifted members of our project team.  

13.  Every time someone attempted to correct a project team member 
whose behavior was not acceptable, the situation seemed to get worse 
rather than better. 

14.  The climate was tense in your project team.  

15.  We were confident that we successfully completed our project task.  
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16.  Our project team believed in its capability to achieve the objectives of 
our project.  

17.  We believed that with focus and effort, we could accomplish our project 
objectives.  

 

Project Team Effort 

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team regarding your roles 

and responsibilities on this project team and how you felt about them after 

completing the task. For each of the following statements, please indicate the 

extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ I worked under incompatible policies and guidelines. 

2. _____ I had to buck rules to carry out the project task.   

3. _____ I received incompatible requests from two or more people. 

4. _____ I did things that were apt to be accepted by one person and not 
accepted by others.  

5. _____ I felt better prepared to lead project teams in the future as a result 
of my experiences with this project team. 

6. _____ Being a part of this project team will help me become a more 
effective member of project teams in the future. 

7.  _____ I learned about project teamwork by participating in this project 
team. 
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Project Team Role 

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team role and how you felt 

while completing the task with your project team. For each of the following 

statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ I was unclear on what my role was within the project team. 

2. _____ I understood exactly what my role was for the project team to 
function effectively. 

3. _____ I understood what adjustments to my work needed to be made in 
specific situations when I was working with my project team. 

4. _____ I was unclear about my role within the team’s “work plan.” 

5. _____ I understood what my responsibilities were.  

6. _____ I understood exactly what was expected of me. 

7. _____ I understood the criteria by which my performance would be 
evaluated.  
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Project Team Conflict 

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team overall and how you 

felt about them after completing the task. For each of the following statements, 

please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 
Hardly Ever Occasionally  Sometimes Frequently   Almost Always 

 

1.  How often were there conflicts of ideas in your current project team? 

2.  How frequently did you have disagreements within your project team 
about the task of the project on which you were working? 

3.  How often did people in your project team have conflicting opinions 
about the project on which you were working? 

4.  How often were there disagreements about who should do what in 
your current project team? 

5.  How much conflict was there in your project team about task 
responsibilities? 

6.  How often did you disagree about resource allocation in your project 
team? 

7.  Did you find that your other project team members on this project 
team were your opponents? 

8.  Did you find that other project team members on this project team 
were trying to withhold information? 

9.   How often did you communicate with your project team members on 
this project team? 
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Project Team Relationship Conflict 

These questions refer to your feelings about your project team overall and how you 

felt about them after completing the task. For each of the following statements, 

please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ There were feelings among members of my project team that 
tended to pull us apart. 

2. _____ People who offered new ideas in my team were likely to be 
“clobbered.” 

3. _____ There was constant bickering in my project team. 

4.  _____ Some of my project team members had no respect for others. 
 

 

Project Team Internal Process 

These questions refer to your perceptions about your project teams’ overall work-

related team processes. For each of the following statements, please indicate the 

extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
Poor 

Poor Fair Good Very 
Good 

Excellent Exceptional  

 

1. _____ The team’s ability to develop workable plans. 

2.  _____ The team’s ability to define goals. 

3. _____ The team’s ability to prioritize work. 
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Project Team Work Style 

These questions refer to your perceptions about your project team and how you felt 
about your project team’s overall work-related team processes. For each of the 
following statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the 
following scale: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ I believed my project teammates should have tried to do many things 
at the same time.  

2. _____ I would rather have focused on one project task than several different 
project tasks.  

3. _____ I tended to juggle several activities at the same time.  

4. _____ I thought it was best and tended to complete one task before 
beginning another. 

5. _____ I believed it was best for my Project Team members to be given 
several tasks and projects to perform simultaneously. 
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Project Team Description 

We would like to rate your understanding of your project team description and 
company background information provided to you at the beginning of this session. 
Please think carefully about the project team materials that you received during 
your team introduction period. For each of the following statements, please indicate 
the extent to which you agree, using the following scale: 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

 

1. _____ According to your Project Team Description Sheet and Project Team 
Illustration Chart, your Project Team was described as "Infotech Project 
Team Members with a single Project Team Membership." 

2. _____ According to your Project Team Description Sheet and Project Team 
Illustration Chart, your Project Team was described as "Infotech Project 
Team Members where ALL Project Team Members had multiple 
simultaneous Project Team Memberships." 

3. _____ According to your Project Team Description Sheet and Project Team 
Illustration Chart, your Project Team was described as "Infotech Project 
Team Members where HALF of the team had multiple simultaneous Project 
Team Memberships and the Other HALF of the team had a single project 
Team Membership." 

 

 

Please read each question carefully. For each of the questions below, please write-

in the number of Project Team Memberships for each question below: 

1. How many Infotech Project Team Memberships did 
you have?  
 

______ 

2. How many Project Team members on your Project 
Team had three simultaneous Project Team 
Memberships? 
 

______ 

3. How many Project Team members on your Project 
team had a single Project Team Membership? 
 

______ 
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Please read each statement carefully and circle TRUE if you think the statement is 

TRUE or circle False if you think the statement is FALSE.  

 

 True False 
1. The members of my project team were also members of three simultaneous 

multiple Infotech project teams. 
 
 
 
 

 True False 
2.  The members of my project team were only members of one Infotech project 

team. 
 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Please complete the next set of questions as accurately as possible.  Your 

responses to these demographics questions are confidential. 

 

What is your age? (Please write-in your numerical age) ______________ 

 

What is your gender? (Please circle one number) 

1 2 3 

Female Male Other (please specify) 
 

 

What is your Race/ethnicity? (Please circle one number) 

1 2 3 4 

Caucasian Black or African-

American 

Hispanic or Latino Native 

American 

5 6 7 8 

East Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Indian/West Asian Middle Eastern Other 
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What is your current classification in college? (Please circle one number) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Freshman/ 
First Year 

Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate 
Student 

In which college are you enrolled? (Please circle one number)   

1 2 3 4 5 

Agriculture 
and Life 

Sciences 

Architecture, 
Art, and 
Planning 

Arts and 
Sciences 

Engineering Hotel 

6 7    

Human 
Ecology 

ILR    

 

 

Please use the space below to elaborate on any of the questions on the survey and 
to comment on any other aspects of your project team experience.  

 

 

 

  



 

262 

Survey Addendum 
 

Name (First & Last): _________________________________   Net ID: ___________ 
Project Team Member Performance  

We would like you to rate the impressions of your other project team members. 
These responses are completely confidential and will not be shown to the other 
individuals with whom you were just working on the project task. Please rate the 
individual’s performance on this project team following the most recent task.  

1 2 3 4 5 
Very Poor Below 

Average 
Average Above 

Average  
Excellent 

 
Project Team Member 1: 
Name of the person you are rating below: _____________________________________ 

1. _____ This person put forth consistent effort. 

2. _____ This person demonstrated core or technical skills. 

3.  _____ This person was supportive and cooperated with project team 
members. 

4. _____ This person overall was effective. 
 
Project Team Member 2: 
Name of the person you are rating below: _____________________________________ 

1. _____ This person put forth consistent effort. 

2. _____ This person demonstrated core or technical skills. 

3.  _____ This person was supportive and cooperated with project team 
members. 

4. _____ This person overall was effective. 
 
Project Team Member 3: 
Name of the person you are rating below: _____________________________________ 

1. _____ This person put forth consistent effort. 

2. _____ This person demonstrated core or technical skills. 

3.  _____ This person was supportive and cooperated with project team 
members. 

4. _____ This person overall was effective. 
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Appendix LL Scale Items  

TEAM TRUST (Intratream trust - Simons & Peterson, 2000)  

1. We trusted each other a lot in my project team. 

2. I knew I could count on the other project team members. 

3. The other project team members knew they could count on me. 

4. I trusted all of the other project team members. 

 

TEAM MISTRUST (Toma & Butera, 2009) 

1. Where you suspicious about other project team members? 

2. Where you hesitant to communicate information to your project team members? 

3. Where you concerned about other acting unfairly? 

 

TEAM PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY (Edmondson, 1999) 

1. If you make a mistake on this project team, it is often held against you. [R] 

2. Members of this project team were able to bring up problems and tough issues. 

3. Individuals on this project team sometimes rejected others for being different.[R] 

4. It was safe to take a risk on the project team.  

5. It was difficult to ask other members of this project team for help. [R] 

6. No one on this project team would deliberately act in a way that undermines my 

efforts. 

7. In working with members of this project team, my unique skills and talents are valued 

and utilized.  
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TEAM IDENTIFICATION (Allen & Meyer, 1990 and Ven der Vegt et al., 2003)  

1. I strongly identified with the other members of this project team.  

2. I would have liked to continue working with this project team.  

3. I dislike being a member of this project team. [R]  

4. I felt emotionally attached to this project team.  

 

INTENT TO TRANSFER INFOMRATION (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005)  

1. I intended to share my task background information work reports and official 

documents with members of my project team more frequently in the future. 

2. I intended to share my project task notes and knowledge with my project team 

members.  

3. I intended to share my experience or know-how from with my project team  

4. I intended to provide my know-where or know-whom at the request of my project 

team members. 

5. I intended to share my expertise with other project team members in a more effective 

way 

 

TEAM SATISFACTION (Cammann et al., 1983 global job satisfaction scale) 

1. All in all, I am satisfied with my project team. 

2. In general, I did not like my project team. [R]  

3. I am satisfied with the way I was treated by my project team members. 

4. I am satisfied with the friendliness of my project team members. 

  



 

265 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

STUDY 3 

A FIELD EXAMINATION TESTING THE MODERATING EFFECTS OF TEAM TASK 

AND PROJECT TEAM CHARACTERISTICS AND THE MODERATED MEDIATION 

EFFECTS OF TEAM ROLE PROCESSES ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

MULTIPLE TEAM MEMBERSHIP AND TEAM OUTCOMES 
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Abstract 

The aim of this study was to provide empirical support for two of O’Leary et al.’s (2011) 

theoretical propositions. It focused on two distinct dimensions of multiple team membership 

(MTM): the number of teams of which individuals are members, and its influence on team 

outcomes. Emphasis was placed on variety in terms of diversity of tasks as well as variety of 

teams. This study tested a two-level moderated mediated path model to assess the main effect, 

the interaction of task and member characteristics, and the moderated mediated effect of team 

role processes on the MTM-team outcome relationship. The sample was composed of 587 

project team members (of which 261 were members of more than one project team) in 111 teams 

within an engineering project-based organization. It used member survey data and independent 

project leader ratings of team performance. The empirical results from this study provide 

evidence for a curvilinear relationship between the number of MTM teams and team outcomes. 

Results also provide evidence for the interacting role of project team and project team member 

characteristics. Implications for future research on multiple membership teams as well as project 

management practice are also discussed. 
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Introduction  

Using a field study design for Study 3 (see Figure 1), I extend Study 2 in three ways. 

First, I replicated the following research question from Study 2 here in the present study: 

Research Question 1: At the sub-team level, does the average number of other sub-teams 

on which members work relate to sub-team performance and sub-team satisfaction?  

 

However, unlike in Study 2, in this study, the research question is tested for both linear and 

quadratic effects. Thus, it can further clarify the mixed findings regarding the team-level effects 

on team outcomes of the (average) number of team members working concurrently on multiple 

teams.  

Second, I extend Study 2 by also considering the interactive effect of the average number 

of sub-team memberships and sub-team member overlap and project task resemblance (i.e., 

proportion of sub-team MTM, primary sub-team task type, and project sub-team resemblance) as 

well as the sub-team orientation and sub-team project characteristics (project sub-team 

polychronicity and the strategic importance of the sub-team) on sub-team outcomes (satisfaction 

and performance).  

 Last, I extend Study 2 by considering other team processes that underlie team functioning 

and interaction. Two sub-team processes (role ambiguity and role overload) are incorporated into 

the model and tested for their ability to partially mediate (moderated mediation) the relationship 

between the interactive effects and sub-team outcomes. A more comprehensive understanding of 

the boundary conditions and underlying mechanisms involved in MTM should illuminate not 

only the impact that the average number of multiple team memberships has on sub-team 

performance and sub-team satisfaction but also how the form of these sub-team memberships, is 

shaped by the sub-team, its primary task type, and project characteristics as well as team 
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processes, influences the MTM-team outcomes relationship. In this way, I hope to both reconcile 

some of the mixed findings as well as contribute new insights to the MTM literature. 

Level of Sub-team MTM Member and Project Task Resemblance  

Proportion of Sub-team MTM 

O’Leary et al. (2011) theorized that engaging in too few multiple team memberships 

prevents team members from “context switching,” leaving members with more free time. As a 

result, they spend more time on tasks than necessary, reducing their availability for new tasks 

(i.e., reducing capacity). Moreover, without multiple team memberships, team members find it 

difficult to “take a break” from mentally demanding tasks; with no context switching they enjoy 

no natural breaks in their focal team activities. In contrast, team members with several 

simultaneous team memberships must constantly engage in context switching, which is a 

mentally taxing effort in itself. Based on O’Leary et al.’s theoretical work, I suggest that the 

proportion of sub-team multiple team membership will positively moderate the relationship 

between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and project sub-team 

performance and satisfaction. In accordance with knowledge acquisition theory (Cummings, 

2004; Hansen, 1999; Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Zellmer-Bruhn, 2003) and attention theory 

(Hansen & Haas 2001; Leroy, 2009; Ocasio, 1997), as the proportion of sub-team multiple team 

memberships increases, the synergies from overlapping team membership relationships will 

likely help to buffer the amount of attention that is required when sub-team members switch to 

work on concurrent project sub-teams.  

Following this notion, sub-teams with a higher proportion of sub-team MTM are likely to 

have sub-team members who experience a higher degree of consistent interaction with their 

overlapped sub-teams throughout their project’s life cycle; thus, such sub-teams can leverage the 
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efficiencies of concurrent sub-team interaction to improve sub-team performance and sub-team 

satisfaction. The higher the proportion of sub-team MTM, the more likely those sub-teams will 

have instilled structures and processes to facilitate this work arrangement. In particular, the more 

team members there are who work across multiple sub-teams, the more likely those teams are to 

have similar norms, lexicons, processes, and structures, which should attenuate the negative 

effects associated with members switching across their sub-team memberships. Furthermore, this 

structure is likely to create a more evenly balanced system of multiple team memberships in 

which the variance in required switching is minimal, thus reducing team overload and improving 

team performance.  

 Organizational behavior researchers (e.g., O’Leary, 2011) suggested that shared team 

membership (i.e., proportion of sub-team MTM) can have positive effects on team productivity 

and team learning. For example, a higher proportion of sub-team MTM can provide members 

with additional opportunities to learn and reinforce technical and project management skills as 

well as to understand and resolve schedule conflicts and task complexities. Valuable skills and 

knowledge can be transferred across sub-teams with a higher proportion of MTM. As a result, 

MTM has been shown to facilitate the transfer of knowledge, best practices, and other resources 

across sub-teams (Bertolotti, Mattarelli, Mortensen, O'Leary, & Incerti, 2013). This view of 

teams is also consistent with Hinsz et al.’s (1997) view of teams as information processers: when 

members of multiple sub-teams share information, it is also likely to affect sub-team outcomes. 

Hence, I suggest that it is necessary to consider the proportion of sub-team MTM (i.e., 

the fraction of members with multiple team memberships) to better understand how MTM 

affects team performance. Having a greater proportion of sub-teammates on multiple concurrent 
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sub-teams will likely help to streamline and routinize interaction patterns and improve team 

response to context switching and work demands. Thus, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 1a: Proportion of sub-team multiple team membership will positively 

moderate the relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and sub-team satisfaction, such that when a higher proportion of sub-team 

multi-team membership is present, the MTM–sub-team satisfaction relationship will be 

more positive. 

Hypothesis 1b: Proportion of sub-team multiple team membership will positively 

moderate the relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and sub-team performance, such that when a higher proportion of sub-team 

multi-team membership is present, the MTM–sub-team performance relationship will be 

more positive. 

Project Sub-team Resemblance 

Multi-project-team interaction is likely to involve linkages among team member tasks 

and processes due to these ongoing relationships between teams, the ensuing project phases, and 

work tasks (Kazanjian, Drazin, Glynn, 2000; Von Hippel, 1990). As a result, project teams in a 

multi-project-team environment exhibit unique forms of task similarity or resemblance. 

According to Zika-Viktorsson, Sundström, and Engwall (2006), in a multi-project setting, task 

resemblance denotes project-related tasks that are similar in nature across project teams. Task 

resemblance is thought to capture the extent to which unique project tasks resemble or compare 

to each other and to influence team members’ reuse of work content (i.e., designs, solutions, and 

materials) and transfer of knowledge and experiences from one project team to another (Zika-

Viktorsson et al., 2006). Similarly, researchers have also applied the recourse dependence and 

work-flow interdependence perspectives to suggest that similarity or relatedness between teams 

creates a common purpose or sense of sharing across teams (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Tsai, 

2000). Hence, high project task resemblance should increase the likelihood that team members 

working on multiple teams will work on similar tasks and experience less onerous task-related 

work demands.  
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According to O’Leary et al. (2011), when a team member  

switches between three relatively similar teams, the diversity of information to be 

managed is reduced, and switching has far less of an effect on productivity than 

switching between three relatively different teams . . . when variety is greater, job scope 

and complexity are greater and are accompanied by higher levels of strain, leading to 

reduced productivity. (p. 468)  

 

For example, if multiple concurrent project teams are working on a marketing campaign for 

similar products or services, the team members on these concurrent project teams are likely to 

benefit from sharing task inputs, skills, and resources (i.e., input or task resemblance); share in 

the way work is structured (i.e., process resemblance); and engage in similar reward-and-

feedback behavior (i.e., outcome resemblance).  

Moreover, project task resemblance is likely to help increase the work synchronization, 

knowledge sharing, and project monitoring that can attenuate negative switching effects and 

improve project team performance. As a result, project task resemblance should buffer the task 

demands associated with managing multiple concurrent team memberships. When concurrent 

project teams carry out similar tasks, the individual components are likely to affect each other 

and influence team member actions. For project team members with multiple team memberships, 

project teams with greater task resemblance are likely to allow their members to apply the 

knowledge generated by one project to another project more instinctively. Such task resemblance 

across concurrent project teams should also produce more effective project outcomes. Based on 

these perspectives, I would expect that a project team’s task resemblance with other teams is 

likely to be an important influence on the effectiveness of MTM (i.e., synergies associated with 

knowledge sharing across similar tasks and task coordination activities). 

 Project tasks with high resemblance may share materials, information, or expertise (Van 

der Vegt & Van de Vliert, 2005). However, the degree of team task resemblance is also likely to 
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depend on the similarities of and differences between project members’ tasks and work within 

and across their project teams. For example, team tasks may exhibit higher or lower resemblance 

(more so for production and project teams than maintenance teams) given a team’s function 

(Choi, 2002; Druskat & Kayes, 1999). Furthermore, the nature of project work across project 

teams can vary widely. In this case, the scope of the projects and their tasks are more likely to 

reflect limited task resemblance across the project teams. When project tasks are less alike, team 

members on multiple concurrent teams are likely to experience greater difficulty monitoring and 

managing information and multiple project task requirements, which can lead to inferior team 

performance. As a result, the lack of task resemblance may reduce multi-team effectiveness.  

Zika-Viktorsson et al. (2006) did not find a positive relationship between task 

resemblance and project overload among project teams. This finding may be due to problems 

with the methods used to compare tasks across the nine companies (in separate industries). 

Knowing how task resemblance affects MTM outcomes may be important for maximizing team 

outcomes. Thus, more research is needed to better understand the effects of task resemblance on 

project team outcomes in an MTM context. Therefore, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 2a: Project sub-team task resemblance will positively moderate the 

relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team 

satisfaction, such that when there is a high level of project team task resemblance the 

MTM–sub-team satisfaction relationship will be more positive.  

 

Hypothesis 2b: Project sub-team task resemblance will positively moderate the 

relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team 

performance, such that when there is a high level of project team task resemblance the 

MTM–sub-team performance relationship will be more positive.  
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Primary Sub-team Task Type 

Hackman (1987) defined the task category as "those aspects of interaction that relate 

directly to a group's work on its task" (p. 321). According to Sundstrom, de Meuse, and Futrell 

(1990),  

Team tasks differ on broad categories of activity, such as generating solutions versus 

executing action plans (McGrath, 1984); technical versus interpersonal demands (Herold, 

1978); difficulty (Shaw, 1981); number of desired outcomes and trade-offs among them 

(Campbell, 1988); intermember communications (Naylor & Dickenson, 1969); 

coordination requirements (Nieva, Fleishman, & Reick, 1978); task divisibility (Steiner, 

1972); subtask demands (Roby & Lanzetta, 1958); and dependence of team outcomes on 

performance by all members (Steiner, 1972). (p. 123)  

Prior research on small groups and teams (Goodman, 1986; McGrath, 1984; Pawar & 

Eastman, 1997; Stewart & Barrick, 2000) suggests that task differences moderate the 

relationships among group inputs, processes, and outcomes (e.g., Keller, 2006; Stewart, 2006; 

Webber & Donahue, 2001). For example, Stewart and Barrick (2000) examined team task type 

as a moderator in a study of team performance and found significant differences between teams 

engaged in conceptual and behavioral tasks. Additionally, numerous classification systems and 

typologies have been proposed to describe differences in the tasks performed by teams (e.g., 

Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Clark, 2007; Devine, 2002; Hackman, 1990; Keyton & Beck, 2008; 

McGrath 1984; Sundstorm, McIntryre, Halfhill, & Richards, 2000; Wildman, Thayer, Rosen, 

Salas, Mathieu & Rayne, 2011).  

Drawing from team task taxonomic and classification literature, the following primary 

task categories were identified as being meaningful for the context of this study: research and 

development (i.e., tasks that generally require the use of scientific and technological information 

that often resides outside the sub-team team and may include but are not limited to new product 

development and technical service), design (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited to defining 

problems, conducting and narrowing research, analyzing criteria, finding and analyzing 
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solutions, and making decisions), testing (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited to testing of 

a prototype, independent verification and validation, reverse engineering, and simulation and 

modeling), fabrication (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited to implementing 

manufacturing systems and processes), and business (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited 

to managing administrative, financial, logistic, and PR/marketing tasks). 

The first dimension in Sundstrom et al.’s (1990) typology is work team differentiation, 

which refers to the degree to which membership is inclusive, variable, or exclusive and the span 

of the team’s lifecycle. This dimension captures the team’s context in terms of the individuals 

working in a specific place, over the same time period, on a unique task. For example, according 

to Sundstrom and colleagues, team effectiveness may depend on team member heterogeneity of 

task-related abilities or specialties. The second dimension in their typology, external integration, 

refers to the degree to which the team’s task is entrained by, that is, requires synchronization 

with organizational pacers external to the team. In short, a team's task work is viewed as a 

process of receiving materials or information from others, transforming or adding value in 

cooperation with others, and delivering output to customers.  

A juxtaposition of the primary task types used in this study with the aforementioned 

dimensions of Sundstrom et al.’s (1990) typology, it seems logical to expect that sub-teams 

working on R&D and design tasks to require high work-team differentiation and low integration. 

Testing and fabrication tasks are likely to require low differentiation and high integration. 

Business tasks are likely to require low differentiation and integration. As a result, it is likely that 

MTM teams working on R&D tasks will benefit from the higher levels of team member 

heterogeneity and differentiation. In contrast, in an MTM context, performance on testing, 

fabrication, and business tasks is less likely to benefit from the increased team differentiation. 
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However, task differences have not been specifically assessed to determine whether task type 

moderates the relationship between MTM and team performance. Hence, a noted contribution of 

this study is examination of the extent to which task differences moderates the relationship 

between the average number of multiple team memberships and team performance and 

satisfaction. Therefore, I hypothesize the following:   

Hypothesis 3a: Project sub-team primary task type will positively moderate the 

relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team 

satisfaction, such that when sub-team are working on R&D and Design tasks the MTM-

sub-team satisfaction relationship will be more positive than when sub-teams are working 

on testing, fabrication and business tasks.  

Hypothesis 3b: Project sub-team primary task type will positively moderate the 

relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team 

performance, such that when sub-team are working on R&D and Design tasks the MTM-

sub-team performance relationship will be more positive than when sub-teams are 

working on testing, fabrication and business tasks.  

Sub-team Orientation and Sub-team Project Characteristics  

Sub-team polychronicity orientation. Due to the rapidly changing nature of team-level 

work arrangements (i.e., MTM) and the complex nature of task demands (multi-project tasks) it 

is critically important to understand how the orientation held by team members working in an 

MTM context influences team-level outcomes. In particular, a team’s orientation to specific task 

demands (i.e., performing tasks one at a time or working on many jobs at once) or the timing and 

pacing of group activities can affect group outcomes. For example, Waller (1999) demonstrated 

that the timing of adaptive behaviors in groups can result in variations in performance. As a 

result, I focus on understanding how a sub-team orientation (i.e., polychronicity) for engaging in 

more than one concurrent team influences sub-team outcomes.  

Researchers (e.g., Appelbaum et al., 2008; Gendreau, 2007; Perlow, 1999) have shown 

how coordination, decision-making, and schedules are impaired in a team context characterized 

by high levels of multitasking in which individuals work on multiple teams and projects 
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simultaneously. More recently, studies have demonstrated that teams experience reduced 

productivity and performance when individuals are engaged in too many teams simultaneously 

(Bertolotti, Mattarelli, Vignoli, & Macrì, 2015; O’Leary et al., 2011). In effect, multiplying 

multi-tasking levels within teams is expected to generate attention issues that will impair team 

performance. In terms of MTM effectiveness, what a team is capable of doing hinges on whether 

team members have the skill sets required to manage the concurrent nature of multiple team-

level work demands. Researchers have distinguished supplementary and complementary fit 

between the demands of work and the abilities of a team, acknowledging that good fit leads to 

superior performance (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Muchinsky & Monahan, 

1987). As a result, team member preferences for distinct patterns of task loading have important 

implications for MTM. As suggested by Bertolotti et al. (2015), a team’s preference for 

managing concurrent tasks, or polychronicity, may moderate the MTM-team performance 

relationship. 

Polychronicity is the extent to which an individual prefers to be involved with several 

tasks simultaneously. For example, Bluedorn et al. (1992) concluded that if two people work on 

three projects within the same time period, but one person works on one project until it is 

completed and then moves on to the next project while the other person switches back and forth 

between the projects, the person who switches is the more polychronic of the two. Several 

empirical studies have linked polychronicity to other variables (e.g., Slocombe & Bluedorn, 

1999) and the literature on multi-tasking and interruption has overlooked the role of the 

workplace context (Mattarelli et al., 2015). For example, Kaufman, Lane, and Lindquist (1991b) 

found that a polychronic orientation was associated with lower levels of role overload and a 

higher average number of hours worked per week. Additionally, an individual’s or team’s 
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preference for monochronic or polychronic behavior may reflect organizational culture or the 

preference of a superior (Slocombe & Bluedorn, 1999). Thus, a team’s perception of and attitude 

toward multitasking behavior will likely influence how effectively it manages its multiple team 

memberships. 

Team-level polychronicity orientation is associated with the behaviors and preferences of 

a team’s members regarding the use of time and multi-tasking (Slocombe & Bluedorn, 1999), 

which I conceptualize as the mean level of polychronicity across the members of a team. Teams 

with a monochronic orientation prefer to complete tasks sequentially, while teams with a 

polychronic orientation prefer to be involved with several tasks simultaneously (Bluedorn et al., 

1992; McDonald et al., 2013; Mohammed & Harrison, 2013; Slocombe & Bluedorn, 1999). In 

this respect, I argue that team polychronicity or a team’s perception of its use of time and its 

ability to manage multiple tasks effectively will influence the MTM-team performance 

relationship. Thus, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 4a: A sub-team’s polychronicity orientation will moderate the relationship 

between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and sub-team 

satisfaction, such that when polychronicity orientation is high, the MTM-sub-team 

satisfaction relationship will be more positive. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: A sub-team’s polychronicity orientation will moderate the relationship 

between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and sub-team 

performance, such that when polychronicity orientation is high the MTM–sub-team 

performance relationship will be more positive. 

Strategic importance of sub-team. There is a limited but growing research focus on the 

concept of project strategy (Patanakul & Shenhar, 2012; Patanakul, Shenhar, & Milosevic, 

2012). As stated by Patanakul and Shenhar (2012), project strategy “involves the perspective, the 

guideline, the attitude, the direction, and the policy, which leads to the actual plan, and which 

will promote a pattern of behavior that is needed for winning and creating value, leading 

ultimately to succeeding” (p. 7). Thus, in an analogous way, a project’s strategic importance is 
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likely to promote a more positive team member perspective about working on such a team. A 

project team’s strategic perspective provides team members with visibility into the business 

environment, the rationale behind the project, and clarity regarding how the project is aligned 

with the company’s overall business strategy (Patanakul & Shenhar, 2012). 

The literature on project strategy falls into three areas. The first area examines the 

significance of project management as a source of strategic advantage to an organization, which 

acknowledges a project’s role in achieving the greatest competitive advantage and the best value 

from the project outcome. A project’s strategic importance is linked to the critical elements 

intended for achieving business results and an organization’s long-term success (Patanakul & 

Shenhar, 2012). 

The second area of the project strategy literature I cite here focuses on the strategic 

importance of projects and proposes concepts and methodologies for project selection, project 

assignments, and project portfolio management (e.g., Patanakul, Milosevic, & Anderson, 2007).  

For example, when project selection or resource allocation decisions are informed by the need to 

support an overall organizational strategy, it is likely to influence how individuals perceive their 

multiple team memberships (Copper, Edgett, & Kleinschmidt, 2001; Patanakul & Shenhar, 

2012).  

The third area of interest in this body of literature focuses on the strategic approach to 

project management based on the perspective that projects are typically initiated to achieve 

business results (Pennypacker & Dye, 2002). Within this area we find an emerging approach in 

organizations known as “strategic project management” (Cleland & Ireland, 2002; Davies & 

Hobday, 2005; Jugdev & Müller, 2005; Shenhar, 2004). This approach extends beyond the 

traditional emphasis on simply meeting time, budget, and project performance goals and 
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broadens project team members’ awareness and work effort to include understanding not only 

how to meet the project’s goals but also how to achieve higher-level organizational objectives 

and reflect strategic perspectives (Patanakul & Shenhar, 2012; Pennypacker & Dye, 2002).  

Patanakul and Shenhar (2012) demonstrated that a project strategy is used in both an 

informal and an explicit way in the management of projects. Organizations incorporate strategic 

concepts into the project team experience by linking projects to their efforts to create competitive 

advantage. For example, an organization may articulate the long-term business plans that will be 

achieved when a project is completed. Additionally, an organization may explicitly express its 

business strategy by referencing a project’s outcome. Hence, a project’s strategic importance 

becomes the guiding principle that can influence MTM outcomes. Moreover, because projects 

are budget-constrained, aligned with organizational strategy, and depend on temporarily assigned 

resources, these strategically aligned factors are likely to influence team effectiveness and team-

related outcomes. 

In an increasingly complex workplace, project team members must take on challenging 

assignments to advance their careers and create value. Team members typically want to be 

associated with projects that are aligned with or central to organizational strategy. Hence, it is 

plausible that project sub-team members would be willing to accept the challenge of managing 

MTM if it is viewed as a beneficial career-building experience. However, although many sub-

team members understand the importance of their projects to their organization’s success, in an 

MTM context they may be unable to fully understand the components of the various strategic 

linkages across the multiple project teams. Such a dilemma raises the question whether the 

alignment of a project team with organizational strategy or the strategic importance of the project 

sub-team attenuates the negative effects of MTM. What if sub-team members with multiple team 
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memberships are working on project teams that are perceived as less closely aligned with or less 

strategically important than another project team that is perceived as aligned and strategically 

important?  

I plan to extend theories that have been applied to communities of practice (CoP) to 

support my prediction regarding the interactive effect between the number of multiple team 

memberships and project strategy. A CoP is a group “designed to align strategic assets in terms 

of human capital for competitive advantage in work organizations” (Kirkman, Mathieu, Cordery, 

Rosen, & Kukenberger, 2011, p. 1234). In particular, the legitimacy dimension of Lave and 

Wenger’s (1991) theory of legitimate peripheral participation (LPP) captures the extent to which 

team members view their CoPs as truly capable of effective knowledge generation.  

Project teams share some similarities with CoP such as team-level work arrangements, 

task missions, fluid membership, and emergent task structures. Thus, the LPP theoretical 

perspective on stakeholders as having enhanced legitimacy from enjoying core status within an 

organization can be applied to a project team member’s strategic perspective regarding his or her 

project team. The core distinction is also analogous to strategic importance, for it includes work 

that (a) is critical for achieving organizational success, (b) has a strong impact on organization 

performance, (c) tackles real problems and focuses on important organizational issues, and (d) is 

more visible to the organization. Core work is also described by Kirkman et al. (2011) s as 

“serving as an important signal to the collective to devote appropriate time and resources to 

accomplishing community objectives” (p. 1237). Additionally, Kirkman et al. demonstrated that 

having core status (i.e., strategic importance) influenced the effectiveness of CoP. Thus, taking a 

project’s strategic importance as a proxy for legitimacy, I expect that:  
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Hypothesis 5a: A project’s strategic importance will moderate the relationship between the 

average number of multiple sub-team memberships and sub-team satisfaction such that when 

strategic importance is high, the MTM-sub-team satisfaction relationship will be more positive. 

 

Hypothesis 5b: A project’s strategic importance will moderate the relationship between the 

average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team performance such that when 

strategic importance is high, the MTM–team performance relationship will be more positive. 

 

Sub-team Role Processes: Sub-team role ambiguity and role overload 

Sub-team role ambiguity. I examined the potential partial meditation of team role 

ambiguity on the interactive effects of sub-team member overlap and project task resemblance 

(proportion of sub-team MTM, primary sub-team task type, project sub-team resemblance) as 

well as sub-team orientation and sub-team project characteristics (project sub-team orientation 

and strategic importance of sub-team) on sub-team outcomes (satisfaction and performance).   

Team role ambiguity represents one of the major components of role stressors (Kahn & 

Byosiere, 1990), which are typically perceived as having negative direct and indirect influences 

on team outcomes (Peterson et al., 1995), reflecting a team’s role-related social processes (Marks 

et al., 2001). Researchers (e.g., Molleman, 2005; Polzer, Crisp, Jarvenpaa, & Kim, 2006; Van 

der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005) have examined various social processes (e.g., cooperation) when 

testing the factors that mediate predictor–outcome relationships. Extending Marks et al.’s (2001) 

framework, I suggest that team role processes are constrained when team members with multiple 

team memberships function under certain project team and task conditions. 

Role theory suggests that team members develop expectations about each other’s roles 

that shape beliefs about desired and appropriate role behaviors (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Traditional 

teams are characterized by their high level of role differentiation and distributed expertise 

(Newman & Wright, 1999). Team-level work is also characterized by ambiguities and 

complexities (Peterson et al., 1995). Moreover, as urged in the conclusions and recommendations 
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Tubre and Collins (2000) provide in their meta-analysis, “Role ambiguity ought not to be lightly 

dismissed as unimportant. Indeed, the present results show a correlation that could substantially 

and negatively impact job performance” (p. 166). In particular, given the various roles and 

reporting relationships across multiple team memberships, role ambiguity is likely to result in 

competing priorities that are similarly found in cross-functional teams (Ford & Randolph, 1992). 

Team role ambiguity occurs when there is a lack of clear information (e.g., job behaviors) 

associated with a particular team member role, limited information about what activities will 

fulfill team member responsibilities, and inadequate information about how to meet those 

responsibilities (Beauchamp & Bray, 2001; Jackson & Schuler, 1985). Additionally, the lack of 

certainty or role structure in the MTM team environment increases the occurrence of role 

ambiguity not only for individual team members but also for a team as a whole (Tidd, McIntyre 

& Friedman, 2004). Additionally, given the multitude of team members’ roles and varieties of 

role structures (e.g., team member roles, team leaders, and sponsors) across multiple project 

teams it is highly likely that team members harbor ambiguous expectations. As a result, the 

impact of sub-team role ambiguity within an MTM context is likely to have important 

consequences.  

Team role overload is the second factor that is likely to partially mediate the interactive 

effects of sub-team member overlap and project task resemblance (proportion of sub-team MTM, 

primary sub-team task type, project sub-team resemblance) as well as sub-team orientation and 

sub-team project characteristics (project sub-team orientation and strategic importance of sub-

team) on sub-team outcomes (satisfaction and performance). Team role overload has been 

identified as one of the most serious and rapidly increasing problems in work environments in 

the United States and abroad (Murphy & Sauter, 2003; Tordera, González-Romá, & Peiró, 
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2008). According to Peterson et al. (1995), role overload is associated with the “lack of personal 

[team] resources to fulfill commitments, obligations, or requirements.” (p. 430).  

Role overload is a team member’s or team’s perception that the committed work 

demands surpass member or team resources quantitatively or qualitatively (Peterson et al., 1995). 

For example, having many looming project tasks that require attention across concurrent project 

teams can generate overload. In an MTM context, team overload is conceptualized as project 

overload, stemming from working on too many projects simultaneously (Zika-Viktorsson et al., 

2006). How MTM influences team role overload processes has been studied to only a limited 

extent (Marrone, Tesulk, & Carson 2007; Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2006). The current study seeks 

to more fully develop our understanding of how such processes influence team outcomes. 

Given the high level of team boundary-spanning activities both within and across teams 

in an MTM context, team overload processes are likely to influence team outcomes (Marrone, et 

al., 2007). The findings for role overload in the boundary-spanning literature are not fully 

understood (Marrone et al., 2007). In particular, given prior findings at the individual level of 

analysis, when examined at the team level of analysis, neither the antecedents nor the 

consequences of the effects are fully understood (Choi, 2002; Faraj & Yan, 2009; Morrone et al., 

2007). For example, Marrone et al. (2007) found that the negative impact of boundary-spanning 

by members, when aggregated at the team level, resulted in team members’ experiencing 

significantly less role overload. As a result, researchers have called for a better understanding of 

overload for distinct tasks and group contexts as well as of the mechanisms that support this 

behavior. Hence, I predict: 

Hypothesis 6a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships on team satisfaction will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  
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Hypothesis 6b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships on team performance will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

 

Hypothesis 6c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships on team satisfaction will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role overload.  

 

Hypothesis 6d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships on team performance will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role overload. 

 

Hypothesis 7a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and primary sub-team task type on sub-team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 7b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and primary sub-team task type on sub-team performance will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 7c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and primary sub-team task type on sub-team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Hypothesis 7d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and primary sub-team task type on sub-team performance will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Hypothesis 8a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and project team task resemblance on sub-team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 8b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and project team task resemblance on sub-team performance will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 8c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and project team task resemblance on sub-team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Hypothesis 8d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and project team task resemblance on sub-team performance will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Hypothesis 9a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s polychronicity orientation on team satisfaction 

will be partially mediated by team role ambiguity. 
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Hypothesis 9b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s polychronicity orientation on team performance 

will be partially mediated by team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 9c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s polychronicity orientation on team satisfaction 

will be partially mediated by team role overload. 

Hypothesis 9d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s polychronicity orientation on team performance 

will be partially mediated by team role overload.  

Hypothesis 10a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s strategic importance on team satisfaction will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 10b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s strategic importance on team performance will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 10c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s strategic importance on team satisfaction will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Hypothesis 10d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-project team’s strategic importance on team performance 

will be partially mediated by sub-team role overload.  

 

Method 

Research Setting 

 Data for this study came from student project team members within the College of 

Engineering at a large northeastern university. There are approximately 24 unique student project 

teams within this department, with approximately 1,100 students across these teams. More 

specifically, a project team consists of a number of unique sub-teams. Sub-team members are a 

member of only project team but can be a member of one or more sub-teams within that unique 

project team. For example, members of the Racing Formula team, which designs, builds, and 

tests a formula-style race car for international competition at FSAE Michigan, are sub-team 

members of one or multiple sub-teams within this project team. These sub-project teams are 
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responsible for projects such as designing and building the engine, the chassis, and the electrical 

system; attending to ergonomics; and managing business processes.  

The project and sub-teams are ongoing teams conducting engineering related tasks; 

engineering students formed a substantial part of each sub-team. In particular, sub-team members 

were students leading engineering projects on one or more sub-teams within a project team. 

These students have been selected for membership based on a project’s team selection criteria. 

Additionally, the students vary in their level of experience working on project teams and 

managing project tasks under the direction of one or more team leaders and a faculty advisor. 

Typically, students join a project team during freshman or sophomore year and remain on the 

team until they graduate. Each of the students receives a course grade at the end of each semester 

for his or her performance as a team member. Additionally, the university’s course register 

provides a master roster for all of the students registered/working on a project team. Project team 

leaders were the upper-level students responsible for leading and overseeing their unique group 

sub-team members and tasks.  

Participants  

I recruited sub-teams by means of the university project team’s program office which is 

led a full-time director and program manager. The director of the College of Engineering’s 

Student Project Team Office served as the executive sponsor for this research. Sub-teams with 

fewer than three team members were dropped (based on a response criterion as suggested by 

Zhang, Hempel Han & Tjosvold, 2007). The final sample included 587 total number of sub-team 

members (91.7% with an age range from 18-21, 63.7% working on the sub-team for one to two 

academic years) of which 261 were sub-team members with multiple team memberships. The 

total number of sub-teams in the final sample were 111, and project teams were 17. The final 
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sample also consisted of 25 project team leaders. See Appendix A for a list of the project teams 

and their associated sub-teams as well as the number of sub-team members per sub-team who 

participated in this study. The focal level of analysis for this study is at the sub-team level (N = 

111 sub-teams). 

Data Collection Process and Procedure  

The data collection process for this study consisted of the following six steps: (a) 

preliminary (first-set) interviews with the project team leaders, (b) Project Team Leader Pre-

Survey, (c) second set of project team leader interviews, (d) Sub-team Leader Survey, (e) Project 

Team Leader Survey, (f) post survey debriefing interviews. The procedures used for each of 

these data collection phases are described in the next section.  

Preliminary (first set) of project team leader interviews. I conducted a 30-minute 

semistructured interview with each of the project team leaders. The director of the College of 

Engineer’s Project Team Office participated in each of these meetings. The goal of these 

interviews was to understand better their project team’s sub-team structure (i.e., how the sub-

teams are defined and how the members are assigned or selected for their sub-teams) as well as 

to gather input regarding issues related to MTM (i.e., how they manage multi-sub-team 

tasks/projects). I also gathered input about how and when project team as well as sub-team 

performance was assessed. Furthermore, in advance of each interview, I requested a copy of their 

project team master roster. As a result, I was also able to review the roster and understand their 

sub-team membership and structure. Immediately following the interviews, I took tours of each 

of their laboratory or work spaces to observe the team members working on their various 

engineering projects.  
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Project team leader pre-survey. The information gathered during the pre-preliminary 

interviews was used to develop the Project Team Leader (PTL) Pre-Survey (see Appendix B). 

Because the majority of the project team master rosters captured the membership for their 

registered project team, it typically did not provide a comprehensive view of the sub-team 

membership or structure. The PTL Pre-Survey was conducted to confirm as well as gather up-to-

date information regarding the sub-team structure, sub-team function, responsibilities, leaders, 

and membership. For example, the principal data captured the names of the members on each 

sub-team, the names of the members with multiple sub-team memberships, and the associated 

sub-teams for those sub-team members with multiple sub-team memberships. The overall goal of 

the PTL pre-survey was to confirm how many sub-team members had memberships on more 

than one sub-team and to confirm the sub-team structure. All Project Team Leader’s participated 

in this pre-survey.  

Second set of project team leader interviews. A second set of 30-minute semistructured 

interviews was conducted with each of the project team leaders to review their PTL Pre-survey 

input. The director of the College of Engineer’s Student Project Team Office also participated in 

each of these meetings. The outcome of each meeting was a verified roster and mapping of each 

project team’s sub-team structure and membership. Given the low PTL Pre-survey participation 

rate and difficulty arranging the second series of interviews with seven project teams, I followed 

the recommendation from the executive sponsor and narrowed the sample from 24 to 17 project 

teams.  

Sub-team member survey. Following the first-set of PTL interviews, PTL Pre-Survey 

and second-set of PTL interviews, there were two separate data collection periods. The first data 

collection was from the sub-team members (see Appendix C for the Sub-team Member Survey). 



 

289 

The Director of College of Engineering’s Student Project Teams Office sent the survey email to 

631 sub-team member, inviting them to participate in the study, followed by two reminder e-

mails. A total of 587 sub-team members responded to the survey, for a response rate of 86%. 

Sub-team members who completed their surveys were entered into a raffle. Five raffle winners 

were chosen randomly and awarded a $50 cash prize each. As an extra incentive, project teams 

with 100% survey participation were entered into a raffle, one project team was chosen randomly 

and awarded a $500 cash prize, and all other project teams with 100% survey participation 

received a team lunch.  

Verified data from the PTL pre-survey of the project/sub-team rosters was used to pre-

populate all sub-team member surveys with unique sub-team information. As shown on the Sub-

team Member Survey (see Appendix C) each participant’s unique project team name as well as 

sub-team name was embedded into each of the survey questions where appropriate to further 

underscore which sub-team was being assessed. If sub-team members were members of more 

than one sub-team, I randomly assigned one of their multiple sub-teams in the on-line 

questionnaire. A question was included in the questionnaire to also verify if the randomly 

assigned sub-team was their primary sub-team or the other sub-team(s) where they had cross 

sub-team involvement. This information was used to further confirm the information captured in 

project/sub-team rosters from the PTL pre-survey and interviews. The sub-team moderator, 

mediator, and dependent variables (see Figure 1) were measured on the sub-team member 

questionnaire, with the expectation of the performance dependent variable. Additionally, 

secondary data sources were used for the sub-team MTM membership independent variable and 

moderator. 
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Project team leader survey. The sub-team member data collection was separated by 

approximately 6 weeks, then the second data collection period commenced with the project team 

leaders to gather sub-team performance input. Similarly, this survey email was sent from the 

director to the 25 project team leader participants. Six of the 17 project teams had more than one 

project team leader. All of the project team leaders responded to the survey, for a response rate 

of 100 percent. The time-frame for the project team leader’s data collection also coincided with 

the period in the semester when project and sub-team performance was typically assessed. The 

project team leader questionnaire captured Likert-type ratings and a forced ranking of sub-team 

performance (see Appendix D for the Project Team Leader Survey). The project team leaders 

who completed the questionnaire were compensated $15. As an extra incentive for early survey 

participation, the participants were entered into a raffle. Five raffle winners were chosen 

randomly and awarded one $10 cash prize each.  

Post survey debriefing interviews. Finally, while I relied on the Sub-team Member and 

Project Team Leader Survey data to test the hypotheses, I also conducted a series of follow-up 

interviews with the project leaders and the Director of College of Engineering’s Student Project 

Teams Office to discuss the preliminary results.  

Measures  

I developed the questionnaire by adapting measures that have been validated by other 

researchers. The items were tailored to reflect the project team and sub-team context. The 

questionnaire consisted of self-reported Likert-type items (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 

agree) unless otherwise noted. I averaged the items for each scale to produce a composite score 

for each sub-team. The sub-team performance measure was collected from the team leaders. A 

list of all scale items appears in Appendix E. 
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Average number of sub-team multiple team memberships. This level of multiple team 

memberships within each sub-tam was captured as a continuous measure for the average number 

of sub-team members with concurrent multiple sub-team memberships within each sub-team. I 

collected this information from the master project team rosters as well as from meetings with the 

project team leaders to verify their sub-team structure, sub-team members, and sub-team 

members with multiple sub-team memberships, which I calculated by dividing the total number 

memberships within the sub-team by its total number of participants.  

Proportion of sub-team MTM. In line with other research (i.e., Wang, Butler, & Ren, 

2013), the focus of this measure is on the degree to which a sub-team possesses members with 

multiple team memberships. It provides the fraction (proportion) of the total sub-team that 

possesses multiple sub-team members. The master rosters and input provided during the leader 

meetings were used to obtain the sub-team member’s membership. This measure was calculated 

by dividing the total number of sub-team members with multiple team memberships within that 

sub-team by the total number of sub-team members within the sub-team.   

Primary sub-team task type. This measure was adapted from Keller (2006) along with 

input from the executive sponsor to ensure that the task type categories best captured the type of 

tasks worked on by the sub-team members. This measure was captured from the Project Team 

Leader’s survey. All of the project team leaders were asked to classify the primary task type for 

each of their sub-teams. The primary task type was measured by a one-team question that asked 

the project team leader to identify the primary task type for the sub-team as one of the following: 

Research and development (i.e., tasks that generally require the use of scientific and 

technological information that often resides outside the sub-team team and may include but is not 

limited to the new product development and technical service), Design (i.e., tasks may include 



 

292 

but are not limited to defining problems, conducting and narrowing research, analyzing criteria, 

finding and analyzing solutions, and making decisions), Testing (i.e., tasks may include but are 

not limited to testing of a prototype, independent verification and validation, reverse engineering, 

and simulation and modeling), Fabrication (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited to 

implementing manufacturing systems and processes), and Business (i.e., tasks may include but 

are not limited to managing administrative, financial, logistic, and PR/marketing tasks). The 

primary task types for the sub-teams in the final sample consisted of R&D 13.5%, Design, 

42.3%, Testing, 21.6%, Fabrication, 10.8%, and Business 11.7%. 

Project sub-team task resemblance.  Project sub-team task resemblance was measured 

using a 3-item scale adapted from by Zika-Viktorsson et al. (2006). A sample item included the 

following: “My assigned tasks on the [sub-team name] sub-team have great similarities with 

regard to how I perform the work within this sub-team.” In this sample, the internal consistency 

reliability estimate was .65. Although this is below the recommended threshold, the alpha 

coefficient is prone to the number of items. In scales with less than 10 items, the mean inter-item 

correlation is also considered a suitable measure. In this case, mean inter-item correlation was 

.38, which is considered a very good result. Aggregated sub-team-level task resemblance score 

(M = 4.50, SD = 1.05) ranged from 1.33 to 7.00. Agreement across the respondents’ ratings was 

assessed and demonstrated adequate interrater reliability with an average rwg of .78. ICC(1) was 

.17, and ICC(2) was .52 for sub-team task resemblance. 

Project sub-team polychronicity. This 5-item measure was adapted from Souitiaris and 

Maestro (2010). Sample items included the following: “I believe that my [sub-team name} sub-

team members should try to work on many tasks at the same time” and “I tend to juggle several 

of my [sub-team name] sub-team’s activities at the same time.” In this sample, the internal 



 

293 

consistency reliability estimate was .68, while the mean inter-item correlation was .30. 

Aggregated sub-team-level polychronicity score (M = 3.69, SD = 0.89) ranged from 1.20 to 

6.80.  Agreement across the respondents’ ratings was assessed and demonstrated adequate 

interrater reliability with an average rwg of .47. ICC(1) was .09, and ICC(2) was .35 for 

polychronicity in the sub-team. 

Strategic importance of the sub-team. This 5-iteam measure was adapted from Jian and 

Klein (1999) and Kirkman et al. (2011). This measure was assessed using a 5-item Likert scale 

(1 = not at all to 5 = a great deal). Sample items included the following: Sample items included 

the following: “To what extent is your [sub-team name] sub-team’s work important to the 

College of Engineering?” and “To what extent is your [sub-team name] sub-team’s work highly 

visible to the top leadership of the College of Engineering?”  In this sample, the internal 

consistency reliability estimate was .89. Aggregated sub-team-level strategic importance score 

(M = 3.17, SD = 0.93) ranged from 1.00 to 5.00.  Agreement across the respondents’ ratings was 

assessed and demonstrated adequate interrater reliability with an average rwg of .73. ICC(1) was 

.15, and ICC(2) was .49 for the strategic importance of the sub-team. 

Sub-team role ambiguity. This7-iteam measure was adapted from Beauchamp and Bray 

(2001). Sample items included the following: “I am unclear about what my role is on my [sub-

team name] sub-team,” “I understand what adjustments to my work need to be made in specific 

situations when I am working with my [sub-team name] sub-team,” and “I am unclear about my 

role within my [sub-team name] sub-team’s “project plan.” In this sample, the internal 

consistency reliability estimate was .88. Aggregated sub-team-level role ambiguity score (M = 

2.34, SD = 0.95) ranged from 1.00 to 6.57. Agreement across the respondents’ ratings was 
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assessed and demonstrated adequate interrater reliability with an average rwg of .90. ICC(1) was 

.10, and ICC(2) was .37 for role ambiguity in the sub-team. 

Sub-team role overload. This 4-item measure was adapted from Brown, Leigh, and Jones 

(2005). Sample items included the following: “The amount of work I do on my [sub-team name] 

sub-team interferes with how well my work gets done” and “I have to try to satisfy too many 

people.” In this sample, the internal consistency reliability estimate was .76. Aggregated sub-

team-level role overload score (M = 2.91, SD = 1.12) ranged from 1.00 to 7.00. Agreement 

across the respondents’ ratings was assessed and demonstrated adequate interrater reliability with 

an average rwg of .74. ICC(1) was .06, and ICC(2) was .26 for role overload in the sub-team.  

Sub-team satisfaction. This 3-item measure was adapted from Gladstein (1984).  A 

sample item used included the following: “I am very satisfied with working in my [sub-team 

name] sub-team.” In this sample, the internal consistency reliability estimate was .92. 

Aggregated sub-team-level satisfaction score (M = 5.87, SD = 1.05) ranged from 1.00 to 7.00. 

Agreement across the respondents’ ratings was assessed and demonstrated adequate interrater 

reliability with an average rwg of .86. ICC(1) was .09, and ICC(2) was .33 for satisfaction in the 

sub-team. 

 Sub-team performance. In addition to the primary task type measure, this measure was 

captured from the team leaders and was adapted from Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, and Sager 

(1996). In a discussion with the executive sponsor, I confirmed that the criteria for sub-team 

performance were similar to those used within their organization. The leaders rated each sub-

team’s performance using the following four criteria: level and consistency of effort put forth, 

demonstration of core or technical skills, support of and cooperation with teammates, and 

overall sub-team effectiveness. These criteria were assessed using a 5-item Likert scale from 1 
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(very high) to 5 (very low). Similar to Campbell et al. (1996), the four criteria were aggregated to 

create an index rating of sub-team performance. For the project teams with multiple project 

leaders, their input was averaged.  

Controls. Two control variables often used in the literature on R&D and project teams 

were chosen. Actual sub-team team size (total number of members on each sub-team) was 

included as a control variable because prior findings have shown it to be related to team 

performance (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Bass, 1990). Also, average tenure in the sub-team of 

members (in number of semesters) was included as a control variable because of its associations 

in the prior literature with the development of interpersonal relationships and knowledge bases in 

the team as well as other team outcomes (Carroll & Harrison, 1998; Sheremata, 2000).  

Results  

Data Aggregation and Adequacy of Measures 

Within-team and between-team analyses were conducted on each of the primary variables 

tested. First , intraclass correlation coefficients, measuring the extent to which sub-team 

members' responses agree with each other and differ from other teams, were calculated for all 

primary sub-team level variables in the survey. In particular, ICC(1) and ICC(2) were examined 

(Bliese, Klein, & Kozlowski, 2000; LeBreton & Senter, 2007; Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). The 

results show significant ICC(1) .06–.17 and ICC(2) .33–.52, p < .05.  

Secondly, the within-group interrater agreement index—rwg(j)—of James, Demaree, and 

Wolf (1984, 1993) was computed. This is a measure of agreement within sub-teams. Values of 

rwg(j) equal to .70 or above are known to demonstrate high consistency within the team and 

justify the aggregation within that team (Lance, Butts, & Michels, 2006). The results of this 

analysis showed that for all variables, the mean Rwg (j) ranged between .47 and .90 
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Based on these results and due to the research question and hypothesis being drawn at the 

sub-team level, the data were aggregated to the team level (Bliese, 2000). Individual responses to 

the items composing the variables were averaged across all sub-team members with their sub-

team. These results allowed the creation of a sub-team level data set (N = 111 teams) for the sub-

team level variables. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 28 shows the descriptive statistics at the individual level and the sub-level. 

Table 28 

Descriptive Statistics for the Individual-level and Sub-level 

Variable N Min Max M SD 

Individual Level      

Average Number of Sub-Team MTM 587 1.00 9.00 1.75 0.85 

Proportion of Sub-Team MTM 587 0.00 1.00 0.45 0.31 

Sub-team Task Resemblance 586 1.33 7.00 4.50 1.05 

Sub-team Polychronicity 587 1.20 6.80 3.69 0.89 

Sub-team Strategic Importance 587 1.00 5.00 3.18 0.93 

Sub-team Role Ambiguity 587 1.00 6.57 2.34 0.95 

Sub-team Role Overload 587 1.00 7.00 2.91 1.12 

Sub-team Satisfaction 587 1.00 7.00 5.87 1.05 

Sub-team Tenure 583 1.00 9.00 2.87 1.76 

Sub-level      

Average Number of Sub-Team MTM 111 1.00 9.00 1.87 0.99 

Proportion of Sub-Team MTM 111 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.33 

Sub-team Primary Task Type 111 1.00 5.00 2.65 1.20 

Sub-team Task Resemblance 111 2.89 6.33 4.50 0.64 

Sub-team Polychroncity 111 2.33 4.89 3.69 0.49 

Sub-team Strategic Importance 111 1.50 4.13 3.09 0.55 

Sub-team Role Ambiguity 111 1.37 4.05 2.33 0.52 

Sub-team Role Overload 111 1.17 4.50 2.91 0.61 

Sub-Team Performance  111 1.00 4.13 2.26 0.78 

Sub-team Satisfaction 111 3.44 7.00 5.85 0.60 

Sub-team Tenure 111 1.00 6.20 2.85 0.99 

Number of People Sub-Team 111 3.00 18.00 5.29 2.65 
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Table 29 shows the correlations for the non-mean centered variables. As seen in Table 

29, there was a moderate negative correlation between Sub-team Satisfaction and Sub-team Role 

ambiguity (r = -0.49, p < .01). Moreover, there was a weak negative correlation between Sub-

team Satisfaction and Sub-team Role Overload (r = -0.36, p < .01). Overall, the independent 

variables were not strongly correlated; thus multicollinearity will not be an issue for subsequent 

analyses. 

 

Table 29 

Two Tailed Correlations 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 
Average Number of Sub-Team 

MTM 
1         

2 Proportion of Sub-Team MTM 0.65*** 1        

3 Sub-team Task Resemblance -0.08** -0.002 1       

4 Sub-team Polychronicity 0.05 0.02 -0.01 1      

5 Sub-team Strategic Importance -0.06 0.004 0.06 0.11*** 1     

6 Sub-team Role Ambiguity -0.06 -0.02 -0.05 -0.08* -0.16*** 1    

7 Sub-team Role Overload 0.03 -0.01 -0.02 0.15*** -0.001 0.32*** 1   

8 Sub-team Satisfaction -0.08** 0.01 0.10** -0.01 0.22*** -0.49*** -0.36*** 1  

9 Sub-team tenure -0.05 -0.11** -0.03 0.12*** -0.03 -0.22*** 0.12*** 0.01 1 

*p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***0.01 
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Analytic Approach 

For testing the hypotheses of interest, I employed (two-level) generalized structural 

equation modeling (GSEM). This approach enables working with observed and latent variables, 

multilevel data structures, and recursive and non-recursive systems (Acock, A, 2013; Rabe-

Hesketh & Skrondal, 2008). In general, the tested models are represented in Figure 2. From the 

figure we can see that the main outcome variables are sub-team performance and satisfaction, 

moderator variables are proportion of sub-team MTM, primary sub-team task type, sub-team task 

resemblance, sub-team polychronic orientation, and sub-team’s strategic importance, mediator 

variables are ambiguity and overload, control variables are tenure and number of people on the 

sub-team, These variables are analyzed at level -1 were the mediated variables are defined, and 

at level-2 were the final dependent variables are defined. 

 

  

Figure 2. Tested model: Study 3 
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Test of the Research Question 

From the results in Table 30, we can see that in quadratic model for performance for both 

the linear term and quadratic term of average number of sub-team membership are statistically 

significant and indicate that initially with the increase in average number of sub-team 

membership, performance increases but after some point the influence becomes positive.  In the 

model for satisfaction, the relationship is reverse; indicating that initially with the increase in 

average number of sub-team membership satisfaction increases but after some point begins to 

decrease. Here the linear term is not significant but the quadratic term is significant. The 

conclusion can also be drawn from looking at the Figure 3 of quadratic fit of performance and 

satisfaction versus average number of sub-team MTM. Overall, the both models are significant 

as we reject in the both cases that all the estimated parameters are equal to zero. 
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Figure 3. Quadratic relationships of performance and satisfaction with average number of sub-

team MTM. 

 

Table 30 

Quadratic Effects 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Independent variable Satisfaction Performance 

Avg. Num. of Sub-team MTM 0.205   (0.149) -0.673***   (0.188) 

Avg. Num. of Sub-team MTM ^2 -0.04**   (0.017) 0.066***   (0.02) 

Note. Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Hypotheses  

Following the research objectives several hypothesis testing were conducted, by 

employing the empirical models and examining the significance and the effects of the estimated 

models. The results are summarized in Tables 31-40. 

Results for Hypotheses 1A and 1B Moderator: Proportion of Sub-team Multiple Team 

Membership 

Hypothesis 1a: Proportion of sub-team multiple team membership will positively 

moderate the relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and 

sub-team satisfaction, such that when there is a higher the proportion of sub-team MTM the 

MTM–sub-team satisfaction relationship will be more positive. 

Hypothesis 1b: Proportion of sub-team multiple team membership will positively 

moderate the relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and 

sub-team performance, such that when there is a higher the proportion of sub-team MTM the 

MTM–sub-team performance relationship will be more positive. 

Based on the results summarized in the Table 31, none of the estimated coefficients is 

statistically significant. As such, the proposed hypotheses were not supported and we can state 

that the proportion of sub-team multiple team membership does not moderate the relationships 

between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and sub-team satisfaction or 

performance. 
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Table 31 

Hypotheses 1A and 1B Moderator: Proportion of Sub-team Multiple Team Membership 

 Hypothesis 1a Hypothesis 1b 

Independent variable Satisfaction Performance 

Sub-team Tenure 0.06      (0.059) -0.009   (0.07) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.021    (0.023) -0.023   (0.028) 

Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM -0.343   (0.218) 0.185     (0.251) 

Proportion of Sub-team MTM 0.192    (0.542) -0.628   (0.613) 

Avg. Num. * Proportion 0.209    (0.299) -0.211   (0.336) 

Note. Avg Num * Proportion is the interaction term (Avg. Num Sub-Team MTM * Proportion of 

Sub-Team MTM). Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Results for Hypotheses 2A and 2B Moderator: Sub-team Project Task Resemblance 

Hypothesis 2a: Project sub-team task resemblance will positively moderate the 

relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team 

satisfaction, such that when there is a high level of project team task resemblance the MTM–sub-

team satisfaction relationship will be more positive.  

Hypothesis 2b: Project sub-team task resemblance will positively moderate the 

relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team 

performance, such that when there is a high level of project team task resemblance the MTM–

sub-team performance relationship will be more positive.  

Based on the test results displayed in the Table 32, none of the estimated coefficients is 

statistically significant. The proposed hypothesis were not supported and we can state that sub-

team project task resemblance does not moderate the relationships between the average number 

of multiple sub-team memberships and sub-team satisfaction or performance.  
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Table 32 

Hypotheses 2A and 2B Moderator: Sub-team Project Task Resemblance 

 Hypothesis 2a Hypothesis 2b 

Independent variable Satisfaction Performance 

Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM -0.118   (0.068) -0.094   (0.085) 

Sub-team Task Resemblance 0.223   (0.252) 0.017   (0.314) 

Avg. Num. * Task Resemblance -0.062   (0.124) -0.001   (0.152) 

Sub-team Tenure 0.046   (0.058) 0.028   (0.074) 

Num. of People on Sub-team  0.003   (0.023) 0.012   (0.028) 

Note. Avg. Num * Task Resemblance is the interaction term (Avg. Num. Sub-Team MTM * 

Sub-Team Task Resemblance). Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < 

.01. 

 

Results for Hypotheses 3A and 3B Moderator: Sub-team Primary Task Type 

Hypothesis 3a: Project sub-team primary task type will positively moderate the 

relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team 

satisfaction, such that when sub-team are working on R&D and Design tasks the MTM-sub-team 

satisfaction relationship will be more positive than when sub-teams are working on testing, 

fabrication and business tasks.  

Hypothesis 3b: Project sub-team primary task type will positively moderate the 

relationship between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team 

performance, such that when sub-team are working on R&D and Design tasks the MTM-sub-

team performance relationship will be more positive than when sub-teams are working on 

testing, fabrication and business tasks.  
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Given the results in Table 33, none of the estimated coefficients is statistically 

significant. The proposed hypotheses were not supported and we can state that sub-team primary 

task type does not moderate the relationships between the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and sub-team satisfaction or performance. 

Table 33 

Hypotheses 3A and 3B Moderator: Sub-team’s Primary Task Type 

 Hypothesis 3a Hypothesis 3b 

Independent variable Satisfaction Performance 

Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM 0.409   (0.585) -0.456   (0.651) 

R&D 0.474   (0.894) 0.047   (0.988) 

Design 0.895   (0.836) -1.097   (0.918) 

Testing 0.212   (0.872) -0.397   (0.959) 

Fabrication 0.975   (0.962) -1.365   (1.045) 

Avg. Num. * R&D  -0.334   (0.61) -0.019   (0.675) 

Avg. Num. * Design -0.578   (0.586) 0.483   (0.649) 

Avg. Num. * Testing -0.252   (0.603) 0.154   (0.667) 

Avg. Num. * Fabrication -0.591   (0.619) 0.372   (0.674) 

Sub-team Tenure 0.06   (0.06) 0.019   (0.069) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.007   (0.024) 0 .000  (0.028) 

Note. Avg. Num. * (R&D, Design, Testing, and Fabrication) are the interaction variables with 

Avg. Num. Sub-Team MTM. Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < 

.01. 
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Results for Hypotheses 4A and 4B Moderator: Sub-Team Characteristics (Orientation) 

Hypothesis 4a: A sub-team’s polychronicity orientation will moderate the relationship 

between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and sub-team satisfaction, such 

that when polychronicity orientation is high the MTM–sub-team satisfaction relationship will be 

more positive. 

Hypothesis 4b: A sub-team’s polychronicity orientation will moderate the relationship 

between the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and sub-team performance, such 

that when polychronicity orientation is high the MTM–sub-team performance relationship will 

be more positive. 

Table 34 shows that expected relationships were not supported. For hypothesis 4a the 

average number of multiple sub-team memberships is statistically significant, indicating that 

with the increase of average number of sub-team memberships by 1 unit, satisfaction decreases 

by 0.143 units. For the model of performance. The coefficient is not significantly different from 

zero. Also the moderator is not statistically significant. 
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Table 34 

Hypotheses 4A and 4B Moderator: Sub-team characteristic (Polychronic Orientation) 

 Hypothesis 4a Hypothesis 4b 

Independent variable Satisfaction Performance 

Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM -0.143**   (0.069) -0.099   (0.086) 

Sub-team Polychronicity -0.444   (0.296) -0.207   (0.35) 

Avg. Num. * Polychronicity 0.191   (0.139) 0.047   (0.163) 

Sub-team tenure 0.05   (0.059) 0.034   (0.074) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.002   (0.023) 0.011   (0.028) 

Note. Avg. Num * Polychronicity is the interaction term (Avg. Num. Sub-Team MTM * Sub-

Team Polychronicity). Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Results for Hypotheses 5A and 5B Moderator: Sub-Team Project Characteristics (Strategic 

Importance) 

Hypothesis 5a: A project’s strategic importance will moderate the relationship between 

the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and sub-team satisfaction such that, when 

strategic importance is high the MTM–sub-team satisfaction relationship will be more positive. 

Hypothesis 5b: A project’s strategic importance will moderate the relationship between 

the average number of multiple sub-team memberships and team performance such that, when 

strategic importance is high the MTM–team performance relationship will be more positive. 

Table 35 shows that the hypothesis 5a was not supported. For the model of satisfaction 

the coefficient is not significantly different from zero. However, hypothesis 5b, was supported. 

The average number of multiple sub-team memberships is statistically significant, a 1 unit 

increase in average number of sub-team membership decreases performance by 0.316 units. Also 

the moderator effect for hypothesis 5b is statistically significant in the performance model. There 

is a significant negative influence of the interaction term on the performance (p < .05). The 
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effects of the interaction term on the satisfaction and performance are also visualized through the 

following figures. 

 

 

Figure 4.  Relationships of performance and satisfaction with the interaction term. 
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Table 35 

Hypotheses 5A and 5B Moderator: Sub-team characteristic (Sub-team’s Strategic Importance) 

 Hypothesis 5a Hypothesis 5b 

Independent variable Satisfaction Performance 

Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM 0.001   (0.083) -0.316***   (0.111) 

Sub-team Strategic Importance  0.122   (0.195) 0.24   (0.234) 

Avg. Num. * Strategic Importance 0.124   (0.082) -0.246**   (0.1) 

Sub-team tenure 0.05   (0.056) 0.007   (0.07) 

Num. of People on Sub-team -0.005   (0.023) 0.003   (0.028) 

Note. Avg. Num. * Strategic Importance is the interaction term (Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM * 

Sub-team Strategic Importance) Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < 

.01. 

 

Results for Hypotheses 6A, 6B, 6C, & 6D Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes (Moderated 

by Proportion of Sub-Team MTM and Mediated by Sub-team Role Ambiguity & 

Overload) 

Hypothesis 6a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships on team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 6b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships on team performance will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 6c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships on team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  
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Hypothesis 6d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships on team performance will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Based on the results summarized in Table 36, hypotheses 6A-6D are not supported. 

There is no statistically significant relationship between the average number of multiple sub-

team memberships and the proportion of sub-team memberships, with satisfaction or 

performance, mediated by ambiguity or overload. The moderation effect is not statistically 

significant in any of the models, but the direct effects are significant in the models for 

satisfaction, indicating significant negative effects. Also the influence of tenure is significant in 

the models, showing a direct effect on ambiguity, indicating that 1 unit increase in tenure 

decreases ambiguity by 0.184 units. 
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Table 36 

Hypotheses 6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes (Moderated by Proportion of Sub-team MTM and Mediated by 

Sub-Team Role Ambiguity & Overload) 

 Hypothesis 6a Hypothesis 6b Hypothesis 6c Hypothesis 6d 

Mediated variable Ambiguity Ambiguity Overload Overload 

Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM -0.131        (0.189) -0.131    (0.189) 0.286   (0.226) 0.286   (0.226) 

Proportion of Sub-team MTM -0.106         (0.469) -0.106    (0.469) 0.395   (0.55) 0.395   (0.55) 

Avg. Num. * Proportion  0.079          (0.259) 0.079        (0.259) -0.351   (0.307) -0.351   (0.307) 

Sub-team tenure -0.184***   (0.05) -0.184***   (0.05) -0.084   (0.06) -0.084   (0.06) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.011          (0.02) 0.011       (0.02) -0.01   (0.024) -0.01   (0.024) 

Dependent variable Satisfaction Performance Satisfaction Performance 

Ambiguity / Overload -0.669***   (0.095) 0.083   (0.135) -0.408***   (0.087) -0.112   (0.114) 

Sub-team tenure -0.065         (0.052) 0.053   (0.078) 0.022         (0.055) 0.028   (0.075) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.024           (0.018) 0.018   (0.027) 0.014           (0.02) 0.02   (0.027) 

Note. Avg. Num. * Proportion is the interaction term (Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM * Proportion of Sub-team MTM)  

Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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Results for Hypotheses 7A, 7B, 7C, & 7D Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes (Moderated 

by Project Task Type and Mediated by Sub-team Role Ambiguity & Overload) 

Hypothesis 7a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and primary sub-team task type on sub-team satisfaction will be partially mediated 

by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 7b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and primary sub-team task type on sub-team performance will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 7c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and primary sub-team task type on sub-team satisfaction will be partially mediated 

by sub-team role overload.  

Hypothesis 7d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and primary sub-team task type on sub-team performance will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Given the results of hypothesis 7A-7D as summarized in the Table 37, we can state that 

the moderation effect are not supported as the corresponding estimated coefficients are not 

significantly different from zero in any of the models. The direct effects are supported for the 

models of satisfaction as both the ambiguity and overload have significant effect, indicating that 

1 unit increase in ambiguity and overload indicating decrease satisfaction  by 0.669 and 0.408 

units, respectively. Also tenure has a statistically significant negative effects on satisfaction and 

performance for hypotheses 7A and 7B, indicating that 1 unit increase in tenure decreases 

ambiguity by 0.185 units.
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Table 37 

Hypotheses 7A, 7B, 7C, and 7D Mediator: Sub-Team Role Processes (Moderated by Project Task Type and Mediated by Sub-Team 

Role Ambiguity & Overload) 

 Hypothesis 7a Hypothesis 7b Hypothesis 7c Hypothesis 7d 

Mediated variable Ambiguity Ambiguity Overload Overload 

Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM -0.635   (0.497) -0.635   (0.497) -0.559   (0.583) -0.559   (0.583) 

R&D -0.912   (0.756) -0.912   (0.756) -0.379   (0.891) -0.379   (0.891) 

Design -0.726   (0.711) -0.726   (0.711) -0.589   (0.831) -0.589   (0.831) 

Testing -0.97   (0.738) -0.97   (0.738) -0.607   (0.868) -0.607   (0.868) 

Fabrication -0.854   (0.816) -0.854   (0.816) -0.665   (0.953) -0.665   (0.953) 

Avg. Num. * R&D 0.626   (0.516) 0.626   (0.516) 0.381   (0.608) 0.381   (0.608) 

Avg. Num. * Design 0.559   (0.499) 0.559   (0.499) 0.583   (0.585) 0.583   (0.585) 

Avg. Num. * Testing 0.63   (0.514) 0.63   (0.514) 0.435   (0.602) 0.435   (0.602) 

Avg. Num. * Fabrication 0.505   (0.525) 0.505   (0.525) 0.516   (0.613) 0.516   (0.613) 

Sub-team Tenure -0.185***   (0.05) -0.185***   (0.05) -0.083   (0.06) -0.083   (0.06) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.008   (0.02) 0.008   (0.02) -0.013   (0.024) -0.013   (0.024) 

Dependent variable Satisfaction Performance Satisfaction Performance 

Ambiguity /Overload -0.669***   (0.095) 0.083   (0.135) -0.408***   (0.087) -0.112   (0.114) 

Sub-team tenure -0.065   (0.052) 0.053   (0.078) 0.022   (0.055) 0.028   (0.075) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.024   (0.018) 0.018   (0.027) 0.014   (0.02) 0.02   (0.027) 

Note. Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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Results for Hypotheses 8A and 8B Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes (Moderated by 

Project Task Resemblance and Mediated by Sub-team Role Ambiguity & Overload) 

Hypothesis 8a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and project team task resemblance on sub-team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 8b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and project team task resemblance on sub-team performance will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 8c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and project team task resemblance on sub-team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Hypothesis 8d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and project team task resemblance on sub-team performance will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  

The summary presented in Table 38 shows that the hypothesis are not supported, as all 

the cases the estimated coefficients of the average number of multiple sub-team memberships 

and project team task resemblance are not significantly different from zero. The moderation 

effect is not significant in any of the models. The direct effects of ambiguity and overload are 

significant in the models for satisfaction, indicating 0.669 and 0.408 units decrease in satisfaction 

because of 1 unit increase in ambiguity and overload, respectively. Also the influence of tenure 

is significant in the models, showing a direct effect on ambiguity, indicating that 1 unit increase 

in tenure decreases ambiguity by 0.183 units. Additionally, the number of people on the sub-

team has a significant positive effect on the performance in the model where the mediator is 
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ambiguity such that there is a 0.018 unit increase in performance as a result of a 1 unit increase 

in the number of people on sub-team. 
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Table 38 

Hypotheses 8A, 8B, 8C, and 8D Mediator: Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes (Moderated by Project Task Resemblance and 

Mediated by Sub-Team Role Ambiguity & Overload) 

 Hypothesis 8a Hypothesis 8b Hypothesis 8c Hypothesis 8d 

Mediated variable Ambiguity Ambiguity Overload Overload 

Avg. Num. Sub-team MTM -0.051   (0.056) -0.051   (0.056) 0.033   (0.068) 0.033   (0.068) 

Sub-team Task Resemblance -0.329   (0.209) -0.329   (0.209) -0.348   (0.256) -0.348   (0.256) 

Avg. Num. * Task Resemblance 0.116   (0.102) 0.116   (0.102) 0.112   (0.124) 0.112   (0.124) 

Sub-team tenure -0.183***   (0.048) -0.183***   (0.048) -0.086   (0.059) -0.086   (0.059) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.011   (0.019) 0.011   (0.019) 0.002   (0.023) 0.002   (0.023) 

Dependent variable Satisfaction Performance Satisfaction Performance 

Ambiguity / Overload -0.669***   (0.095) 0.083   (0.135) -0.408***   (0.087) -0.112   (0.114) 

Sub-team tenure -0.065   (0.052) 0.053   (0.078) 0.022   (0.055) 0.028   (0.075) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.024   (0.018) 0.018**   (0.027) 0.014   (0.02) 0.02   (0.027) 

Note. Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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Results for Hypotheses 9A 9B 9C & 9D Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes (Moderated by 

Polychronicity and Mediated by Sub-team Role Ambiguity & Overload) 

Hypothesis 9a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s polychronicity orientation on team satisfaction will be 

partially mediated by team role ambiguity. 

Hypothesis 9b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s polychronicity orientation on team performance will be 

partially mediated by team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 9c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s polychronicity orientation on team satisfaction will be 

partially mediated by team role overload. 

Hypothesis 9d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s polychronicity orientation on team performance will be 

partially mediated by team role overload.  

From the results in Table 39, we can see that project sub-team’s polychronicity 

orientation has a statistically significant positive effect on team role ambiguity and team role 

overload. As the result of a 1 unit change in polychronicity, ambiguity increases by 0.577, and 

overload increases by 0.691 units. The direct effect of ambiguity and overload is significant in 

the models for satisfaction, and illustrates significant negative effect on the satisfaction. Also the 

interaction term Avg. Num * Polychronicity has a significant negative effect on ambiguity. This 

interaction term as well as its effect on satisfaction are significant; thus providing partial support 

for hypothesis 9a. However, the test for the indirect effect of the average number of sub-team 
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MTM on satisfaction was not significant. Tenure is significant in all the models, indicating that 1 

unit increase in tenure decreases ambiguity by 0.193 units and overload by 0.108 units. 



 

 

 

   

3
1

8
  

Table 39 

Hypotheses 9A, 9B, 9C, and 9D Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes (Moderated by Polychronicity and Mediated by Sub-team Role 

Ambiguity & Overload) 

 Hypothesis 9a Hypothesis 9b Hypothesis 9c Hypothesis 9d 

Mediated variable Ambiguity Ambiguity Overload Overload 

Avg. Num. of Sub-team MTM -0.035   (0.056) -0.035   (0.056) 0.028   (0.066) 0.028   (0.066) 

Polychronicity 0.577**   (0.244) 0.577**   (0.244) 0.691**   (0.283) 0.691**   (0.283) 

Avg. Num. * Polychronicity -0.248**   (0.115) -0.248**   (0.115) -0.17   (0.133) -0.17   (0.133) 

Sub-team tenure -0.193***   (0.049) -0.193***   (0.049) -0.108*   (0.057) -0.108*   (0.057) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.013   (0.019) 0.013   (0.019) 0.001   (0.022) 0.001   (0.022) 

Dependent variable Satisfaction Performance Satisfaction Performance 

Ambiguity / Overload -0.669***   (0.095) 0.083   (0.135) -0.408***   (0.087) -0.112   (0.114) 

Sub-team tenure -0.065   (0.052) 0.053   (0.078) 0.022   (0.055) 0.028   (0.075) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.024   (0.018) 0.018   (0.027) 0.014   (0.02) 0.02   (0.027) 

Note. Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 



 

319 

 

 

   

  

Results for Hypotheses 10A, 10B, 10C, & 10D Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes 

(Moderated by Strategic Importance and Mediated by Sub-team Role Ambiguity & 

Overload) 

Hypothesis 10a: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s strategic importance on team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 10b: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s strategic importance on team performance will be 

partially mediated by sub-team role ambiguity.  

Hypothesis 10c: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project sub-team’s strategic importance on team satisfaction will be partially 

mediated by sub-team role overload.  

Hypothesis 10d: The moderating effect of the average number of multiple sub-team 

memberships and a project a sub-project team’s strategic importance on team performance will 

be partially mediated by sub-team role overload.  

The summary of the tests presented in the Table 40 indicate from the average number of 

multiple sub-team memberships and a project sub-team’s strategic importance on the team, only 

strategic importance is significant in the models with ambiguity as the direct effect. Showing that 

the increase in strategic importance by 1 unit decreases ambiguity by 0.281 units. The interaction 

terms in all models are not significant. As such, the hypotheses are not supported. However there 

is also a significant negative effect of tenure on ambiguity and a significant negative effects of 

ambiguity and overload on satisfaction. A 1 unit increase in ambiguity and overload decreases 

satisfaction by 0.669 and 0.408 units.
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Table 40 

Hypotheses 10A, 10B, 10C, and 10D Mediator: Sub-team Role Processes (Moderated by Strategic Importance and Mediated by Sub-

Team Role Ambiguity & Overload) 

 Hypothesis 10a Hypothesis 10b Hypothesis 10c Hypothesis 10d 

Mediated variable Ambiguity Ambiguity Overload Overload 

Avg. Num. of Sub-team MTM -0.095   (0.071) -0.095   (0.071) -0.005   (0.089) -0.005   (0.089) 

Sub-team Strategic Importance -0.281*   (0.168) -0.281*   (0.168) 0.085   (0.212) 0.085   (0.212) 

Avg. Num * Strategic Importance 0.002   (0.071) 0.002   (0.071) -0.029   (0.089) -0.029   (0.089) 

Sub-team tenure -0.189***   (0.048) -0.189***   (0.048) -0.086   (0.06) -0.086   (0.06) 

Num. of People on Sub-team 0.025   (0.019) 0.025   (0.019) -0.004   (0.024) -0.004   (0.024) 

Dependent variable Satisfaction Performance Satisfaction Performance 

Ambiguity / Overload -0.669***   (0.095) 0.083   (0.135) -0.408***   (0.087) -0.112   (0.114) 

Sub-tenure tenure -0.065   (0.052) 0.053   (0.078) 0.022   (0.055) 0.028   (0.075) 

Ambiguity -0.669***   (0.095) 0.083   (0.135) -0.408***   (0.087) -0.112   (0.114) 

Note. Standard errors are in the parenthesis, *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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Discussion  

Compared with traditional teams (collocated, nonoverlapping, and stable), team members 

with multiple team memberships typically spend less time in each team, enter or exit the teams at 

different points, and devote only a portion of their time to each team. However, little is known 

about if and how the multiple commitments held by team members working in an MTM context 

influence the team characteristics, team processes, and team performance as well as the 

satisfaction of the teams in which they are involved. A more comprehensive understanding of the 

boundary conditions and underlying mechanisms involved in MTM teams should illuminate not 

only the impact that multiple team membership has on team performance and team satisfaction 

but also how the MTM-team outcomes relationship is influenced by membership overlap, its 

tasks, and its project characteristics as well as team role processes. To my knowledge, this study 

is the first to empirically test the relationship between MTM and team outcomes, using a 

comprehensive two-level path model with moderated mediation. In particular, the goal of the 

present study was to empirically test the relationships between MTM and team outcomes by 

focusing specifically on the interactive effects of sub-team member overlap, project task 

resemblance, sub-team orientation, and sub-team project characteristics as well as to test two 

sub-team role processes (role overload and ambiguity) as mediators of the relationship between 

the interactive effects and sub-team outcomes (Figure 1).  

This study’s first empirical contribution was to test O’Leary et al.’s (2011) first 

theoretical proposition, which suggests a curvilinear relationship between the number of multiple 

team memberships and team productivity (e.g., the positive relationship increases at a decreasing 

rate and eventually turns negative). Moreover, this study tested two team outcomes not included 

in O’Leary et al.’s proposition; thus, providing a rich contribution to our understanding of the 
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relationship between MTM and team performance as well as team satisfaction, and not just 

productivity. The findings for the research question support the existence of a quadratic 

relationship between the average number of sub-team MTM and sub-team performance as well 

as satisfaction. In particular, for sub-team satisfaction, if there is an increase in the average 

number of sub-team MTM, then team satisfaction increases, but it increases at a decreasing rate, 

the higher the average number of sub-team MTM.  

In contrast, this quadratic relationship is reversed for sub-team performance, indicating 

that if there is an increase in the average number of sub-team MTM, then team performance 

decreases, but decreases at a decreasing rate, the higher the average number of sub-team MTM. 

These findings not only provide an empirical test of O’ Leary et al.’s first proposition but also 

underscore the importance of examining the relationship between the number of MTM and 

different team outcomes (e.g., team performance and satisfaction). Also, the quadratic 

relationship between the average number of sub-team MTM and team performance is consistent 

with Bertolotti et al. (2015). Future researchers should continue to replicate and further validate 

the nature of these curvilinear relationships.  

This study also extends O’Leary et al.’s (2011) theoretical model by testing the 

interacting role of MTM with other factors (e.g., sub-team member overlap, project task 

resemblance, sub-team orientation, and sub-team project characteristics). As suggested by 

O’Leary et al., the investigation of the relationship between MTM and team performance is made 

more complex by the intervention of moderating factors. I found evidence for several interactive 

effects. First, I found a significant interaction between the average number of sub-team MTM 

and the strategic importance of the sub-team on sub-team performance. In particular, there was a 

significant negative influence of the interaction term on sub-team performance, thus supporting 
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Hypothesis 5b. This finding is consistent with the limited but growing research on a project’s 

team strategy which may positively or negatively influence how team members perceive their 

multiple team memberships.  

Second, I found evidence for a significant interaction between the average number of 

sub-team MTM and sub-team polychronic orientation on sub-team role ambiguity. There was a 

significant negative influence of the interaction term on sub-team role ambiguity. This 

interaction term also had a significant negative effect on sub-team satisfaction. These findings 

highlight the role of polychromic orientation to influence the team-level behaviors and 

preferences for concurrent team memberships. However, the indirect  effect of average number 

of sub-team MTM on sub-team satisfaction was not significant, thus providing partial support for 

Hypothesis 9a.. These findings offer critical insights into various factors as well as processes that 

affect MTM outcomes.  

I did not find support for my other interaction hypotheses that tested the interaction 

between the average number of sub-team MTM and sub-team member overlap (e.g., proportion 

of sub-team MTM), project task resemblance (sub-team task resemblance and primary task type), 

and sub-team polychronicity (e.g., sub-team polychronic orientation) on team satisfaction and 

performance. These findings may be due to the nature of the sub-team MTM work arrangements 

held by participants within this study’s sample. As a result, it is possible that the team members 

with multiple team memberships did not experience the load-balancing or task loads typical of 

team members with multiple team memberships across different team contexts. Furthermore, I 

did not find support my moderated mediated hypotheses that the interactive effects of the 

average number of sub-team MTM and sub-team member overlap, project task resemblance, and 

sub-team strategic importance would be partially mediated through sub-team role ambiguity and 
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sub-team role overload. Similarly, these findings may be due to a limited amount of shifting 

attention between multiple roles on sub-teams within the same project team. Hence, my findings 

did not show that the average number of sub-team MTM interacted with any of these 

hypothesized variables.  

Limitations and Future Research  

This study is not without its limitations. First, it was conducted with sub-teams in a single 

organization with some specific characteristics. MTM members’ experiences on their teams are 

typically widely divergent because teammates are embedded in different team contexts. 

However, in this study, the team members with multiple sub-team memberships held these 

memberships on other sub-teams within the same project team. Therefore, the results might not 

generalize to MTM members on teams that are widely divergent across different team contexts. 

However, the results may be more applicable to different parts of an organization where team 

members are on multiple teams within the same department or early-stage startup organizations 

given their greater similarity to the sub-team MTM work arrangement. Future researchers would 

benefit from a similar investigation conducted with a sample in which the team members hold 

concurrent multiple team memberships that are each within a different team context.  

Second, I predicted that primary task type would moderate the relationship between the 

average number of sub-team MTM and sub-team performance and sub-team satisfaction in 

Hypotheses 3a and 3b. I did not find evidence for the moderated relationship. However, past 

studies have demonstrated that team tasks differences moderate the relationship among team 

inputs, processes, and outcomes (e.g., Elkins & Keller, 2003). I measured primary task type 

using five different categories (R&D, Design, Testing, Fabrication, and Business). However, a 

more effective approach would have been to ask the project team leaders to classify the sub-
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team’s primary task type into a smaller number of task categories or to combine categories. For 

example, Keller (2006) ultimately combined multiple types of work categories into two 

categories (research projects and development projects) when testing for type of work to 

moderate the relationship between initiating structure and project team performance. Similarly, 

other researchers examining the moderation of type of task with project teams have typically 

focused on research versus development (Elkins & Keller, 2003; Keller, 1992). Hence, future 

research on the task type as a moderator of the MTM-performance relationship would benefit 

from a narrower focus on a smaller set of primary task types. 

A third potential limitation is the performance measure. Even though I asked the project 

team leaders to rate sub-team performance (for different dimensions of performance of each sub-

team), this single evaluation may have been influenced by the project leader’s perceptions and 

interpretations. Furthermore, this study largely relied on self-report data. Therefore, the 

moderators and mediators are susceptible to common-method bias. However, I used varying 

response scales for the study variables to address this issue. Last, I focused on the proportion of 

sub-team MTM to examine sub-team member overlap. However, other density measures may be 

more appropriate to capture this activity. Future researchers would benefit from a more 

comprehensive measure of member density (e.g., Wang, Butler, & Ren, 2013) or member 

diversity (e.g., Harrison & Klien, 2007; Roberson, Sturman, & Simons, 2007; Simpson, 1949).  

The results of this study provide important evidence of the MTM-team outcome 

relationship as well as moderators of this relationship. This research contributes to very recent 

team literature by providing empirical evidence on previously under-explored correlates of 

MTM-team performance and satisfaction relationships. It also points to the need for future 

research along these lines. In particular, I found evidence for curvilinear relationships between 
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the average number of multiple team memberships and team performance and satisfaction. These 

findings provide an empirical test of O’Leary et al.’s (2011) first proposition and extend it to the 

analysis of different team outcomes. They also demonstrate the complex effects that MTM teams 

have on team outcomes. Thus, future research is needed to further enhance understanding of the 

curvilinear relationship between MTM and team outcomes.  

O’Leary et al. (2011) theorized that moderating factors could complicate the MTM-team 

performance relationship. The results from this study also expand both theoretical and empirical 

knowledge regarding the role of MTM team characteristics and team role processes to influence 

MTM team outcomes. In particular, this study provides an empirical test of O’Leary et al.’s 

(2011) second proposition, which focused on the dimension of MTM as “variety” (i.e., diversity 

in tasks) of the teams that individual are members of and the team overlaps. I found evidence for 

the significant negative influence of the interaction between the average number of sub-team 

MTM and sub-team strategic importance on sub-team performance. In addition, I also found 

evidence for the significant negative influence of the interaction between the average number of 

sub-team MTM and sub-team polychronic orientation on sub-team role ambiguity as well as sub-

team satisfaction. These results enrich our understanding by introducing new moderators that 

affect the relationship between MTM and team performance as well as team satisfaction, offering 

new insights on how to better support teams that used MTM work arrangements. The 

unsupported hypotheses also underscore the argument that research is needed to examine the 

moderating as well as mediating factors of the MTM-team outcome relationship.  

The findings of this study also have important implications for project management 

practices, especially for project team leaders or portfolio managers who manage multiple 

projects. In a multi-project environment, project team leaders should be aware of the possible 
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positive and negative impacts that assigning a team member across simultaneous project teams 

has on his/her individual performance and satisfaction. Managers may need to select team 

members with polychronic versus monochromic orientations because these team-level 

orientations can impact MTM team satisfaction. Last, managers could emphasize the project 

team’s strategic importance because of the impact this information can have on MTM team 

performance.   
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OVERALL CONCLUSION 

Researchers have recently acknowledged that there is limited understanding about the 

defining characteristics of project teams and how these characteristics impact team functioning, 

team effectiveness, and the generalizability of empirical findings (Chicchio, 2015; Hollenbeck et 

al., 2012;). In Study 1, this body of research began with a theoretical paper largely in response to 

these recent calls from researchers to give more attention to examining project teams and their 

effectiveness. Additionally, as a researcher who has worked as a certified project manager in 

teams and groups within several knowledge-intensive industries (e.g., engineering, information 

technology, financial services, and pharmaceuticals), I am particularly concerned with 

understanding the processes that enhance team and multi-team effectiveness. 

Study 1, using a dimensional-based approach, provided the first known organized 

typology of project teams that differentiated the underlying characteristics of project teams from 

those of other holistic team types. Additionally, using a multi-disciplinary perspective, 

organizational psychology, management, and project management literatures, I outlined testable 

propositions that explored how the underlying characteristics of project teams influence their 

internal processes and performance. As a result, the study provides a starting point for future 

theory building and empirical testing on the nature of project teams and their unique context.  

Next, I empirically tested the typology’s multiple team membership (MTM) dimension in 

Studies 2 and 3. More specifically, the aim of these studies was to provide evidence for two of 

O’Leary et al.’s (2011) largely untested theoretical propositions. The first proposition identified 

the dimension of MTM in terms of the number of teams of which individuals are members and 

the influence on team outcomes. The second proposition identified the dimension of variety in 

terms of diversity of tasks and variety of teams.  
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The first proposition was tested in both Studies 2 and 3. However, the focus of Study 2 

was testing the mediating effects of team emergent states and processes on the relationship 

between MTM status and team outcomes. Thus, I designed this study to go beyond previous 

studies (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 2015; Chan, 2014; Cummings & Hass, 2012; Pluut et al., 2014) by 

exploring the role of team processes to partially mediate the relationship between MTM status 

and performance/satisfaction. No known prior studies have empirically examined the effect of 

MTM teams on team satisfaction. Additionally, this study was the first known examination of 

MTM teams along with various processes and its effects on team outcomes in a laboratory 

setting. The results provide evidence for the predicted main effect as well as for several 

mediating variables of the MTM-team outcome relationship. In particular, the mediation analysis 

found empirical evidence for three mediators of the MTM status-team satisfaction relationship. 

In particular, team identification, team trust, and team mistrust were all found to mediate this 

relationship. These findings highlight that particular to the MTM context, team processes, like 

team identification, team trust, and team mistrust, may be more relevant mediators of the 

relationship between MTM status and team outcomes. However, more research is needed to 

better understand various mediators of the MTM-team performance relationship. 

The second position was tested in Study 3 using field a setting. This study tested a two-

level moderated mediated path model to assess the main effect, the interaction of task and 

member characteristics, and the moderated mediated effect of team role processes on the MTM-

team outcome relationship. As suggested by O’Leary et al. (2011), moderating factors 

complicate the relationship between the number of multiple team memberships and team 

performance. The empirical results from this study provide evidence for a curvilinear 
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relationship between the number of MTM teams and team outcomes. Results also provide 

evidence for the interacting role of project team and project team member characteristics.  

In summary, the aim of this body of research was to build on the existing body of 

primarily theoretical work on MTM by providing empirical evidence and analyses of the 

relationships linking MTM to team outcomes. The focus specifically was on both mediators and 

moderations of this relationship. More specifically, this study posited a team-level mediated 

model of MTM status, which contributes empirical evidence to the dialogue identifying key 

mediators through which MTM team effects are manifested. Additionally, this research posited a 

team-level moderated mediated model of MTM-team performance and satisfaction. It also 

contributes empirical evidence to the team literature in support of O’Leary et al.’s (2011) 

theoretical model (proposition 1 and 2) as well as identifying previously unexplored relationships 

that impact MTM team performance and satisfaction. The results shed new light on the 

mediating role of team processes and moderating role of project task and team characteristics to 

influence the MTM-team outcome relationship. Moreover, in the results, I discussed the 

implications for future research as well as project management practice. I hope this research will 

contribute to the further development of useful theory and research on MTM teams and their 

influence on team effectiveness.   
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Figure 5. Conceptual Model 
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Appendix A Project and Sub-team Membership Summary 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary Final Survey Participation

A. Total Number of Project Teams 17

B. Total Number of Sub-Teams 111

C. Total Number of Sub-Team Members 587

D.

Total Number of Sub-Team Members 

with MTMs 261

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

1 BAJA SAE 6 Suspension 7 2 0.29

Frame 7 3 0.43

Drivetrain 8 2 0.25

Business 5 1 0.20

Electronics 9 3 0.33

Brakes 6 1 0.17

Total Sub-Team Members 42 12
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Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

2 Violet 5 Integration & Testing 7 3 0.43

Note:  Pre-survey did not include 4 Sub-

teams with membership less than 3 

members (Structures & Survivablity, 

Harness, Telemetry & Command, and 

Ground Station)

Power

6 1 0.17

Attitude Control 4 3 0.75

Mission Operations 3 0 0.00

Command and Data Handling 3 1 0.33

Total Sub-Team Members 23 8

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

3 Resistance Racing 4 Drivetrain 3 1 0.33

Batteries 3 2 0.67

Controls 3 2 0.67

Note:  Pre-survey did not include 1 Sub-

team with membership less than 3 

members (Swings & Springs). 

Frame

3 1 0.33

Body 3 1 0.33

Total Sub-Team Members 15 7
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Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

4 Steel Bridge 4 Design 9 7 0.8

Fabrication 8 8 1.0

Note:  Pre-survey did not include 1 Sub-

team with membership less than 3 

members (Construction). Weld 4 4 1.0

Marketing / Business 3 2 0.7

Total Sub-Team Members 24 21

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

5 iGEM 4 Wet Lab 18 4 0.22

Product Development 7 4 0.57

Note:  Does not include 1 Sub-teams 

with membership less than 3 members 

(Policy and Practices)

CS/ECE Design

7 4 0.57

Business 3 2 0.67

Total Sub-Team Members 35 14
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Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

6 Chem E Car 9 Battery 6 1 0.17

Electronics 4 4 1.00

Fuel Cell 4 1 0.25

Pressure 5 1 0.20

TEG 5 1 0.20

Note:  Post survey removed the "Safety" 

sub-team b/c only 1 participant 

completed the survey for this sub-team

Bio

5 2 0.40

Potions 5 1 0.20

Mechanical 3 3 1.00

Business 4 0 0.00

Total Sub-Team Members 41 14

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

7 Design Build and Fly (DBF) 6 Aerodynamics 3 3 1.00

Structures 4 2 0.50

Note:  Pre-survey did not include 2 Sub-

teams with membership less than 3 

members (Landing Gear and  Sensors). Business 3 1 0.33

Special Projects 4 4 1.00

Propulsion 3 3 1.00

Tail 3 3 1.00

Total Sub-Team Members 20 16
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Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

8 Seismic Design (EERI) 3 Design Team 3 3 1

Construction Team 8 2 0.25

Note:  Pre-survey did not include 2 Sub-

team with membership less than 3 

members (Business and Materials 

Testing). Post-survey removed the 

Architecture sub-team had less than 3 

participants

SAP Team

3 3 1

Total Sub-Team Members 14 8

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

9 Engineering World Health (EWH) 5 Bio/MechE 8 1 0.13

Data Acquisition 5 1 0.20

CS 4 1 0.25

Communications 4 1 0.25

Business 4 2 0.50

Total Sub-Team Members 25 6
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Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

10 Engineers for a Sustainable World (ESW) 13 Bio Fuels - R&D 5 1 0.2

Bio Fuels - Bioenergy 4 1 0.3

Bio Fuels - Business/Outreach 5 1 0.2

SSRD - Cocoa Dehydrator 3 0 0.0

Note:  Post-survey removed sub-teams 

with less than 3 participants (SSRD - Auto 

Tracker, SSRD - Solar Waste Water 

Treatment, & HPEG Solar Kiosk) SSRD - Automated Irrigation 5 0 0.0

SSRD - PV Solar Panel Mylar 10 2 0.2

SSRD - Solar Autoclave 5 0 0.0

SSRD - Food Dehydrator 1 3 0 0.0

SSRD - Solar Panel Vacuum 4 4 1.0

HPEG -Roller Stand 4 2 0.5

HPEG -Row 4 0 0.0

HPEG -ESWind 4 2 0.5

HPEG -Hydro 4 2 0.5

Total Sub-Team Members 60 15

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

11 Concrete Canoe 6 Mold 5 3 0.60

Mix 8 3 0.38

Analysis 8 1 0.13

Aesthetics 5 3 0.60

Paddling 4 4 1.00

Logistics 3 2 0.67

Total Sub-Team Members 33 16
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Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

12 CU Rocketry (CRT) 7 Launch Pad and Igniter System 6 1 0.17

Payload Manipulation 5 1 0.20

Airframe 3 1 0.33

Payload Enclosure 3 1 0.33

Note:  Post survey removed the 

"Research" sub-team b/c only 0 

participants completed the survey for 

this sub-team

Automated Ground Support Equipment 

- Electrical (AGSE - Electrical)

3 1 0.33

Communications 5 0 0.00

Business 6 1 0.17

Total Sub-Team Members 31 6

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

13 Engineers without Borders (EWB) 5 Bridge 13 2 0.15

Water 11 2 0.18

Business 10 3 0.30

E-Board 3 3 1.00

Travel 3 3 1.00

Total Sub-Team Members 40 13

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

14 CU AUV 4 Software 12 3 0.25

Mechanical 11 2 0.18

Electrical 12 3 0.25

Business/PR 7 0 0.00

Total Sub-Team Members 42 8
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Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

15 CU Mars 9 Controls 4 4 1.0

Controls Software 5 3 0.6

Drive Systems 4 4 1.0

Note:  Pre-survey did not include 

(Science sub-team since less than 3 

members). Post survey removed the 

"Business" sub-team b/c only 2 

participants completed the survey for 

this sub-team

Task Systems

3 3 1.0

Research Sensor 4 4 1.0

Terrain 5 4 0.8

Astronaut Assitance 3 2 0.7

Equipment 4 4 1.0

Science Cache 6 2 0.3

Total Sub-Team Members 38 30

Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Proportion of Sub-

team MTMs

16 CU Air 7 Distributed Systems 10 6 0.60

Vision System 5 2 0.40

Mechanical 9 5 0.56

Airframe 7 6 0.86

Electrical 4 4 1.00

Autopilot 9 7 0.78

Business 5 3 0.60

Total Sub-Team Members 49 33
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Project Team 

Number of 

Sub-Teams

Sub-Teams

# of Members per 

Sub-Team

# of MTMs Taking 

Survey per Sub-

Team

Avg Num MTM per 

Sub-team

17 Formula SAE 13 Chassis - Aero 3 3 1.0

Chassis - Drivetrain 3 3 1.0

Chassis - Ergo 5 3 0.6

Note:  Pre-Survey did not include 2 Sub-

teams with membership less than 3 

members (Engine - Cooling &  Engine - 

Lube). Post-survey removed sub-teams 

(systems engineering, welding, 

composites, machining, & machining - 

CNC) with no participants Chassis - Monocoque 4 3 0.8

Chassis - Suspension 4 2 0.5

Chassis - Unsprung 3 2 0.7

Engine - Dyno 5 4 0.8

Engine - Flow 4 2 0.5

Engine - Fuel 3 2 0.7

Electrical (Electronics) 7 3 0.4

Business 6 1 0.2

Driving 5 3 0.6

Data 3 2 0.7

Total Sub-Team Members 55 33
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Appendix B  Project Team Leader Pre-Survey 

 

FINAL: Cornell Engineering Project team's Leaders Survey 

 

Q1 Welcome to the Cornell Engineering Project Team Leader’s Survey.  We’re conducting 

research on the formal sub-teams that exist with your project team.  As a part of this research 

effort we first need to understand the structure and member composition of your project team.  

The goal of the survey is to help us better understand your team leadership as well as the sub-

team structure and sub-team leadership.  Please complete each set of questions as accurately 

as possible.  The survey should only take 15-20 minutes, and your response will be used to help 

us improve your project team’s effectiveness!     We really appreciate your input! 

 

Q2 Please enter the following information in the spaces below: 

Your First Name (1) 

Your Last Name (2) 

Your Net ID (3) 

Please list all your registered projects teams and your associated title on each team (i.e., 

team leader, co-team leader, sub-team leader, etc.). (4) 
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Q3 We are interested in capturing your leadership roles on your project team(s).   Please select 

ALL the project team(s) below for which you are the Team Leader or Co-Team Leader or Sub-

Team Leader (See Example Organization Chart Below). 

 ACM Programming (1) 

 Agua Clara (2) 

 Autonomous Underwater Vehicle (CU AUV) (3) 

 App Dev (4) 

 Baja SAE (5) 

 ChemE Car (6) 

 Concrete Canoe (7) 

 Cornell Cup (8) 

 Cornell Mars Rover (9) 

 Cornell Rocketry Team (10) 

 Cornell University Sustainable Design (11) 

 CUAir (12) 

 Data Science (13) 

 Design Build Fly (14) 

 Earthquake Engineering Research Institute Seismic Design Team (15) 

 Engineering World Health (16) 

 Engineers for a Sustainable World (17) 

 Engineers Without Borders (18) 

 Formula SAE (19) 

 iGEM: Genetically Engineered Machines (20) 

 Resistance Racing: Cornell Electric Motorcycle (21) 

 Steel Bridge (22) 

 Violet (Nanosat-6) (23) 
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Q4 
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Q5 For ${lm://Field/1}, are you a Team leader or Co-Team leader? 

 Team Leader (1) 

 Co-Team Leader (2) 

 Neither (3) 

 

Q6 For ${lm://Field/1}, are you a Sub-Team Leader? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 

Answer If For ${lm://Field/1}, are you a Team leader , Co Team leader or neither? Team Leader 

Is Selected Or For ${lm://Field/1}, are you a Team leader , Co Team leader or neither? Co 

Team Leader Is Selected 

 

Q7 For ${lm://Field/1}, how many Sub-teams do you have? 
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Answer If For ${lm://Field/1}, are you a Team leader , Co Team leader or neither? Team Leader Is Selected Or For ${lm://Field/1}, 

are you a Team leader , Co Team leader or neither? Co Team Leader Is Selected 

 

Q8 For Project ${lm://Field/1} list the each Sub-team and please complete each of the following fields for each sub-team: (1) Sub-

team Name, (2) Approximate Number of Sub-Team Members, (3) Sub-Team Leader Name(s), (4) List the full names of all the Sub-

team Members, (5) Sub-teams Primary Responsibilities, and (6) Please Describe the Sub-teams Key Functions/ Functional 



 

 

 

3
5
7  

   

    
   

  

3
5

7
 

Area(s).    PLEASE TAKE YOUR TIME TO THOROUGHLY COMPLETE EACH ROW AND PROVIDE A MUCH DETAIL AS YOU 

CAN FOR EACH QUESTION.  
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PLEASE TAKE YOUR TIME TO THOROUGHLY COMPLETE EACH ROW AND PROVIDE A MUCH DETAIL AS YOU CAN 

FOR EACH QUESTION. 

 
Sub-Team Name 

(1) 

Approximate 
Number of Sub-
Team Members 

(2) 

Sub-Team 
Leader 

Name(s) (3) 

Please list the 
full names of 
all the Sub-

team 
members (4) 

Please describe the 
Sub-team Primary 
Responsibilities (5) 

Please describe the Sub-
Team Key Functions or 
Functional Area(s) (6) 

1. Sub-team 
(1) 

      

2. Sub-team 
(2) 

      

3. Sub-team 
(3) 

      

4. Sub-team 
(4) 

      

5. Sub-team 
(5) 

      

6. Sub-team 
(6) 

      

7. Sub-team 
(7) 

      

8. Sub-team 
(8) 

      

9. Sub-team 
(9) 

      

10. Sub-team 
(10) 

      

11. Sub-team 
(11) 

      

12. Sub-team 
(12) 

      

13. Sub-team 
(13) 
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14. Sub-team 
(14) 

      

15. Sub-team 
(15) 

      

16. Sub-team 
(16) 

      

17. Sub-team 
(17) 

      

18. Sub-team 
(18) 

      

19. Sub-team 
(19) 

      

20. Sub-team 
(20) 
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Answer If For ${lm://Field/1}, are you a Team leader , Co Team leader or neither? Team Leader Is Not Selected 

 

Q9 For Project  ${lm://Field/1} Please complete the following fields for your Sub-team: (1) Sub-team Name, (2) Approximate Number 

of Sub-Team Members, (3) Sub-Team Leader Name(s), (4) List the full names of all the Sub-team Members, (5) Sub-teams 

Primary Responsibilities, and (6) Please Describe the Sub-teams Key Functions/ Functional Area(s).  PLEASE TAKE YOUR TIME 

TO THOROUGHLY COMPLETE THE ROW AND PROVIDE A MUCH DETAIL AS YOU CAN FOR EACH QUESTION.  

 

 PLEASE TAKE YOUR TIME TO THOROUGHLY COMPLETE THE ROW AND PROVIDE A MUCH DETAIL AS YOU CAN. 

 
Sub-Team Name 

(1) 

Approximate 
Number of Sub-
Team Members 

(2) 

Sub-Team 
Leader 

Name(s) (3) 

Please list the 
full names of 
all the Sub-

team 
members (4) 

Please describe the 
Sub-Team Primary 
Responsibilities (5) 

Please describe the Sub-
teams Key Functions / 
Functional Area(s) (6) 

1. Subteam 
(1) 
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Q10 Please briefly describe some of the biggest challenges that your Sub-teams are 

experiencing.  

 

Q11 Thank you very much for taking the time and effort to complete this survey. The 

Engineering Project Teams Office and your Faculty Advisors are committed to your project 

team's success.  Your feedback will help us to further foster your project team effectiveness. If 

you have any questions or additional feedback, please do not hesitate to contact the 

Engineering Project Teams office at rm797@cornell.edu.  Thank again...Have a great day!   

PLEASE ENSURE TO PRESS THE NEXT QUESTION BUTTON ON THIS SCREEN SO THAT 

ALL OF YOUR ANSWERS ARE FULLY RECORDED. THIS WILL ADVANCE YOU TO THE 

FINAL MESSAGE ON THE NEXT SCREEN THAT ALL YOUR ANSWERS ARE RECORDED.  
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Appendix C  Sub-team Member Survey 

 

Study 3 Project Sub Teams Survey March 2016 

 

Q1 Hello ${m://FirstName}, Please answer the following questions as honestly and accurately 

as you can. Think carefully about your responses.  The survey was designed for research 

purposes. It will not in any way influence your performance evaluation or that of your project 

team or sub-team.  This survey will take you approximately 15 minutes.  All your responses to 

this survey are confidential. Information on your name, project team, and sub-team name is 

used only to properly aggregate the responses to the appropriate project team and sub-team.  

This survey has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of Cornell University.  There 

no known risks associated with participating in this survey. Your participation is voluntary, and 

there is no penalty for withdrawal.   Potential benefits that you may attain from participating in 

this survey include a greater knowledge of team issues along with the satisfaction that you have 

contributed to enhancing project teams at the College of Engineering.  If you have any 

questions, please email our principal investigator at oam25@cornell.edu or call/text at (607) 

793-0472.  Survey responses are submitted for consideration when the NEXT button is clicked 

on the last page. At that time, your participation will be recorded, and you will be automatically 

entered into the individual and team prize raffles. Thank you again for your participation!  

Rebecca Macdonald, PhD, PE Swanson Director of Engineering Project Teams 

Please check the consent box below and then begin the survey.   Electronic Consent 

Statement: 

 By clicking the "Next" button below you confirm that you have read the preceding 

information describing this survey and that you consent to participate in this survey.    (1) 
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Q2 ${m://FirstName}, This survey is designed for research purposes and will not in any way 

influence the evaluation of your individual Project Team, ${e://Field/TeamName}, or Sub-team’s 

performance.  The Focus of this Survey is Only on Your Sub-team Experiences. Many students 

work with one or more sub-teams. As a result, we are capturing input regarding sub-team 

experiences that may be for your formal sub-team membership OR for other sub-teams with 

which you have had informal/cross-sub-team involvement. If you have worked with more than 

one sub-team, you will be randomly assigned to complete the survey for only one of your sub-

teams.    

 

 

Q3 Your Assigned Sub-team for this Survey:  We have gathered information regarding your 

Sub-team Membership. We would like your input in the current survey about your experiences 

during the current academic year (Fall 2015 to the Present) on the ${e://Field/SubTeam} Sub-

team! Hence, please answer the questions that follow as honestly and accurately as you can 

about your experiences on the ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team. Please indicate below if 

your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team is your formal sub-team (primary or assigned) or your 

secondary (informal / cross sub-team involvement) sub-team? 

 ${e://Field/SubTeam} is my formal sub-team (i.e., primary or assigned sub-team) (1) 

 ${e://Field/SubTeam} is my secondary sub-team (i.e., informal cross sub-team involvement) 

(2) 
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Q4 Project Sub-team Process   This set of questions asks you to describe how your feel about 

your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team’s processes.  For each of the following statements, please 

indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  
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Strongly 
agree 

(1) 

Agree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
agree (3) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 
(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

Everyone on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team does his/her fair 
share of the work. (1) 

              

No one in my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team depends on other 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team members to do the 

work for them. (2) 

              

Nearly all the members of 
my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team contribute equally to 

the work.  (3) 

              

The amount of work I do on 
my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team interferes with how 

well my work gets 
done.  (4) 

              

I do not have enough time 
to get the job done well on 

my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team. (5) 

              

I have to try to satisfy too 
many people.  (6) 

              

I do not have enough help 
and resources to get the 

job done well on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team.   (7) 

              

I am unclear about what my 
role is on my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team. (8) 

              

I understand exactly what 
my role is for my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team to function effectively. 

(9) 
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I understand what 
adjustments to my work 

need to be made in specific 
situations when I am 

working with my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team. (10) 

              

I am unclear about my role 
within my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team’s “project plan.” (11) 

              

I understand what my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team responsibilities are. 

(12) 

              

I understand exactly what 
is expected of me on my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team. (13) 

              

I understand the criteria by 
which my performance is 

evaluated on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team. (14) 

              

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q5 Project Sub-team Composition: These questions refer to your experiences working with your 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team members on your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team. For each of 

the following statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following 

scale:  
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Strongly 

agree 
(1) 

Agree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
agree (3) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 
(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

I believe that my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team members should try to 
work on many tasks at the 

same time.   (1) 

              

I would rather focus on one 
task each day than on parts 
of several tasks within my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team.  (2) 

              

I tend to juggle several of 
my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team’s activities at the same 

time. (3) 

              

I think it is best and I tend to 
complete one of my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team’s tasks before 

beginning another.  (4) 

              

I believe it is best for my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team members to be given 
several tasks and projects 

to perform 
simultaneously.  (5) 

              

The number of people in my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} team 
is too small for the work to 

be accomplished. (6) 

              

My work on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team is mentally 
demanding. (7) 

              

The pace of the work on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team is hurried and rushed. 
(8) 

              

I have to work hard on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team to accomplish my level 
of performance. (9) 
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Strongly agree (1) 
Agree 

(2) 
Somewhat 
agree (3) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 
(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

Strongly 
agree 

(1) 

The tasks on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team are simple and 
uncomplicated. (10) 

              

The work on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team requires me to 
simultaneously keep track 

of more than one thing. 
(11) 

              

The work on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team involves solving 
problems with no obvious 

correct answer. (12) 

              

The work on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team is comprised of 
relatively uncomplicated 

tasks. (13) 
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Q6 For each of the following statements, please indicate the extent to which the following 

statements apply to your project team, ${e://Field/TeamName}, using the following scale: 

 

 
A great deal 

(1) 
A lot (2) 

A moderate 
amount (3) 

A little (4) 
None at all 

(5) 

To what extent has 
your project team, 

${e://Field/TeamName}, 
split into sub-teams? 

(1) 

          

To what extent has 
your project team, 

${e://Field/TeamName}, 
broken into smaller 

informal groups of team 
members? (2) 

          

To what extent has 
your project team, 

${e://Field/TeamName}, 
divided into subsets of 

team members? (3) 

          

To what extent has 
your project team, 

${e://Field/TeamName}, 
broken into two or more 

sub-teams? (4) 
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Q7 In general, which “Primary Task Type” category is representative of your 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team's tasks?    Please select only one category that applies to your 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team’s tasks.   

 Research and Development (i.e., tasks that generally require the use of scientific and 

technological information that often resides outside the sub-team team and may include but 

are not limited to new product development and technical service) (1) 

 Design (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited to defining problems, conducting and 

narrowing research, analyzing criteria, finding and analyzing solutions, and making 

decisions) (2) 

 Testing (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited to testing of a prototype, independent 

verification and validation, reverse engineering, and simulation and modeling) (3) 

 Fabrication (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited to implementing manufacturing 

systems and processes) (4) 

 Business (i.e., tasks may include but are not limited to managing administrative, financial, 

logistic, and PR/marketing) (5) 
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Q8 Working within your Sub-team Team: The following section of the survey highlights your 

intra-sub-team experiences, which are your experiences working within your 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team.    Project Sub-team Task Resemblance:  These questions refer 

to your experiences on working on your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team’s tasks.  For each of the 

following statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  

 

 
Strongl
y agree 

(1) 

Agre
e (2) 

Somewh
at agree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagre
e (4) 

Somewh
at 

disagree 
(5) 

Disagre
e (6) 

Strongl
y 

disagre
e (7) 

My assigned work tasks on 
my ${e://Field/SubTeam} 

sub-team are highly 
similar. (1) 

              

Most members of 
my ${e://Field/SubTeam} s
ub-team work on a variety 

of different tasks.  (2) 

              

The tasks on 
my ${e://Field/SubTeam} s

ub-team vary widely in 
terms of the team 

members’ skills and 
abilities necessary to 

accomplish their tasks.  (3) 

              

Most members of 
my ${e://Field/SubTeam} s

ub-team work on fairly 
similar tasks.  (4) 

              

It is easy for members of 
my ${e://Field/SubTeam} 
sub-team to fill in for one 
another on our various 

sub-team tasks.  (5) 
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Q9 Project Sub-team Task Interdependence: These questions refer to your experiences working 

with your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team’s members as you are completing your sub-team’s 

tasks.  For each of the following statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, 

using the following scale:  

 

 
Strongl
y agree 

(1) 

Agre
e (2) 

Somewha
t agree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagre
e (4) 

Somewha
t disagree 

(5) 

Disagre
e (6) 

Strongly 
disagre

e (7) 

My 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su
b-team members cannot 
accomplish their tasks 
without information or 

materials from my other 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su
b-team members.  (1) 

              

Other members of my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su
b-team depend on me 

for information or 
materials. (2) 

              

Within my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su
b-team, tasks performed 
by sub-team members 
are closely related to 

one another.  (3) 
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Q10 Project Sub-Team Organizational Environment:  Within every organization there is 

a leadership environment.  For the next set of questions, we start with the highest level of 

leadership. We are interested in your perspective about how the leadership within the College of 

Engineering views the work of your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team.  So, for the next set of 

questions think about how the College of Engineering views the work of 

your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team (i.e., strategic importance).   For each of the following 

statements, please indicate the extent to which the following statements apply to your sub-team, 

using the following scale: 

 

 
A great deal 

(1) 
A lot (2) 

A moderate 
amount (3) 

A little (4) 
None at all 

(5) 

To what extent is your 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team’s performance 
important to the College 

of Engineering?  (1) 

          

To what extent are your 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team’s tasks, activities, 
and budget important to 

the College of 
Engineering? (2) 

          

To what extent is your 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team’s work highly visible 
to the top leadership of 

the College of 
Engineering? (3) 

          

To what extent is the work 
of your 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team important for 

improving the College of 
Engineering’s pubic 

image (e.g., improve the 
college’s image and 

rankings)? (4) 

          

To what extent does your 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-
team perform tasks that 
are particularly critical to 

the College of 
Engineering's overall 

mission of extending the 
frontiers of engineering 

knowledge? (5) 
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Q11 Project Sub-Team Organizational Environment (Continued):  For the next set of questions, 

we move to the next level of leadership. We are interested in your perspective about how the 

leadership within the College of Engineering's Student Project Teams Program views 

your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team.  So, for the next set of questions think about how the 

College of Engineering's Student Project Team Program views the work of 

your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team.  For each of the following statements, please indicate the 

extent to which you agree, using the following scale: 

 

 
Strongl
y agree 

(1) 

Agre
e (2) 

Somewha
t agree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagre
e (4) 

Somewha
t disagree 

(5) 

Disagre
e (6) 

Strongly 
disagre

e (7) 

The College of 
Engineering’s Student 

Project Teams Program 
recognizes the 

importance of my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su

b-team. (1) 

              

The College of 
Engineering’s Student 

Project Teams Program 
values the contribution of 

my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su

b-team's work. (2) 

              

The College of 
Engineering’s Student 

Project Teams Program 
allocates adequate 

resources to accomplish 
my sub-team’s work. (3) 

              

The College of 
Engineering’s Student 

Project Teams Program 
publicly "talks up" my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} su
b-team to others in the 
College of Engineering. 

(4) 
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Q12 Project Sub-team Satisfaction and Efficacy: This set of questions asks you to describe how 

you feel about your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team’s satisfaction.  For each of the following 

statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  
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Strongl
y agree 

(1) 

Agre
e (2) 

Somewha
t agree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagre
e (4) 

Somewha
t disagree 

(5) 

Disagre
e (6) 

Strongl
y 

disagre
e (7) 

I am satisfied with my 
current team members 

on my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub

-team. (1) 

              

I am pleased with the 
way my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub
-team members and I 

work together.  (2) 

              

I am very satisfied with 
working in my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} sub
-team. (3) 

              

My relations with other 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub

-team members are 
strained.  (4) 

              

I very much enjoy talking 
and working with my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} tea
m members.  (5) 

              

The chance to get to 
know my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} tea
m members is one of the 
best parts of working on 

this team. (6) 

              

I am confident that we 
will successfully deliver 

the 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub
-team’s project work. (7) 

              

My 
${e://Field/SubTeam} tea

m believes in its 
capability to achieve the 

objectives of our sub-
team.  (8) 

              

I believe that with focus 
and effort, that we will 

accomplish our 
${e://Field/SubTeam} sub

-team’s objectives. (9) 
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Q13 Cross Sub-team Work Group Quality: This set of questions asks you to describe how you 

feel when working not only with your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team but also with the other sub-

teams within your ${e://Field/TeamName} project team. For each of the following statements, 

please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  
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Strongl
y agree 

(1) 

Agre
e (2) 

Somewha
t agree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagre
e (4) 

Somewha
t disagree 

(5) 

Disagre
e (6) 

Strongly 
disagre

e (7) 

All sub-team members 
across the different sub-
teams within my project 

team are equally 
engaged in achieving 
common goals.  (1) 

              

All sub-team members 
across the different sub-
teams within my project 

team are fully 
contributing to our 
project team.  (2) 

              

The sub-team members 
across the different sub-
teams within my project 
team complement one 
another as best as they 

can (3) 

              

The work done on cross-
sub-team tasks by all 
sub-team members 

across the different sub-
teams within my project 

team are closely 
harmonized.  (4) 

              

All of the different sub-
teams within my project 

team avoid duplication of 
effort.  (5) 

              

Connected sub-team 
tasks across all of the 
different sub-teams 

within my project team 
are well coordinated in 

my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su

b-team. (6) 

              

Discussions and 
controversies across the 

different sub-teams 
within my project team 

are conducted 
constructively.  (7) 

              



 

379 

 

 

   

    
   

   

Suggestions and 
contributions of all sub-
team members across 
the different sub-teams 
within my project are 

respected.  (8) 

              

Suggestions and 
contributions of sub-

team members across 
the different sub-teams 
within my project are 
discussed and further 

developed.  (9) 

              

There is a cooperative 
work atmosphere across 
the different sub-teams 
within my project. (10) 

              

Connected processes 
and activities are well 

coordinated across the 
different sub-teams 

within my project 
team.  (11) 

              

Duplicated and 
overlapping sub-team 
coordination activities 

across the different sub-
teams within my project 
team are avoided.  (12) 

              

My 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su
b-team has no problems 
in coordinating with all 
the different sub-teams 

within my project 
team.  (13) 

              

When my 
${e://Field/SubTeam} su

b-team has a conflict 
with any of the other 
sub-teams within my 

project team, it is settled 
quickly.  (14) 

              

When I or other 
members of my 

${e://Field/SubTeam} su
b-team have discussions 

with any of the other 
sub-teams within my 
project team, they are 

conducted 
constructively.  (15) 
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Q14 Cross Sub-team Communications: This set of questions asks you to describe how you feel 

about the communication when working not only with your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team but 

with the other sub-teams within your ${e://Field/TeamName} project team. For each of the 

following statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree, using the following scale:  
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Strongly 
agree (1) 

Agree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
agree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

There is 
frequent 

communication 
across the 

different sub-
teams within 
my project 
team.  (1) 

              

There is 
intensive 

communication 
quality across 

all the sub-
teams within 
my project 
team.  (2) 

              

All of the sub-
team members 

within my 
project team 
openly share 

project relevant 
information.  (3) 

              

All of the sub-
team members 

within my 
project team 

are happy with 
the timeliness 
in which they 

receive 
information 

from other sub-
team 

members.  (4) 

              

All of the sub-
team members 

within my 
project team 

are happy with 
the accuracy of 
the information 
received from 

other sub-team 
members. (5) 
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Q15 Demographics:  What is your age? (Please check your age range) 

 18-19 (2) 

 20-21 (3) 

 22-23 (4) 

 24-25 (5) 

 25 and older  (1) 

 

Q16 What is your sex/gender? 

 Female (1) 

 Male (2) 

 Transgender (3) 

 Other (please specify) (4) ____________________ 

 Prefer not to answer (5) 

 

Q17 What is your race/ethnicity?  

 Caucasian (1) 

 Black or African-American (2) 

 Hispanic or Latino (3) 

 Native American (4) 

 East Asian / Pacific Islander (5) 

 Indian / West Asian (6) 

 Middle Eastern (7) 

 Other (write-in) (8) ____________________ 

 

Q18 What is your current class status? 

 Freshman / First year (1) 

 Sophomore (2) 

 Junior (3) 

 Senior (4) 

 Graduate Student (5) 
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Q19 What is your major? Please select one answer choice.    

 Biological Engineering (1) 

 Biomedical Engineering (2) 

 Chemical Engineering (3) 

 Civil Engineering (4) 

 Computer Science (5) 

 Electrical and Computer Engineering (6) 

 Engineering Physics (7) 

 Environmental Engineering (8) 

 Independent Major (9) 

 Information Science, Systems and Technology (10) 

 Materials Science and Engineering (11) 

 Mechanical Engineering (12) 

 Operations Research and Engineering (13) 

 Science of Earth Systems (14) 

 Other (Please write-in) (15) ____________________ 

 

 

Q20 How long have you been working on the ${e://Field/TeamName} Project Team (including 

the current semester)?  

 1 semester (1) 

 2 semesters (one academic year) (2) 

 3 semesters  (3) 

 4 semesters (two academic years) (4) 

 5 semesters (5) 

 6 semesters (three academic years) (6) 

 7 semesters (7) 

 8 semesters (four academic years) (8) 

 More than four academic years (9) 

 

Q21 How long have you been working on the ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-team (including the 

current semester)?  

 1 semester (1) 

 2 semesters (one academic year) (2) 

 3 semesters  (3) 

 4 semesters (two academic years) (4) 

 5 semesters (5) 

 6 semesters (three academic years) (6) 

 7 semesters (7) 

 8 semesters (four academic years) (8) 

 More than four academic years (9) 
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Q22   How many how hours do you typically work per week on your ${e://Field/SubTeam} sub-

team? 

 None (1) 

 1-10 hours/week (2) 

 11-20 hours/week (3) 

 21-30 hours/week (4) 

 More than 30 hours/week (5) 

 

Q23 Please use the space that follows to elaborate on any of the survey questions or to 

comment on any aspects of your sub-team or project team experience (optional).   

 

Q24 Thank you taking time from your very busy schedule to complete our survey!  Please make 

sure to click the "NEXT" button below to record your responses as well as to enter yourself into 

the raffle.  
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Appendix D Project Team Leader Survey 

PTL BAJA SAE 

 

Q1 Hello ${m://FirstName}, Please answer the following questions as honestly and accurately 

as you can. Think carefully about your responses.  The survey was designed for research 

purposes. It will not in any way influence your performance evaluation or that of your project 

team or sub-teams.   This survey will take approximately 15 minutes.  All your responses to this 

survey are confidential. Information such as your name, project team name, and sub-team 

name is only to aggregate the responses properly to the appropriate project team and sub-team.  

This survey has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of Cornell University.  There 

are no known risks associated with participating in this study. Your participation is voluntary, 

and there is no penalty for withdrawal.   Potential benefits that you may attain from participating 

in this survey include a greater knowledge of team issues along with the satisfaction that you 

have contributed to enhancing project teams at the College of Engineering.  If you have any 

questions, please email our principal investigator at oam25@cornell.edu or call/text at (607) 

793-0472.  Survey responses are submitted for consideration when the DONE button is clicked 

on the last page. At that time, your participation will be recorded, and you will be provided with 

$15 compensation for participating in this survey.  Thank you again for your 

participation!     Rebecca MacDonald, PhD, PE  Swanson Director of Engineering Project 

Teams     Please check the consent box below and then begin the survey.     Electronic Consent 

Statement: 

 By clicking the “Next” button below you confirm that you have read the preceding 

information describing this survey and that you consent to participate in this survey.   (1) 
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Q2 Sub-Team List   The list of your sub-teams included in this survey was captured with input 

from your Project Leadership Team during meetings with the Project Teams Program Office at 

the end of 2015 and beginning of 2016 and was based upon team member responses to the 

March 2016 Project Team Leader Survey.  Please answer the questions within the survey using 

this embedded sub-team list.  Note: You will be provided with the opportunity later in the survey 

to inform us of any substantive changes since the previous data capture of your sub-team 

structure.  
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Q3 Sub-Team: Primary Task Type Instructions: Please identify the “Primary Task Type” 

category for each of your sub-teams. Below is a definition for each of the primary task types.  

Please select only one category that applies to each of your sub-teams' primary task type.   

Research and Development (i.e., tasks that generally require the use of scientific and 

technological information that often resides outside the sub-team team and may include but are 

not limited to the new product development and technical service)  Design (i.e., tasks may 

include but are not limited to defining problems, conducting and narrowing research, analyzing 

criteria, finding and analyzing solutions, and making decisions)  Testing (i.e., tasks may include 

but are not limited to testing of a prototype, independent verification and validation, reverse 

engineering, and simulation and modeling)  Fabrication (i.e., tasks may include but are not 

limited to implementing manufacturing systems and processes)  Business  (i.e., tasks may 

include but are not limited to managing administrative, financial, logistic, and PR/marketing) 

 

 R&D (1) Design (2) Testing (3) Fabrication (4) Business (5) 

Suspension 
(1) 

          

Frame (2)           

Drivetrain (3)           

Business (4)           

Electronics (5)           

Brakes (6)           
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Q4 Sub-Team: Performance Instructions: As noted in the introduction, this survey will be used 

for research purposes only.  It will NOT in any way influence your performance evaluation or 

that of your project team or sub-teams.   The following questions examine different factors 

associated with sub-team performance (Level and Consistency of Effort, Technical Skills, 

Support and Cooperation with Teammates, and Overall Team Effectiveness) and to what extent 

these factors lead to effective and high performing sub-team teams.  Using the following scale, 

please assess the overall performance for each of your sub-teams for each of the four 

criteria.   Please rate the Suspension Sub-team’s performance for each of the four criteria 

below. Use the following rating scale to indicate your agreement with each criterion.    

 

 Very High (1) 
Above 

Average (2) 
Average (3) 

Below 
Average (4) 

Very Low  (5) 

Level and 
consistency of 
effort put forth 

(1) 

          

Demonstration 
of core or 

technical skills 
(2) 

          

Support of and 
cooperation 

with 
teammates (3) 

          

Overall sub-
team 

effectiveness 
(4) 
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Q5 Sub-Team: Performance: Please rate the Frame Sub-team’s performance for each of the 

four criteria below. Use the following rating scale to indicate your agreement with each 

criterion.    

 

 Very High (1) 
Above 

Average (2) 
Average (3) 

Below 
Average (4) 

Very Low  (5) 

Level and 
consistency of 
effort put forth 

(1) 

          

Demonstration 
of core or 

technical skills 
(2) 

          

Support of and 
cooperation 

with 
teammates (3) 

          

Overall sub-
team 

effectiveness 
(4) 
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Q6 Sub-Team: Performance: Please rate the Drivetrain Sub-team’s performance for each of the 

four criteria below. Use the following rating scale to indicate your agreement with each 

criterion.    

 

 Very High (1) 
Above 

Average (2) 
Average (3) 

Below 
Average (4) 

Very Low  (5) 

Level and 
consistency of 
effort put forth 

(1) 

          

Demonstration 
of core or 

technical skills 
(2) 

          

Support of and 
cooperation 

with 
teammates (3) 

          

Overall sub-
team 

effectiveness 
(4) 
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Q7 Sub-Team: Performance: Please rate the Business Sub-team’s performance for each of the 

four criteria below. Use the following rating scale to indicate your agreement with each 

criterion.    

 

 Very High (1) 
Above 

Average (2) 
Average (3) 

Below 
Average (4) 

Very Low  (5) 

Level and 
consistency of 
effort put forth 

(1) 

          

Demonstration 
of core or 

technical skills 
(2) 

          

Support of and 
cooperation 

with 
teammates (3) 

          

Overall sub-
team 

effectiveness 
(4) 
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Q8 Sub-Team: Performance: Please rate the Electronics Sub-team’s performance for each of 

the four criteria below. Use the following rating scale to indicate your agreement with each 

criterion.    

 

 Very High (1) 
Above 

Average (2) 
Average (3) 

Below 
Average (4) 

Very Low  (5) 

Level and 
consistency of 
effort put forth 

(1) 

          

Demonstration 
of core or 

technical skills 
(2) 

          

Support of and 
cooperation 

with 
teammates (3) 

          

Overall sub-
team 

effectiveness 
(4) 
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Q9 Sub-Team: Performance: Please rate the Brakes Sub-team’s performance for each of the 

four criteria below. Use the following rating scale to indicate your agreement with each 

criterion.    

 

 Very High (1) 
Above 

Average (2) 
Average (3) 

Below 
Average (4) 

Very Low  (5) 

Level and 
consistency of 
effort put forth 

(1) 

          

Demonstration 
of core or 

technical skills 
(2) 

          

Support of and 
cooperation 

with 
teammates (3) 

          

Overall sub-
team 

effectiveness 
(4) 
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Q10 Sub-Team: Overall Effectiveness Instructions: The question asks you to compare the sub-

teams to one another by rank-ordering them (from most effective to least effective) in terms of 

their performance for overall sub-team effectiveness. Each sub-team will receive a unique 

ranking value.  The goal of this ranking is to discriminate across the various levels of sub-team 

performance.  We realize that this survey can be a challenging effort, so please take some time 

to think about distinguishing your assessment level of overall sub-team effectiveness for each of 

the sub-teams listed.  This is NOT a judgement of the importance of each sub-team.  Please 

type in your rank order the following list of sub-teams in terms of their performance for overall 

effectiveness from 1 (most effective) to 6 (least effective).  Ranking values may not be 

repeated.       Please rank order the sub-teams listed next in terms of their performance for 

overall effectiveness from 1 (most effective) to 6 (least effective).  

______ Suspension (1) 

______ Frame (2) 

______ Drivetrain (3) 

______ Business (4) 

______ Electronics (5) 

______ Brakes (6) 

 

Q11 Please provide the rationale you used to rank the highest (1 being most effective) sub-team 

performance for overall effectiveness. 

 

Q12 Please provide your rationale used to rank the lowest (6 being least effective) sub-team 

performance for overall effectiveness. 
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Q13 Demographics: What is your age? (Please check your age range) 

 18-19 (2) 

 20-21 (3) 

 22-23 (4) 

 24-25 (5) 

 25 and older (1) 

 

Q14 What is your sex/gender? 

 Female (1) 

 Male (2) 

 Transgender (3) 

 Other (please specify) (4) ____________________ 

 Prefer not to answer (5) 

 

Q15 What is your race/ethnicity?  

 Caucasian (1) 

 Black or African-American (2) 

 Hispanic or Latino (3) 

 Native American (4) 

 East Asian / Pacific Islander (5) 

 Indian / West Asian (6) 

 Middle Eastern (7) 

 Other (write-in) (8) ____________________ 

 

Q16 What is your current class status? 

 Freshman / First year (1) 

 Sophomore (2) 

 Junior (3) 

 Senior (4) 

 Graduate Student (5) 
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Q17 What is your major? Please select one answer choice.    

 Biological Engineering (1) 

 Biomedical Engineering (2) 

 Chemical Engineering (3) 

 Civil Engineering (4) 

 Computer Science (5) 

 Electrical and Computer Engineering (6) 

 Engineering Physics (7) 

 Environmental Engineering (8) 

 Independent Major (9) 

 Information Science, Systems and Technology (10) 

 Materials Science and Engineering (11) 

 Mechanical Engineering (12) 

 Operations Research and Engineering (13) 

 Science of Earth Systems (14) 

 Other (Please write-in) (15) ____________________ 

 

Q18 How long were you a member of the ${e://Field/TeamName} Project Team before 

assuming the role of Project Team Leader (including the current semester)?  

 N/A (1) 

 1 semester (2) 

 2 semesters (one academic year) (3) 

 3 semesters (4) 

 4 semesters (two academic years) (5) 

 5 semesters (6) 

 6 semesters (three academic years) (7) 

 7 semesters (8) 

 8 semesters (four academic years) (9) 

 More than four academic years (10) 

 

Q19 How long have you been the Project Team Leader for the ${e://Field/TeamName} Project 

Team (including the current semester)?  

 1 semester (1) 

 2 semesters (one academic year) (2) 

 3 semesters (3) 

 4 semesters (two academic years) (4) 

 5 semesters (5) 

 6 semesters (three academic years) (6) 

 7 semesters (7) 

 8 semesters (four academic years) (8) 

 More than four academic years (9) 
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Q20 Were you a Sub-Team Leader within the ${e://Field/TeamName} Project Team before 

assuming the Project Team Leader role? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 

Q21   How many how hours do you typically work per week in your role as Project Team Leader 

for the ${e://Field/TeamName} Project Team? 

 None (1) 

 1-10 hours/week (2) 

 11-20 hours/week (3) 

 21-30 hours/week (4) 

 31-40 hours/week (5) 

 More than 40 hours/week (6) 

 

Q22 Please use the space that follows to let us know if there have been any substantive 

changes to your sub-team structure that were not reflected in the embedded list of sub-teams. 

(Optional) 

 

Q23 What problems have your team members working on multiple sub-teams had? 

(Optional)     

 

Q24 Does the team have the resources (e.g., structure, organization, communication, 

leadership, talents, and time) to achieve its goals? What additional resources are needed for 

real effectiveness? (Optional) 

 

Q25 ${m://FirstName}, thank you again for taking time from your very busy schedule to 

complete our survey!  Please make sure to click the "NEXT" button below to submit and record 

your responses as well as to confirm participation to receive your cash compensation.  
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Appendix E Primary Measures 

Project Sub-team Task Resemblance (adapted from Jiang & Klein, 1999; Zika-Vikorsson 

et al., 2006)  

1. My assigned tasks on the [sub-team name] sub-team have great similarities with regard to how I 

perform the work within this sub-team.  

2. Most members of the [sub-team name] sub-team work on a variety of different tasks. R 

3. The tasks on the [sub-team name] sub-team vary widely in terms of the team members’ skills and 

abilities necessary to accomplish their tasks. R 

4. Most members of the [sub-team name] sub-team work on fairly similar tasks.  

5. It is easy for members of my [sub-team name] sub-team to fill in for one another on various sub-

team tasks  

Strategic Importance of the Sub-team (adapted from Jiang & Klein, 1999) 

1. To what extent is your [sub-team name] sub-team’s work important to the College of 

Engineering?  

2. To what extent are your [sub-team name] sub-team’s tasks, activities, and budget planned for the 

future important to the College of Engineering? 

3. To what extent is your [sub-team name] sub-team’s work highly visible to the top leadership of 

the College of Engineering? 

4. To what extent is the work of your [sub-team name] sub-team important for improving the 

College of Engineering’s pubic image (e.g., improve the college’s image and rankings)? 

5. To what extent does your [sub-team name] sub-team perform tasks that are particularly critical to 

the College of Engineering? 

 

Sub-team Polychronicity Orientation (adapted from Souitiaris & Maestro, 2010) 

1. I believe that my [sub-team name} sub-team members should try to work on many tasks at the 

same time. 

2. I would rather focus on one task each day than on parts of several tasks within my [sub-team 

name] sub-team. R 

3. I tend to juggle several of my [sub-team name] sub-team’s activities at the same time. 

4. I think it is best and tend to complete one of my [sub-team name] sub-team’s tasks before 

beginning another. R 

5. I believe it is best for my [sub-team name] sub-team members to be given several tasks and 

projects to perform simultaneously.  

Sub-team Role Ambiguity (adapted from (Beauchamp & Bray, 2001) 

1. I am unclear about what my role is on my [sub-team name] sub-team. R 

2. I understand exactly what my role is for my [sub-team name] sub-team to function effectively. 

3. I understand what adjustments to my work need to be made in specific situations when I am 

working with my [sub-team name] sub-team. 

4. I am unclear about my role within my [sub-team name] sub-team’s “project plan.” R 

5. I understand what my [sub-team name] sub-team responsibilities are. 

6. I understand exactly what is expected of me on my [sub-team name] sub-team. 

7. I understand the criteria by which my performance is evaluated on my [sub-team name] sub-team. 
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Sub-team Role Overload (Strain) (adapted from Brown, Leigh, & Jones, 2005 

1. The amount of work I do on my [sub-team name] sub-team interferes with how well my work 

gets done.  

2. I do not have enough time to get the job done well on my [sub-team name] sub-team. 

3. I have to try to satisfy too many people.  

4. I do not have enough help and resources to get the job done well on my [sub-team name] sub-

team.   

 

Sub-team Satisfaction (adapted from Gladstein, 1984) 

1. I am satisfied with my current team members on my [sub-team name] sub-team. 

2. I am pleased with the way my [sub-team name] sub-team members and I work together.  

3. I am very satisfied with working in my [sub-team name] sub-team. 

 

 

 


