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Abstract of Dissertation

Toward a Model and Measure of Self-Perception @i é.earning Beliefs and
Behaviors in a Sample of Undergraduate Businessests

Students seek to graduate from college with texable team skills. At the same
time, higher education institutions are under iasgzl scrutiny to provide students with
team skills. This study seeks to help students nstaled and learn from their team
experiences by testing an individual measure andehaf team learning. This measure
and model will be a developmental tool for useh@ business classroom, especially
management education where team skills are tygitalight.

Kayes and Kayes’ (2007) process model of teanmiegwas selected as the
basis for the transferable team skills. A measaset on this model was modified in this
study to focus on the individual team member. Tseilting individual measure, the Self-
Perception of Team Learning Beliefs and Behaviaresfionnaire, considered five team
learning beliefs (the task beliefs of roles, goats] team confidence and the
interpersonal beliefs of trust and interpersonaasstanding) and three team learning
behaviors (coordinating, adapting, and continuoysrovement). Relationships between
the beliefs and behaviors were hypothesized. Tgstithe measure and model was
conducted in a population of undergraduate busisessol students.

Analysis of the psychometric properties of the measncluded content validity,
convergent validity, and reliability. Analysis rét&a in three constructs with acceptable
alphas: team confidence, interpersonal understgndimd continuous adaptive learning
(CAL). Relationships among the resulting varialdesfirmed the relationship between
CAL, the team learning behavior, and the team iegrheliefs of team confidence and

interpersonal understanding at the individual leRe&sults for relationships with

Vil



performance were mixed. Continuous adaptive legmias significantly related to some
but not all performance measures. Recommendatmmhsde the call for further research
to explore team learning beliefs and behaviorgairdividual and team levels
considering different team contexts and charadtesisfurther research regarding
different performance variables; and further reseaegarding different individual self

and peer perceptions.
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CHAPTER 1:

INTRODUCTION

Business schools are continuing to receive pressyseepare students for today’s
business world. Students are expected to acquirgisictheoretical knowledge but also
the skills to apply their knowledge at work. Thigectation for application of
knowledge is reflected in the accreditation stadsl@f the Association to Advance
Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB, 2008), whiakicate the need to prepare
students for their future careers and to be lifgl@arners. One set of skills increasingly
important is the use of teams because organizatians found many benefits to having
employees work together (Freeman, 1996) to addresde variety of business needs.

In response to the trend toward teams in the wade(Cohen & Bailey, 1997),
educators have been using teams in the higher edncdassroom. They recognize that
acclimating students to working in teams prepanestfor future work as a member of a
team in organizations (Springer, Stanne, & Donot&99). Specifically, universities
have added team-based learning to the businesswum to provide students with first-
hand experience of the types of team dynamicsttiegtwill experience in organizations
and to help them develop skills that will contriéto their future success (Oblinger &
Verville, 1998; Roebuck, 1998). Over time, the tesgpproach to learning has become
widely accepted as an effective teaching and lagrtaol in higher education (Barfield,
2003).

Student team members have a wide variety of expezgin classroom learning
teams. Some of these experiences may be more pragtitan others. For example,

some students rely on the team environment to ad@iity work. In other cases,



however, students find working in a team a positaning experience, where the
contribution of others complements their experiesn¥éhether students rave about their
team experience or bemoan their fate as a team erethky can learn from the
experience. Although each team experience is @ifiteiall team experiences carry the
potential to help students develop skills and aédi All too often, however, these
experiences are ‘lost’ and the potential learngigaver realized, leaving students unable
to capture the potential learning underneath tle&periences. One reason that such
learning is often lost is because there are limitacheworks or measures that help
students capture and understand their experiendesins. The purpose of this study was
to identify a framework and measure for studentsetiber understand and develop their

team learning skills.

Framework for Individuals in Teams

Finding a framework to help students understanil tladue as a team member
and their team experience in a specific team isanaasy task. This study specifically
focused on developing a framework and measureskising individuals, not teams.
While it is expected that improved individual s&iWill lead to better teamwork, the
focus of this study is the specific individual leéd and behaviors that contribute to team
performance.

Prior work has led to a better understanding ofitidevidual role in the team
context. By observing teams, Belbin (1981, 1998htdied nine different roles that team
members enact. The Team Role Self-Perception lovemtas developed to help
individuals understand their role preference. To@ allows individual learners to

identify their preference within teams in genenalt in a specific team. Individuals can
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use this information for general development inugduvheir preferences, not their skills.
An entire team will benefit if all team members quate the survey, since they can
compare preferences and identify gaps and ovebefgeen team member preferences.
This knowledge allows team members to better utaedshow their role preferences fit
with other team members’ preferences but not halkedithey or their team are at the
role.

Kline (1999) developed a measure to assess indilstdpredisposition to team
working environments. The validated measure, TekyeP Inventory, asks individuals
their preferences related to working on a teams fieasure is helpful when team
involvement is voluntary but does not provide a i@yteam members to better
understand their mandatory team experience.

Burch and Anderson (2004) reviewed the developroktite Team Selection
Inventory (TSI), an individual-level version of tieam Climate Survey (TCS). The
aggregate of all team member responses to the T@&lps a baseline for the team’s
climate in four areas (i.e., team vision, task mation, support for innovation, and
participation safety). An individual’'s TSI scoreeach area can be compared with the
team’s climate scores to determine the degree tohwthe individual fits with the team.
The TSI is about individual preferences in genaral is compared to a specific team
climate (TCS).

These examples of individual measures relate to @acesses, team
composition, fit to the team, and individual rol&sey do not provide a complete
framework for students to understand their contrdsuto team learning and the skills

they need to improve as individual team membergdio a better understanding of their



team experience, team members need a more conpletework that will allow them to

learn from each of their team experiences in aryoihe the classroom.

A Team Learning Framework

A process model of team learning was chosen ae#me framework in this
study. Team learning (Druskat & Kayes, 2000; Ednsomd 1999; Kasl, Marsick, &
Dechant, 1997; Kayes, Kayes, & Kolb, 2005; Van Bessche, Gijselaers, Segers, and
Kirschner, 2006) was selected as the basis for s#dlia for three primary reasons. First,
team learning is considered a critical factor suppg organizational learning, making it
an important concept to understand and skill fadshts to develop. Second, this study
draws from the group process perspective of teammileg, which has been developed
primarily in field studies (Edmondson, Dillon, & Rdf, 2007). Third, a process-oriented
team learning model provides a comprehensive fraefor team functioning (see
Hackman, 1987) and for integrated learning bebkefd behaviors that cover both the
cognitive and behavioral elements of the team @E®ce

The team learning model was chosen for two reagorst, the origins of the
chosen process model (Kayes & Kayes, 2007) alldeechore nuanced discussion. For
example, shared task beliefs are identified thrahgbe separate constructs: roles, goals,
and team confidence. This nuanced approach allome fore fine-grained
understanding of the team experience. Second, tlieihfiocuses on team learning
beliefs and behaviors that an individual memberinflnence and does not include other
factors such as organizational context (e.g., Edison, 1999) that an individual cannot
influence. The model, described in detail in chagtgrovides a visual depiction that

learners can refer to when understanding their &gmerience.

4



To further help learners understand their own imenient, an individual team
member measure is introduced in this study thdf-Feeception of Team Learning
Beliefs and Behaviors Questionnaire. Specificalys measure assesses the individual
team members’ self-perceptions of team learningptsehnd behaviors proposed in the
model. Although the measure is completed aboutaifsp team, individuals can benefit
from it with or without the participation of allaen members. Importantly, using
individual results, a learner can reflect on hisier experience on the team; with the
participation of multiple team members, the ent@m can discuss the composite results
and further enrich their learning. The individua¢asure was adapted from a leadership

measure (Kayes & Kayes, 2007) based on the sanceggonodel of team learning.

Overview of the Study

The purpose of this study was to assess a frameavatimeasure related to the
model, the team learning process model and Setfelpgon of Team Learning Beliefs
and Behaviors Questionnaire respectively, for ndbe business education classroom to
teach and develop student team learning skills.mbdel and measure will bring
industry-developed theory into the business edoratiassroom. The hope is that
students who understand and experience team lgamthe classroom will be better
prepared to work in industry.

The second chapter reviews relevant learning titeeathat provides a conceptual
framework for the study, describes the proposedge® model of team learning, and
hypothesizes relationships at the individual lexesecond model, the Individual

Contribution to Team Learning Model, is presentadda on these hypotheses.



The methods used to adapt and review the team medetfePerception of Team
Learning Beliefs and Behaviors Questionnaires aecatiministration of this measure
and other supporting measures are outlined in en&pt The fourth and fifth chapters

present and discuss the results of the study.

Contribution of the Study

This study contributes to the growing team learrang business education
literature by developing an individual team memieasure of team learning beliefs and
behaviors; confirming relationships among the ligléand behaviors at the individual
level; and, identifying areas of future researdhtesl to team learning beliefs, behavior,
and performance.

This study tested the reliability and validity ohew measure, the Self-
Perceptions of Team Learning Beliefs and Behav@arsstionnaire. This is the first
developmental measure at the individual level basethe team learning literature to be
validated for adult learners. The measure wasdastan undergraduate-level business
education classroom. It provides an initial deveileptal tool for instructors to use with
students in the classroom. As future researchiitksiteam learning beliefs and
behaviors that are appropriate for different teammtexts and characteristics, teams of
other adult learners may benefit from this worknadl. An individual measure of this
kind is also advantageous to researchers who sdsitter understand the impact of
individuals on teams and how to better developviaidial skills.

Understanding the relationships between team legioeliefs and behaviors at
the individual level adds to the literature anddfeéa both researchers and instructors.

Researchers will be better able to understandnitigidual contribution to the team



process. Instructors will be better able to una@asthow to coach and support student

teams.



CHAPTER 2:

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews literature on learning asraceptual framework for the
study. Special attention was given to the teammiagrliterature, as this study seeks to
measure and help students understand and develogearning skills. The process
model of team learning used in this study is ex@diin detail. The individual measure
developed from the model is discussed, and thevibhaial Contribution to Team

Learning Model is introduced.

Conceptual Framework

This study draws on the rich history of learningdty, which stretches across
many academic disciplines. Within these disciplimasious theories of learning have
been developed at different levels of analysisiartdifferent contexts. Research has been
focused on adult learners in the formal educateitirsy, in their place of work, and in
their daily lives.

This study focuses on the individual as a learndrspecifically on individual
knowledge and skills related to teamwork. It dramghe importance of individual
experience and reflection when learning. The foit@ndiscussion to establish the
conceptual framework for this study explores thele of learning and the importance of

experience and reflection to the individual learner

Levels of Learning

Learning is studied at the individual, group, anglamizational levels. All three

levels are influenced by one another. The learoirthe individual is impacted in part by



the team and organizational environment. Team aganizational learning are enacted
through individual learners. The focus of thisdstwas the individual’s enacting team

learning.

Learning at the Individual Level

Individual learning has a rich history. A good @ao begin is in the 1900s, with
the Russian physiologist lvan Pavlov, who developbdt is now known as classical
conditioning (Todes, 1997). He theorized that leagifwhich he defined as change in
behavior) is created by an individual’'s responsestimuli prior to the behavior. Operant
conditioning, as proposed by behavioral psychotdgjig-. Skinner, suggests that
learning is based on the reinforcement that talesepafter the behavior (Skinner, 1963).
Another influential approach was put forth by Thaike (1912), who suggested that
learning is founded on change (intellectual, phajsietc.) and that the learning process
starts with habit formation through repetition aethforcement from interactions with
the environment.

Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory suggesistiehavioral, environmental,
and personal factors are interlocking determinahtsach other. In contrast to the idea
that learning is the result of trial and error, Bara suggested that learning occurs almost
entirely vicariously by direct experience and olia@on of others. While other theories
focus on the external influences as the sole agfdm¢havior change, social learning
theory suggests that through self-regulatory peegsindividuals are the agent of their
own change. Behavior is influenced by reciproctdriaction between cognitive,
environmental, and behavioral determinates. A pesdeehavior is not entirely

dependent on environmental influences, nor islélg@ matter of personal choice.



These early theorists introduced the idea thaetivronment, including
interaction with and observation of others, playsiacal role in individual learning.
These researchers, however, primarily addresseddhadual learning in formal
classroom settings or in daily life activities, piecifically organizational settings. Focus
on learning in organizations opened up a new uta®igg of learning, where formal

(and informal) teams are arranged within an orgeran.

Learning in Organizations

In 1990, Peter Senge wrot&e Fifth Disciplinen order to “put a stake in the
sand” (p. ix) regarding the learning organizatiwhjch he called a management fad. He
defined learning organizations as “organizationemgtpeople continually expand their
capacity to create the results they truly desiteene new and expansive patterns of
thinking are nurtured, where collective aspirai®set free, and where people are
continually learning how to learn together” (Sent@90, p. 3). Argyris and Schon
contributed to the theory of organizational leagnoy attempting to combine both the
practical and values-driven focus of the literati#&egyris, 1993; Argyris & Schon, 1978,
1996). Argyris and Schon (1978) argued that orgditns are more than a collection of
individuals, though they act by the agency of imdiinals. They recognized that using
terms like “memory” and “learning”—words commonlgad in reference to an
individual—is somewhat metaphoric when referringutoorganization. They contended,
however, that organizational learning is differrotn individual learning, though
learning is taking place through individuals. Thedy of organizational learning has
continued and is conceptually considered a valuatrhéributor to organizational

effectiveness.
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Learning Through Teams

Edmondson (1999) looked at learning with a tears lerorder to identify an
understanding of learning that complemented exgstidividual and organizational
learning theories. She agreed with Senge (1990}hbaeam is the fundamental learning
unit of an organization. Edmondson (1999) suggetstatwhen teams at different levels
of the organization fail to adequately reflect, tnganization as a whole misses
incremental and radical learning opportunities.mdaarning in this context is a social
process of individuals working together rather thgmrocess of individuals learning in a
team.

The knowledge and skills related to team work thist study seeks to develop in
individual learners are based on this team leargigp process. Individual learners
bring to the team a set of skills, knowledge, #b#i, and experience. They function as a
team in a social process called team learning.té&&e’s learning then becomes the unit
of learning for the organization. A recent metalgsia has shown that team processes
have a positive relationship with team performafi@Pine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu,
Saul, 2009)

The three levels of individual, team, and orgamet! learning, although
overlapping, have each developed into their owtirdisresearch streams. While the
relationship among these three levels of learniiigwt be explored further in this
study, it is important to recognize that the vadfi¢ghis study is in part due to the benefit
provided to organizations through skilled indivithia he specific focus of this study is
on individuals learning and reflecting on team mhéag beliefs and behaviors in order to

improve their team skills.

11



Experience and Reflection: The Basis of Learning

This study is based on the notion that by providihglents with a team
experience and the tools to understand that expmrjghey will be better prepared to
work as a team member in an organization. Studeifitachieve better preparation by
reflecting on their experiences. This notion iswdrdrom a long history of theory that
includes the call for and the application of expece and reflection in the learning
process.

Dewey (1938), an educational philosopher, addregsessues surrounding the
formal elementary through adolescence educatiorsés of his time. He described the
current educational system as one where teacheesexpected to instruct students in
the current organized body of knowledge while ecifay moral codes with the
expectation that students would be prepared focaessful adult life. Dewey discussed
the inability of the young students to participgiéearning because of the large gap
between their experience and the adult-focusedilegthat was expected. He suggested
that experience is an essential process of leariitigle the importance of experience in
learning may be a common understanding now, itgrasndbreaking in the 1930s.

Dewey’s conclusions about the issues surroundhagetiucational system of his
day have a striking resemblance to some of thesstacing higher education,
particularly in business education. There is oftagap between students’ experience and
learning focus. For example, traditional undergeddistudents are asked to learn about
management when most have never been managers.likeeaie students of Dewey’s

day, have the benefit of observing the environntieey are learning to become a part of;
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however, there is a gap with their experience. §hais, experience working in teams, can
in part be addressed by having students work insess they learn.

In 1972, Schein published a review of the statprofessional education, i.e.,
higher education. He identified barriers to leagnianging from the rigidity of the
academic process and career socializations tatihedas of the professors,
professionals, and students. Two of the four melp@nges suggested by Schein relate to
this study: the development of new kinds of leagmmodules built on better theories of
how students learn and the need for perpetualdssdfrosis and evaluation research (p.
129). In the 35+ years since this publication,egdls and universities are still addressing
these issues. This study seeks to address thees isg building on learning theory and
providing a self-diagnosis tool for students.

Learning researchers have sought to extend thderstanding of learning with
behavioral and cognitive theories, including thecdssion of experience. Kolb (1984)
attempted to integrate the various perspectives-aabeh cognition, perception, and
experience—into one theory, Experiential Learnimgdry (ELT). He summarized the
theoretical foundations, process, and applicatidald for individuals in his 1984 book.
Kolb defined learning as “the process whereby kreolgk is created through the
transformation of experience” (p. 38). The focusyetbfrom learning as an outcome to
learning as an ongoing process that includes @oteh&tween experience and reflection.
As individuals engage in a new experience, theytinalsnce fully engaging in that
experience and reflecting on the experience. Kallmat limit this experience to the
formal classroom setting but saw the opportunityéarning at any time and place

through interaction with the environment. Althouglich of his initial work was directed
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at the individual learner, ELT has also been apieteams (Kayes, Kayes, & Kolb,
2005).

Kolb’s research was influenced by a number ofaedeers, including Kurt
Lewin, who somewhat serendipitously discoveredviidae of feedback and reflection
(Kolb, 1994; Marrow, 1969). Lewin began a sendijiwraining project at the request of
the Connecticut State Inter-Racial Commission, Whiesired training and research in
the area of religious and racial prejudice. Mar{@®69) described this research event
that led to discovering the role of feedback imdtgs (training groups). Lewin and his
colleagues observed and recorded the trainingsesand discussed the trainees’
behavior each evening. Trainees who were not alde home at night asked to join the
discussion sessions with the researchers. Trabeggm to spend time appraising their
own behavior and participating in discussions whiga researchers. The event was a huge
success, both at the time of the training andsiaiplication in the trainees’ work life.

Lewin’s impact is clearly visible in the developmef ELT (Kolb, 1984) and
demonstrates the importance of providing studerits the ability to talk about their own
behavior as it relates to a team. Other researttames also elaborated on the importance
of reflection for the practitioner and student (&ch1983).

Schon (1983) discussed learning as a reflectiaetime. He argued that learning
from reflection-in-action is similar but distinaiim controlled experiments and scholarly
research, where professional knowledge is viewestiantific theory and technique
being applied to real-world problems. Schon (198%cribed knowing-in-action as “an
application of knowledge to instrumental decisio(Is"50). Daily activities are

performed through tacit, implicit knowledge, whishnot easily described. Schon
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paralleled daily activities with the professiondiaalso performs professional
responsibilities while using tacit knowledge. Knagiin-action is not done apart from
the conscious use of theoretical and scientifioladge; rather, it is the tacit judgment,
skill, or recognition of how something should befpened that the professional depends
upon. When a person reflects on the knowing-ineac¢tiuring or after the activity, the
process of reflection-in-action begins. Throughftivenal use of reflection-in-action, a
person can learn about his or her implicit knowkedg knowledge-in-practice.

Schon pointed out that managers’ reflection-ineactian be limited by formal
learning systems and other processes. Managersohagflect on their actions when the
actions have met the requirements of a formal syst®wever, by reflecting, managers
may identify a nonnormal problem that needs todreected. Students can develop this
reflective practice in many learning environmeshon (1987) explained how
reflection-in-action is utilized in a creative laarg environment. As students work
through educational problems, instructors ask céfle questions and add pieces of
knowledge to assist the students’ reflection inlaening process.

The process model of team learning presented srstady is a visual depiction of
a team process. Such a model provides a commoundgedor learners to discuss and
reflect, as individuals or as a team, on their teaerience. The model provides the
opportunity not only for initial reflection but fangoing reflection-in-action. The
measure developed in this study seeks to furthearese the learners’ experience and
reflection by providing students with specific feadk about their own team learning

beliefs and behaviors presented in the model.
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The common language and feedback of the model &adume provide an
excellent opportunity for students to develop tls&itls related to team learning, thus
closing the gap between experience and the leafocus discussed by Dewey (1938). It
also provides a means for students to engagelectek practice, with the benefit of the

theoretical and scientific framework of team leagi

Team Learning

Research on team learning is complicated by a nuofldactors. First, it is
important to note that there is much agreementtézah learning improves team and
organizational performance (Druskat & Kayes, 2@@mondson, 1999; Yeh & Chou,
2005). However, there is not one research-basedititwi or description of team
learning on which researchers can agree (Kasl,,€lt9®7). Team learning has been
defined in terms of behavior, outcomes, understaydihange of behavior or attitude,
performance, collective knowledge, shared expeegpmblem solving, and team norms
(Edmondson, 1999; Ellis et al., 2003; Feldman, 19d38son & Vermeulen, 2003;
McKenna, 1995). Learning has been described asamotutcome (Crossan, Lane, &
White, 1999) and a process (Argyris & Schon, 19R®searchers have looked at team
learning as a process of routines (Edmondson, BoRnRisano, 2001). Classical
models suggest that routines are an evolutionarggss and change slowly (Nelson &
Winter, 1982). Levitt and March (1988) defined iioas as “forms, rules, procedures,
conventions, strategies and technologies aroundhagriganizations are constructed and
through which they operate” (p. 320). Studies Hasfen conducted as to how and why

these routines change. Edmondson et al. (2001t)duthe concept that technology is a
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trigger for changing organizational routines anglered team learning in an operating
room team when new technology was implemented.

Despite the confusion, a recent review of teanmiegrmay provide some
clarification by identifying three areas of teararn@ng research: outcome improvement,
task mastery, and group process (Edmondson 0&l7). The first, outcome
improvement, focuses on improved efficiency. Taglstary has primarily been studied
in labs and focuses on a team member’s skills aogvledge related to a specific task.
The third area of study is the group process. €amtlearning theory used in this study
draws from this area of research. Group processasémtteam learning has been
primarily studied in field research and focusepoocesses and behaviors in the team. It
draws on the organizational learning and team g¥emess literature (Edmondson et al.,
2007).

Edmondson et al. (2001) developed a process modatdm learning in the
context of establishing new technological routingse steps in the model are enroliment,
preparation, trials, and reflection, where triaisl aeflections are repeated. These steps
vary in definition and practice based on the outeahthe implementation. They are
reflective of Kolb’s learning cycle.

In her earlier work, Edmondson (1999) developedtasted a model of work-
team learning that addresses the antecedentsshelnel behaviors of team learning that
lead to team performance. Other researchers hdoevéal this input-process-output
model, where beliefs are the input, behaviors la@gtocess, and performance is the
output. Researchers have introduced other elemanth,as the influence of team

structures on beliefs (Edmondson, 1999). They liseel different terminology; for
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example, beliefs have been referred to as teamnaigsg Prati, Douglas, Ferris,
Ammeter, & Buckley, 2003). They have also variecaiminey include within each
element; however, the basic beliefs, behavior,@ertbrmance model has remained.

In addition to Edmundson’s original study, Van dossche, et al. (2006) tested a
model of team learning beliefs (task cohesion, grpotency, psychological safety, etc.),
team learning behaviors, and team effectivenessir Tinique contribution was the
introduction of shared cognition. Prati et al. (3PProposed a model that suggests that
team dynamics (trust, role awareness, etc.) inlageaam behaviors (group interactions,
collaboration, etc.), which in turn influence teaffectiveness. They introduced the idea
of leader characteristics. Van Der Vegt and Burme(2005) tried to better understand
the role of expertise diversity in team learnind anggested that learning behaviors
mediate the relationship between expertise diwessitl team effectiveness.

Kasl et al. (1997) defined team learning as “a pssadhrough which a group
creates knowledge for its members, for itself agstem, and for others” (p. 229). They
identified five interdependent learning proces&esning, reframing, experimenting,
crossing boundaries, and integrating perspectiMasy went on to explore these
processes within stages of team learning: fragndepi@oled, synergistic, and
continuous. Barker and Neailey (1999) suggestaddinidual/team learning
methodology with four progressive stages: individearning, functional learning, whole
team learning, and communication of learning. ThekBr et al. methodology and the
Kasl et al. stages of learning, although nameckbfitly, are similar. Each starts with the

individual and moves to sharing knowledge, whicthen incorporated into the team as a
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whole. This last note, that team learning is basedhdividual learning, is an important

element of the team learning model that is proposed.

The Team Learning Model

For the purpose of this study, team learning isn@effas a team-level process of
member behaviors that include reflection, knowleslgaring, experimentation, feedback,
error correction, helping, and continuous improvetibkat address team-level outcomes
(Druskat & Kayes, 2000; Edmondson, 1999). Thisrdefin provides an advantage in
that it defines team learning in terms of behavibeg serve as a proxy for team learning.
The model is presented in Figure 2-1 as adapted Kayes and Kayes (2007). It is an
input-process-output model (also called a systgmpsoach) following in the tradition of
the process model research area of team learreeg{ackman, 1987). Shared beliefs
serve as the antecedents, or inputs, to effectian iearning behaviors. Team learning
behaviors serve as proxies, or visible evidendearhing; and performance serves as the
outcome.

This model was chosen because it was developedtfretiterature on team
learning in an industrial or business setting; tihpsovides the basis for the skills needed
in the business education context (Kayes & Kay@67% It identifies eight beliefs and
three learning behaviors. This model is uniqudnat it provides a more robust model of
learning than previously tested and it identifi@eé distinct learning behaviors, each
measured by distinct scales. Despite suggestingpileuélements to team learning,
researchers have measured team learning as a somguct (Druskat & Kayes, 2000;

Edmondson, 1999; Van den Bossche et al., 2006%. mbdel intentionally seeks to
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consider the behaviors in three distinct constructader to provide more refinement

that will help students better understand and agvtdeir team learning behaviors.

Shared Beliefs Learning Behaviors
Task

| Roles | | Coordinating |

| Goals |

| Team Confidence | - | Adapting | - Performance

Interpersonal
| Trust | | Continuous Improvement |
| Interpersonal Understanding |

Figure 2-1. The process model of team learning. (Kayes andke&a3007)

Shared Beliefs

Shared beliefs are a team-level belief about ieteignal relationships that
provide the social context necessary for learniglgglvior to take place (Van den Bossche
et al., 2006). The idea is that the learning islomterpersonal, and reflects an
individual's perception of the social climate (Edmison, 2003). These shared beliefs are
an essential prerequisite to team learning (VanBlssche et al., 2006). They set the
team environment in which learning can take pl&t&red beliefs include the shared
knowledge or agreement among members that impade#iining environment. The
model divides these shared beliefs into two area&-related beliefs and interpersonal
beliefs. The basis for two sets of beliefs candumél in Benne and Sheats’ (1948) early
work on groups, which identified two dimensiongdam success: a task dimension and

an interpersonal dimension.
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Task Beliefs

Task beliefs are defined as “the degree to whitdamn shares beliefs or values
related to the task or problem it faces and inclindee specific beliefs” (Kayes & Kayes,
2007, p. 12). Team learning task beliefs includées, goals, and team confidence.

Roles Roles are defined as “the degree to which teambees have a distinct
division of labor, understand the strengths andkwesses of other members, and know
the unique skills or tasks assigned to other mesilfiayes & Kayes, 2007, p. 12).
Team members can play a variety of different rakepart of team interaction (Benne &
Sheats, 1948). The construct of roles is conceptdhin the model as a belief rather than
a behavior because it is important for team memioehsave knowledge (belief) that they
have different roles before they begin any actiditghaviors) related to those roles.
Shared knowledge about others in the team beginagh formal structured
introductions or through common experiences. Inegitase, when members know the
strengths and weaknesses of each member, theypewpaately assign tasks.

Even distribution of labor in teams leads to inseshlearning (Ellis et al., 2003).
When work is assigned to the person more suitédetdask, members are empowered to
do their work and to be stretched to do more (@ktfi1986)—rather than becoming
frustrated, feeling that their expertise is notremkledged or valued. In addition,
knowing who is assigned what tasks reduces redwydard gaps in the team’s effort.
Clarifying roles by understanding the division albbr and the unique skill sets of
members leads to increased coordination (Hara,)20GBe team.

Goals Shared goals are defined as “the degree to vwh&ckeam members share

perceptions that they have a clear and sharedog@@mmon purpose” (Kayes & Kayes,
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2007, p. 12). Team members’ goals are not the sentiee shared team goal, nor are
shared goals the sum total of individual goals [#1.967). Both individual and team
goals are important to establishing the team legrenvironment of shared beliefs. In the
management education classroom, where teams area@@o complete a team project,
the team’s shared goal may be to complete the esargiirements. Individual goals may
vary: one may want to select a specific topic fa project that is in line with his or her
existing knowledge, while others may have the gb#&arning the content of the class
for a specific non-class-related reason or compudethie course because of the larger
degree requirements. The shared goals reside mitias of the team members as the
desired state of the team and the desired state andividual (Mills, 1967).

Teams with a common direction and common outcamenre inclined to work
together to meet their shared goal. Team goalsatleatooperative have been shown to
increase information sharing and learning (De D28@7). Van den Bossche et al.
(2006) found that teams that were committed toeachg a goal that required their
collective effort also experienced more team leagriehaviors. A team must consider
how the individual goals fit with the larger teamad) (Mills, 1967); this avoids conflict
between the individual and team goals and may ewsare that they are complementary.

Team confidenc& eam confidence is defined as “the group confiédavel, in
terms of how strongly the group members share ¢hegption that they can accomplish
the task put forth before them” (Kayes & Kayes, 208 12). Team confidence can also
be expressed as group efficacy or group potencysamok the sum total of individual

confidence.
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Self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982) considers the comfadethat individuals have
related to their ability. Group efficacy is the gpds beliefs about the group’s ability to
perform well (Gibson, 1999; Pescosolido, 2003grises from group interaction, context,
and prior team performance (Gibson, 1999). VanBlessche et al. (2006) used the term
grouppotencyto describe the collective belief of the team dltbair ability to be
effective.

Team confidence has been related to both tearorpehce/effectiveness and to
learning behaviors. Pescosolido (2003) found @it confidence increased project
grades and members’ willingness to continue withtdam. Druskat and Wolff (2001)
identified team confidence as one of the three itimmd essential for team effectiveness.

Team confidence has also been shown to be pdgitelated to learning
behaviors (Edmondson, 1999; Gibson, 1999; Van deséhe et al., 2006). The degree
to which these relationships exist is mixed. Ednsamd(1999) found support for the

relationship but found mixed support when contngjlfor team psychological safety.

Interpersonal Beliefs

Interpersonal beliefs are defined as “the degreehich a team shares beliefs or
values related to other members of the group’sifgeimood or intention” (Kayes &
Kayes, 2007, p. 12) and inclutie following two beliefs: trust and interpersonal
understanding.

Trust Trust is defined as “the shared perception bsntegembers about the
nature of the group and its members (includingeléer) regarding the psychological
climate, emotional disposition of the group, anel degree to which members of the

group are willing to share sensitive informatiospecially as it relates to people’s ability
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to feel safe to make or admit errors and mistatietake challenging or controversial
positions without fear of serious repercussionsy&s & Kayes, 2007, p. 12). Trust in
this model is intended to include psychologicaesaf

Edmondson (1999) differentiated between the twestants. She suggested that
psychological safety stems from mutual respecttarsd, such that team members are
confident that they can speak up without being eralsaed, rejected, or punished. She
saw psychological safety as the climate of truaisTas one of the shared beliefs that
creates the environment for team learning enconegabge climate described by
Edmondson as psychological safety. Social systkkesthat in a team, are tied together
by trust (Weick & Roberts, 1993). A review of truistorganizations finds competing
definitions and conceptualization of the concepiafider, 1999).

Psychological safety has been found to be importdwein implementing new
technology (Edmondson et al., 2001) and has besttifted as one of three essential
conditions for group effectiveness (Druskat & Wp#001). There has also been support
for psychological safety being associated with té@anning behaviors (Edmondson,
1999; Van den Bossche et al., 2006). Edmondsor9jif®8nd that team learning
behavior mediates between team psychological safetyteam performance.

Interpersonal understandingnterpersonal understanding is defined as the
“degree to which team members can recognize angrand the emotional states,
preferences, . . . or relationships of individualthe group” (Kayes & Kayes, 2007, p.
12). The original definition included skills, butat has been excluded here, since

understanding of team member skills and preferewesscaptured in the roles construct.
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Interpersonal understanding can in part be constblan element of group emotional
intelligence.

Druskat and Wolff (2001) identified three levelsamhotional intelligence:
individual, group, and cross-boundary. Group enmaiaontelligence occurs when
members of the group pay attention to other membarstions. High group emotional
intelligence can be built when one member takessp@ consider matters from another
member’s perspective (Druskat & Wolff, 2001). Awaess of other members’ emotions
creates the environment in which action can bertaigositively address the emotional
states of other members. Allowing individual menshiera group to influence the
emotional state of other team members has beesdeaiiotionalcontagion(Barsade,
2002). Positive emotional contagion can increasgtsitive group mood. Barsade
(2002) found that positive group mood can leadr&atgr group cooperation.

Druskat and Kayes (2000) considered interpersomaérstanding as an input
variable that positively influences team learnwbere team learning is defined as
behaviors related to seeking and sharing knowletigey defined interpersonal
understanding to include understanding of bothguegfces and skills. The
conceptualization of interpersonal understandinpéteam learning model in this study
does not include skills; rather, understandingkdfssis captured in the roles category

under shared beliefs.

Learning Behaviors

Learning behaviors are the social process of interaamong group members
and characteristics of their discourse that buildual understanding and shared

cognition (Van den Bossche et al., 2006). Theyteaen activities that allow the team to
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adapt and improve as they obtain and process Bdtagqndson, 1999). This is not the
sum of individual activities or individual knowledglt is a social process where one
person’s contribution is presumed to build upontheds—for example, coconstruction
of meaning (Van den Bossche et al., 2006). Thekawhers act as a proxy for the

learning that is taking place at the team leveh(Bddson et al., 2007).

Coordinating

Coordinating is defined as “the seamless, ofteit t&ainconscious, organizing of
diverse roles; coordination of knowledge and respmlity in teams” (Kayes & Kayes,
2007, p. 13). An individual has been viewed asniegy tacitly (Fiol & Lyles, 1985;
Schon, 1983). The group level is no different. Teaembers must work together,
coordinating their efforts often without verbaldirect communication. This behavior is
the visible sign that collective learning is takipigce.

The need to share information when learning ocatiescollective level has long
been established in the organizational learnimgdtture (Argyris, 1993; Fiol & Lyles,
1985; Levitt & March, 1988), and it has been inéddn learning behavior constructs
(Edmondson, 1999). Weick and Roberts (1993) sugddbat reliable team performance

may require a well-developed collective mind.
Adapting

Adapting is defined as “responding to [unexpectetjrnal and external demands
[resulting from problems and roadblocks] by adjugtactions and beliefs” (Kayes &

Kayes, 2007, p. 13). To clearly distinguish adapfiom continuous improvement,

emphasis has been added to the original definitidwo ways: by clarifying that (1) this
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construct focuses on the unexpected rather thameoissues that arise, and (2) these
demands may be viewed as problems or roadblocks.

Teams in the classroom, as in organizations, fesnr@ymanexpected problems.
Team members’ schedules suddenly change, techn@sggs arise, and new
understanding about task requirements becomeseapghroughout the project. When
these situations develop, a team must know howspand to the problem.

In uncertain situations, teams need to coordinambers’ actions (Edmondson,
2003). Proactively, members can talk about errodsdetermine a collective response. In
this way, adaptation is a learning behavior theludes talking about errors (Edmondson,
1999). The crew of a ship used adapting when thesslddenly lost critical navigation
capability while docking. Through adapting theyriduinew and creative ways to keep
the ship from running into the dock and in time kit the ship properly (Hutchins,
1991). In the same way, personnel on aircraft eexthave been seen to adapt to sudden

changes (Weick & Roberts, 1993) in the environment.

Continuous Improvement

Continuous improvement is defined as “working tbgetto [incrementally]
improve the [team’s] ability to learn and respoad t . [ongoing and routine] challenges
by sharing information [and avoiding mistakes]” fi¢a & Kayes, 2007, p. 13). The
definition has been modified from the original taghasize the routine, incremental
nature of these changes. While adaptation focusdiseoteam’s response to the
unexpected or problems, continuous improvementkspeathe team’s ability to make
incremental improvements to the team’s processeprotedures so that mistakes are

avoided.

27



The team’s ability to find better ways of accomipiing) tasks and sharing and
managing information is well established as a legrbehavior. Zellmer-Bruhn and
Gibson (2006) considered team learning to be “Kterd to which a team created new
processes and practices” (p. 509). Van den Bossichle (2006) described learning
behaviors as a collaborative (co)-constructionraledge. Edmondson (1999) included
experimentation and seeking feedback as part ofilegbehaviors. Druskat and Kayes
(2000) conceptualized team learning behavior ta tEam’s continuous evaluation of

itself and changing processes and procedures.

Self-Perception of Team Learning Beliefs and Behawrs Questionnaire

To facilitate individual students’ understandirfgleeir own team learning beliefs
and behaviors, an individual measure, the Selfd¢pgian of Team Learning Beliefs and
Behaviors Questionnaire, was developed in thisystlide underlying assumption is that
individuals are active participants in teams aredtherefore agents of team learning. As
individuals gain experience on one team, they edtty that learning to other teams.
Even though a particular team has its own charattterskills required in team learning
are transferable across various teams.

Figure 2-2 depicts the relationship between theviddal measure and the model.
The top three boxes represent shared beliefs,itepbehaviors, and performance
elements of the model (the details within and betwthese elements have been removed
for simplification). The individual measure devedajfor this study is represented by the
individual self-perceptions. The self-perceptiohgach team member, represented by

the upward arrows, create the team'’s shared barefdehaviors.
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Shared Beliefs

Learning Behaviors

Performance

A} 4 Arl

Individual Self-
Perception of Shared
Beliefs

Individual Self-
Perception of
Learning Behaviors

Individual
Contribution to
Performance

Figure 2-2.Relationship of the individual measures to thendézarning model.

The final element is performance, which is the oote in the model. Team
performance can be measured in a variety of wagrfopnance metrics, goal attainment,
and project evaluation. The individual self-pere@piguestionnaire measures the
individual’'s contribution to the shared beliefs dehaviors. In the same way the
individual performance of each team member leadsddeam performance. It is
important to not confuse individual performancehvitie individual’s contribution to the
team’s performance, although it is common for imdlnal performance, in whole or part,
to be evaluated separately from the team. The pedioce measure must be at the
individual level to maintain consistency with thefgperception measure. At the same
time, however, the performance must be relatededgam’s performance to maintain
the relationship with the model.

Since the context explored in this study is undmafgate business education, the
learning objectives in business education oftelves gaining a certain amount of
knowledge through completion of assignments. Perémce on team and individual

assignments is evaluated to assess attainmenbufi&dge objectives. Team
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assignments may include a collective paper, pratent exam, or experiential activity.
Individual assignments might include papers angdgntations, but they are completed
separately from the team. For the purposes ofthdy, the appropriate measure is the
portion the individual contributed to the team’sfpemance—in other words, the degree
to which the individual’s performance led to thartés performance on the team
assignments. Peer evaluations are an effectivaavagsess the individual’'s performance
related to the overall team performance and areaisndividual measure of
performance. The performance being measured, howdivectly relates to the team'’s

performance.

Hypotheses Related to the Individual Measure

Reliability of the Measure

The individual measure developed for this studyased on the five beliefs and
three behaviors discussed above. Each of theseaghtructs is a unidimensional
construct within the larger model. The first sehgpotheses focus on the factor structure
of the measure. Hypotheses regarding factor streiette not always explicitly
hypothesized in many studies. Explicit hypothesesvdeveloped in this study to
emphasize the study’s focus on testing the measihie.six identified items anticipated
to measure each construct is hypothesized to bmaity consistent.

Hla: Items related to roles will be internally consmdte

H1b: Items related to goals will be internally consmte

Hlc: Items related to team confidence will be inteynatnsistent.

H1d: Items related to trust will be internally considte

Hle: Items related to interpersonal understandingvglinternally consistent.
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H1f: Items related to coordinating will be internallynsistent.

H1i: Items related to adapting will be internally catent.

H1j: ltems related to continuous improvement will bieinally consistent.
H2: Within-construct items will be more highly intelaed than between-

construct items.

Hypothesized Relationship Among Constructs WitlerMeasure

The second set of hypotheses focus on the rel&ijpasnong belief and behavior
constructs. As depicted in the model, the fiveddelare antecedents to the three
behaviors. Beliefs and behaviors are differentature. Beliefs related to interpersonal
interaction with a cognitive emphasis (Edmonds@99) while behaviors focus on
action. Because of this difference behaviors gpmothesized to be highly correlated
with one another. Within the beliefs there are thaiinct categories, as depicted in the
model. Three of the beliefs (roles, goals, and teanfidence) relate to task completions,
while two beliefs (trust and interpersonal underdiag) relate more closely to
interpersonal interaction or other person’s witthie team. This distinction follows the
task, person distinction seen in team theory (BéhB&eets, 1948) and other theories:
leadership (Blake& Mouton, 1964; Kahn & Katz, 19@@dy, conflict (DeDreu &
Weingart, 2003; Janssen, VanDeVlert & Veenstra9)l9bhese two distinct categories
of beliefs are also expected to be highly correlatehin categories. That is, roles, goals,
and team confidence, named task beliefs, will lgéllicorrelated with one another.
Trust and interpersonal beliefs, named interpeldosigefs, will be highly correlated
with one another.

H3a: Behaviors will be correlated to each other.
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H3b: Task beliefs will be correlated to each other.

H3c: Interpersonal beliefs will be correlated to eattieo

Hypothesized Relationships Between Individual Bglie

Behaviors, and Performance

Since no existing individual measures or existimgjvidual team learning
literature exists, the fourth set of hypothesesi$oan establishing relationships in the
model. This research argues that individuals etigcteam level; therefore, the team
learning relationships, expressed in the literaturdne team level, will hold at the
individual level. Again refer to Figure 2-2: thete learning model shown on the top is
possible because of the individuals who contrilboténe team learning. Therefore, it is
possible to develop individual-level hypotheseseldasn the existing team learning
literature.

Testing these hypotheses at the individual levehortant for four reasons.
First, documenting the relationships depicted ertiodel provides the necessary
credibility to the model and measure as a developah¢ool. Second, understanding the
strength of those relationships will enhance lea‘nenderstanding of team learning and
their experience. Third, testing the relationstapthe individual level will affirm that it
is individuals who are enacting the team learnirggess. Fourth, a model of individual-
level relationships is created for the first time.

The following discussion builds on the discussibowt the model and proposes
relationships between the categories (beliefs, \aerg performance) in the model.

Hypotheses are suggested from this discussion.
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Relationships Between Beliefs and Behaviors

Task shared beliefs all relate to the task: radete to who is qualified and
should be assigned the task; goals relate to weatisk should be; and team confidence
relates to the team members’ belief that they caomplish the task. Coordination is the
learning behavior that addresses the behavior nsgpaf teams to tasks. Druskat and
Wolff (2001) suggested that mutual trust, a serisdemtity, and a sense of group
efficacy are the conditions for participation, ceagtion, and collaboration in a team.

H4a: Task shared beliefs are positively associated gatirdinating.

Interpersonal shared beliefs relate primarily vathotions and social interactions
associated with different viewpoints and facingligmges. Both continuous
improvement and adapting relate to these shareefferhese learning behaviors are
concerned with making improvements and changesistirey processes and procedures
or making changes due to unexpected events. Cantnmprovement addresses
ongoing incremental improvement, and adaptatiomesdés emergent needs for change.
For the problem solving of adapting and continuioysrovement to take place, team
members must be able to question assumptions anid mistakes (Edmondson, 1999),
which happens in an environment created by integrexl shared beliefs.

H4b: Interpersonal shared beliefs are positively asgediwith adapting.

H4c: Interpersonal shared beliefs are positively assediwith continuous

improvement.

Figure 2-3 depicts these hypothesized relationstweslaid on the model. Figure
2-4 demonstrates the relationships hypothesizéteahdividual level. This new model

is entirely at the individual level.
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Figure 2-3.Hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c overlaid on the teamifeamodel.
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Figure 2-4.The Individual Contribution to Team Learning Model

Relationships Between Individual Inputs, Procesaed,Outputs

Studies have not shown consistency in regardsetoetlationship between the
inputs (beliefs), processes (behaviors), and ositfpgrformance). This inconsistency is
due in part to the use of different variables wtesting each model (Edmondson et al.,
2007). Mathieu, Goodwin, Heffner, Salas and CanBowers (2000) found that group
processes (i.e. cooperate) fully mediated theiosiship between mental models
(organized knowledge structures that help makestews) and team effectiveness. Van

Der Vegt and Bunderson (2005) found that team Iegrbehaviors mediate expertise
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diversity and performance. Initially researchvdray on team effectiveness studies,
supported learning behaviors as a mediator (Ednomesal., 2007). It is expected that
this mediator relationship will hold at the indivil level.

H5: Shared behaviors mediate the relationship betwkared beliefs and

performance.
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CHAPTER 3:

METHODOLOGY

The focus of this chapter was to assess the newuregahe Self-Perception of
Team Learning Beliefs and Behaviors Questionnaind, hypothesized relationships in
the Individual Contribution to Team Learning Modete Figure 2-3). The items in the
measure were adapted from a preexisting, but yie¢ tealidated, measure and were
assessed for content validity by subject matteeggsSMES). The resulting scales were
administered to a population of undergraduate lesgsischool students. In order to
further validate the measure and test the modditiadal survey measures were
administered to the same population. Details raggrithe population, measures, and

procedures used in this study follow.

Population and Sample

This study sought to find a developmental toolise in the business education
classroom. An undergraduate population was choseause initial introductions to team
dynamics theory and experience are often providélseaundergraduate level. Students
were enrolled in one of two courses with semestegteams (14 weeks) at a mid-
Atlantic university business school. Teams werégassl by the instructor and ranged in
size from 3 to 5 members, with an average teamddide24 and standard deviation of
.96. A total of 201 students participated. The glamsize satisfied the minimum of 150
suggested by Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) to legjaate when conducting exploratory
factor analysis. A demographic profile of the p@tiain is provided in

Table 3-1.
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Table 3-1
Population Demographics

Total Percentage
Gender
Male 99 49.3
Female 95 47.3
Not Reported 7 3.5
Ethnicity
African American 7 3.5
Asian 26 12.9
East Indian 4 2
Native American 0 0
Caucasian 130 64.7
Middle Eastern 3 15
Hispanic 7 3.5
Pacific Islander 0 0
Other 12 6
Not Reported 12 6
Age
17 15 7.5
18 128 63.7
19 21 10.4
20 8 4
21 4 2
Not Reported 25 12.4

The first of the two courses was an introductionrganizational behavior course.
The course consisted of a weekly lecture and arrexqtial lab. Student teams interacted
during experiential labs and were responsible fongleting a semester-long project,
resulting in a paper and presentation. A total4d tudents chose to participate in this
study from 30 teams. The second course was ardinttion to information systems
course. The course consisted of a weekly lectuddan Student teams worked on a

semester-long project with assignments due throutgihe semester. A total of 56
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students chose to participate from this course.

These student teams are considered teams baskd definition of work teams
as an “...interdependent collection of individualsonghare responsibilities for specific
outcomes...” (Sundsttrom, De Meuse, Futrell, 1990,21). The team members were
jointly responsible for specific deliverables te timstructor. Some of these teams may
have integrated their work to greater or lessereksy Team members receipt the same

grade for the deliverables ensured joint respolitgibi

Measures

Details regarding the nature of the measures; tingjins, and reason for

inclusion are discussed in turn.

Demographics

Demographic data, including age, gender, and raeee collected from all

participants and reported in Table 3-1.

Self-Perception of Team Learning Beliefs and BalravQuestionnaire

The individual measure developed for this studysuezd team members’ self-
perception of team learning beliefs and behavibeddressed eight constructs presented
in the model: the five team learning beliefs (rolgsals, team confidence, trust, and
interpersonal understanding) and the three teamitepbehaviors (coordinating,
adapting, and continuous improvement). The measaheded six items for each of the
eight constructs, resulting in a total of 48 ite@se item for each construct was reverse

scored. The measure was designed to assess acsfgesti experience, i.e., the student
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team in the class in which participants were eatIA detailed explanation of the item

construction process, content validity, and respaes follow.

[tem Construction

Items were adapted from a measure developed for ledership (Kayes &
Kayes, 2007). The item sentence stems were chdrgad'As a team leader, | .. .” to
“As a team member, | . . ..” The previous measa@ been used in the classroom for
developmental purposes but had not been extenge®tiyd. Careful consideration was
given to item structure to ensure that the measapéured the individual’s team learning
beliefs and behaviors in context to the team.

Each item was reviewed to ensure consistency widiesent-shift method of
item construction. The referent-shift method is orethod for item construction
described by Chen, Mathieu, and Bliese (2004} iinportant to understand how this
method captures individual beliefs and behaviomsointext of the team. Details of this
method in contrast to other measures using differethods follow.

The measure that was developed in this study caoieasted with Burch and
Anderson’s (2004) development of the individual Me&election Inventory (TSI) based
on the Team Climate Inventory (TCI). Items for &l were constructed so that
respondents were asked about their individual peefes without reference to a specific
team. The individual responses to the items doemesent the individual’s contribution;
they only represent the individual's opinion abawirking on teams in general. These
items correspond with items from the TCI that wewastructed using the consensus
method. In the consensus method, team membersneéspitems about the team. This

method does not capture the individual’'s contridmutio the team score; rather, it captures
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the individual's opinion about a specific teamobher words, existing team members
responded to items in the TCI about their teameutland individual component.
Although this example provides an interesting labkn individual measure about a team
activity, it does not capture what is needed ferrieasure in this study.

The measure in this study sought to capture thigithdal’'s contribution to team
learning in a specific team. It was not interestethe team member’s opinion about the
team, nor was it interested in the individual’sfprences in general. To clearly capture
the individual’s contribution, referent-shift iteconstruction was utilized.

When items are constructed using the referent-stethod (Chen et al., 2004),
individual team members respond to items about seéras in context of the team.
Referent shift refers to the shift from individualthe team. For example, the referent-
shift method was used for collective efficacy (Cle¢ml., 2004) for a study. “I have real
confidence in my unit’s ability to perform its migs” is a sample item from the study
(Jex & Bliese, 1999, p. 352). The referent shiftsrf “I,” to “my unit.” The use of the
referent-shift method in this measure allows fems in the measure to be an individuals’

response about themselves in the context of time.tea

Item Review for Content Validity

Prior to administering the measure to the populat8MESs, using the card sort
method, reviewed the items in the measure to assesent validity. Each item was
printed on a card. An envelope with the name affishitlen of each construct was
provided. SMEs were asked to sort the cards irgcettvelope they believed each item
represented. SMEs were also encouraged to writenamts regarding clarity on each

card.
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Management professors and senior doctoral studEmiar with teams were
asked to act as SMEs. A total of 14 SMEs agreedview the items. The percentage of
agreement among SMEs was calculated. In additmmyeents from SMEs noted on the
cards were recorded on a matrix organized by cocistReview of the calculated
percentage agreement reflected natural cut paufiich were used to establish the
degree of agreement criteria found in Table 3-ZsEhcriteria were developed by the
researcher to provide a comparison between itertieistudy. The criteria were not
intended to be an objective standard by which itereie required to be changed,

however, items with weak and no agreement werehalhged.

Table 3-2

Card Sort Degree of Agreement

Percent Agreement Degree of Agreement
=91% Excellent

85-90% Good

75-84% Moderate

50-74% Weak

<49% No agreement

In addition to commenting on individual items, so®MEs commented on the
definitions of the constructs. These comments haccomments on individual items
highlighted some general concerns. One concerrtiveabelief items should contain
only belief and not behavioral elements. Likewisehavior items should contain only
behavioral elements and no belief elements. Toesddhese concerns, careful attention
was given to ensuring that belief items refleceaiht members’ belief, perception,
understanding, or knowledge and behavior itemglgleaticulated a specific act or

behavior. Other comments regarding construct dejims are discussed in chapter 5.
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Each item was reviewed in the context of the caoiesit was intended to
measure. When items were consistently sorted ictinatruct other than the one it was
intended to measure, results from the two constnwete reviewed together. Literature
was also reviewed to gain further insight. Basedhe analysis of SMES’ comments and
card sort results, 20 items were not changed, d&ived minor changes, 13 were
changed, one item was moved between constructsteaamevas removed, and one new
item was written.

Most of the changes occurred in the behaviorsh®items anticipated to
measure beliefs, 83% were not changed or had rolrarges, compared with only 44%
of the behavior items. This result is not surpgsias many researchers conceptualize
learning behaviors as distinct but measure theonasoncept (Druskat & Kayes, 2000;
Edmondson, 1999; Van den Bossche et al., 2006%if8adly, “coordinating” items
were sorted into other behaviors and belief coss&nvelopes, resulting in revisions to
coordinating items, focusing on the items cleaghating to getting work done.

Items for the other two behaviors, continuous improent and adapting, were
commonly confused with each other. Continuous im@neent items were sorted as
continuous improvement and adapting over 86% ofithe. Adapting items were sorted
as continuous improvement and adapting items o0& 8f the time. In the simplest
terms, continuous improvement and adapting difiehat continuous improvement seeks
to improve the ongoing processes and procedurdeaine uses to get work done while
adapting focuses on how the team responds to uodgeoadblocks that would prevent
them from getting work done. Specific attention \gagen to this distinction while

revising these items.
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A sample item for each of the eight constructs@viged in Table 3-3. The
measure used in the study contained 48 items, &afch of the hypothesized constructs
with a reverse-scored item for each construct. ddmplete measure can be found in
Appendix A. Additional details related to the caatt analysis and changes made to
items are captured in the Card Sort Analysis Mdtippendix B).

Table 3-3
Sample Measure Items

Sample item

Construct
As a team member | . . .

Team learning beliefs

Roles understand the unique work performed by team members.
Shared goals believe that team members typically share a common goal.
Team confidence believe that my team can solve any issues it faces.

Trust believe that team members have the freedom to share

different opinions.

Interpersonal understanding know when other team members are under stress.

Team learning behaviors

Coordinating keep other team members informed about my work.

take corrective action when my team faces an unexpected
problem.

share my knowledge of the team’s processes and procedures
with other team members.

Adapting

Continuous improvement

Response Set

Individuals were asked to respond to each item d#paint Likert scale ranging
from “very accurate” to “very inaccurate.” A degation was provided for each point on

the measure to enhance participant interpretafidineoscale (Weng, 2009). A 7-point
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scale was selected over a scale with fewer respamsieh tend to have lower
reliabilities (Weng, 2004). The study populationllege students, should be able to
distinguish between the scale items (Weng, 2004).

All relationships were hypothesized to be positineother words, performance is
maximized when shared beliefs and shared behaaiersmaximized. Consistent with the
proposed model, a higher final score for each coas{after inverting the reverse-scored

item) was considered a higher skill level for tbahstruct.

Team Assessment: Convergent Validity Measures

A measure validated in other studies was identificecach of the eight
constructs to assess the convergent validity. Tadd@ional validated measures were
administered as a team assessment measure aldntp&itewly developed measure.
The validated measures for each construct and thgpective constructs from the
developed measure in this study were expected pmbidively, but not perfectly,
correlated. The existing validated measure idedifor each of the eight constructs is
shown in Table 3-4, including the number of iteimat twere used. The title team
assessment was given to the document with the cgewemeasures in order to
distinguish the measures from the individual measdihe team assessment document is
included in Appendix C.

The convergent validity measures also used a 7hdiart scale. Measures for
roles, goals, team confidence, interpersonal utalelgg, and coordinating ranged from
“completely disagree” to “completely agree.” Measifor adapting, continuous

improvement, and trust ranged from “very inaccuraievery accurate.”
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Table 3-4

Convergent Validity Measures

Construct Measure Sample item
Team learning beliefs
Roles 4 items When my team members succeed in their jobs, it
(Van den Bossche et al., 2006) works out positively for me.
Goals 4 items This team is united in trying to reach its goals for
(Van den Bossche et al., 2006) performance.
Team confidence 6 items This team believes it can be effective
(Van den Bossche et al., 2006) '
Trust 7 items If you make a mistake on this team, it is often held
(Edmondson, 1999) against you.
Interpersonal understandin 4 items When one of us is in a bad mood, people in the
P 9 (Hamme, 2003) group notice.
Team learning behaviors
Coordinatin 3items Information from team members is complemented
9 (Van den Bossche et al., 2006) with information from other team members.

Adapting

Continuous improvement

3items
(Edmondson, 1999)

4 items
(Edmondson, 1999)

We invite people from outside the team to present
information or have discussion with us.

We regularly take time to figure out ways to
improve our team's work processes.

Peer Assessment - Self-Report Bias

A common concern with self-report measures is ggree to which subjects may

be biased. This bias can be a source of invaliditgeer assessment measure was

administered to assess the agreement betweemdghear assessments for each

construct to check for differences in perceptiogrception differences between self and

peer assessments can be assessed by comparirmgtresgessment score for each

construct with the individual self-perception measscore of the same construct.

An assessment item was written for each of thet@ghstructs, shown in Table

3-5. Students then assessed each member basesl assdssment items using a 7-point

Likert scale ranging from “very inaccurate” to “yemccurate.” The peer assessment

measure used in the study is provided in AppendiX2 individual peer assessment

scores for each construct were determined by aganegthe responses of all team
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members for the construct peer assessment itemniénom of two peer assessment

scores were required for an individual to be inelith the analysis.

Table 3-5
Peer Assessment ltems

Iltem

Constructs
Team member name ...

Team learning beliefs

is aware of the unique skills and abilities of other team
Roles members and agrees that tasks should be divided based
on team members’ strengths and weaknesses.

is aware of how individual team members’ individual goals

Shared goals fit within the team goal and focuses on accomplishing the
team goals.
Team confidence is confident that the team will succeed.

believes it is acceptable to share their opinion and discuss
Trust other team members' opinions even when those opinions
are unpopular or acknowledges a mistake.

is aware of other team members' moods, feelings, and

Interpersonal understanding
stress levels.

Team learning behaviors

accomplishes work with the team by staying up-to-date
Coordinating with other team members' activities, and keeping the team
appraised of his/her own activity.

responds to, and helps the team respond to, unexpected

Adapting and unusual events so that the team’s work still gets done.

helps the team improve how work is accomplished by
Continuous improvement evaluating and suggesting improvements to team
processes and procedures.

Peer Appraisal as an Outcome Measure

To measure individual performance, peer evaluatiegr® used—specifically, the
short form used by Baker (2008) in her analysipedr evaluations (here referred to as

peer appraisal). Students working in teams ovegrs¢gemesters developed this peer
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appraisal measure as a class assignment. Theg@arsal assesses students in four
areas: (1) preparation, (2) participation and comication, (3) ability to help the team
excel, and (4) being a team player. Baker’'s anslgisowed that the appraisal measure
had an interrater reliability of .80, and corredatwith quiz scores was .4fx € .001)
(Baker, 2008).

An individual peer appraisal score for each subjeas calculated by aggregation.
Individuals received one score for each of the fmeas from each team member. These
four scores were aggregated across all team merfdrdéhe individual. Individuals had
to be evaluated by a minimum of two team membeletmcluded in the analysis. A

copy of the peer appraisal is provided in Apperitlix

Administration of Measures

Demographic data were collected in the first tw@kseof class of the 14-week
semester. The remaining survey measures (the théiymeasure, team assessment, peer
appraisal, and peer assessment) were collectée ilast two weeks of the semester. By
maximizing team tenure team members will have cigffit experience with the team,
including completion of at least one team assigrinterrespond to the measure. All
surveys were distributed in one packet to studéatisg class, and students were asked
to return completed surveys in the subsequent.cigdents were verbally reminded, in
addition to the written instructions, to compldte surveys in reference to their
experience in their semester-long team. The suramfsapproximately 15 to 20 minutes
for students to complete. The survey packet olithe research study consent form.

Students were assured confidentiality.
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Data Analysis

All measure data were analyzed using the SPS&$S@tadPack 17.0. Specific
methods are discussed in conjunction with theiresponding section in the results. The
population size is noted for each analysis. Inesoases the population is less than the
201 total participates. This reduction is duenividuals who decline participation in
the team assessment, did not have peer assessoerms from at least two team

members or did not have complete peer appraisais &t least two team members.
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CHAPTER 4:

RESULTS

This chapter addresses the five hypotheses outiineldapter 2, examining study
results under three headings: testing of the meagesting of the model, and exploration

of the results.

Testing of the Measure
Content Validity

When developing the measure, subject matter expanswed the items for

content validity, as described in chapter 3.

Factor Analysis and Reliability (Hypotheses 1 apd 2

The individual measure was assessed determine whitstructs met criteria for
internal consistency and reliability. Factor as@yvas conducted first to assess factor
structures. Resulting factors were assessed widhl&ach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) to
assess reliability. Only those factors with stramgrnal consistency and acceptable
reliabilities were retained in the study. Detafsriteria and factor and reliability
analyses of the three resulting constructs follow.

Factor Analysis

Exploratory factor analysis is typically used tetteow and to what extent items
relate to the hypothesized constructs. Explorat@ter than confirmatory, factor
analysis allows for factors to load according te tkata rather than the hypothesized

structure. Although there is some knowledge abimairélationships being measured, this
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is the first time these specific items have bestett therefore, exploratory factor
analysis was used.

Eigenvalues were calculated to assess the natdrewanber of factors in the
measure. Varimax factor rotation, the most commethod, was used to help interpret
the meaning of the factors. Varimax rotation attesip maximize dispersion of the
loadings within factors, loading smaller variabheghly onto each factor. Items for each
construct were included if the factor loading wasager than .50 on one factor and less
than .369 on a second factor. The lower boun8@8 was selected based on critical
values of correlation coefficients with a sampleesnf 201 (Stevens, 2002). The rotation
converged after 22 iterations. The three factetaimed in the study accounted for 36%
of the variance. A total of 30 items were droppEable 4-1 includes the 18 items

retained and the factors that they loaded to.

Continuous Improvement and Adaptirigeview of the factor loadings for the first factor
using the criteria above indicated a factor withenitems, four anticipated to measure
continuous improvement and five anticipated to measdapting. The results seem to
confirm what the card sort analysis had alreadyatestrated: that the proposed

continuous improvement and adapting constructs wlesely related.

Review of the items in factor 1 led to the creatd a new construct that
described the degree to which the team memberswedi the work accomplished,
suggested and took corrective action, and helpeer téam members. This summary
drew on elements of continuous improvement andtadgpherefore, the construct is

named continuous adaptive learning (CAL).
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Table 4-1
Factor Analysis of Individual Measure (n = 201)

Factors
Number. ltem  intended measure Continuous Team Interpersonal
' Adaptive Learning Confidence Understanding
_48. suggest ways for the team to improve. — continuous 76 18 06
improvement
47. discuss how the team should respond to team set backs
. 72 .20 .15
when they occur. - adapting
32. regularly review how the team accomplishes work.-
. > .63 .27 12
continuous improvement
40. suggest improvement to team processes and procedures.- 62 10 11
continuous improvement ’ ’ ’
27. take corrective action when my team faces an unexpected
. .60 .07 .14
problem. — adapting
39. kqow what to do if something unusual goes wrong. — 60 33 26
adapting
36. correct possible mistakes before they happen. —
; ) .56 .22 .22
continuous improvement
31. help the team with unexpected team issues.- adapting 54 .16 .07
43. step in when other team members encounter an
. .52 .07 .13
unexpected problem. — adapting
33. am confident that my team will perform well. — team 08 86 05
confidence
37. t_)elleve that my team will be successful. — team 19 83 04
confidence
45. believe that my team will perform better than other teams.
- .20 .79 A1
— team confidence
29. k_now that my team can accomplish anything. — team 14 78 10
confidence
41. believe that my team can solve any issues it faces. — team
) 21 74 .13
confidence
6. know when a team member is having a bad day. —
. . .05 .07 .83
interpersonal understanding
10. know when other team members are under stress. —
; ) .16 11 .78
interpersonal understanding
22. recognize when a team member is in a bad mood. —
; ) .07 .08 .78
interpersonal understanding
14. am aware of the feelings and moods of team members
. A ; ) .28 .03 .63
during meetings. — interpersonal understanding
Eigenvalues 11.66 2.98 2.72
% of Variance 2431 6.20 5.68
a .88 .90 .81
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Confidence.The second factor contained five of the six itemcgated to measure
team confidence. The sixth item that was not inetlidias the reverse-scored item. This
factor was retained without the reverse-scored.itarfine with the reference shift item

construction, this factor represents the individuabnfidence in the team.

Interpersonal UnderstandingThe third factor contained four of the six itemsiepated
to measure interpersonal understanding. One ditbétems dropped was the reverse-
scored item. This construct was retained withoetttho dropped items. Interpersonal
understanding refers to the individual's awarermdégbhe mood and stress level of other
team members.
Reliability

Reliability of factors was assessed using Cronltsaalpha (Cronbach, 1951) to
determine whether the internal consistency metrttlemum acceptable level of alpha
.70. Each of the three retained items met thermum level. The coefficient alpha of

CAL was .88, team confidence was .90, and integuetisunderstanding was .81.

Review of Hypotheses 1a to 1f

These analyses address the first set of hypothebésh hypothesized that the
measure would be an eight-construct measuremengln®plecifically a hypothesis for
each construct hypothesized that the items retatedch construct would be internally
consistent. Hla (roles), b (goals), d (trust), B(mbordinating) were not supported, and
all items for these hypothesized constructs weoppied. H1c (team confidence), e
(interpersonal understanding), i (adapting), af@ptinuous improvement) were all
partially supported, with some items being dropped others being combined, resulting
in the three constructs discussed above. A tothBatems were retained.
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Review of Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2, regarding the interrelatedness ofsten the constructs, was tested
using the three constructs of team confidencerpetsonal understanding, and CAL, that
resulted from the previous analysis. Alphas arentepl on the diagonal in Table 4-2
along with intercorrelations and descriptive statssof the study variables. As shown in
the table, the alphas for each construct were gréaan its correlation with either of the
other two constructs, supporting Hypothesis 2, itieats within construct would be more
highly interrelated than items between construct.

Table 4-2

Mean, Standard Deviation, Internal Consistency &wlities, and Intercorrelations
Among Study Variables (n = 201)

Mean SD Team confidence Interpersor_mal Co_ntlnuous_
understanding adaptive learning
Team confidence 5.67 0.78 (.90)
Interpersonal 5.68 1.01 20%* (.81)
understanding
Continuous 5.30 0.97 43 35w (.88)

adaptive learning

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
() Diagonal entries are coefficient alpha reliabilities estimates. SD standard deviation.

Relationships Among Construct Groups (Hypothesis 3)

The model presented in this study includes beafs behaviors. Within beliefs,
two distinct categories, task and interpersonaefslwere proposed. The constructs
within their respective groups were anticipatetdechighly related with one another
(Hypothesis 3). Only one task belief (team confa®none interpersonal belief
(interpersonal understanding), and one behaviol{Césulted from the factor analysis.
Since there were not multiple constructs withind¢hgegories, relationships between

them, as hypothesized in Hypothesis 3, could ndéesied.
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Convergent Validity

Existing validated measures selected to testdovergent validity were expected
to be highly correlated with the corresponding ¢arts. Correlations between the three
constructs in the measure (team confidence, inteopal understanding, and CAL) and
their related convergent validity measures aregmiesl in Table 4-3 along with the
alphas for each construct. As expected, both tearfidence and interpersonal
understanding were significantly correlated witbithrespective convergent validity
measures. Team confidence and its convergent neehadra correlation of .67 with a
significance level oP < .01, and interpersonal understanding and its @@®ant measure
had a correlation of .34 with a significance leoEP < .05.

Table 4-3
Correlation Matrix — Constructs with Measures fasr@ergent Validity (n = 193)

Peer Assessment Measure

Team Interpersonal L . Continuous
. . Coordinating Adapting .
confidence understanding improvement
Team confidence .18*
Interperson_al 04 08
understanding
Continuous 12 11 25% 19 13

adaptive learning
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.

The convergent validity of CAL was tested agaihstthree anticipated learning
behavior convergent measures: coordinating, adgimd continuous improvement.
CAL was significantly correlated with convergentasares for continuous improvement
and coordinating. It was not, however, significpmélated to adapting. The alpha for the
adapting convergent measure was very low, likeplaring why there was not a

significant relationship. In addition, the items fbe convergent measure of adapting
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captured only a portion of how adapting was congapted in this study, providing

further explanation for the lack of correlation.

Correlation of Measure with Peer Assessment

One of the common concerns with self-report messsis the degree to which an
individual's bias may influence his or her respor&teidents were asked to assess other
team members specifically regarding each of thegsed constructs. The correlations
between the three constructs identified by theofa@mhalysis of the self-perception
measure (team confidence, interpersonal undersignaind CAL) along with the peer
appraisal for team confidence, interpersonal undedsng, and the anticipated three
learning behaviors are provided in Table 4-4.

The results were mixed. The correlations betweersétf and peer evaluations of
interpersonal understanding were not significaatyéver, the correlation between self
and peer assessment of team confidence was sanifie< .05), with a correlation of
.18.

Table 4-4
Correlation Matrix — Self-Reported Constructs witber Assessment (n = 159)

Peer Assessment Measure

Team Interpersonal S . Continuous
: . Coordinating Adapting .
confidence understanding improvement
Team confidence .18*
Interpersongl 04 07
understanding
continuous 12 11 25 19 13

adaptive learning
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
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Students’ self-assessment of their CAL was reviewwdight of their peers’
assessment of the three anticipated learning betsawioordinating, adapting, and
continuous improvement. A significant correlatidnI® was found between self CAL
and adaptingR < .05) and a significant correlation of .25 wasrfdietween self CAL
and coordinatingR < .01). The correlation between self CAL and pesseasment of

continuous improvement was insignificant.

Summary

Analysis of the psychometric properties of the dewyed measure, which
included a content validity check through a cand analysis, resulted in three constructs
with acceptable alphas. The three constructs veama tonfidence, a task belief;
interpersonal understanding, an interpersonal halrel CAL, a learning behavior. Items
within these constructs were found to be more ligbtrelated than items between
constructs.

There was agreement between students’ self andagsessment regarding their
individual contribution to team confidence and sateaments of team learning. Peer and
self perceptions of interpersonal understandinpicit.

The analysis provided sufficient support, in therst) alphas and convergent
validity, to move forward with testing the modeltwvthe three identified constructs. A

correlation matrix of all variables in this studygrovided Table 4-5.
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Testing of the Model

The results of the above analysis required revieidhe model to include only
those constructs resulting from the factor analy&e revised model of team learning is
depicted in Figure 4-1. This model contained ohhgé constructs: the task and
interpersonal categories of beliefs each had oheflwstead of multiple beliefs—team
confidence and interpersonal understanding, resebect The revised model had only
one team learning behavior—CAL—rather than three.

The relationships between the categories of cotistin the model are captured
in Hypotheses 4 and 5, creating the Individual @buation to Team Learning Model. As
the above analysis resulted in only one task haeé interpersonal belief, and one
learning behavior, these hypotheses could notdiedes originally articulated.
However, on a post hoc basis, the same pattemlatfanships hypothesized could be
tested for the constructs that remained. For exantipé hypothesis regarding task shared

beliefs, originally including three constructs, twaimply be tested with team

confidence.
Shared Beliefs Learning Behavior
Task
Team Confidence |\
\}{ Continuous Adaptive Learning | [ —» Performance
Interpersonal /
| Interpersonal Understanding |/

Figure 4-1.Revised process model of team learning.
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Relationships in the Model: Post Hoc Analysis

Hypothesis 4 suggested a positive relationship éetvbeliefs and behaviors.
These relationships were tested using hierarchiezdr regressions. Hypothesis 5
suggested that learning behaviors mediate thaar$dtip between learning beliefs and
performance. The mediation relationship was tessaag the procedures suggested by
Baron and Kenny (1986). A significance level ofrelp05 was used in the analysis.
Analysis was conducted with demographic varialdesnisure the robustness of the
model.

Prior to conducting hierarchical regression analytkie independent and
dependent variables were assessed for normaliéypbtihhe assumptions of regression
analysis. A review of histograms of the data resédhat the data were moderately
skewed in a positive direction. Further analysithef statistics for skewness, kurtosis,
and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test with a Lillieforigificance level confirmed this
assessment. When conducting the regression andlhysiBurbin-Watson test of serial
correlation in the residuals of the regressionysialwas assessed. The histogram of
standardized residuals was also assessed todemssshmption of normality in the error
term. These analyses of residuals did not revgatancern for normality. Specific
results of the regression analysis are describkvbe

Table 4-6 shows the results of the regression metlete CAL is the dependent
variable and the team learning belief is the indeleat variable. In all, three models
were tested. The control variables, ethnicity aeddgr, were entered in the first step for
all models. The second step of each model incled®eér or both of the independent

variables, interpersonal understanding and teariid=orce. Interpersonal understanding
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was the independent variable in the first moded, @am confidence was the independent

variable in the second. The third model includethbedependent variables in step 2.

Table 4-6
Regression Model of Continuous Adaptive Learning (192)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variable B SEB B R® AR® B SEB B R® AR? B SEB B R’ AR?
Step 1 .01 .01 .01

(Constant) 571 .09 57 .09 5.72 .09

Control Variables

Ethnicity 13 .26 .04 13 .26 .04 13 .26 .04

Gender -06 .12 -.04 -06 .12 -.04 -06 .12 -.04
Step 2 14%x 13 .20%* |19** 27 26%*

L”;Zg?g{;ggﬂ'g 30 .06 .37+ 29 .05 .38+

Team confidence 34 .05 .44* 22 .05 .28*

* Significant at the 0.05 level. ** Significant at the 0.01 level.
B, unstandardized coefficient; SE B, standard error of the unstandardized coefficient; B, Beta, standardized coefficient
R?, r-squared; AR?, change in r-squared

The main effects of interpersonal understandfhg (37,P < .01, R= .14, AR*=
.13) and team confidencp € .44,P < .01, R = .20,AR?= .19) were both positive and
accounted for significant incremental variance AL®eyond that accounted for by the
control variables. Team confidence accounted farerwariance than did interpersonal
understanding. Model 3 including both independemiables was also significarft €
28,P<.01, R=.27,AR*= .26).

Table 4-7 shows the results of the regression nsagleén performance was the
dependent variable and team learning beliefs ahdwers were independent variables.
In all, four models were tested. The control vadeabethnicity and gender, were entered
in the first step for all models. The second stegiuded one or all of the learning beliefs

and behaviors as independent variables. In thienficglel, the independent variable was
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interpersonal understanding; in the second, tearfidence; and in the third, CAL. The

fourth model included all three of the independertables.

Table 4-7
Regression Model of Performance (n = 158)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable B SEB B R? AR> B SEB B R? AR? B SEB B R? AR? B SEB B R? AR?
Step 1 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05
Control
Variables
Step 2 .07 .01 .07 .01 .09 0.04* .09 .04
Interpersonal
Understanding .07 .05 .12 .03 .05 .05
Team
Confidence .07 .05 .12 .02 .06 .03
Continuous
Adaptive 14 .06 .19* 12 .07 .16
Learning

* Significant at the 0.05 level. ** Significant at the 0.01 level.
B, unstandardized coefficient; SE B, standard error of the unstandardized coefficient; 8, Beta, standardized coefficient
Rz, r-squared; ARZ, change in r-squared

The main effects of interpersonal understandfhg (12,P = .15 R = .07,AR?=
.01) and team confidencp € .10,P = .16, R = .08,AR?= .01) were both not significant,
indicating that neither of the learning beliefs\pd®ed incremental variance in
performance beyond that accounted for by the cbu#eables. The effects of team
learning beliefs and behaviors (model 4) were afsisignificant f = .16,P = .09, R =
.09,AR?= .04). The main effect of CAL in model 3 showeded results: the model {R
=.09,P = .07) was not significant, while CAIB = .19,P < .05,AR?= .04) was
independently significant, providing support fociemental variance in performance
beyond that accounted for by the control variable.

Hypothesis 5 suggested that team learning behawiedsated the relationship
between team learning beliefs and performancerel&e four steps included in the

procedures suggested by Baron and Kenny (198@stddr mediation. The first step
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requires that the relationship hypothesized to bdiated exists. In this case that
relationship is between team learning beliefs agrfopmance. The analysis above does
not support this relationship. No further stepscht be completed to determine that

there is no mediation.

Summary

The results of this study support a model of tézamming that includes two
beliefs and one learning behavior. The impact afop@ance was unclear, as there were
mixed results. Figure 4-2 represents the model thighrelationship supported by the
regression analysis. This model demonstrates #m tearning beliefs and behavior
relationships at the individual level. Past reseaemonstrated relationships between
team learning behaviors and team confidence (Edsamdl999; Gibson, 1999; Van den

Bossche et al., 2006) and interpersonal understgr{@iruskat & Kayes, 2000).

Shared Beliefs Learning Behavior

Task

Team Confidence N

~\4| Continuous Adaptive Learning

¥

Interpersonal

Interpersonal Understanding 1

Figure 4-2. Model of study results.
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Exploration of the Results

Exploratory analysis of the results related todistinction between team learning
behaviors and the insignificant results with thefgmenance outcome measure may be
helpful. Development of measure is typically amatere process. In this first step the
distinction between the three learning behaviors m@t realized. Identifying next steps
in the development process would benefit from aeldook at the factor structure and
reliability of the behavior items. Regressionlgsis between learning beliefs or
behaviors and the performance outcome measuremngesl. This is surprising as many
past studies have found significant results (Drugkayes, 2000; Edmondson, 1999;
Kasl, Marsick, & Dechant, 1997; Kayes, Kayes, & iKd@005; Van den Bossche, etal.,
2006). The performance measure used in this stadyan aggregate of multiple
performance areas. Review of these areas indiNyduay provide insight into the
mixed results. Additional exploratory analysigtoé behavior items and the performance

areas follow.

Team Learning Behaviors

This study was interested in distinguishing betwiéeee learning behaviors, but
team members in this study did not make the amtiegbdistinction. For exploratory
purposes, a closer look was taken of just the it@ntigipated to measure the three team
learning behaviors in this study. Factor analyais eliability analysis was conducted
using the same process and criteria as the pralysin. However, since this was
exploratory analysis, when assessing factor loaditegns continued to be retained in a
factor if they contributed positively to the alptfas each construct and the factor loaded

on or near the .50/.30 limit used previously.
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Initially, all 18 items anticipate to measure laaghbehaviors were assessed.
Eigenvalues resulting from exploratory factor asaysing varimax factor rotation
revealed one strong factor that included itemscgogted to be continuous improvement
and adapting items. In addition, eigenvalues sugdesther factors; however, none of
them met the minimum acceptable Cronbach alph@&fCronbach, 1951). One of these
suggested factors included the reverse-scoredfitamneach of the learning behaviors.

Again for exploratory purposes, eigenvalues weteutated for just the
anticipated team learning behavior items withoetriverse-scored items. In addition,
the two items measuring tacit behavior were exauds neither of the items appeared to
positively contribute to any factors. Often studieams perform work independently and
may have little opportunity to work side by sidenays that may facilitate working
together tacitly. This analysis suggests two factith acceptable alphas (see Table 4-8).

Seven items in the first factor had factor loadiggsater than .50. As with the
other analyses, the first factor includes itemscgdted to measure adapting and
continuous improvement. The second factor hadifems with factor loadings greater
than .50 and less than .30 on the next factor. fif$tethree of these items were all
anticipated to measure coordinating (The otherstamtially anticipated to measure
coordinating were reverse-scored and tacit iteraswiere not included in the analysis.).
The fourth item was not theoretically related araswot included in the factor. The
remaining three items in the factor captured tlaentenember’s effort to keep other
members up-to-date on the status of their workewi@maining up-to-date on the status
of the work of other team members. The first fagtathis analysis had a reliability

coefficient alpha of .87. The second item had dfiment alpha of .71.
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Table 4-8
Factor Analysis of Team Learning Behavior Items

Factors

Number. Item — intended measure 1 2
47. discuss how the team should respond to team set backs when 81 18
they occur. - adapting ' '
36. correct possible mistakes before they happen. — continuous 75 09
improvement ' '
39. know what to do if something unusual goes wrong. — adapting 73 .28
27. take corrective action when my team faces an unexpected

: .70 .28
problem. — adapting
48. suggest ways for the team to improve. — continuous 69 32
improvement ' '
31. help the team with unexpected team issues.- adapting .59 .34
32. regularly review how the team accomplishes work.- continuous 58 a1
improvement ' '
42. stay up-to-date on the status of other team member's work - 14 79
coordinating ' '
38. coordinate my work with other team members. - coordinating .23 .78
26. keep other team members informed about my work. - 29 62
coordinating ' '
40. suggest improvement to team processes and procedures. - a4 58
continuous improvement ' '
28. share my knowledge of the team's processes and procedures

. . : .18 .50

with other team members. - continuous improvement
43. step in when other team members encounter an unexpected

. 44 .48
problem. — adapting
Eigenvalues 5.79 44,55
% of Variance 1.18 9.04
a (items with bolded factor loadings included) .87 71

Performance Measure

It was anticipated that individual peer-evaluated@rmance would be associated
with team learning beliefs and behaviors similatht® team-level analysis. One of the

unique elements of this performance measure isttisathe aggregate of four areas of
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individual performance: (1) preparation, (2) pap&tion and communication, (3) ability
to help the group excel, and (4) being a team pld&ather than aggregating the
performance areas, the following analysis considach area individually to assess
whether or not team learning beliefs and behavieted to the performance areas
differently.

Hierarchical regression analysis was conducted @atth of the four performance
areas as the dependent variable. The control Vesiab ethnicity and gender were
entered in the first step for all analyses. Indbeond step, CAL was entered as the
independent variable. Table 4-9 show the resulte@finalysis with the dependent
variable identified at the top of each column.

The main effects of CAL on “being a team playd’<.12,P = .13, R= .07,AR?
=.01) and “preparation’p(= .16,P = .05, R = .08,AR?*= .02) both failed to reach
significance. “Preparation”, however, was justhet cutoff for significance d? < .05.
The main effects of CAL on “ability to help the gmexcel” § = .22,P < .05, B= .12,
AR?= .05) was significant, accounting for significamtremental variance in the “ability
to help the group excel” performance area beyoatiabcounted for by the control
variables. Results were mixed for the dependenabiar of “participation and
communication”. The model R .09,P = .09) was not significant. However, CAL
independentlyf{ = .21,P < .01) and the change irf RAR?= .04,P < .01) were both
significant, indicating an independent relationsbgiween CAL and the performance

area of “participation and communication”.
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Table 4-9
Regression Model of Each Performance Area (n = 158)

DV: DV: DV: DV:
Being a team player Ability to help group excel Participation & communication Preparation

Variable B SEB B R? AR? B SEB B R?2  AR? B SE B B R? AR? B SEB B R? AR?
Step 1 .06 .06 .07 .07 .04 .04 .05 .05

(Constant) 3.58 .064 3.47 .08 3.50 .07 3.50 .073

Control

variables

Ethnicity .13 .19 .05 .15 .24 .05 .05 .22 .02 -03 .22 -01

Gender 12 .09 11 .20 A1 .14 .10 .10 .08 14 10 .11
Step 2 .07 .01 J12x.05* .09 .04** .08 .02

Continuous

adaptive .08 .06 .12 .19 .07 .22% 17 .06 21 .13 .06 .16

learning
* Significant at the 0.05 level. ** Significant at the 0.01 level.
B, unstandardized coefficient; SE B, standard error of the unstandardized coefficient; 8, Beta, standardized coefficient
R?, r-squared; AR?, change in r-squared

Summary

Developing a model and measure is an iterativeqa® This exploratory analysis
reflects the first few steps in determining hovwptoceed in the development process.
Exploratory analysis of the learning behavior itamthe measure revealed that the
learning behavior of coordinating may be presemheovit the conceptualization including
tacit learning behaviors. Review of each of ther feerformance areas revealed that
different performance measures were impacted @ffithy by learning behaviors. The
analysis of both the learning behaviors and théopmance measures indicated the need

for further refinement. The implication of this dy®as is discussed further in chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5:

DISCUSSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This study set out to assess a model and a measemeled to be a tool for
students to develop team learning skills. The aslgf the measure resulted in only one
supported task belief, one interpersonal belied, @me learning behavior (continuous
adaptive learning, CAL) from the proposed modelaRenships between these
constructs were also supported; however, their thgsized relationships with
performance were not supported. The results ofstinidy shed some light on the
disconnect between creating an environment in ldssom similar to industry.
Although these results are disappointing, theyadiest step in furthering the objective of
a developmental measure and model for the busetkssation classroom and
distinguishing between team characteristics insctamm teams and industry teams.

The study results and recommendations for futiseareh are discussed in three
primary areas: 1) the impact of team context aradadteristics on individual team
learning beliefs and behaviors as seen in thigysjdnsights gained from the resulting
model of individual team learning beliefs and bebes; and 3) performance measure
differences in the context of individual team leagnbehaviorsA few additional

considerations are noted, followed by the studytéitions.

Team Context and Characteristics and

Individual Team Learning Beliefs and Behaviors

This study intentionally chose the undergraduatgriess school population in an
effort to assess a model and measure of team ihgpimithat specific context. Since one

goal of teams in the classroom context is to peepardents for the business context,

68



industry-developed theory was used. The resultseostudy, retaining only three of the
suggested eight constructs, demonstrate that tfegatices between classroom and
industry teams are significant and must be adddedsectly when establishing a
measure and model. Contextual items may includl things as the degree to which the
task was defined for the team, the length of teamre, and the level of coaching
provided. Teams may also be influenced by teamacienistics such as the degree of
established processes and procedures or teamTiypse team contexts and
characteristics vary between and within the clagsrand industry teams. The classroom
team in this study can be considered a short-teapegt team. The teams were formed at
the beginning of a semester; they completed a e@fomoject and then disbanded at the
end of the semester.

The results of the analysis of the measure and hiodas study are discussed in
light of these team contexts and characteristigs.important to note that this study used
an individual measure related to a team processnidasure asks individuals to respond
to items regarding their beliefs and behavior eglgb the team as a way to assess their

contribution to the team’s shared beliefs and b&hav

Beliefs

Five beliefs were hypothesized in the measure.Rgleals, and team confidence
were identified as task beliefs, and trust andrpgesonal understanding were identified
as interpersonal beliefs. Only the team confideara®interpersonal understanding
constructs were supported after reliability analysi

Most likely, roles, goals, and trust were not ne¢al as shared beliefs due to the

team context and/or characteristics. Student teartiss study were short-term project
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teams in which the project was defined for the tearith minimal changes during the
semester. The teams received one grade for tla@ir peojects, although students
received individual grades for their performancéhia class. Team members needed the
team only to the extent that they accomplishedeben task at a level acceptable to them
for their individual course grade.

Specifically, team members’ perceived need to krrtefine their goal or assess
how individual goals (i.e., related to the finahde) may have differed were probably
limited by the predefined task provided by thenmstor. Likewise, students’ goal to
accomplish the instructor-assigned task withinttmeframe of the semester may have
limited the development of shared beliefs aroudsioleam members probably found it
most effective to assign roles in the most equtaldy possible or to whoever
volunteered first rather than considering the ueigkills of each member, which is more
time consuming.

The perception that there was a need for trust grneam members was limited
by the knowledge that the team would be disbantiétkaend of the semester. Trust as
conceptualized in this study indicates a climatemghmistakes can be articulated and
alternative views voiced without fear of repercaasi Team members may have found it
more efficient and effective, in the short termdtothe work themselves and correct
mistakes made by other members rather than takenbeand effort required to address
issues in the team. Likewise, agreeing to the filsh of action that would suffice to meet
the goal would be easier than taking on a contssakposition that may create problems

for the short-term team.
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The same team contexts and characteristicsifisgcyctor-provided goal, short-
term, etc.) that helped explain why beliefs wereretained also provide insight into why
the two beliefs of team confidence and interpersonderstanding were retained.
Interpersonal understanding measures the degrekith team members are aware of
other members’ stress levels and moods. Develaoingnderstanding of team members’
moods and when they are having a bad day is impaxiaa short-term team focused on
accomplishing its goal. By being sensitive to ottmembers’ moods, students can avoid
conflict, allowing the team to focus on working ébiger and exhibiting team learning
behaviors. Team confidence has long been showheifiterature to support teamwork. It
is not surprising that when individual team membmieve in the team, the team

exhibits more team learning behaviors.

Behaviors

This study was particularly interested in distirgiiing between three learning
behaviors. Team learning behaviors were anticipttetistinguish between coordinating
(getting work done), adapting (responding to thexpected), and continuous
improvement (revising processes and procedureslyais resulted in one learning
behavior, CAL, which measured, the degree to wthienteam members reviewed the
work accomplished, suggested and took correctitierg@and helped other team
members. Team members did not distinguish betwesgponding to unexpected
problems (adapting) and revising processes ancegures (continuous improvement).
As a short-term project team, teams may not haea bble to establish processes and
procedures well enough that there was sufficiengtio then review those processes and

procedures. Instead, any change in how work was-davhether in response to work not
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getting done or because of an unexpected issue-vieasd similarly. These changes to
how work got done were stronger than elements ofdination related to keeping
members up-to-date about work being accomplishddaanomplishing tasks tacitly.

Exploratory analysis of the three learning behavfarther supported the view
that student teams saw continuous improvement dapitiag very similarly, as discussed
above. It also revealed the lack of tacit learrbefaviors. Students presumably relied on
organizing work that was done independently andidating those expectations rather
than relying on intuitive work processes. This rhaye been further impacted by the
lack of developed processes and procedures digstabsee. Tacit learning may be an
element of team learning that only develops ovaetor it may also be that the
development of tacit learning requires clear preessand procedures or team members
working side by side. Exploratory analysis alsoeaded the possibility of a second
learning behavior in the context of classroom tearoerdinating, without tacit behavior.

The results in this study may not be true for @lent populations or short-term
teams. Student teams that are required to craasmacontract that includes goals,
procedures, and roles may produce an entirelyrdifiteresult. It is clear, however, that
the context of the team is an important factoretedmining the team learning beliefs and
behaviors that team members develop.

In light of this discussion, three recommendatiaresmade. First, team learning
beliefs need to be explored in different team cxtstand characteristics to determine
how these differences impact the presence of teamihg beliefs and their relationship
with team learning beliefs and performance. Secogkarch needs to consider different

team contexts and characteristics that may impba&cptesence of different team learning
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behaviors and their relationships with team leayrualiefs and performance.
Specifically, research should consider coordinak&agning behaviors independently
from tacit learning behaviors. Also, research stiaansider if the degree to which
processes and procedures are developed on a tgauntgthe team’s ability to
distinguish between continuous improvement and taaapl here may be five learning
behaviors: (1) coordinating, without the tacit e@rhas presented in this study; (2) tacit
coordinating, for teams with specific team conteatid characteristics; (3) adapting,
when teams have well-defined processes and proegddn continuous improvement,
when teams have well-defined processes and proesdamd (5) CAL, a combination of
adapting and continuous improvement, when teamtbave well-defined processes
and procedures.

These recommendations to consider team contextslardcteristics are not
intended to move away from the individual developtabmodel and measure focused
on transferable skills. Rather, the goal of th@nemendations is to help determine how
learning beliefs and behaviors may differ basethese team contexts and
characteristics. This understanding may lead teteebunderstanding of how to establish
team experiences in the classroom that more clessgmble industry. It may also lead
to complementary measures and models based orctesacteristics and contexts.
Research may consider contextual items such adetree to which tasks are defined for
the team, team tenure, and level of coaching. Teaaracteristics may include the degree
of established processes and procedures or tean typ

Third, it is recommended that the definitions @frl@ng beliefs and behaviors in

future studies be clarified in light of the cardtsanalysis. In addition to comments on
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individual items, some subject matter experts contateon the definitions. These
comments and the comments on individual items lggtéd some general concerns,
specifically, that belief items and definitions slbcontain only belief and no behavioral
elements and that behavior items and definitiomsilshcontain only behavioral elements
and no belief elements. This concern was alreadyeaded at the item level in this study.
Here it is recommended that this concern also beeaded at the construct level in future
research by ensuring that belief descriptions bedfim “the degree to which team
members . . . share the perception/understand/knairand behavior descriptions begin
with “team member’s ability to . . . .” Definitiorsf the beliefs and behaviors should use
similar language, with perception, understandimgl, knowledge for beliefs and ability
for behaviors. The intent is not to change the ephealization of the construct but rather
to simplify and clarify definitions and descriptmrmppendix F includes definitions and
descriptions for each of the eight original constisuThe definitions provide a succinct
definition of team members’ beliefs and behavidise descriptions expand the

definition to include examples and further detAgain, these descriptions consider the
model at the team level. It is understood thahatindividual level, as in this study, the
individual member contributes to the group levsldascribed in chapter 2 and with the

referent-shift item construction in chapter 3.

Relationships Between Individual Team Learning Bekfs and Behaviors

Overall, the resulting model (Figure 4-2) confirrtationships between team
learning beliefs and behaviors at the individuakleand provides insight for instructors.
The model confirms that the relationship betweamtéearning behaviors and two team

learning beliefs, team confidence (Edmondson, 188son, 1999; Van den Bossche et
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al., 2006) and interpersonal understanding (Dru&kdayes, 2000), seen at the team
level also holds at the individual level.

Instructors who are interested in increasing studeliaboration can use the
study results. The model demonstrates that anisheiV's confidence in the team and his
or her interpersonal understanding increase teamilgy behavior. Anything the
instructor can do to build that confidence and fslglents with interpersonal
understanding will increase the degree to whichi¢hen members work together.

As further research is conducted as recommendatedelo team context and
characteristics, updates to this model will proviwigher insights to instructors about the
team learning process in student classroom te&ipdates may be in the form of
additional learning beliefs, distinctive learninghaviors or better understanding of
performance attributes. Additional understandibgut how team learning beliefs and
behaviors develop and under what conditions theyegsent will assist instructors. This
knowledge will allow instructors insight into how facilitate an environment more
similar to industry in the classroom. Through tdskign, team design and coaching

instructors can help facilitate the developmerteaim learning skill.

Performance and Individual Team Learning Behaviors

Results of this study related to performance aeg@sting in that the relationship
that has been found in other literature at the tiesel was not found at the individual
level. This may be the case because the perfornrarasure in this study was a peer
assessment of four different performance areagelihay be some bias involved in peer
assessment; however, peer evaluations among uitywexgdents have been found to be

“fairly accurate and reliable” (Orpen, 1994, p. 6).
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The lack of significant results related to perfono@may have been influenced
by the type of performance measure in this studychvevaluated the team member in
specific performance areas rather than actual wasuced. This was done because it is
difficult to parse out the individual portions dfet team projects. Post hoc analysis
revealed a significant relationship between CAL #relperformance measure “ability to
help the group excel” and mixed results with théqgrenance measure “participation and
communication.” This suggests that learning behgwiedicts different team member
performance areas differently.

An alternative explanations for the insignificaesults related to performance is
the type of tasks required by the team. The testggired by the students did not take
into account the full range of possible types skt&a Some tasks could have been
completed by each team member and then combinad additive type of task. Some
tasks required greater integration that may haea lbdependent on the weakest or
strongest member — conjunctive or disjunctive tigsk respectively.

It is recommended that future research take intowaat different measures of
performance. At the individual level, performanes ®e measured through peer
evaluation of performance areas, as in this stadg,by actual contribution to the
project, by asking students to directly rate thravirdual’s contribution or by observing
all team meetings in a laboratory setting. If pbkgsiinstructor ratings of individuals may
also be used to measure individual performancmdustry contexts, individual

performance can be measured through third-pargysdte., customers).
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Other Considerations

Another interesting finding of the study is thsignificant correlations between
peer and self ratings of interpersonal understandihe mean score of individual self-
perception of interpersonal understanding (mear29)5was lower than the peer
assessment score (mean = 5.65). It is unclear bylifference exists. A higher self
score may have been attributed to individuals’ @aness of others that went unexpressed
to peers. This difference opens up an opportunitydsearchers and practitioners alike.
Researchers can explore perception differenceelieally. Practitioners can use it for
team feedback, similar to a 360-degree feedbaakegso In addition to the individual
self-perception information, peer assessment saames$urther help the individual
explore his or her team learning beliefs and bedravi

In addition to team contexts and characterisfigsire research should consider
individual characteristics. The impact of learnstgles, personality, and gender may be
appropriate to consider. Individual context mayude the other demands the individual
team member may have outside of the team. In studams, students may be a member
of more than one class team, and work responggsilgnd other demands may play a role
in their commitment to the team and thereby theekegf team learning exhibited.

This study focused on the individual in a groupgasss. Future research should
consider both the individual and group levels dyiamalysis. The individual measure
about the team processes requires that team pescessinderstood as well. As both
levels are studied simultaneously, greater insighte gained into how individuals
enact the group process. Recommendations regaehngcontext and characteristic

differences as described previously are also agipkcat the group level. The
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recommendations related to performance are vahdedls Performance can be measured
at the group level through project grades and witasible in other contexts through

actual project results in terms of time to complgtelity, or quantity.

Limitations

Limitations in this study will be discussed inghrareas, those related to the
sample, design and analysis. The sample of 2@Ests met the sample size required for
exploratory factor analysis suggested by GuadagmaliVelicer (1988). Other
researchers have suggested larger sample sizessafiple used in this study was from
one university and business school. This samplemoatake into account difference
between institutions. In the same way the inclusibstudents from only two classes
limits the range of team types and task typeswieaé included. Differences in task
structure may constrain team creativity.

The model was initially developed in the businedigcation context (Kayes &
Kayes, 2007; Kayes & Burnett, 2005, 2006), and stusly was conducted in the
classroom. The extent to which the model and thasome will hold in similar teams
outside of the classroom setting remains to be.d&@th are expected to be applicable to
adult learners. Further research to test the mamttimeasure with different team
contexts and characteristics is needed.

The design of the study also presents a numbémdations. The cross-sectional
survey design of the study does not allow any amsichs to be made about causality.
This single point of data collection does not cdasichanges that may occur over time.

That is to say that learning beliefs and behavioay be different at different points in
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time as a result of changes to individual memlbesieam as a whole or the
environment in which the team operates.

Self-report measures are inherently problematicl$Bkoff & Organ, 1986). The
measure developed for this study is no differehe Tonstructs in the study were each is
measured through one self-report measure, cretfengpportunity for common method
variance problems. A measure can also suffer fronsistency motif and social
desirability. Peer evaluations compared with tHeassessment revealed perception
differences between the self and peer assessmeantegdersonal understanding. As with
any developmental tool of this kind, it is importéor participants to be made aware of
the limitations and the fact that they will be bestved by responding as honestly as
possible. In addition, gathering assessments femmtmembers and/or third parties
would also be helpful as a development tool to Bmpnt the individual measure from
this study.

Limitations are also present related to the amaly®ne of the assumptions of
regression analysis is that the data are distribntemally. The data in this study were
moderately skewed in the positive direction. Stepee taken to transform the data into a
normal distribution in order to meet the assumptidmmee methods, the square root
transformation, logarithmic transformation, andarse transformation, were used. None
of these transformations were sufficient to essdiblhe data as a normal distribution. In

addition the high intercorrelations between thealdes may have influenced the results.

Conclusion

This study is the first step in the developmerd ofieasure and model of

individual self-perception of team learning for usé¢he business education classroom.
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It provides new insight about the role of the indual in the team learning process
model benefiting researchers and instructors alkgure research, as suggested, will

further this understanding allowing for businedsosds to better prepare students for

today’s business world.
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APPENDIX A:
SELF-PERCEPTION OF TEAM LEARNING BELIEFS AND BEHAVI ORS

QUESTIONNAIRE

Team Learning Beliefs and Behaviors

The numbered items below are sentence endings \Wkigim with “As a team member

|.” Consider the semester-long team that you arember of in this class. As objectively
as possible, evaluate each of the items. Yourifinptession is sufficient; there is no
need to overthink the question. There is no righwimng answer, and your evaluation
will have no impact on your team’s class perforngar@ircle the number that represents
the degree to which the sentence very accuratalgrpinaccurately represents you in
your team.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Mostly Slightly Neutral Slightly Mostly Very
Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate  Accurate

As a team member ...
believe that team members have the freedom to sliféeeent
opinions.

don’t pay attention to the mood swings of othenteaembers.
know the specific areas of expertise of team member

believe that team members typically share a comgoah

think it is unacceptable for one team member tdlehge another
team member’s viewpoint.

know when a team member is having a bad day.

understand the unique work performed by team mesnber

generally focus on the team goal more than anyiradieidual
team member’s goal.

believe it is acceptable for team members to seyesiting that
may be controversial.

know when other team members are under stress.

© 0O N o O M W N R
N N e T =
g o g o g g g o
N NN NN NN N

[
o

am unaware of the strengths and weaknesses oftetirar
members.

e
N

share the same goals as other team members.

=
w

encourage team members to express different viewgoi

am aware of the feelings and moods of team mentheisg
meetings.

|_\
N
N RN N RN N N N D NN DN NN N DN

W W W W W W w W ww W wWww w w
~ A A A A DA DDA B
o O O O O O O O O O O O o o O
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=
(6]

know which team member is best assigned to eakh tas
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Mostly Slightly Neutral Slightly Mostly Very
Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate  Accurate

As a team member I...
16 focus on meeting individual member goals rathen tiv@ group
goals.

17 give other team members feedback without offentiiegn.

am aware of the interpersonal dynamics betweerr tthen

18 members.
19 believe that each team member should have cleaityed tasks.

recognize how individual team members’ goals fivith team
goals.

21 am supportive when other team members admit mistake

20

22 recognize when a team member is in a bad mood.
23 understand the division of labor among team members

24 understand the individual goals of team members.

am often uncertain about whether or not my tearhbil

25 successful.

26 keep other team members informed about my work.

e R N - e e e e
N NN NN NN NN DNDDNDDN
N NN NN NN NN NN N

take corrective action when my team faces an uret@ge
problem.

share my knowledge of the team’s processes an@qbuoes with
other team members.

27

28
29 know that my team can accomplish anything.

30 am only aware of my work on the team.

31 help the team with unexpected team issues.

32 regularly review how the team accomplishes work.

33 am confident that my team will perform well.

34 get work done with other team members without bédtd)how.
35 get stuck when the team faces a roadblock.

36 correct possible mistakes before they happen.

37 believe that my team will be successful.

38 coordinate my work with other team members.

39 know what to do if something unusual goes wrong.

40 suggest improvement to team processes and procedure

W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W wWw w w w w w w w
B T S e e T e S S . . T~ S S S e . T N S L
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P PR R R R R R R R R R R R
N RN N RN NN DNDNDNDDNDNDDNDDNDDN
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41 Dbelieve that my team can solve any issues it faces.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Mostly Slightly Neutral Slightly Mostly Very
Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate  Accurate

As a team member |...

42 stay up-to-date on the status of other team mermver&. 1 23 456 7
step in when other team members encounter an uciexpe

43 problem. 1234567

44 often repeat the same mistakes. 1 23 456 7

45 believe that my team will perform better than otteams. 1 23 456 7

46 ﬁ;(r:gmpllsh work with other team members withouthkimg too 1234567

47 discuss how the team should respond to team setbdwin they 123456 7
occur.

48 suggest ways for the team to improve 1 23 456 7
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APPENDIX B:

CARD SORT ANALYSIS MATRIX

m)

# | ®
€| S
213 Original
As a team member |I... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
Roles: The degree to which team members have a distiaigial of labor, understand the strengths and wesdes of other members, and know {
unique skills or tasks assigned to other members.

11 4 | am unaware of the strengths and78.57% Roles Moderate agreement. am unaware of the strengths
weaknesses of team members. | 21.43% Interpersonal Confusion with interpersonal | and weaknesses of other tean
(reverse-scored item) Understanding understanding may be due to | members. (reverse-scored ite

—weaknesses of ‘other’ team| reverse-scoring or the idea of
preferences in the definition of
interpersonal understanding.
Although agreement is
moderate, the item is
fundamental to this construct.
Minor Change.

19 6 | believe that each team member 78.57% Roles Moderate agreement. believe that each team memb
should have clearly divided tasks14.29% Coordinating Fundamental to constru®io | should have clearly divided

7.14% Goals Change. tasks.

3 29 | know the specific areas of 92.86% Roles Excellent agreement. know the specific areas of
expertise of team members. 7.14% Trust Fundamental to the construct. expertise of team members.

No Change

15 | 33| know which team member is besB5.71% Roles Excellent agreement. know which team member is

assigned to each task. 14.29% Coordinating Fundamental to the construct. best assigned to each task.
No Change.

23 | 44| understand the division of laborn 92.86% Roles Great agreement. Fundamentglinderstand the division of labor

among team members. 7.14% Coordinating to the constructNo Change. | among team members.
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* | #*
€| S
218 Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
—...labor among the team
members.
7 46 | understand the unique work 78.57% Roles Moderate agreement. understand the unique work
performed by team members. | 14.29% Coordinating Fundamental to the construct.| performed by team members.
7.14% Confidence No Change.
—...performed by each team
member.
Goals: The degree to which the team members share pencgphat they have a clear and shared goal or @npurpose.

4 12 | believe that team members 92.86% Goals Excellent agreement. Changegbelieve that team members
typically share a common 7.14% Confidence ‘purpose’ to goals to remain | typically share a common goal.
purpose. consistentMinor Change.

16 | 19 | focus on meeting individual 100% Goals Excellent agreemenio focus on meeting individual
member goals rather thanthe | __  meeting personal goals | Change. member goals rather than the
group goals. (reverse-scored | rather... group goals. (reverse-scored
item) itemn)

8 20 | generally focus on the team 57.14% Goals Weak agreement. It appears | generally focus on the team
success more than any one 21.43% Confidence that the idea of success causegoal more than any one
individual team member’s 14.29% Continuous confusion by focusing on the | individual team member’s goal.
success. Improvement outcome. This item has been

7.14% Trust rewritten to be consistent with
—...1 focus on the team’s the definition regarding goals.
success more than the succegdviajor Change.
of individual team members.
20 | 36 | recognize how individual team | 92.86% Goals Excellent agreemenio recognize how individual team

members’ goals fit in with team

goals.

7.14% Interpersonal

Change.

Understanding

members’ goals fit in with team

goals.
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* | #*
€| S
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
—Delete ‘in.’
12 | 38 | share the same goals as other | 92.86% Goals Excellent agreemenilo share the same goals as other
team members. 7.14% Confidence Change. team members.
24 | 45| understand the individual goals|df00% Goals Excellent agreemenio understand the individual goals
team members. Change. of team members.
Team Confidence:The group confidence level, in terms of how stignige group members share the perception thateheyaccomplish the task
put forth before them.
33 1 | am confident that my team will | 100% Confidence Excellent agreemeéhb. am confident that my team will
perform well. Change. perform well.
25 2 | am often uncertain about whethe®2.86% Confidence Excellent agreemenilo am often uncertain about
or not my team will be 7.14% Goals Change. whether or not my team will be
successful. (reverse-scored item)__often — largely or just delete successful. (reverse-scored
item)
41 8 | believe that my team can 71.43% Confidence Weak agreement. Confusion | believe that my team can solve
typically solve any issues it come21.43% Adapting with adapting likely due to the| any issues it faces.
up against. 7.14% Trust idea that it is an issue that
—...it comes up against (2x) | ‘comes up.Change
—...Issues which/that it comes
against?
37 9 | believe that my team will be 92.86% Confidence Excellent agreemenilo

successful.

7.14% Trust

Change.

believe that my team will be
successful.
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* | #*
€| S
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
45 10| believe that my team will perforp85.71% Confidence Good agreemenho Change. | believe that my team will
better than other teams. 14.29% Continuous perform better than other
Improvement teams.
—Other teams: any team or
comparable teams/relevant
teams?
29 | 28| know that my team can 92.86% Confidence Excellent agreemenio know that my team can
accomplish anything. 7.14% Goals Change. accomplish anything.
—'believe’ instead of ‘know’
—...of each team member
Interpersonal Understanding: The degree to which team members can recognize@ngrehend the emotional states, preferences|airanships

of individuals in the group.

9

[®XN

14 5 | Aware of the feelings and mo0ds92.86% Interpersonal Excellent agreemenitlinor am aware of the feelings and
of team members at each Understanding Change. moods of team members durif
meeting. 7.14% Coordinating meetings.

—Member | ‘am’ aware (3x)
—...team members during
meetings.

2 16 | don'’t pay attention to individual| 100% Interpersonal Excellent agreementdinor don’t pay attention to the moo
team member mood swings. Understanding Change. swings of other team member
(reverse-scored item) —_attention to the mood (reverse-scored item)

swings of other team members.
18 | 27| know how team members get | 71.43% Interpersonal Weak agreement. Changes | am aware of the interpersonal

along.

Understanding
14.29% Coordinating
7.14% Adapting

7.14% Trust

attempt to emphasize
interpersonal relationship.

Change

dynamics between other team
members.
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el 2
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
6 31| know when a team member is | 100% Interpersonal Excellent agreemenilo know when a team member ig
having a bad day. Understanding Change. having a bad day.
—Seems like a repeat of #47
10 | 32| know when individual team 100% Interpersonal Excellent agreemenitlinor know when other team
members are under stress. Understanding Change. members are under stress.
—Unable to classify
—...I can tell when other team
22 | 47| understand when a team membed2.86% Interpersonal Excellent agreemenilo recognize when a team member
is in a bad mood. Understanding Change. is in a bad mood.
7.14% Trust
—...I recognize when a...
—Seems like a repeat of #31
Trust: The shared perception by team members about theer@f the group and its members (including tlaelés) regarding the psychological
climate, emotional disposition of the group, anel diegree to which members of the group are willinghare sensitive information, especially as it
relates to people’s ability to feel safe to makadmit errors and mistakes, or take challengingpatroversial positions without fear of serious
repercussions.
21 3 | am supportive when other tean 57.14% Trust Weak agreement. Confusion | am supportive when other team

members admit mistakes.

35.71% Interpersonal
Understanding
7.14% Continuous
Improvement

—This seems to intend to mes
continuous improvement but

with interpersonal
understanding likely due to
inclusion of emotion in
definition. Item is fundamenta
a0 the construciNo Change.

sounds like asking about trust

members admit mistakes.
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* | #*
€| S
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
9 7 | believe that it is acceptable for | 76.92% Trust Moderate agreement. Edited tobelieve it is acceptable for tea
team members to say something 7.69% Interpersonal make clearerChange members to say something th
that may be seen as unpopular.| Understanding may be controversial.
7.69% Roles
—I believe it is acceptable
...may be unpopular.
—Unable to classify
1 11| believe that team members shouk¥.14% Trust Weak agreement. The reason believe that team members
share different opinions. 21.43% Interpersonal for sharing different opinions is have the freedom to share
Understanding ambiguous, leading to different opinions.
7.14% Coordinating confusion with four other
7.14% Continuous constructs. Need to refocus on
Improvement the idea that it is acceptable,
7.14% Adapting not a requiremenChange.
—...that all team members
should share their opinions
(even if they are different)
13 17| encourage team membersto | 57.14% Trust Weak agreement. Confusion | encourage team members to

express many different

viewpoints.

28.57% Continuous
Improvement
7.14% Interpersonal
Understanding
7.14% Roles

—Delete ‘many’

with interpersonal
understanding addressed in
rewrite of definition.Minor
Change.

express different viewpoints.
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* | #*
€| S
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item

17 22 | give others team members 64.29% Trust Weak agreement. Confusion | give other team members
feedback without them being 21.43% Interpersonal with interpersonal feedback without offending
offended. Understanding understanding likely due to | them.

7.14% Continuous inclusion of emotion in
Improvement definition. Item is fundamenta
7.14% Adapting to the constructMinor
—Others team members? | Change.

—...without offending them.

5 43 | think it is unacceptable for othef 100% Trust Excellent agreemeniinor think it is unacceptable for one
team members to challenge othet__ for one team member to | Change. team member to challenge
team member’s view point. challenge another... another team member’s view
(reverse-scored item) —...challenge others’ point. (reverse-scored item)

viewpoint: this wording is a bit
confusing but not sure how to
reword
Coordinating: The seamless, often tacit or unconscious, organiiiverse roles; coordination of knowledge agsponsibility in teams.
38 | 23| help coordinate team member a92.86% Coordinating Excellent agreement. This itemcoordinate my work with other,

they work with one another.

7.14% Roles

—Member needs to be plural
(2x)

—What does ‘coordinate’
mean here? Physically
organizing/emotionally

guiding?

is quite leader focused,
inconsistent with member
measureChange

team members.

99



Df

* | #*
€| S
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
26 | 25| keep others team members 71.43% Coordinating Weak agreement. The idea of| keep other team members
informed about my independent| 21.43% Roles independent work seems to be informed about my work.
work. 7.14% Interpersonal confused with individual roles
Understanding Minor Change.
—Others team members?
—Other team members (2x)
42 | 26| keep up to date on the progress 6&.29% Coordinating Weak agreement. The focus | stay up-to-date on the status (
team projects. 28.57% Continuous needs to be on getting work | other team members’ work.
Improvement done not on improvement. The
7.14% Roles focus on progress may have
—Add hyphens to up-to-date | implied improvementMinor
Change
30 | 34| never ask what other members| 50% Coordinating Weak agreement. Focus on | am only aware of my work on
are going to do. (reverse-scored 28.57% Roles getting work done together the team. (reverse-scored iten
item) 7.14% Trust instead of what members are
7.14% Confidence going to do, which implies
—'never ask’? identifying roles Change
46 | 48| work with other team members| 64.29% Coordinating Weak agreement. This item | accomplish work with other

without thinking too hard about
it.

14.29% Interpersonal
Understanding
7.14% Trust

7.14% Confidence
7.14% Roles

—Wording is funny. Not sure

exactly where it fits.

focuses on the tacit element o
the construct and cannot be
entirely eliminatedChange

fteam members without thinkin
too hard.

«
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* | #*
€| S
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
New One item was moved to get work done with other team
34 adapting. A new item was members without being told

added such that two items
address the tacit element of th
constructNew.

how.
is

Adapting: The team’s ability to respond to unexpected irgkamd external demands resulting from problemsraadblocks by adjusting actions

)

and beliefs.
31 13| can respond to new issues as th&®.57% Adapting Moderate agreement. Attempt help the team with unexpecte
arise. 21.43% Continuous is made to distinguish from team issues.
Improvement continuous improvement by
adding ‘unexpected,” and focus
is given to this being an
internal issueChange
a7 15| discuss with other team member35.71% Adapting No agreement. Changes madediscuss how the team should

how to deal with team setbacks.

42.86% Continuous
Improvement
14.29% Coordinating
7.14% Trust

—Member needs to be plural
(3%)

—Perhaps delete ‘team’
setbacks since individual
setbacks can also slow down

team.

in an attempt to distinguish
from continuous improvement
by emphasizing that the
discussion is an immediate
response to an issue rather th
a reflective analysis of the
processChange

respond to team setbacks whg
they occur.

2N
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* | ®
el 2
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
35 | 21| get stuck when the team faces p92.86% Adapting Excellent agreemenilo get stuck when the team faces
roadblock. (reverse-scored item) 7.14% Continuous change roadblock. (reverse-scored
Improvement item)
—Or should this be: | believe
the team often gets stuck when
it faces a roadblock.
43 | 24| help my team when it faces a | 28.57% Adapting No agreement. The idea of
tense situation. 21.43% Coordinating tense situations seems to be
21.43% Trust confused with getting work
14.29% Interpersonal done and with interpersonal
Understanding issuesRemove
14.29% Continuous
Improvement
39 | 30| know what to do if something | 85.71% Adapting Good agreement. Add know what to do if something
goes wrong. 14.29% Continuous emphasis to the issues that haweusual goes wrong.
Improvement gone wrong being unusual.
Minor Change.
34 | 39 | step in when other team members.14% Coordinating No agreement with step in when other team
Change have a problem. 35.71% Adapting Coordination, which is what | members encounter an

to item
#43

28.57% Continuous
Improvement
21.43% Roles
7.14% Trust

—This card could be adapting
or roles to me.

this items was originally
intended for. Item moved and
changed to address the
response to a sudden change
Change.

unexpected problem.
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€| S
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
27 | 42| take corrective action when my| 71.43% Adapting Weak agreement. Fundamentatake corrective action when m
team faces an unexpected 21.43% Continuous to the constructNo Change team faces an unexpected
problem. Improvement problem.

7.14% Roles

Continuous Improvement: Working together to incrementally improve the té&aability to learn and respond to

sharin

g information and avoiding mistakes.

ongoing andirmuthallenges by

36

14

correct possible mistakes befor
they happen.

£85.71% Continuous
Improvement
14.29% Adapting

Good agreemenho Change.

correct possible mistakes
before they happen.

2S.

40 18| evaluate team processes and | 57.14% Continuous Weak agreement. Emphasis | suggest improvement to team
procedures. Improvement added with ‘suggest processes and procedures.
35.71% Coordinating improvement’ to minimize
7.14% Adapting confusion with coordinating.
Change
44 | 35| often repeat the same mistakes 57.14% Continuous Weak agreement. Fundamentabften repeat the same mistake
several times. (reverse-scored | Improvement to the constructMinor (reverse-scored item)
item) 28.57% Adapting Changes
7.14% Trust
7.14% Goals
—Delete ‘several times’
28 | 37| share my knowledge with team| 42.86% Continuous No agreement. Focus given tg share my knowledge of the

members who are less
experienced.

Improvement
42.86% Coordinating
14.29% Adapting

—...members with less
experience.

sharing knowledge about

team’s processes and

processes and procedures rathprocedures with other team

than knowledge in general.
Removed the idea of less
experienced since most stude
team members will have the
same amount of training.
Change

members.

nt
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€| S
1S Original
As a team member |... Card sort results Analysis Analysis/final item
32 | 40| suggest several alternative ways50% Continuous Improvement No agreement. Changed to | regularly review how the team
to solve a problem. 42.86% Adapting focus to review rather than accomplishes work.
7.14% Coordinating solving problems that could
—Sounds more like problem | arise unexpectedlfChange
solving
48 | 41| suggests ways for the team to | 92.86% Continuous Excellent agreemeniinor suggest ways for the team to
improve. Improvement Change. improve.

7.14% Adapting
—...| often suggest ways...
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APPENDIX C:

CONVERGENT MEASURES

Team Assessment

Consider the semester-long team that you are a ereofiln this class. As objectively as
possible, evaluate each of the following statemehtait your team. Your first
impression is sufficient; there is no need to dviek the question. There is no right or
wrong answer, and your evaluation will have no iotgan your team’s class
performance. Circle the number representing theegetp which you agree with the
statement, from Completely Disagree to Completejyet

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely  Mostly Slightly Neutral Slightly Mostly  Completely
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
Roles
1 My team members depend on me for informationamtad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 | depend on my team members for informationandcadv 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 The team members agree on what we want to accdmplis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 Wh_en my team members succeed in their jobs, it svotk 1 234656 7

positively for me.

Goals

1 This team is united in trying to reach its goals fo 1 234656 7
performance.

2 LirzkunhappyW|th my team'’s level of commitment et 1 234656 7

3 The team members have conflicting aspirationstertéam’s 1 234656 7
performance.

4 This team does not give me enough opportunitiés psove 1 234656 7

my personal performance.
Team Confidence

1 This team has confidence in itself. 2 3456 7

2 This team believes that no assignment is too tdogbs. 12 3 456 7

3 This team expects to be known as a highly perfoggmoup. 12 3 4 5 6 7
This team believes it can become exceptionally goatl

4 . . 1234567
successfully accomplish each assignment.

5 This team believes it can be effective. 43 4567

6 This team can get a lot done when it works hard. 213 4 5 6 7
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Interpersonal Understanding
Unless someone came out and said it, group members

1 , . 1234567
wouldn’t know if one of our group members was upset

2 People in our group keep their concerns hidden. 213 4 5 6 7

3 In any3|tuat|op, our group could tell you what leatember 1 234567
would be worried about.

4 When one of us is in a bad mood, people in themgratice. 12 3 4 5 6 7

Coordinating

1 Team members elaborate on each other’s informatioin 1 234567

ideas.

Information from team members is complemented with
information from other team members.

Team members draw conclusions from the ideas tkat a

3 discussed in the team. 1234567

2

Continue to evaluate your semester-long team agediyprating the accuracy of the
following statements using the scale Very InacaitatVery Accurate

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Mostly Slightly Neutral Slightly Mostly Very
Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate  Accurate

Adapting

This team tends to handle differences of opiniovngpely or
off-line, rather than addressing them directly asaup.
Team members go out and get all the informatiog the

2 possibly can from others—such as a customerorpéms 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
of the organization.

We invite people from outside the team to present
information or have discussion with us.

Continuous Improvement
We regularly take time to figure out ways to impgawur

1

3

1 , 1234567
team’s work processes.

5 Thlstgam frequently seeks new information thadi$eas to 1 23456 7
make important changes.

3 In this team, some(?ne always makes sure that westo 1 234567
reflect on the team’s work processes.

4 People in thlst_eam o_ften speak up to test assonmgébout 1 234567
issues under discussion.

Trust

1 goﬁou make a mistake on this team, it is ofterdhrejainst 1 234567
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Members on this team are able to bring up problanas
tough issues.

People on this team sometimes reject others fargbei
different.

It is safe to take a risk on this team.

It is difficult to ask other members of this teaon help.
No one on this team would deliberately act in a Wt
undermines my efforts.

Working with members of this team, my unique skalixl
talents are valued and utilized.
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APPENDIX D:

PEER ASSESSMENT

Write the name of each team member across theftibye space provided. Evaluate each

of your team members by circling the number that beflects each of the statements.

Team Member Nam

Is aware of the unique skills anc
abilities of other team members

1 Very inaccurate
2 Mostly inaccurate

and agrees that tasks should be ij’(':'(?lﬂ‘:;yte
divided based on team members’ 4 Neutral

strengths and weaknesses

5 Slightly accurate
6 Mostly accurate
7 Very accurate

Is aware of how individual team
members’ individual goals fit

1 Very inaccurate
2 Mostly inaccurate

within the team goal and focuses %i‘gﬁ:ge
on accomplishing the team goals 4 Neutral

5 Slightly accurate
6 Mostly accurate
7 Very accurate

Is confident that the team will
succeed

1 Very inaccurate
2 Mostly inaccurate
3 Slightly
inaccurate

4 Neutral

5 Slightly accurate
6 Mostly accurate
7 Very accurate

Believes it is acceptable to shar
their opinion, discuss other tean

=

1 Very inaccurate
2 Mostly inaccurate

on, d 3 Slightly
memberg opinions even when inaccurate
those opinions are unpopular, ar 4 Neutral

acknowledge a mistake

5 Slightly accurate
6 Mostly accurate
7 Very accurate

Is aware of other team member|
moods, feelings, and stress leve

S
als

NO O PAWNRERP NOOPRAWNPEP NOOPRARWNREP NOOPRARWNRERP NOOPMAWNPE

NOOPA,WNRERP NOOPRAWNPEP NOOPRARWNREP NOOPRARWNRER NOOPRAWNPE

~NO OB WNRP ~NOOPRWNRERP NOOORRWNRERP  NOOORRWNR NOOTRRWDN PR

~NO O PR WNRP ~NOOPRARWNRERP NOOORRWNRERPI NOOORRWNRP NOORWDN PR

NOOPA~A,WNRERP NOOPRAWNRPEP NOOPRARWNREP NOOPRARWNRERP NOOPRA,WDNPE

1 Very inaccurate
2 Mostly inaccurate
3 Slightly
inaccurate

4 Neutral

5 Slightly accurate
6 Mostly accurate
7 Very accurate
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Team Member Nam

Accomplishes work with the
team by staying up-to-date with
other team members’ activities
and keeping the team appraise
of his or her own activity

1 Very inaccurate
2 Mostly inaccurate
3 Slightly
inaccurate

4 Neutral

5 Slightly accurate
6 Mostly accurate
7 Very accurate

Responds to, and helps the tea
respond to, unexpected and
unusual events so that the tean
work still gets done

m

'S

1 Very inaccurate
2 Mostly inaccurate
3 Slightly
inaccurate

4 Neutral

5 Slightly accurate
6 Mostly accurate
7 Very accurate

Helps the team improve how
work is accomplished by
evaluating and suggesting
improvements to team processg
and procedures

~NOOPR~A,WNRERP NOOOR~AWNPRERP NOOPRAWDNPRE

~NOoOOPR~,WNRERP NOOORAAWNPRERP NOOPRMAWDNPRE

~NO O PR WNRERP NOOORRWNRER(NOOIRAWDN P

~NO O PR WNRERP NOOORRWNRER(NOOIRAWDN PR

NOoOOR~r,WNRERP NOOOR~AWNPREP NOOPMAWDNPRE

1 Very inaccurate
2 Mostly inaccurate
3 Slightly
inaccurate

4 Neutral

5 Slightly accurate
6 Mostly accurate
7 Very accurate
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APPENDIX E:

PEER APPRAISAL

Evaluate each member of your semester-long teaairdding the number that best
reflects the extent to which he or she participateas prepared, helped the group excel,
and was a team player. Use the following ratings:

4 Usually (over 90% of the time)
3 Frequently (more often than not)

2 Sometimes (less than half the time)
1 Rarely (never or once in a great while)

Preparation

Is prepared for team meeting; has read course ialad@d understands the issues and subject matter;

completes team assignments on time; attends amdtime to team meetings.

Participation and Communication U
Articulates ideas effectively when speaking or ingt submits papers without grammatidal
errors; listens to others; encourages others ko itapersuasive when appropriate. ()
Helps Group Excel
Expresses great interest in group success by diaudeas and U U
suggestions; initiates problem solving; influenaed encourages
others to set high standards; doesn’t accept justcea but looks for () ()
the best idea; stays motivated from beginning thafrthe project.
Team Player U U U
Knows when to be a leader and a follower; keeps an
open mind; compromises when appropriate; can take [} () [}
criticism; respects others.
U U U U

Member Name Team Helps Group | Communication | Preparation

Player Excel

4 usually 4 usually 4 usually 4 usually

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

4 usually
3 frequently
2 sometimes

4 usually
3 frequently
2 sometimes

4 usually
3 frequently
2 sometimes

4 usually
3 frequently
2 sometimes

1 rarely 1 rarely 1 rarely 1 rarely

4 usually 4 usually 4 usually 4 usually

3 frequently | 3 frequently | 3 frequently 3 frequently
2 sometimes| 2 sometimes | 2 sometimes 2 sometimes
1 rarely 1 rarely 1 rarely 1 rarely

4 usually 4 usually 4 usually 4 usually

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

4 usually

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

4 usually
3 frequently
2 sometimes

1 rarely

4 usually

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

4 usually

3 frequently
2 sometimes
1 rarely

Adapted from Baker, 2008.
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APPENDIX F:

CONSTRUCT DEFINITIONS AND DESCRIPTIONS

| Definition | Description

Shared task beliefs

Goals Team members’ The degree to which the team members share
knowledge of the perceptions that they have a clear and shared
team goals and goal and understand individual goals in the
individual goals context of the group goals.
within the context of
the team.

Roles Team members’ The degree to which team members know the
knowledge of each | strengths and weaknesses of other members;
other’s ability. know the unique skills or tasks expected of

other members; and believe that tasks should
be divided between members.

Team Team members’ The degree to which team members share the

confidence belief that the team | perception that they can accomplish the team’s

he

k!
1S

will succeed. required task.

Shared interpersonal beliefs

Trust Team members’ The degree to which team members share t
belief that it is perception that it is acceptable to share
acceptable to share| sensitive or contrarian information. Includes
sensitive admitting errors/mistakes, providing feedbac
information. and taking challenging/controversial positior

without fear of repercussions.
Interpersonal Team members’ The degree to which team members can

understanding

knowledge of
interpersonal group
dynamics.

recognize and comprehend the emotional
states, preferences, or relationships of
individuals in the group.

Learning behaviors

Coordination

Team members’
ability to get work
done.

Team members’ ability to work seamlessly
together—consciously and unconsciously—

roles, sharing knowledge, managing work
processes, and assisting others.

get work done—including organizing diverse

o

D

9

Continuous Team members’ Team members’ ability to avoid mistakes an
improvement ability to improve improve the team’s performance by reviewir
how they get work | processes and procedures.

done.
Adapting Team members’ Team members’ ability to respond to

ability to respond to
unexpected and
unusual events and
still get work done.

unexpected and unusual demands, problem
and roadblocks—internal and external—tha
would prevent the team from accomplishing

work.
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