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ABSTRACT

ANTECEDENTS AND CONSEQUENCES OF SHARED MENTAL MODEL FOR
SERVICE TEAMS

Karanfil, Derya
M.S., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Siimer

July 2014, 138 pages

The aim of the present study was to examine personality traits of Agreeableness,
Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and their facets (i.e., Trust, Cooperation, Warmth,
and Achievement Striving) as antecedents and team performance, viability and
potency as consequences of shared mental model (SMM). In the present study, SMM
was operationalized both implicitly (i.e., relatedness ratings) and explicitly (i.e.,
questionnaire). In this regard, the study hypotheses were analyzed separately for two
implicit SMM measures (i.e. teamwork SMM and taskwork SMM) and one explicit
SMM measure. A total of 27 sale teams (with 128 team members) in a technology
retailer chain store constituted the sample of the study. Concerning antecedents of
SMM, the study results did not support the hypotheses regarding relationship
between SMM and team mean Trust, Extraversion, Warmth, and Consciousness.
However, the study results showed that whereas team mean levels of Agreeableness,
Cooperation, and Achievement Striving were positively related to SMM, team
variance in Trust and Warmth were negatively related to SMM. Besides, team mean
Extraversion was found to have a quadratic relationship with SMM. Concerning
consequences of SMM, while SMM exhibited positive relationships with both Team
Viability and Team Potency, surprisingly it exhibited an unexpected negative
relationship with Team Performance. The study findings are discussed along with the
limitations, potential contributions, and implications.

Keywords: Shared Mental Models, Personality, Team Performance, Team Viability,

Team Potency.
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SERVIS TAKIMLARI ICIN ORTAK ZI{HINSEL MODELLERIN ONCULERI VE
SONUCLARI

Karanfil, Derya
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Stiimer

Temmuz 2014, 138 sayfa

Mevcut calismanin amact ortak zihinsel modellerin (OZM) o6nciileri olarak
Uyumluluk, Disadoniiklik ve Sorumluluk Bilinci kisilik faktorleri ile onlarin alt
boyutlarin1 (Giiven, Isbirligi, Yakinlik ve Basar1 Kazanma Giidiisii) ve sonuglart
olarak da Takim Performansi, Siirdirilebilirligini ve Potansiyelini arastirmaktir.
Mevcut caligmada, OZM ortiik (iliski degerlendirmesi) ve agik (6z beyan/6lgek)
olmak tizere iki farkli yontem kullanilarak operasyonel olarak tanimlanmigtir. Bu
baglamda, ¢alismanin hipotezleri iki 6rtik OZM o6l¢iimii ve bir agtk OZM 6l¢timii
icin ayr1 ayri test edilmistir. Mevcut arastirmaya 128 takim iiyesinden olusan 27
takim katilmistir. OZM ile takim ortalama Giiven, Disadoniiklik, Yakinlik ve
Sorumluluk Bilinci arasindaki iliskilere yonelik hipotezler desteklenmezken, OZM
ile Uyumluluk, Isbirligi ve Basar1 Kazanma Giidiisii arasinda hipotez edilen pozitif
iligkiler desteklenmistir. Ayrica, mevcut c¢alisma bulgulari, giiven ve yakinlik
faktorlerinin takimdaki varyanslarmin OZM ile negatif yonde iligkili oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bir diger taraftan, beklenenin aksine, Disadoniikliik faktorii ve OZM
arasinda kuadratik bir iliski bulunmustur. OZM’nin sonuglari ile ilgili olarak OZM
takim stirdiirebilirligi ve potansiyeli ile pozitif olarak iliskili bulunurken, takim
performans1 ile beklenmedik bir sekilde negatif yonde iligkili bulunmustur.
Calismanin bulgular1, sinirliliklar, katkilari ve dogurgulari ile birlikte tartisilmistir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Ortak Zihinsel Model, Kisilik, Takim Performansi, Takim

Siirdiiriilebilirligi, Takim Potansiyeli.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to thank my supervisor Prof. Dr. H. Canan Siimer for support
and guidance she provided in all phases of the thesis. | feel lucky to work with her. |
would like to thank Assoc. Prof. Dr. Yonca Toker and Dr. Savas Ceylan for their
valuable feedback and contributions as committee members in my theses defense. |
would like to thank Mert Hiinakinci for his assistance in thesis data collection

process.

| would like to thank my friend, Umran Yiice Selvi, who always be there
whenever | need and shows patient to listen my complaints about thesis and offers
valuable advice for my personal and academic life. I would like to thank to my proof
reader, Emine Yiicel who respond my request always with kindness and always do

her best for me.

I would like to thank academic staff in Yildirim Beyazit University and my
officemates, without their support and assistance during my long and challenging

thesis process, | would experience burnout in work.

I would like to thank my friends, namely, Nihal, Ayca, Zehra, Nurdan, Latife,
Zeynep who have not Psychology major but always interested in my thesis process
and stood by me during this process. Without them, the process would be more

tough.

I would like to thank my family members, my father Tahsin Gokge, sisters
Esma Aktas, Kadriye Agir, and brother Yusuf Gokge for their endless support,
encouragement, patience. I would like to thank to my second family, Isa-Ayse
Karanfil and Hatice Karanfil. All members of my family always believe in me and

are there whenever | need.

| am grateful to my spouse, Mustafa Karanfil, for his unwavering support,

love, patience, and confidence. | feel lucky to have such a loving spouse.

I would like to acknowledge TUBITAK for the financial support they

provided during my graduate education.

Vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIARISM ... .ottt e et e e anae e i
AB ST RACT . iv
OZ ottt v
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ..ottt Vi
TABLE OF CONTENTS ...ttt vii
LIST OF TABLES ... oot X
CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION
L1 OVOIVIEW ettt ettt e e e e e e et e 1
1.2 Concept Of WOrK TEAMS .......ooviiiiiiiii i 4
1.2.1 Definitions and Types of Work Teams............cccevvevvveivevnernenne 4
1.1.2 Theoretical Models of TeaM ........cccevvvvereiiieiiiereeeieen 6
1.3 Shared Mental Model............ccooviiiiiiieceseee e 8
1.3.1 Measurement 0f SMM ........cccooiiiiiiniieieie e 12
1.3.2 Factors Facilitating Development of SMM ............ccccceeee. 15
1.3.3 Antecedents of SMM ... 16
1.3.3.1 Team Personality.........cccooeveiineniieninieeieeees 18
1.3.3.1.1 AQgreeableness .......ccccoeieieneninenieen, 19
1.3.3.1.2  EXraversion .........ccccceceveeveneneseenenenn, 21
1.3.3.1.3  CoNnsCIentioUSNESS ........ccverververrenreerennenn, 22
1.3.3.1.4 Team Composition Methods................. 22
1.3.4 Consequences OFf SMM .........ccccoiiiiiiinei e, 23
1.3.4.1 Team Performance ........cccocevieiinieiieienie e 24
1.3.4.2 Team Viability .......c.ccooooiiiiiiiiiie e, 25
1.3.4.3 Team POLENCY.....ccocviiiiiiiiieiiiee e 26
1.3 The Present Study and HypOtheses..........cccovveieniienc i, 27
2. METHOD
2.1 PartiCIPaNnTS.....ccoiiiiieiie et 29
2.2 IMIBASUIES ...ttt ettt ettt ettt nb e e e b e e 29
2.2.1 Brief Version of Personality...........cccccoovviiinineiiniiiseen, 29

Vii



2.2.2 Personality facets of Trust, Cooperation, Achievement

Striving and Warmth ... 30
2.2.3 Assessment of Teamwork SMM and Taskwork SMM:
IMPICIt APPIOACK ... 31
2.2.4 Team Assessment and Diagnostic Instrument (TADI)
EXPLCIt APPrOACH .....ooviiiicc et 33
2.2.5 PerfOrmMAanCe .......coooieiriiiiie e 34
2.2.6 Team Viability Measure...........cccocvevevieivsie i 35
2.2.7 Team POtenCy MEASUIE ..........ccceerriiririeiieieseeseee e 35
2.2.8 Demographic Information FOrm .........ccocevviiniiiiininicen. 35
2.3 PrOCEAUIE......ceuieeieiecte ettt 35
2.4 Data AQQregation ........ccccceveeiieeiieieeie e 36
3. RESULTS
3.1 OVEIVIBW ..ttt sttt ne et e s e nbe et enneenne s 39
3.2 Data SCrEENING ....ccveiveeiecie sttt sre s 39
3.3 Factor Analyses & Reliabilities ............ccccooeveiii i 40
3.4 Correlations between the Study Variables and Descriptive Statistics 42
3.5 Hypothesis Testing Concerning Antecedents of SMM....................... 43
3.6 Hypothesis Testing Concerning Consequences of SMM.................... 58
4. DISCUSSION
A1 OVEIVIBW ...ttt e et ta et st e teesaesneesteeneeeneesseeneenneennean 61
4.2 Discussion Of the RESUILS .......cccceviieiieie e 62
4.2.1 Discussion of Results Concerning Antecedents of SMM....... 62

4.2.2 Discussion of Results Concerning Consequences of SMM.... 67

4.2.3 Discussion of Results Concerning Differential Relationship

Exhibited by Implicit and Explicit Measures of SMM ....................... 70

4.3 Contributions and Practical Implications of the Study ...............ccceveneie. 71

4.4 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research................ 74

REFERENGES. ... ..ottt e e ee e e nee e 77
APPENDICES

A. TASK STATEMENTS OF THE CASHIER POSITION .......ccccovviiennnnen, 89

B. TASK STATEMENTS OF THE SALE ADVISOR POSITION................ 91

viii



C. TASK STATEMENTS OF THE COMMUNICATION ADVISOR

POSITION ..ottt ettt ena st nse s 93
D. TEAM TASK ANALYSIS QUESTIONAIRE .......cccoeovvereeereeeesreeienennn, 95
E. RELATEDNESS MATRIX ...coviiiieiiiieeiieeseeeesesssessesesesissesissenes e, 100
F. THE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RELATEDNESS RESPONSE
FORMAT ..ottt na st 101
G. SURVEY PACKAGE .....c.oiieteeeeeeeeeeteeseee e ses s sesisses s s sesansnens 104
H. TEAMS OBTAINED SMM SCORES IN TEAMWORK, TASKWORK,

AND TADI oottt en st 116
I. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON TRUST ....covvvverrrcrenane 117
J. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON COOPERATION .............. 118
K. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON ACHIEVEMENT

STRIVING ..ottt n sttt 119
L. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON WARMTH ......ccccovevnenee. 120
M. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON TEAM VIABILITY ......... 121
N. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON TEAM POTENCY .......... 122
O. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON EXPLICIT MEASURE OF

SMM (TADI) .ottt 123
P. TURKISH SUMMARY ....oooiiiiireiieesesiessesiesesesessesissssensssssssassenesnensnes 124
R. TEZ FOTOKOPISI IZIN FORMU .......cccccevvviiririeieieeeee e, 138



LIST OF TABLES
TABLES
Table 1 Descriptives Statistics and Zero Order Correlations at Individual Level.....44
Table 2 Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of the Study Variables........ 45
Table 3 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Agreeableness in Predicting the
three SIMIM MIEASUIES. ...\ vttt et 48
Table 4 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Trust in Predicting the three
SIMIM MEASUIES. . . .ttt et e eenaee 49
Table 5 Hierarchical Regression analyses for Trust Variance in Predicting the
tree SMIM MEASUIES. . ... .ttt et e e 50
Table 6 Hierarchical Regression analyses for Cooperation in Predicting the
three SIMIM MIBASUIES. . ... eeet et e 51
Table 7 Hierarchical Regression analyses for Extraversion in Predicting the
three SIMIM MBASUIES. . ...ttt e e e e 52
Table 8 Hierarchical Regression analyses for Extraversion in Predicting the
three SIMIM MBASUIES. ...\ttt et et et e e e e e e e aaaas 53
Table 9 Hierarchical Regression analyses for Warmth in Predicting the three
SIMIM MBASUIES. . ..ttt ettt 54
Table 10 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Warmth Variance in Predicting
the three SMIM MEaSUIES. .. ......oviut ittt 55
Table 11 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Conscientiousness in Predicting
the three SMM MEASUIES. ......uint it 56
Table 12 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Achievement Striving in
Predicting the three SIMM Measures. ........ooviriieiriiitiiiie e eeeenes 57
Table 13 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for the Taskwork SMM in
Predicting Team Performance..............cooooiiiiiiiiii e 58
Table 14 Hierarchical Regression analyses for the three measures of SMM in
Predicting Team Viability...........oooiii i 59
Table 15 Hierarchical Regression analyses for the three measures of SMM in
Predicting Team POtENCY.........iuiieii i e 60



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Technological advances have increased complexity of many work tasks,
which led to difficulties in completion of tasks independently (Mathieu, Heffner,
Goodwin, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000). As a response to technological advances and
uncertainty of work environment, a team based approach was implemented in order
to improve effectiveness (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Mathieu et al., 2000). In team
literature, there has been a shift from question “what predicts team effectiveness” to
“why some teams are more effective” than the other teams (llgen, Hollenbeck,
Johnson & Jundt, 2005). Shared cognition construct seems to contribute to our
understanding of the differences between ineffective and effective teams (Cannon-
Bowers & Salas, 2001). According to Salas and Cannon-Bowers (2001), shared
cognition construct covers the view that “effective team members hold knowledge

that is either compatible, complementary, and/or overlapping with teammates™ (p.
87).

As one approach to shared cognition, shared mental model (SMM), has
recently gained much research interest (Mathiue, Rapp, Maynard, & Mangos, 2010).
SMM construct that derived from mental model construct in cognitive psychology
has been regarded as one of cognitive architecture of teams (DeChurch & Mesner-
Magnus, 2010). At individual level, mental models are conceptual structures for
describing, explaining and predicting a system with which people interact (Rouse &
Morris, 1986). As a team level phenomenon, SMM was defined as “knowledge
structures held by members of a team that enable them to form accurate explanations
and expectations for the task, and in turn, to coordinate their actions and adapt their
behavior to the demands of the task and other team members” (Cannon-Bowers,
Salas & Converse, 1993, p. 228). Theoretical and empirical works suggest the
significance of “being on the same page” for team members in order to carry out
interaction necessary for obtaining the desired team outputs (Fisher, Bell, Dierdorff,
& Belohlav, 2012). Although a number of studies has been conducted on the role of

1



SMM on team effectiveness (e.g., Lim & Klein, 2006; Marks, Sabella, Burke, &
Zaccaro, 2002; Marks, Zaccaro & Mathieu, 2000; Mathieu et al. 2000; Rentsch &
Klimoski, 2001; Smith-Jentsch, Mathieu, & Kraiger, 2005), there still remains
questions to be researched about the measurement, outcomes, and antecedents of
SMM as well as the generalizability of the reported findings. The present study is an
attempt to answer some of these questions. More specifically, four aspects of SMM

are in the focus of the present study.

First, there have been varieties of approaches to measure SMM such as
repertory grids, verbal protocols, and card sorting (Smith-Jentsch, Campbell,
Milanovich & Reynolds, 2001); pathfinder analysis, multidimensional scaling
analysis and paired comparison method (Rentsch & Klimoski, 2001); and
interactively elicited cognitive mapping, concept mapping, and network analysis
(Mathieu et al., 2000). However, in their meta analysis DeChurch and Mesner-
Magnus (2010) showed that different measurement methods (i.e., relatedness ratings,
traditional rating format) of SMM differentially predict team processes and
performance. In addition, the work of Resick and colleagues (2010) on convergent,
discriminant, and predictive validity of the three SMM measurement metrics (i.e.,
structural networks, priority rankings, and importance ratings) indicated that there
was small overlap among these metrics. Aforementioned findings on SMM and its
measurement suggest operationalizing SMM with different methods to ensure
capturing underlying construct. Accordingly, in the present study, both implicit
(relatedness ratings) and explicit (self-report questionnaire format) methods of

measuring SMM were used.

Second, although the previous studies reported significant relationships of
SMM with some team output measures (e.g., performance indices) and team
processes (e.g. coordination, communication, back up behavior), little is known
about the role of SMM in promoting team affective outputs like team viability and
group potency. Hence, the present study examines the relationship between shared

mental model and team outputs of performance, team viability, and group potency.

Third, relatively less attention has been paid to the relationship between team

composition factors and SMM in the shared cognition research. Cognitive ability
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(Edward, Day, Arthur Jr. & Bell, 2006; Yang, Kang, & Mason, 2008) and
personality (Resick, Dickson, Mitchelson, Allison, & Clark, 2010) are among the
characteristics studied as antecedents of team mental model development. As
personality factors, Agreeableness (Yang et al., 2008; Resick et al., 2010) and
Conscientiousness (Resick et al., 2010) were hypothesized to be positively related
with mental model development, and the hypothesized relationship of Agreeableness
was supported. In the present study, in line with the suggestions of LePine and Van
Dyne (2001) on the need for facet level analysis in personality research, it was
expected that Agreeableness and its facets of Trust and Cooperation, Extraversion’s
facet of Warmth, Conscientiousness and its facet Achievement Striving would be
positively associated with both measures of SMM and Extraversion would be

negatively related with both measures of SMM.

Fourth, majority of the studies on the topic have been conducted in laboratory
settings. As Bradley, White, and Mennecke (2003) and Rentsch and Klimoski (2001)
stated, the generalizability of such studies to real life team context is likely to be
limited. Hence, the present study aims to deal with this generalizability problem by

being conducted in a field setting.

To summarize, the present study aimed to examine personality as antecedents
and team performance, team viability, and group potency as consequences of SMMs.
Furthermore, the hypotheses were examined in a naturalistic setting instead of a
controlled lab environment. Finally, the study was conducted on service teams as

opposed to actions teams on which majority of SMM research have been conducted.

In the following sections, first, a brief summary of the literature on work
teams is presented. Next, a review of the research findings on SMM construct is
presented; specifically, the literature on the antecedents and consequences of SMM is
overviewed along with a discussion of three personality traits (i.e., Agreeableness,
Extraversion, Conscientiousness) as the antecedents and team performance, viability
and potency as the consequences of SMM. Following this, hypotheses of the study

are presented.



1.2. Concept of Work Teams

There have been various definitions and taxonomies proposed for the team
construct. Along with different team definitions and team type classifications, there
have been a number of theoretical models of team effectiveness that were researched
in the team and group literatures. In the following two subsections, a brief summary
of the literature on definitions and types of work teams, and theoretical models of
team effectiveness are presented.

1.2.1. Definitions and Types of Work Teams
A team is ‘a distinguishable set of two or more people who interact,
dynamically, interdependently, and adaptively to achieve specified, shared, and
valued objectives’ (Morgan, Glickman, Woodard, Blaiwes, & Salas, 1986, p. 3).
Teams are regarded as having broader capabilities for complex tasks based on
enabling sharing of workload and monitoring of others member’s behaviors and
development expertise in subtasks (Mathieu et al., 2000). A team is comprehensively
defined as:
collection of individuals who are interdependent in their tasks, who share
responsibility for outcomes, who see themselves and who are seen by others as
an intact social entity embedded in one or more larger social systems (for
example, business unit or the corporation), and who manage their relationships

across organizational boundaries (Cohen & Bailey, p. 241).

Particularly, this definition reveals that team members are highly interdependent and
perform in an environment influencing their team functioning. llgen and colleagues
(2005) stated that in teams, there is a cycle in which team members interact with
each other and the environment. These interactions lead change in teams, their
members and their environment and this is more complex than simple cause and
effect relationship.

Teams are brought together in many different designs and are assigned to
different type of tasks (Mathieu et al., 2008). Accordingly, some researchers
developed different team type taxonomies (e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Sundstrom,
1990). For example, Sundstrom and colleagues (1990) reported four broad categories

of work team applications: advice and involvement teams, production/service teams,
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project/development teams, and action/negotiation teams. In 1999, Sundstrom
identified six types of teams: management teams, project teams, production teams,
action teams, parallel teams, and service teams. Production teams are responsible for
manufacturing and assembling products, and factory teams fall in this type of teams.
Service teams are responsible to carry out dyadic customer transactions. Maintenance
crews, food services and sale teams are examples for service teams. Third type of
teams is management teams. Management teams are formed by managers who are
responsible for planning and developing policies and coordinating organizational
activities. As the fourth team type, project teams are formed by experts who are
expected to carry out specific task in a specific time period. Research and
engineering teams fall under this type of team. The fifth team type, action teams, is
formed by members who repetitively encounter new occasions requiring
specialization and training. Sports teams, surgery teams and military teams are
examples of action teams. The final type is parallel teams. This type of teams is
temporary in nature, they function outside of the organization and they are
responsible for making suggestions or recommendations for the organization.
Employee involvement groups and advisory committees are examples of
management teams (as cited in Levi, 2011).

Compared to classification of Sundstrom (1990), Cohen and Bailey (1997)
provided a narrower classification with four types of teams: work teams, parallel
teams, project teams, and management teams. They asserted that their classifications
corresponds to the typology of Sundstrom (1990) developed as work teams overlap
with production and service teams, parallel teams with advice and involvement
teams, project teams with project and development teams.

According to Cohen and Bailey (1997), work teams are permanent in nature,
they produce goods or they provide services. Teams operating in manufacturing and
service settings are examples of this type. Work teams operate under supervisors who
decide what is to be done, by whom, and how it is done. Self managing teams fall
under the work teams. These authors indicated that parallel teams with members
from diverse departments and jobs operate parallel with the formal organization.
They have restricted authority and they only are expected to make recommendation

and suggestions to upper hierarchy in the organization. They are generally involved



in problem solving and improvement-oriented actions. Samples of parallel teams are
quality improvement teams, employee involvement groups, quality circles and task
forces. According to Cohen and Bailey (1997), project teams operate within time
limit to carry out non-repetitive tasks that require application of knowledge,
judgment, and expertise. Project teams are formed with members from different
disciplines and functional divisions, which enable application of specialized
expertise in the project. New product development teams are usually formed with
members from marketing, engineering, and manufacturing departments/units. At the
end of the project, members of such teams either go back to their functional units or
go to a new project. The final team type in Cohen and Bailey’s taxonomy is
management teams. Management teams have authority stemming from legitimate
hierarchy, and they are formed with managers of units such as research and
development, manufacturing, marketing, etc. Management teams at the top have
responsibility of establishing the organizational strategy and managing performance
of the organization. The complexity of global business has increased the usage of top
management teams (TMT).

The present study focused on the category of service teams based on
Sundstrom’s (1990) typology and work teams based on Cohen and Bailey’s (1997)
classification. Due to heterogeneity within and across team types, each type of team
requires different demands and operates differently from each other (Mathieu et al.,
2008). In line with, some researchers suggested that the context in team functioning
and the type of team should be taken into consideration in studying SMM (e.g.,
Mathieu, et.al, 2010). The majority of SMM field studies have been conducted with
action teams (e.g., Chou,Wang,Wang, Huang, & Cheng, 2008) in laboratory settings
and recently team cognition researchers have called for studies on other team types
(e.g., Mohammed et al., 2010). Accordingly, the present study examined the
antecedents and outcomes of shared mental models in a naturalistic setting with
service teams.

1.2.2 Theoretical Models of Team

The central role of processes in team effectiveness resulted in development of
team effectiveness models in which input-process-output (I-P-O) framework have

been commonly applied (Marks, Mathiue, & Zaccora, 2001). In this framework,
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conditions present before team performance including member, team, and
organizational characteristics are referred to as inputs. Processes refer to mechanism
in which inputs are converted to outputs and represent team interaction to accomplish
the task. Marks and his colleagues (2001) indicated that beyond abilities and talents
of team members, the success of teams also depends on team processes used to
accomplish the work. The authors described team processes as ‘“members'
interdependent acts that convert inputs to outcomes through cognitive, verbal, and
behavioral activities directed toward organizing task work to achieve collective
goals” (p.357). The last component of the model, outputs refer to products, services,
and results of team performance (Mathieu et al., 2000).

Although this framework had substantial influence on empirical research,
llgen and colleagues (2005) argued that this framework is not sufficient to capture
the complex and adaptive system of teams. They provided three reasons for their
argument in their review on teams in organizations. First, they argued that the classic
I-P-O framework failed to capture the cycle of I-P-O as it assumed a linear path from
inputs to outputs through processes. Indeed, due to feedback among these
components of the framework, an output was regarded as the input of the subsequent
team processes and outputs. Second, they asserted that there were reported
interactions among these three components: inputs and processes, processes, and
inputs. Lastly, they mentioned that the proposed mediator variables examined in the
literature based on this framework were not actually processes.

A similar clarification concerning team processes was proposed by Cohen
and Bailey (1997) in their heuristic model of group effectiveness. Their model
moved away from the “input-process-output” framework and distinguished team
processes from psychosocial traits including norms, SMM, cohesion, beliefs or
emotional tone. Psychosocial traits have direct effects on outcomes and indirect
effects through internal (e.g., conflict and communication with group members) and
external (e.g., conflict and communication with external others) processes on
outcomes, suggesting that psychosocial traits are affected by inputs and processes,
and they themselves affect both processes and outputs. Regarding team processes,
Marks et al. (2001) highlighted the general concern about the selection and

operationalization of process variables despite the well established conceptual



meaning of team process. They asserted that although some constructs (e.g., team
cohesion and collective efficacy) do not represent interaction processes, they were
referred to as process variables in several studies. According to the researchers, these
variables denote team member attitudes, values, cognitions, and motivations instead
of interaction processes. They termed these variables as “emergent states” and
defined them as “... constructs that characterize properties of the team that are
typically dynamic in nature and vary as a function of team context, inputs, processes
and outcomes” (p.357). They argued that psychosocial traits should be considered as
emergent states instead of traits since traits are more stable than states.

Concerning deficiencies of the 1-P-O framework, Ilgen and colleagues (2005)
proposed an alternative term, IMOI (i.e., input-mediator-output-input) model. They
reasoned addition of input at the end of the model as to reflect the cyclical causal
feedback in the model and removal of hyphen as indicator of nonlinear or conditional
linkage among the model components. Taken together, SMM appears to be regarded
as an emergent state and mediator, not a process variable in this IMOI model.

1.3 Shared Mental Model

The idea that shared cognition is influential for team and organizational
performance has been around over 20 years (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993; Klimoski
& Mohammed, 1994). On the value of shared cognition in team and organizational
performance, Cannon-Bowers and Salas (2001) proposed three reasons. First,
according to the authors, shared cognition has exploratory value that enables
understanding of performance by clarifying how members of effective teams
cooperate. Second, it was stated that shared knowledge allow members to interpret
cues in similar ways, make similar decisions and take proper actions (Cooke, Salas,
Cannon-Bowers, & Stout, 2000; Mohammed & Dumville, 2001). Thus, the concept
of shared cognition makes the difference between ineffective and effective teams
clear by showing that members of effective teams have compatible knowledge
guiding their coordinated behaviors. Third, shared cognition might help practitioners
in diagnosing team’s problems and how to solve these problems. More specifically,
practitioners may benefit from shared cognition research to gain insights concerning

the elements of effective teamwork.



In the context of shared cognition, the term ‘“shared” may take various
meanings. According to Cannon-Bowers and Salas (2001), shared may mean four
things: shared or overlapping, similar or identical, compatible or complementary,
and distributed. Shared or overlapping refers to common knowledge base that is
needed to have by two or more team members. As a typical example, in an operating
room team, surgeons and nurses do not need to have identical knowledge; however,
they should have a common knowledge base. In the second category, team members
need to have similar/identical knowledge. Mostly, similar attitudes and beliefs fall in
this category since holding similar beliefs and attitudes (e.g., toward feedback) is
crucial for team development. Third meaning attributed to ‘“shared” is
complementary or compatible. According to Cannon- Bowers and Salas (2001), team
members might not always have similar or identical knowledge; similar or identical
knowledge may not be necessary. For some tasks, team members might have
different knowledge but their knowledge need to be compatible for effective team
performance. For this category, multidisciplinary teams may be given as an example.
In such teams, having accurate expectations about themselves, their teammates and
task are critical and these expectations might be derived from dissimilar but
complementary knowledge. The last meaning, distributed, refers to the extent to
which knowledge is effectively allocated among members. Unlike the other
categories or meanings of “shared” in this category, team members have specialized
and distributed knowledge. Thus, coordination of team members is important

because task accomplishment rely on knowledge of all team members.

The most widely researched concept related to shared cognition is shared
mental model (SMM) (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993; Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994;
Mathieu et al., 2000) and the associated concept shared schema (Rentsch & Hall,
1994). Shared team mental models was defined as “knowledge structures held by
members of a team that enable them to form accurate explanations and expectations
for the task, and in turn, to coordinate their actions and adapt their behavior to
demands of the task and other team members” (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993, p. 228).
SMM was regarded as one of the main factors influencing team performance
(Cannon & Edmondson, 2001). The SMM construct, which was derived from the

mental model construct in cognitive psychology, has been regarded as one of
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cognitive architecture of teams (DeChurch & Mesner-Magnus, 2010). With respect
to individual, mental models are conceptual structures for describing, explaining and
predicting a system with which people interact (Rouse & Morris, 1986). From the
early 1990s when the SMM construct was introduced to the team effectiveness
literature, it has been researched within the framework of input—process—outcome
(DeChurch & Mesner-Magnus, 2010). SMM was regarded as an emergent state that
show variations based on team context, inputs, processes and outcomes functions
(Marks et al., 2001). In this framework, SMM appears as a mechanism that has
reciprocal relationship with team processes and conveys the influence of team inputs
such as composition, leadership, and training on team outputs such as performance
and viability (DeChurch & Mesner-Magnus, 2010).

In the SMM literature, early theoretical studies proposed that team members
have multiple mental models (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). Cannon-Bowers et al.
(1993) specified four different types of mental models: (a) equipment-based, (b)
task-based, (c) team interaction-based, and (d) team-based. First one comprises the
knowledge about equipment that team members use. Second one represents the
knowledge about task procedure and strategies and environmental cues. The third
mental model is the knowledge about teammates’ preferences, roles, and habits. The
knowledge of team roles and team interaction patterns are included in the final
category, team. Although this categorization has widely been accepted in the
literature, some researchers examined only a single category of SMM or treated
SMM as a composite measure. For instance, Marks et al. (2002) examined the effects
of cross training in the development of shared team interaction mental model, a
single component of SMM. In another study Marks and his colleagues (2000)
examined the role of team-interaction training and leader briefings in the
development of mental models as a composite entity. They found that team-
interaction training and leader briefings influenced mental model development, and
mental model in turn positively affected team communication processes and team

performance.

Mathiue et al. (2000) asserted that aforementioned four components of SMM

reflected two major domains, (a) task-related features of the situation (e.g., the
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technology/equipment and job/task models) and (b) team-related aspects of the
situation (e.g., the team interaction and team models). The authors argued that this
classification was consistent with the two distinct track of team performance:
teamwork track and a taskwork track proposed by Mclintyre and Salas (1995). Hence,
Mathiue and his colleagues (2000) differentiated task and team mental model, and
investigated their relationship with team processes and performance separately in a
laboratory flight simulation. In their study, both task SMMs and team SMMs were
found as being positively associated with team processes (strategy formation,
cooperation, and communication) and performance, and the relationship between
SMMs and team effectiveness was fully mediated by team processes. In a recent
study, Resick and his colleagues (2010) studied team cognitive ability and
personality to understand emergence of task focused mental model in laboratory
setting. However, there is little empirical evidence concerning the effects of team
related SMM in real world settings.

A related issue about SMM concerns whether SMM similarity or SMM
accuracy is more important for team performance (Lim & Klein, 2006). Mathieu and
his colleagues (2000) raised a concern related to the equivalence of high mental
model convergence to accuracy/appropriateness of the shared mental model. In other
words, they questioned whether convergence (similarity) was equal to quality
(accuracy). Accordingly, they made a recommendation to investigate the quality of
teammates’ mental model. While mental model similarity refers to the degree to
which team members’ mental models are similar, mental model accuracy refers to
the extent to which mental model of members reflects the “true state of the world”
(Edwards et al., 2006, p.728). On the interaction of MM similarity and accuracy, the
researchers in the SMM literature have not reached a consensus. For instance, while
team mental model accuracy was found to be positively related to team performance
in one study (Marks et al., 2000), it was not found to be significant in another one
(Webber, Chen, Payne, Marsh, & Zaccaro, 2000). Also, in another study on team
mental model quality, both taskwork mental model quality and teamwork mental
model quality was not significantly associated with team processes or performance
(Mathieu et al.2005). However, in Lim and Klein’s (2006) study, team performance

was predicted by task work mental model similarity, teamwork mental model
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similarity, and team mental model accuracy. In their longitudinal study, Edwards and
his colleagues (2006) reported that although there was a significant relationship
between similarity and accuracy of team mental models, accuracy was a stronger
predictor of team performance. In a recent study investigating relationships between
MM-accuracy and MM-similarity and multiple indicators of team effectiveness, it
was found that MM-accuracy was positively related to perceived coordination
processes and goal accomplishment, whereas MM-similarity was positively related
to team viability (Resick et al., 2010). As a highly crucial point, the authors stated
that for some tasks there might be multiple correct ways or effective strategies which
results in multiple accurate team mental models. Therefore, they suggested that
identifying a definitive accurate mental model might not be easy. Accordingly, for
such situations, they argued that teamwork mental model similarity might be more

significant than its accuracy.

To summarize, the reviewed literature on types of SMM showed that different
types of SMM could be related to different antecedents and concequences. Hence,
rather than relying on a single type of SMM, the present study focuses on two types
SMM: teamwork and taskwork SMM. Since there might be multiple effective
strategies in real work settings as opposed to the lab settings, the present study
focuses MM similarity instead of accuracy.

1.3.1 Measurement of SMM

Mohammed, Ferzandi, and Hamilton (2010) viewed measurement of team
mental model as a complex endeavor. According to them, elicitation of mental model
content and structure need more time and effort than using self-report measures due
to context dependent and task specific nature of mental models. In the SMM
literature, there have been a number of different approaches to the measurement of
SMM, such as repertory grids, verbal protocols, and card sorting (Smith- Jentsch et
al., 2001); pathfinder analysis, multidimensional scaling analysis, and paired
comparison method (Rentsch & Klimoski, 2001); and interactively elicited cognitive
mapping, concept mapping, and network analysis (Mathieu et al., 2000). Paired
comparison and concept mapping have in general been used in laboratory settings
mostly with student samples (e.g. Edwards et al., 2006; Marks et al., 2000).
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Scenario-based measures, however, have been largely used in the field settings
(Smith-Jentsch et al., 2005; Webber et al., 2000).

Mohammed and colleagues (2000) reviewed the following measurement
techiques of team mental model: pathfinder, multidimensional scaling, interactively
elicited cognitive mapping, and text-based cognitive mapping. They suggested that
content and methods of elicitation (technique identifying mental model content),
representation (technique uncovering data structure and relations of elements), and
calculation of mental model similarity should be taken in account in the
measurement of SMM. For elicitation of task related mental model content, some
researchers conducted a detailed task analysis of the simulation used in the
laboratory (e.g., Marks et al., 2002; Mathieu et al., 2000; Resick et al., 2010). As a
commonly used method, the Pathfinder (i.e., relatedness ratings) is used to assess
mental model with which participants are asked to rate the relatedness of the
attributes (e.g., communication, information sharing) with one another in a matrix
using a 9-point scale, ranging from -4 (negatively related) to 4 (positively related).
For elicitation of team related mental model content, Mathieu et al. (2000) developed
a measure that has been commonly used by subsequent researchers. This measure
comprised of seven teamwork attributes obtained from previous teamwork
dimensions review (e.g., Fleishman & Zaccaro, 1992; Stout, Cannon-Bowers, Salas,
& Morgan, 1990). These attitudes are amount of information, quality of information,
coordination of actions, roles, liking, team spirit, and cooperation. Participants are
expected to rate the relatedness of each one of these attributes with the others (in
pairs) using a 9-point scale, ranging from “-4” (negatively related) to “+4”
(positively related). Relatedness ratings is not an explicit evaluation, in essence,
participants evaluate relatedness of two concepts without awareness that their ratings
will be compared with their teammates to generate team mental models. Hence, in
the present study, the relatedness rating method was used as an implicit measure of
SMM.

In measurement of SMM, questionnaires have also been used by the previous
researchers (e.g., Guchait & Hamilton, 2013). In these questionnaires, participants

are expected to rate their agreement in team and task related items on traditional
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Likert type rating scales. The items of this type of questionnaires have usually been
developed through a detailed team task analysis. The sharedness of mental model is
assessed by examining the within standard deviation among responses of team
members to items (Harrison & Kilein, 2007), a high standard deviation suggesting

low SMM similarity in teams.

Concerning the SMM measurement issue, Johnson et al. (2007) stated that the
majority of studies examining the relationship between the SMM and team
performance showed the proposed relationship without valid measurement
addressing the relevant constructs of team-related knowledge. Accordingly, Johnson
and his colleagues (2007) developed a new instrument that can be used to compute
the level of team-related knowledge sharedness. The instrument includes five
emergent factors of shared mental models: general task and team knowledge, general
task and communication skills, attitude toward teammates and task, team dynamics
and interactions, and team resources and working environment. A sample item is
“My team understands how they can exchange information for doing various team
tasks”. Participants rate their teams on items focusing the aforementioned factors
explicitly. Thus, in the present study, this questionnaire was used as an explicit

measure of SMM.

Regarding differential impacts of shared mental model operationalization on
team processes and team performance, in their meta analysis DeChurch and Mesner-
Magnus (2010) reported that different measurement methods of SMM differently
predicted team processes and performance. For instance, among used methods (i.e.
concept map, card sorting tasks, consistency metric) when similarity ratings were
used, strongest relationship between SMM and team processes were produced.
However, no significant relationship was found in traditional scale rating format,
suggesting using mental model knowledge structure representation format in order to
predict team processes. Unlike team processes, to predict team performance, even
traditional scale format, representing mental model content, was influential. The
work of Resick et al. (2010) on convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity of
the three SMM measurement metrics (i.e., structural networks, priority rankings, and

importance ratings) suggested small overlap among these metrics. They provided
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evidence that different metrics of SMM models represent different construct and
mental models were best operationalized with structural network metrics (i.e.,
pathfinder).

To summarize, the reviewed literature on SMM and its measurement shows
that different measurements/operationalizations of SMM could produce different
results. Hence, in the present study, rather than relying on a single SMM measure,
both implicit (i.e., relatedness rating) and explicit measures (i.e. questionnaire) were
employed.

1.3.2 Factors Facilitating Development of SMM

Training interventions that facilitate the development of mental model
similarity have received considerable research interest (e.g., Marks et al., 2000;
Marks et al., 2002; Smith-Jentcsh, Campbell, Milanovich, & Reynolds, 2001). The
reason underlying this interest is the fact that coming together as members of a team
does not necessarily ensure the development of shared mental models among team
members. Specifically, in works of Mathiue et al. (2005) and Edwards et al. (2006),
no significant increase was found in similarity and accuracy of team mental models
as time passed. In addition, over time, since team members interact less with each
other because of increased specialization, the mental models similarity of software
teams may even decrease (Levesque, Wilson, & Wholey, 2001). Taken together,
these findings indicated that working together is not sufficient to develop and
improve shared mental model accuracy and similarity, suggesting a need for training
intervention. Accordingly, Marks et al. (2000) examined whether team interaction
training and leader briefings influenced the development of mental model similarity,
and they found that compared to the control group, the group receiving the training
developed a more accurate and similar mental model. In a two-experiment study,
Marks et al. (2002) examined the role of cross training in the development of shared
mental model in a laboratory setting using a computerized flight simulator. In both
experiments, the authors reached the same conclusion that cross training was
influential in the development of shared team interaction models. Additionally, it was
reported that trainees attending the computer-based training (CBT) had a more

accurate mental model, similar to expert model, and more similar mental models to

15



each other. Taken together, these findings suggested that training may facilitate
development of mental model by enhancing individual understanding of task and

how team members perform (Smith-Jentcsh et al., 2001).

Relatively few studies have investigated the influence of team composition
factors in development of mental model similarity and accuracy. In a study
conducted in a naturalistic setting, Rentsch and Klimoski (2001) examined
homogeneity of team demographic factors as antecedents of team mental model
similarity. They found that educational and organizational level similarity, average
team experience, team member recruitment, and team size were significantly
associated with team member schema agreement. In addition, among navy personnel
attending a computer-based training, it was found that, compared to lower ranking
trainees, higher ranking trainees reported a more accurate mental model. In addition,
higher ranking trainees were found to have more similar mental models than lower
ranking trainees and more experienced trainees also were found to have more similar
mental models than less experienced trainees (Smith-Jentsch et al., 2001). Similarly,
Mathieu et al. (2000) reported that the degree of mental model similarity varied
among team members. These authors pointed out that this variation might be a
function of individual characteristics and team composition characteristic.
Accordingly, they suggested an investigation of individual and team composition
factors in relation to the development of a particular shared mental model. Hence,
one of the main purposes of the present study was to examine the antecedents of
MM.

1.3.3 Antecedents of SMM

Kraiger and Wenzel (1997) classified antecedents influencing development of
shared mental model similarity in teams under four major levels: environmental (e.g.,
culture and team climate), organizational (e.g., organizational structures, structural
support, reward system, and training), team (e.g., characteristic of task and
interdependence), and individual factors (e.g., cognitive ability and personality).
Regarding team composition, Klimoski and Mohammed (1994) pointed out that
possibility of emergence of SMM model in naturalistic setting is higher when team

members share common characteristics. Particularly, they noted that members of
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teams with common expertise or experience incline to store and retrieve knowledge

similarly.

Cognitive ability and personality are among the characteristics studied as
antecedents of team mental model similarity and accuracy. In an investigation of
team ability, Yang, Kang, and Mason (2008) pointed out that dyad teams comprising
partners with high mental ability had more accurate mental models and these teams
had higher team performance. Moreover, results of a study showed that among
software development teams, SMM was positively related to team members’
cognitive capabilities and the effect of cognitive capability and the personality factor
of agreeableness on team effectiveness were mediated by SMM. Team general
mental ability was found to be more strongly related to the team mental model
accuracy than to mental model similarity, suggesting that team ability was a
significant predictor of the accuracy and to some extent team mental model similarity
(Edward et al., 2006). Upon these findings, since the focus of Edward et al’s was
examining only taskwork mental model, the authors have discussed that the
comparative validity of similarity and accuracy might depend on whether taskwork

mental model rather than teamwork mental model is being investigated.

The work of Resick et al. (2010) studied the nomological network of task-
focused mental model in laboratory setting by using a simulated search and capture
task. In their study, firstly they replicated and supported the findings of Edward et al.
(2006). Mean level cognitive ability was positively related to both mental model
similarity and accuracy. Moreover, they examined the role of personality factors
(agreeableness and conscientiousness) in the development of mental model similarity
and accuracy. In line with expectations, team agreeableness mean level was found to
be related to mental model similarity however the effect of conscientiousness was
not significant. Different from the previous studies conducted in lab settings on team
training, the training protocol lasted considerably longer in this study (about two
weeks). Nevertheless, according to the researchers, external validity of their findings
was still restricted because the life span of ad hoc teams who are brought together for

one assignment for a limited time was really short.
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To summarize, aforementioned findings highlight that there is a need to
examine the role of team personality composition in SMM development in real life
teams that have a long life span. Hence, in the present study, | expected team
personality composition to be related with the SMM similarity of service teams. In
the following section, a brief literature review on personality and team personality

composition is presented.
1.3.3.1 Team Personality

While the literature underlined the importance of cognitive ability as the best
predictor of individual job performance (e.g., Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), research has
shown that personality as a non-cognitive measure, explained variance beyond that
explained by more traditional job-related skills and cognitive ability measures alone
and also this finding was reported for both individual and the team level analyses
(Neuman & Wright, 1999).

There seems to be an overall consensus concerning the validity, soundness,
and criticality of the Big Five Model of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992;
Goldberg, 1990). Five basic dimensions of this framework are Extraversion,
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience.
Across different cultures, measurement and rating sources (e.g., self report, peer
report), the Big Five personality model received consistent empirical support
(McCrae & John, 1992). The five-factor model has been investigated in relation with
several organizational outcome variables. Particularly, the relationship between
personality traits and job performance were researched in a number of studies (e.g.,
Barrick & Mount, 1991; Lepine & Van Dayne, 2001). Specific personality traits
were found as related to improved team processes and team performance (Van
Vianen, & De Dreu ,2001) and were considered as important sources of performance
motivation (Judge & Ilies, 2002). Barrick and Mount’s meta-analysis (1991)
examining the big five factors’ predictive ability in relation to three job performance
criteria (i.e., job proficiency, training proficiency, and personnel data) revealed that
conscientiousness had relationship with all types of criteria across all job categories.
Among other personality dimensions, the effect sizes of prediction varied for

different categories of job and performance criteria.
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To my knowledge, relatively few studies examined factors facilitating the
emergence of team mental modes (e.g., Fisher et al., 2012; Resick et al., 2010; Yang
et al., 2006), suggesting more research on the role of team personality composition
on SMM development. In the following section, relevant literature on the personality
factors/facets hypothesized to be associated with SMM is briefly reviewed, together

with these studies.
1.2.3.1.1 Agreeableness

Agreeableness, inherently interpersonal in nature (McCrea & Costa, 1989),
was described by adjectives of courteous, flexible, trusting, good-natured,
cooperative, forgiving, soft-hearted, and tolerant (Barrick & Mount, 1991).
Individuals high on agreeableness factor are considerate, honest, helpful, warm and
supportive, whereas those low on this factor are uncaring, intolerant, unsympathetic,
and critical. In team settings, agreeable members tend to be helpful, friendly, warm,
trusting, and tolerant. The essence of agreeableness is cooperation and agreeable
members work well with others (Mount et al., 1998). For interpersonal settings like
teamwork, it is argued that agreeableness might be the best predictor of performance
(Mount et al., 1998; Neumann & Wright, 1999). In Mount et al.’s meta analysis,
agreeableness displayed the strongest correlation with team performance, especially
for jobs requiring teamwork than those requiring dyadic service interaction. It seems
natural for agreeable people to engage in teamwork tasks involving cooperation and
requiring interpersonal interactions (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001).

Among facets of Agreeableness, trust and cooperation were regarded as most
relevant to team interaction (Driskell et al., 2006). LePine and Van Dyne (2001)
found that individuals who are high in facets of trust, straightforwardness, and
altruism showed more cooperative behavior. While people who are inherently
trustful believe that others are honest and well-intentioned, those who are not trustful
suspect motives and intentions of other people. Trust enables cooperation, helping
behavior, task commitment, and spending effort for task accomplishment (Dirks,
1999).
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Regarding the role of Agreeableness on SMM development, a field study by
Yang et al. (2006) showed that agreeableness increased the development of shared
mental model by enabling coordination. In Yang et al.’s study, shared mental model
was a composite of both task- and team-related shared mental model. In another
study, Resick et al. (2010) specifically examined the relationship between personality
factors of agreeableness team task focused mental model similarity and accuracy. A
positive relationship between team-mean-level agreeableness and team focused

mental model similarity was reported in the study.

Resick and his colleagues (2010) pointed out that agreeable individuals are
more likely to be open to different perspectives or opinions his/her teammates have,
whereas less agreeable individual are more likely to show rigidity in their ideas about
goal accomplishment and hence are less likely to comply with teammates. In line
with this argument, Driskell and his colleagues (2006) asserted that the cooperative
tendencies of highly agreeable individuals enable them to realize their teammates’
qualifications and to endeavor to have a shared orientation about task

accomplishment and interpretation of team’s internal and external environment.

LePine and Van Dyne (2001) emphasized the importance of studying
personality at the facet level. Consistently, Fisher and colleagues (2012) extended the
work of Resick et al. (2010) and examined agreeableness facets of trust and
cooperation as deep level antecedents of team-focused team mental model (TMM)
similarity. While the expected positive relationship between cooperation and team-
focused TMM similarity was found, surprisingly, trust exhibited a negative
relationship with team-focused TMM similarity in a student sample performing a
business simulation. Despite this unexpected result regarding trust, team mean trust
is still expected to be highly influential in real teams with longer experience than

teams with students coming together for one course.

Taken together, in the present study, based on their interpersonal oriented
nature and role in facilitating interpersonal interaction, broad personality factor of
Agreeableness and its facets of Cooperation and Trust were expected to be related to
development of SMM similarity.
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1.2.3.1.2 Extraversion

As one of the commonly researched traits in many personality models,
Extraversion includes facets of warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity,
excitement-seeking and positive emotions (Costa & McCrea, 1992). Extraverts tend
to be sociable, enthusiastic, energetic, and optimistic and they are motivated to work
with others (Barrick et al., 1998). Extraversion trait was regarded as a combination of
dominance/assertiveness and sociability/affiliation (Judge & Bono, 2000; Lucas,
Diener, Suh, Shao, & Grob, 2000).

There have been several studies linking extraversion to affective outcomes
and team processes (e.g., Barrick et al, 1998; Van Vianen and De Dreu, 2001).
Extraversion appeared to have significant relationships with team processes such as
cohesion, intra-group conflict, open communication, and workload sharing (Barrick
et al., 1998). Compared to less extraverted individuals, highly extraverted individuals
exhibited favorable approach to teamwork; they showed high confidence in their
ability to work in self-managed work groups. Though team composition in terms of
extraversion impact team processes positively, Barry and Stewart (1997) found that
teams with too many extraverts have no followers to carry out the complementary
roles. In their study they demonstrated that there was a curvilinear relationship
between number of extraverted members and team effectiveness. Based on this
finding, Barrick et al. (1998) suggested that variance of extraversion among the team
members is critical to fill both leading and compensatory roles.

LePine and Van Dyne’s (2001) study on the relationship between facets of
extraversion and cooperative behavior indicated that only the Extraversion facets of
warmth and activity were found to be related to cooperative behavior. Other facets
(i.e., gregariousness, assertiveness, excitement seeking and positive emotions) were
not related to cooperative behavior. Accordingly, due to the differential relationship
exhibited by its facets and its curvilinear relationship with team effectiveness, team
composition in terms of Extraversion is expected to be negatively related with SMM
in teams. On the other hand, its facets warmth, referred to as personal interest in and
friendliness towards others, was expected to be positively related to SMM among

team members.
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1.2.3.1.3 Conscientiousness

The trait of conscientiousness includes both dependability and achievement
aspects (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Related to the dependability component, highly
conscientious people are dependable, thorough, responsible, organized and planful
(Barrick & Mount, 1991). In addition, related with achievement aspect of the trait,
conscientious individuals are hardworking, achievement oriented and persevering
(Barrick & Mount, 1991). Moon (2001) argued that dependability aspect could be
seen as the other-centered aspect of the broad trait while achievement aspect could be
regarded as the self-centered aspect. Accordingly, Lepine and Van Dyne (2001)
suggest that highly conscientious people are more likely to cooperate with others
when the work is contingent on interdependence and gentle interpersonal
relationships. They studied the relationship between conscientious and cooperative
behavior both at the factor and facet levels. At the factor level, they found a positive
relationship between conscientiousness and cooperative behavior: However, this
relationship was supported only for facets of competence, achievement striving and
self-discipline, which reflect motivational aspects of conscientiousness. The authors
noted that cooperation was not higher for people who carry out their job in an
orderly, methodical and deliberate fashion which reflects the dependability nature of
conscientiousness. In the work of Resick et al. (2010), the expected positive
relationship between team mean-level conscientiousness and taskfocused mental

model accuracy was not supported.

Given the aforementioned findings, based on motivational aspect of
conscientiousness, teams with highly conscientious members were expected to have
more SMM. At the facet level, as achievement facet of the broad factor was
associated with more cooperative behavior, team mean level achievement striving

was expected to be positively related with shared mental model similarity.
1.3.3.1.4 Team Composition Methods

Common methods of combining individual personality scores to team level
constructs are using minimum, mean, maximum or variance score of team member

responses. Barrick and his colleagues (1998) demonstrated that scores derived from
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these methods were moderately correlated, meaning that each method represented

unique information about the composition variable.

Bell (2007) also stated that some composition variables might be better
represented in team level with configural model such as using the minimum,
maximum and the team variance (heterogeneity) on the variable. Accordingly, the
work of Barrick and his colleagues (1998) showed that different configural methods
of big five personality traits were influential in prediction of the outcomes (e.g.,
social cohesion, team performance). For instance, team performance was associated
with mean and minimum configuration of agreeableness, mean configuration of
emotional stability, and minimum configuration of extraversion, social cohesion
were associate with variance and maximum configuration of agreeableness and

minimum and maximum configuration of extraversion.

Given aforementioned findings, selection of appropriate configural method in
team composition operationalization is critical. In the present study, the minimum
and maximum configural models were used in order to operationalize team

personality composition.
1.3.4 Consequences of SMM

The relationships of shared mental model similarity and mental model
accuracy with improved team performance and processes ( e.g., communication,
coordination and back up behaviors) were supported by several laboratory studies
(e.g., Edward et al., 2006: Lim & Klein, 2006; Marks et al., 2002; Marks et al., 2000;
Mathieu et al., 2000; Rentsch & Klimoski, 2001; Resick et al., 2010; Smith-Jentsch
et al., 2005). Andres (2012) reported that timely and accurate SMM development
enabled increase in productivity and team process satisfaction. In a Turkish student
sample, Johnson, Top and Yukselturk (2012) studied the change in SMM and team
performance through four time periods and impact of team SMM on team
performance and students’ course satisfaction. With respect to SMM sub factors,
study findings showed that team SMM showed slight change over time interval and
course satisfaction was explained by different SMM components in each time period.

With respect to components of SMM, in the first time period, course satisfaction was
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explained by the team and task knowledge component, in the second period, by
working resources and environment component, in the third and the last period, by
attitude component. Moreover, performance was explained by the attitude

component through all time periods except for the third time period.

Based on the findings provided by Marks et al. (2002) and Mathieu et al.
(2000), it appears that SMM improve team members coordination, which in turn
result in higher team performance. In addition to team performance, shared mental
model similarity might also affect some other team effectiveness components. In
particular, similarity of mental models among team members is likely to influence
team viability, in other words, members of teams with a more shared mental model
will be highly willing to continue working together. Moreover, though researchers
seemed to have reached a consensus concerning the role of shared mental model in
team coordination, additional outcome variables and team process variables or
emergent states should/could also be researched. Accordingly, in the present study
SMM similarity was expected to be positively related to and team performance, team

viability, and team potency.
1.3.4.1 Performance

In the laboratory investigation of task focused mental model similarity and
accuracy with goal accomplishment as indicator of performance, Resick et al. (2010)
found that while task-focused accuracy was positively related with goal
accomplishment, task-focused mental model similarity was not. While some
researchers (e.g., Marks et al., 2000) found mental model similarity as highly
correlated with team performance, other researchers found mental model accuracy as
a stronger predictor of team performance (e.g., Resick et al, 2010). In a field study
of 71 action teams, Lim and Klein (2006) found that both teamwork and taskwork
mental model similarity were significant predictors of team performance.
Additionally, the study of 13 student groups working research projects yielded that
there was positive relationship between mental model similarity among project team
members and performance in groups. That is, teams high on mental model similarity

did better projects than teams low on mental model similarity (Peterson et al., 2000).
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As can be seen from this brief review, there is scarcity of research examining
the predictive validity of SMM in the field settings. In an attempt to fill this gap, the
present study examined the relationship between taskwork SMM similarity and team

performance in the real life service teams.
1.3.4.2 Team Viability

Hackman (1987) defined group effectiveness with three general criteria: (a)
“‘the productive output of the work group should meet or exceed the performance
standards of the people who receive and/or review the output,”” (b) ‘‘the group
experience should, on balance, satisfy rather than frustrate the personal needs of
group members,’” and (c) ‘‘the social processes used in carrying out the work should
maintain or enhance the capability of members to work together on subsequent team
tasks’” (p. 323). In the literature, some researchers (e.g., Barrick et al., 1998) used the
third criteria in the Hackman taxonomy to refer to team viability construct as one
critical measure of team effectiveness (Kozlowski & llgen, 2006). Sundstrom (1990)
defined team viability as “members’ satisfaction, participation, and willingness to
continue working together” (p.122). Team viability was regarded as a broad
construct capturing both the satisfaction of teammates with their membership and
their behavioral intent to continue working with their team (Barrick et al., 1998;
Hackman, 1987).

In a recent study, Bell and Marentette (2011) clarified and redefined team
viability construct by differentiating it from related constructs, namely team
satisfaction, team performance, and team cohesion. According to them, although
team viability has substantial contributions to understanding team effectiveness,
there are construct confusion and inconsistencies among researchers’
conceptualizations and operationalizations of team viability. Accordingly, they
redefined team viability as “the team’s capacity for the sustainability and growth

required for success in future performance episodes” (p. 279).

Barrick et al. (1998) examined the relationship between team composition
variables (e.g., cognitive ability and personality) and team effectiveness (i.e.,

performance and team viability) in actual work settings. In relation to the focal
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interest of the present study, they found that teams with higher cognitive ability,
extraversion, and emotional stability obtained higher team viability ratings from their
supervisors. In their meta-analysis, Balkundi and Harrinson (2006) sought answers to
the question of “How do members’ social network structures help or hinder team
viability?”In this meta-analysis, as social network structure types, instrumental tie
(pathways of work related advice among team members) and expressive tie
(friendship among team members) were studied. Density of tie was studied and was
calculated by dividing existing ties between team members to the maximum possible
number of such ties. It was found that although density of both instrumental and
expressive ties was associated with team viability, expressive tie density was more

strongly related with team viability than was instrumental tie.

To my knowledge, the study of Resick et al. (2010) is the only study
examining the relationship between SMM and team viability. In their study with ad
hoc teams, they hypothesized that both task-focused mental model similarity and
accuracy were related with team viability. However, the findings supported the
hypothesized relationship between mental model similarity and team viability only.
In the present study, it was expected that higher SMM similarity would lead to higher

team viability among team members.
1.3.4.3 Team Potency

Shea and Guzzo (1987) proposed three determinants of group effectiveness:
interdependence among group members, outcome interdependence, and potency.
Group potency is the collective belief held by team members that it can be effective
(Guzzo, et al., 1993). Since both self-efficacy and group potency are appraisals of
capabilities, group potency is regarded as self-efficacy’s group level counterpart
(Gully, Joshi, Incalcaterra, & Beaubien, 2002; Lee, Tinsley, & Bobko, 2002).
However, they are clearly distinct constructs and they differ in two ways (de Jong, de
Ruyter, & Wetzels, 2005). Firstly, while self-efficacy is individual belief about one’s
own competence, group potency is a shared belief about team competency. Secondly,
group potency is context and task free, whereas self-efficacy is related to beliefs
about task and context-specific activities. Some studies yielded support for the

relationship of group potency with team effectiveness (e.g. Pearce, Gallagher, &
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Ensley, 2002) and outcomes of satisfaction and performance (Guzzo et al., 1993;
Gully et al., 2002; Hecht, Allen, Klammer, & Kelly, 2002). It was also found that
group potency had a critical role in reducing negative effects of time pressure on

project progress (Gevers, van Eerde, & Rutte, 2001).

Findings vyielded in a collective cultural environment suggested group
cohesion and group norms as antecedents, performance and satisfaction as
consequences of group potency (Lee et al., 2002). Akgun, Keskin, Byrne, and
Imamoglu (2007) examined possible consequences and antecedents of team (or
group) potency in software teams in the Turkish context. They found speed-to-
market, development cost, and market success of the product as consequences of
team potency; trust among project team members, past experiences of the members,

and team empowerment as antecedents of team potency.

According to the researchers, similarity among team members’ mental
models allow team members to accurately explain and predict team tasks, coordinate
their activities and adjust their behavior according to requirement of team tasks and
need of teammates (Cannon-Bowers, Salas & Converse, 1993). Based on the role of
mental model similarity on team coordination and interaction, in the present study, it
was expected that SMM similarity facilitates development of team potency among

team members.
2.2.4 The Present Study and Hypotheses

The present study examined the individual differences variables of
agreeableness, extraversion and conscientiousness, and their relevant facets as
antecedents of SMM similarity. Furthermore, the present study examined the role of
SMM on critical team outcome variables of team performance, team viability, and
group potency. The proposed relationships were examined in a naturalistic setting
with service teams. Based on differential relationship exhibited by implicit (i.e.,
taskwork SMM, teamwork SMM) and explicit measure of SMM, relationships were
hypothesized separately. In this regard, there were three indices of SMM similarity
as taskwork SMM, teamwork SMM and explicit SMM. Based on the reviewed

literature, the following hypotheses were tested.
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Hypothesis 1a: Team mean Agreeableness is positively related to taskwork SMM,
teamwork SMM and explicit SMM.

Hypothesis 1b: Team mean Trust is positively related to taskwork SMM, teamwork
SMM and explicit SMM.

Hypothesis 1c: Team mean Cooperation is positively related to taskwork SMM,
teamwork SMM and explicit SMM.

Hypothesis 2a: Team mean Extraversion is negatively related to taskwork SMM,
teamwork SMM and explicit SMM.

Hypothesis 2b: Team mean Warmth is positively related to taskwork SMM, teamwork
SMM and explicit SMM.

Hypothesis 3a: Team mean Conscientiousness is positively related to taskwork SMM,
teamwork SMM and explicit SMM.

Hypothesis 3b: Team mean Achievement Striving is positively related to taskwork
SMM, teamwork SMM and explicit SMM.

Hypothesis 4: Taskwork SMM is positively related to team performance.

Hypothesis 5: Taskwork SMM, teamwork SMM and explicit SMM are positively

related to team viability.

Hypothesis 6: Taskwork SMM, teamwork SMM and explicit measure of SMM are

positively related to team potency.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

Participants were 139 employees working in teams (N = 29) in a technology
retail stores called as communication centers. Teams involved three positions:
cashier, sale advisor, and communication advisor. Among 29 teams, two teams with
missing members were not included in hypothesis testing but included in exploratory
factor analysis performed on items of study measures. The final sample included 128
participants from 27 teams, with three to seven members in each, (M = 4.99, SD =
1.03). Of the participants, 43 % were sales advisor, 32.8 % were communication
advisor, 18 % were cashier, and remaining did not indicate their position. In terms of
gender, 62.5 % (N = 80) were women, 34.40 % (N = 44) were men, and 3.1 % of
participants did not indicate their gender. Age of the participants ranged from 18 to
42 years (M = 25.29, SD = 3.79). With respect to education, 47.7 % of the
participants had a four-year college degree, 46.1 had a high school degree, 3.1 % had
a two-year college degree, 1.60 % had a secondary school degree and .8 % had an
elementary school degree. Participants’ tenure varied from 1 to 240 months for GSM
sector (M = 35.41 SD = 36.61) and 1 to 87 months for the present communication
center (M = 13.41, SD = 15.01).

2.2 Measures
2.2.1 Brief Version of Personality

Five personality factors, conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism,
openness to experience and extraversion were measured with a 47 item scale adopted
from Benez-Martinez and John (1998). The measure was adopted to Turkish by
Demir (2012). Each item was rated on a 5- point Likert scale ranging from 1=

strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Sample items were “I persevere until the task
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is finished” for Conscientiousness, “I have a forgiving nature” for Agreeableness, “I
can be tense” for Neuroticism, “I am curious about many different things” for
Openness to Experience, and “I am talkative” for Extraversion. While each of
Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience, and Extraversion factors was assessed
with 9 items, Agreeableness and Neuroticism were measured with 10 items each.
Demir (2012) reported adequate reliability values for each personality factors,
specifically they reported .80 for Conscientiousness, .70 for Agreeableness, .81 for
Neuroticism, .76 for Openness to Experience, and .89 for Extraversion. Although the
internal consistency estimates for Openness to Experience (o = .82), Neuroticism (o
= .81) and Extraversion (a=.79) were satisfactory in the present study, reliability
values of Conscientiousness (a=.69) and Agreeableness were (a=.66) slightly lower

than desired.

2.2.2 Personality facets of Trust, Cooperation, Achievement Striving and
Warmth

Trust and Cooperation facets of Agreeableness, Achievement Striving facet
of Conscientiousness, and Warmth facet of Extraversion were measured with 10
items each from the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) (Goldberg, 1999).
Items were translated to Turkish for the present study. Two psychology graduate
students translated the items to Turkish and an 1/0 psychologist with a Ph.D. and a
graduate student evaluated the appropriateness of the translation item by item
focusing on the conceptual equivalence of the items in both languages. Each facet
scale has 10 items rated on a 5- point Likert scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree
to 5 = strongly agree. Sample items were, “I trust what people say” for Trust, “I
contradict to others (R)” for Cooperation, “I set high standards for myself and
others” for Achievement Striving, and “I take an interest in other people's lives” for
Warmth scale. A number of exploratory factor analyses were run, and for each scale,
items with a loading below .30 were not retained. In this regard, two items from
Warmth, three items from Cooperation, two items from Achievement Striving, and
three items from Warmth were dropped from respective scales. Results produced

adequate internal consistency estimates for both Cooperation (a=.73) and Trust
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(0=.73), but reliability values of Achievement Striving (0=.65) and Warmth were
(0=.66) slightly below the adequate value for the present study.

2.2.3. Assessment of Teamwork SMM and Taskwork SMM: Implicit Approach

In measurement of team mental models, content and methods of elicitation
(technique identifying mental model content), representation (technique uncovering
data structure and relations of elements), and calculation of mental model similarity
should be taken into account (DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010; Mohammed,
Klimoski, & Rentsch, 2000). Content of team mental models includes task and team
related concepts. There are common team concepts used in previous research but task
concepts are usually unique to each team context. Due to context-dependent nature of
SMM contents, mental model contents should be identified for each SMM
measurement (Mohammed & Hamilton, 2012). Hence, for the present study, task
and team related concepts were developed through a task analysis in the same job

context.

The task and team processes were identified through conducting interviews
and administering questionnaires. For this purpose, first 11 members of two different
teams were interviewed by posing questions focusing on understanding the nature of
the teams’ tasks and processes. Then, task statements and team process concepts
were developed based on participants’ responses to the interview questions for each
position (See Appendix A, B, C for task statements for cahier, sale advisor, and
communication advisor positions, respectively). Next, to capture common task
concepts and team processes for the three positions, the same participant group was
asked to complete a questionnaire including common task statements for the three
positions (e.g., offering appropriate products to meet the specifications customers are
looking for) and team processes (e.g., coordination). Participants were expected to
indicate whether each task and team process is related with their job and if so, they
were expected to indicate the frequency for both task statements and team processes
and the importance for task statements (See Appendix D for team task analysis
questionnaire). Further, criticality score of each task were computed by weighting
participants’ responses of task importance and frequency. Seven task statements with

the highest criticality scores were retained. In representation of taskwork SMM
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content, a decision was made to use the phrase form of the task statements. The same
I/0 psychologist and the graduate student transformed each task statement to phrase
(i.e. taskwork concept) representing underlying meaning of the related task
statement. For example, to represent task statement of “Promoting products that meet
the customer’s demands and informing him/her about product qualities”, the
taskwork concept of “promote products” was used. Developed taskwork concepts
were greeting and sending off customers, resolving customer’s complaints, learning
customer’s request, draw up documents, promote products, monitoring transaction.
Among evaluated team processes, four team processes (i.e. information sharing,
coordination, agree to tell the same story or act in the same way, and back up) were
retained for relatedness rating for team work SMM. Three additional concepts of
teamwork SMM (i.e., collaborative problem solving, intrateam coaching, and team
spirit) were selected from previous research on SMM (e.g., Mathiue, et al., 2000)
and studies on teamwork behavior (e.g., Rousseau, Aube & Savoi, 2006). Eventually,
seven task related concepts for taskwork SMM and seven team related concepts for

teamwork SMM were determined for relatedness ratings.

To elicit both task-work and team-work mental models, participants in the
main study were asked to rate the relatedness of seven task and seven team concepts
in pairs on a 9-point Likert-type scale ranging from -4= negatively related to +4 =
positively related. In line with the measurement methods used in previous studies on
SMM, initially, participants were asked to give relatedness score for pairs of concept
in a matrix including every concept in both down and top side (See Appendix E for
relatedness matrix example). However, it was observed that giving negative ratings
and pairing concepts on matrix were not clearly understood by some of the
participants. Therefore, a decision was made to use a user friendlier method. Firstly,
negative values in the scale response format were excluded and a 9-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 = not at all related to 9 = highly related was used. In addition,
definitions of each concept were included in the new method to prevent confusion
among rated concepts. Secondly, two different types of scale formats were
developed. In the first format, participants were expected to give ratings to paired
concepts, and write down the score. In the second format, participants were expected

to rate paired concepts on 9-point Likert type scale and circle appropriate score. To
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decide which method was user friendly and understandable, these two methods were
compared by five engineering graduate students, five literature graduate student and
ten psychology undergraduate students in terms of applicability of each format. The
questionnaire for relatedness rating format is displayed in Appendix F. In
examination of the responses given to the questionnaires, using the second format
seemed more appropriate. Thus, in the main study, participants rated 21 pairs of
seven taskwork concepts and 21 pairs of seven teamwork concepts on a 9-point

Likert- type scale ranging from 1 = not at all related to 9 = highly related.

To represent task-work and team-work mental model, a network scaling
technique using a specific program Pathfinder (www.interlinkinc.com) was used
(e.g., Fisher et al., 2012 & Lim & Klein, 2006). Pathfinder creates direct or indirect
links between rated concepts based on relatedness ratings (Schvaneveldt, 1990) and
generates two networks (task and team) for each team member. These networks are
then treated as each individual’s mental model for the related construct, task work or
team work. To generate similarity index (Sim), Pathfinder gets ratio of total number
of links and number of common links among each network pairs. Networks pairs
with no common links have a Sim index of 0 and identical network pairs sharing all
links have a Sim index of 1. For the present study, to generate taskwork SMM value
of each team, task-work networks of team members were compared in pairwise (e.g.,
for a team with three members, three comparisons are run) and then all similarity
indices obtained in each pairwise comparison were averaged. This procedure was

also followed to obtain the teamwork SMM value for each team.
2.2.4 Team Assessment and Diagnostic Instrument (TADI): Explicit Approach

To measure team shared mental model via a questionnaire, Team Assessment
and Diagnostic Instrument (TADI) developed by Johnson et al. (2007) was used. The
instrument was originally developed for the assessment of team related knowledge
with five factors: task and team knowledge, task and communication skills, attitudes
toward teammates and task, team dynamics and interactions, and resources and
working environment. Each team member rates his/her team on TADI using a 5-
point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. In

its original form, the TADI has 42 items. However, in the present study, 15 item
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short version of the scale (Skorski, 2009) was used. The Turkish adaptation of the
scale was conducted by Johnson, Top, and Yukselturk (2011) and the reliability
values were .95 for task and team knowledge, .95 for task and communication skills,
.89 for attitudes teammates and task, .97 team dynamics and interactions, and .93 for
resources and working environment. The reliability value for the 15 item version

used in the present study was .94.
2.2.5 Performance

The retailer in which the study was conducted has a performance-based
reward system for work teams in each store. Bonuses are earned to the extent that
sales are higher than the set goals. There are five different sale categories. These are
prepaid line sale, postpaid line sale, transfer from other operators (MNT), transfer
from prepaid to postpaid (switch), and data (internet). For each category, team goals
for unit sold were set for each team (store/communication center) by the regional sale
executive of the GSM organization and individual goals were set by the managers of
the each communication center. The percentage of meeting the set goal is recorded
by the GSM organization and used as an index of performance level for each team in
each performance category. Since a substantial percentage of participants (16.40 %)
had no more than 3 months experience in their present communication center, a
decision was made to use December 2013 monthly performance records as indices of

performance rather than the annual performance records.

To have a composite performance score composed of five categories, weights
for each category had to be identified. Subject Matter Experts (three managers of
communication centers) were asked to give weights to each of the five performance
categories reflecting their importance in the overall sale performance of the teams.
Performance in each category was multiplied with specified weights. Weights are
.13 for prepaid line sale, .27 for postpaid line sale, .30 for transfer from other
operators (MNT), .16 for transfer from prepaid to postpaid (switch), and . 14 for data
(internet) sale. This weighted composite value was taken as performance value of

each team in the present study.
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2.2.6 Team Viability Measure

Participants assessed their team maintenance with seven items developed by
Hackman (1988) which was translated to Turkish for the present study. Two
psychology graduate students translated the items to Turkish and one experienced
I/0 psychologist and a graduate student evaluated appropriateness of translations by
focusing on the conceptual equivalence of the items in both languages. The items are
rated on a 5- point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree. A sample item of the scale is “Members of the team care a lot about
it, and work together to make it one of the best.” Reliability of the scale was reported
to be .86 (Nandkeolyar, 2008). For the present study, internal consistency estimate of

the scale was .78.
2.2.7 Team Potency Measure

The team member’s perception of team potency was measured with seven
items developed by Guzzo et al. (1993) and they were translated to Turkish for the
present study. Same translation and conceptual equivalence checking procedures
were followed for the potency measure as well. The items of the scale are rated on a
5-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.
Two sample items are “Our team feels it can solve any problem it encounters” and
“Our team believes it can be very productive.” Internal consistency estimate of the

scale was .82 in the present study.
2.2.8 Demographic Information Form

A demographic information form including questions on age, gender, city,
position in the store, education degree, tenure was administered to individual team

members.
2.3 Procedure

Each team was visited in their communication center (i.e., store). Before
visits, the teams were informed by their manager that they would be asked to
participate in a survey conducted as part of a master’s thesis study. Due to multilevel

structure of the study (level 1: employee, level two: team) and essentiality of team
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building in each team, team members with less than one month experience were not
included in the analyses. Prior to data collection, informed consent of the participant
was obtained. Participants filled out the survey including individual personality
measures at the factor (i.e., Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism,
Openness to Experience, and Extraversion) and facet level (i.e.,Trust, Cooperation,
Achievement Striving, and Warmth), team potency and team viability measures, and
two SMM measures: one explicit (i.e., Team Assessment and Diagnostic Instrument)
and one implicit (i.e., Relatedness Rating of Teamwork and Taskwork). The
administration of the survey package took about 10 to 15 minutes (see Appendix G

for the survey package).
2.4 Data Aggregation

For the present study, though majority of the data were collected at the
individual level (e.g. personality, team potency and viability), hypotheses of the
study were expected at the team level. Therefore, individual level data had to be
aggregated to the team level. Team potency, viability, and explicit measure of shared
mental model (i.e., TADI) represent shared understanding among team members.
Thus, to aggregate obtained scores in these variables, whether team members showed
agreement in related constructs needed to be examined. For this purpose, Index
rwg(j), (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984; 1993) and intraclass correlation ICC(1),
were calculated. While the former index represents comparison of observed group
variance to an expected random variance, ICC(1) indicates interrater reliability.
ICC(1) is calculated as (MSB-MSW)/[MSB+[(k-1)*MSW].

For interrater agreement, rwyy was calculated with expected variance of 5
point scale with a uniform null distribution (c%zy=2). Based on the suggestion of
James et al.’s (1984), negative rwg values were replaced with zero. For aggregation,
the cut off score for average rwg(j) was suggested to be .70 (Klein & Kozlowski,
2000). However, in the present study, the average rwg values were below the cut-off
score for both team viability and team potency (.28 for team viability and .64 for
team potency) and for TADI (.60). The results of the one-way ANOVA used to
calculate the ICC (1) were significant for team potency (F(26, 101) =2.06, p < .01),
team viability (F(26, 101) =2.19 , p < .01), and SMM (F(26, 101)=1.97, p < .01).
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With respect to ICC (1) scores, each of the measures (i.e., team viability, potency,
and TADI) produced adequate scores, .19 for team viability, .17 for team potency
and .16 for SMM, respectively and well above the median ICC (1) value of .12
reported by James (1982). With respect to ICC (1, 5), team viability produced .55,
team potency .39 and SMM .47. These analyses together provided evidence that
there were agreement among members’ perceptions, and hence aggregation of the

individual scores was justified.

Individual scores were aggregated based on specified composition models
(i.e., using team minimum, team mean, team maximum, team variance scores) after
justification of aggregation. As team potency and team viability reflected the
collective perception of team members, an additive composition model (i.e., using
team mean) was used in aggregation and the team means were used to represent each

team’s score for team viability and potency measures.

There have been three common three calculation methods used in previous
research to aggregate individual scores in measures like the TADI. First way is using
team mean on the TADI. As previously mentioned, each category/factor of TADI
(i.e., task and team knowledge, task and communication skills, attitudes toward
teammates and task, team dynamics and interactions, and resources and working
environment) was assessed with three items. Each team member score in each factor
was computed by averaging his/her responses to the three items. To obtain the
overall TADI score for each team member, each team member’s scores on the five
factors were averaged. Further, to assess the degree of SMM content similarity for
each team, the overall TADI scores of all team members were averaged (Skorski,
2009).

The second way is to compute team standard deviation (SD) to estimate
within team variability (Harrison & Klein, 2007).Within team SD on the TADI
represents perceptional variability in the members’ mental models. Thus, high SD
reflects high variability among team member’s mental models and less SMM within
team. Therefore, a decision was made to subtract within team SD from 1 (1-SD) to
reverse value in order to generate the SMM score (Guchait, & Hamilton, 2013).
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The last way to assess the degree of SMM is to use within team agreement
score (rwg ) on the TADI measure. James and his colleagues (1984) demonstrated that
the rwgy score controls response biases such as leniency and social desirability. Within
team agreement in items of the TADI was computed for each team, representing each
team’s SMM.

For the present study, the following measures of SMM were used: taskwork
SMM (an implicit measure via Pathfinder), teamwork SMM (an implicit measure via
Pathfinder), TADI mean, TADI (1-SD), and TADI rwg: The SMM scores of the
teams obtained through these measures are presented in Table 1. The SMM scores
range from zero (dissimilar mental models) to one (similar mental models) for both
implicit measures, TADI (1-SD), and TADI (Rwg). The SMM scores for TADI
(Mean) range from zero (dissimilar mental models) to five (similar mental models).
Teams’ obtained SMM scores in Teamwork, Taskwork, and TADI can be seen in
Appendix H. As shown in Appendix H, the three SMM scores of teams did not seem
to covary; they varied considerably from measure to measure and each measure had

diverse six teams with the highest SMM scores.

Team level composition for personality factors and facets were also
computed. Among various methods mentioned in the introduction chapter, since
several researchers treated using mean score as the most robust indicator of team
composition (Barrick, et al.,1998; Bell, 2007), team mean was used to represent each
team score in each personality factor (i.e., Agreeableness, Extraversion,
Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience, and Neuroticism) and facet (i.e., Trust,
Cooperation, Achievement Striving, and Warmth). In addition, team variance scores
on Agreeableness, Trust, and Warmth were also used as an index of team
heterogeneity in each of these variables.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Overview

Results are presented in five sections: (1) data screening; (2) factor analyses;
(3) bivariate correlations between the study variables and descriptive statistics; (4)
hypothesis testing regarding antecedents of SMM; and (5) hypothesis testing
concerning consequences of SMM. In the first section, data were examined for
missing values, outliers and checked for normality assumptions. In the second
section, the results of the exploratory factor analyses conducted on the four
personality facet measures (i.e., warmth, achievement striving, trust, and
cooperation), team viability measure, team potency measure, and the explicit
measure of SMM (i.e., TADI) are presented. In the third section, correlations
between study variables and descriptive statistics are presented with means and
standard deviations. The fourth section includes results concerning the testing of the
hypotheses regarding antecedents of SMM (i.e., Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a,
3b). In the last section, results concerning the testing of the hypotheses regarding

consequences of SMM are presented (i.e., Hypotheses 4, 5, 6).
3.2 Data Screening

Data for personality factors and facets, team potency, viability, and explicit
SMM measure were examined for missing values, outliers and normality assumption.
Four participants had more than 5 % missing value and they were deleted. Missing
data in a case was replaced with the mean of the team that the case was a member of.
One participant appeared to be an outlier (-4.00 < z < 4.00) on openness to
experience measure and hence was deleted. With the criterion of p<.001 for
Mahalanobis distance, no multivariate outlier was identified at the team level.

Finally, normality assumption was in general met for the variables.

39



3.3 Factor Analyses and Reliabilities

A number of exploratory factor analyses with principal components as the
method for extraction were conducted on the scales translated to Turkish for the
present study (i.e., warmth, achievement striving, trust, and cooperation, team
viability, team potency, and explicit measure of SMM). A factor loading of .30 was

used as the inclusion criteria for an item in all factor analyses.

First, a factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed on the 10 items
of the Trust Scale. Initially, four factors explaining 65.18 % of total variance were
extracted. In addition, Horn’s parallel analysis (Watkins, 2000) suggested a three
factor solution. However, to retain the expected single factor structure, the analysis
was rerun by restricting the solution to one factor. The single factor explained 29.67
% of the total variance. With a cutoff of .30 for inclusion of an item in a factor, two
items did not load the factor. The remaining eight items had loadings ranging from
.36 to .73 and (See Appendix | for item loadings). While the initial 10 item scale
produced internal consistency estimate of .72. The internal consistency estimate of
the scale with eight items was adequate (o = .73).

Second, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted
on the Cooperation Scale. A three-factor solution explaining 54.47 % of total
variance was extracted. However, Horn’ parallel analysis suggested a two factor
solution and there were cross loading items. Hence, the factor analysis was rerun by
forcing the number of factors to two. The two factor solution explained 43.56 % of
the total variance. One item did not load on any factor. Of the remaining nine items,
seven items loaded on the first factor with loadings ranging from .48 to .80, and two
items loaded on the second factor with loadings of .71. Items under the first factor
were decided to be included in scale of Cooperation (See Appendix J for item
loadings). While, the initial 10 item scale produced internal consistency estimate of

.58, the internal consistency estimate of the scale with eight items was .73.

Third, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted on
the scale of Achievement Striving. Initially, four factors explaining 61.11 % of the

total variance were extracted. Following Horn’s parallel analysis suggestion, a single
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factor solution, the factor analysis was rerun by forcing the number of factors to one.
The single factor explained 26.73 % of the total variance. Among the ten items, two
items with loadings below .30 were excluded, and the remaining eight items had
loadings ranging from .47 to .73 (See Appendix K for item loadings). The initial 10
item scale produced internal consistency estimate of .61. The internal consistency
estimate of the scale with eight items was somewhat below the expected level

(0=.65), yet acceptable.

Fourth, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed
on the 10 items of Warmth scale. In line with Horn’s parallel analysis (Watkins,
2000), initial factor solution was a three factor solution explaining 53.60 % of the
total variance. However, there were some crossloading items among two of three
factors. Hence, the analysis was rerun by forcing the number of factors to two. The
two factor solution explained 40.00% of total variance. First factor explained 25.17
% of the total variance and seven items loaded on this factor with loadings ranging
from .34 to .67. The second factor explained 14.84 % of the variance and three items
loaded to the factor with loadings ranging from .57 to .64. A decision was made to
include seven items that loaded on the first factor in the scale of Warmth (See
Appendix L for item loadings). The initial 10 item scale produced internal
consistency estimate of .63. The internal consistency estimate of the scale with seven

items was 0=.65.

Fifth, an exploratory factor analysis with direct oblimin rotation was
conducted on the seven items of Team Viability scale. Initially, two factors
explaining 59.44 % of the total variance were extracted; but, parallel analysis
suggested presence of a single-factor solution. Moreover, there were some
crossloading items, and the correlations between these two factors was substantial (r
= .38), suggesting a single factor structure. Thus, the analysis was rerun by forcing
the number of factors to one. The single factor explained 44.30 % of the total
variance and all items loaded on the single factor with loadings ranging from .52 to
.77 (See Appendix M for item loadings). The scale produced internal consistency

estimate was .79.
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Sixth, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted on
the seven items of Team Potency scale. Initial solution was a one-factor solution also
supported by Horn’s parallel analysis. The single factor explained 47.44 % of the
total variance, and all items were loaded under the factor, with loadings ranging from
51 to .75 (See Appendix N for Item Loadings). The scale produced internal

consistency estimate value of .81 in the present study.

Lastly, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed on
the 15 items of the TADI. In line with Horn’s parallel analysis, initial solution was a
single factor solution, as expected. The single factor explained 56.47 % of the total
variance and all items were loaded on the single factor with loadings ranging from
.64 to .82 (See Appendix O for item loadings). The internal consistency estimate of

the scale was .94 in the present study.
3.4 Correlations between the Study Variables and Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 summarizes descriptive statistics and correlations of all variables at
the individual level. With respect to factor and facet relationships, as shown,
Agreeableness significantly correlated with its facets of Trust (r =. 39, p < .01) and
cooperation (r = .52, p < .01). Moreover, Extraversion was also found to be
correlated with its facet Warmth (r = .29, p < .01). Finally, there was a positive
correlation between Conscientiousness and its facet Achievement Striving (r = .35, p
<.05). To have statistical power, sample size has importance (Cohen, 1988). As team
level analysis have small sample size (N=27), in the present study, alpha level was
relaxed from .05 to .10. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and zero order
correlations among the hypothesized and control variables at the team level. As can
be seen in Table 2, the study sample group evaluates their teams quite positive on
team viability and potency variables. Specifically, they evaluated their teams as
having relatively high levels of potency (M = 4.38) and also viability (M = 3.85).
These two outcome variables were also found to be highly correlated, r = .74, p <
.01. With respect to SMM measures, while the two implicit SMM measures (i.e.,
taskwork and teamwork) were highly correlated (r =. 72, p < .01), these two
measures did not correlate with the three explicit self report measures of SMM (i.e.,
TADI Mean, TADI 1-SD, and TADI rwg), suggesting that the implicit and explicit
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measures are quite independent. Hence a decision was made to test the hypotheses
for explicit and implicit measures separately. As can be seen in Table 2, the three
explicit measures of SMM were highly correlated with one another. Specifically,
team mean TADI had a positive correlation with team reversed standard deviation of
TADI (r =.73, p <.01) and team rwg of TADI (r = .83, p < .01). Moreover, there
was a high correlation between team standard deviation of TADI and team rwg of
TADI (r = .83, p <.01). Hence, a decision was made to test the hypotheses regarding
explicit SMM with only one of the three explicit measures of SMM. As rwg is able
to control response biases (James et al., 1984), | decided to use team rwg scores of
SMM as the explicit SMM measure in hypothesis testing along with the two implicit
measures of SMM (i.e., teamwork SMM and taskwork SMM). Team size was found
to be negatively related to teamwork SMM (r = -.43, p < .01), and team experience

was found to be negatively related to explicit SMM (r = -.50, p < .01).
3.5. Hypothesis Testing Concerning Antecedents of SMM

A number of hierarchical regression analyses predicting SMM separately for
the three SMM measures (i.e., Task-work SMM, Team-Work SMM, and Explicit
Measure of SMM) were conducted. Literature showed that educational and
organizational level similarity, average team experience, team member recruitment,
and team size were significantly associated with team member schema agreement
(Rentsch, & Klimoski, 2001). Based on this literature, average team member’s tenure
in their present communication center in was controlled in the regression analyses.
Hence, team size and average team tenure were entered in the first block as control
variables and each hypothesized variable was entered in the second step. As shown
in Table 3 through Table 11, team size entered in step one was related to teamwork
SMM (B = -.43, p < .05), and team tenure was related to explicit measure of SMM (3
=-.50, p <.01). With respect to antecedents of SMM, it was hypothesized that team
composition in terms of Agreeableness (Hla) and its facets of Trust (H1b), and
Cooperation (H1c) would be positively related to two types of implicit SMM
measures and the explicit measure of SMM.
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Table 1. Descriptives Statistics and Zero Order Correlations at Individual Level

Variable Mean

1. SMM(TADI) 4.26
2. Team Viability 3.86
3. Team Potency 4.4
4. Trust 3.05
5. Cooperation 4.21
6. Achievement

Striving 441
7. Warmth 4.23
8. Openness to

Experience 4.51
9. Neuroticism 2.84

10. Conscientiousness 4.27
11. Agreeableness 4.17
12. Extraversion 4.05

SD
74
.86
.60
74
72

51
.55

A8
.78
.57
.53
.69

1

S55%*
.60**

-.02
A1

25%*

.20*

27**

.05

27**
33%*

13

2

.61**
.08
23

25**
A1

A1
-.16
23*

.38**

.15

3

.01
.20*

24%*
25%*

.24*
-.12

A3**
A1**

14

4

.18*

-.10

31%*

.03
-.13
.06

39%*

.08

5

27**
.08

A3
-.39%*
33
S52%*

.02

27**

.38%*
-27%*
.35%*
32+
24%*

7 8
A3* -
-24%% 31

.18 .18
A2k 28**
29**%  36**

-21%
-44%*
-26%*

10

52%*
14

11

12

12

Note. *p < .05,**p < .01, SMM. shared mental model. TADI. team assessment and diagnostic instrument.
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of the Study Variables at the Team Level

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 Team Size -
Team
2 Tenure .00 -
Team
3 Performance -.08 .06 -
Team
4 Viability -.27 05 .05 -
Team
5 Potency -.27 08 .08 .74*%** -
Implicit SMM
Teamwork
6 SMM -43** 00 -.08 .38** .33* -
Taskwork
7 SMM -18  -.03 -34* 39** 32 12 —
Explicit SMM
TADI
8 (Mean) -16  -27 .08 .70*** 82** 28 .35* -
TADI (1-
9 SD) -01 -47** .02 21 .38* .08 20 73*** -
10 TADI(rwg) -17 -50 -.06 .45** 5l*** 22 30 .83*%** 8o*F**
Agreeableness
11 Mean -18 37 24 34*  35%  42*%* 41** 12 -.19 -.12 -
12 Variance 24 09 -14 .03 -24 -22 -12 -36* -57*** -48** -08 —
Trust
13 Mean -53** 29 .05 A5 -08 -01 -10 -23 -36* -18 25 .10
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14 Variance
Cooperation
15 Mean
16 Variance
Extraversion
17 Mean
18 Variance
Warmth

19 Mean
20 Variance
Conscientiousness
21 Mean
22 Variance
Achievement
Striving

23 Mean
24 Variance
Neuroticism
25 Mean
26 Variance
Openness to
Experience

27 Mean
28 Variance
Mean
SD

.07 10 .02
10 -01 .07
-10 .24 -.09
-48** -06 .05
07 -22 32
-21 01 -.02
14 -16  -17
13 06 .11
-21 -21 -12
-19  -17 .05
-07 .56** .15
06 -03 -10
-10 42** 23
-45 -13 .06
A48**  -09 -.03
474 1342 111
1.10 879 .19

-.03

24
40**

24
-.13

12
- 4T

.08
.25

.29
-.10

.03
12

27
-.23
3.85

54

-18 -23 -31
.20 29 42%*
19 05 -.02
.07 20 .03
-10  -11 -32

06 .34 14
-48** -39** -37*

.26 04 .29
.08 14 15

14 32 37*
-13  -16  -.29
-11 15 -.02
-02  -05 -23
29 20 .18
-21 .02 -05

4.38 43 A3
40 13 12

46

-.25

14
.01

-.01
A7

-.13
-.28

21
-.08

19
-.30

A1
-.22

.08
-.01
4.47

.45

-38% A7 W27
-.02 -03 .59***
-.29 -.09 .03
-.32 -04  -.07
38** .33 -43**
-.29 -.06 .25
-.08 -30 -32
-.01 A3 .34*
-21 -.16 .16
A2 21 -.05
-A47*F* - 45%* 12
21 A7 -.10
-53*** -39** 19
-11 -.01 29
.00 .00 -.06
40 32 431

.38 .23 .30

.38%

13
.06

.07
-.23

.26
21

-.03
.30

.07
.03

-.10
.50***

34*
-.19
.28

21

12

12
.20

31
-.22

21
-17

-.16
10

-.04
.26

.07
29

.33*

-.33*

3.06
42

14
-.01

12
-.25

-.10
A1%*

-.29
12

.10
.16

.20
17

A3

-.18
.50
.34



Table 2 continued. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of the Study Variables at the Team Level

Variables 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

15 Mean -

16  Variance -.26 -

Extraversion

17 Mean -09 31 -

18 Variance -.63*** - 11 -17 -

Warmth

19 Mean 21 A9 22 -20 -

20 Variance -19 -15 -22 .03 -38* -

Conscientiousness

21 Mean .28 06 03 -26 .10 -25 -

22 Variance .06 22 23 -22 -04 .02 -29 -

Achievement Striving

23  Mean A9 33* 23 -19 .49*%** -13 .18 -.09 -

24  Variance -34 10 .16 .05 -34* 07 -02 .02 -61*** -

Neuroticism

25 Mean -18 -13 -28 41** -20 .20 -37* 11 -26 .21 -

26  Variance .07 35 .17 -13 49%** -01 .16 -20 .18 21 -26 -

Openness to Experience

27 Mean A45**  -03 .26 -47 45 -06 .06 .38* .34* -30 -.26 .30 -

28 Variance -24 07 -16 .35 -07 .08 .13 -22 -16 .08 .35 -.15 -.63***
Mean 4.22 .56 4.10 .49 424 31 425 34 441 .26 2.87 .61 453 .19
SD .34 49 38 .38 23 .21 .28 .25 26 .12 36 .50 .24 .18

Note. *p <.10**p < .05, ***p < .01, SMM. shared mental model. TADI. team assessment and diagnostic instrument.
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As shown in Table 3, the mean Agreeableness score entered at the second
step explained incremental variance in both teamwork SMM, AR? = .14, F@a2s
y=3.79 , p < .05 and taskwork SMM, AR® = .18, Fzzs y=2.11, p < .05.
Examinations of regression coefficients demonstrated that team mean Agreeableness
was significantly related to both teamwork SMM (B =.42, p < .05) and taskwork
SMM (B =47, p < .05) but not related to the explicit SMM (B =.04, ns), supporting
Hypothesis 1a for the two implicit SMM measures but not for the explicit SMM

measure.

Table 3. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Agreeableness in Predicting
the three SMM measures

Team-work SMM

Variables B t R2 = AR2
Step 1 A9 2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43*** 235
Step 2 33 3.79** 14
Team Tenure -15 -.82
Team Size -.36* -2.06
Agreeableness A2%* 222
Task-work SMM
B t R’ F AR?
Step 1 .03 438
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.92
Step 2 22 211** 18
Team Tenure -.20 -1.00
Team Size -.10 -.53
Agreeableness A7F* 231
Explicit SMM
B t R’ F AR?
Step 1 28  4.74**
Team Tenure -50*** -201
Team Size -17 -1.01
Step 2 29  3.05*%* .00
Team Tenure -52** 272
Team Size -17 -.93
Agreeableness .04 22

Note. * p < .10, **p < .05,***p < .01, SMM. Shared mental model.
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Table 4 displays the results regarding Hypothesis 1b. As can be seen in the
table, team mean Trust entered at the second step did not explain any incremental
variance. It was found to be not related to team-work SMM (B = -.37, p = .11), task-
work SMM (B =-.29, ns) and explicit measure of SMM (B = -.19, ns), refuting
hypothesis Hypothesis 1b for both explicit and implicit measures.

Table 4. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Trust in Predicting the three
SMM measures

Team-work SMM

Variables B t R2 = AR2
Step 1 A9 2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43** 235
Step 2 27  2.88* .09
Team Tenure A1 .60
Team Size -.63*** 294
Trust -.37 -1.66
Task-work SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 .03 43
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.92
Step 2 09 74 .05
Team Tenure .06 .29
Team Size -.34 -1.41
Trust -.29 -1.17
Explicit SMM
B t R’ F AR?
Step 1 28  4.74**
Team Tenure -50*** -1.01
Team Size -17 -2.91
Step 2 31 3.39** .02
Team Tenure - 45%**  .1.32
Team Size -.28 -2.41
Trust -.19 -.88

Note. * p <.10, **p <.05, ***p <. 01, SMM. Shared mental model.

On an exploratory basis the above analyses were repeated by using Trust

heterogeneity (variance) as the predictor. As shown in Table 5, team variance on
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Trust entered at the second step explained incremental variance for only explicit
SMM measure, AR® = .17, F@aes y=6.34, p < .01. Regression coefficients showed
that team heterogeneity (variance) on Trust was negatively related to the explicit
SMM (B =-.42, p <.01) but not significantly related to taskwork SMM (B =-.30, p =
.14) and teamwork SMM (B =-.21, p = .28). That is, as dissimilarity in level of trust
among team member increased, similarity of team members’ mental models was

likely to decrease.

Table 5. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Trust Variance in
Predicting the three SMM measures

Team-work SMM

Variables B t R? = AR?
Step 1 19 2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43** 235
Step 2 23 2.27 .04
Team Experience .03 14
Team Size -42**  -2.28
Trust =21 -1.12
Task-work SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 03 428
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.92
Step 2 12 1.09 .09
Team Tenure .01 .03
Team Size -.16 -.84
Trust -.30 -1.54
Explicit SMM
B t R’ F AR?
Step 1 28  4.74%*
Team Tenure -50*%** -2.91
Team Size -17 -1.01
Step 2 45  6.34%** A7
Team Tenure -46*** -2 .97
Team Size -.15 -.95
Trust -A42%*  -2.67

Note. * p <.10, **p <.05,***p < .01, SMM. Shared mental model.
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Results concerning Hypothesis 1c which predicted a positive relationship
between Cooperation with the three measures of SMM are summarized in Table 6.
The second step of regression explained incremental variance for both team work
SMM, AR? = .11, F323 y=3.25, p < .07 and task work SMM, AR? = .20, Fz23 )=
2.28 , p < .05. Regression coefficients showed that team mean cooperation was
positively related to team-work SMM (B = .33, p <.07) and task-work SMM ( =.44,
p <.05) but not related to the explicit SMM (B = -.02, ns), supporting Hypothesis 1c

for the two implicit SMM measures but not for the explicit measure.

Table 6. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Cooperation in Predicting
the three SMM measures

Variables Team-work SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 A8  2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43** 235
Step 2 30 3.25%* 11
Team Tenure .01 .04
Team Size -46*%*  -2.64
Cooperation 33* 1.90
Task-work SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 03 43
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.92
Step 2 23  2.28 .20
Team Tenure -.02 -1.15
Team Size -.23 -1.23
Cooperation A4** 241
Explicit SMM
B t R’ F AR?
Step 1 28  4.74%*
Team Tenure -50*%** -2.91
Team Size -17 -1.01
Step 2 28  3.03** .00
Team Tenure -50*** -2.85
Team Size -17 -.97
Cooperation -.02 -.12

Note. * p <.10, **p <. 05, ***p < .01, SMM. Shared mental model.
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Hypothesis 2a proposed a negative relationship between team mean
Extraversion and the three measures of SMM. As shown in Table 7, Extraversion
explained incremental variance only in the explicit SMM, AR? = .03, F@23)=3.53,p
< .05. However, it was found that team composition in terms of Extraversion
exhibited nonsignificant relationship with team-work SMM (B = -.02, ns), task-work
SMM (B =-.08, ns), and the explicit SMM (B = -.20, ns), refuting Hypothesis 2a.

Table 7. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Extraversion in Predicting the
three SMM measures

Variables Team-work SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 A9 2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43**  -2.35
Step 2 A9 176 .00
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -.44* -2.05
Extraversion -.02 -.07
Task-work SMM
B t R’ F AR?
Step 1 .03 .43
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.92
Step 2 04 31 .01
Team Tenure -.03 -.15
Team Size -.22 -.95
Extraversion -.08 -.34
Explicit SMM
B t R’ F AR?
Step 1 28  4.74**
Team Tenure -50*** -201
Team Size -17 -1.01
Step 2 32 3.53** .03
Team Tenure -52*** 208
Team Size =27 -1.37
Extraversion =21 -1.04

Note. * p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01, SMM. Shared mental model.
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In response to this unexpected finding concerning the antecedent role of
Extraversion, based on curvilinear relationship obtained between Extraversion and
positive team outcomes (e.g., Barry & Stewart, 1997), a decision was made to test
the existence of a non-linear, more specifically a quadratic, relationship between
Extraversion and SMM on an exploratory basis. As Table 8 shows, the inclusion of a
quadratic term improved model fit (AR? = .14, p < .10) in predicting only taskwork
SMM indicating a curvilinear relationship between Extraversion (B = -.39, p <.10)
and taskwork SMM. That is, teams with moderate Extraversion mean were more
likely have more taskwork SMM than teams with greater or lesser Extraversion

mean.

Table 8. Hierarchical Regression analyses for Extraversion in Predicting the
three SMM measures

Variables Team-work SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 3 21 143 .02
Team Tenure -.03 -.16
Team Size -48**  -2.14
Linear -.06 -.25
Quadratic -.15 - 74
Task-work SMM
B t R? F AR’
Step 3 18 118 14
Team Tenure -12 -.60
Team Size -.33 -1.43
Linear -.18 -.80
Quadratic -.39* -1.91
Explicit SMM
B t R? F AR’
Step 3 34 2.78* .02
Team Tenure -48**  -2.68
Team Size -.23 -1.14
Linear -17 -.81
Quadratic 15 .82

Note. * p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01, SMM. Shared mental model.

Moreover, Hypothesis 2b proposed positive relationship between

Extraversion facet of Warmth and the three measures of SMM. Parallel with
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relationship exhibited by Extraversion factor, team mean Warmth entered explained
incremental variance only for explicit measure of SMM, AR? = .01, F@E23)=3.18, p <
.05. In Table 9, it was shown that Warmth exhibited nonsignificant relationship with
team-work SMM (B = .04, ns), task-work SMM (B = .15, ns) and with explicit SMM
(B =-.10, ns), refuting Hypothesis 2b.

Table 9. Hierarchical Regression analyses for Warmth in Predicting the
three SMM measures

Variables Team-work SMM
B t R® F AR?
Step 1 19 2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43** 235
Step 2 A9 177 .00
Team Tenure .00 .01
Team Size -42** 211
Warmth .04 .18
Task-work SMM
B t R® F AR?
Step 1 .03 43
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.98
Step 2 06 45 .02
Team Tenure -01 -.06
Team Size -.23 -1.09
Warmth 15 -71
Explicit Measure of SMM
B t R® F AR’
Step 1 28 4.74**
Team Tenure -50*** -2.91
Team Size -.17 -1.01
Step 2 29 3.18** .01
Team Tenure -50***  -2.86
Team Size -.20 -1.09
Warmth -.10 -.57

Note. * p <. 10; **p < .05; ***p <. 01 . SMM. Shared mental model.

In response to this unexpected finding concerning the antecedent role of
Warmth, a decision was made to test the relationship of warmth heterogeneity

(variance) with the SMM measures. As shown in Table 10, team heterogeneity on
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Warmth explained incremental variance in the explicit SMM, AR2 = .13, Fg23
y=5.45 , p < .01 and teamwork SMM, AR? = .13, Fz23 )=3.29, p < .05. However,
examinations of regression coefficients showed that team composition in terms of
personality factor of Warmth variance was negatively related to exhibited team-
work SMM similarity (B =-.35, p < .10 ), task-work SMM (B =-.36, p <.10), and the
explicit SMM (B = -.37, p <.05). So, as dissimilarity in level of Warmth among team
member increased, similarity of team members’ mental models was likely to

decrease.

Table 10. Hierarchical Regression analyses for Warmth Variance in
Predicting the three SMM measures

Variables Team-work SMM
B t R? F AR®
Step 1 A9 2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43** 235
Step 2 30 3.29** A1
Team Tenure -.05 -.30
Team Size -38**  -2.18
Warmth -.35* -1.94
Task-work SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 .03 .43
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.92
Step 2 A6 1.47 A3
Team Tenure -.08 -44
Team Size -.13 -.69
Warmth -.36* -1.86
Explicit SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 28 4. 74**
Team Tenure -50*** -201
Team Size -17 -1.01
Step 2 42  5.45%** 13
Team Tenure -56*** -3.47
Team Size -12 -.76
Warmth -37**  -2.28

Note. * p < .10, **p < .05,***p < .01, SMM. Shared mental model.
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Hypothesis 3a and 3b proposed that team composition in terms of mean
Conscientiousness and its facet Achievement Striving would be positively related to
both implicit and explicit measures of SMM. As shown in Table 11, Hypothesis 3a
was not supported as Conscientiousness exhibited non significant relationship with
teamwork SMM (B =.10, ns), taskwork SMM (B = .32, p =.12) and the explicit SMM
(B=.19, ns).

Table 11. Hirarchical Regression analyses for Conscientiousnessin
Predicing the three SMM measures

Variables Team-work SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 19 2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43**  -2.35
Step 2 20 187 .01
Team Tenure -.00 -.01
Team Size -44**  -2.36
Conscientiousness 10 51
Task-work SMM
B t R? F AR®
Step 1 03 43
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.92
Step 2 A3 1.19 10
Team Tenure -.06 -.23
Team Size -.22 -1.15
Conscientiousness 32 1.63
Explicit SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 28  4.74%*
Team Tenure -50*** -2.91
Team Size -.17 1.01
Step 2 32 357** .03
Team Tenure -51***  .2.08
Team Size -.20 -1.14
Conscientiousness 19 1.08

Note. * p <.10, **p <.05, ***p < .01, SMM. shared mental model.
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Regarding team composition in terms of personality facet of Achievement
Striving, as shown in Table 12, second step explained incremental variance for only
criterion of taskwork SMM, AR? = .12, Fz23 y=1.35, p < .10. Thus, team mean
achievement striving was only positively related to task-work SMM (B = .35, p <
.10), and Hypothesis 3b was not supported for team-work SMM (B = .25, ns) and the
explicit SMM (B = .10, ns).

Table 12. Hirarchical Regression analyses for Achievement Striving in
Predicing the three SMM measures

Variables Teamwork SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 A9 2.75*
Team Tenure .00 .02
Team Size -43** 235
Step 2 25 250 .06
Team Tenure .05 .25
Team Size -39**  -2.09
Achievement Striving .25 1.35
Taskwork SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 .03 .43
Team Tenure -.03 -12
Team Size -.18 -.92
Step 2 A5 1.35* A2
Team Tenure .03 A7
Team Size -12 -.61
Achievement Striving  .35* 1.77
Explicit SMM
B t R? F AR?
Step 1 28  A474**
Team Tenure -50*** -291
Team Size -.17 -1.01
Step 2 29 317 .01
Team Tenure -49** 273
Team Size -.16 -.87
Achievement Striving .10 .56

Note. * p <.10, **p <.05, ***p <. 01, SMM. Shared mental model.

57



3.6 Hypothesis Testing Concerning Consequences of SMM

Regarding consequences of SMM Similarity, a number of hierarchical
regression analyses predicting three team effectiveness outcomes (i.e., team
performance, viability, and potency) were run. In prediction of team performance,
team size and team tenure was controlled. In line with the work of Resick et al.
(2010), only team tenure was controlled in prediction of team viability and potency.
Hypothesis 4 proposed that task work SMM would be positively related to team
performance. Team size and team average tenure were controlled in the first step of
analysis. As shown in Table 13, team average tenure (§ = -.04, ns) and team size (p =
-.13, ns) exhibited nonsginificant relationship with team performance. Taskwork
SMM was found to be negatively related to team performance (fp = -.34, p < .10),
meaning as the team members implicit SMM concerning the team’s tasks increased,

team performance was likely to decrease. Hence Hypothesis 4 was not supported.

Table 13. Hirarchical Regression analyses for the Taskwork SMM in
Predicting Team Performance

Variables B t R? F AR?

Step 1 .02 .23

Team Tenure -.04 -.22

Team Size -.13 -.65
Step 2 A3 1.14 11

Team Tenure -.05 -.27

Team Size -.19 -.97

Taskwork SMM -.34* -1.71

Note. * p <.10, **p < .05, ***p < .01, SMM. shared mental model.
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Hypothesis 5 proposed a positive relationship between team viability and the
three measures of SMM. As shown in Table 14, after controlling average team
tenure, teamwork SMM (B = .38, p <.10), taskwork SMM (B = .39, p < .05), and
explicit SMM (B = .63, p <.01) were found to be positively related to team viability,
supporting Hypothesis 5.

Table 14. Hirarchical Regression analyses for the three measures of SMM
in redicing Team Viability

Variables B T R2 F AR2
Step 1 .00 .06
Team Tenure .05 24
Step 2 A5 2.08 15
Team Tenure .05 .25
Teamwork SMM .38* 2.02
Step 1 .00 .06
Team Tenure .05 24
Step 2 .16 2.23 15
Team Tenure .06 31
Taskwork SMM 39** 2.10
Step 1 .00 .06
Team Tenure .05 24
Step 2 .30 5.12 .30
Team Tenure 37 1.85
Explcit SMM B3*F** 3.19

Note. * p <.10, **p < .05, ***p < .01, SMM. shared mental model.

Finally, with respect to team potency, Hypothesis 6 proposed that the three
SMM measures would be positively related to team potency. As shown in Table 15,
team tenure entered in step 1 was found to be unrelated with team potency (p = .08,
ns). The examination of the regression coefficients indicated that teamwork SMM (3
= .33, p <.10) and the explicit SMM (B = .73, p < .01) were positively related to
team potency; however taskwork SMM was found be unrelated (p = .32, ns). Hence,
results partially supported Hypothesis 6.
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Table 15. Hirarchical Regression analyses for the three measures of SMM
in p redicing Team Potency

Variables B T R2 F AR2
Step 1 .01 5
Team Tenure .08 .39
Step 2 A2 1.53 A1
Team Tenure .08 40
Teamwork SMM .33* 1.71
Step 1 .01 15
Team Tenure .08 39
Step 2 A1 1.48 .10
Team Tenure .09 45
Taskwork SMM 32 1.67
Step 1 01 .15
Team Tenure .08 .39
Step 2 41 8.30 40
Team Tenure A5** 2.46
Explcit SMM J3*** 4,04

Note. * p <.10, **p <.05, ***p < .01, SMM. shared mental model.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

4.1 Overview

Although the number of team based organizations is increasing, relatively
little is known about how team composition influences team processes and outcomes.
However, with the increased interest in antecedents and consequences of team
mental models (i.e., SMM), an apparent picture supporting importance of team
composition in the development of mental models is slowly emerging (Edward et al.,
2006; Resick et al., 2010; Yang et al., 2008). In this regard, the present study
provided an empirical extension of the previous research on antecedents and
consequences of SMM. In doing so, | had four objectives. First | aimed to examine
the emergence of SMM in a naturalistic setting using real life teams in a technology
retailer chain. Second, | aimed to understand the development of SMM in service
teams as opposed to other types of teams. Third, | aimed to distinguish two types of
SMM measurement techniques (i.e., implicit and explicit measure of SMM). Lastly, I
aimed to examine team personality composition as antecedents of SMM, and team
effectiveness facets (i.e., team performance, viability and potency) as consequences
of SMM.

This chapter has four sections. In the first section, the results of hypotheses
testing, that are findings concerning antecedents and consequence of SMM, are
discussed. The second section focuses on the contributions and practical implications
of the present study. In the last section, present study’s limitations and suggestions

for future research are presented.

Since each type of team requires different demands and operates differently
from each other due to heterogeneity within and across team types (Mathieu et al.,
2008), type of team under examination, team task, and team structure (i.e., service

team) should be taken into consideration in the discussion of the present study
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findings. In this regard, to interpret the findings, understanding nature of sale teams
is important. The teams in the present sample work under a well-established GSM
organization and are subject to practices and policies of the organization: Each team
member strives to achieve both individual sale goal/objective set for him/her by the
store manager and team goal set by the regional sales manager of the GSM
organization. To complete individual sale transactions, each team member receives
and shares information; works cooperatively with other team members, and team
members encourage each other to achieve team sale goal. Based on the tasks
requiring interdependency and cooperation, it is very clear that team members not
only get involved in dyadic customer interaction but also in intrateam interaction on
a continuous basis. Moreover, 89.1 % of the team members believed that they were

working as a team.
4.2 Discussion of the Results

The study results are discussed through three subsections. Firstly, discussion
of the results concerning antecedents of SMM is presented. Then results concerning
consequences of SMM are discussed. Lastly, discussion of results regarding
differential relationship exhibited by implicit and explicit measures of SMM are

presented.
4.2.1 Discussion of Results Concerning Antecedents of SMM

With respect to antecedents of SMM, Hypothesis 1a, which stated that team
mean Agreableness would be positively related to SMM was partially supported and
within team mean level Agreeableness was found to be positively related to
teamwork SMM and taskwork SMM. That is, teams composed of highly agreeable
members were more likely than others to have shared mental models of teamwork
and taskwork. This finding is consistent with previous studies (Fisher, Bell,
Dierdorff, & Belohlav, 2012; Resick et al., 2010; Yang et al., 2008) which reported a
positive relationship between Agreeableness and SMM. The contribution of
agreeable member in the emergence of SMM is not so surprising as agreeable people
are likely to engage in teamwork tasks involving cooperation and requiring

interpersonal interactions (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001), and agreeable members work
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well with others (Mount et al., 1998). Taken together, findings of the present study
supported the importance of agreeable members in teams in the development of
SMM.

Among facets of Agreeableness, Cooperation and Trust were regarded as
most relevant to team interaction (Driskell et al., 2006). These two facets were
expected to be facilitator of the supported positive relationship between
Agreableness and SMM. Hence, Hypothesis 1b and Hypothesis 1c proposed positive
relationships between these two facets and SMM in a service team context. With
respect to Cooperation, team mean level cooperation exhibited positive relationship
with teamwork and taskwork SMMs, suggesting that the more cooperative members
a team had, the more likely they were to have shared mental models of teamwork and
taskwork. It seems like, cooperative individual give more importance to group
demands than individual desires (Wagner, 1995) that direct the individual’s attention
to the group or team. Cooperative team members seem more likely to display
positive interpersonal interaction and engage in collaborations that facilitate

emergence of SMM.

On the other hand, with respect to Trust, within team mean Trust failed to
exhibit the expected positive relationship. Hence, Hypothesis 1b was not supported
in the present study. Contrary to the expectations, Trust had nonsignificant negative
relationship with the three measures of SMM (i.e., taskwork SMM, teamwork SMM,
and explicit measure of SMM) with noticeable beta coefficients. These findings are
consistent with the work of Fisher and colleagues (2012) that examined
agreeableness facets of trust and cooperation as deep level antecedents of team-
focused team mental model (TMM) similarity. While these authors found the
expected positive relationship between cooperation and team-focused TMM
similarity, in their study also trust exhibited a negative relationship with team-

focused TMM similarity in a student sample performing a business simulation.

The negative relationship exhibited by Trust might be explained by the
potential negative outcomes of having highly trustful members in teams. Despite
commonly proposed benefits of trust for individuals and organizations, Langfred

(2004) emphasized the potential negative outcomes of high trust among team
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members. The author reported that high trust among team members resulted in low
monitoring behavior among team members that could harm performance when

combined with high individual autonomy.

Another plausible explanation regarding this unexpected finding may be
related to the way team level trust was operationalized in the present study.
Intuitively, people continue to show trust until others show trust reciprocally. In an
environment some team members may be trustful, whereas other may not. In such an
environment, positive outcome like cooperation and team harmony might not be
observed. Hence, diversity (high variance) in team composition in terms of Trust
may be critical factor here. Thus, as explained in the results chapter, on an
exploratory basis, a decision was made to examine the effects of within team Trust
variance on SMM with the hope of shedding some lights on this unexpected negative
relationship. It was found that there was negative relationship between team
heterogeneity on trust and the explicit measure of SMM. That is, when team
members were diverse in terms of level of Trust felt, they were more likely to have
dissimilar mental models. These findings showed that the similarity of team
members in trust level is critical rather than the mean trust level in the emergence of

shared mental models.

Concerning the role of team extraversion composition, negative relationship
between team mean Extraversion and three measures of SMM were hypothesized
(Hypothesis 2a). However, the expected relationship was not supported. The
interaction of individual extraversion and team extraversion composition might
explain this finding. For example, research evidence indicated that extraverts show
more counterproductive behavior when they are member of a group which have more
extraverts compared to groups with fewer extraverts (Schmidt, Ogunfowara, &
Bourdage, 2012). In addition, Kristof-Brown and colleagues (2005) reported that
unlike the commonly hold view of the importance of similarity of extraversion
among team members for team outcomes, complementary fit (i.e., high individual,
low team or low individual, high team) of team composition in terms of extraversion
produced high attraction to team. The exploratory finding on the existence of a

curvilinear relationship between Extraversion and taskwork SMM supported
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criticality of modarete degree of Extraversion in the development of SMM as teams
with moderate Extraversion mean were more likely have more taskwork SMM than

teams with greater or lesser Extraversion mean.

Among the facets of extraversion, Warmth was hypothesized as positively
related to SMM (Hypothesis 2b). However, the expected relationship was not
supported. Like the Trust facet of Agreeableness, maintenance of warmth among
team members may require also reciprocal feelings. Thus, this type of personality
facet might be expected to be shown by all team members to facilitate SMM
emergence. Thus, dissimilarity in warmth level among members could be more likely
to result in dissimilar mental models. The exploratory analysis of team heterogeneity
on warmth supported this possibility. That is, it was found that team variance of
warmth was negatively related to taskwork SMM and explicit measure of SMM.
Taken together, the finding suggested that similarity rather than mean level in

Warmth seemed to be influential in the enhancement of SMM.

Although highly conscientiousness people are more likely to cooperate with
others when the work is contingent on interdependence and gentle interpersonal
relationships (Lepine & Van Dyne, 2001), surprisingly team mean level
conscientiousness failed to contribute to any of the SMM variables. Hence,
Hypothesis 3a was not supported. A plausible explanation for this unexpected
relationship may be related to the differential associations of different
components/facets of Conscientiousness to SMM. Lepine and Van Dyne (2001)
examined the relationship between Conscientiousness and cooperative behavior both
at factor and facet (i.e., Competence, Order, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving, Self-
discipline, Deliberation) level. At factor level, they found a positive relationship
between Conscientiousness and cooperative behavior, however, this relationship was
supported for only facets of Competence, Achievement Striving, and Self-
Discipline, which reflect the motivational aspect of Conscientiousness. On this
finding, they noted that cooperation was not higher for people who are carry out their
job in an orderly, methodical and deliberate fashion which reflects the dependability
aspect of Conscientiousness. On comparison of achievement and dependability,

Hough (1992) demonstrated that although both dependability and achievement facets

65



correlated with teamwork, they were found to be differently related with criteria (i.e.,
overall performance, sale effectiveness, and creativity). Whereas dependability was
negatively related to creativity, achievement was positively related to creativity. In
addition, overall performance indices, sale effectiveness and effort, were better
predicted by the achievement facet. This diverse nature of major facets of
Conscientiousness may explain why at the factor level Concientiosness was not

related to SMM in the present study.

Concerning facets of Conscientiousness, a positive relationship was
hypothesized between Achievement Striving and the three measures of SMM
(Hypothesis 3b). However the hypothesis was supported for only taskwork SMM.
This finding provides support for the argument of Resick and colleagues (2010) who
asserted that while Achievement facet promotes mental model emergence,
Dutifulness facet may detract mental model emergence. Obtaining supportive
findings for only the task-work SMM is not so surprising since the achievement
oriented individual primarily concentrate on task (Hough, 1992) and the goal
accomplishment. High involvement of team members in task components and
completion is more likely to facilitate the development of taskwork SMM rather than
teamwork SMM.

The present study did not propose any hypotheses regarding the other two
broad personality traits (i.e, Neuroticism and Openness to Experience). However, for
exploratory purposes, whether team composition in terms of Neuroticism and
Openness to Experience were related to SMM was also examined. However, both of

the traits failed to exhibit significant relationship with the three measures of SMM.

To summarize, team mean level Agreeableness, Cooperation, and
Achievement Striving as well as team homogeneity in Trust and Warmth were found
to be significant predictors of SMM development. That is, teams composed of
members with high level Agreeableness, Cooperation, and Achievement Striving,
and similar level of Trust and Warmth were more likely than others to share mental
models. Given the significance of early team interaction in the development of team
mental models (Fisher et al., 2012), the present findings showed that those
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personality attributes (e.g., agreeableness, trust, cooperation) facilitating

interpersonal interaction create an environment fostering emergence of SMM.
4.2.2 Discussion of Results Concerning Consequences of SMM

The findings of the present study provided evidence that taskwork SMM and
teamwork SMM were differentially related with different aspect of team
effectiveness. The existing research on team mental models provides evidence that
supports the importance of SMM in team processes and effectiveness. Specifically,
teams sharing similar mental models were found to communicate effectively, show
more core teamwork behavior, coordination, and back up behavior (e.g., Marks et al.,
2001; Mathiue et al., 2000; Rentsch & Klimoski, 2001) and better performance (e.qg.,
Edwards et al., 2006; Guchait & Hamilton, 2013; Lim & Klein, 2006; Resick et al.,
2010).

With respect to consequences of SMM, taskwork SMM was hypothesized to
be positively related with team performance (Hypothesis 4). But, the expected
positive relationship was not found. Unexpectedly, a negative relationship was found
between these two variables. The differences in team tasks and the study setting
(laboratory versus field) may be responsible for the differences in present study and
previously reported work (e.g., Edwards et al., 2006; Resick et al., 2010). Previous
studies provided supportive finding for the influence of SMM on team performance
in controlled settings in which participants were required to engage in a simulated
task, and were exposed to stress and time pressure, which perhaps enhanced the need
for SMM for effective task accomplishment (Lim & Klein, 2006). However, with
respect to teams in the present study, members of the teams were expected to make
successful sales in collaboration with one another. In other words, team members
were expected to communicate, encourage and support each other. In such a context,
team performance may be better predicted by cooperation, coordination, and goal
accomplishment rather than SMM. On the other hand, it seems that content of SMM
could also have contributed to the present study findings. That is, in the present
study, the common tasks (e.g., draw up documents, promote products, and
monitoring transaction) the team members are responsible for were treated as

contents of SMM. The shared understanding of the relatedness of these concepts was
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expected to be linked to team performance. However, there may be other potential
contents of SMM that may be critical in team performance. For instance, mental
models contents such as customers’ demands and effective ways to meet these
demands (Lim & Klein, 2006) might be more critical and similarity of these mental
models might be more related to team performance. Moreover, shared perception of
individual performance indispensability for collective performance might make more
contributions to team performance than the taskwork SMM for teams responsible for
additive tasks (sum of individual contributions). Future research is definitely needed

to look into these possibilities.

The unexpected negative relationship between taskwork SMM and team
performance might be attributed to differential relationship exhibited by two facets of
team mental models as mental model similarity and mental model accuracy. The
main focus of the present study was on mental model similarity. It is quite plausible
that although similar, mental models of the teams may be inaccurate which might
result in decrease in team performance. Previous research focusing on both facets
found that though mental model similarity and accuracy were related (e.g., Lim &
Klein, 2006), mental model accuracy (quality) had the strongest impact on team
effectiveness components such as performance, decision -effectiveness, and
adaptation (e.g., Edwards et al., 2006; Resick et al., 2010). Moreover, while mental
model accuracy was positively related to goal accomplishment and coordination
processes, mental model similarity was only related to team viability (Resick et al.,
2010). Taken together, it seems that accuracy, but not similarity, of mental models
could matter in enhancing task performance. However, assessment of similarity and
accuracy in service team context will enable us to compare and contrast the outcomes
of these shared mental models (i.e. accuracy & similarity) with respect to different

outcomes.

Additional plausible explanation for this unexpected finding might be
existence of potential mediators or moderators of this relationship. In line with the
input-process-output framework, SMM was reported to initially influence team
commitment and then slowly influence team effectiveness components (i.e.,

performance) (Yang et al., 2008). In addition, relationship between SMM and team
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performance was fully mediated by the process of coordination (Marks et al., 2002).
It should be taken into consideration that tasks of service teams require goal
commitment that has influence on team performance, quality of group experience
and team viability (Aubé & Rousseau, 2005). Based on the reported evidence that
some team processes fully or partially mediate the relationship between SMM and
team performance, processes variables such as communication, goal commitment

and back up behavior need further investigation.

Finally, another plausible explanation for not finding an effect of SMM on
team performance of these teams may be that performance, especially sales
performance, is a function of factors that are sometimes beyond the characteristics or
attributes of teams and individual that make up these teams, like supervisory factors,
such as outcome based control, internal marketing of new products (Hultink &
Atuahene-Gima, 2000)

With respect to consequences of SMM, Hypothesis 5 which proposed a
positive relationship between three measures of SMM and team viability was
supported. Team viability, “the team’s capacity for the sustainability and growth
required for success in future performance episodes’’ (Bell & Marentette, 2011, p.
279) has been regarded as one critical measure of team effectiveness (Kozlowski &
llgen, 2006). Team viability involves both the satisfaction of teammates with their
membership and their behavioral intent to continue working with their team (Barrick
et al., 1998). The present study findings regarding team viability extend the work of
Resick et al. (2010) that observed positive relationship of task-focused mental model
similarity in ad hoc teams by additional examination of the relationship of teamwork
SMM and explicit measure of SMM with team viability. It appeared that teams with
a common understanding of task and team components perceive greater viability for

their present team.

Concerning final consequence of SMM, it was found that teams with higher
SMM had higher team potency perception (Hypothesis 6). Team potency is the
shared belief about team competency. The importance of team potency in teams has
been reported in a number of studies (e.g., Gully et al., 2002; Hecht, Allen,
Klammer, & Kelly, 2002; Pearce, Gallagher, & Ensley, 2002). Similarity among
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team member’s mental models allows team members to predict the behavior of
teammates which in turn enable to use individual inputs more efficiently and
effectively (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). The sharedness of mental models also

facilitates the development of perception that the team has potency and competency.

To summarize, both implicit and explicit SMM seem to be important for the
development of perceptions of team viability and team potency. However,
unexpected negative relationship between taskwork SMM and team performance
suggests that complete similarity among team member’s mental models may be
dysfunctional to increase team sale performance. Yet, as discussed above, plausible
explanations need to be investigated before making firm conclusions concerning the
SMM-team performance relationship.

4.2.3 Discussion of Results Concerning Differential Relationship Exhibited by
Implicit and Explicit Measures of SMM

The present study found that implicit (i.e., taskwork SMM and teamwork
SMM) and explicit (i.e., TADI) measures of SMM were differently related to
antecedents and consequences of SMM. This finding is consistent with the findings
of DeChurch and Mesner-Magnus’s meta analysis (2010) and the work of Resick et
al. (2010). DeChurch and Mesner-Magnus (2010) observed that different
measurement methods (i.e., concept map, similarity ratings, card sorting tasks,
consistency metric, traditional rating scale format) of SMM differently predict team
processes and performance. They argued that both relatedness ratings (i.e., implicit)
and traditional rating formats elicit content of mental models, however, knowledge
structures are represented by only relatedness ratings. In the meta analysis, strongest
relationship between SMM and team processes was found when relatedness ratings
were used. However, no significant relationship was found with team processes by
using traditional scale rating format. Unlike team processes, to predict team
performance, even traditional scale format, representing mental model content, was
found to be influential. Taken together, while mental model content predicts only
team performance, knowledge structure of mental model predicts both team
processes and performance. Besides, Resick et al. (2010) examined the convergent,

discriminant, and predictive validity of three SMM measurement metrics (i.e.,
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structural networks, priority rankings, and importance ratings). They provided
evidence that different metrics of SMM models represent different construct and
mental models were best operationalized with structural network metrics (i.e.
pathfinder).

In explaining differential relationship exhibited by implicit and explicit
measures in the present study, what aspect of mental model is elicited appeared to be
instructive. Concerning implicit measures of SMM, hypotheses related to team mean
level personality traits (i.e. Agreeableness) and facets (i.e., Trust, Cooperation, and
Achievement Striving) was not supported when an explicit measure of SMM (i.e.,
TADI) was used. This may suggest that personality traits of Agreeableness,
Cooperation and Achievement Striving are positively related to structure similarities
of mental models rather than content similarity of mental models. Considering
testing team heterogeneity on Trust and Warmth, both implicit measures and explicit
measures exhibited similar negative relationships. This finding suggests that
homogeneity in Trust and Warmth facets are related to both structure and content

similarity of mental models.

With respect to consequences of SMM (i.e., team viability and team potency),
positive relationships were found both for implicit and explicit measures but larger
beta values were observed for the explicit measure. This pattern of relationship might
be partially attributed to common method bias as team viability and potency
measures as well as the explicit measure of SMM (i.e., TADI) were assessed using

self report ratings.

To summarize, discussion of the findings on different measurement methods
SMM showed that implicit and explcit methods more likely capture different aspect
of SMM.

4.3 Contributions and Practical Implications of the Study

The present study is believed to make contributions to the SMM and the team
literature in several ways. First, the present study examined team personality
composition as the antecedents of SMM. Team personality composition was

described as a source shaping both teamwork processes and outputs (Bell, 2007). A
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team’s personality composition is expected to distinctively shape team processes and
outcomes (Schmidt et al., 2012). Studies on team composition provided supportive
findings for this proposition (e.g., Bell, 2007; Neuman & Wright, 1999). In this
regard, the present study results demonstrated how team composition of member
personality influence team level construct of SMM.

Second, the present study also makes contribution to the relevant literature by
providing evidence on the importance of facet level trait examination. Especially, the
nature of the relationship exhibited by facets and traits highlight the necessity to
consider facet level examination. Besides, present findings indicated the differential
value of examining team mean level of an attribute versus within team variance of an
attribute in predicting SMM. That is, each composition method (i.e., mean or
variance) seems to capture distinct team characteristic. Hence, the present study
contributes to the respective literature by demonstrating the criticality of team
operationalization methods (e.g., mean, variance, minimum) for aggregating

personality traits to the team level.

Another contribution of the present study is related to the context in which the
study was conducted. Use of real life sales teams in the technology retail sector is an
important strength of the present study contributing to the external validity of the
inferences to be made from this study. In a meta-analysis on the relationship between
personality and team effectiveness, Bell (2007) indicated that more strong
relationship were found in studies conducted in fields than laboratories. In highly
controlled lab settings where individual participants are expected to assume the role
of a team member in a simulated task situation, it is always a question whether

participants can truly feel like the member of the team.

Although, it is not free from the problems of most objective indices of
performance, the performance measure employed is another strength or contribution
of the present study. The GSM organization’s performance assessment technique
enabled me to directly compare performance of teams operating at different locations
and having diverse customer characteristics. Hence, pre-set team sale
goals/objectives represented a decent index of true performance of teams involved.

The present study also contributes to the literature by providing evidence that SMM

72



was differently related to team effectiveness components. Although SMM was found
to be influential for team viability and potency, it was negatively related to team
performance in service team context that requires both dyadic customer and
intrateam interaction. This finding challenges the SMM literature to further
investigate the differential mechanism of SMM in different contexts, such as action

Versus service teams.

Another strength of the present study is the inclusion of two different types of
SMM measurement technique as implicit (relatedness ratings) and explicit
(traditional scale format, TADM) in testing antecedents and consequences of SMM.
Examination of SMM with multiple operationalizations has been recommended by
other researchers (e.g., DeChurch & Mesner-Magnus, 2010; Resick et al. 2010). The
present study highlights the importance of use of different operationalizations of
SMM by providing evidence on the differential relationship exhibited by each

measure.

With respect to implications, the study findings have important practical
implications for team management practices. Increase in team-based work structures
have changed the requirement of both selection and training requirements and
created interests in identification of the cognitive underpinnings of teamwork
effectiveness (Smith-Jentsch et al., 2001). Organizations have to endeavor to find
best team composition in terms of team members’ knowledge, skills abilities and
personality traits in addition to finding the best person for the job (Mohammed &
Angell, 2003). In this regard, human resource practitioners should take into account
characteristics influential in team effectiveness. The literature on SMM and the
present study findings provided evidence on how individual characteristics of team
members influences intragroup processes and team outputs (i.e., productivity, team
viability). As one of these characteristics, personality can be used as a major criterion

to facilitate development of SMM among team members.

The present study findings highlighted the importance of agreeable,
cooperative, achievement striver team members in the development of SMM.
Moreover, the importance of homogeneity in Warmth and Trust is suggested by the

present study finding. Awareness of these critical personality traits facilitating
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emergence of SMM can contribute to the effectiveness of human resource
management practices such as personnel selection. Selection and recruitment
practices may target identification of future team members similar in perceptions,
traits and attitudes. In this regard, organizations may seek agreeable, cooperative,
achievement striver, warm and trustful applicants via personnel recruitment and

selection practices.

Concerning positive relationship of SMM with team viability and potency,
team management staff may develop management activities that encourage intrateam
interaction and communication facilitating enhancement of mental model similarity
among team members. In doing so, human resource specialist might design training
programs that would facilitate enhancement of SMM among team members. For
instance, team interaction training (Marks et al., 2000) and cross training (Marks et
al., 2002) are among the programs previously reported as positively related to TMM
similarity. Additionally, organization-specific team development training programs
may be developed and applied.

4.4 Limitations and Future Research Suggestions

The present study has several limitations that should be acknowledged in
interpretation of the study findings. First, the present study has a relatively small
sample size like the majority of field studies. Although there were 128 individual
team members, the sample size was reduced to 27 at the team level. In the regression
analyses, the present study had adequate sample size only for large effects, .35.
Furthermore, exclusion of newly hired employee/team member was a factor

decreasing the sample size for individual level analyses.

Second, common method bias was a potential problem in the measurement of
personality, team potency, team viability, and the explicit measure of SMM. The data
of these measures were collected via self report. This bias was somewhat reduced in
testing hypotheses related to team outcomes as objectively measured and implicit
measures of SMM were used. In addition, the results are correlational in nature and

should be interpreted with caution. Also, it is important to note that, there were
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relatively small variances in personality variables which may have resulted in

attenuation of the observed correlations.

Last, there was some confusion among participants regarding how they would
respond to the implicit mental model measure. Even after revising the original matrix

format, some participants still seemed to have difficulty in following the instructions.

The present study findings suggest a number of future research directions.
One direction for future research is the examination of the mechanism of how team
personality composition influence team cognition. Specifically, the role of team
personality composition in different phases of team formation should be
longitudinally examined. In this regard, additional deep level and surface level
composition variables like team affect and mood as antecedents of SMM can be
empirically examined. In addition, to comprehensively understand the mechanism of
SMM in work teams, team inputs such as interdependence, virtuality, training,
leadership (Kozlowski & llgen, 2006), and team structure should also be included in
future research. As studies on role of trust provided interesting findings, in further
research, factors influencing interpersonal trust such as team member’s social
interaction and team member’s attitude toward work (Ding, NG, & Cai, 2007) should
also be included among the antecedents of SMM. Additionally, as dense social
networks have substantial effects on team performance and viability compared to
sparse social networks (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006), the role of social networks in

context of SMM development might be explored.

Another direction for future research is the examinations of antecedents and
consequences of mental model similarity and accuracy separately in service teams.
Although some researchers found these to facets of SMM as related, they have
diverse influence on team outputs, suggesting a need for separate examination.
Besides, the present study only focused on four personality facets; however, it is
certainly plausible that other facets might have unique relationship with SMM
emergence and need to be researched. Most importantly, literature of SMM have
dearth of studies conducted in different teams like production and service teams.
Thus, future research should be carried out with other types of teams.
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Last direction for further research is the need for multilevel analysis in
examination of SMM construct. As SMM is multilevel in nature, it is influenced by
both individual level characteristic (i.e., personality, cognitive ability) and
management practices (i.e., leadership, training). Moreover, data aggregation of
individual scores to team level score may result in missing information in individual
level. Therefore, SMM construct should be analyzed with multilevel methods in

future research.
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APPENDIX A: Task Statements of the Cashier Position
Mesai baslangicinda kasay1 agip paralari saymak.
Giin i¢inde kasa giris ¢ikislar1 kayit etmek.
Giin i¢inde kontor alimi i¢in bankaya para yatirmak.
Glin sonu kasay1 saymak ve kapatmak.
Magazaya gelen miisterileri giiler yiizle kargilamak.
Miisterinin magazaya gelis sebebini sormak.

Miisteri talebine yonelik dogru yonlendirmeyi yapmak (Yiiksek fatura
sikayeti ile gelen miisteriyi iletisim danigsmanina yonlendirmek)

Fatura 6demesi i¢in gelen miisterinin telefon numarasini sormak ve fatura
bedelini nakit ya da kredi kart1 ile tahsil etmek

Kontor yiiklemek icin gelen miisterilerin telefon numarasini sormak ve fatura
bedelini nakit ya da kredi kart1 ile tahsil etmek

Teknik servis kaydi almak ve servise giden iiriinleri takip etmek.

Kontér yliklemeye gelen miisterilere faturali hatta gegmelerine yonelik oneri
sunmak

Yiiksek faturasi oldugunu diisiindiikleri miisterilere farkli alternatif
kampanyalar sunmak (Or. Akilli telefon almak isteyen fakat bu telefonun
bedeli altinda fiyat aralig1 olan miisterilere faturali hat tizerinde her ay
faturaya ek iicret karsilig1 telefon satig1 yapmak

Miisteriye bir liriinde ne tiir 6zellikler aradigini ve fiyat araliginin ne
oldugunu sormak.

Miisterinin aradig1 6zelliklere uygun iiriinleri miisteriye sunmak.

Miisteriyi Uriiniin 6zelliklerine yonelik ayrintili bilgilendirmek (6r. telefonun
islemcisi, isletim hizi, konusma siiresi, kamera 6zellikleri)

Satis islemi sirasinda eger miisterinin daha 6nce satin almis oldugu hizmete
yonelik sikayeti var ise sorunu ¢6zmek.

Sorunun ¢dziimiine yonelik iletisim danigmanindan destek almak ve miisteriyi
durumla ilgili dogru bilgilendirmek.

Uriin satis bedeline ve 6deme seceneklerine yonelik giincel bilgiyi iletisim
danismanindan talep etmek
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19.  Miisteriyi satis bedeline ve 6deme segeneklerine yonelik bilgilendirmek.

20.  Uriin satis1 ile ilgili miisteri ile uzlasma sagmak.

21.  Aktivasyon gerektiren satislarda (hat)miisteriden isleminin tamamlanmasi
icin gerekli olan evraklar1 (ikametgah belgesi, niifus clizdan1 fotokopisi, sabit
evrak) talep etmek.

22. Satis isleminin tamamlanmasi i¢in gerekli olan satig s6zlesmesini miisterinin
sundugu bilgilere gore diizenlemek.

23. Satis s6zlesmesini miisteriye imzalatmak.

24, Diizenlenen ve talep edilen evraklarla birlikte miisteriyi iletisim danismanina

yonlendirmek.

25.  Tletisim danismaninda islemleri tamamlanan miisteriye 6deme igin kasaya

getirmek.

26.  Telefon satiglarina ek olarak miisteriye aksesuar 6nermek.

27.  Alnan aksesuarlari telefonlara takmak ve gereken durumlarda yeni alinmis
tiriine yonelik islemleri yiirlitmek (numaralar1 eski telefondan yeni telefona
aktarmak, Sim kart kesme)

28.  Islem sonrasinda miisteriyi giiler yiizle ugurlamak

29.  Islem sonrasinda miisteri ile irtibat gerektiren durumlarda (eksik evrak)

miisteri ile telefonla iletisime gegmek ve sorunu ¢6zmek.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

APPENDIX B: Task Statements of the Sale Advisor Position
Magazaya gelen miisterileri giiler yiizle kargilamak.
Miisterinin magazaya gelis sebebi sormak.

Gelis sebebine yonelik dogru tespiti ve yonlendirmeyi ( 6r. sikayet,
bilgilendirilme ve iiriin satin alma) yapmak.

Uriin satin alma talebi (cihaz, aksesuar ve hat satis1) ile gelen miisterinin bir
irlinde ne tiir 6zellikler aradigini ve fiyat araliginin ne oldugunu sormak.

Miisterinin aradig1 6zelliklere uygun iiriinleri miisteriye sunmak.

Miisteriyi tirtiniin 6zelliklerine yonelik ayrintili bilgilendirmek (6r. telefonun
islemcisi, igletim hizi, konugma siiresi, kamera 6zellikleri)

Miisterinin mevcut talebini karsilayacak fakat ayn1 zamanda ek satig
yapilacak farkli alternatif kampanyalar sunmak. (Or. Akilli telefon almak
isteyen fakat bu telefonun bedeli altinda fiyat araligi olan miisterilere faturali
hat iizerinde her ay faturaya ek iicret karsilig1 telefon satis1 yapmak)

Satis islemi sirasinda ortaya ¢ikabilecek sikayet ve sorunlarla bag etmek.

Sorunun ¢dziimiine yonelik iletisim danismanindan destek almak ve miisteriyi
durumla ilgili dogru bilgilendirmek.

Yine sorunun ¢oziine yonelik alternatif satiglar yapmak (Or. Yiiksek fatura
sikayeti ile gelen miisteriyi farkl bir faturali hatta gecirmek ve bu hat
tizerinden telefon satis1 yapmak)

Uriin satis bedeline ve ddeme seceneklerine yonelik giincel bilgiyi iletisim
danigmanindan talep etmek

Miisteriyi satig bedeline ve 6deme seceneklerine yonelik bilgilendirmek.
Uriin satigt ile ilgili miisteri ile uzlasma sagmak.

Aktivasyon gerektiren satiglarda (hat)miisteriden isleminin tamamlanmasi
icin gerekli olan evraklar1 (ikametgah belgesi, niifus clizdani fotokopisi, sabit
evrak) talep etmek.

Satis isleminin tamamlanmasi i¢in gerekli olan satis sdzlesmesini miisterinin
sundugu bilgilere gore diizenlemek.

Satis s6zlesmesini miisteriye imzalatmak.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Diizenlenen ve talep edilen evraklarla birlikte miisteriyi iletisim danismanina
yonlendirmek.

fletisim danismaninda islemleri tamamlanan miisteriye ddeme igin kasa
sorumlusuna yonlendirmek ve miisteriye eslik etmek.

Aktivasyon gerektirmeyen durumlarda (telefon satisi) miisteriyi ddeme i¢in
kasa sorumlusuna yonlendirmek.

Telefon satiglarina ek olarak miisteriye aksesuar dnermek.

Alinan aksesuarlar telefonlara takmak ve gereken durumlarda yeni alinmis
tirtine yonelik islemleri yiiriitmek (numaralari eski telefondan yeni telefona
aktarmak, Sim kart kesme)

Islem sonrasinda miisteriyi giiler yiizle ugurlamak

Islem sonrasinda miisteri ile irtibat gerektiren durumlarda (eksik evrak)
miisteri ile telefonla iletisime gegmek ve sorunu ¢ézmek.
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1. Magazaya gelen miisterileri giileryiizle karsilamak.

2. Miisterinin magazaya gelis sebebini sormak.

3. Firmaya yonelik her tiirlii bilgiyi firmanin ekranindan edinmek.

4. Sikayetleri almak ve sikayeti dogru analiz etmek

5. Sikayetlerin ¢dziime ulagsmasi i¢in miisteriye ekrandaki bilgiyi sunmak (Kag
dakika sabit hatlar ile goriigmiis, faturanin yiiksek gelmesinin sebebi nedir)

6. Tarife ya cihazlara yonelik ekrana diisen tarifelerle sinyallerden is
arkadaslarin1 haberdar etmek

7. Kampanya detaylarina yonelik arkadaglara giincel bilgi sunmak

8. Satis danigsmani ve kasa sorumlusu tarafindan hat aktivasyonu i¢in
yonlendirilen miisterilerin islemlerini yiirtitmek

9. Miisterinin kampanyadan yararlanma uygunlugunu kontrol etmek

10.  Sikayetin ¢dziine yonelik alternatif satislar yapmak (Or. Yiiksek fatura
sikayeti ile gelen miisteriyi farkli bir faturali hatta gecirmek ve bu hat
izerinden telefon satis1 yapmak)

11.  Miisteriye bir iiriinde ne tiir 6zellikler aradigin1 ve fiyat araliginin ne
oldugunu sormak.

12.  Miisterinin aradig1 6zelliklere uygun tiriinleri miisteriye sunmak.

13.  Miisteriyi tirliniin 6zelliklerine yonelik ayrintili bilgilendirmek (6r. telefonun
islemcisi, isletim hizi, konusma siiresi, kamera 6zellikleri)

14. Satis islemi sirasinda eger miisterinin daha once satin almis oldugu hizmete
yonelik sikayeti var ise sorunu ¢6zmek.

15.  Miisteriyi satis bedeline ve 6deme se¢eneklerine yonelik bilgilendirmek.

16.  Aktivasyon i¢in gerekli evraklari (ikametgah belgesi, niifus clizdani
fotokopisi, sabit evrak) talep etmek

17. Satis isleminin tamamlanmasi i¢in gerekli olan satis sdzlesmesini miisterinin
sundugu bilgilere gore diizenlemek.

18.  Miisteriden talep edilen ve hazirlanan evraklar tizerindeki bilgileri ekrana

girmek

APPENDIX C: Task Statements of the Communication Advisor Position
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Islemlerin tamamlanmasindan sonra miisteriye ddeme igin kasa sorumlusuna
yonlendirmek ve miisteriye eslik etmek.

Aktivasyon gerektirmeyen durumlarda (telefon satisi1) miisteriyi 6deme i¢in
kasa sorumlusuna yonlendirmek.

Islem sonrasinda miisteriyi giiler yiizle ugurlamak

Islem sonrasinda miisteri ile irtibat gerektiren durumlarda (eksik evrak)
miisteri ile telefonla iletisime gegmek ve sorunu ¢ézmek.

Ilgili evraklarin iizerine kendi kimlik numarasinin ve bayi numarasinin yer
aldig1 kaseyi basmak

Firma olarak ¢6ziime ulastirilamayan problemlerin ¢6ziimii i¢in “bayii ¢ziim
merkezi” ile ietsime gecmek ve sorunun ¢éziimiinii saglamak.

Hattin agilmasi i¢in gerekli olan abonelik sdzlesmesi, numara tasima formu
vb. evraklari tarayarak ekrana kayit etmek.

Giiniin sonunda giin igerisinde isyerindeki elemanlar tarafindan yapilan
islemlerin yer aldig1 maili hazirlamak ve yoneticilere ulastirmak.
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APPENDIX D: Team Task Analysis Questionaire

ILETiSIM MERKEZI CALISANLARI iS ANALIZI ANKETI

Bu anket, ODTU Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi yiiksek lisans
ogrencisi Derya Karanfil tarafindan yiiriitiilen yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda
uygulanmaktadir. Caligmanin amaci, takim iiyeleri tarafindan paylasilan ortak
zihinsel modellerin takim etkililigi tizerindeki roliinii incelemektir. Ayrica bu
calismada, kisiligin ortak zihinsel model gelisimine olan etkisi de
incelenecektir. Ortak zihinsel model igerigi olusturulurken isin kapsadig
temel gorevler kullanilacagindan bu anket 6n ¢aligma niteligi tagimaktadir. Bu
amacla gerceklestirilen goriismelerden yararlanilarak s6z konusu isin
kapsadigi temel gorevler tespit edilmeye ¢alisilmistir

Bu anket, isinizin kapsadigi diisiiniilen gorevleri icermektedir. Sizden
beklenen asagidaki agiklamalar1 dikkatlice okuyup, listelenen gorevleri
degerlendirmenizdir. Degerlendirmelerinizi yaparken ilk olarak verilen her bir
gdrevin isinizle ilgili olup olmadigina karar veriniz. Ilgili olmayan gérevleri
ilk kutuyu isaretleyerek belirtiniz. flgili olan gorevler icin ise gorece dnem ve
siklik degerlendirmesi yapiniz.

Katkilariniz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederim.
Derya Karanfil

ODTU Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
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Asagida iletisim merkezi ¢calisanlari olarak ortak yuriittiiglinliz diisiiniilen gérevler
listelenmistir. Liitfen, her bir maddeyi asagidaki agiklamalar dogrultusunda
degerlendiriniz.

Onem Degerlendirmesi

Bu degerlendirmede isinizle ilgili oldugunu diisiindiigiiniiz gorevlerin isinizi
gerceklestirebilmek i¢in ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu asagidaki dlgekte belirtilen
degerler ger¢evesinde puanlamaniz beklenmektedir. Liitfen, degerlendirmenizi uygun

rakami daire i¢ine alarak yapiniz.

1 = Hig¢ 6nemli degil

2 = Onemli degil

3 = Ne onemli ne degil
4 = Onemli

5 = Cok 6nemli

Siklik Degerlendirmesi

Bu degerlendirmede isinizle ilgili oldugunu diislindiigiiniiz gérevleri ne kadar
siklikla yaptiginizi agsagidaki olgekte belirtilen degerler ¢ercevesinde puanlamaniz
beklenmektedir. Liitfen, degerlendirmenizi uygun rakami daire i¢ine alarak yapiniz.

1 = Cok nadiren

2 = Nadiren
3 = Bazen
4 = Siklikla

5 = Her zaman
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Gorev

Isinizle
ilgili mi?
E:Evet
H:Hayir

Onemi
1.Hi¢ dnemli degil
2.0nemli degil
3.Ne 6nemli ne degil
4. Onemli
5.Cok 6nemli

Siklig1

1.Cok nadiren

2.Nadiren
3.Bazen
4.Siklikla

5.Her zaman

1- Magazaya gelen
miisterileri giileryiizle
kargilamak.

2- Miisterinin magazaya gelis
sebebi sormak.

3- Sikayetleri almak ve
sikayeti dogru analiz etmek

4- Miisterinin kampanyadan
yararlanma uygunlugunu
kontrol etmek

5- Sikayetin ¢6ziine yonelik
alternatif satislar yapmak (Or.
Yiiksek fatura sikayeti ile
gelen miisteriyi farkli bir
fatural1 hatta gecirmek ve bu
hat iizerinden telefon satisi
yapmak)

6- Miisteriye bir iiriinde ne tiir
ozellikler aradigin1 ve fiyat
araliginin ne oldugunu
sormak.

7- Miisterinin aradig1
ozelliklere uygun tiiriinleri
misteriye sunmak.

8- Miisteriyi iirliniin
ozelliklerine yonelik ayrintilt
bilgilendirmek (&r. telefonun
islemcisi, isletim hizi,
konusma siiresi, kamera
ozellikleri)

9- Satig islemi sirasinda eger
miisterinin daha 6nce satin
almis oldugu hizmete yonelik
sikayeti var ise sorunu
¢Ozmek.

10- Miisteriyi satig bedeline
ve 6deme secenceklerine
yonelik bilgilendirmek.

11- Aktivasyon i¢in gerekli
evraklar1 (ikametgah belgesi,
niifus ciizdan fotokopisi,
sabit evrak) talep etmek
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12- Satis isleminin
tamamlanmasi i¢in gerekli
olan satig sdzlesmesini
misterinin sundugu bilgilere
gore diizenlemek.

13- Miisteriden talep edilen
ve hazirlanan evraklar
tizerindeki bilgileri ekrana
girmek

14- Islemlerin
tamamlanmasindan sonra
miisteriye 6deme igin kasa
sorumlusuna yonlendirmek
ve misteriye eslik etmek.

15- Aktivasyon
gerektirmeyen durumlarda
(telefon satis1) misteriyi
o0deme i¢in kasa sorumlusuna
yonlendirmek.

16- Islem sonrasinda
miisteriyi giiler yiizle
ugurlamak

17- Islem sonrasinda miisteri
ile irtibat gerektiren
durumlarda (eksik evrak)
miisteri ile telefonla iletisime
gegmek ve sorunu ¢ozmek.

98




Asagida iletisim merkezi calisani olarak iginizin kapsadigi gorevleri yerine
getirirken gerekli oldugu takim siiregleri listesi bulunmaktadir. Liitfen, her bir maddeyi
asagidaki agiklamalar dogrultusunda degerlendiriniz.

Onem Degerlendirmesi

Bu degerlendirmede isinizle ilgili oldugunu diisiindiigiiniiz takim siireclerinin
gorevlerinizi yerine getirirken ne derece dnemli oldugunu asagidaki sunulan dlgegi
kullanarak degerlendirmeniz beklenmektedir. Liitfen, degerlendirmenizi uygun rakami daire
icine alarak yapiniz

1 = Hig 6nemli degil

2 = Onemli degil

3 = Ne 6nemli ne degil
4 = Onemli

5 = Cok 6nemli

Onem
1.Hig 6nemli degil
2.0Onemli degil
Takim Siiregleri 3.Ne 6nemli ne
degil
4. Onemli
5.Cok 6nemli

1. Gozlemleme
1121|3415

2. Destek verme
1121|3415

3. Koordinasyon

1123|415
4. Agiz birligi yapma

1123|415
5. lletisim

112]3|4]|5
6. Takim ruhu

7. Dayanigsma

8. Uyumlu Olma

9. Isbirligi

10. Yardimlasma

11. Bilgi paylagimi
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APPENDIX E: Relatedness Matrix

Asagida isinizin bir pargasi olan bazi gorevler sunulmaktadir. Sizden istenen, her bir
gorevin diger gorevlerle ne kadar alakali oldugunu “-4”’ten “+4”’¢ giden cetvel iizerinde
belirtmenizdir. Baz1 gorevler birbirleri ile daha yakindan iliskili iken, baz1 gorevler birbiri
ile daha az iliskilidir, bazilari ise birbiri ile tamamen ters yonde iliskili olabilir.

Bu sorularin dogru ya da yanlis cevabi yoktur. Onemli olan sizin her bir gérev ciftini
birbiri ile ne kadar alakali goérdiiglintizdiir. Elde edilen bilgiler igyerlerinde takimlarin
isleyis seklerini anlamada, arastirmacilara 151k tutacaktir.

Gorev giftlerinin sizce ne derece iliskili oldugunu, kutucuklarin icerisine asagidaki
cetvelden uygun gordiigiiniiz rakam yazarak belirtiniz.

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 +4
Olumsuz Olumlu
Yé’)nde Yé’)nde
iskili iskili

Bu ¢alismaya yaptiginiz katki i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Derya Karanfil

Arastirmact
Miisterini Uriinler Miisteriy
Miisterinin n Misteriyi i Evrak i
taleplerini sikayetleri bilgilendirm tanitma diizenlem ugurlama
ogrenmek  ni ¢ozmek ek k ek k
Miisteriyi
karsilamak m] i m] | ] ]
Miisterinin
taleplerini
ogrenmek mi i mi m| m|
Miisterinin
sikayetlerini
¢Ozmek ] mi m| m|
Miisteriyi
bilgilendirmek m m m
Uriinleri tanitmak ] |
Evrak
diizenlemek m
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APPENDIX F: The Questionnaire for Relatedness Rating Format

ACIKLAMA: Asagida takim calismasina yonelik 7 boyut ve bu boyutlarin tanimlar
sunulmaktadir. Bir sonraki sayfada sizden, her bir boyutun diger boyutlarla ne kadar alakali
oldugunu degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir. Degerlendirme oOncesi liitfen sunulan tanimlar
dikkatlice okuyunuz. Bu tanimlar size boyutlara yonelik genel bir fikir verecektir.
Degerlendirmelerinizi yaparken liitfen varsa daha onceki takim c¢alismasi deneyimlerinizden

yararlaniniz.

Boyut Tanim

Isle ilgili bilgilerin takim iiyeleriyle

Bilgi Ahsverisi paylasilmast.

Destege ihtiyaci olan takim arkadagina igini
tamamlamasinda yardim etme; gereken
durumlarda takim arkadasinin sorumlulugunda
olan gorevi iistlenme.

Destek Olmak

Takim iiyelerinin birlikte ¢aligmalarina ve
Takim Ruhu isbirligi yapmalarina olanak saglayan
birliktelik/biitiinliik hissi.

Takim arkadasinin performansindaki sikintry1
fark etme, sikintinin kaynagina yonelik yapilan
tespiti arkadas: ile paylasma ve sikintinin
¢dziimiine yonelik alternatif yollar sunma. Isin
nasil yapilmasi gerektigini yeni katilan {iyeye
anlatma ve gosterme.

Yol Gosterme / Rehberlik Etme

Takim iiyelerinin isle ilgili konularda, fikir
Agizbirligi Yapma birligi iginde ayni sdzleri sdyleyip ayni sekilde
davranmasi.

Kisiye ya da takima ait sorunlara birlikte, takim

Ortaklasa Sorun C6zme e -
olarak ¢6ziim iiretme ve ¢oziimii uygulama.

Isi tamamlamak igin birbirine bagli bir sekilde

Koordineli Cahisma calisma, bilgi paylagimi ve igbirligi yapma.
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BOLUM 1:

Bu boliimde 9 boyut cifti sunulmaktadir. Sizden istenen, her bir boyut c¢iftinin
ne kadar alakali oldugunu “1”den “9”a giden cetvel iizerinde belirtmenizdir.
Boyut ciftlerinin sizce ne derece iliskili oldugunu, her bir ciftin sag tarafindaki
bos boliime uygun gordiigiiniiz rakam yazarak belirtiniz.

Hig Orta
Tiskili Derecede i()lil(ll:illli(lii
Degiller iiskililer d
1 2 5 6 7 9
Destek Olma Yol Gosterme /Rehberlik Etme
Bilgi Aligverisi Ortaklasa Sorun Cozme
Yol Gosterme/Rehberlik
Etme Agizbirligi Yapma
Takim Ruhu Yol Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme
Destek Olma Koordineli Calisma
Agizbirligi Yapma Agizbirligi Yapma
Koordineli Calisma Destek Olma

Takim Ruhu

Bilgi Aligverisi
Agizbirligi Yapma

Ortaklasa Sorun Cézme
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BOLUM 2:

Bu béliimde 11 boyut ¢ifti sunulmaktadir. Sizden istenen, her bir boyut ciftinin
ne kadar alakal oldugunu “1”den “9”a giden cetvel iizerinde belirtmenizdir.
Boyut ciftlerinin sizce ne derece alakal oldugunu, asagidaki cetvelden uygun

gordiigiiniiz rakam daire icin alarak belirtiniz.

o E E s % ,i:’ § g
Tz SLE 22
— A o+~ o7&
1 3 5 6 9
Ortaklasa Sorun C6zme — Takim 1 3 5 6 9
Ruhu
Yol Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme 1 3 5 6 9
—Koordineli Calisma
Koordineli Cahisma — Bilgi Alsverisi 1 3 5 6 9
Bilgi Alisverisi — Ortaklasa Sorun 1 3 5 6 9
Cozme
Destek Olma - Yol
Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme L 3 > 6 o
Takim Ruhu—Agizbirligi Yapma 1 3 5 6 9
Destek Olma —Koordineli Calisma 1 3 5 6 9
Yol Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme —Bilgi 1 3 5 6 9
Alisverisi
Koordineli Calisma — Ortaklasa 1 3 5 6 9
Sorun C6zme
Bilgi Alisverisi —Takim Ruhu 1 3 5 6 9
Ortaklasa Sorun Cozme —Agizbirligi 1 3 5 6 9

Yapma

1. Boyutlarin tanimlar1 agik mi1?

Evet O Hayr o

2. Boyutlarin tanimlanmasi eglestirmelerin yapilmasina katki sagladi mi1?

Evet O Hayir o

3. Hangi boliimdeki 6lgek daha anlagilirdi?

Birinci Boliim o

4. Hangi boliimdeki 6l¢ek kullanimi daha kolaydi?

Birinci Boliim o
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APPENDIX G : Survey Package

Kisisel Bilgiler
1. Cinsiyetiniz: [1Kadin OErkek
2. Yasmiz:
2. Yasadigmiz yer:
3. Egitim durumunuz:
Dilkokul OOrtaokul 0O Lise 0 Universite

lisans/Doktora

4. Mesleginiz:

5. Kag yildir GSM sektoriinde calistyorsunuz?

6. Kag yildir bu firmada ¢alisiyorsunuz? Yil ve ay olarak

O Yiksek

7. Kag yildir bu iletisim merkezinde ¢alistyorsunuz?
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ACIKLAMA: Asagida takim ¢calismasina yonelik 7 boyut ve bu boyutlarin
tamimlar1 sunulmaktadir. Bir sonraki sayfada sizden, her bir boyutun diger
boyutlarla ne kadar alakal oldugunu degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir.

Degerlendirme oncesi liitfen sunulan tammmlar dikkatlice okuyunuz.

Bu tamimlar size boyutlara yonelik genel bir fikir verecektir.

Boyut Tamm

Bilgi Ahsverisi Isle ilgili bilgilerin takim iiyeleriyle paylasiimasi.

Destege ihtiyaci olan takim arkadagina igini
tamamlamasinda yardim etme; gereken
durumlarda takim arkadasinin sorumlulugunda
olan gorevi iistlenme.

Destek Olmak

Takim iiyelerinin birlikte ¢aligmalarina ve
Takim Ruhu isbirligi yapmalarina olanak saglayan
birliktelik/biitiinliik hissi.

Takim arkadasinin performansindaki sikintiy1
fark etme, sikintinin kaynagina yonelik yapilan
tespiti arkadasi ile paylasma ve sikintinin
¢dziimiine yonelik alternatif yollar sunma. Isin
nasil yapilmasi gerektigini yeni katilan liyeye
anlatma ve gosterme.

Yol Gosterme / Rehberlik Etme

Takim iiyelerinin isle ilgili konularda, fikir birligi
Agizbirligi Yapma icinde aymi sozleri sOyleyip ayn1 sekilde
davranmasi.

Kisiye ya da takima ait sorunlara birlikte, takim

Ortaklasa Sorun C6zme e e
olarak ¢6ziim iiretme ve ¢oziimii uygulama.

Isi tamamlamak icin birbirine bagli bir sekilde

Koordineli Calisma calisma, bilgi paylagimi ve isbirligi yapma.

DEGERLENDIRMENIZi YAPARKEN BU TANIM LIiSTESINDEN DEGIL,
LUTFEN iS YERINIZDEKi DENEYIMLERINiZDEN YARARLANINIZ.
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Bu béliimde takim ¢alismasina yonelik 21 boyut cifti sunulmaktadir. Sizden istenen,
her bir boyut ¢iftinin ne kadar alakah oldugunu “1”den “9”a giden cetvel iizerinde

belirtmenizdir. Boyut ciftlerinin sizce ne derece alakali oldugunu, asagidaki cetvelden

uygun gordiigiiniiz rakam daire icin alarak belirtiniz.

=5 N 53
g £ 9% 2=
= 2R oSz < %
= A 8= CR=
1 5 9
Ortaklasa Sorun Cozme — Takim
1 5) 9
Ruhu
Yol Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme 1 5 9
—Koordineli Calisma
Koordineli Cahisma — Bilgi
.. 1 5 9
Alisverisi
Bilgi Alsverisi — Ortaklasa Sorun
- 1 5 9
Cozme
Destek Olma — Yol 1 5 9
Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme
Takim Ruhu—Agizbirligi Yapma 1 5 9
Destek Olma — Koordineli Calisma 1 5 9
Yol Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme
o . . . 1 5 9
—Bilgi Alisverisi
Koordineli Calisma — Ortaklasa
. 1 5 9
Sorun Cozme
Bilgi Ahsverisi —Takim Ruhu 1 5 9
Ortaklasa Sorun Cozme 1 5 9
—Agizbirligi Yapma
Destek Olma — Bilgi Alsverisi 1 5 9
Yol Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme — 1 5 9
Takim Ruhu
Destek Olma —  Agizbirligi Yapma 1 5 9
Koordineli Calsma — Takim
1 5 9
Ruhu
Bilgi Ahsverisi — Agizbirligi
1 5 9
Yapma
Ortaklasa Sorun Cozme —Destek
1 5 9
Olma
Agizbirligi Yapma — Yol 1 5 9
Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme
Koordineli Calisma — Agizbirligi
1 5 9
Yapma
Takim Ruhu — Destek Olma ! 5 9
Ortaklasa Sorun Céozme —Yol 1 5 9

Gosterme/Rehberlik Etme




Bu boéliimde isinizin kapsadig diisiiniilen 21 gorev cifti sunulmaktadir. Sizden istenen,
her bir gorev ciftinin ne kadar alakah oldugunu “1”den “9”a giden cetvel iizerinde
belirtmenizdir. Gorev c¢iftlerinin sizce ne derece alakah oldugunu, asagidaki cetvelden
uygun gordiigiiniiz rakam daire icin alarak belirtiniz.

SE || i3 5
=i o= =]

1 (2]|3|4 5 6|78 9
Karsilama — Ugurlama 1 2134 5 6178 9
Ugurlama — Sikayet Cézme 1 2134 5 6178 9
Talebi Ogrenme — Uriin Tanitma 1 |2(3]4] 5 678 9
Evrak Diizenleme — islem Takibi 1 |2|3|4] 5 |(6|7(8] 9
Evrak Diizenleme —Sikayeti Cozme 1 (23{4, 5 |6]7(8] 9
Uriin Tanitma — Karsilama 1 |2|3|4] 5 |(6|7(8] 9
Karsilama —Evrak Diizenleme 1 12|3(4] 5 6(7(8| 9
Talebi Ogrenme — Ugurlama 1 |2\3|4) 5 |6]7]8] 9
Uriin Tamtma — islem Takibi 1 2134 5 6|78 9
Ugurlama — Evrak Diizenleme 1 314 5 (6|78 9
Talebi (")grenme — Evrak Diizenleme 1 3|4 5 6|78 9
Karsilama — islem Takibi 1 12/3(4/ 5 (678 9
Talebi Ogrenme — Sikayeti Cézme 1 12\3|4 5 6(7]|8| 9
Karsilama — Talebi Ogrenme 1 12|34 5 6(7(8| 9
Uriin Tanitma — Sikayeti C6zme 1 12|3(4] 5 6|78 9
Talebi Ogrenme — islem Takibi 1 12(3|4) 5 6(7(|8| 9
Ugurlama —Iislem Takibi 1 (23/4, 5 |6]7(8] 9
Sikayeti Cozme —Islem Takibi 1 12|3|4 5 6(7]|8 9
Karsilama — Sikayeti Cozme 1 12|34 5 |6|7(8| 9
Uriin Tamitma — Evrak Diizenleme 1 2134 5 6178 9
Ugurlama — Uriin Tamtma 1 12(3[4) 5 678 9
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Asagida kisileri tammlamaya yonelik ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her bir ifadeye ne
derecede katildiginizi, sunulan 5-basamakl cetvel iizerinde uygun rakam daire igine alarak
belirtiniz.

=
g & z
2 3 2 g s o £
X 5 £ S z2 X £
= = = A = = o
c = = = = c =
5 E G s S T E
§z 2 5§ % §8
=
g 3 2 £ °
& &
1. Bagskalarina glivenirim. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Insanlarm ahlakli olduklarina inanirim. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Her seyin iyi olacagina inanirim. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Sivri dilliyimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Israrci bir kisi olarak goriinmekten nefret
ederim 1 2 3 4 5
6. Dalasmay1 severim 1 2 3 4 5
7. Digerlerinden 6¢ alirim. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Planlar hayata gegiririm. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Idare edecek kadar calisirim. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Insanlar1 bir araya getirmekten
hoslanirim. 1 2 3 4 5
11. Insanlar1 neselendiririm. 1 2 3 4 5
12. Bagkalar1 beni gergekten ilgilendirmez. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Insanlarin gizli niyetlerinden
stiphelenirim. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Kin beslerim. 1 5 3 4 5
15. Bagkalarinin sdylediklerine glivenirim. 1 2 3 4 5
16. ?em memnun etmek kolaydir. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Fnsanlara glivenmem. 1 2 3 4 5
18. Insanlara bagiririm. 1 2 3 4 5
19. insanlarin sdylediklerine temkinli
yaklagirim. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Hedefe odaklanirim. 1 2 3 4 5
21. Insanlarin 6zlerinde kotii olduklarma
inanirim. 1 2 3 4 5
22. Yapilan iste kalite ararim. 1 2 3 4 5
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23.
24,

25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

30.

31.
32.
33.
34.

35.
36.
37.

38.
39.
40.

Isime az zaman ve emek harcarim.
Diger kisilerin duygularinin farkina

varirim.

Insanlarin rahat hissetmesini saglarim.
Bagkalariin problemlerine karigmaktan
hoslanmam.

Isime yiirekten asilirim.

Insanlarda iyiligin erdemine inanirim.
Insanlarin, iyi niyetli oldugunu

diistintiriim.

Basarili olma konusunda yiiksek
motivasyonlu degilimdir.
Digerleriyle zitlagirim.

Insanlara agir konusurum.

Siki galigirim.

Benden beklenenden daha fazlasini
yaparim.

Yizlesmelere katlanamam.
Insanlar1 nasil rahatlatacagim bilirim.
Baskalarinin hayatlarina ilgi/alaka
gosteririm.

Diger insanlara zaman ayiririm.
Ilgi bekleyenleri kafama takmam.
Kendim ve digerleri i¢in yiiksek

standartlar belirlerim.
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Asagida takimimzi anlamaya yonelik ciimleler yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her bir

maddede belirtilen durumun sizin takiminiz icin uygunlugunu sunulan

5-basamakl cetvel iizerinde uygun rakami daire icine alarak belirtiniz.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Takimimin tiyeleri takimimizi ¢ok fazla
Oonemserler ve onu en iyisi yapmak i¢in
birlikte ¢alisirlar.

Takimimizin kendine giiveni tamdir.

Takim tiyeleri ile ¢calismak enerji verici ve
canlandirici bir deneyimdir.

Takimimiz yiiksek kaliteli isler iireterek
olaganiistii iyi olabilecegine inaniyor.

Takim tiyeleri arasinda hos olmayan ¢ok
sey var.

Takimimiz yiiksek performansh bir takim
olarak bilinmeyi bekler.

Takimin bazi iiyeleri toplam is yiikiinden
kendilerine diisen pay1 yerine getirmez.
Takimimiz karsilastigi her tiirli problemi
cozebilecegine inaniyor.

Kimi zaman, aramizdan birisi diger takim
iiyesine yardimda bulunmayi red eder.
Takimimiz oldukga {iretken olabilecegine
inantyorlar.

Bir takim olarak, bu ¢alisma grubu dagilma
sinyalleri gosteriyor.

Takimimiz siki/yogun galigtiginda ¢ok is
bitirebilir.

Uygun olmayan davranislar sergileyen bir
takim tliyesini diizeltmeye calistigimiz her
zaman, isler daha iyiye gitmek yerine daha
kotii olur.

Higbir gdrev/is takimimiz i¢in ¢ok zor
degildir.

Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum

[ XN

Biraz
Katilmiyorum

Kararsizim

Katihlyorum

o

Kesinlikle
Katihyorum

(¢,
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Asagida Kkisileri tammlamaya yonelik ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her bir ifadeye 1
derecede katildigimzi, sunulan 5-basamakl cetvel iizerinde uygun rakami daire icine
alarak belirtiniz.

«5 E g E oE
X5 ys § k25
IEREERE S s E S
g "3 § "% $%
S S ¥ X T
1. Orijinal fikirler iiretirim. 1 2 3 4 5
2. [llgi alanlarim ¢ok cesitlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Kararlarimda ¢ok yonlii diisiinmeye calisirim 1 2 3 4 5
4. Hayal giiciim kuvvetlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Yaratictyimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Degisimi severim. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Farkli seyler denemeyi severim. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Fikir jimnastigi yapmayi severim. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Yeni yerler kesfetmeyi
severim. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Depresifimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
11. Stresle kolay basa ¢ikabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
12. Telagliyimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Cabuk gerilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Kaygilryimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
15. Ruh halim dengelidir. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Bazen karamsar olabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Ruh halim ¢evremden ¢abuk etkilenir. 1 2 3 4 5
18. Baski altindayken sakin kalabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
19. Cabuk sinirlenirim. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Konuskanimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
21. Icime kapanigimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
22. Enerjigimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
23. Coskulu bir yapim vardir. 1 2 3 4 5
24. Genel itibariyle sessiz, sakin bir yapim
vardir. 1 2 3 4 5
25. Cekingenimdir. 1 3 4 5
26. Utangacimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
27. Sosyalimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
28. Sempatigimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
29. Isimi savsaklarim. 2 3 4 5
30. Biraz dikkatsiz olabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
31. Uzerime aldigim isi bitiririm. 1 2 3 4 5
32. Dagmigimdir. 1 3 4 5
33. Diizenliyimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
34. Genel itibariyle tembel bir yapim vardir. 1 2 3 4 5
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35. Elimdeki isi bitirene kadar rahat edemem. 1 2 3 4 5

37. Tutumluyumdur.

39. Yardimseverimdir.

41. Bagislayic bir kisiligim vardir.

43. Insanlara genellikle giivenirim.

45. Hemen herkese kars1 kibarimdir.

47. Birlikte ¢alisirken, isleri inada bindirmem. 1 2 3 4 5
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Asagida takimlar: tanimlamaya yonelik ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her bir
ifadeye ne derecede katildigimzi, sunulan 5-basamakl cetvel iizerinde uygun rakami
daire icine alarak belirtiniz.

£ £
v = = g E o E
- = = = == =
X o 4y © N | =X K
= 5 T = 7 i o= o
c 2 = g = : 2 C =
2 E o E £ iE3%E
v £ E 5 GCEVAR:

1. Takimimin belirli takim gorevleri hakkinda
bilgisi vardir.

N
N
w
N
(3]

2. Takimim yapilmasi istenilenleri yerine getirir. 1 2 3 4 5
zil"il"raklmln cesitli ig boliimleri arasindaki baglantiy1 1 2 3 4 5
4. Takimim gesitli gorev problemlerine ¢ézim 1 2 3 4 5

ararken farkli bakis acgilarini degerlendirir.

5. Takimim goérevini yaparken sinirliliklarini

o . 1 2 3 4 5
degerlendirir.
6. Takimim cesitli gorevleri yaparken ortak amaci 1 2 3 4 5
paylasir.
7. Takimim amacini degerlendirir ve takim 1 2 3 4 5
arkadaslar1 arasinda gortis birligi saglanir.
8. Takimim ¢esitli gorevleri tamamlamada belirli 1 2 3 4 5
stratejileri bilir.
9. Takimim belirlenen gorevi uygulamada genel 1 2 3 4 5
stireci bilir.
10. Takimum ¢esitli takim gorevlerini uygulamada 1 2 3 4 5
gerekli becerilere sahip oldugunun farkindadir.
11.Takimim takim gorevlerini yerine getirirken 1 2 3 4 5
diger takim arkadaslari ile iletisim halindedir
12. Takimim genel takim becerileriyle kisisel 1 2 3 4 5
becerilerin siirekli gelisimini destekler.
13. Takimlar gesitli takim gorevlerinin 1 2 3 4 5
baslangicinda iletisim kanallarini tanimlar.
14. Takimim gorev degerlendirmelerinde ortak dil 1 2 3 4 5
kullanir.
15.Takimim ¢esitli takim gorevleri boyunca 1 2 3 4 5
birbirleriyle gayri resmi iletigim kurar.
16. Takimim siirekli etkili dinleme becerileri 1 2 3 4 5

gosterir.
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17. Takimim ¢esitli takim gorevlerini yapmaktan
hoslanir.

18. Takimim gesitli takim gorevlerinin sonuglarini
gelistirmede birbirlerinin ¢alismalarini destekler.

19. Takimim galigmasindan gurur duyar
20. Takimim diigiinmeyi sever

21. Takimimda takim arkadaslar1 arasinda
coziilemeyecek etik (ahlaki) problemler yoktur.

22.Takimim bilgileri paylasir ve takim tiyeleri
bilgileri kendine saklamaz.

23. Takimimim takim amacina baglidir.

24. Takimda bulunan herkes diisiincesini
aciklamaya (belirtmeye) ugrasir.

25. Takimim ¢esitli takim gorevlerini yerine
getirirken gorevlerinin ve sorumluluklarinin
farkindadir.

26. Takimim ¢esitli takim gorevlerini yerine
getirirken bilgiye nereden ulasacaginin farkindadir.

27. Takimim birbirini etkileme durumunun
farkindadir.

28. Takimim farkli ¢alisma durumlar1 hakkinda
birbirine bilgi verir.
29. Takimim birlikte karar alabilir.

30. Takimim ¢esitli takim gorevlerini
gergeklestirirken kendine verilen herhangi bir
gorevi yerine getirebilir.

31. Takimim birbirine bagh gorevleri tistlenir.
32. Takimim gesitli takim gorevlerini yerine
getirirken nasil bilgi degisimi yapacaginin
farkindadir.

33. Takimim gesitli takim gorevlerini yerine
getirirken

¢ikan sorunlari ¢ozer.

34. Takimimda giiven havasi vardir.

35. Takimim verimli sonuglar elde etmesini
saglayan ¢alisma ortami yaratir

36. Takimim takim basarisi etkileyen herhangi bir

konuyu agik¢a degerlendirmek igin giivenli bir
ortam yaratir.
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37. Takimim, takim ruhuna destek veren 1 2 3 4 5
davranislar fark eder ve odiillendirir.

38. Takimim en fazla ¢ikar1 elde etmek igin farkli 1 2 3 4 5
fikirlerden yararlanir.

39. Takimda karar alma degerlendirmeleri 1 2 3 4 5
toplantilarda yapilir bu yiizden takim toplantilar
yararl aktiviteler olarak goriiniir.

40. Takimimda olumlu(pozitif) bir takim havasi 1 2 3 4 5
vardir.

41. Takimim deneyimli bir¢ok insanin bulundugu,
yeterli tecriibeye sahip bir takimdir.

42. Takimim ¢esitli takim gorevlerini yerine 1 2 3 4 5
getirirken ¢evre kisitlamalarinin farkindadir.

Bu firmada takim olarak cahstigimz diisiiniiyor musunuz? Evet 0 Hayir [J
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Team# Teamwork SMM Taskwork SMM

1

© 00 N oo o B~ N

e e T i o e =
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17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

APPENDIX H: Teams Obtained Smm Scores in Teamwork, Taskwork and
TADI

SMM Implicit

0.42
0.54
0.37
0.38
0.40
0.47
0.55
0.52
0.54
0.48
0.34
0.38
0.36
0.36
0.35
0.36

0.33
0.39
0.51
0.34
0.53
0.94
0.27
0.40
0.33
0.32
0.39

0.52
0.38
0.35
0.52
0.28
0.41
0.50
0.39
0.42
0.33
0.30
0.31
0.36
0.40
0.37
0.40

0.43
0.44
0.53
0.45
0.62
0.84
0.35
0.58
0.29
0.39
0.36

TADM
(Mean)
4.17
3.27
4.6
4.22
4.04
4.4
4.73
4.8
4.63
4.35
3.65
4.14
4.52
4.48
4.36
4.28

4.81
4.67
4.3
4.28
3.9
4.89
3.61
4.19
3.17
4.73
421

Explicit SMM
TADM (1-
SD)
0.31
-0.97
0.86
0.47
0.86
0.69
0.69
0.8
0.47
0.25
0.12
0.28
0.4
0.39
0.38
0.18

0.72
0.48
0.31
0.22
0.16
0.81
0.27
0.64
0.09
0.74
0.22

TADM (Rwg)
0.37
0
0.76
0.62
0.84
0.65
0.87
0.91
0.76
0.42
0.43
0.51
0.77
0.74
0.56
0.43

0.9
0.84
0.57
0.54
0.52
0.94
0.42
0.76
0.31
0.84
0.41

Note. SMMM = Shared Mental Model. TADI = Team Assessment and Diagnostic Measure.
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APPENDIX I: Exploratory Factor Analysis on Trust

Explained
Items Loadings Variance
Factor 1 29.67 %

15. Baskalarinin séylediklerine giivenirim.

29. Insanlarin, iyi niyetli oldugunu diisiiniiriim.
17. insanlara giivenmem. (Reversed)

2. Insanlarm ahlakli olduklarina inanirim.

1. Bagkalarina giivenirim.

28. Insanlarda iyiligin erdemine inanirim.

19. Insanlarin sdylediklerine temkinli yaklasirim.
(Reversed)

13. Insanlarin gizli niyetlerinden siiphelenirim.
(Reversed)

21. Insanlarin 6zlerinde kotii olduklarina inanirim.

(Reversed)
3. Her seyin iyi olacagina inanirim.

133
.665
.659
.643
.641
572

.359

.355

277
.268

117



APPENDIX J: Exploratory Factor Analysis on Cooperation

Explained
Items Loadings Variance
Factor 1 29.02 %
31. Digerleriyle zitlasirim. (Reversed) .798
32. Insanlara agir konusurum. (Reversed) 746
18. Insanlara bagiririm. (Reversed) 731
4. Sivri dilliyimdir. (Reversed) .546
14. Kin beslerim. (Reversed) 525
7. Digerlerinden 6¢ alirnm. (Reversed) 485
6. Dalagmay1 severim. (Reversed) 483
Factor 2 14.54 %
16. Beni memnun etmek kolaydir. .705

5. Israrct bir kisi olarak goriinmekten nefret ederim .705
35. Yiizlesmelere katlanamam.
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APPENDIX K: Exploratory Factor Analysis on Achievement Striving

Explained
Items Loadings Variance
Factor 1 26.73 %

34. Benden beklenenden daha fazlasini yaparim.
20. Hedefe odaklanirim.

27. Isime yiirekten astlirim.

30. Basaril1 olma konusunda yiiksek motivasyonlu
degilimdir. (Reversed)

22. Yapilan iste kalite ararim.

9. Idare edecek kadar ¢alisirim. (Reversed)

8. Planlar1 hayata geg¢iririm.

33. Siki galigirim.

40. Kendim ve digerleri i¢in yliksek standartlar belirlerim.

23. Isime az zaman ve emek harcarim. (Reversed)

126
.617
.605

.539
.536
.509
.503
470
295
011
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APPENDIX L Exploratory Factor Analysis on Warmth

Explained
Items Loadings Variance
Factor 1 2517 %
10. insanlar1 bir araya getirmekten hoslanirim. .674
38. Diger insanlara zaman ayiririm. .636
36. insanlari nasil rahatlatacagimi bilirim. .635
25. Insanlarin rahat hissetmesini saglarim. .615
11. Insanlar1 neselendiririm. 577
24. Diger kisilerin duygularinin farkina varirim. 414
37. Bagkalarinin hayatlarina ilgi/alaka gosteririm. .328
Factor 2 14.84%
12. Bagkalar1 beni gergekten ilgilendirmez. (Reversed) .643
26. Baskalarinin problemlerine karigsmaktan
hoslanmam. (Reversed) 594
39. Tlgi bekleyenleri kafama takmam. (Reversed) 572
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APPENDIX M: Exploratory Factor Analysis on Team Viability

Explained
Items Loadings Variance
Factor 1 44.30 %
5. Takim {iyeleri arasinda hos olmayan ¢ok
sey var. (Reversed) 770
1.Takimimin iiyeleri takimimizi ¢ok fazla dnemserler ve
onu en iyisi yapmak i¢in birlikte ¢alisirlar. 712
9. Kimi zaman, aramizdan birisi diger takim iiyesine
yardimda bulunmayi red eder. (Reversed) .686
7. Takimin bazi iiyeleri toplam is yilikiinden kendilerine
diisen pay1 yerine getirmez. (Reversed) 672

11. Bir takim olarak, bu ¢alisma grubu dagilma sinyalleri
gosteriyor. (Reversed) .659

13. Uygun olmayan davranislar sergileyen bir takim tiyesini
diizeltmeye calistiZimiz her zaman, isler daha iyiye gitmek

yerine daha kotii olur. (Reversed) 613
3. Takim tiyeleri ile ¢alismak enerji verici ve canlandirict
bir deneyimdir. 518
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APPENDIX N: Exploratory Factor Analysis on Team Potency

Explained
Items Loadings  Variance
Factor 1 47.44 %
14. Higbir gorev/is takimimiz igin ¢ok zor degildir. 154
8. Takimimiz karsilastig1 her tiirlii problemi
¢ozebilecegine inaniyor. 753
4. Takimimiz yiiksek kaliteli igler iireterek olaganiistii iyi
olabilecegine inantyor. 152
12.Takimimiz siki/yogun ¢alistiginda ¢ok is bitirebilir. 734
2. Takimimizin kendine giiveni tamdir. .644
10. Takimimiz oldukga {iretken olabilecegine inaniyorlar. .635
6. Takimimiz yiiksek performansl bir takim olarak
bilinmeyi bekler. 514
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APPENDIX O: Exploratory Factor Analysis on Explicit Measure of SMM

(TADI)
Explained

Items Loadings Variance
Factor 1 56.47 %
7. Takimim amacini degerlendirir ve takim arkadaslari
arasinda goriis birligi saglanir. 824
32. Takimim cesitli takim gorevlerini yerine getirirken
nasil bilgi degisimi yapacaginin farkindadir. .816
8. Takimim c¢esitli gorevleri tamamlamada belirli
stratejileri bilir. .809
11.Takimim takim goérevlerini yerine getirirken diger
takim arkadaslari ile iletisim halindedir .796
17. Takimim cesitli takim gorevlerini yapmaktan hoglanir. .789
33. Takimim cesitli takim gorevlerini yerine getirirken
¢ikan sorunlari ¢ozer. 187
36. Takimim takim basaris1 etkileyen herhangi bir konuyu
acikca degerlendirmek i¢in giivenli bir ortam yaratir. AT7
18. Takimim c¢esitli takim gorevlerinin sonuglarini
gelistirmede birbirlerinin ¢aligmalarini destekler. 776
29. Takimim birlikte karar alabilir. 751
24. Takimda bulunan herkes diisiincesini agiklamaya
(belirtmeye) ugrasir. 146
19. Takimim c¢alismasindan gurur duyar .702
9. Takimim belirlenen gorevi uygulamada genel siireci
bilir. .700
16. Takimim siirekli etkili dinleme becerileri gosterir. 672
41. Takimim deneyimli bir¢ok insanin bulundugu, yeterli
tecriibeye sahip bir takimdir. .657
42. Takimim ¢esitli takim gorevlerini yerine getirirken
cevre kisitlamalariin farkindadir. .636
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APPENDIX P: TURKISH SUMMARY
TURKCE

OZET

GIRIS
Teknolojik ilerlemeler bir¢ok isi daha karmasik hale getirmekte ve bu durum
islerin bagimsiz bir sekilde yapilmasini giiclestirmektedir (Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin ve
Cannon-Bowers, 2000). Teknolojik gelismelere ve is cevresinin belirsizligine karsin
etkililigi artirmak icin takim odakli yaklasilmalar uygulanmaktadir (Guzzo ve Dickson,
1996; Mathieu ve ark., 2000). Takim alanyazininda, takim etkiligini neyin yordadigi
sorusundan ni¢in bazi takimlar digerlerinden daha etkili sorusuna gecis yasanmaktadir
(Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson ve Jundt, 2005). Ortak bilis kavrami etkili ve etkisiz takimlar
arasindaki farkliliklar1 anlamamiza katki saglamistir (Cannon-Bowers ve Salas, 2001).
Salas ve Cannon-Bowers (2001) gore ortak bilis etkili takimlarin iyelerinin takim

arkadaslariyla ya uyumlu, tamamlayici, ya da Ortiisen bilgiye sahip oldugu goriisiine

kapsamaktadir.

Ortak bilise yonelik bir yaklasim olan ortak zihinsel model (OZM) son
zamanlarda oldukca arastirma meraki uyandirmaktadir (Mathiue, Rapp, Maynard ve
Mangos, 2010). Biligsel psikoloji alaninda zihinsel model kavramindan dogan OZM
takimlarimn biligsel yapilarindan biri olarak gériilmektedir (DeChurch ve Mesner-Magnus,
2010). Bireysel boyutta, zihinsel modeller etkilesimde oldugumuz sistemi tanimlamak,
aciklamak ve tahmin etmek i¢in kullanilan kavramsal yapilardir (Rouse ve Morris, 1986).
Takim boyutunda bir olgu olan OZM * takim tiyelerinin goreve yonelik dogru beklenti ve
aciklamay1 olusturabilmelerini, eylemlerini koordine edebilmelerini ve davraniglarini
gorevin ve diger takim tyelerinin istekleri dogrultusunda uyarlayabilmelerini saglayan
bilgi yapilar’” olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Cannon-Bowers, Salas ve Converse, 1993, p.
228). OZM’ nin takim etkiligi lizerindeki rolii {izerine bir¢cok ¢alismanin bulunmasina
ragmen (Lim ve Klein, 2006; Marks, Sabella, Burke ve Zaccaro, 2002; Marks, Zaccaro
ve Mathieu, 2000; Mathieu ve ark., 2000; Rentsch ve Klimoski, 2001; Smith-Jentsch,
Mathieu ve Kraiger, 2005), OZM’nin 6l¢iimii, sonuglar1 ve onciilerine yonelik halen

bircok aragtirma sorusu bulunmaktadir. Mevcut calisma bu sorularin bazilarini
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cevaplamay1 hedeflemektedir. Bu baglamda, mevcut ¢alismanin odagini OZM’ nin dort

yonii olusturmaktadir.

Ik olarak, OZM’yi o6lgmek icin ¢esitli yaklasimlar bulunmaktadir. Fakat
DeChurch ve Mesner-Magnus’un (2010) meta analizi farkli 6l¢im tekniklerinin takim
siireclerini ve takim performansii farkli yordadigini gdstermektedir. Bunun yaninda,
Resick ve arkadaglarinin (2010) birlesen, ayrim ve tahmin edici gegerlik ¢alismalari, {i¢
OZM o6l¢iimii (yapisal aglar, dncelik siralamasi ve 6énem derecelendirme) arasinda sinirl
ortiismeler oldugunu gostermistir. Yukaridaki bulgular OZM’nin altinda yatan yapiy1
yakalamak i¢in temel OZM cesitlerinin farklt yontemlerle Glgiilmesi gerektigine isaret
etmektedir. Bu nedenle, mevcut ¢alismada, OZM’ nin oOl¢iimiinde hem ortiik/kapali
(iliskilik degerlendirmesi) hem acik (6z-beyan/dlgek) olmak tiizere iki farkli yontem

kullanilmastir.

Ikinci olarak, onceki arastirmalarda OZM ile takim ciktilar1 (performans) ve
takim siiregleri (koordinasyon, iletisim ve destek davranisi) arasinda anlamli iligkiler
rapor edilmis olmasina ragmen, OZM 'nin takim siirdiirebilirligi ve takim potansiyeli gibi
duygusal ¢iktilar tizerindeki rolii hakkinda ¢ok az sey bilinmektedir. Bu nedenle, mevcut
aragtirma OZM ile takim performansi, takim siirdiirebilirligi/dirimliligi ve takim

potansiyeli arasindaki iliskiyi aragtirmay:1 hedeflemektedir.

Uciincii olarak, ortak bilis alanyazininda takim olusturma faktdrleri ve OZM
arasindaki iligkiye gorece az 6nem verilmistir. Bilissel yetenek (Edward, Day, Arthur Jr.
ve Bell, 2006; Yang, Kang ve Mason, 2008) ve kisilik (Resick, Dickson, Mitchelson,
Allison ve Clark, 2010) takim zihinsel model gelisiminin onciileri olarak ¢alisilan konular
arasinda yer almaktadir. Kisilik faktorleri olarak Uyumluluk (Yang ve ark., 2008; Resick
ve ark., 2010) ve Sorumluluk Bilinci (Resick ve ark., 2010) zihinsel model gelisimi ile
pozitif yonde iligkili olarak hipotez edilmis ve Uyumluluk faktoriine yonelik hipotez
desteklenmistir. Mevcut arastirmada, LePine ve Van Dyne (2001)’nin kisilige yonelik alt
boyut diizeyinde analiz ihtiyaci onerisi dogrultusunda, Uyumluluk ve onun alt boyutlari
olan Giiven ve Isbirligi ile Sorumluluk Bilinci ve onun alt boyutu Basari Kazanma
Gilidiisii ve OZM arasinda pozitif yonde iliski beklenmektedir. Bunun yaninda,

Disadoniikliik faktorii ile ortak zihinsel model arasinda negatif yonde iliski beklenirken,
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ilgili faktoriin alt boyutlarindan Yakmlik ve OZM arasinda pozitif yonde iliski

beklenmektedir.

Son olarak, OZM arastirmalarinin bircogu laboratuar ortaminda yiirtitiilmektedir.
Arastirmacilar (Bradley, White ve Mennecke , 2003; Rentsch ve Klimoski, 2001) bu tiir
aragtirmalarin  gercek takim ortamlarma genellenebilirliginin = smirli  oldugunu
belirtmektedirler. Bu nedenle, mevcut ¢alisma bir saha arastirmasi olmasi itibartyla bu

problemle bas etmeyi hedeflemektedir.

Ozetle, mevcut arastirma OZM’nin &nciisii olarak kisilik faktorlerini; OZM nin
sonuclar1 olarak da takim performansini, takim siirdiirebilirligini ve takim potansiyelini
arastirmay1 hedeflemektedir. Bunun yaninda, mevcut arastirmanin hipotezleri kontrol
altindaki bir laboratuar ortami yerine dogal bir ortamda test edilmistir. Son olarak,
mevcut arastirmada, bircok OZM aragtirmalariin yiiriitiildiigi aksiyon takimlari yerine

servis takimlari iizerinde ve asagida sunulan hipotezler test edilmistir:

Hipotez la: Takimlarin ortalama Uyumluluk diizeyleri goreve yonelik OZM, takima
yonelik OZM ve a¢ik OZM ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

Hipotez 1b: Takimlarin ortalama Giiven diizeyleri goreve yonelik OZM, takima
yonelik OZM ve a¢ik OZM ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

Hipotez Ic: Takimlarin ortalama Isbirligi diizeyleri géreve yonelik OZM, takima
yonelik OZM ve a¢ik OZM ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

Hipotez 2a: Takimlarin ortalama Disadoniikliik diizeyleri géreve yénelik OZM,
takima yonelik OZM ve a¢ik OZM ile negatif yonde iliskilidir.

Hipotez 2b: Takimlarin ortalama Yakinhk diizeyleri goreve yonelik OZM, takima
yonelik OZM ve a¢ik OZM ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

Hipotez 3a: Takimlarin ortalama Sorumluluk diizeyleri goreve yonelik OZM, takima

yvonelik OZM ve a¢ik OZM ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

Hipotez 3b: Takimlarin ortalama Basart Kazanma Giidiisii diizeyleri goreve yonelik

OZM, takima yonelik OZM ve actk OZM ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.
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Hipotez 4: Goreve yonelik OZM takim performansi ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir.

Hipotez 5: Goreve yonelik OZM, takima yénelik OZM ve ac¢ik OZM takim
surdiirebilirligi ile pozitif yonde iliskilidirler.

Hipotez 6: Géreve yonelik OZM, takima yonelik OZM ve acik OZM takim potansiyeli
ile pozitif yonde iliskilidirler.

YONTEM
Orneklem

Mevcut arastirmanin 6rneklemi parakende teknoloji magazalarinda takim olarak
calisan 139 c¢alisandan (29 takimdan) olusmaktadir. Her bir takimda ii¢ farkh
pozisyondan (kasa sorumlusu, satis danismani ve iletisim danigmani) ¢alisan
bulunmaktadir. Baslangi¢ 6rnekleminde yer alan 29 takim arasindan iki takim ilerleyen
boliimlerde agiklanan nedenlerle hipotezlerin test edildigi analizlere dahil edilmemistir.
Katilimcilarin % 62.5’1 (N = 80) kadin, % 34.40°1 (N = 44) erkek ve kalan katilimecilar
cinsiyetlerini belirtmemislerdir. Katilimcilarin yas araligt 18 ve 42 arasindadir.
Katilimcilarin mevcut magazalarindaki gorev siireli 1 ve 87 (O =13.41, SS = 15.01) ay

arasinda degismektedir.
Veri Toplama Araclar
Kisilik Olgegi

Bes kisilik faktorii (Sorumluluk Bilinci, Uyumluluk, Noérotisizm, Deneyime
Aciklik ve Disadoniikliik) Benez-Martinez ve John (1998) tarafindan gelistirilen ve
Demir (2012) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ ye adaptasyonu yapilan 47 maddeden olusan envanter
araciligr ile Olciilmistir. Maddeler 5-basamakli Likert tipi olcek (1 = Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum, 5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum) iizerinde degerlendirilmistir. Mevcut
arastirmada, Deneyime Agiklik (o = .82), Norotisizm (o = .81) ve Disadoniikliik (0=.79)
faktorleri yeterli i¢ tutarlilik katsayisina sahip iken, Sorumluluk Bilinci (0=.69) ve
Uyumluluk (0=.66) faktorlerinin giivenirlilik degerleri istenilen degerin biraz altinda

bulunmustur.
Giiven, isbirligi, Basar1 Kazanma Giidiisii ve Yakinhk Kisilik Alt Boyutlar:
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Uyumluluk faktdriiniin Giiven ve Isbirligi alt boyutlari, Sorumluluk Bilinci
faktoriiniin Basar1 Kazanma Giidiist alt boyutu ve Disadoniikliik faktoriiniin Yakinlik alt
boyutu Uluslararasi Kisilik Madde Havuzundan (IPIP, Goldberg, 1999) alinan 40 madde
ile ol¢iilmiistir. Olgek maddeleri mevcut arastirma kapsaminda  Tiirkge’ye
cevrilmistir.Cevirilerde kavramsal denkligin saglanmasi esas olarak alinmistir.. Her bir
alt boyutu 6lgen 10 maddeye agimlayici faktor analizi yapilmis ve .30’un altinda faktor
yiikiine sahip maddeler elenmistir. Faktor analizleri sonucunda, Yakinlik alt boyutundan
iki madde, Isbirligi alt boyutundan ii¢ madde, Basar1 Kazanma Giidiisii alt boyutundan iki
madde ve Yakinlik alt boyutundan {i¢ madde ilgili 6lgeklerden c¢ikarilmistir. Yapilan
giivenirlik analizi sonucunda, Isbirligi (0=.73) ve Giiven (a=.73) alt boyutlar1 yeterli i¢
tutarlilik katsayist sahip oldugu, Basar1 Kazanma Giidiisii (0=.65) ve Yakinlik (0=.66) alt
boyutlarinin giivenirlilik degerlerlerinin ise istenilen degerin biraz altinda olugu

bulunmustur.
Takima Yonelik OZM ve Goreve Yonelik OZM Ol¢iimii: Ortiik Yaklasim

Bu arastirmada, takima ve goreve yonelik kavramlarin belirlenmesi i¢in oncelikle
s6z konusu takimlar igin bir gorev analizi yapilmistir. Orneklem i¢inde bulunan takimlar
tarafindan yiiriitiilen gérevleri ve bu takimlarin dahil olduklar siiregleri tespit edebilmek
icin goriigme ve anket yontemleri kullanilmigtir. Gorligme ve anket uygulamalarindan
sonra her bir takimda var olan ii¢ temel pozisyon i¢in ortak olan, takima yonelik ve
goreve yonelik yediser kavram tespit edilmistir. Miisteri karsilama, ugurlama, sikayeti
¢ozme, talebi 6grenme, evrak diizenleme, iiriin tanitma ve islem takibi goreve yonelik
kavramlar olarak tespit edilmistir. Koordineli arastirma, bilgi aligverisi, destek olma ve
agizbirligi yapma takima yonelik kavramlar olarak tespit edilmistir. Bu kavramlara ek
olarak ortaklasa sorun ¢6zme, takim ruhu, yol gosterme/rehberlik etme kavramlar1 daha
onceki OZM arastirmalarindan (Mathiue ve ark., 2000) ve takim alanyazinindan

(Rousseau, Aube ve Savoi, 2006) alinmustir.

Takima ve goreve yonelik zihinsel modelleri ortaya ¢ikarmak i¢in, katilimcilardan
yedi gorev ve yedi takim kavramlarindan olusan her bir ciftin iliskililiginin 9’lu Likert
tipi Olgek iizerinden 1(Hig Iliskili Degiller) ve 9 (Oldukga Iliskililer) arasinda
degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Takima ve goreve yonelik zihinsel modelleri temsil etmek

i¢in Pathfinder (www.interlinkinc.com) programi kullanilmugtir. ilgili kavramlar arasinda
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dolayli ya da direk baglantilar olusturan Pathfinder programi (Schvaneveldt, 1990), her
bir katilimct i¢in, biri takima yonelik digeri ise goreve yonelik olmak lizere iki tane ag
olusturmustur. Pathfinder her bir agi birbirleri ile karsilagtirarak benzerlik degeri
hesaplamaktadir. Bu deger, OZM benzerliginin bir indeksidir. Mevcut arastirmada, her
bir takimin goreve yonelik OZM degerlerini hesaplamak igin, ilgili takimin {iyelerinin
goreve yonelik aglar ikili olarak karsilastirilmustir. ikili karsilastirmadan elde edilen
benzerlik degerlerinin ortalamasi ilgili takimin goreve yonelik OZM degeri olarak

alinmistir. Ayn1 adimlar takima yonelik OZM degeri hesaplamak igin de takip edilmistir.
Takim Degerlendirme ve Tanimlama Araci (TDTA): Acik Yaklasim

Takim ortak zihinsel modelini anket yontemi ile 6lgmek maksadiyla Johnson ve
arkadaglar1 tarafindan gelistirilen (2007) Takim Degerlendirme ve Tanimlama Araci
(TDTA) kullanilmistir. Olgegin Tiirkce adaptasyonu Johnson, Top ve Yiikselturk (2011)
tarafindan yapilmistir. Mevcut arastirmada 42 madde olan Slgegin 15 maddelik kisa
versiyonu (Skorski, 2009) kullanilmistir. Olgekte, her bir takim {iyesinden kendi takimini
5’11 Likert tipi dlgek iizerinde (1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum; 5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum)
degerlendirmesi istenmektedir. Mevcut arastirmada, 6lgegin i¢ tutatarlilik katsayisi .94

olarak bulunmustur.
Performans Olciimii

GSM firmas1 Ornekleme dahil edilen tiim magazalarda performansa dayali prim
sistemi uygulamaktadir. Bes ayr1 performans kalemi bulunmaktadir. Bunlar, faturali hat
satis1, hazirkart satis1, bagka operatorlerden gecis, faturali hatta gecis ve internet satigidir.
Her bir satis kaleminde verilen hedefi tutturan magazalar, o satis kaleminden prim
almaktadir. GSM firmas1 magazalara aylik hedef belirlemekte, magazalar ise bu hedefleri
calisanlarinin bireysel hedefi olarak dagitmaktadir. Bir takim olarak magaza hedefini
tutturdugu durumda magaza GSM firmasi tarafindan odiillendirilmektedir. Takim
igerisinde ilgili ay i¢in belirlenen hedeflerini yakalama diizeylerine gore calisanlar da
prim almaktadirlar. Katilimeilarin 6nemli bir kisminin ii¢ aydan fazla (% 16. 4)
deneyiminin olmamasindan dolayr, mevcut aragtirmada Aralik 2013 performans
degerlendirme sonuclar1 performans Olglimii olarak kullanilmistir. Bes performans

kaleminden genel bir performans degerine ulasmak i¢in uzmanlardan bu bes kalemi
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takimin performans gostergesi olma diizeylerine gore agirliklandirmalar: istenmistir.
Mevcut arastirmada, her bir takimin performans puami olarak, agirliklandirilmis

performans degerleri kullanilmistir.
Takim Siirdiirebilirligi Olcegi

Takim siirdiirebilirligi, Hackman (1988) tarafindan gelistirilen ve bu arastirma
icin Tiirkgeye ¢evrilen yedi madde ile Olglilmiistiir. Katilimcilardan, ifadelere katilim
diizeylerini 5-basamakli Likert tipi bir 6l¢ek tizerinde (1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 5 =
Kesinlikle katiliyorum) gdstermeleri istenmistir. Mevcut arastirmada, 6lgegin i¢ tutarlilik

katsayis1 .78 olarak bulunmustur.
Takim Potansiyeli Olcegi

Takim iiyelerinin mevcut takimlarin potansiyeline yonelik algilari Guzzo ve
arkadaslar1 tarafindan gelistirilen (1993) ve bu arastirma i¢in Tiirkge’ye cevrilen yedi
madde ile dlclilmiistiir. Katilimcilarin ifadelere katilim diizeyleri 5-basamakli Likert tipi
bir 6l¢ek (1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum) ile ol¢iilmiistiir.

Mevcut aragtirmada, 6l¢egin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .82 olarak bulunmustur.
islem

Her bir takim magazalarinda ziyaret edilmistir. Arastirma verilerinin ¢oklu
seviyeli (seviye 1: calisan, seviye 2: takim) analiz edilecek olmasindan dolay1 ilgili
magazalarda bir aydan az deneyimi olan ¢alisanlar mevcut aragtirmaya dahil
edilmemistir. Katilimeilarin bilgilendirilmis onami alindiktan sonra, dlgekler uygulanmig

ve bu uygulama yaklasik 10-15 dakika stirmistiir.
Veri Kiimeleme

Aragtirmanin verilerinin birgogunun bireysel diizeyde toplanmasina karsin
hipotezler takim diizeyinde kurulmustur. Bu nedenle, bireysel seviyedeki verilerin, takim
diizeyinde kiimelenmesi gerekmistir. Kiimeleme oOncesinde, takim {yelerinin ilgili
degiskenlerde hemfikir olup olmadiklarmin tespit edilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu amagla
rwg(j) indeksi, (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984; 1993) ve smif i¢i korelasyon 1CC(1)
degerleri hesaplanmistir. Takim potansiyeli (F (26, 101) = 2.06, p < .01), takim
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stirdiirebilirligi (F (26, 101) = 2.19, p <.01) ve OZM (F (26, 101) = 1.97, p < .01) igin
yapilan tek yonli ANOVA sonuglari anlamli bulunmustur. ICC (1) degerleri, James
(1982) tarafindan rapor edilen .12 ortanca degerinin {lizerinde olmasindan dolayi, takim
potansiyeli (.19), takim siirdiirebilirligi (.17) ve OZM (.16) i¢in yeterli bulunmustur.
Sonug olarak, bu degiskenler i¢in bireysel toplanan verinin takim diizeyine birlestirilmesi

(kiimelenmesi) miimkiin olabilmistir.

Veri kiimeleme yontemi olarak, takim potansiyeli ve takim siirdiirebilirligi ig¢in
takim tyelerinin ortalama degerleri kullanmistir. OZM degerlerini kiimelemek i¢in {i¢
farkli hesaplama yapilmistir. Oncelikle takim iiyelerinin ilgili degiskendeki ortalama
degeri, sonra standart sapmanin bir eksigi ve son olarak rwg hesaplamalar1 yapilmistir.
Bireysel diizeydeki kisilik degerleri takim diizeyine g¢evirirken, takim iiyelerinin ilgili

degiskendeki ortalamalar1 ve varyans degerleri kullanilmistir.
BULGULAR
Arastirma Degiskenleri Arasindaki Korelasyonlar

Istatistiksel giic elde edebilmek i¢in, rneklem biiyiikliigii (Cohen, 1988) dnemli
goriilmektedir. Mevcut arastirmanin takim diizeyindeki 6rnek sayisinin diisiik olmasindan
dolay1, anlamlilik seviyesi .10 olarak belirlenmistir. Tablo 2 hipotez edilen degiskenler
arasindaki korelasyonlar1 Ozetlemektedir. Tabloya bakildiginda, a¢ik ve ortik OZM
Olctimlerinin birbirleri ile iliskili olmadiklar1 gériilmektedir. Bu sonug hipotezlerin acik
ve kapali OZM ol¢giimleri i¢in ayr1 ayr test edilmesini zorunlu kilmistir. Acik OZM
hesaplamas1 i¢in kullanilan {i¢ farkli yontemin aralarindaki korelasyonlara bakildiginda,
bu ti¢ farkli hesaplama yontemlerinin oldukga iliski olduklar1 bulunmustur. Rwg
hesaplamalar1 tepki yanliligini kontrol edebildiginden (James et al., 1984), acik OZM

degeri olarak, takimlarin rwg degerinin kullanilmasina karar verilmistir.
OZM Onciilerine Yonelik Hipotezlerin Testi

Ug farklh OZM (Takima yonelik OZM, Goreve yonelik OZM, Ag¢ik OZM
Olgiimii) dl¢iimiinii yordayan bir seri hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmigtir. Takim
alanyazinina dayanarak, takim biiylikliigli ve ortalama takim gorev siiresi regresyon

analizinde kontrol degiskenleri olarak kullanilmistir. Regresyon analizleri sonuglarinda,
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takim biyiikligi (B = -.43, p < .05) takima yonelik OZM ile negatif yonde iligkili ve
takim ortalama gorev siiresi (fp = -.50, p < .01) ise agik OZM o6l¢iimii ile negatif yonde
iligskili bulunmustur. Uyumluluk kisilik faktérii (Hla) ve OZM arasindaki iliskiye
bakildiginda, Uyumluluk faktoriiniin takima yonelik OZM (B =42, p < .05) ve goreve
yonelik OZM (B =.47, p < .05) ile iliskili oldugu bulunurken, agitk OZM O0l¢iimii ile

iliskili bulunmamuistir. Bu nedenle, Hipotez 1a kismi olarak desteklenmistir.

Giliven kisilik boyutu (H1b) ve OZM arasindaki iliskiye bakildiginda, Giiven
boyutu, takima yonelik OZM (B = -.37, p = .11), goreve yonelik OZM (B =-.29, ns) ve
acik OZM ol¢iimii (B = -.19, ns) ile iligkili bulunmamistir. Bu nedenle Hipotez 1b, hem
ortik hem de acik OZM odlgiimleri i¢in desteklenmemistir. Gliven boyutuna yonelik
beklenmedik bu bulguyu anlayabilmek ig¢in, kesfedici bir amagla, takim giiven
varyansinin OZM ile olan iligkisine bakilmistir. Regresyon sonuglarina bakildiginda,
takim Giiven varyansinin agik OZM o6l¢iimii (f =-.42, p < .01) ile negatif yonde iligkili
oldugu bulunurken, takima yonelik OZM (B =-.30, p = .14) ve goreve yonelik OZM (B
=-.21, p = .28) ile iligkili bulunmamustir.

Isbirligi boyutu (Hlc) ve OZM arasindaki iliski incelendiginde, isbirligi
boyutunun, takima yo6nelik OZM (B = .33, p <.07) ve goreve yonelik OZM (B =44, p <
.05) ile iligkili oldugu bulunurken, acik OZM ol¢iimii (B = -.02, ns) ile iliskili olmadig1
bulunmustur. Bu durumda, Hipotez 1c ortilk OZM ol¢iimleri i¢in desteklenirken agik

OZM ol¢iimii i¢in desteklenmemistir.

Disadontikliik (H2a) kisilik faktorii ve OZM arasindaki iligskiye baktigimizda,
Disadoniikliik faktorti, takima yonelik OZM (B = -.02, ns), goreve yonelik OZM (B = -
.08, ns) ve acik OZM ol¢iimii (B = -.20, ns) ile iligkili bulunmamis ve Hipotez 2a
desteklenmemistir. Disadoniikliik kisilik faktoriine yonelik beklenmedik bu bulguyu
anlayabilmek i¢in, kesfedici bir amagla, ilgili faktér ve OZM arasinda kiibik bir iligki test
edilmistir. Sonuglara bakildiginda, Disadoniiklik (B = -.39, p < .10) ve goreve yonelik
OZM arasinda kuadratik bir iligki bulunmustur.

Yakinlik kisilik boyutu (H2b) ve OZM arasindaki iliskiye baktigimizda, Yakinlik
boyutu, takima yonelik OZM (B = .04, ns), goreve yonelik OZM (B = .15, ns)ve acik
OZM ol¢iimii (B = -.10, ns) ile iligkili bulunmamistir. Bu nedenle Hipotez 2b, hem ortiik
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hem de agitk OZM oOlglimleri i¢in desteklenmemistir. Yakinlik boyutuna yonelik
beklenmedik bu bulguyu anlayabilmek i¢in, kesfedici bir amagcla, takim Yakinlik
varyansinin OZM ile olan iliskisine bakilmistir. Regresyon sonuglarma bakildiginda,
takim Giiven varyansinin takima yonelik OZM (B =-.35, p < .10 ), goreve yonelik OZM
(B =-.36, p <.10) ve a¢ik OZM dl¢iimii (B = -.37, p <.05) ile negatif yonde iligkili oldugu

bulunmustur.

Sorumluluk Bilinci (H3a) kisilik faktorii ve OZM arasindaki iligskiye bakildiginda,
Sorumluluk Bilinci faktorii, takima yonelik OZM (B =.10, ns), goreve yonelik OZM (B =
32, p =.12) ve agik OZM odl¢iimii (B = .19, ns) ile iliskili bulunmamis ve Hipotez 3a
desteklenmemistir. Basar1 Kazanma Giidiisii boyutu (H3b) ve OZM arasindaki iligki
incelendiginde ise, Basar1 Kazanma Giidiisii boyutunun goreve yonelik OZM (B = .35, p
< .10) ile iliskili oldugu bulunurken, takima yonelik OZM (B = .25, ns) ve a¢cik OZM
olgtimii (B = .10, ns) ile iligkili olmadigi bulunmustur. Bu durumda, Hipotez 3b kismi

olarak desteklenmistir.
OZM’nin Sonuclarina Yonelik Hipotezlerin Testi

OZM’nin sonuglarina yonelik de bir seri Hiyerarsik Regresyon analizi yapilmistir.
Goreve yonelik OZM (H4) ve takim performansi arasindaki iliskiye baktigimizda,
goreve yonelik OZM ile takim performansi (f = -.34, p < .10 ) arasinda negatif yonde
iliski bulunmus ve Hipotez 4 desteklenmemistir. OZM’ nin 3 farkl 6l¢iimii (H5) ve takim
stirdiirebilirligi arasindaki iliskiye baktigimizda, ortalama gorev siiresi kontrol edildikten
sonra, goreve yonelik OZM (B = .39, p <.05), takima yonelik OZM (B = .38, p <.10) ve
actk OZM (B = .63, p <.01) 6l¢timii takim siirdiirebilirligi ile pozitif yonde iliskili olarak
bulunmus ve Hipotez 5 desteklenmistir. OZM’ nin 3 farkli 6l¢imi (HS) ve takim
potansiyeli arasindaki iligkiye baktigimizda ise, ortalama gorev siiresi kontrol edildikten
sonra, takima yonelik OZM (B = .33, p <.10) ve acik OZM odlgtimi (= .73, p <.01) ile
pozitif yonde iliskili olarak bulunmus fakat goéreve yonelik OZM ile iliskili

bulunmamaistir. Bu nedenle, Hipotez 6 kismi olarak desteklenmistir.
TARTISMA

Mevcut ¢alisma servis takimlart i¢cin OZM’nin Onciilerini ve sonuglarini bir alan

caligmas1 kapsaminda incelemeyi hedeflemistir. OZM’nin Onciilerine yonelik bulgular
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degerlendirildiginde, Uyumluk faktori ve OZM arasindaki pozitif yonde iligki
alinyazinyla uyumlu niteliktedir. Uyumlu insanlarin igbirligi ve kisileraras: etkilesim
gerektiren gorevlerde daha etkin olmalarinin beklenmesi sebebiyle (LePine ve Van Dyne,
2001) bu bulgu sasirtict degildir. Uyumluluk faktoriiniin alt boyutlarindan Giiven
boyutuna yonelik bulgular beklenen hipotezi desteklemistir.

Beklenenin aksine gliven boyutu ve OZM arasinda negatif bir iligki trendi
bulunmustur. Beklenmedik bu bulgunun Fisher ve arkadaslarinin (2012) c¢alismasiyla
uyumlu oldugu goézlemlenmistir. Genel olarak pozitif ¢iktilarla iliskilendirilen giliven
duygusuna yonelik, Langfred (2004) takim iiyeleri arasindaki fazla giiven duygusunun
olas1 negatif sonuclar1 oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Langfred yiiksek giiven duygusunun
yiikksek oOzerklikle birlestigi durumda takim iiyelerinin daha az gozetleme davranisi
sergileyecegini ve bu durumun performansta diisiise neden olabilecegini belirtmektedir.
Calisma hipotezleri icerisinde yer almamasina karsin, bu beklenmedik bulguyu daha iyi
anlayabilmek i¢in giiven boyutunda takim {iyelerinin heterojen olmalarinin OZM ile
iligkisi test edilmistir. Bu iligkiye yonelik bulgu takim iiyeleri arasinda giiven duygusunun
yiiksek olmasiin degil aslinda takim iiyelerinin giiven seviyelerin benzer olmasinin
takimlarda OZM gelisimi igin dnemli oldugunu gdstermistir. Isbirligi boyutunun OZM
gelisimindeki rolii degerlendirildiginde, elde edilen bulgular beklenen yonde olmustur.
Grup taleplerine kendi arzularindan daha fazla 6nem vermelerinden (Wagner, 1995) ve
pozitif kisilerarasi etkilesim sergilemelerinden dolay: takim {iyelerinin igbirlik¢i olmalart

takimlarda OZM olusumunu kolaylastirmaktadir.

Disadoniik takim {iiyelerinden olusan takimlarin daha ¢ok OZM’e sahip olmasi
beklenirken, 1ilgili hipotez desteklenmemistir. Bireysel Disadoniiklik ve takim
Disadontikliik kompozisyonun etkilesimi beklenmedik bu sonucu agiklayabilmektedir.
Ornegin, calisma bulgulart fazla sayida disaddniik takim iiyesine sahip takimlarda
disadoniik iiyelerin daha ¢ok “lretim karsiti” davramiglar sergiledigi bulunmustur
(Schmidt, Ogunfowara ve Bourdage, 2012). Beklenmedik bu bulguyu daha iyi
anlayabilmek ic¢in disadoniikliik faktorii ve OZM arasindaki kuadratik iliski test
edilmistir. Sonuglar, disadoniikliik faktorii ve goreve yonelik OZM arasindaki kuadratik

iligkinin anlamli oldugunu gostermistir. Sonug¢ olarak, orta derecede disadoniik takim
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iyelerine sahip takimlarin diisiik ve yliksek derecede Disadoniik takim iiyelerine sahip

takimlara gére daha cok OZM sahibi olmasi daha olasilikli bulunmustur.

Mevcut calisma bulgulari, Sorumluluk Bilinci kisilik faktérii ve OZM arasinda
beklenen pozitif iliskiyi desteklememistir. Sorumluluk Bilinci alt boyutlarinin farkl
iliskiler sergilemelerinin bu durumu aciklayabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle,
alinyazininda farkli yordayicilarla iliskilendirilen basar1 ve vazifesinaslik (dutifulness) alt
boyutlarinin OZM ile de farkli bir iligski sergilemeleri olasilikli olarak diistiniilmiistiir.
Resick (2010) basar1 alt boyutunun OZM gelisimine katki saglarken vazifesinaslik alt

boyutunun OZM ye zarar verebilecegini vurgulamstir.

Sorumluluk Bilinci alt boyutlarindan Basar1t Kazanma Giidiisii ve OZM arasinda
beklenen pozitif iliski ¢alisma bulgular1 tarafindan sadece goreve yonelik OZM igin
desteklenmistir. Basar1 odakli kisilerin 6ncelikli olarak géreve odaklandiklar1 (Hough,

1992) g6z 6niine alindiginda, bu bulgu sasirtic1 degildir.

OZM sonuglarina yonelik bulgular degerlendirildiginde, géreve yonelik OZM
ve takim performansi arasinda beklenenin aksine negatif bir iliskinin oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Takim performansi ile pozitif iliski rapor eden alinyazinla farkli bir
sonuca ulasilmasini, ¢aligmanin baglamiyla ilgili olabilecegi kosullarinin (laboratuar
ya da saha) farkli olmasinin agiklayabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. Ayrica, mevcut ¢alisma
zihinsel model igerigi olarak satis siirecinin i¢inde yer alan gorevleri tespit etmistir.
Fakat bu gorevlerin disinda 6rnegin miisteri talebini karsilamanin en etkili yollar
gibi farkli zihinsel model igeriklerinin de takim performansi ile iliskili olma olasilig
oldugu dislniilmistiir. Bunun yaninda, magaza satiglarinin takim ve takim
tiyelerinin  Ozelliklerinin Gtesinde yeni iriin i¢ pazarlama, kontrol (Hultink &
Atuahene-Gima, 2000) gibi faktorlerle alakali olmasinin da olasilikli oldugu
distiniilmiistiir. Calisma bulgulart OZM ve takim siirdiirebilirligi ve takim
potansiyeli arasinda pozitif bir yonde iliski oldugunu gostermektedir. Calisma
bulgular1 degerlendirildiginde iiyelerinin goreve ve takima yonelik ortak anlayisa
sahip takimlarin kendi takimlarini siirdiirebilir ve potansiyel olarak degerlendirdikleri

gorilmektedir.
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Calisma bulgularinda acik ve ortiik OZM o6l¢iimlerinin Onciiler ve sonuglarla
farkli iliskiler sergiledikleri gériilmiistiir. Bu bulgu DeChurch ve Mesner-Magnus’ un
(2010) meta analizi ve Resick ve arkadaslarinin (2010) c¢alisma bulgularini destekler
niteliktedir. DeChurch ve Mesner-Magnus iligkisellik degerlendirmesinin zihinsel model
yapisini, geleneksel degerlendirme bigiminde olan anketlerin ise zihinsel model icerigini
temsil ettigini belirtmektedirler. Mevcut ¢alisma bulgularina gore, kisilik faktdrlerinin/alt
boyutlarinin ortalama degerleri acitk OZM o6l¢limii tarafindan yordanmazken, varyans
degerleri tarafindan yordanmaktadir. Bulgular degerlendirildiginde, varyans degerlerinin

hem zihinsel model igerigi hem de yapisiyla iliskili oldugu sonucuna ulagilabilmektedir.
Calismanin Potansiyel Katkilari1 ve Dogurgular:

Mevcut calismanin birgok agidan takim ve OZM alinyazinina katki sunma
potansiyelinde oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Oncelikle ¢alisma bulgular1 takim kisilik
olusumlarinin takim i¢cinde OZM gelisimininde nasil etkili oldugunu gdstermistir. Ayrica
kisilik arastirmalarinda alt boyut incelemesinin ve farkli takim diizeyi kisilik olusum
yontemlerinin (ortalama ve varyans) kullaniminin 6nemini ortaya koymustur. Mevcut
calisma OZM kavrammi ger¢cek takim ortamlarinda inceleyerek alinyazinina katki
saglamistir. Mevcut calismada performans Ol¢limii olarak GSM firmasi tarafindan
kullanilan gercek satis rakamlar1 ve hedef tutturma yiizdeleri kullanilmistir. Bu durumun,

calisma bulgularin dissal gecerligini destekledigi diisiiniilmektedir.

Calisma bulgularinin takim yonetim uygulamalar1 agisindan énemli dogurgulari
bulunmaktadir. Takim OZM gelisiminde s6z konusu kisilik faktorlerinin ve alt
boyutlarinin etkili oldugu bulgular1 géz 6niine alindiginda insan kaynaklari uzmanlarinin
uyumlu, isbirlik¢i, basar1 kazanma giidiilii, yakin ve giliven dolu ¢alisanlar1 personel
secimi araciligiyla firmalarina dahil etmeleri Onerilmektedir. Bir diger taraftan OZM’in
takim siirdiirebilirligi ve potansiyeli ile pozitif yonde iliski oldugu diisiiniildiiglinde,
hizmet i¢ci OZM gelisimi i¢in takim gelistirme etkinliklerinin 6nemi ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
Takim etkilesim egitimi (Marks et al., 2000), capraz egitim (Marks et al., 2002) gibi
OZM gelisimini kolaylagtiracak egitim programlarinin diizenlemesi takimlarin etkililigine

katki saglayacaktir.

Calisma Smirhliklar: ve Oneriler
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Saha caligmalarinin birgogunda da goriildiigii gibi mevcut ¢alisma kiigiik bir
orneklem {izerinde yapilmistir. Ayrica kisilik, takim siirdiirebilirligi, potansiyeli
degiskenlerinin ayni1 yontemle Olclilmesinden dolayr ortak yontem yanilgisi s6z

konusudur.

OZM alaninda yapilacak gelecek calismalarda, takim kisiliginin takim bilisini
etkileme mekanizmasinin incelenmesi gerekmektedir. Ayrica, takim i¢i bagimlilik,
egitim, liderlik (Kozlowski ve Ilgen, 2006) gibi takim girdilerinin OZM ile olan
iliskilerinin arastirilmasi da olduk¢a gereklidir. Zihinsel model benzerligi ve
dogrulugunun bir¢ok c¢alismada farkli yordayicilarinin oldugu g6z Oniine alindiginda
gelecek caligsmalarda her iki zihinsel model tipi i¢in ayr1 ayr1 onciiler ve sonuglar

incelemesi yapilmalidir.
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Appendix R: Tez Fotokopisi 1zin Formu

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiist I:I

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist

YAZARIN

Soyadi : Karanfil
Adi : Derya
Bolimii : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : Antecedents and Consequences of Shared Mental Model
for Service Teams

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi aliabilir.

3. Tezimden bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLiM TARIHi:
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