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ABSTRACT

ANTECEDENTS OF BETTER PERFORMING TEAMS: TEST OF PERCEIVED
TEAM JOB CRAFTING MODEL

Purtul, Tugba
M.S. Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢

December 2019, 116 pages

This present study examined the relationship between team performance and its
antecedents such as team task characteristics (autonomy, feedback, skill variety,
task identity, and task significance), team personality (proactivity, collective
efficacy) and interpersonal trust under job demands and resources framework
model. Also, the sequential mediating effect of team job crafting and team work
engagement in this relationship was investigated. The study surveyed 147 people,
comprised of 46 teams, from different regions of Turkey and various jobs and or
sectors including engineers, marketers, salespeople, consultants and educators in
fields of automotive, banking, textile, telecommunication, IT, and defense
industry. Data were analyzed bot at the individual perception level and team level.
Based on the study results, it was found that the abovementioned antecedents with
the exception of proactive personality had positive influence on team performance
through sequential mediation of team job crafting and team work engagement. The
results were discussed and limitations of the study were noticed with future
research suggestions.



Keywords: Team Performance, Team Job Crafting, Team Work Engagement,
Team Task Characteristics, Team Interpersonal Trust



0z

BASARILI TAKIM PERFORMANSININ ONCULLERI{: ALGILANAN
TAKIMIN IS SEKILLENDIRMESI MODELININ TESTi

Purtul, Tugba
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Danigmani: Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢

Aralik 2019, 116 sayfa

Bu ¢alismada, is gerekleri ve kaynaklar1 modeline dayanarak takim performansi ile
takimin is karakteristikleri (6zerklik, geribildirim, beceri ¢esitliligi, gorev kimligi,
gorevin onemi), kisilik 6zellikleri (proaktivite, kolektif yeterlilik) ve kisilerarasi
giiven arasindaki iligki test edilmistir. Ayn1 zamanda, takimin is sekillendirmesi ve
is tutkunlugunun (team work engagement) bu iligkideki sirali aracilik rolii test
edilmistir. Bu ¢aligma, Tiirkiye’ nin farkli bolgelerinde, liretim ve servis isi yapan
farkli meslek gruplarindan (otomotiv, bankacilik, tekstil, Telekom, BT ve savunma
sanayi sektorlerinde miihendis, pazarlama, satis personeli, danigman, egitimci)
39°u takim lideri 147 kisi ve 46 takimla yapilan anketler araciligiyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Calisma sonuclarina gore, proaktif kisilik onciilii disinda kalan
tiim Onciiller igin takim performanst ile pozitif korelasyon tespit edilmis olup ve bu
iliskiye takimin is sekillendirmesi ve is tutkunlugu sirali aracilik etmistir.
Calismanin sonuglart tartisilmis, sinirlhiliklart belirtilmis ve gelecekteki ¢aligmalar

icin Oneriler yapilmistir.
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Anahtar Kelimeler: Takim Performansi, Takimin Is Sekillendirmesi, Takimin {s

Tutkunlugu, Takimin Is Karakteristikleri, Takimda Kisiler Aras1 Giiven
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview

The new and more demanding era is compelling organizations to find out new
work designs since firms are now facing more with such troubles as decrease in
productivity and employee dedication, increase in work absenteeism, turnover; and
counterproductive work behaviors. From the employee point of view, employees’
expectation from the work, motivator factors have changed during years. Todays’
generations, which is classified as Y, Z do not want or require authority; on the
contrary, this generation wants to express themselves, fulfill their self, and develop
personal skills, are also incredibly sophisticated, technology-wise, less loyal, and
more demanding. In the business world, they are more prone to seek support from
the employer, constructive feedback, open communication, meaningful work, and

autonomy. Therefore, the teams could be the best structure for them.

From the work side, works’ have shifted from stability to continuous change like
dynamic work environment and dynamic job descriptions, monoculture to
diversity, working alone to teamwork meaning that collaborating with people,
detailed job descriptions to job crafting, vertical hierarchy to horizontal networks
like matrix structures, external supervision, directions and control to self-control
and empowerment, which means autonomous work. Also, they are changing from
dependence on organization to employability (and having own responsibility),
fixed schedules and patterns to flexible working arrangements, physical demands
to mental and emotional demands (Schaufeli, 2014, p.9). Hence, it’s time for a

change.



In the near future, the whole work life will be comprised of new generation, new
and more dynamic work settings, and diverse prevalent team structure. One such
an alternative to deal with such problems and catch the era in the business is “job
crafting” approach as a result of the Positive psychology movement, which is
defined as “the scientific study of optimal human functioning with the aim of
discovering and promoting the factors that allow individuals and communities to
thrive” (Seligman, 1999, p.2);in the Industrial and Organizational Psychology
field, positive occupational psychology, which is the scientific study of optimal
employee functioning with the aim of discovering and promoting the factors that
allow employees and organizations to thrive. The present study aims at finding
antecedents of job crafting at team level and discover the association path with

team performance.

1.2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

The ultimate goal of business organizations is profit maximization. From the
Human Resources Management (HRM) point of view, this can be achieved by

boosted employee performance.

Business practices and organizational structure have changed throughout the years
along with working generations. In order to capture the era, organizations are
forced to change their mechanistic and hierarchical organizational structures to
horizontal and more flexible types. Rather than firm departmental divisions,
flexible project teams and work groups are more preferable now. Hence, teams are
prevalent and important in today’s organizational settings (O’Leary-Kelly,
Martocchio, & Frink, 1994; Sundstrom, De Meuse, & Futrell, 1990; Tasa, Taggar,
& Seijts, 2007).

Teams in organizations are community of stakeholders who come together for
common Vvalues and interests to achieve specific goals. Teams share common
identity, commitment, individual and mutual interaction, and common goals.
Furthermore, they may identify a common approach in the area in which they are

responsible and complement each other as a result of different skills and abilities
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(Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Proehl, 1996; Straub, 2002). Cohen and Bailey (1997)
pointed out that teams are communities in which team members are dependent on
each other in execution of tasks, presenting mutual outcomes, known and
distinguishable within the organization, and also managing their relations outside
of the organization. A more comprehensive team definition was offered by Salas,
Dickinson, Converse, and Tannenbaum (1992). They pointed out that teams are
complex entities that are socially and harmoniously interacting, sharing mutual
goals, hierarchically structured, limited lifespan, distributed diverse expertise and
roles within team, influencing and be influenced by ongoing work processes and
performance outcomes, with consisting of two or more people. Although, there is
no absolute judgement in the matter of optimal team size, empirical studies suggest
that the ideal team is comprised of between five and nine members. Adding more
people into a team means adding more communication lines which will increase
the relationship building difficulties. As team size increases, building a
constructive relationship among team members, active participation, and
reconciliation for actions become difficult. Logistics, time and action management
and therefore sustaining mutual goals would be quite difficult in large teams and
would result in decreased interpersonal trust, satisfaction, and performance
(Curral, Forrester, Dawson, & West, 2001; Hackman & Wageman, 2005). Also,
when team size is increased, people may show less effort since they may think
they are less responsible for the output known as social loafing, defined by
Ingham, Levinger, Graves, and Peckham (1974). Therefore, it is probable to create

damage to the sole aim of increase in productivity in case of big team size.

Although teamwork started as having positive effect on organizations, there are
both positive and negative findings regarding its effectiveness. For example,
teamwork may create low productivity if the tasks were basic which are better to
be executed by individuals (Robbins & Judge, 2013) and there is prolongation of
decision-making process (Woodcock & Francis, 2008). However, some studies
pointed out that teamwork affects positively both productivity and employee
satisfaction, namely work performance and attitudes. Kwak (2004) pointed out that
people exhibit more creativity and problem solving skills when they work in teams
instead of individual working alone model. Furthermore, a study, conducted in
3



Turkey, pointed out that teamwork brings higher productivity, lower labor costs
and increases individual performance due to synergy created by the different

abilities of team members (Ozler & Koparan, 2006).

The ability of organizations to adapt to dynamic and competitive work
environment and sustain their competitive advantage depends on employees’
motivation and well-being in the workplace (Tims & Bakker, 2010). As a result of
successful teamwork, the motivation of team members and individual performance

increases, and correspondingly team performance raises (Guzzo & Shea, 1992).

In order to enhance motivation and well-being of the employees, job redesign and
improving working conditions are most frequently used methods. In traditional job
redesign process, managers make decisions and changes from top to bottom and
employees are expected to adapt themselves in a reactive way (Wrzesniewski,
LoBuglio, Dutton, & Berg, 2013). Therefore, the desired motivation and well-
being of employees actually would not be achieved since the majority of work
design changes are achieved based on mainly managers’ viewpoints without
considering employee interests, wishes, and needs. On the other hand, job crafting
explains the phenomenon of individuals shaping their jobs in various ways
according to their wishes, interests, skills and goals. Thus, there might be
relationship between job crafting and job performance.

In the present study, job crafting is followed under Job Demands-Resources (JD-
R) framework theory, which was developed by Bakker and Demerouti (2007). Job
crafting is defined as employees’ proactively changing work demands and job
resources with the sole aim of changing the meaning of their work according to
their own preferences, values, and skills without involvement of managers (Tims
& Bakker, 2010). In this terminology, employees are given more autonomy and
accountability on their actions, and therefore it is expected to employees invest
more effort on their actions. According to JD-R framework, all job characteristics
can be categorized into either job demands or job resources. Job characteristics
which are linked with physiological or psychological costs and fostering growth,
learning and development are called as job demands, whereas job characteristics

4



which are needed to sustain physical and/or both cognitive and emotional
psychological effort or skills are defined as job resources (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007, p.312). Under this framework, job crafting includes four dimensions:
increasing structural job resources (as an example, learning new things, developing
new skills), increasing social job resources (for instance, asking for feedback and
advice), increasing challenging job demands (for instance, desire for a new project
and more responsibility), and decreasing hindering job demands (to illustrate,
reducing cognitive and emotional demands) (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012).
Hence, employees try to balance job demands and resources by looking resources
seeking, challenges seeking, and demands reducing in line with their personal
interests, abilities and preferences. By adaptation JD-R approach into team job
crafting by Tims, Bakker, Derks, and van Rhenen (2013), JD-R model tries to
improve person-job fit, identify motivational and health-impairing job
characteristics under increasing structural/social job resources and demands and
decreasing hindering job demands. The figure below represents the basic JD-R
model. The present study is interested in antecedents of team job crafting

contributing to work engagement and enhanced team performance.

Mental,
emotional,
physical
etc.

Demands

Organizational
outcome:
Performance

Support,
autonomy,
feedback

etc.

Job
Resources

Figure 1. The Job Demands-Resources Model, Adapted from Bakker and
Demerouti (2007). The job demands-resources model: State of the
art. Journal of managerial psychology, 22(3), 309-328.

In fact, there are many studies, which pointed out the positive relationship between
job crafting and performance. However, antecedents of job crafting and potential

mediating variables influencing job crafting and performance relationship was
5



rarely studied. The employees with a promotion focus (i.e. driven by growth and
challenges) instead of employees with a prevention focus (i.e. driven by
obligations and security) have a tendency to craft their jobs (Petrou, 2013).
Furthermore, positive correlation between job enlargement and increasing social
resources dimension of job crafting was negatively moderated by self-competence
(Berdicchia, Nicolli, & Masino, 2016). In a study conducted in Netherlands with
402 participants, it was found that employees craft in a challenging and resourceful
work environment if high-quality relationships with supervisors; in other words,
leader-member exchange (LMX) exists; and this resulted in work engagement and
enhanced performance (Radstaak & Hennes, 2017). Person-job fit and work
orientation are found to be potential antecedents of job crafting (Ko, 2011). In
addition, contextual factors such as autonomy and supportive work climate have
been found to be antecedent of job crafting, which may result in improved
employee well-being (workplace positive affect, workplace negative affect and job
satisfaction) (Slemp, Kern, & Vella-Brodrick, 2015). Person-job fit mediates both
individual and team level job crafting and work engagement association (Chen,
Yen, & Tsai, 2014). Guan and Frenkel (2018) study suggests that a strong Human
Resources System with distinctive and consistent HRM practices would foster
work engagement and job crafting behaviors, then result in employee performance.
The adverse effect of value incongruence on both employee engagement and job
performance can be lessened due to job crafting (Vogel, Rodell, & Lynch, 2016).
In a very recent study, it was found that individual employee factors (i.e. self-
efficacy for teamwork and daily affect), team features (i.e. team cohesion and team
climate) and the organizational factors (i.e. engaging leadership and organizational
resources for teamwork) were found to be antecedents of team job crafting
(Mékikangas, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2017).

It is evident that the transition from individual work modeled structure to the
organizations modeled as teamwork is inevitable (Schaufeli, 2014, p.9), but there
is need to struggle with structural problems that may arise during this transition.
From this point of view, it is necessary to examine some concepts increasing team
performance. Within the scope of requirement, “task characteristics”,
“proactivity”, ‘“collective efficacy” and “interpersonal trust” which will be

6



explained below were tested as antecedents of team job performance in this study.
Team job crafting and team work engagement were positioned as mediators in this

relationship.

1.2.1. Team Performance

Job performance is defined as “scalable actions, behaviors and passion intended
for organizational goals and objectives” (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000, p. 216) and
job performance is a multidimensional behavioral construct (Roe & Ester, 1999;
Sonnentag & Freese, 2005; Spector, Bauer, & Fox, 2010; Viswesvaran & Ones,
2000). It is suggested that job performance has mainly two constituent; task
performance and contextual performance (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000). Task
performance bases upon to the organization’s core business, which is about
directly dealing with technical processes and requirements in the organization. On
the other hand, contextual performance does not have a direct contribution to
firms’ core technical issues; rather it enables to sustain the environment to better
functioning of technical processes. In other saying, task performance is called as
in-role performance, while contextual performance is named as extra-role
performance and also defined as organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs).
Contextual performance was defined by Organ (1988) as “a set of behaviors that
are not clearly defined by performance reward systems, that do not have the duty
or obligation of the individual, but that contribute positively to organization’s

productivity” (p. 547).

When work groups and teams examined, it is clear that teams are more productive
and show more enhanced performance than work groups which include individuals
gathered randomly. Therefore, “team” and “performance” are inseparable two
concepts according to Katzenbach, Smith, and Muallimoglu (1998). This is so as a
result of the concept of team spirit. Since team spirit is created due to bringing
together team members who have different levels of experience, competence, and
knowledge towards the common goals and values of the team, team performance is
evaluated as total performance of team consisting of members rather than

individual and independent team members’ performance (Straub, 2002). Team

7



performance have two sub dimensions; “team success” and “team efficiency”.
Team success is a sub-factor presenting more immediate concrete and achieved
predetermined goals results, whereas abstract concepts such as processes,
relationships, psychological factors, cooperation and communication are termed as
team efficiency (Gladstein, 1984). Furthermore, team performance measurement
should not be designed as aggregation of individuals’ performance; instead, team
performance evaluation system should be designed to cover both team and
individual performance, consider individual and the team interaction and

compatibly with the objectives of the organization.

According to JD-R model, job crafting and work engagement are two antecedents
of work performance (Bakker, Rodriguez-Mufioz, & Sanz Vergel, 2016; Torrente,
Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2012; Tims et al., 2013; Tims, Bakker, & Derks,
2014). However, in the team performance concept in the present study, team level
job crafting and engagement will be mentioned as antecedents of team

performance.

1.2.2. Job Crafting

Job design and redesign are usually seen as top-down processes; employees are
selected by the top and any change regarding job, task, and roles are revealed by
the top. Consequently, employees were assessed in a passive role. On the contrary,
there is an alternative model, which is named as job redesign on the individual
level (Tims & Bakker, 2010); proposing that initially firms select employees and
then employees start to reshape their job with regards to their abilities and
preferences (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2008) and hence employees are given

accountability on their works.

Job crafting model was developed with the basis of this switch in job redesign
theory. Job crafting was firstly described as the process of changes in physical and
cognitive changes revealed by employees to redesign the tasks, relationships, and
roles to create a more meaningful work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Here,

bottom-up approach is adopted and employees are seen as active crafters of their
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jobs. Job crafting techniques are entitled with three categories: task, relational and
cognitive crafting. Task crafting means that employees customize tasks by adding
or dropping tasks and changing the devoted time, energy and attention towards on
each tasks based on employees’ skills. Relational crafting refers to altering
interaction among people and determined by task discretion and task complexity.
Cognitive crafting is termed as altering employees’ perception towards tasks and
relationships based on task complexity (Ghitulescu, 2006). Later, Tims and Bakker
(2010) defined individual job crafting as employee’s proactive change of one’s job
demands and resources. Tims et al. (2012) developed job crafting model by
utilizing job demands-resources (JD-R) framework, suggesting that individual job
crafting can occur through increasing job (structural/social) resources, increasing

challenging job demands or decreasing hindering job demands.

In our rapidly changing knowledge economy, firms are now give emphasis on
employee proactivity (Grant & Ashford, 2008), initiative taking (Frese & Fay,
2001) to facilitate innovativeness and adaptability for themselves and enabling
employees to engage in a meaningful work experience. Also, today’s generations
Y are seen themselves as “be anything they want to be” (Twenge, 2006, p.72) and
expansion of work dissatisfaction and hence such demographic changes and
workplace trends promotes the importance of job crafting (Berg, Dutton, &
Wrzesniewski, 2013).

Individual job crafting is quite a new construct in the Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, which was broached in the early of twenty first century, but gained a
lot attention from researchers recently. The literature suggests that job crafting
offer positive outcomes for both the employee (person-job fit, enhanced
meaningful work, job satisfaction and work engagement) (Christian, Garza, &
Slaughter, 2011; Demerouti, Cropanzano, Bakker, & Leiter, 2010; Shusha, 2014;
Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2013; Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001; Yavuz, 2018) and organization (commitment, organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCBs), performance reduced personnel turnover and
intention to stay in the organization) (Irvin, 2017; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, &
Johnson, 2005; Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009; Lyons, 2008; Tims &
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Bakker, 2010). This outcome was found in different samples. For instance, a study
including sample of 232 teachers working in different day care centers indicated
that job crafting have a positive relationship with job satisfaction, performance,
and commitment and negatively related to intention to leave the organization
(Leana et al., 2009) Also, a three year cross-lagged panel study in Finland revealed
that job boredom can be lessened by job crafting, and job crafting also positively
affects in employee engagement (Harju, Hakanen, & Schaufeli, 2016). Although
job crafting has gained popularity internationally, job crafting is quite new study
area in Turkey literature. Only three studies mentioned job crafting terminology
(Akn, Sarigam, Kaya, & Demir, 2014; Mamak, 2018; Yavuz, 2018). The first
study, which was conducted by Akin et al. (2014) was regarding Turkish
adaptation of Tims et al. (2012) job crafting scale. Mamak (2018) pointed out that
proactive people are more probable to craft their jobs and show higher task
performance and affectively committed to the organization. Yavuz (2018) study,
which was carried out 688 participants from 35 various occupations by dividing
into two category; people who have to work in the organizations such as; police
officers, pilots, academicians, flight attendants, and nurses, and people who are not
obliged to work in the organizations such as, doctors, hairdressers, fashion
designers, software developers, psychologists, architects and lawyers have
revealed that job crafting positively affects OCBs and intention to stay in the
organization. In addition, external prestige perception and institutional support
perception are moderators for both two relationships. The final inference from the
study is that job crafting has a positive relationship with task performance.

However, their work was related to individual level crafting rather than team level.

Leana et al. (2009) drew attention to the team level crafting and propounded
collaborative job crafting term, with a definition of the process of team members
decide together how they can change their work to accomplish mutual work goals.
At a later study, team job crafting was defined as “the extent to which team
members combine efforts to shape job resources and demands” (Tims et al., 2013,
p.432). According to them, team job crafting is attainable by four ways:
increasing structural (for instance, utilizing the capacity and know-how of all team
members) and social job resources (for instance, feedback facilitation to other
10



teammates), increasing challenging job demands (for instance, taking more
responsibility as a team) and decreasing hindering job demands (for instance,
reducing monotonous tasks and emotional burden). Team crafting does not mean
everybody crafts same job resources and demands, that is the term is not the same
as the sum of individual job crafting. Instead, it means deciding what and how to
craft team processes (Tims et al., 2013). Hence, team job crafting is a collective
process that requires interaction among team members. Individual and team job
crafting have different structures but have the same outcomes. With the basis of
JD-R theory, teams that can craft their jobs look for new job resources in order to
fulfill job demands and attain shared team goals. Therefore, team job crafting is

worth to research.

There is a limited team job crafting literature available related to the relationship
between team job crafting and team positive outcomes. Team job crafting is
positively linked with team job satisfaction, commitment, lower turnover
intentions (Leana et al., 2009), team efficacy (McClelland, Leach, Clegg, &
McGowan, 2014) work engagement and enhanced individual and team

performance (Makikangas, Aunola, Seppild, & Hakanen, 2016; Tims et al., 2013).

As there are many ways of crafting the job, the effect of each method may vary on
an outcome. Team crafting by increasing (social and structural) job resources and
challenges and decreasing hindering job demands was positively related with team
work engagement and team performance, whereas team crafting via decreasing the
hindering job demands is negatively related with team performance and unrelated
with team work engagement (Tims et al., 2013). In a meta-analysis study that
examined 48 studies, it was found that there is a positive and significant
relationship between individual job crafting and individual work engagement.
While there is a positive significant relationship among individual work
engagement and individual job crafting, dimensions of social job resources,
structural job resources and challenging job demands, negative significant
relationship was found with diminishing hindering job demands (Rudolph, Katz,
Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017). However, in the present study, job crafting will be

considered as unidimensional concept. The present study will examine the
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relationship between team job crafting and team work engagement based on the
studies found that most of the time job crafting was related to job engagement
(Tims et al., 2013).

H1: Team job crafting is positively linked with team work engagement.

1.2.3. Work Engagement

Work engagement is termed as positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that
is characterized by vigor (energetic and resilience, and willing to invest effort in
one’s job, not being easily fatigued, and persistence in the face of difficulties),
dedication (being highly involved in work, accompanied by feelings of enthusiasm
and significance, and by a sense of pride and inspiration) and absorption (being
highly concentrated in work, characterized by time passing quickly and being
unable to detaching oneself from the job) (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, &
Bakker, 2002, p.74). Work engagement, which results in joy, happiness and
satisfaction goes against the grain of employee burnout, which results in anger,
anxiety and depression (Myers, 2000). Engaged employees are active agents who
show high energy and self-efficacy, create their own positive feedback with
respect to appreciation, recognition, and success (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).
They have values that match with the organization and they work hard since they
consider working as a fun (approach motivation), not like workaholics’ strong
inner drive towards working hard (compulsive inner drive) with the avoidance
motivation (the idea of not working is stressful) (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).
Engaged workers may be satisfied with the work although they may sometimes
feel tired, they are also engaged outside work, have good social relations; are
securely attached with the job. On the contrary, workaholics may experience work
dissatisfaction, poor health and social relations; insecurely attached with the job.
(van Beekum & Banta, 1989). Previous studies pointed out that work engagement
is a different construct. Although it sounds similar, it should be distinguished from
such constructs as job satisfaction, job involvement, and work commitment
(Christian et al., 2011) because work engagement is a broader construct (Hallberg
& Schaufeli, 2006; Langford, 2010; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010) that is more
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effective in organizational success (Rich et al., 2010). Work engagement is critical
for high performance, high job satisfaction and commitment, low turnover and

absenteeism that are the ultimate goals of many organizations.

An engaged worker shows better performance in comparison with nonengaged
workers since they tend to experience such positive emotions as happiness, joy,
enthusiasm, experience better health, generate their own job and personal
resources and spread their engagement to other people (Bakker & Demerouti,
2008) Work engagement is positively linked with better performance at both
individual (Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008) and
team level. According to Salanova, Llorens, Cifre, Martinez, and Schaufeli (2003),
under time pressure condition, teams with high collective efficacy show work
engagement and better performance. Similarly, Torrente et al. (2012) study pointed
out that team work engagement has a mediational role between social job
resources perceived at the team level and enhanced team performance where
supervisors were assessors of team performance. Based on Christian et al. (2011)
study applied with the sample of 9712 people, it was found that work engagement
adds unique variances into both task and contextual performance. Engaged
employees are motivated, present and they pay off; meaning that work engagement
has positive contribution to motivational performance, which have indicators of
contextual performance, intrinsic work motivation, personal initiative, proactive
behavior, and Human Resources performance indicators like less absenteeism and
turnover and also result in economic performance indicating financial turnover and
business unit performance such as profitability, productivity, turnover and

customer loyalty (Schaufeli, 2012).

Job resources, leadership and personality traits have been found as drivers of work
engagement. For example, conscientiousness (Furnham, Petrides, Jackson, &
Cotter, 2002), extraversion (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Watson & Clark,1997;
Judge & llies, 2002) and proactive personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant,
1995; Christian et al., 2011; Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012) have positive

association with work engagement.

13



The empirical evidences pointed out that job resources like autonomy, skill
variety, performance feedback, learning opportunities, and social support of
supervisors and teammates are positively linked with work engagement (Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2004; Hakanen, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006; Bakker & Demerouti,
2007; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). Work engagement is positively influenced by
both transformational leadership and LMX quality (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Macey
& Schneider, 2008; Christian et al., 2011). There are several studies suggesting
that job crafting directly results in better performance (Leana et al., 2009; Lyons,
2008). On the contrary, lots of studies proposed that job crafting indirectly cause
increased performance via work engagement at both individual (Bakker et al.,
2012; Christian et al., 2011; Demerouti et al., 2010; Tims & Bakker, 2010) and
team level (Tims et al., 2013) in terms of both task and contextual performance.
This means that engaged people better perform their tasks in an efficient and
effective way. Also, when employees are engaged, they show teamwork, helping,
voice and other desired behaviors for organizations with regards to contextual
performance (Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009).

Most of work engagement studies were about individual work engagement and
team work engagement was ignored (Richardson & West, 2010) Team work
engagement is defined as a shared, positive, fulfilling work-related psychological
state that is characterized by team vigor, dedication and absorption, which occurs
via the interaction and shared experiences of team members (Torrente et al., 2012,
p. 107) Team work engagement increases in cases better task performance
(Salanova et al., 2003), supportive team climate (Salanova, Agut, & Peiro, 2005;
Torrente et al., 2012), coordination (Torrente et al., 2012), collective positive
affect and collective efficacy beliefs (Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2011), team
service recovery performance (Luu, 2017) and individual level work engagement
(Bakker, van Emmerik, & Euwema, 2006).

H2: Team work engagement is positively related with enhanced team performance.
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1.2.4. Mediating Role of Team Work Engagement between Team Job

Crafting and Team Performance

Previous research suggests that the positive relationship between job crafting and
team performance is mediated by work engagement. Bakker et al. (2016) study
also pointed out that an individual who demonstrates job crafting behaviors in an
organization also encourages others to develop similar crafting behaviors and both
of individuals are better engaged and performed. In addition, in terms of age, it
was recently found that both young and elderly people show job crafting
behaviors; indeed, younger ones are affected from others in the organizations
while crafting their jobs (Baroudi & Khapova, 2017).

Team members can be engaged with their works thanks to team job crafting and
therefore show enhanced performance. Torrente et al. (2012) study results
demonstrated that team work engagement plays a mediational role between team
social resources, which are supportive team climate, coordination and teamwork
and both in-role and extra-role team performance. Similarly, in a study conducted
with occupational health service teams pointed out that team job crafting has a
positive correlation with individual performance through both job crafting and

work engagement at both individual and team level (Tims et al., 2013).

H3: The relationship between team job crafting and team performance is mediated

by team work engagement.

1.2.5. Antecedents of Team Job Crafting

Task characteristics is a commonly studied framework in the literature both
individual and team levels. At the individual level, Hackman and Oldman (1975)
developed Job Characteristic Model (JCM), which identifies five sub dimensions,
which are skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback
and these characteristics were found to be modestly related with psychological and

behavioral outcomes at individual level (Fried & Ferris, 1987).

15



Job crafting literature is predominantly carried out Western culture, so job crafting
studies with sample of different cultures would be valuable for the literature
(Wang & Bakker, 2017). Based on our knowledge, job crafting at team level has
gained less attention at the literature looking antecedents of team job crafting
(Mikikangas et al., 2017) and outcomes (Leana et al., 2009; McClelland et al,
2014; Tims et al., 2013) and even there is no such a study conducted in in Turkey.
If it is reconsidered, teams that interiorize this bottom-up approach in job redesign
theory might result in enhanced performance. The aim of this study is to
investigate the association between team job crafting and team performance. Job
crafting fundamentally relies on three things: job and task characteristics,

personality and interpersonal trust.

1.2.5.1. Task Characteristics

Team characteristics model (TCM)

Strubler and York (2007) extended Job Characteristics Model (JCM), which was
developed by Hackman and Oldham (1980) with Team Characteristics Model
(TCM) by defining task characteristics at team level. Team Characteristics Model
is formed by five core JCM dimensions converting into three team tasks
characteristics, which are task meaningfulness, task autonomy and feedback. Task
meaningfulness is composed of skill variety, task identity, and task significance. In
case employees evaluate their work as worthwhile, important and valuable, task
meaningfulness would appear (Strubler & York, 2007). One of team members’
meaningfulness experiences has a direct effect on teammate’s meaningfulness.
Since employees evaluate they are doing something valuable and worthwhile, their
job satisfaction and motivation towards work would be higher and therefore they
show better performance (Batt & Appelbaum, 1995; Hackman & Oldham, 1980;
Grant, 2007; Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010). The positive link between
task meaningfulness and team performance were also found in Stewart (2006)
study. Team task autonomy is defined as the degree to which a team released or
anticipated to do their own work and the work managed by team with freedom,
independence and discretion of their work (Strubler & York, 2007). Autonomy has
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a positive association with opportunity for acquiring new skills (Parker, 1998), job
crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Tims & Bakker, 2010) job satisfaction
and motivation (van Mierlo, Rutte, Kompier, & Doorewaard, 2005) and
performance (Stewart, 2006). Team task feedback is the degree to which a team
was informed about their work quality (Strubler & York, 2007). Since people can
learn the result of their work as a result of feedback, individuals can monitor and
reshape their work behaviors and, therefore, enhance job performance (Cohen,
Ledford, & Spreitzer, 1996; Ergiin & Eyisoy, 2018; Spreitzer, Cohen, & Ledford,
1999) and also seeing the result of work activities may create internal work
motivation (Cohen et al., 1996; Hackman & Oldham, 1975) as a result of task-
related feedback. = Moreover, work motivation, job satisfaction and job
performance of virtual teams were positively influenced by task feedback (Geister,
Konradt, & Hertel, 2006).

Related to task characteristics and job crafting relationship, Mattarelli and
Tagliaventi (2015) study pointed out that when a threat to task identity, which is
one of task characteristics dimensions is perceived, employees tend to apply job
crafting in order to enhance both individual and organizational development. Also,
it was found that when employees have autonomy on tasks, which is seen as task
characteristics, they craft their jobs and this contributed positively to workplace
welfare (Slemp et al., 2015).

Task characteristics and team performance relationship was studied in China with
a sample of 100 teams comprised of 100 managers and 382 team members (L1, Li,
& Wang, 2009) Among team task characteristics, task meaningfulness was found
to have a positive correlation with team performance, whereas task autonomy and
feedback dimensions were indirectly correlated with team performance through

mediational effect of team member satisfaction.

There are only a few studies concerning task characteristics and team performance
in the literature. That is to say, there is a gap in the literature regarding how team
performance is influenced by task characteristics. Chiu and Chen (2005) suggests
that it is possible to improve team performance thanks to task design or redesign;
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that is, task enrichment and task enlargement, by enlarging skill variety and
challenges, or recognize team’s importance for company operations. This would
suggest us to test whether task characteristics, may be considered as job resources
are positively related to team job crafting. If team members believe that they have
a meaningful work, autonomy on their job and feedback is provided, then they are
more inclined to craft their job. Hence, task characteristics are seen as the first

antecedent of team job crafting.

H4: Team task characteristics (task meaningfulness (task identity, skill variety,
task significance), task autonomy and feedback) are positively related to team job

crafting.

This study tries to investigate the relationship between task characteristics at team
level and team performance through team job crafting and team work engagement.
In other words, team task characteristics and team performance relationship was
examined particularly with the potential mediating roles of team job crafting and
team work engagement. Although there are several studies investigating the
relationship between task characteristics and individual job crafting (Bizzi, 2017,
Mattarelli & Tagliaventi, 2015; Slemp et al., 2015) and performance (Cohen et al.,
1996; Spreitzer et al., 1999; Li et al., 2009), this is the first study investigating the
mediational roles of team job crafting and team work engagement in task

characteristics and team performance relationship.

H5: Team task characteristics (task meaningfulness, task autonomy and feedback)
have a positive relationship with team performance, through first team job crafting

and then team work engagement (sequential mediation).

In addition to the team task characteristics on team performance through job
crafting, there are other factors might be related to the team performance. Studies
show that these factors are team level personality namely proactive personality and

collective efficacy.
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1.2.5.2. Team Personality

The rapid change of organizations, societies and technology experienced in
nowadays requires that employees constantly manage change in their environment
and in them. Organizations also need innovative employees who can take
responsibility for their survival in this ever-changing competitive environment,
change leaders, and anticipate problems (Crant, Hu, & Jiang, 2017). Hence, job
crafting might be related to personality characteristics of the people at teams.
Proactivity and collective efficacy are personality related to crafting studied at the

literature.

a. Proactive Personality — Team Proactivity

People are not passive towards environmental processes, they want to be active in
shaping in their world (Buss,1987; p. 1220). Proactive personality has a theoretical
basis of Bandura’s (1977) interactional perspective. Based on this view, person,
behavior and environment; these three are continuously affected from each other
(Bandura, 1986). This means that human behaviors can influence and be
influenced incidences and environment. Hence, proactive people are not passive,
and they strive for shaping the environment (Crant, 2000; Parker & Collins, 2010).
Bateman and Crant (1993) define proactive personality as “the relatively stable
inclination to influence environmental change” (p. 103). Individuals who have
proactive personality can identify opportunities, take action and initiative, and
sustain till they create positive and meaningful change in the environment (Crant,
1995). There is no relationship between proactive personality and demographical
variables; such as gender (Crant et al., 2017; Spitzmuller, Sin, Howe, & Fatimah,
2015), age (Thomas, Whitman, & Viswesvaran, 2010; Tornau & Frese, 2013),
seniority and education (Tornau & Frese, 2013). Moreover, previous studies
suggest that proactive personality is a personality type that can capture some
unique elements of personality not accounted by Big Five (Crant & Bateman,
2000; 66).
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Previous studies pointed out that proactive personality is a valuable predictor of
desired organizational outcomes. Proactive personality has a positive association
with entrepreneurial intention (Crant, 1996; Rauch & Frese, 2007), organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCBs) through need satisfaction (Greguras & Dienfendorff,
2010) better job performance, innovativeness (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001),
individual and team effectiveness (Crant, 2000). Thompson (2005) explains
proactive people are better performing through taking personal initiative and
engagement in network building. Furthermore, the job crafting model, developed
by Bakker et al. (2012), suggests that proactive employees tend to craft their jobs,
engaged with the work and show high in-role performance. Likewise, Mamak
(2018) study with 225 academicians and educators pointed out that proactive
people have an inclination to craft their jobs and it would result in enhanced job
performance. In this study, with respect to job crafting dimensions, increasing
structural job resources and challenging job demands have partially mediated the
relationship between proactive personality and task performance, but there is no
mediational effect seen in job crafting dimensions of increasing social job

resources and decreasing hindering job demands.

On the basis of job crafting model, which looks for the effect of proactive
personality on individual level performance (Bakker et al., 2012; Mamak, 2018;
Yavuz, 2018), this study focus on team proactivity (teams comprised of proactive
people who play in active role in shaping and influencing their environment) and
team performance association. Hence, this study will contribute to the proactive
personality literature due to team level approach. Also, it was tested that the
association between team proactivity and team performance was mediated through

team job crafting and team work engagement.

H6: Teams comprised of proactive people are more readily to engage in job

crafting behaviors.

H7: Team proactivity has a positive association with team performance, through

first team job crafting and then team work engagement (sequential mediation).

20



b. Collective Efficacy

Self-efficacy is firstly defined as people's beliefs regarding their capabilities to
produce desired levels of performance that exercise influence over events affecting
their lives (Bandura, 1994). Self-efficacy beliefs determine how individuals feel,
think, motivate themselves and behave; and a person with high self-efficacy has a
belief and ability to carry out the required tasks. Since such people resist to
obstacles and believe themselves, high levels of self-efficacy are associated with
proactive behaviors like job-crafting behaviors (Niessen, Weseler, & Kostova,
2016; Rudolph et al., 2017; Vough & Parker, 2008) such as taking personal
initiatives (Speier & Frese, 1997) high levels of challenge demands (Salanova,
Schaufeli, Xanthopoulou, & Bakker, 2010) and positively resulted in work
engagement (Bakker et al., 2006; Xanthopolou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli,
2007) and better task performance (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002) and contextual
performance (Speier & Frese, 1997). Moreover, high self-efficious people are
more inclined to resume the task even in the event of failure and show enhanced
performance (Cervone & Peake, 1986; Weinberg, 1986). In a longitudinal study of
Tims et al. (2014), it was found that employees who felt more self-efficacy on a
day were more inclined to show job crafting behaviors in terms of shaping job
resources on those days. Moreover, work engagement and job performance of
employees increased on those days; hence, work engagement plays a mediational

role between daily job crafting and job performance.

People do not live in isolation, they live and work together and challenges arise
from collective working in organizations. Since team and organization
performance depends on collective effort, collective efficacy is of vital
importance. Collective efficacy is termed as “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint
capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce
given level of attainments.” (Bandura, 1997, p. 477). Similar to self-efficacy, if
employees evaluate their team as competent, teams are inclined to show proactive
behaviors. Based on the findings of self-efficacy research, high self-efficacy
beliefs have positive effects on individual performance; it is possible to deduce

that team performance will be higher in case high self-efficacy beliefs exist among
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the team members. Collective efficacy is the most influential factor on team
competence and motivation (Solansky, 2008), team work engagement (Salanova et
al., 2011) and team performance (Chou, Lin, Chang, & Chuang, 2013; Gully,
Beaubien, Incalcaterra, & Joshi, 2002) in various team context such as sports
(Kozub & McDonnell, 2000), education (Parker, 1994) and organizations (Gibson,
2003).

In Whitney (1994) study, which was conducted with 108 people comprising of
thirty-six teams, pointed out that work groups with high level of self efficacy were
better performing than groups consisting of moderate level of self efficacy.
Furthermore, in case of collective efficacy, group goal commitment and group
cohesiveness were higher and more committed and more cohesive groups show
better performance under difficult goal conditions. Likewise, in case of high team
efficacy, teams implement better tactics that result in enhanced team performance
when there exits difficult team-set goals (Durham, Knight, & Locke, 1997).
Likewise, in a longitudinal study by Peterson, Mitchell, Thompson, and Burr
(2000) conducted with American and Australian samples, collective efficacy and
shared mental models predicted high performance in groups. The study findings
were valid for both Americans and Australians. In a repeated-measure study,
collective efficacy and performance behaviors of eight self-managed work teams
in a manufacturing setting at four times were measured: and it was found that
higher collective efficacy was related to higher levels of performance (Little &
Madigan, 1997). Also, collective efficacy was found positive predictor of team
performance in interactive sport teams such as basketball, rugby, football, hockey,
soccer, lacrosse, and softball (Manning, 2007), in football teams (Myers, Feltz, &
Short, 2004), ice-hockey teams (Myers, Paiement, & Feltz, 2007), and student
teams (Silver & Bufanio, 1996; Tasa et al., 2007).

In terms of efficacy and performance relationship, it was found that team
collective efficacy and team performance relationship was higher than the
individual self-efficacy and team performance relationship (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998).
In addition, efficacy and performance relationship might change with respect to

culture. To illustrate, self-efficacy is more effective to overcome the stress in
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individualistic cultures like American, whereas collective efficacy becomes more
of an issue in collectivistic culture like Hong-Kong (Schaubroeck, Lam, & Xie,
2000) In a very recent study investigating antecedents of daily team job crafting
conducted with 119 employees working in 46 teams, that self-efficacy for team
work was one of the antecedents of team job crafting. (Mékikangas et al., 2017).
Similar to self-efficacy and job crafting association, collective efficacy is expected

to be an antecedent of team job crafting and results in team performance.

H8: The collective efficacy is related to team job crafting.

H9: Team job crafting and team work engagement have sequential mediation role

in the relationship between collective efficacy and team performance.

In addition to team job characteristics and team personalities, trust towards

teammates may function as an antecedent of team performance.

1.2.5.3. Interpersonal Trust

Trust is seen as critical for all types of organization and the main motive of all in-
organization relationship. Professional relationships are built on trust and
commitment. In the literature, trust is defined by utilizing some theories. To begin
with, social exchange theory highlights that trust is a reciprocal relationship and
dynamic concept. According to Lewicki, Tomlinson, and Gillespie (2006), people
are at a zero baseline, that is neutral state at the beginning and trust progresses in
time. Moreover, trust is based on reciprocity; both parties’ (a trusting party, called
as trustor and someone to be trusted, named as trustee. (Driscoll, 1978; Scott,
1980) actions determine trust or distrust. Based on social information processing
theory, trust at the team level is developed by sharing similar information among
team members. Another approach, people form groups with respect to gender or
profession and this generates social categories. (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987; Williams, 2001) and if team members have similar backgrounds,
tastes, wants, they can communicate with each other easily, trust develops in a

natural and quick way. The most widely accepted and cited definition of trust is
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“the willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another party”, which was

provided by Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman, (1995, p. 712).

Current trends in the workplace propose that the importance of trust probably will
increase for the coming years. To begin with, there is an expectation towards
increase in diversity in the workforce (Jamieson & O’Mara, 1991; Schaufeli, 2014,
p.9) and this will lead to close contact and communication among individuals with
different backgrounds (Jackson & Alvarez, 1992). Also, changes in the workplace
with regard to participative management styles involving employee suggestions,
coordination, sharing responsibilities, and integrating workers to decision-making
process (Keen, 1990; Lawler, 1992) will raise the importance of trust. Moreover,
self-directed teams and reliance on empowered workers (Golembiewski &
McConkie, 1975; Larson & LaFasto, 1989) raised the importance of trust towards
teammates. Trust gains more importance for environments where high
interdependency, cooperation, teamwork, and flexibility required (Salas, Sims, &
Burke, 2005). To have such a team success, developing trust and, therefore, good
relationship among team members is the key. According to Erdem, Ozen and
Atsan (2003), trust is evaluated as hygiene factor, which is a must but not
sufficient itself criteria because reaching team goals is highly depended on
intensive cooperation that is developed by trust. In case of lack of trust, it can be
experienced that communication, delegation, empowerment, and quality related
problems (Owen, 1996).

Empirical research has demonstrated that interpersonal trust has a positive
association with such organizational outcomes as better sales volume and profit
ratio, lower employee turnover (Davis, Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 2000), group
performance (Costa, 2003; Hafizoglu, 2010; Klimoski & Karol, 1976),
communication (Mellinger, 1959; O’Reilly & Roberts, 1974), enhanced
cooperation among employees (Gambetta, 1988), knowledge sharing (Mooradian,
Renzl, & Matzler, 2006), and decision making (Zand, 1972). Also, a company
which is able to develop trustworthy relationship has one of the most important
sources of competitive advantage over the ones that did not have such relationship
(Barney & Hansen, 1994).
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In the extant literature, there is a gap regarding how trust in colleagues affect team
job crafting (Tims et al., 2013). Parker, Williams, and Turner (2006) proposed that
people may be encouraged to try things beyond core tasks thanks to existence of
trust in colleagues and show proactive work behaviors. In line with this finding of
the literature, the influence of interpersonal trust on team performance through
team job crafting and work engagement is expected. The main motive behind this
construct is that interpersonal trust may facilitate employees to shape job demands
and resources in a way that resources seeking and hindering job resources which

requires cognitive and emotional demand.

H10: Interpersonal trust is positively linked with team job crafting.

H11: Team job crafting and team work engagement have sequential mediation role

in the relationship between interpersonal trust and team performance.

In this study, in line with the literature team size, task interdependence, work
experience, time with current team were chosen as control variables (Leana et al.,
2009; McClelland et al., 2014; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). As team size gets
bigger, coordination and taking action becomes more difficult (Curral et al., 2001,
Hackman & Wageman, 2005). Moreover, if there is a high employee turnover in
an organization, this will negatively influence on task completion and performance
(Moreland, 1999; Okhuysen, 2001). In addition, when task interdependence
increases, shaping a job by oneself might become difficult since interdependence
will force people to spend time with others for collaboration and negotiation in
order to take actions (Leana et al., 2009). The model related to the study

hypotheses were presented in Figure 2 below:
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- Task
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Figure 2. Research Model: Research Model: Antecedents of Better Performing
Teams: Test of Perceived Team Job Crafting Model (Sequential
Mediation of Team Job Crafting and Team Work Engagement)
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

G*power is used to find out the required sample size to conduct this study. Based
on G*power calculations, for a medium effect size (.15) and power of. 95 at a=.05
this study can be conducted with 119 participants. Besides, Tabachnick and Fidell
(2007, p.123) offers such a method to determine the required sample size that N >
50 +8m; m = number of independent variables; hence, 98 study participants were

needed.

The previous job crafting studies used homogenous samples meaning participants
were selected from one particular occupation only. Therefore, there is a need to
conduct studies utilized participants from different occupations and or jobs for the
generalizability of the results (Leana et al., 2009; Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli,
2015). Although in some jobs it is easier to do job crafting as in hairdressing as
compared to other some well-defined occupations such as physicians. Nonetheless,
the literature suggests that every employee might find a way to craft the job
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Therefore, this study aimed to reach a

heterogeneous sample from different occupations.

Data were collected from different regions of Turkey and different organizations
such as start-up firms, public and private organizations with different job types
such as engineers, marketers, salespeople, consultants, and educators in fields of
automotive, banking, textile, telecommunication, IT, and defense industry. In
terms of sectorial distribution, only eight of the participants were students, whereas
19.73% of the participants were from public and 74.83% of them were from

private sectors. Jobs were divided into two broad categories as production and
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service jobs. Most of the participants were service sector employees (123 out of
139 working people). On the other hand, 11.51% of participants were production

employees and or job holders.

The study sample consists of 46 teams with 147 individuals (of them, 46 were
team leaders) based on convenient sampling. Of them 51.7% of participants were
female with mean age of 29.24 (SD= 6.02, ranges between 19 and 52). Average
work experience was 80.09 months, which equals 6.66 years (SD=69.44, ranges
between 1 to 408 months). Team members know each other for a long time since
study participants were working together with their current team on average 29.10
months, approximately 2.5 years (SD=29.087, range between 1 to 184 month).
Mean team size was 6.20 (SD=4.37) (See Table 1).

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Study Sample

Variables N=147 % Mean SD
Gender 147 1.48 .50
Male 71 48.30

Female 76 51.70

Age* 147 29.24 6.02
18-25 44 29.93

26-33 70 47.62

34-40 27 18.37

41-50 4 2.72

51+ 2 1.36

Work Sector 147 1.69 57
Non-worker (Student) 8 5.44

Public Sector 29 19.73

Private Sector 110 74.83

Work Type 139 1.78 .53
Production 16 1151

Service 123 88.49

Work Tenure (month)* 147 80.09 69.44
0-5 years 78 53.06

5-10 years 34 23.13

10-15 years 25 17.01

15+ years 10 6.80

Time (month) with your current team* 147 29.10 29.09
<1year 56 38.10

1-2 year 41 27.89

2-4 year 41 27.89

4+ year 9 6.12

Task Interdependence 147 3.74 111
1 (Totally independent) 7 4.76

2 11 7.49

3 39 26.53

4 46 31.29

5 (Totally dependent) 44 29.93

Role in the team 147

Team leader 39 26.53

Team player 108 73.47

Team Size 147 6.02 5.13

* The questions were asked as direct age, month/year; the frequencies were also obtained.
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2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Team Task Characteristics

Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) were utilized to
measure individuals’ perceptions of task characteristics of their job. Turkish
adaptation of the scale was done by Varoglu (1986). Respondents answered
questions on a 5-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very
accurate). The scale consists of 15 items and five sub dimensions, which are
autonomy, feedback, skill variety, task identity, and task significance. Each
dimension consists of three items in the questionnaire. Of 15 items, there are four
reverse items, which belong to skill variety, autonomy, feedback and task
significance dimensions. In this study, only the task characteristics scale includes

reverse items.

In Yalgn (2017) study, although Cronbach Alpha values for the task
characteristics subscales were low, ranging from. 42 to. 61, the total scale Alpha

value was reported as .78, which is a good internal consistency reliability.

In the present study, the average score of all item scores in the task characteristics
scale was used as a team task characteristics score. The same procedure was
followed in all other scales. (See Appendix C for the items of the team task
characteristics).

2.2.2. Team Proactive Personality

Perceived proactive personality of study participants were measured by Proactive
Personality Scale (PPS) (Bateman & Crant, 1993).

The scale was adapted by Akin and Aric1 (2015), and consists of single factor with
10 items, in which there are no reverse items (See Appendix C). The factor
loadings of the items were between .60 and .75 and Cronbach Alpha was found as
.86 in their study (Akin & Arici, 2015). Based on this study, the scale had
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acceptable reliability. The response scale of the questionnaire is from 0 never to 5
always.

2.2.3. Team Collective Efficacy

Perceived team collective efficacy was measured with a questionnaire including
nine items, which was developed by Italian researchers (Borgogni, Petitta, &
Mastrorilli, 2010; Petitta & Falcone, 2007; Russo, Dammacco, & Borgogni, 2007)
(See Appendix C). The response scale of the questionnaire is from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

The scale was adapted to Turkish by Arikan (2009). The Cronbach Alpha of the
scale 1s. 96 in Arikan (2009) study, and it shows that the scale has a high internal
reliability.

2.2.4. Team Interpersonal Trust

Individuals’ perceptions towards team interpersonal trust was measured by Erdem,
Ozen and Atsan’s scale (2003) (See Appendix C). Respondents answered seven
questions on a 5-point scale, from 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree. The
questionnaire was tested with 50 teams, consisting of 279 team members, who are
working ten different organizations. The scale has a good internal reliability with
Cronbach’s Alpha is .82.

2.2.5. Team Job Crafting

Team level job crafting scale was generated by Tims et al. (2013) utilizing
individual job crafting scale, which was developed by Tims et al. (2012).
Cronbach’s Alpha for the team job crafting scale was .81 in Tims et al. (2013)
study.

The individual job crafting scale was adapted to Turkish by Akin et al. (2014). It
includes 21 items and four sub dimension. Cronbach’s Alpha values for

dimensions of the scale were, ranging .72 and .90 in their study (Akin et al., 2014).
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In this present study, Akin et al. (2014) scale was adapted at team level, by
indicating “we” type sentences rather than “I” focused in order to measure
perceived team job crafting. The participants of this study answered 21 questions
on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree (See

Appendix C). The current study used the scale as a unidimensional one.

2.2.6. Team Work Engagement

Work engagement scale, which named as Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
(UWES) was developed by Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova, 2006. The scale
consists of nine questions covering three dimensions of work engagement: vigor
(three items), dedication (three items), and absorption (three items). Team work
engagement scale was developed by Torrente et al. (2012) through adaptation of
UWES. Team work vigor, team work dedication and team work absorption are the
sub dimensions of team work engagement scale, and each of dimension of is
measured with three questions similar to UWES. Cronbach’s alpha values for
dimensions had an acceptable level; team work vigor was. 88, team work
dedication was. 84 and team work absorption was .84 in Torrente et al. (2012)

study.

The UWES-TR scale was adapted by Dalay (2007). The Cronbach Alpha of the
scale is. 97 in Dalay (2007) study, and it shows that the scale has a high internal
reliability. In this present study, Dalay (2007) scale was adapted at team level by
indicating “we” type sentences rather than “I” focused in order to measure team
work engagement. Therefore, to measure perceived team work engagement, nine
items were asked, and the respondents replied on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1
strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree (See Appendix C). In this study, team work

engagement was evaluated as a single dimension.

2.2.7. Team Performance

Individuals’ perceptions of team performance were measured with six items (See

Appendix C), which was developed by Erdem and Ozen’s scale (2003). The
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Cronbach’s Alpha of the scale was .89. There is a single factor without any reverse
item in the scale, and the items were responded on a 5-point scale, from 1 strongly

disagree to 5 strongly agree.

2.2.8. Control Variables

In addition to the control variables found in the literature (team size, task
interdependence, work tenure, time with current team), study participants also
reported whether they are student team or working team, if working, their work
sector as public/ private, work type either production or service job, age, and
gender. Task interdependence was measured by a question asked “how do you
evaluate the relationship of the tasks with performed by different people in your
department (team)”. This question was responded on a 5-point scale, from 1
“totally independent, everyone does own tasks” to 5 “totally dependent, one of us
fault or success influences our performance. The questions for the demographic

information were provided in Appendix C.

Study analysis were done at both individual and team data set. Team data set were
obtained by aggregating each scale in the individual data set. These two data sets
have different significant control variables as the relationships with the dependent
variables were different in each set. At the individual level analysis, role in the
team, task interdependence, gender, working or student team, and work type found
to be significantly correlated with outcome variables of the study, which are team
job crafting, team work engagement and team performance. On the other hand,
task interdependence, team size, working or student team, and work type were
found to be significantly correlated with outcome variables in the team data set.

Hence, these control variables were controlled in the statistical analysis.

2.3. Procedures

In order to put this study into practice, permission from Middle East Technical
University Human Subjects Ethics Committee at METU were taken first. After

permission, questionnaires were prepared and distributed online. Initially,
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informed consent form (See Appendix B) were provided to participants. Then,
participants were asked for their role in the team in order to distinguish team
leaders and team members. Then, all participants (both team leaders and team
members) answered all items in the respected scales. The team leaders were also
considered as regular team members. Lastly, debriefing form (See Appendix D)
was provided and participants were informed about the study progress and it was

asked to invite their teammates to participate in the present study.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

Both individual and team level statistical analyses were performed by The
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version 21. The Mediation
analyses were done via PROCESS (Hayes, 2017) Model in SPSS with Model 4 for
mediation and Model 6, which allows up to four mediators testing for sequential

mediation analyses were utilized.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

This section includes four parts. The initial part mentions about tests to check
cautions against common method variance. Data screening and cleaning was given
in the second part. In the third part, descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
among study variables were provided. Hypothesis testing results were discussed in

the last part.

3.1. Test to Check for Cautions Against Common Method Variance (CMV)

The study was conducted by utilizing only one data collection technique, which is
self-report measures. Since self-report questionnaires were used for data collection
at the same time from the same participants, it is probable to create common
method variance, which is a systematic bias type in results. Common method
variance is seen as a threat for construct validity of the study because of inflated or
deflated variable correlations (Reio, 2010). Hence, Harman’s Single Factor Test is
used to control common method variance (CMV) in order to check whether or not

variance in the data can be largely explained by a single factor.

Harman’s Single Factor technique can be done by loading all study variables onto
a single factor without rotation (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff, 2003).
When this loaded factor has an explanation power of more than 50% of the

variance, it is considered to be the indication of the common method bias.

In this study, SPSS was used to conduct Harman’s Single Factor Test and it was
found that all scale items were loaded onto a single factor and the loaded factor
only explained 35.06% the variance (less than 50% required for the single factor
condition). Hence, there is no common method variance problem in our study.
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Harman’s Single Factor is required bu not sufficient for CMV check. Lindell and
Whitney (2001) suggests that marker variable technique can be used to check
CMV. This technique is done by determining a variable, that has the smallest
association with one of the manifest variables in the study. This variable is called
as marker variable and in accordance with correlation (rm) an CMV adjusted
correlation with study variables were computed through formula given below and
then t-statistics was conducted to test adjusted correlation is still significant after
partialling out the effect of CMV. If it is still significant after partialling out the
effect of CMV, it was decided that CMV is not a problem.

(ru = correlation between two study variables, rm=marker variable correlation,
ra = adjusted correlation between two study variables, n= sample size)

ra="ru-rm/ (1-rm)2
t statistic = ra / V[(1- r:2) / n-3)]

In the study, age was used as a marker variable, which did not have any significant
correlation with any of the study variables. The smallest correlation of age with
team work engagement was .01 and it was called as rm while testing CMV. For the
correlation of two study variables, the correlation between team performance and
team job crafting was. 70, (r,=.70), and adjusted correlation, ra, is calculated as. 57
for the same two variables, team job crafting and team performance. T test was
used for the significance of adjusted correlation and it was found to be significant
(t (147) =11.44, p<.001) Hence, in the light of marker variable test, the common
method variance was not a problem in the study data set as with single factor
method.

3.2. Data Screening and Cleaning

Prior to testing the hypothesis, all variables were controlled via SPSS Descriptives

and Frequencies for the accuracy of data entry, minimum-maximum values,
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missing values and the assumptions of multivariate analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007).

Initially, 180 people participated in this study. Of these 180 participants, 30 of
them were attended this study as alone. Since, it is a team study, those 30
participant’s data were excluded. Remaining 150 people, comprised of 46 teams
were evaluated as study participants. 150 questionnaires were obtained out of 180
potential candidates; therefore, return rate is 83%. In the 150 questionnaires, no
one left the scales blank completely. Nonetheless, several missing items were seen
in some cases. To evaluate whether missing items were random or not, Little’s
MCAR test were done. Since Little’s MCAR test was not significant, missing data
points are completely random (¥2=2235.774, p=.335, ns.). In addition, no variables
in the study had a missing data point above 5%. In the light of these findings, all
missing values were replaced with mean of the related variable because missing
values are below the threshold and randomly missing. There were not any missing
data points for demographic variables.

Data were checked for univariate and multivariate outliers. In the individual level,
univariate outliers are found for study variables through box plots in 150 cases.
Then, multivariate outliers were detected through Mahalonobis Distance. Only
three cases with both univariate and multivariate outliers were deleted and
following analyses were conducted with 147 cases. At the team level, there is no
outlier problem in both univariate and multivariate outlier analyses among 46

teams as the team scores were the aggregations of the individual scores.

Both individual and team data were tested for following assumptions and all
assumptions were met. To begin with, normality assumption was tested by
skewness and kurtosis values. Since skewness and kurtosis values of this study
variables (See: Table 2) are within the acceptable range (that is, skewness should
be within the range -2 and +2, and kurtosis values should be -7 and +7 range),
normality assumption was met. The study data were also checked linearity,
multicollinearity, independence of residuals and homoscedasticity assumptions.
Linearity assumption was tested via scatter plots of binary combinations of
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variables. Since the relationship patterns were linear, linearity assumption was
met. Multicollinearity assumption was tested by tolerance and variance inflation
factor (VIF) values for all study variables. In case of VIF value is higher than 5
and tolerance value is <.20 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Tatham, 2010), then
multicollinearity may be a concern. Multicollinearity was not appeared to cause a
problem since this study variable were within acceptable ranges. Durbin-Watson
value is supposed to be a value near to 2 to meet independence of residuals
assumption. Durbin Watson value was expected as 1.88; hence, independence of
residuals assumption was met. Finally, homoscedasticity assumption was assessed

via scatter plots and the assumption was met.

3.3. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables

Descriptive information for study variables were provided in Table 2. The

correlation matrices of study variables were also shown in Table 3.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables (Individual Level)

Variables Min.  Max. Skewness Kurtosis #of items
Team Task Characteristics 2.27 4.87 -.36 -31 15
Team Proactive Personality 1.60 5.00 -.19 -19 10
Team Collective Efficacy 1.00 5.00 -1.14 1.83 9
Team Interpersonal Trust 1.00 5.00 -1.01 151 7
Team Job Crafting 1.05 5.00 -.56 93 21
Team Work Engagement 1.33 5.00 -.69 21 9
Team Performance 1.50 5.00 -.88 1.44 6

At the individual level, among demographic variables age, time with the current
team, work tenure, and work sector were not significantly correlated with any
other study variables. On the other hand, there were five variables were found to
be significantly correlated with the study variables. To begin with, task
interdependence was positively correlated with team job crafting (r=.26, p<.001),
team work engagement (r=.23, p<.001) and team performance (r=.20, p<.01).
Secondly, working or student team was positively related with study variables;
team job crafting (r=.21, p<.01), team work engagement (r=.20, p<.01) and team
performance (r=.17, p<.01). These positive significant correlations mean that

student teams were more inclined to team job crafting, team work engagement and
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enhanced team performance than the work teams. On the other hand, work type
was negatively correlated with team job crafting (r=-.23, p<.001), team work
engagement (r=-.17, p<.01) and team performance (r=-.17, p<.01). This means
that rather than service type jobs, production jobs were more related with team job
crafting, team work engagement and team performance. Role in the team was
negatively correlated with team job crafting (r=-.17, p<.001), team work
engagement (r=-.21, p<.001) and team performance (r=-.15, p<.01). This negative
association suggest that team leaders were better crafted their jobs, engaged with
their jobs and show better performance as compared to their team members.
Gender was negatively correlated with team job crafting (r=-.19, p<.01) and team
work engagement (r=-.22, p<.001). This would indicate that women rated job

crafting higher than men and women were engaged with the jobs than men do.

All study variables were significant and positively correlated with each other.
Team task characteristics was positively correlated with team proactive personality
(r=.34, p<.001), team collective efficacy (r=.52, p<.001), team interpersonal trust
(r=.44, p<.001), team job crafting (r=.48, p<.001), team work engagement (r=.52,
p<.001), and team performance (r=.45, p<.001). Team proactive personality was
positively correlated with team collective efficacy (r=.26, p<.001), team job
crafting (r=.35, p<.001), team work engagement (r=.32, p<.001) and team
performance (r=.26, p<.001). Furthermore, team collective efficacy was
positively correlated with team interpersonal trust (r=.81, p<.001), team job
crafting (r=.81, p<.001), team work engagement (r=.75, p<.001) and team
performance (r=.76, p<.001). Team interpersonal trust had significant and positive
association with team job crafting (r=.73, p<.001), team work engagement (r=.66,
p<.001), and team performance (r=.77, p<.001). Team job crafting had significant
and positive correlation with both team work engagement (r=.85, p<.001) and
team performance (r=.70, p<.001). Team work engagement also had a significant

and positive correlation with team performance (r=.74, p<.001).

All study variables had high internal consistency reliabilities. The Cronbach Alpha
values of the scales ranged from .80 to .95. Table 3 shows the means, standard

deviations, and correlations among the study variables. The diagonal values of the
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correlation matrix refer to the internal consistency of the scales used in the present
study. Team task characteristics scale consisted of 15 items (a = .80), including
five sub dimensions; task autonomy, feedback, skill variety, task identity and task
significance. Team proactive personality scale was comprised of 10 items (o =
.82), and team collective efficacy had the highest reliability (o = .95) among the
scales used in the present study including nine items in the scale. Team
interpersonal trust scale included seven items with high internal consistency
reliability (o = .92). Team job crafting has four sub dimensions; job resources
(social and structural), job demands (challenging and hindering) and 21 items in
the scale with the Cronbach Alpha value is. 94. Team work engagement scale

consisted of nine items (o = .92).
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Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities and Bivariate Correlations of the Study Variables- Individual Level Data

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1. Role in the Team -

2. Task Interdependence .01 -

3. Age -22" 10 -

4. Gender -00 .03 .18" -

5. Team Size A5 .04 -13 -11 -

6. Time with your current team  -.26™ .14 .30 .23 -.00 -

7. Work Tenure -13 .15 .82 20" -11 .44 -

8. Working or Student -08 .14 -19° 01 -02 .00 -21" -

9. Work Sector .04 -04 -04 -03 01 02 -02 -727 -

10. Work Type 03 -26™ 17" -09 .09 -08 .11 -81" .50 -

11. Team Task Characteristics ~ -.22" .36™ .07 -09 -16 .06 .11 .09 -03 -12 (.80)

12. Team Proactive Personality -04 13 -03 -02 -12 .06 .07 .18 -10 -.22" .34" (.82)

13. Team Collective Efficacy -16 29" -03 -14 -29" .07 -06 .22™ -13 -22" 52" 26" (.95)

14. Team Interpersonal Trust -12 18" -05 -09 -36" .06 -05 .15 -11 -14 447 16 .81** (.92)

15. Team Job Crafting -18" .26 -06 -19° -28" .00 -03 21" -13 -23" 48" 357 81" 737 (94)

16. Team Work Engagement -23™ 28" .01 -227 -227 -02 -01 200 -09 -17* 527 32" 757 .66™ .85 (.92)

17. Team Performance -19° 20" -01 -04 -38" .08 -02 17" -15 -17° 457 267 767 777 707 .74™ (.90)

Mean 173 3.74 - 148 6.20 - - 1.05 - 178 3.64 348 391 398 366 3.74 3.94

Standard Deviation 44 111 - 50  4.37 - - .23 - 53 56 .72 84 78 71 .84 .75

Note. *p<.05; **p<.01 level entries in the diagonal are the reliabilities of the scales



3.4. Hypothesis Testing — Individual Level Data

3.4.1. The Relationship between Team Job Crafting, Team Work Engagement

and Team Performance

The first two hypotheses of the study are about the positive relationship among

team job crafting, team work engagement and team performance constructs.

The first hypothesis was that team job crafting is positively linked with team work
engagement. Regression analysis showed that after controlling participants’ role in
team, task interdependence, gender and team size variables, job crafting was
positively correlated with team work engagement (/= .85, p<.001). Therefore,

Hypothesis 1 was supported.

The second hypothesis was that team work engagement is positively related with
enhanced team performance. Based on regression analysis results, after controlling
team size, team work engagement predicted team performance positively (4= .74,

p<.001). Hence, Hypothesis 2 received support.

3.4.2. The Mediating Effect of Team Work Engagement on Team Job

Crafting and Team Performance

The study investigated the mediating effect of team work engagement on team job

crafting and team performance.

This mediation analysis was revealed by Process Macro SPSS Model 4 with 5000
bootstrap was used. Results show that, team job crafting positively predicted team
work engagement in line with Hypothesis 1 results (b = .96, t (140) = 17.20,
p<.001). Since b value is positive, as team job crafting increased, team work
engagement increased (and vice versa). The R? value tells that team job crafting
explained 73% of the variance in team work engagement. Secondly, in case of
team work engagement construct was not in the model, the total effect of team job

crafting on team performance was significant (b = .29, t (139) = 2.65, p=.009).
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Team work engagement also significantly predicted team performance (b = .47, t
(139) = 5.00, p<.001). The positive b value means that as team work engagement
increased, team performance increased. R? value pointed out that the model
explained 58% of the variance in team performance. When looking both team job
crafting and team work engagement effects on team performance, team job
crafting positively predicts team performance (b = .75, t (140) = 10.97, p<.001).
Based on the R? value, it explained 50% of the variance in team performance.
Indirect effect of team job crafting on team performance estimated as b=.45 with
the confidence interval of [.28, .65]. Since this confidence interval range do not
include zero, there is likely to be a mediator variable between team job crafting
and team performance. After team work engagement added into to model, the
effect of team job crafting on team performance was still significant; so the
relationship between team job crafting and team performance mediated by team
work engagement. Hence, Hypothesis 3 received support. Figure 3 shows the
result of this analysis.

Team Work
Engagement

b=.96, p<.001 b= 47, p<.001
Team Job Team
Crafting > Performance
Direct effect; b= .75, p<.001

Indirect effect; b= .45, p<.001

Figure 3. Mediation Analysis with Outcome Variable: Team Performance
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3.4.3. Sequential Mediation Analyses for Team Task Characteristics, Team
Proactive Personality, Team Collective Efficacy and Team

Interpersonal Trust Constructs — Individual Data

The study investigated antecedents of better performing teams through sequential
mediation of team job crafting and team work engagement. The antecedents; in
other words, independent variables were team task characteristics, team proactive

personality, team collective efficacy, and team interpersonal trust.

Double mediation analysis with Process Macro SPSS Model 6 (5000 bootstrap)
was used with 147 participants. In the study, four sequential mediation analyses
were conducted. The outcome variable was team performance. The mediators were
set in the order in which they are supposed to be in the model. So, team job
crafting was the first mediator, whereas the second mediator was team work
engagement in this study. Control variables for both dependent variable and
mediators were coded as covariates in the model. Role in the team, task
interdependence, team size, working or student team and work type were
significantly correlated with team performance; in addition to these control
variables gender was found to be correlated with mediators. The effect of
independent variables on team performance was tested through partial and
sequential mediation paths.

The first mediation analysis conducted for the effect of team task characteristics on
team performance through team job crafting and team work engagement. The first
model describing the effect of team task characteristics on team job crafting was
significant F (7,139) = 10.55, p<.001. Team task characteristics explained 35% of
the variance in team job crafting. Team task characteristics positively predicted
team job crafting (b = .48, t (139) = 4.78, p<.001). This pointed out that
Hypothesis 4, which stated at the positive link between team task characteristics
and team job crafting was supported (See Figure 4). Team size effect on team job
crafting was also wanted to be seen and it predicted team job crafting (b = -.04, t
(139) = -3.23, p=.002). Moreover, gender also predicted team job crafting (b = -
.28, t (139) = -2.80, p=.006). Secondly, both team task characteristics (b = .19, t
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(138) = 2.44, p=.016) and team job crafting (b = .90, t (138) =14.39, p<.001)
positively predicted team work engagement. The model explained 74% of the

variance in team work engagement (F (8,138) = 49.97, p<.001).

Team task characteristics predicted team performance (b =50, t (139) = 4.67,
p<.001). Team size predicted team performance (b =-.06, t (139) = -4.48, p<.001).
Team task characteristics explained 32% of the variance in team performance (F
(7, 139) = 9.41, p<.001). After controlling relevant variables, it was found that
team job crafting and team work engagement mediated the relationship between
task characteristics and team performance (b = .19, SE = .07) 95% CI [.09, .35]).
The model including task characteristics, team job crafting and team work
engagement explained 62% of the variance in team performance (F (9,137) =
24.53, p<.001).

Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was supported, that is team task characteristics have a
positive relationship with team performance, through first job crafting and then
work engagement. The results of this analysis were presented in Figure 4.

: 77
Team job : Team work

crafting engagement

37

Team
performance

Team Task
Characteristics

Direct effect; g=.11**

Indirect effect; /— .19, CI[.08, .35]

Figure 4. Team Task Characteristics and Team Performance Relationship Through
Sequential Mediation of Team Job Crafting and team Work Engagement

(B values)

Note; *p<.05; **p<.001 level
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The second antecedent of team job crafting is team proactive personality. The first
model describing the effect of team proactive personality on team job crafting was
significant F (7, 139) = 8.54, p<.001. Team proactive personality explained 30% of
the variance in team job crafting. Team proactive personality positively predicted
team job crafting (b = .26, t (139) = 3.49, p=.001). This pointed out that Hypothesis 6,
which looks at the positive link between team proactive personality and team job
crafting was supported. Team task interdependence predicted team job crafting (b
=.14, t (139) =2.84, p=.005). On the other hand, team size (b =-.04, t (139) =-3.54,
p=.001) and gender (b =-.32, t (139) =-3.14, p=.002) had negative link with team job
crafting. Secondly, team job crafting predicted team work engagement (b = .95, t
(138) =15.35, p<.001), whereas team proactive personality did not predict team work
engagement (b = .04, t (138) = .68, p=.507). The model has an explanation power of
.73 variances in team work engagement (F (8,138) = 47.38, p<.001).

Team proactive personality did not predict team performance in total effect (b =-.011,
t (139) = -.182, p=.856). Since there was not direct relationship with team proactive
personality and team performance, there was no mediational effect between these two
variables. Therefore, Hypothesis 7, which stated sequential mediation effect between

team proactive personality and team performance did not receive a support.

The third analysis was conducted to test the effect of team collective efficacy on team
performance through sequential mediation of team job crafting and team work
engagement. The first model describing the effect of team collective efficacy on team
job crafting was significant F (7,139) = 40.29, p<.001. Team collective efficacy
explained 67% of the variance in team job crafting. Team collective efficacy
positively predicted team job crafting (b = .64, t (139) = 13.46, p<.001). This pointed
out that Hypothesis 8, which pointed the positive link between team collective
efficacy and team job crafting was supported (See Figure 5). Secondly, both team
collective efficacy (b = .18, t (138) = 2.37, p=.019) and team job crafting (b = .80, t
(138) =9.09, p<.001) predicted team work engagement. The model explained 74% of
the variance in team work engagement (F (8,138) = 49.79, p<.001).
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Team collective efficacy predicted team performance (b =.64, t (139) = 11.81,
p<.001). Team size predicted team performance (b =-.03, t (139) = -2.86, p=.005).
The model explained 61% of the variance in team performance (F (7,139) = 30.85,
p<.001). After controlling relevant variables, it was found that team job crafting
and team work engagement mediated the relationship between team collective
efficacy and team performance (b = .20, SE = .06) 95% CI [.08, .33]). The model
explained 68% of the variance in team performance (F (9,137) = 31.99, p<.001).

Therefore, Hypothesis 9, that is team collective efficacy has a positive relationship
with team performance, through first team job crafting and then team work

engagement (sequential mediation) was supported (See Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Team Collective Efficacy and Team Performance Relationship Through
Sequential Mediation of Team Job Crafting and Team Work
Engagement (B values)

Note: *p<.05; **p<.001 level

The last analysis was conducted to test the effect of team interpersonal trust on
team performance through sequential mediation of team job crafting and team
work engagement. The first model describing the effect of team interpersonal trust
on team job crafting was significant F (7,139) = 28.61, p<.001. Team interpersonal
trust explained 59% of the variance in team job crafting. Team interpersonal trust
positively predicted team job crafting (b = .60, t (139) = 10.91, p<.001). This

pointed out that Hypothesis 10, which stated positive link between team
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interpersonal trust and team job crafting was supported (See Figure 6). In addition,
gender had negatively correlated with team job crafting (b = -.22, t (139) = -2.79,
p=.006). Secondly, team interpersonal trust did not predict team work engagement
(b = .11, t (138) = 1.53, p=.129), whereas team job crafting predicted team work
engagement (b = .88, t (138) =10.93, p<.001). The model explained 74% of the
variance in team work engagement (F (8,138) = 48.27, p<.001).

Team interpersonal trust predicted team performance in total effect (b =.44, t (139)
= 6.46, p<.001). Team size predicted team performance (b =-.02, t (139) = -2.033,
p=.044). Team interpersonal trust explained 61% of the variance in team
performance (F (7,139) = 31.31, p<.001). After controlling relevant variables, it
was found that team job crafting and team work engagement mediated the
relationship between interpersonal trust and team performance (b = .21, SE = .06)
95% CI [.10, .34]). The model explained 70% of the variance in team performance
(F (9,137) = 36.02, p<.001).

Therefore, the last hypothesis was supported, that is team interpersonal trust has a
positive relationship with team performance, through first job crafting and then

work engagement (sequential mediation) (See Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Team Interpersonal Trust and Team Performance Relationship Through
Sequential Mediation of Team Job Crafting and Team Work

Engagement (B values)

Note: *p<.05; **p<.001 level
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3.4.4. Team Level Analysis

In addition to individual level analysis, team level analysis was also conducted as
ancillary analysis. The present study utilized 46 teams, which were comprised of
147 individuals. By aggregation of each scale in the individual data set, team level
data set were acquired. Same variables and procedures were done in team level
analysis. Team task characteristics, team proactivity, team collective efficacy and
team interpersonal trust were independent variables, team performance was the
outcome variable, and the mediators were team job crafting and team work
engagement. Sequential mediation analyses were conducted via PROCESS in
order to test study hypotheses in team level.

Minimum-maximum scores, skewness and kurtosis values of the scales were
calculated to provide information about study variables at team level (See Table
4). The correlation matrices of study variables at team level were also presented in
Table 5.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables (Team Level)

Variables Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis #of items
Team Task Characteristics 2.58 4.40 -44 .50 15
Team Proactive Personality 1.85 4,55 -.97 2.00 10
Team Collective Efficacy 2.25 4.95 -.65 .20 9
Team Interpersonal Trust 2.57 5.00 -.56 -.08 7
Team Job Crafting 2.62 4,78 .07 -.30 21
Team Work Engagement 2.03 491 -.53 .08 9
Team Performance 1.92 5.00 -1.13 2.67 6

At team level correlations, team size, role in the team, working or student team and
work type were found to be significantly correlated with outcome variables. Other
demographic variables were not significantly correlated with any other study
variables; hence, they were not included in statistical analyses. To begin with,
working or student team was positively linked to team job crafting (r=.33, p<.01)
and team work engagement (r=.31, p<.01). On the other hand, team size was
negatively correlated with team job crafting (r=-.40, p<.001), team work
engagement (r=-.32, p<.01) and team performance (r=-.60, p<.001). Moreover,

work type was negatively correlated with team job crafting (r=-.38, p<.01) and
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team work engagement (r=-.30, p<.01). Role in team had negative association
with team job crafting (r=. -35, p<.01) and team work engagement (r=. -33,
p<.01).

Team task characteristics correlations were significant for all study variables
except for team proactive personality (r=.28). Team task characteristics were
positively correlated with team collective efficacy (r=.70, p<.001), team
interpersonal trust (r=.61, p<.001), team job crafting (r=.62, p<.001), team work
engagement (r=.72, p<.001) and team performance (r=.59, p<.001). Team
proactive personality correlations were significant with the exception of team
interpersonal trust. Team proactive personality was positively correlated with team
collective efficacy (r=.36, p<.01), team job crafting (r=.59, p<.001), team work
engagement (r=.56, p<.001) and team performance (r=.39, p<.001). Team
collective efficacy had positive and significant correlation with all study variables.
It was positively correlated with team interpersonal trust (r=.84, p<.001), team job
crafting (r=.85, p<.001), team work engagement (r=.83, p<.001) and team
performance (r=.87, p<.001). Furthermore, team interpersonal trust had significant
and positive correlation with team job crafting (r=.72, p<.001), team work
engagement (r=.70, p<.001) and team performance (r=.85, p<.001). Team job
crafting had significant and positive correlation with both team work engagement
(r=.91, p<.001) and team performance (r=.78, p<.001). Team work engagement
also had a significant and positive correlation with team performance (r=.81,
p<.001).
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Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities and Bivariate Correlations of the Study Variables - Team Level

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1. Role in the Team -

2. Task Interdependence -.04 -

3. Age .00 .24 -

4. Gender 11 -18 -23 -

5. Team Size .00 .00 .06 .06 -

6. Time with your current team 05 .35° 34" -03 -15 -

7. Work Tenure 06 .84~ 26 -15 -02 .50 -

8. Working or Student 18 -29 00 -02 -10 .03 -.29" -

9. Work Sector -06 -02 -.09 01 -06 .01 .00 -75" -

10. Work Type =34 27 -11 .07 10 -10 .18 -81" 52" -

11. Team Task Characteristics 36" -02 .06 -23 -24 12 .04 A5 -02  -22 -

12. Team Proactive Personality 19 -24 -18 -21 -22 13 .08 337 -18 -40" 24 -

13. Team Collective Efficacy 26 -14 -08 -46" -24 08 -11 .32° -17 -34° 70" .36 -

14. Team Interpersonal Trust 16 .01 .10 .52~ -09 .16 .06 23 -15 -20 .61 .28 .84 -

15. Team Job Crafting 25 -20 -18 -40" -35" A0 -06 33" -15 -38" .62™ .59 .85 |72*%* -

16. Team Work Engagement 27 -14 -18 -32" -33* 10 -02 31" -09 -30" .72™ .56 .83" .70** 91" -

17. Team Performance 21 -01 06 -60" -16 .12 .05 24 -19 -26 597 39" 87" .85** 78" 817 -

Mean 3.83 - - 601 171 - - 107 - 174 368 346 393 3.67 4.00 3.75 3.95

Standard Deviation .76 - - 513 .27 - - 25 - 58 37 49 .62 51 58 .63 .93

Note. *p<.05; **p<.01 |



3.4.4.1. Sequential Mediation Analysis for Team Task Characteristics, Team
Proactive Personality, Team Collective Efficacy and Team

Interpersonal Trust Constructs — Team Data

The present study utilized 46 teams. The study hypotheses were tested also with
team level data set. To investigate antecedents of better performing teams,
sequential mediation of team job crafting and team work engagement were
conducted. Same antecedents in the individual data, which are, team task
characteristics, team proactive personality, team collective efficacy, and team

interpersonal trust were also utilized in team level analyses.

Sequential mediation analyses were also done with team data via Process Macro
SPSS Model 6 with 5000 bootstrapping. In the study, four sequential mediation
analyses were conducted. The outcome variable was team performance.
Independent variables were team task characteristics, team proactive personality,
team collective efficacy and team interpersonal trust. The mediators were set in the
order in which they are supposed to be in the model. So, team job crafting was the
first mediator, whereas the second mediator was team work engagement in this
study. Control variables for both dependent variable and mediators were coded as
covariates in the model. Team size was the only significantly correlated with team
performance; team size, role in the team, working or student, and work type are
significantly correlated with both team job crafting and team work engagement.
The effect of independent variables on team performance was tested through

partial and sequential mediation paths.

The first mediation analysis conducted for the effect of team task characteristics on
team performance through team job crafting and team work engagement. The first
model describing the effect of team task characteristics on team job crafting was
significant F (5,40) = 9.79, p<.001. Team task characteristics explained 55% of the
variance in team job crafting. Task characteristics at the team level positively
predicted team job crafting (b = .64, t (40) = 4.03, p<.001). The result pointed out
that Hypothesis 4, which looks at the positive link between team task

characteristics and team job crafting was also supported in the team level data (See
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Figure 7). Team size effect on team job crafting was also wanted to be seen and it
predicted team job crafting (b = -.03, t (40) = -2.46, p=.018). Secondly, both team
task characteristics (b = .44, t (39) = 3.60, p<.001) and team job crafting (b = .97, t
(39) =9.40, p<.001) positively predicted team work engagement. The model
explained 88% of the variance in team work engagement (F (6,39) = 47.02,
p<.001).

Team task characteristics predicted team performance in total (b =.69, t (40) =
4.17, p<.001). Team size predicted team performance (b =-.05, t (40) = -4.79,
p<.001). Team task characteristics explained 60% of the variance in team
performance (F (5,40) = 12.01, p<.001). After controlling relevant variables, it
was found that team work engagement mediated the relationship between team
task characteristics and team performance (b = .25, SE = .13, 95% CI [.02, .52]). In
addition to partial mediation of team work engagement, team task characteristics
and team performance relationship was sequentially mediated through team job
crafting and team work engagement (b = .35, SE = .18) 95% CI [.04, .73]). The
model including team task characteristics, team job crafting and team work
engagement explained 79% of the variance in team performance (F (7,38) = 20.42,
p<.001).

In sum, team task characteristics and team performance relationship would be
mediated by team work engagement. Besides, the effect of sequential mediation of
team job crafting and team work engagement would be more powerful due to
bigger indirect effect b value. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was also supported in team
data, that is team task characteristics (task meaningfulness, task autonomy and
feedback) have a positive relationship with team performance, through first team
job crafting and then team work engagement (sequential mediation) (See Figure
7).
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Figure 7. Team Task Characteristics and Team Performance Relationship Through
Sequential Mediation of Team Job Crafting and Team Work
Engagement (B values) (team level)

Note: *p<.05; **p<.001 level

The second antecedent was team proactive personality. The first model describing
the effect of team proactive personality on team job crafting was significant F
(5,40) = 8.05, p<.001. Team proactive personality explained 50% of the variance
in team job crafting. Team proactive personality positively predicted team job
crafting (b = .43, t (40) = 3.28, p=.002). This pointed out that Hypothesis 6, which
looks at the positive link between proactive personality and team job crafting was
supported in team data, too. Team size effect on team job crafting was also wanted
to be seen and it predicted team job crafting (b = -.03, t (40) = -2.56, p=.014).
Secondly, team job crafting predicted team work engagement (b = 1.13, t (39)
=10.09, p<.001), whereas team proactive personality did not predict team work
engagement (b = .07, t (39) = .68, p=.499). The model has an explanation power
of .84 variances in team work engagement (F (6,39) = 34.16, p<.001).

Team proactive personality did not predict team performance in total effect (b
=.24, t (40) = 1.55, p=.13). Since there was not direct relationship with team
proactive personality and team performance, there was no mediational effect

between these two variables. Therefore, Hypothesis 7, which mentions about
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sequential mediation effect between proactive personality and team performance
did not receive a support at team level.

The third analysis was conducted to test the effect of team collective efficacy on
team performance through sequential mediation of team job crafting and team
work engagement. The first model describing the effect of team collective efficacy
on team job crafting was significant F (5,40) = 24.20, p<.001. Team collective
efficacy explained 75% of the variance in team job crafting. Team collective
efficacy positively predicted team job crafting (b = .63, t (40) = 7.86, p<.001).
This pointed out that Hypothesis 8, which looks at the positive link between team
collective efficacy and team job crafting was also supported at team level (See
Figure 8). Secondly, collective efficacy did not predict team work engagement (b
= .23, t (39) = 1.88, p=.068); while team job crafting positively predicted team
work engagement (b = .94, t (39) =6.16, p<.001). The model explained 85% of the
variance in team work engagement (F (6,39) = 37.33, p<.001).

Team collective efficacy predicted team performance in total (b =.71, t (40) = 8.96,
p<.001). Team size predicted team performance (b =-.03, t (40) = -3.17, p=.003).
Team collective efficacy explained 81% of the variance in team performance (F
(5,40) = 33.93, p<.001). After controlling relevant variables, it was found that
team job crafting and team work engagement mediated the relationship between
team collective efficacy and team performance (b = .26, SE = .10) 95% CI [.08,
.48]). The model explained 85% of the variance in team performance (F (7,38) =
31.11, p<.001).

Therefore, Hypothesis 9, that is collective efficacy has a positive relationship with
team performance, through first team job crafting and then team work engagement
(sequential mediation) was supported also supported with team level data (See
Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Team Collective Efficacy and Team Performance Relationship Through
Sequential Mediation of Team Job Crafting and Team Work
Engagement (B values) (team level)

Note: *p<.05; **p<.001 level

The last analysis was conducted to test the effect of team interpersonal trust on
team performance through sequential mediation of team job crafting and team
work engagement. The first model describing the effect of team interpersonal trust
on team job crafting was significant F (5,40) = 13.55, p<.001. Team interpersonal
trust explained 63% of the variance in team job crafting. Team interpersonal trust
positively predicted team job crafting (b = .56, t (40) = 5.43, p<.001). This pointed
out that Hypothesis 10, which looks at the positive link between team interpersonal
trust and team job crafting was also supported team level (See Figure 9). In
addition, role in team matters in prediction of team job crafting (b = -.48, t (40) = -
43, p=.014). Secondly, team interpersonal trust did not predict team work
engagement (b = .16, t (39) = 1.46, p=.152); while team job crafting positively
predicted team work engagement (b = 1.01, t (39) =7.89, p<.001). The model
explained 84% of the variance in team work engagement (F (6,39) = 35.37,
p<.001).

Team interpersonal trust predicted team performance in total (b =.39, t (40) = 4.13,
p=.002). Team size predicted team performance (b =-.02, t (40) = -2.50, p=.017).

Team interpersonal trust explained 77% of the variance in team performance (F
bb



(5,40) = 26.72, p<.001). After controlling relevant variables, it was found that
team job crafting and team work engagement mediated the relationship between
team interpersonal trust and team performance (b = .30, SE = .10) 95% CI [.11,
.51]). The model explained 87% of the variance in team performance (F (7,38) =
36.65, p<.001).

Therefore, the last hypothesis was supported for the team level, that is
interpersonal trust has a positive relationship with team performance, through first

team job crafting and then team work engagement (sequential mediation) (See

Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Team Interpersonal Trust and Team Performance Relationship Through
Sequential Mediation of Team Job Crafting and Team Work
Engagement (B values) (team level)

Note: *p<.05; **p<.001 level

All antecedents of team job crafting were positively linked with team job crafting
at both individual and team level data set. Among antecedents of team job crafting,
team collective efficacy had a bigger positive effect on team job crafting both
within and across team (See Table 6). If team collective efficacy exists, team
members do not hesitate to share information, skills, abilities and positive synergy
among each other even in case of workloads, challenges and difficulties (Jex &
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Bliese, 1999) in nursing job, which is identified as close coordination and
cooperation requirement (Jensen, Holten, Karpatschof, & Albertsen, 2011). This
will enable team members are able to balance job demands based on their teams’
skills, interests and preferences; so team job crafting will occur. Team motivation
may be increased, while strain may be decreased.

Table 6. Antecedents of Team Job Crafting

Antecedents Coefficient (f)  Standard error  p-value R?
Within-team level

Team Task characteristics 37 10 <.001 35**
Team Proactive personality .26 .07 <.001 30**
Team Collective efficacy .75 .05 <.001 B7**
Team Interpersonal trust .66 .06 <.001 59**
Between-team level

Team Task characteristics 49 .16 <.001 H55**
Team Proactive personality 44 13 <.01 50**
Team Collective efficacy 81 .08 <.001 5%
Team Interpersonal trust .64 10 <.001 .63**

The results for the multilevel regression modelling were provided in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The objective of the present study was to find antecedents of better performing
teams by testing team job crafting model. In line with the literature, team task
characteristics, team proactive personality, team collective efficacy and team
interpersonal trust were positioned as antecedents. The positive effects of these
antecedents on team performance were tested through sequential mediation of

team job crafting and team work engagement.

The research model was tested at both individual level and team level data set. The
study findings will be explained by comparison of individual and team data set
results. Since these two data sets have different significant control variables, the

effects of control variables in the model will be explained separately.

4.1. Major Findings

The first three hypotheses were about the relationship among team job crafting,
team work engagement and team performance. Based on study findings, team job
crafting was positively correlated with team work engagement. This means that,
when team job crafting increases (decreases), team work engagement also
increases (decreases). According to JD-R theory framework, job crafting by
increasing job resources, either structural or social, increases motivation and
satisfaction. This may enable employees flourish and enhance their well-being
which are outcomes of work engagement. Similarly, team work engagement had
positive association with team performance, meaning that as team work
engagement increased, team performance increased in line with the literature
suggesting that engaged workers perform better than non-engaged workers

(Bakker, 2008; Bakker, 2011; Bakker, Demerouti, & Lieke, 2012; Reijseger,
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Peeters, Taris, & Schaufeli, 2017; Troisi, 2014). Since engaged employees are
likely to be energetic, enthusiastic, resilient and show high concentration, effort,
and persistence even in case of difficulties, which are the keys for performance,
they are able to present enhanced performance. Study findings suggest that team
members feel engaged in their work due to team job crafting and engaged teams
show enhanced team performance (Torrente et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2013). Hence,
team work engagement has a mediational effect on the relationship between team
job crafting and team performance. Based on JD-R theory framework, teams are
flexible in shaping their jobs according to their own personal interests, skills,
abilities and preferences in a way that resources and challenges seeking in order to
increase employee motivation and satisfaction, and reducing emotional and
cognitive job demands that is possible to create strain. This will facilitate work
engagement through vigor, dedication and absorption. If teams are engaged with

their works, their performance will be boosted.

The research model was tested at both individual level and team level data set.
Both individual and team level analysis findings were similar, suggesting there
exist positive relationship between all antecedents and team job crafting.
Furthermore, sequential mediation effect of team job crafting and team work
engagement was valid for among all antecedents on team performance except for
team proactive personality. Team task characteristics, team collective efficacy and
team interpersonal trust have been found job resources that enhance motivation
and lessen strain and therefore craft their jobs and ultimately enhanced team

performance.

The results indicated that task characteristics were positively related to team job
crafting both at individual and team level data sets. This means that tasks which
provide autonomy, feedback, identity, significance and skill variety were
conducive to team job crafting. If individuals in teams find their jobs worthwhile,
important and valuable, they may feel they are working on meaningful tasks and
they may be more enthusiastic about shaping their jobs. If different skills were
required for tasks, then people will better craft their jobs; since they may feel like

challenging. Also, if individuals in teams are anticipated their own work and
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manage their works by freedom, meaning people in teams may feel more
autonomy on tasks and they may be more readily to craft their jobs. So, if job
resources are designed in a manner that more autonomous, challenging, significant
and feedback provided, teams are able to show crafting behaviors. On the contrary,
a new study pointed out that task characteristics dimensions may have different
effect on job crafting. To illustrate, autonomy and feedback positively affected job
crafting; while task significance dimension had a negative association with job
crafting (Bizzi, 2017). In addition to team job crafting, task characteristics given
above also are positively related with team work engagement. This means that it is
possible to engage with work if tasks are characterized by autonomy, feedback,
identity, significance and skill variety. In other words, employees will work
vigorously and dedicatedly in jobs rich in terms of job characteristics. Extant
literature showed that such task characteristics have a direct link with team
performance both within team and across teams; autonomy (Slemp et al., 2015;
Stewart, 2006), feedback (Cohen et al., 1996; Ergiin & Eyisoy, 2018; Geister et al.,
2006; Spreitzer et al., 1999) and task meaningfulness, which comprised of task
identity, task significance and skill variety (Batt & Appelbaum, 1995; Hackman &
Oldham, 1980; Grant, 2007; Rosso et al., 2010). Consistent with team performance
literature, in the present study, task characteristics (task meaningfulness, task
autonomy and feedback) had a positive relationship with team performance,
through first team job crafting and then team work engagement (sequential
mediation effect) both within and between teams. Therefore, explanation power of
positive correlation between team task characteristics and team performance would
be raised by adding team job crafting and team work engagement. In addition to
sequential mediation of team job crafting and team work engagement, it was found
in team level analysis that team task characteristics and team performance

relationship was partially mediated by team work engagement.

In the study, team proactive personality was the second tested antecedent of better

performing teams. As hypothesized, employees with proactive personality are

more readily to engage in job crafting behaviors (Bakker et al., 2012; Mamak,

2018). So, proactive people are desired for teams for job crafting purposes in line

with the literature suggesting that proactive people are not passive, and they want
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to shape their environment (Crant, 2000; Parker & Collins, 2010). Both individual
and team level analyses suggest that there was no significant direct link found
between team proactive personality and team performance although there exists
positive correlation between proactive personality and job performance (Crant,
2000; Seibert et al., 2001). This may be because of that proactive people may not
be desired in such team compositions executing very secure jobs such as defense
industry. Regardless of the sector, if proactive people have different desires,
wishes and interests regarding their jobs, then this may create confusion and
decision making. Therefore, taking an action as a team may become difficult.
Additionally, team job crafting was related to task interdependence (b =.14, t (139)
=2.84, p=.005) within teams. This positive correlation pointed out that in case
tasks are more dependent each other, one of team mates’ faults or success may
influence team performance (team performance increases or decreases). If team
task dependence is high, proactive people in team trigger others to show better
effort to craft their jobs. In other words, proactive people stimulate others to craft
their jobs. Since proactive people are actively shape their environment, they are

more inclined to show such crafting behaviors in case of task dependency.

Team collective efficacy was another tested antecedent of better performing teams.
Based on the study results, employees with collective efficacy seem to be readily
to engage in job crafting behaviors. Also, people with collective efficacy are
engaged with their work consistent with the team work engagement literature
(Salanova et al., 2011). This means that when team has a shared belief in teams’
capabilities to organize and do the required actions to produce desired attainments:
they are more inclined to craft and engage with their jobs. Team collective efficacy
has a direct positive link with team performance consistent with the literature
(Durham et al., 1997; Little & Madigan, 1997; Manning, 2007; Myers et al., 2004;
Myers et al., 2007; Silver & Bufanio, 1996; Tasa et al., 2007; Whitney, 1994). The
study results suggest that the positive relationship between team collective efficacy
and team performance are established through sequential mediation of team job
crafting and team work engagement. It was also found in the present study that,

team performance was negatively related to the team size within and across teams
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as expected (Curral, Forrester, Dawson, & West, 2001; Hackman & Wageman,
2005).

The last predictor variable of better performing teams was team interpersonal trust.
Based on the study results, as interpersonal trust exists among team members, they
may engage in job crafting behaviors. This offers a unique contribution to job
crafting literature since there is a gap regarding how trust among the team
members may affect team job crafting (Tims et al., 2013; Parker et al., 2006). If
people see their team mates’ competencies, skills and expertise, and they feel like
sharing sources, facilitation of presenting different ideas and proposals and respect
to such different thoughts, interpersonal trust among team members would be
developed. All these factors motivate teams to shape their job resources.
Interpersonal trust offers enhanced team performance in line with the meta-
analysis study with 7.763 teams (de Jong, Dirks, & Gillespie, 2016) indicated that
intra-team trust have a positive influence on enhanced team performance.
Consistent with the literature, the present study findings suggested that there is a
positive correlation between team interpersonal trust and team performance. The
positive link with team interpersonal trust and team performance were
strengthened through sequential mediation of team job crafting and team work

engagement.

When the relationship between control variables and study variables were
examined, these relationships might offer some insights into the team composition.
For example, gender has an effect on team job crafting individual level analysis,
meaning that women are more readily to craft their jobs in a significant manner.
Task interdependence only had positive influences on team job crafting and team
performance at the individual level analysis in case of proactive personality. Team
size has a small but negative effect on both team job crafting and team
performance outcomes at individual and team level. The negative correlation
means that that the bigger the teams, the most difficult to craft the jobs and less
performing teams. Therefore, there might be an optimal point for team size for
desired outcomes of team job crafting and team performance.
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4.2. Implications for Practice

This study offers a new and broad perspective for teams due to its tested team job
crafting model in terms of providing suggestions and insights as to how HRM
practices (personnel selection, team structure, motivation, performance

management) utilizes the team related constructs.

As stated through hypotheses, the aim of the present study is to identify the role of
task characteristics, personality on team performance through sequential mediation
of job crafting and work engagement. In the light of study findings, if such
conditions team task characteristics (task meaningfulness, task autonomy, task
feedback) provided to the team members, composed of proactive people with high
collective-efficacy; and interpersonal trust exists among team members, team job
crafting may happen. Then, team job crafting is probable to be influential on team
work engagement, which has dimensions of vigor, dedication and absorption.
Engaged teams are demanded as they apparently perform better. Since employees
craft their jobs, and have autonomy on their jobs, they have a greater sense of
making a real progress on meaningful work and all this will contribute to
organization with workers who are creative problem solver, motivated, and
engaged with the job, team and the organization. Hence, selecting teams based on
proactivity and collective efficacy and offering them autonomy, feedback and
meaningful jobs and tasks may result in crafting their jobs. Therefore, the process
will facilitate better team performance through team work engagement (Leana et
al., 2009; Tims et al., 2013; Torrente et al., 2012).

Regarding the job itself, jobs and tasks should be designed in a way that
employees feel like they are worthwhile, important and valuable for the
organization. Therefore, providing feedback to employees about their role,
emphasizing the task significance and also give them autonomy to create their own
meaningful tasks and new skill acquisitions would create desired such outcomes as
team job crafting, team work engagement, and ultimately enhanced team
performance. One such an alternative as team structure compatible with job

crafting approach is “autonomous” or “self-managed” team designs. Self-managed
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teams (SMTs) are non-hierarchical work groups (Hackman, 1986; Moravec,
Johannessen, & Hjelmas, 1998) consisting empowered team members who have
the responsibility and autonomy on their own work and involved in decision-
making and problem solving processes regarding production or service (Wellins et
al., 1990; Pearce & Manz, 2005). As opposed to traditional work groups, self-
managed teams give emphasis on bottom-up coordination process and self-
organization (Cohen et al., 1996; Druskat & Pescosolido, 2002) Furthermore, since
women are positive in influencing job crafting within teams, the positive effect of
women in team composition should not be disregarded for job crafting purposes.
Besides, team size has a small but negative influence on team job crafting and
team performance, meaning that the bigger the teams, the most difficult to craft the

jobs and decrease team performance.

Increasing collective efficacy and interpersonal trust among team members would
be valuable for team job crafting and enhanced team performance. Collective
efficacy had positive and large correlation with team job crafting (both individual
level and within team analyses). Therefore, creating a belief shared by team
members this team is capable of organizing and executing the required action
would be valuable source for team job crafting, work engagement and enhanced
performance. Collective efficacy would be achieved by sharing the information,
skills and abilities among team members to achieve mutual objectives, team
coordination and positive synergy in case of challenges, difficulties and
workloads. In this aspect, team leaders and HRM people in the organizations

would take motivational teamwork activities to create such environments.

4.3. Strengths and Limitations of the Study, and Recommendations for Future
Research

Using heterogeneous sample by different occupations and different regions of the
country was an important strength of this study. Since data was collected from
different region of Turkey and different work sectors such as private and public;
and data source was both team leaders and team members from different

occupations such as engineers, marketers, salespeople, consultants, educators in
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fields of automotive, banking, textile, telecommunication, IT, and defense
industry, study results would be generalizable. Also, if it was reconsidered that
there is a gap in the literature in terms of homogenous samples in job crafting
studies up to now; hence, it is an important achievement for generalizability of the
study findings. In addition, this is the first study concerning team job crafting
model in Turkey. After all, job crafting is quite a new study area in our country

despite of its international popularity.

There were some limitations in the study. To begin with, there is only one data
collection technique, namely, self-report utilized. Supporting this study with
interviews with team leaders, team members and also applying Human Resources
Managers viewpoints would be valuable. Moreover, collecting data at different
time intervals (i.e. longitudinal study) would offer stronger results. Also, actually
structural equation modeling (SEM) technique would be better to estimate indirect
effects. But, since the current study had smaller sample, PROCESS can be useful
for mediation analysis (Hayes, 2018; Hayes, Montoya, & Rockwood, 2017).

The effect of dispositional variables would be tested in team job crafting studies.
To illustrate, dark triad which are narcissism, Machiavellianism and psychopathy
would be a moderator between team characteristics and team job crafting
(Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016). In addition, the association between team job

crafting and burnout in teams might be studied.
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B. INFORMED CONSENT FORM / ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU
KATILIM FORMU

Liitfen okuyup, calismaya goniillii katihminizi1 beyan ediniz.

Bu calisma, ODTU Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi Yiiksek Lisans 6grencisi Tugba
Purtul tarafindan Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢ danismanlhigindaki yiiksek lisans tezi
kapsaminda yiiriitilmektedir. Calismanin amaci, takim performansi ve takimin is
sekillendirmesinin unsurlarini belirleyerek bir model gelistirmektir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?

Aragtirmaya katilmayr kabul ederseniz, ankette yer alan birlikte c¢alistiginiz
takiminiza yonelik bir dizi soruyu derecelendirme 6lgegi iizerinde yanitlamaniz
beklenecektir. Oncelikle alisma ekibiniz i¢in bir rumuz (takma ad) belirlemeli, tim
takim tyeleri ayni rumuz ile ankete giris yapmalidir. Bu c¢alismaya katilim
yaklagik 15-20 dakika siirmektedir.

Katiliminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliilik temelinde olmalidir. Calismada
sizden kimlik veya kurum belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz
tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecek
elde edilecek bilgiler yalnizca bilimsel yayinlarda kullanilacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Bu caligsmaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda soru ve
yorumlariniz igin Psikoloji Bolimii 6gretim iiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢
(E-posta: rey@metu.edu.tr) ya da arastirmact Tugba Purtul (E-posta:

tugba.purtul@gmail.com ) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

[JYukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak

katiliyorum.
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C. QUESTIONNAE OF THE STUDY

Ekibiniz i¢in belirlediginiz rumuz:

Calisma arkadaslarimzla bir araya gelerek ortak bir rumuz belirleyiniz.
(Tim takim iiyeleri ortak belirledikleri rumuzu girmelidir).
Takimdaki roliiniiz yonetici/koordinator/baskan ise liitfen belirtiniz.
1 Evet
(] Hayir
TEAM TASK CHARACTERISTICS / TAKIMIN iS
KARAKTERISTIKLERI

Asagida su anda yapmakta oldugunuz isinizin temel o6zellikleri ile ilgili
sorular bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her bir soru i¢cin 1’den 5’e¢ dogru uzanan
cevap seceneklerini kullanarak en uygun cevabi yansitan rakam daire icine
alimiz.

Ornek: Isinizi nasil yapacagimza ne derece kendiniz karar verebilirsiniz?

D 2 3 4 5
Cok az; bu is Orta derecede; bir¢ok Cok fazla; bu iste
tabiatt geregi is sey standart hale ne zaman ve nasil
kisiye nasil ve ne getirildiginden bu is caligilacagi
zaman yapanin kontrolii konusundaki  karar
calisilacagi altinda degildir, ama tamamen isi
konusunda isle ilgili baz1 kararlar yapanin
hemen hemen hig almmasina imkan sorumlulugu
karar verme tanir. altindadir.
imkan1 tanimaz.

NOT: Eger isinizi nasil yapacagimza orta dereceden az bir sekilde kendinizin
karar verebildiginizi diisiiniiyorsamiz 2 secenegini, orta dereceden daha fazla
bir sekilde kendinizin karar verebildiginizi diisiiniiyorsamiz 4 sec¢enegini

isaretleyiniz.
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1. Isinizi nasil yapacaginiza ne derece kendiniz karar verebilirsiniz?

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az; bu is tabiati Orta derecede; birgok Cok fazla; bu iste
geregi is kisiye nasil sey standart hale ne zaman ve nasil
ve ne zaman getirildiginden bu s calisilacag
calisilacagi yapanin kontrolii altinda konusundaki karar
konusunda  hemen degildir, ama isle ilgili tamamen isi
hemen hi¢ karar bazi kararlar alinmasina yapanin
verme imkani imkan tanir. sorumlulugu
tanimaz. altindadir.
2. Isiniz ne 6lciide kendi i¢inde bir biitiindiir? Yani, yaptigimz sey belirli bir

bas1 ve sonu olan biitiin bir is midir? Yoksa bagkalar1 ve ya otomatik makineler

tarafindan bitirilen bir isin sadece kii¢giik bir parg¢as1t midir?

1 2 3 4 5

Bu is bir biitiinlin Bu is bir biitiiniin Bu is bagindan sonuna
son derece ufak bir orta blyiikliikte bir kadar benim bitirdigim
parcasidir. parcasidir. bir biitiinii  kapsar.
Caligmalarimin Caligmalarim nihai Caligmalarimin sonucu
sonucu nihai iiriin iriin veya hizmette kolaylikla nihai iirlin

veya hizmette gortilebilir. veya hizmette goriliir.

goriilmez.

3. Isinizde ne derece cesitlilik vardir? Yani, isiniz ¢esitli beceri ve yetenekleri

kullanarak bir¢ok degisik sey yapmayi ne dl¢iide gerektirir?

1 2 3 4 5

Cok az; bu is Orta derecede Cok fazla; bu is bir¢ok
siirekli olarak ¢esitlilik vardir. degisik beceri ve
ayni alisilmis yetenekleri  kullanarak
seyleri tekrar bir ¢ok sey yapmayi
tekrar  yapmayi1 gerektirir.

gerektirir.

4. Genel olarak, isiniz ne derece dnemli ve anlamlidir? Yani, yaptiginiz isin

sonucu insanlarin hayatlarin1 veya durumlarini1 6nemli derecede etkiler mi?

1 2 3 4 5
Cok anlamli degil; Orta derecede Cok fazla;
calismalarimin anlaml ve caligmalarimin
sonucunun  diger Oonemlidir. sonucunun diger
insanlar  iizerinde insanlar iizerinde ¢ok
fazla bir etkisi onemli etkisi vardir.
yoktur.
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o. Performansinizin iyi olup olmadigina yonelik bilgiyi isin kendisinden
almak ne derece miimkiindiir? Yani, amirlerinizden veya mesai arkadaslarinizdan
edinilebilecek performans degerlendirmesi disinda, isin kendisine bakmak basarili

olup olmadiginiz konusunda ne kadar ipucu saglar?

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az; bu is Oyle Orta derecede; bu Cok fazla; bu igin
diizenlenmistir ki isi isi yapmak bazen diizenlenis bigimi
yapan nasil yaptigi isi yapana isin nasil yapildigi
konusunda bir performansla hakkinda stirekli
bilgiye sahip ilgili bilgi saglar. bilgi verir.
olmadan devamli
caligir.

Asagida, herhangi bir isi tammmlamak icin kullanilabilen ifadeler
siralanmistir. Bu ifadelerin isinizi ne kadar dogru tammmladigim belirtiniz.
Buna karar verirken isinizi sevip sevmediginize @ bakmaksizin
degerlendirmelerinizi yapmamz gerekmektedir. Degerlendirmenizi yaparken
asagida “cok yanhs” tan (1), “cok dogru” ya (5) dogru uzanan cevap
seceneklerini kullaniniz.

Verilen ifade isiniz icin ne derece gecerlidir?

1 2 3 4 5
Cok yanlis | Kismen yanlis | Emin degilim | Kismen dogru Cok
dogru
112|345
6. Isim bir dizi karmasik ve yiiksek diizeyde beceri
kullanmay1 gerektirir.
7. Isim bir biitin isi basindan sonuna kadar yapmaya
olanak taniyacak bi¢imde diizenlenmistir
8. Isimin gerektirdiklerini yapmak basarmi belirlemek
acisindan bir¢cok imkan saglar.
9. Isim oldukga basit ve tekrarlanan bir niteliktedir.(*)
10. Isimin nasil yapildig1 birgok kisiyi etkiler
11. Isim kisisel inisiyatifimi veya yargimi kullanmama asla
imkan tanimaz. (*)
12. Isim basladigim is boliimlerini tamamen bitirmeme
olanak saglar.
13. Isim ne derece basarili oldugum konusunda bana ¢ok az
ipucu saglar.(*)
14. Isimi nasil yapacagim konusunda bagimsizlik ve
Ozgiirliiglim vardir.
15. Isim burada yapilan islerin toplanu diisiiniildiigiinde, cok
onemli ve anlamli degildir.(*)

(*) Reverse-coded.
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TEAM PROACTIVE PERSONALITY / TAKIM PROAKTIVITESI

Asagida sizi kismen tamimlayan (ya da pek tammmlayamayan) bir takim

ozellikler sunulmaktadir. Liitfen asagida verilen ozelliklerle ilgili katilma

derecenizi belirtiniz.

0 1 2 3 4 5
Asla Nadiren, pek | Bazen, Ara sira Sik sik Genellikle Daima,
az, seyrek Her zaman
1 2 4 5

Kendi yagamimmi gelistirmek i¢in siirekli yeni
yollar aragtiririm.

Nerde olursam olayim, yapici bir degisim i¢in
giiclii bir etkiye sahibim.

Hicbir sey beni kendi diisiincelerimi gercege
doniistiirmekten daha ¢ok heyecanlandiramaz.

Eger hoslanmadigim bir sey goriirsem, onu
diizeltirim.

Ne kadar tuhaf olursa olsun, bir seye inanirsam
onu yaparim.

Digerlerinin goriislerine uymasa bile kendi
diisiincelerimi savunmay1 severim.

Firsatlart saptamada uzmanim.

Her zaman bir seyin en iyisini yapmanin
yollarmi ararim.

Eger bir seye inanirsam, hicbir sey onu
gergeklestirmemi engelleyemez.

Olanaklar1 diger insanlardan daha iyi tespit
ederim.
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TEAM COLLECTIVE EFFICACY / TAKIMIN KOLEKTIF YETERLILiGi

Liitfen, iiyesi oldugunuz ekibi diisiinerek, asagida belirtilen her bir ifadeye ne
olciide katldiginizi isaretleyiniz.

Inanmiyorum ki ekip olarak...

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Kararsizim;  Ne | Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum,  ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
1 2 3 4 5

1. Karsilastigimiz zorluklari asmak i¢in koordine
olmay1 daima becerebiliriz.

2. En zor anlarimizda bile uyumumuzu
koruyabiliriz.

3. Ortak hedeflerimize ulasabilmek i¢in daima
biitiinlesebiliriz.

4, Ortak bagarimiz igin farkli bilgi, beceri ve
deneyimlerimizi paylasabiliriz.

5. Cok is yiikiimiiz oldugu zamanlarda bile ortak
hedeflerimize ulagmay1 basarabiliriz.

6. Her zaman birbirimize destek olabiliriz.

7. Farkli gorlislere sahip olsak bile alinan
kararlarda
herkesin katilimini saglayabiliriz.

8. Bilgi, beceri ve deneyimlerimizi en iyi sekilde
biitiinlestirebiliriz.

9. En zor anlarda bile sinerjimizi koruyabiliriz.
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TEAM INTERPERSONAL TRUST / TAKIMDA KiSILER ARASI GUVEN

Liitfen, ityesi oldugunuz ekibi diisiinerek, asagida belirtilen her bir ifadeye ne

olciide katildiginizi isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Kararsizim;  Ne | Katiliyorum Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum katiltyorum,  ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum

1. | Birlikte calistigim ekip {yeleri istlendigi
gorevleri basariyla yerine getirir.

2. | Birlikte ¢alistigim ekip fyeleri, etkili ekip
performanst igin gerekli niteliklere sahiptir.

3. | Ekibimdeki iiyelerin uzmanligina giivenebilirim.

4. | Ekip liyelerinden rahatlikla yardim alabilirim.

5. | Ekip tiyeleri her zaman biitiin kaynaklar1 diger
takim arkadaglariyla paylasirlar.

6. | Ekip fyeleri, birbirlerini farkli diisiince ve
oOneriler sunmaya tesvik ederler.

7. | Ekip tyeleri birbirlerinin duygu ve diisiincelerine
saygi1 duyarlar.
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TEAM JOB CRAFTING

(TAKIMIN iS SEKIiLLENDIRMESI/ZANAATKARLIGI)

Liitfen, iiyesi oldugunuz ekibi diisiinerek, asagida belirtilen her bir ifadeye ne

olgiide kanldigimizi isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Kararsizim;  Ne | Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum,  ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
1 2] 3 4 5

1. | Becerilerimizi gelistirmeye caligiriz.

2. | Kendimizi mesleki olarak gelistirmeye calisiriz.

3. | Iste yeni seyler 6grenmeye ¢alisiriz. / Projemiz
iizerinde ¢alisirken yeni seyler 6grenmeye
caligiriz.

4. | Ekip iiyelerinin kapasitelerini sonuna kadar (en
iist diizeyde) kullandigindan eminiz.

5. | Bir seyleri nasil yapacagimiza kendimiz karar
verebiliriz.

6. | Isimizi ¢ok uzun siire boyunca konsantre olmak
zorunda kalmayacagim sekilde organize ederiz.

7. Birbirimizden tavsiye isteriz.

8. Is performansimizla ilgili birbirimizden geri
bildirim isteriz.

9. Y oneticilerimize (danigman/koordinator)
caligsmalarimizdan memnun olup olmadigin
sorariz.

10. | Daha fazla sorumluluk almak isteriz.

11. | Isimizin zihinsel olarak yogunlugunun daha az
olmasini saglamaya calisiriz.

12. | Isimizin duygusal olarak yogunlugunun daha az
olmasini saglamaya calisiriz.

13. | Kendi isimizi yonettigimiz i¢in, bizi duygusal
olarak etkileyen kisilerle iliskimizi en diisiik
diizeyde tutmaya c¢aligiriz.

14. | Kendi igimizi organize ettigimiz i¢in; gercekei
beklentileri olmayan insanlarla ilisgkimizi en
diisiik seviyede tutmaya c¢alisiriz.

15. Is hayatinda ¢ok zor kararlar vermek zorunda
kalmamaya calisiriz.

16. | Yoneticilerimizden bizi yetistirmelerini isteriz.

17. Yoneticilerimizin tarzindan esinleniriz.

18. | Ilging bir proje firsati ¢iktiginda, projeye katilmak
icin proaktif davraniriz.

19. | Eger yeni gelismeler varsa; onlari ilk 6grenen ve
deneyen kisilerden biri olurum.

20. | Cok fazla is olmadiginda, bu durumu yeni
projelere baslamak i¢in bir sans olarak goriiriiz.

21, Isimizin farkli yonlerinin arasindaki iligkileri

inceleyerek; isimizi daha zorlayici hale getirmeye
calisiriz.
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TEAM WORK ENGAGEMENT / TAKIMIN iS TUTKUNLUGU

Liitfen, ityesi oldugunuz ekibi diisiinerek, asagida belirtilen her bir ifadeye ne

olciide katildiginizi isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Kararsizim;  Ne | Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiltyorum,  ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
1 2 3 4 5

Calisirken, ekipge enerji dolu hissederiz.

Calisirken giiglii ve ding hissederiz.

Ekibim is konusunda oldukg¢a heveslidir.

Isimiz/ Gorevlerimiz bize ilham verir.

Cok uzun saatler ¢alisabiliriz.

Yaptigimiz isten gurur duyarim.

Caligirken ige dalip giderim.

Calistigimiz zaman yaptigimiz ise kapilip gideriz.

©|oINo g~ W

Calisirken zamanin nasil gectigini anlamayiz.
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TEAM PERFORMANCE / TAKIM PERFORMANSI

Liitfen, ityesi oldugunuz ekibi diisiinerek, asagida belirtilen her bir ifadeye ne

olciide katildiginizi isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Kararsizim;  Ne | Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum,  ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
2 4 5

Calisma ekibimiz yiiksek kalitede is ortaya
koymaktadir.

Ekibimiz igimizin esasini olusturan ana
gorevlerimizi basariyla yerine getirmektedir.

Isimizi yaparken zamam verimli bir sekilde
kullanabilmekte ve is planlarma bagh
kalmaktayiz.

Isi basarilh bir sekilde yapabilmek igin
gerekli teknik bilgiyi gorevlerimizi yerine
getirirken etkili bir sekilde
kullanabilmekteyiz.

Ekibimiz olumlu bir degerlendirmeye
layiktir.

Ekibimizin performansi diger gruplarinkini
asmaktadir.
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Boliimiiniizde farkl: kisilerin yaptig1 islerin birbiri ile iliskisini besli 6l¢ekte nasil

degerlendirirsiniz?
1 2 3 4 5
Birbirinden bagimsiz. Herkes kendi Tamamen birbirine bagl.
isini yapiyor. Birimizin hatasi ya da
basarist hepimizin
performansim etkiliyor.
DEMOGRAFIK BILGILER
Yas:
Cinsiyet:
Takiminizdaki kisi sayisti:
Mevcut takimmizla gecirdiginiz ¢alisma siiresi:  (giin/ay/y1l  belirtiniz):

Ogrenci iseniz

Bolimiiniz:

Cahisiyorsaniz

Calistiginiz sektor (Kamu, bankacilik, kimya, otomotiv vb.):

Kurum tipi: (Kamu, aile sirketi, &zel sektdr, uluslararasi, startup, KOBI):

Calisma hayatindaki toplam siireniz (ay/yil belirtiniz):
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D. DEBRIEFING FORM / KATILIM SONRASI BiLGILENDIiRME
FORMU

Calismaya katiliminiz ve degerli katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma, daha dnce de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
Yiiksek Lisans Programi o6grencisi Tugba Purtul tarafindan Prof. Dr. Reyhan
Bilgi¢ danigmanliginda yiirtitiilen bir tez ¢aligmasidir.

Arastirmanin amaci, basarili takim performansinin nedenleri iizerine bir model
gelistirmektir. Bu baglamda is karakteristikleri (yetenek ¢esitliligi, gorevin kimligi,
gorevin Onemi, Ozerklik ve geri bildirim) ve kisilik ozelliklerinin (proaktivite,
kolektif yeterlilik) takimin is sekillendirmesi, ise tutkunlugu ve nihayet
performansa nasil etki edecegi ve kisileraras1 giivenin bu iliskideki giiclendirici
rolii arastirilmaktadir.

Bu calismadan elde edilecek verilen 2019 yilimin ilk yarisinda elde edilmesi
amaglanmaktadir. Elde edilecek bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir.

Calismanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmasi igin tiim takim

arkadaslarimizin_sizinle aynt rumuzda bu calismaya dahil olmasim ve diger

kisilerle ¢alisma ile ilgili detayli bilgi paylagiminda bulunmamanizi rica ederiz.
Arastirmanin sonuglarint 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Tugba

Purtul'a (tugba.purtul@gmail.com) basvurabilirsiniz.
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E. MULTILEVEL REGRESSION MODELING RESULTS

The results for the multilevel regression modelling revealed via SPSS version 21
mixed model showed that team collective efficacy, team interpersonal trust and
team work engagement had positive correlation with team performance. To begin
with, team collective efficacy was positively correlated with team performance at
team level (standardized estimate = .35, p<.001), meaning that the higher
collective efficacy, the better team performance. Team interpersonal trust, in turn,
was positively correlated with team performance: standardized estimate = .42,
p<.001 at team level. This positive correlation tells that as team interpersonal trust
increases, team performance increase. Team work engagement standardized
estimate = .43, p<.001 at team level, which means that the higher team work

engagement result in better team performance across teams. On the other hand,

team task characteristics (standardized estimate = -.26, p<.01) and team job
crafting (standardized estimate = -.22, p<.05) negatively influence team
performance.
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F. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

GIRIS

Calisan kusaklarin degismesiyle birlikte isletmelerde uygulama ve organizasyon
yapisi acisindan yillar i¢inde degisiklikler olmustur. Yeni ve daha talepkar olan
cagdas toplumda, calisanlarin ise yoOnelik azalan ozverisi, verimlilik disiisi,
devamsizlik ve isten ayrilmalarda artis gibi sebeplerle firmalar yeni is siirecleri
tasarlamak zorunda kalmaktadir. Yillar i¢inde isin dogasinda da cesitli
degisiklikler meydana gelmistir. Ornegin, giiniimiiz is diinyasinda stabilite yerine
daha dinamik is ortami ve is tanimi, c¢esitlilik; tek basina calismak yerine takim
caligmasi; calisanlara detayli is tamimlar1 sunmak yerine c¢alisanlarin isi
sekillendirmesine (zanaatkarli1) olanak taninmasi; sabit calisma saatleri ve
standart is kaliplar1 yerine esnek calismaya yonelik diizenlemeler gibi degisiklikler
goriilmektedir (Schaufeli, 2014, s.9). Dolayisiyla, isletmelerin bu degisikliklere
uyum saglayabilmesi i¢in mekanik ve hiyerarsik organizasyon yapilarini yatay ve

daha esnek yapilara dontistiirmeleri gerekmektedir.

Is diinyasinda yayginlasan bu sorunlarla basa ¢ikmak ve mevcut ¢ag1 yakalamanin
alternatiflerinden biri olarak i3 sekillendirmesi (zanaatkarligi) olgusu
goriilmektedir. Mevcut caligma, Bakker ve Demerouti (2007) tarafindan
gelistirilen is kaynaklar1 ve gerekleri teorisine dayandirilmaktadir. Bakker ve
Demerouti (2007), tiim is karakteristiklerinin is kaynaklar1 ya da gerekleri seklinde
kategorize edilebilecegini ifade etmislerdir. Is gerekleri, dgrenme, biiyiime ve
gelisimi saglayan fizyolojik veya psikolojik maliyetler icerirken; fiziksel, duygusal
ve zihinsel birtakim caba ve becerileri gerektiren calisanlarin motivasyonuna
pozitif katkida bulunan fiziksel, sosyal ve oOrgiitsel is karakteristikleri ise is
kaynaklar1 olarak adlandirilir (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, s. 312). Calisana

saglanan oOzerklik, geribildirim verilmesi is gerekleri ornekleri iken, yeni bir
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projeye baslamak ya da duygusal ve biligsel yiiklerin paylasilmasi is kaynaklari

olarak Orneklenebilir.

Mevcut c¢alisma, takimin is sekillendirmesi oOnciillerini bulmayr ve takim

performansi ile iliskilendirme yolunu kesfetmeyi amaglamaktadir.

Takim Performansi: Is performans;, “kurumsal amag¢ ve hedefleri
gergceklestirmeye yonelik Olgeklenebilir eylem, davranis ve tutku” olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000, s. 216). Insanlarin raslantisal bir
araya gelmesiyle olusturulan gruplardan ziyade farkli tecriibe, yetkinlik ve bilginin
ortak amag¢ ve degerlere yonelik bir araya getirilmesiyle olusturulan takimlarin
(Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Proehl, 1996; Straub, 2002) verimliligi ve performansi
daha yiiksektir. Bundan dolayi, “takim” ve “performans” kavramlar1 birbirinden

ayrilmaz iki kavramdir (Katzenbach, Smith, & Muallimoglu, 1998).

Bakker ve Demerouti (2007) tarafindan gelistirilen is gerekleri-kaynaklar1 modeli
dogrultusunda is sekillendirme (zanaatkarlik) ve ise tutkunluk performansin
onciilleri olarak goriilmiistiir (Bakker, Rodriguez-Mufioz, & Sanz Vergel, 2016;
Torrente, Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2012; Tims ve ark., 2013; Tims, Bakker,
& Derks, 2014). Takim performansini1 konu alan bu ¢alisma ise, is sekillendirme
ve is tutkunlugunun takim diizeyinde goriilmesinin takim performansinin onciilleri

olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Takimn s Sekillendirmesi: Is sekillendirmesi (zanaatkarlig1) kavrami ilk olarak
Wrzesniewski ve Dutton (2001) tarafindan c¢alisanlarin daha anlamli bir is
yaratmak amaciyla gorevlerin, iliskilerin ve rollerin fiziksel ve biligsel olarak
degistirilmesi olarak tanimlanmistir. Burada, klasik is tasarimi kavraminin aksine
asagidan yukariya dogru gelisen bir degisim, c¢alisanlarin aktifligi s6z konusudur.
Is sekillendirmesinin {i¢ alt boyutu bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan gérevlerin
sekillendirilmesi (zanaatkarligi) ¢alisanlarin  kendi becerileri dogrultusunda
gorevin cinsiyle (mevcut gorevlerine harcayacagi zaman, enerji ve dikkatin
sekillendirilmesi) ve gorev sayisiyla (yeni gorev ekleme/cikarma) ilgili iken;

Iliskisel sekillendirme (zanaatkarlig1) ise gorevlerin dikkat gerekliligi ve
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karmagikligina gore kisiler arasi etkilesimin ¢alisanlar tarafinda sekillendirilmesi
anlammna gelmektedir. Biligsel sekillendirme (zanaatkarlik) de gorevlerin
karmasikli§ina gore ¢alisanlarin gorev ve iligkileri algilama seklinin (kendini isin
bir parcasinda yoksa biitiiniinde mi gordiigiiyle ilgili) degistirilmesi seklinde ifade
edilmigstir (Ghitulescu, 2006). Daha sonra, Tims ve Bakker (2010) tarafindan is
sekillendirmesi kavrami calisanlarin is gerekleri ve kaynaklarinda yaptiklari
proaktif degisiklikler olarak tanmimlanmis; Bakker, Tims, ve Derks (2012) ise
Bakker ve Demerouti (2007) tarafindan gelistirilen is gerekleri ve kaynaklar
modeli c¢ergevesinde is sekillendirmesinin (zanaatkarligi) dort farkli sekilde
gergeklestirilebilecegini Onermistir: yapisal/sosyal i1s kaynaklarini artirmak, zorlu

is gereklerini artirmak ve engelleyici is gereklerini azaltmak.

Yirmibirinci yiizyilin baglarinda ortaya ¢ikan is sekillendirmesi (zanaatkarligi),
Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi alaninda nispeten yeni ortaya ¢ikan bir kavram
olmasina ragmen, son yillarda aragtirmacilar tarafindan olduk¢a c¢ok ilgi
gormiistlir. Literatiir, is sekillendirmesinin (zanaatkarligi) hem calisan agisindan
(kisi-is uyumu, anlamli is, is tatmini ve is tutkunlugu (Christian, Garza, &
Slaughter, 2011; Demerouti, Cropanzano, Bakker, & Leiter, 2010; Shusha, 2014;
Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims ve ark, 2012; Tims ve ark., 2013; Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001; Yavuz, 2018) hem de isletme agisindan (kurum aidiyeti, orgiitsel
vatandaslik davraniglari, performans, isten ayrilma niyetinin azalmasi (Irvin, 2017;
Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk,
2009; Lyons, 2008; Tims & Bakker, 2010) olumlu sonuglar iirettigini

gostermektedir.

Literatiirde takimin is sekillendirmesinin onciilleri ve sonuclar1 hakkinda heniiz az
miktarda ¢alisma mevcuttur. Takimin is sekillendirmesi, takimin is tatmini, ise
bagliligi, isten ayrilma niyetinin azalmasi (Leana ve ark., 2009), takim yeterliligi
(McClelland, Leach, Clegg, & McGowan, 2014), is tutkunlugu, bireysel ve takim
performansin1 (Mékikangas, Aunola, Seppild, & Hakanen, 2016; Tims ve ark.,
2013) pozitif yonde etkilemektedir.
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Takimn Is Tutkunlugu: {s tutkunlugu, canli ve enerjik olma, ise caba sarf etme
konusunda istekli olma, ¢alisirken zamanin nasil gectigini anlamadan, konsantre
olarak sikilmadan ¢alisma, zorluklar karsisinda direngli olabilme gibi olumlamalar
seklinde tamimlanmaktadir (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker,
2002). Takim tiyelerinin birbiriyle olan etkilesimi ve deneyim paylasimi sayesinde
ayni olumlamalarin takim diizeyinde goriilmesi takimin ise tutkunlugu olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Onceki calismalar, is kaynaklarmi (is arkadaslar1 ve
yoneticilerinin sosyal destegi, performans hakkinda geribildirim, gorev c¢esitliligi,
ozerklik ve 6grenme firsatlarinin varligini) (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Hakanen,
Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova,
2007), dontisiimsel liderlik ve lider-iiye etkilesimini (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Macey
& Schneider, 2008; Christian ve ark., 2011) is tutkunlugunun Onciilleri olarak

tespit etmistir.

Isine tutkun bir ¢alisan, hissettigi pozitif duygular sayesinde (mutluluk, eglence,
heves), kendi kaynaklarini {iretebilme ve bu ise angaje olma halini bagkalarina da
yansitabilmektedir. Bu sayede de daha iyi performans gostermektedir (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008). Is sekillendirme (zanaatkarlik) ve is performansi arasindaki
pozitif iligskinin dogrudan (Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009; Lyons, 2008)
ve ise tutkunlugun araciliginda oldugunu ortaya koyan c¢alismalar bulunmaktadir.
Bu aracili iliski hem bireysel (Bakker ve ark., 2012; Christian ve ark., 2011;
Demerouti ve ark., 2010; Tims & Bakker, 2010) hem de takim diizeyinde (Tims ve
ark., 2013) gerceklesmektedir. Takimin is sekillendirmesinin sosyal kaynaklarin
artirilmast (destekleyici takim iklimi, koordinasyon ve takim calismasi) boyutu
takimin ise tutkunlugu ve nihayet takim performansini olumlu yordamaktadir
(Torrente ve ark., 2012). Benzer sekilde saglik sektoriinde galisan 525 kisi ve 54
takim ile yapilan ¢alisma hem bireysel hem takim diizeyinde ise tutkunlugun is
sekillendirme ve performans arasindaki olumlu iliskide aracilik ettigini ortaya

koymustur (Tims ve ark., 2013).

Bu calisma takimin is sekillendirmesinin takim performansini olumlu yordayict

iligkisinin takimin ige tutkunlugu araciliginda gerceklesecegini test etmektedir.

103



Takimmm Is Sekillendirmesinin Onciilleri: Takimm is sekillendirmesinin
onciilleri (Maékikangas, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2017) ve sonuglar1 (Leana,
Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009; McClelland, Leach, Clegg, & McGowan, 2014;
Tims2013) literatiirde ¢ok az calisilmis ve hatta Tiirkiye’de bu konuda heniiz
calisma yapilmamistir. Bu ¢alismada takimin is sekillendirmesi onciilleri olarak
takimin 1s karakteristikleri, kisilik Ozellikleri (takimin proaktivitesi, takimin

kolektif yeterliligi) ve takimda kisiler aras1 giiven test edilmektedir.

A. Takimin Is Karakteristikleri: Hackman ve Oldham (1980) bes faktorlii is
karakteristikleri modelinin takim seviyesinde tanimlanmasiyla Strubler ve York
(2007) tarafindan takim is karakteristikleri modeli gelistirilmistir. Gorev kimligi,
gorev Onemi ve beceri g¢esitliligi kavramlarinin bir araya gelmesiyle isin
anlamlilig1 kavrami gelistirilmistir. Isin anlamlilig1 ve takim performansi arasinda
dogrudan pozitif yordayict bir iliski goriilmektedir (Stewart, 2006). Calisanlar
yaptiklari isi degerli ve dnemli goriirlerse, is tatminleri ve motivasyonlar1 artacak
ve dolayisiyla daha iyi performans gostereceklerdir (Batt & Appelbaum, 1995;
Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Grant, 2007; Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010).
Takimin islerini yaparken ve siiregleri yonetirken ne kadar 6zgiir ve bagimsiz
hareket edebildikleri takimin 6zerkligi seklinde tanimlanmaktadir. Ozerklik, yeni
beceriler edinme (Parker, 1998), ise tutkunluk (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001;
Tims & Bakker, 2010), motivasyon ve is tatmini (van Mierlo, Rutte, Kompier, &
Doorewaard, 2005) ve performans: (Stewart, 2006) olumlu yordamaktadir. s
karakteristiklerinin geribildirim boyutu da yapilan islerin sonuglarina yonelik
alman degerlendirmeler 1s181inda kisilerin davraniglarini yonetmesi ve yeniden
sekillendirerek daha iyi performans sergilendigini géstermistir (Cohen, Ledford, &
Spreitzer, 1996; Ergiin & Eyisoy, 2018; Spreitzer, Cohen, & Ledford, 1999).

Is karakteristikleri ve is sekillendirmesi iliskisi hakkinda birtakim calismalar
yapilmistir. Mattarelli ve Tagliaventi’nin (2015) calismasina gore calisanlar isin
kimligine yonelik bir tehdit hissetiklerinde kisisel ve organizasyonel gelisimi
saglamak amaciyla is sekillendirmesi (zanaatkarligl) davranisi gostermeye yatkin
olmaktadir. Bunun yani sira, 6zerklik ¢alisanlarin is sekillendirmesi (zanaatkarligi)

ve is refahinin olumlu yordayicisidir (Slemp ve ark., 2015).
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Is karakteristikleri ve takim performans: iliskisi yazinda ¢ok az calisilmistir.
Cin’de 100 yonetici ve 382 takim {iyesinden olugan 100 takimla yapilan ¢alisma
(Li, Li, & Wang, 2009) isin anlamlilig1 (gorev kimligi, gérevin 6nemi, beceri
cesitliligi) ve takim performansi arasinda dogrudan pozitif bir iligki oldugunu
belirtmislerdir. Ayrica, 6zerklik ve geri bildirim boyutlar: ile takim performansi
iliskisinin ise takim iiyelerinin is tatmini aracilifiyla yordandigin1 ortaya
koymustur. Chiu ve Chen’in (2005) calismasi, takim performansinin, takim
gorevlerinin yeniden tasarlanmasi ve gorevlerin cesitlendirilmesi gibi ¢esitli
yontemlerle artirilabilecegini onermektedir. Mevcut ¢alismada, takim {iyelerinin
yaptiklari isin anlamli oldugunu diisiinmeleri, 6zerklik ve geribildirimin mevcut
olmasi halinde is sekillendirmesi yapabileceklerini, islerine tutkun olacaklarini ve

daha iyi performans sergileyecekleri test edilmektedir.

B. Proaktif Kisilik: Cevresini degistirme yoniinde aktif davraniglar sergilemeye
yonelik egilim proaktif kisilik olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Bateman & Crant, 1993, s.
103). Bunlarin, kisisel inisiyatif almalari ve kendi agindaki kisilerle iligki
gelistirmeleri  sebebiyle proaktif kisiler 1iyi performans gostermektedirler
(Thompson, 2005). Proaktif kisilerin basarili performans gostermesinin nedeni, bu
kisilerin isi sekillendirmelerine (zanaatkarlik) baglanmistir (Bakker, Tims, &
Derks, 2012; Mamak, 2018). Bireysel diizeyde proaktif kisilik, is sekillendirmesi
ve performans caligmalarindan hareketle bu calisma, cevresini etkileme ve
sekillendirme konusunda aktif olan proaktif kisilerden olusan takimlarin is

sekillendirme ve takim performansini olumlu yonde etkilemeleri test edilmektedir.

C. Kolektif Yeterlilik: Hedefleri gergeklestirebilmek igin takim tiyelerinin
organizasyon ve uygulama becerilerinin yeterli oldugun yonelik ortak inang
seklinde tanimlanmaktadir (Bandura, 1997, s. 477). Kolektif yeterlilik, takim
yeterliligi ve motivasyonu (Solansky, 2008), takimin ise tutkunlugu (Salanova,
Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2011) ve takim performansi (Chou, Lin, Chang, & Chuang,
2013; Gully, Beaubien, Incalcaterra, & Joshi, 2002; Gibson, 2003; Kozub &
McDonnell, 2000; Parker, 1994) anlamina gelmektedir. Mevcut ¢alisma, takimin
kolektif yeterliligi takimin is sekillendirmesinin bir onciilii olarak test etmekte ve

takimin  kolektif yeterliligi ve takim performans: iligkisinin takimin is
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sekillendirmesi ve takimin ise tutkunlugu araciliklariyla yordayiciligr test

edilmektedir.

D. Kisiler aras1 giiven: Giivenin en yaygin kabul gérmiis tanimi “karsi tarafin
eylemlerine kars1 savunmasiz olma istegi” dir (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995,
5.712). Isgiiciinde cesitliligin artmas1 (Jamieson & O’Mara, 1991; Schaufeli, 2014,
s.9), isyerinde sorumluluklar1 paylasan ve ¢alisanlari karar alma siireglerine dahil
eden otonom takimlarin uygulanmasi (Golembiewski & McConkie, 1975; Keen,
1990; Lawler, 1992; Larson & LaFasto, 1989), takim c¢aligmasi ve esnekligin
gerekli oldugu ortamlarda (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005) kisiler arasi giivenin

Onemi artmaktadir.

Gorgiil arastirmalar, kisilerarasi glivenin daha iyi satis hacmi ve kar orani sagladigi
(Davis, Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 2000) ve takim performansini1 (Costa, 2003;
Hafizoglu, 2010; Klimoski & Karol, 1976) artirdigin1 bulmuslardir. Ayrica yine,
kigileraras1  giivenin  iletisim  (Mellinger, 1959;  O'Reilly & Roberts,
1974), calisanlar arasinda igbirligi (Gambetta, 1988), bilgi paylasimi (Mooradian,
Renzl, & Matzler, 2006) ve karar verme (Zand, 1972) iizerinde olumlu etkilerinin

oldugu gosterilmistir.

Takimlarda kisiler arasi giivenin takimin is sekillendirmesini nasil etkileyecegi
yoOniinde literatlirde bir bosluk oldugu bu gorgiil arastirmalarda ifade edilmistir
(Tims ve ark., 2013). Parker, Williams ve Turner’m (2006) ¢alismasi, insanlar
takim arkadaslarina duyduklar1 giiven sayesinde temel gorevlerin Otesinde bir
seyler denediklerini ve proaktif is davranislart gosterebileceklerini 6ne slirmiistiir.
Bu dogrultuda, mevcut calismada takimda kisilerarast glivenin takimin is
sekillendirmesinin yordayicis1 oldugu, takimin ise tutkunlugunun ve takim

performansini olumlu etkileyecegi test edilmektedir.

Yukaridaki agiklamalar 1s1ginda bu aragtirmada degisik hipotezler test edilmistir.

Bu hipotezler, H1 den H11 e kadar asagida verilmistir.

H1: Takimin is sekillendirmesi takimin ise tutkunlugunu olumlu yordamaktadir.
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H2: Takimin ise tutkunlugu takim performansini olumlu yordamaktadir.

H3: Takimin iy sekillendirmesinin takim performansi iliskisine takimin ige

tutkunlugu aracilik etmektedir.

H4: Takimin is karakteristiklerinin takimin is sekillendirmesinin  olumlu

yordayicisidir.

H5: Takimin is sekillendirmesi ve takimin is tutkunlugunun takimin ig
karakteristikleri ve takim performansi arasindaki swali aracilik rolii

bulunmaktadir.

H6: Takimin proaktif kisiligi takimin is sekillendirmesinin olumlu yordayicisidir.

H7: Takimin is sekillendirmesi ve takimin is tutkunlugunun takimin proaktif kisiligi

ve takim performansi arasindaki sirali aracilik rolii bulunmaktadir.

H8: Takimin kolektif yeterliligi takimin is sekillendirmesinin olumlu yordayicisidr.

HO: Takimin is sekillendirmesi ve takimin is tutkunlugunun takimin kolektif

yeterliligi ve takim performansi arasindaki sirali aracilik rolii bulunmaktadir.

H10: Takimda kisiler arasit giiven takimin iy sekillendirmesinin  olumlu

yordayicisidir.

H11: Takimin is sekillendirmesi ve takimin is tutkunlugunun takimda kisiler arasi

giiven ve takim performansi arasindaki sirali aracilik rolii bulunmaktadir.

YONTEM

Katihmcilar

Bu calisma icin gereken Orneklem sayisi, G* Power programi kullanilarak 119

olarak hesaplanmistir. Tabachnick ve Fidell’in 6nerisine gore ise (N > 50 + 8m ; m
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= bagimsiz degisken sayis1) minimum 98 katilimcili bir ¢alisma 6rneklemi uygun

bulunmustur.

Is sekillendirmesi (zanaatkarlig1) konusunda yapilan gérgiil ¢alismalarin homojen
yani sadece bir meslek grubundan Orneklem segilerek yliriitiilmesi sebebiyle
(Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009; Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2015)
literatiirde 6rneklem ¢esitlendirmesinin eksik oldugu gerekgesiyle mevcut ¢aligma,
Tirkiye’nin farkli bolgelerinden farkli is ve meslek gruplar1 Orneklemiyle

ylrlitilmistiir.

Calismanin 6rneklemini 147 kisi (39'u takim lideri olan) 46 takim olusturmaktadir.
Calismaya katilanlarin 76’sim1 kadinlar, 71°ini ise erkekler olusturmaktadir.
Katilimcilarin yas araliklar1 19 ile 52 arasinda dagilim gostermekte olup biiyiik
cogunlugunun 26-33 yas araliginda (%47.62) oldugu goriilmektedir. 18-25 yas
araliginda olan katilimer sayist ise Orneklemin %29.93’linli olusturmaktadir.
Katilimcilarin ortalama is tecriibeleri 6.5 yildan fazla olmakla birlikte mevcut
ekipleriyle ortalama 2.5 yildir birlikte ¢alismakta ve birbirlerini uzun siiredir
tanimaktadirlar. Sektorel dagilim agisindan, sadece sekiz katilimer 6grenci olup,
katilimecilarin % 19.73'4 kamu sektoriinde, % 74.831 ise 0Ozel sektorde
caligmaktadir. Katilimcilarin  biiyiik ¢ogunlugu servis isleriyle ugrasirken
(%88,49), sadece % 11,51'1 iiretim isi yapmaktadir. Caligmaya katilan takimlar

ortalama alt1 kisiden olusmaktadir.

Katilimcilarla ¢evrim i¢i (online) ortamda paylasilan 6lcekler ise asagidaki gibidir:

Olcekler

Takimin is Karakteristikleri Olcegi: Algilanan takimin is karakteristiklerini
olemek icin Hackman ve Oldman (1980) tarafindan hazirlanan Is Tanilama
Anketinin Varoglu (1986) tarafindan uyarlanan Tiirk¢e versiyonu kullanilmustir.
Olgek 15 madde ve gorev kimligi, gdrevin onemi, beceri ¢esitliligi, 6zerklik ve
geri bildirim boyutlarindan olusmaktadir. Olgegin, Yalgin (2017) tarafindan

Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde kullanilan giivenilirlik analizi sonucu Cronbach Alfa degeri
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.78 olarak hesaplanmigtir. Bu 6l¢ekte ve c¢alismada kullanilan diger 6lgeklerde

Olgek ortalamalari alinarak 6lgek puani hesaplamistir.

Takimin Proaktif Kisiligi Ol¢egi: Kisiler tarafindan algilanan takimin proaktif
kisiligini 6lgmek i¢in Bateman ve Crant (1993) tarafindan gelistirilen PKO
kullanilmistir. Olgek, Akin ve Arict (2015) tarafindan Tiirkgeye uyarlanmis olup
tek faktor ve 10 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgcek maddelerinin faktor yiikleri .60 ve
.75 arasinda olup. Bu c¢aligmada Cronbach Alfa degeri .86 olarak bulunmustur.

Takimin Kolektif Yeterliligi Olgegi: italyan arastirmacilar Borgogni, Petitta, ve
Mastrorilli (2010), Petitta ve Falcone (2007) ve Russo, Dammacco, ve Borgogni
(2007) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Arikan (2009) tarafindan Tiirk¢e uyarlamasi
yapilan dokuz maddelik takimin algilanan kolektif yeterlilik 6l¢egi kullanilmistir.
Bu calismada Cronbach Alfa degeri .96 olarak bulunmustur.

Takimda Kisiler Arasi Giiven Olgegi: Takimin algilanan kisiler aras1 giivenini
olgmek i¢in Erdem, Ozen ve Atsan (2003) tarafindan gelistirilen tek faktorli yedi
maddelik 6lgek kullanilmistir. Olgegin Cronbach Alfa degeri .82 olup giivenilik
degeri kabul edilebilir diizeydedir.

Takimmm Is Sekillendirmesi (Zanaatkarhg) Olcegi: Is sekillendirmesi
(zanaatkarligl) 6lcegi Tims, Bakker ve Derks (2012) tarafindan gelistirimis olup
6lcegin takim diizeyine uyarlamasi da Tims ve ark. (2013) tarafindan yapilmistir.
Is sekillendirme (zanaatkarlig1) Slgegi Akin, Saricam, Kaya ve Demir (2014)
tarafindan Tiirkcelestirilmis olup Cronbach Alfa degeri .81dir. Mevcut ¢alisma,
Akin ve ark. (2014) olgegindeki “ben” ifadelerinin “biz” e doniistiiriilerek

algilanan takimin is sekillendirmesi (zanaatkarlig1) degiskeni 6lglimlenmistir.

Takimmn Ise Tutkunlugu Olcegi: Schaufeli, Bakker ve Salanova (2006)
tarafindan gelistirilen is tutkunlugu (work engagement) 6l¢egi dokuz madde ve ii¢
alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olcegin takim diizeyine uyarlamasi Torrente, Salanova,
Llorens ve Schaufeli (2012) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Is tutkunlugu 6lcegi Dalay
(2007) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye gevirilmis olup, Cronbach Alfa degeri .97dir. Bu
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calismada, Dalay (2007) 6l¢egindeki “ben” ifadesinin “biz” olarak doniistiiriilmesi

yoluyla algilanan takimin is tutkunlugu 6l¢egi olusturulmustur.

Takim Performansi1 Olcegi: Katilimcilar tarafindan  algilanan  takim
performansini 6lgmek i¢in Erdem ve Ozen (2003) tarafindan gelistirilen alti

maddelik 6lgek kullanilmistir. Olgegin Cronbach Alfa degeri .89°dir.

Kontrol Degiskenleri: Bireysel seviye analizlerde katilimcilarin takimdaki roli
(lider olup olmadiklar1), goérev bagimhiligi, takim bulyiikliigli, cinsiyet,
calisan/6grenci takimi, is tiirii (liretim/servis) degiskenlerinin c¢aligmadaki
degiskenlerle korelasyonu anlamli bulunmus ve kontrol edilmigtir.  Takim
seviyesindeki analizlerde gorev bagimliligi, takim biytlkligl, c¢alisan/6grenci

takimi ve is tlirii (liretim/servis) degiskenleri kontrol degiskeni olarak alinmistir.
Siirec

Verilen toplanmasi éncesinde, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar
Etik Komitesi’nden etik onay1 alinmistir. Hazirlanan anketler ¢evrimig¢i (online)
olarak dagitilmistir. Baslangigta, katilimcilara bilgilendirilmis onam formu
saglanmistir. Takim liderlerini ayirt etmek igin katilimcilara takimdaki rolleri
sorulmus, ardindan tiim katilimcilar anket sorularini yanitlamistir. Son olarak,
katilim sonrasi bilgilendirme formu sunulmus, katilimcilardan ¢aligma ekibindeki

arkadaslarini bu ¢alismaya davet etmeleri istenmistir.
Istatistiksel Veri Analizi

Istatistiksel analizler, Sosyal Bilimler icin Istatistik Paketi’nin (SPSS) Windows
icin 21. siirimii kullanilarak yapilmistir. Aracilik testleri icin Hayes PROCESS
Macro’nun ilgili modelleri (Model 4 ve Model 6) kullanilmistir (Hayes, 2017).

BULGULAR
Analize baglamadan Once veri seti minimum-maksimum degerler, hatali veri

girisleri, kayip veriler i¢in kontrol edilmistir. Kayip veri analizi yapilmis, Little’s
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MCAR testi ile kayip verilerin rassal dagildig1 saptanmustir (y2=2235.774, p=.335,
anlamsiz). Kayip veri sayisinin veri setinin %5’inden az olmas1 sebebiyle kayip
veriler ortalama deger atamasi yapilarak doldurulmustur. Akabinde yapilan tek
boyutlu u¢ degerler SPSS araciligiyla “boxplot” grafikleri incelenerek belirlenmis;
cok boyutlu degiskenlerin belirlenmesi i¢in ise Mahalonobis Uzakligi degerleri
kullanilmistir. Bu analiz sonunda ii¢ katilimcinin verileri u¢ deger belirlenmistir.
Cok boyutlu regresyon analizinin varsayimlar1 da test edilmis olup istatistiksel

analizler bu ug¢ degerlerin atilmasiyla 147 katilimciyla gerceklestirilmistir.

Calismanin degiskenlerinin minimum-maksimum degerleri, ortalama ve standart
sapma degerleri Tablo 3.3 (bireysel veri seti) ve Tablo 3.4’de (takim veri seti);
degiskenlerin birbiri ile olan korelasyon degerleri Tablo 3.3.1 de (bireysel veri

seti) ve Tablo 3.4.1 de (takim veri seti) bulunmaktadir.

Katilimeilarin rolii, gérev bagimliligi, cinsiyet ve takim biiytikliigii degiskenleri
kontrol edildiginde, ilk hipotez takimin is sekillendirmesi ve takimin ig tutkunlugu
arasindaki pozitif iligki (£=.85 p<.001) ; ve takim biiylikliigii degiskeni kontrol
edildiginde ikinci hipotez, takimin is tutkunlugunun takim performansini

yordayacagi (f=.74, p<.001) desteklenmistir.

Takimin is tutkunlugunun takimm is sekillendirmesi ve takim performansi
arasindaki kismi aracilik rolii, iiglincii hipotez de desteklenmistir. Takimin is
sekillendirmesi ve takimin is tutkunlugu arasinda pozitif yonli bir iliski (b =
.96, t (140) =17.20, p<.001); takimin is sekillendirmesi; takimin is tutkulugundaki
varyansin %73’linli tek basina agiklamistir. Takimin is sekillendirmesinin takim
performansi lizerindeki toplam etkisi de anlamli bulunmus (b = .75, t (140) =
10.97, p<.001); takimin is sekillendirmesi takim performansindaki varyansin
%350’sini tek basina agiklamistir. Takimin is tutkunlugu modele eklendiginde
takimin is sekillendirmesinin takim performansi tizerindeki direkt etkisinin
diistiigii ancak hala anlamli oldugu goriilmektedir. Takimin is tutkunlugunun
modele eklenmesiyle takim performansindaki agiklanan varyans %58‘e

ylikselmistir. Bu sonug, takimin is sekillendirmesinin takim performansina etkisine
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takimin is tutkunlugunun kismi aracilik ettigi hipotezinin dogrulandigim

gostermektedir.

Takimin is karakteristiklerinin takimin is sekillendirmesinin olumlu yordayiciligi
dordiincii hipotez desteklenmistir (b =. 48, t (139) =4.78, p <.001). Takimin is
karakteristikleri ve takim performansi lizerindeki etkisi anlamlidir (b =.50, t (139)
= 4.67, p<.001l) ve takim performansindaki varyansin %32’si takimin is
karakteristikleri tarafindan aciklanmistir. Takimin is sekillendirmesi ve is
tutkunlugu modele eklendiginde takimin is karakteristiklerinin takim performansi
tizerindeki direkt etkisinin diistiigii ancak hala anlamli oldugu goriilmektedir (b =
19, SE = .07) 95% CI [.09, .35]). Takimin is karakteristikleri, takimin is
sekillendirmesi ve takimin ise tutkunlugundan olusan bu modelle takim
performansindaki aciklanan varyans %62‘e yiikselmistir. Bu sonug, Hipotez 5’1
desteklenmistir, yani takimin is karakteristikleri (gorev kimligi, goérev Onemi,
beceri cesitliligi, gérev 6zerkligi ve geri bildirim), takimin is sekillendirmesi ve is
tutkunlugunun sirali araciligr yoluyla takim performans: ile pozitif yonlii bir

iliskiye sahiptir.

Takimin proaktif kisiliginin takimin is sekillendirmesinin olumlu yordayicilig
altinc1 hipotez desteklenmistir (b = .26, t (139) = 3.49, p=.001). Takimin is
sekillendirmesi ve is tutkunlugunun takimin proaktif kisiligi ve takim performansi
arasindaki sirali aracilik rolli, yedinci hipotez olarak test edilmistir. Takimin
proaktif kisilik ve takim performansi iizerindeki toplam etki anlamsiz bulundugu

icin hipotez desteklenememistir (b = -.011, t (139) = -.182, p=.856).

Takimin kolektif yeterliliginin takimin is sekillendirmesinin olumlu yordayiciligi
sekizinci hipotez desteklenmistir (b = .64, t (139) = 13.46, p<.001). Takimin
kolektif yeterliligi ve takim performansi {izerindeki toplam etki anlamlidir (b =.64,
t (139) = 11.81, p<.001) ve takim performansindaki varyansin %61’ takimin
kolektif yeterliligi tarafindan agiklanmaktadir. Takimin is sekillendirmesi ve is
tutkunlugu modele eklendiginde takimin kolektif yeterliliginin takim performansi
tizerindeki direkt etkisinin diistiigii ancak hala anlamli oldugu goriilmektedir (b =

.20, SE =.06) 95% CI [.08, .33]). Takimin kolektif yeterliligine ilaveten, takimin
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is sekillendirmesi ve takimin ise tutkunlugunun modele eklenmesiyle takim
performansindaki  agiklanan  varyans %68’e  yiikselmistir.  Hipotez 9
desteklenmistir, yani takimin kolektif yeterliligi takimin is sekillendirmesi ve is
tutkunlugunun sirali aracilifi yoluyla takim performans: ile pozitif yonli bir

iliskiye sahiptir.

Takimda kisileraras1 giivenin takimin is sekillendirmesinin olumlu yordayiciligi
onuncu hipotez desteklenmistir (b = .60, t (139) = 10.91, p<.001). Takimda
kisilerarast giivenin ve takim performansi iizerindeki toplam etki anlamhidir (b
=44, 1 (139) = 6.46, p<.001) ve takim performansindaki varyansin %61’ takimda
kisileraras1 giiven tarafindan agiklanmaktadir. Takimin is sekillendirmesi ve is
tutkunlugu modele eklendiginde takimda kisilerarasi giivenin takim performansi
tizerindeki direkt etkisinin diistigii ancak hala anlamli oldugu goriilmektedir (b =
21, SE = .06) 95% CI [.10, .34]). Takimda kisileraras: giivene ilave olarak,
takimin is sekillendirmesi ve takimin is tutkunlugunun modele eklenmesiyle takim
performansindaki  agiklanan varyans %70’¢  yiikselmistir. Hipotez 11
desteklenmistir, yani takimda kisileraras1 giiven takimin is sekillendirmesi ve is
tutkunlugunun sirali aracilifi yoluyla takim performans: ile pozitif yonli bir

iligkiye sahiptir.

Takimin is sekillendirmesinin Onciilleri arasinda en biiyiik etki takimin kolektif
yeterliligi degiskenine aittir. Eger takim {iyeleri arasinda kolektif yeterlilik
hakimse, takim {iyeleri birbirileriyle bilgi, beceri ve yeteneklerini paylasmaya, is

yiikii ve zorluklara ragmen olumlu sinerjinin hakim olacaktir (Jex & Bliese, 1999).

Tim hipotezler takim diizeyinde de test edilmis olup benzer sonuclar elde

edilmistir.

TARTISMA

Calisma sonuclarina gore, takimdaki kisilerin algiladiklar1 is karakteristikleri,
takimin proaktif kisiligi, takimin kolektif yeterliligi ve takimda kisilerarasi giiven

hem takim i¢i hem takimlar aras1i diizeyde takimin is sekillendirmesinin
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(zanaatkarlig1) pozitif yordayicisi olarak belirlenmistir. Takimin proaktif kisiligi
disindaki tiim onciiller ve takim performansi arasindaki pozitif yonlii iligki takimin

is sekillendirmesi ve is tutkunlugu sirali araciligiyla gerceklesmektedir.

Bireysel analizlerde, kadinlarin takim icinde is sekillendirmeye daha yatkin
olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Hem bireysel hem takim analiz sonuglarina gore, takim
bliyiikliigi, takimin is sekillendirmesi ve takim performansi iizerinde kiiclik ama
olumsuz bir etkiye sahiptir. Calismanin sonuglari, takimdaki kisi sayis1 arttik¢a
takimin is sekillendirmesi  zorlasabilecegini ve takim performansinin
diisecebilecegine isaret etmektedir. Bu nedenle, takim biiyiikligli konusunda da
optimal kisi sayis1 (5-9) ile ilerlemek is sekillendirme ve performans amaglari i¢in

1yi olacaktir.

UYGULAMA ONERILERI

Is karakterisikleri ve takimimn is sekillendirmesi arasindaki pozitif korelasyon
sebebiyle is tanimlar1 ¢alisanlarin kurum ve diinya i¢in deger yaratacak ve anlaml
isler yaptiklar1 seklinde tasarlanmalidir. Calisanlara gorevlerinin  6nemini
vurgulayan rolii hakkinda geri bildirim saglamak, calisanlara is yapma sekilleri
konusunda 6zerklik tanimak ve yeni beceri kazanimlarimi desteklemek takimlarin
is sekillendirmesine ve sonug¢ olarak takim performansmnin artmasina destek
olacaktir. Takimin is sekillendirmesi yaklasimiyla uyumlu olarak “otonom, kendi
kendini yoneten takim” yapis1 uygun olabilir. Kendi kendini yoneten takimlar,
islerinde sorumluluk ve 6zerklige sahip (isin planlamasi ve gorev paylasimi), karar
alma slireglerine ve problem ¢oziimlerine dahil olan hiyerarsik olmayan
takimlardir (Hackman, 1986; Moravec, 1998; Pearce & Manz, 2005; Wellins ve
ark., 1990).

Kolektif yeterlilik ve takim {yeleri ig¢inde giivenin siirdiiriilmesi takimin is
sekillendirmesi ve basarili takim performansi i¢in degerli olacaktir. Kolektif
yeterlilik hem takim i¢inde hem takimlar arasinda is sekillendirmenin en biiytlik
belirleyicisidir. Takim tiyelerinin ortak hedeflere ulasabilmek i¢in gerekli bilgi,

beceri ve yeteneklerin  birbirleri arasinda  paylasilmasi,  becerilerin
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cesitlendirilmesi, zorluklar ve is yiikleri oldugunda dahi takim i¢inde olumlu bir
sinerji ve etkilesimin saglanmasina yonelik takim liderleri ve organizasyondaki
Insan Kaynaklar1 uzmanlar tarafindan bu tiir ortamlar1 olusturacak, motivasyonu

artiracak takim aktivitelerinin yapilmasi faydali olacaktir.

CALISMANIN GUCLU YANLARI VE SINIRLILIKLARI, GELECEK
CALISMALAR iCiN ONERILER

Farkli meslek gruplarindan ve {ilkenin farkli bolgelerinden heterojen bir
orneklemin kullanilmasi ¢alismanin en giiclii yanlarindan biri olmustur. Caligmada
hem 6zel hem 6zel sektor galisanlarindan, mithendislik, satis, otomotiv, bankacilik,
tekstil gibi farkli meselek gruplarindan veri toplanmasi ve veri kaynagi olarak hem
takim liderleri hem de takim {iyelerinin kullanilmis olmasi c¢alisma sonuglarinin
genellenebilir olmasina zemin hazirlamaktadir. Is sekillendirmesi akademik
caligmalar1 uluslararasu popiilaritesine ragmen tilkemizde oldukga yeni bir ¢alisma

alan1 olup takimin is sekillendirmesi modeliyle Tiirkiye’de ilk ¢calismadir.

Calisma, ankette bireysel beyana dayali bir veri toplama yontemi kullanilmasi
sebebiyle sonuglar diisiindiiriictidiir. Bu ¢alismayi, takim liderleri, takim tiyeleri ve
ayn1 zamanda Insan Kaynaklar1 yéneticileri ile birebir goriismeler yaparak
desteklemek ve farkli zaman dilimlerinde veri toplayarak daha giiglii sonuclar
sunmak faydali olacaktir. Mevcut calismada 6rneklem sayis1 az oldugu i¢in yapisal
esitlik modeli (SEM) yerine aracilik analizleri PROCESS Macro ile yapilmistir
(Hayes, 2018; Hayes, Montoya, & Rockwood, 2017).

Kisilik 6zelliklerinin takimin is sekillendirmesine etkileri 6zellikle karanlik {iglii
olarak tanimlanan kisilik o©zelliginin takimin is sekillendirmesi {izerindeki
moderator etkisi ¢alisilmasi faydali olacaktir (Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016).

Ayrica, takimin ig sekillendirmesi ve takim tiikenmisligi iliskisi ¢alisilabilir.
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