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Abstract

The study investigated the team satisfaction by constructing a model which is including defining
characteristics of a work team: mutual support, a common goal, multi-skills and task interdependence.
The structural relationships between all variables were evaluated using quantitative data which was
obtained from 190 shop-floor level workers in the manufacturing organization in Sri Lanka. The study
verified that a common goal, multi-skills and task interdependence indirectly affect team satisfaction
through the mediation of mutual support. That means, a common goal, multi-skills and task
interdependence strengthen mutual support, further leading to enhance the team members’ satisfaction.
Finally, the study results contribute to the understanding of the rudimentary process in the relation
between characteristics of the team and team satisfaction.
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Introduction
This paper examines the relations between production team satisfaction and work team
characteristics of the manufacturing organization in Sri Lanka. Team satisfaction is
considered as a factor which measures the effectiveness of teams in work organizations
(Breuer, Huffmeier & Hertel, 2016; Cohen & Bailey, 1997) [ 1. Team satisfaction
elaborates the members’ satisfaction in the team (Barczak & Wilemon, 2001) [l and concerns
the overall satisfaction regarding work (Strubler & York, 2007) ", colleagues and their way
of work in the team (Van Der Vegt & Van De Vliert, 2000) [6,
In the preceding theories, team characteristics have been identified as the determinates of
team satisfaction (Mayfield, Tombaugh & Lee, 2016; Gittel, 2011; Barczak & Wilemon,
2001; Van de Vegt, Emans & Van de Vliert, 2001; Van Der Vegt & Van De Vliert, 2000;
Cohen & Bailey, 1997) 4 224, 80, 81, 141 However, there are many different configurations
(Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp & Gilson, 2008) 8, For instance, Barczak and Wilemon (2001) I
have pointed out that the perception of the team’s goal, supportive activities and multi-skills
capability improve the team members’ satisfaction, by using the non-numerical way.
Mayfield, Tombaugh and Lee (2016) 1“1 and Cohen and Bailey (1997) 1 have discussed
about the effectiveness of teamwork considering satisfaction and task interdependence.
Further, Van de Vegt, Emans and Van de Vliert (2001) ®° and Van Der Vegt and Van De
Vliert (2000) B4 have proved that there is a relationship between team satisfaction, team
members’ awareness of team’s goal and task interdependence, statistically. Based on the
previous literature, the above components: multi-skills, mutual support, a common goal and
task interdependence are able to be recognized as the defining characteristics of work teams,
particularly which are in the manufacturing work organizations (Kozlowski & Bel, 2013;
Morita, 2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995; Wellins, Byham, & Wilson, 1991; Trist, Higgin,
Murray & Pollock, 1987) [39.52.85.78] 'in the management perspective since they are controlled
by the team-based management practices (Bratton & Gold, 2017; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) [&
37, as discussed in the subsequent theoretical review. Despite the above findings regarding
team satisfaction, little is known about how all these constructs relate to team satisfaction. It
means that, even though the role of team characteristics on team satisfaction has been
previously investigated by using different configurations, the study tended to combine four
dimensions of team into a single model.
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Therefore, this empirical study evaluates the relationship
between team characteristics and team satisfaction
considering all predictable relations. The study concerns the
Sri Lankan context to carry out the investigation because,
even recent research has begun to discuss teamwork
practises in the Sri Lankan context, (Morita &
Wanninayaka, 2016; Wanninayaka, 2015; Lanarolle and
Rathnayake, 2014; Pathirage, Jayawardena & Rajapaksha,
2012; Jayawardana & O'Donnell, 2009) [53 84 42 61, 32, 52]
there is a lack of research which examines what are the
determining factors of team satisfaction. In addition, the
number of companies in Sri Lanka that have introduced
Toyota Production System (TPS) as a method of re-
organization of workplaces is increasing (Kulasooriya &
Chalapathi, 2014: Silva, Perera & Samarasinghe, 2011;
Wickramasinghe & Wickramasinghe, 2011) [0 70. 871,
Further, in order to promote the TPS in Sri Lanka, the
institute of Lean Management (Pvt) Ltd. was established in
2009 as a consulting organization. As a result, it can be
assumed that the interest in teamwork will gradually
increase even in Sri Lanka since, “teamwork is everything in
the TPS” (Ohno, 1978, p.44) % and “the work team that
emerges as the heart of the lean factory” (Womack, Jones &
Roos, 1990, p.99) 581,

Therefore, this evidence creates the opportunity to discuss
team relating theories in the Sri Lankan context. Depending
on these discussions, on the one hand, work organizations
are able to get an idea about how they can satisfy their
employees and what team factors affect employees’
satisfaction in the team. On the other hand, the existing
literature  regarding team  satisfaction and team
characteristics can be expended to evaluate the situation in
Sri Lanka, as another country level.

Accordingly, in this paper, the relations between team
satisfaction and team characteristics of the manufacturing
organization in Sri Lanka are evaluated based on the
existing theories, using statistical analyses.

Literature Review

In the literature, there is not a unique definition for the team
(Mathieu et al., 2008) because scholars have defined the
team considering their study purposes. However, the team
definition which is developed by Katzenbach and Smith
(1995), that is, “a team is a small number of people with
complementary skills who are committed to a common
purpose, performance goals, and approach for which they
hold themselves mutually accountable” (p.45) can be
identified as a representative definition of the team literature
and academic discussions of a work team because the
features of the definition have been taken into account as the
necessities of the team by many other scholars (Kozlowski&
Bel, 2013; Morita, 2008; Procter & Mueller, 2000; Wellins,
et al., 1991; Trist, et al., 1987) [3% 52 63,86, 78] tog, In sum,
these necessities can be presented as multi-skills, a common
goal, task interdependence and mutual support. Before the
main purpose of the study, that is, to evaluate the
relationship  between team satisfaction and team
characteristics is discussed, it may be useful to clarify why
the above components become the necessities of a work
team.

In the conventional work organizations, people worked to
achieve the goal which was set individually (Bratton &
Gold, 2017; Wellins et al., 1991) [6. 8 and the one-man one-
job principle is used to set up the individual goal (Morita,
2008; Okubayasi, 2002) [2 571 Conversely, in the
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contemporary work organizations, team-based work
organizations, goal(s) is set on the team basis by using the
one-team one-task principle and people work having a
perception of team’s goal(s) (Owens & Hekman, 2016;
Salas, Shuffler, Thayer, Bedwell & Lazzara, 2015; Morita,
2008; 2001; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995) [67. 59. 52,601 An(,
team members are jointly responsible for the achievement of
the team’s goals (Suzuki, 2013; 2011; Morita, 2008) [76: 7>
521, The previous research has used different terms such as
collective goals (Owens & Hekman, 2016) %, shared goal
and a common goal (Salas et al., 2015) 71, common goal(s)
(Kozlowski& Bel, 2013; Morita, 2008) %52 and a common
purpose and performance goals (Katzenbach & Smith, 1995)
to describe the team-based goal(s) and team members’
awareness on it.

Further, Gallie, Zhou, Felstead and Green (2012) 21, Morita
(2008) 521, Procter and Mueller (2000) 531 and Klein (1994)
138 have explained that the workers who work in the team
should acquire various kinds of task-related knowledge and
skills to perform different sorts of work. Trist (1981) 7]
suggests functional redundancy for the team-based work
practices and training the workers on different kinds of task
was identified as an inevitable requirement to deal with it
(Morita, 2008; Trist, 1981) 2 7, Therefore, most of the
preceding research has emphasized the importance of the
multi-skills development for the team (Gallie, Zhou,
Felstead & Green, 2012; Morita, 2008; 2001; Mair, 2007;
Procter & Mueller, 2000; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995; Klein,
1994; Wellins et al., 1991) [?. 60, 52, 63, 38, 88] Hence, team-
based organizations arrange various kinds of training
facilities to improve employees’ task-related skills. These
training facilities are planned in two ways: On-the Job
Training (OJT) methods, particularly job rotation, is very
common and Off-the-Job Training (Off-JT) methods such as
a training school at the factory premises (Greenwood &
Randle, 2007) 24,

Moreover, task interdependence has been identified as a
necessary condition for a team by the previous theoretical
discussions of team (Ullah & Park, 2013; Kozlowski & Bell,
2013; Suzuki, 2013; 2011; Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Saavedra,
Earley & Van Dyne, 1993) [B° 76 75 14 too. Courtright,
Thurgood, Stewart and Pierotti (2015) (61 have defined task
interdependence as “the degree to which task work is
designed so that members depend upon one another for
access to critical resources and create work flows that
require coordinated action” (p.4). Suzuki (2013; 2011) [76 7]
argues that task interdependence is able to be distinguished
as objective task interdependence and subjective task
interdependence. On the one hand, the way of arrangement
of the work flow, that is work designing, decides the
objective task interdependence of the team (Kumar, van
Fenema & Von Glinow, 2009; Morgeson & Humphrey,
2008; Hertel, Konradt & Orlikowski, 2004) 4% 5% 261 On the
other hand, worker’s sense of task interdependence decides
the subjective task interdependence (Suzuki, 2013; 2011;
Somech, Desivilya & Lidogoster, 2009; Van der Vegt &
Van de Vliert, 2005; Van der Vegt & Janssen, 2003; Van de
Vegt et al., 2001; Kiggundu, 1983) [8. 7283, 80, 36] gnd degree
of such task interdependence can be varied person to person
(Van Der Vegt & Van De Vliert, 2000) B4, Typically,
employees’ awareness of dependency of work, information,
ideas and other resources (Saavedra et al., 1993) and
coordination and collaboration need (Courtright, Thurgood,
Stewart & Pierotti, 2015; Van der Vegt & Janssen, 2003) 16
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81 is concerned in the subjective task interdependence.

Most researchers have concluded that supporting each other
is an indispensable factor for a team in the behavioural level
(Salas et al., 2015; Hiffmeier & Hertel, 2011; Morita, 2008)
167, 29,52 Therefore, a supportive work practice is identified
as the heart of the team since “it makes the team truly
operate as more than the sum of its parts” (Mclntyre &
Salas, 1995, p.26) B9 These supports consist of both
affective supports like emotional and psychological
assistance: listening sympathy and cheering fellow workers
(Huffmeier & Hertel, 2011; Fenlason & Beehr, 1994) [2 18]
and task-related support (Hiffmeier & Hertel, 2011) 9
such as behavioural task support and information related
task support: physical and knowledge assistance to fulfil
other’s job (Fenlason & Beehr, 1994) 18],

Accordingly, having a common goal and objective task
interdependence is able to be identified as work level
features and team member’s perception of a common goal,
having various kinds of skills and subjective task
interdependence in the team can be recognized as worker
level factors. And mutual support is a behavioural level
(working level) characteristic.

Team Satisfaction and Characteristics of Team

As mentioned in the beginning, previous research has
reported that characteristics of the team create the effect of
team satisfaction. Therefore, how team factors influence the
team satisfaction is reviewed through this section.

Lunenburg (2011) 31, Stark and Bierly I11 (2009) [, Van
de Vliert et al. (2001) B4 and Champion, Papper and
Medsher (1996) [19 reported that the existence of team
members’ awareness of a common goal improves team
satisfaction. Stark and Bierly 111 (2009) ["®l and Champion et
al. (1996) [9 have insisted that having awareness of
common goal shares responsibilities equally among team
members and satisfaction is the result. Further, Costen and
Salazar (2011) [*51 and Barczak and Wilemon (2001) [ say
that having various kinds of skills is a vital driver for team
satisfaction. Multi-skilled workers can be used to cover
daily absenteeism (Morita, 2008; Allwood & Lee, 2004) (52
and it diminishes the negative effect of absenteeism such as
lowering the productivity of the team. Maintaining the
productivity could be a favourable condition to employees
who work in the organization which uses performance-
based evaluation such as team-based production incentives
(Appelbaum, Bailey, Berg & Kalleberg, 2000) 2. Moreover,
development of multi-skills provides chances to know new
things and expands the existing capabilities of workers
(Potnuru, Sahoo & Sharma 2018; Klein, 1994) 62 31, These
expansions of competences through learning increase the
worker’s psychological need (Felstead, Gallie, Green &
Inanc, 2015) 11, Also, this multi-skills factor distinguished
team-based and conventional work organizations (Wellins et
al., 1991) B8l In other words, in the conventional work
organizations, workers perform a narrowly defined job.
Meanwhile, in the team-based work organizations, workers
have to perform various jobs. Therefore, organizations
which are based on teams carry out multi-skills development
programs and as the result, it prevents monotonous and
repetitive work situations (Ketchum & Trist, 1992) 31 and
having such good work conditions enhances the
psychological needs on the job, such as satisfaction
(Neirotti, 2018; Sapada, Modding, Gani & Nujum, 2018) 55
%1, Therefore, based on these advantages, it can be assumed
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that team satisfaction and multi-skills have a direct
relationship. Also, Van de Vliert et al. (2001) B and Van
Der Vegt and Van De Vliert, (2000) 1 have proved the
direct relationship of subjective task interdependence and
team satisfaction, statistically.

However, even antecedent research has suggested and
proved a direct relationship between team satisfaction and
team factors, but there are contrastive points of view, too.
Particularly, Champion et al. (1996) [ have pointed out
that a goal which has been established on a team basis has
no direct relationship with team satisfaction. As well, Morris
and Venkatesh (2010) 4 have reported that there is not
direct relationship between multi-skills and team
satisfaction. In addition, Champion et al. (1996) 1% and
Champion, Medsker and Higgs (1993) ! have revealed that
there is not a direct relationship between subjective task
interdependence and team satisfaction. These explanations
are agreeable, to some extent because, based on the
literature of team, a common goal, multi-skills and task
interdependence factors create an effect on the team
satisfaction through the peer supports (mutual support) as
follows.

When team members have a good understanding of team’s
goal, it intensifies the team members’ collectiveness and
friendliness (Weingart & Weldon, 1991) B and improves
the willingness to help others (Gonzalez-Mulé, DeGeest,
McCormick, Seong & Brown, 2014) 3 more than
individual goal setting and in turn, team members work
together with cooperative work practices to accomplish their
work task (Hu & Liden, 2015; 2011; Chen, Tang & Wang,
2009) [?8 27. 121 By contrast, instead of team-based goal
setting, individual-based goal settings are also able to be
performed (Wong et al., 2009) 89, It, however, strengthens
competitiveness among team members and creates conflict
situations in the team (Saavedra et al., 1993) [66],

Further, understanding about each other’s job is a very
important task in the team since it helps to achieve their
final target collectively. Particularly, in the team, each
member’s skills, knowledge level and work experience can
be different. At this kind of situation, members who have
less work experience or skills would seek help from their
colleagues who have comparatively high work skills,
knowledge and experience. Bamberger (2009) ! has
identified this kind of situation as the help-seeking
behaviour. Then, multi-skilled workers can deal with this
help need. In summary, we can say that multi-skills cultivate
the mutual support at the team (George and Jones, 1997) [
although there is lack of research which has confirmed the
relationship between multi-skills and mutual support,
statistically. Moreover, literature suggests that task
interdependence has the capability to foster the supportive
activities in the team (Hu & Liden, 2015; Huffmeier &
Hertel, 2011; Somech, et al., 2008) 28 29 too, since task
interdependence enhances the collectivisms of workers
(Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2004) %51, cohesiveness of team
members (Chen et al., 2009) and interaction awareness of
team members (Kumar et al., 2009; Somech et al., 2008)
[41]

Accordingly, a common goal, multi-skills and task
interdependence factors help to create the supportive work
practices at the team. Having cooperative work practices
create a smooth and favourable environment at the
workplace (Salas et al., 2015) 7. Clancy and Tornberg
(2007) 23 say, when any organization has established a
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mutually supportive work environment at a work team, it
encourages the team member to identify another’s assistance
need promptly. Further, in the team, some members (e.g.
newly recruited employee) can feel a high workload and
stress. Those burdens can be eased thorough supportive
behaviour (Hu & Liden, 2015; Kalleberg, Nesheim, & Olsen
2009) [?8 331 To sum up, support from other members
creates the positive effect on the team satisfaction (Schreurs,
Guenter, van Emmerik, Notelaers & Schumacher, 2015;
Champion, et al., 1996) 5% 19 with other characteristics of
the team.

Based on the theoretical explanations, multi-skills, common
goal and task interdependence depend on the way of
management in an organization and mutual support takes
place in the behavioural level of the team that is the working
level. In other words, factors of multi-skills, a common goal
and task interdependence can be considered as the
antecedents of mutual support. And regarding team
satisfaction, mutual support works as the intervening
variable.

http://www.allresearchjournal.com

Hypothesis and Conceptual Framework of the Study

The theoretical explanations pointed out that direct and
indirect relationship between team’s characteristics: a
common goal, multi-skills, task interdependence and mutual
support, and team satisfaction. Considering all the above
theoretical explanations, the following hypothesises can be
developed.

H1: Common goal has a positive effect on mutual support
H2: Multi-skills capability has a positive effect on mutual
support

H3: Task Interdependence has a positive effect on mutual
support

H4: Common goal(s) has a positive effect on team
satisfaction

H5: Multi-skills capability has a positive effect on team
satisfaction

H6: Task Interdependence has a positive effect on team
satisfaction
H7: Mutual
satisfaction

support has a positive effect on team

H4

h

Common Goal

Hl

Mutual Support

Team

Satisfaction

Task H3

Interdependenc /

Source: Author’s Design

H6

Fig 1: Conceptual Framework of the Study

Research Method

Sample and Sample Features

The factory is a largely export-oriented porcelain
manufacturing organization in Sri Lanka. The total
workforce of the factory is 1034 and in which 850 workers
are shop-floor level workers. According to the demographic
data, more than three-fourths of production workers are
women employees. The mean age level of the workers is 31-
35. The workers have more than 10 but less than 15 years
work experience in the factory, on average. However, over
50 per cent of workers have more than 15 years work
experience. Further, most of the workers have 13 years
school education (77 per cent).

Shop-floor workers are selected as a target population for
this study. The survey was carried out in March, 2019. As a
sample, 240 shop-floor level workers were selected from 14
production teams which belonged to Casting, R/F, O/F,
White ware inspection, Decoration and Decoration
inspection departments. 190 usable responses (79 per cent of
response rate) could be collected.

Before selecting the survey field, the existences of team-
based goal setting, training and development process which
wants to create multi-skilled workers and work designing
which exhibits subjective task interdependence, were
confirmed though the Human Resources department.
Typically, each and every production team (production line)
has a production target which should be accomplished
collectively. Further, there is a multi-skills development
program which has been established under ‘“Monozukuri
Concept” of the factory. According to an officer of the
human resources department, Monozukuri Concept is a
management program which considers cost reduction,
improvement of safety and training of the employees. Every
production department has to manage an Education and
Training Skills Map on each employee skills development.
Under this multi-skills development program, they hope to
train their workers on at least three processes of the
production flow. The factory provides 6~12 months training
based on the multi-skill development program. OJT is used
as the main training method and job rotations take place
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continuously based on the training plan. Even newly
recruited employees are also trained on OJT. Also, work
tasks have been arranged based on the flow-work principle.
Each work station of the production process (forming,
white-ware reduction firing, white-ware oxidation firing,
biscuit inspection, white-ware inspection, decoration,
decoration inspection etc.) fulfil the part of production. For
example, in the glazing department, firstly, unloading
biscuits from the hearth kiln and then removing dust which
is on biscuit-wares by using compressors. Next, the glazing
task is performed and finally, glazed biscuits are loaded to
carts for firing them. Outputs of the glazing department, that
is, white-wares are the inputs of the white-ware inspection
department. Some tasks in the production station have been
arranged as a moving assembly line using the belt system.

Measures

Employee’s perception of a common goal (Common goal),
employee’s multi-skills capability (multi-skills), subjective
task interdependence (task interdependence), employee’s
supportive behaviour (mutual support) and team satisfaction
were measured creating a questionnaire by using the
preceding research.

The responses were recorded on five- point Likert-type
scales with “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
Questions were in Japanese and English. Before distributing
the questionnaire, all items were translated to the Sinhala
language.

Four items were adapted from Van Der Vegt and Van De
Vliert (2000) B4 and Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins and
Klesh’s (1983) [ to evaluate Team satisfaction as “I am
satisfied with my present colleagues”, “I am pleased with
my colleagues’ the way of work”, “I am very satisfied with
work in this team” and “I am satisfied with the friendliness
of my team members”. Cronbach’s alpha value is .77.
Mutual support was assessed by using five items which
were taken from Morita (2008) 2 and Champion et al.
(1993) Bl “If T got into difficulty at work, my section
members would help me”. “I help my workmates when they
have work problems on the line” “If any problem occurred
on my work, it could be resolved by discussing with my
colleagues”, “On my day off, when I finish my daily work, |
may help someone who is not finished” and “Members of
my team share information with other team members about
our work”. Cronbach’s alpha value is .69.

Common goal was measured by using three items, “I know
our team’s final goal” “In my team, we are jointly
responsible for workplace results” and “In my team, we
have a clear goal to be achieved as a team” (Suzuki, 2011;
Morita, 2008) [’> 52, These were translated from Japanese to
Sinhala. Cronbach’s alpha value is .72.

Multi-skills were assessed with three items which were
taken from a questionnaire which has been used to evaluate
teamwork in Japan, the United Kingdom and China by
Morita (2008) %2, Those items are “I can perform more than
one task in the team”, “Team members of my team know
each other’s job” and “I can cover absentee work in my
team”.

Task interdependence was evaluated with five items such as
“I have to obtain information and advice from my
colleagues to complete my work”, “I have to depend on my
colleagues for the completion of my work”, “In order to
complete their work, my colleagues have to obtain
information and advice from me”, “I need to collaborate
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with my colleagues to perform my job well” and “Team
members frequently have to coordinate their effort with each
other” (Van der Vegt & Janssen, 2003) (82,

Analysing methods

The IBM SPSS statistic and Amos 23 version are used to
carry out statistical analysis.

Firstly, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed
by using Unweighted Least Squares through the SPSS
FACTOR Analysis to evaluate the validity of items which
were used to measure multi-skills, common goal, task
interdependence and mutual support factors since some
items have not been checked against the validity in the
previous research, for instance, items which were used by
Morita (2008) 52 to evaluate multi-skills. As an extraction
method, Promax rotation is used. This is because, when
there is not any strong theoretical background to prove no
correlation between factors, it is better to use an oblique
rotation method such as Promax (Yamagiwa & Hattori,
2016; Field, 2013) % 1, Here, based on the theoretical
explanations, it can be assumed that there are relationships
between multi-skills, a common goal, task interdependence
and mutual support factors. For instance, Chen et al. (2009)
(221 and Van der Vegt and Janssen (2003) 2 have proved
that correlation between common goal and task
interdependence, statistically.

Then, correlations of variables were calculated. Finally, in
order to verify the seven hypotheses of this paper, path
analysis was performed through the structural equation
modelling.

Results

Results on Statistical Analysis

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed by using
maximum likelihood extraction with promax rotation
through the SPSS FACTOR Analysis on 16 items. Based on
factor analysis results, Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO value)
measures of samples adequacy was .780 and determined
factorability, since it exceed the minimum value of 0.5
(Field, 2013) 1%, The ¥? test statics of Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significant at p <.001, which indicated that
all correlations were significantly different from zero.
Factors in which the Eigen value is higher than 1.0 (Field,
2013) [ were extracted. Four factors were extracted and
altogether accounted for 63 percent of the variance in
responses. Factors 1 to 4 were named as mutual support,
common goal, multi-skills and task interdependence. Team
satisfaction is calculated as a composite variable.

Correlations of Variables

Next, correlations between team satisfaction and factors
(team characteristics) which were identified though the
factor analysis were calculated. Results (see Table 1)
revealed that there are correlations between the team
characteristics and team  satisfaction, in  which,
comparatively, the relationship between common goal and
team satisfaction is higher than other factors, r=0.53,
p<0.01. Also, mutual support was related with team
satisfaction (r=0.42, p<0.01) and multi-skills was
significantly related with team satisfaction (r=0.28, p<0.01).
Further, mutual support was significantly related with the
other characteristics of the team. Typically, the correlation
value between mutual support and common goal is (r=0.56,
p<0.01), mutual support and task interdependency is
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(r=0.49, p<0.01) and mutual support and multi-skills is
(r=0.56, p<0.01). As well, relationships between common

http://www.allresearchjournal.com

interdependence and multi-skills (r=0.34 p<0.01) were
significant.

goal and multi-skills (r=0.41, p<0.01) and task
Table 1: Correlation Values
. Variables
Variables 1 5 3 7 5
1. Team Satisfaction 1
2. Mutual Support 42%* 1
3. Common Goal 53** 56** 1
4. Task interdependence 10 49** A7* 1
5. Multi-skills 28** 56** A1** 34** 1

*p<.05, **p<.01
Source: The Analysis Results.

Note: CG- Common Goal, M-SK- Multi-skills, TI- Task Interdependence, MS- Mutual Support and TS-Team Satisfaction

Source: The Analysis Results.
*p<.05, ***p<.001

Fig 2: the Estimated Structural Model

Causal Relationship of Variables

The Structural equation model analysis was conducted to
evaluate the relationship between team characteristics and
team satisfaction.

The following goodness-of-fit indices provide information
about the overall fit of the empirical data to the
hypothesized model. Regarding Model 1, in which were
included all variables (as in Figure 1) the overall chi-square
was statistically significant (x2 178.58; df. = 94; p<.001),
the CMIN/DF was 1.9, The GFI was .881, AGFI was .828,
IFI was .870, CFl was .864 and RMSEA is .07. However,
the direct effect of multi-skills and task interdependence to
the team satisfaction could not be seen in Model 1 since
causal relationships of them were not significant at 5 per
cent level. Therefore, the structural equation model analysis
was conducted again excluding direct effect of multi-skills
and task interdependence to the team satisfaction. Regarding
Model 2 (see Figure 2) the overall chi-square was
statistically significant (x2 178.95; df. = 96; p<.001), the
CMIN/DF was 1.86, The GFI was .881, AGFI was .831, IFI
was .872, CFl was .867 and RMSEA is .07.

In general, a conceptualized model is accepted as a well-
fitting one, when the chi-square is statistically not
significant, RMSEA<0.05 and other fit indices; GFI, AGFI,
IFI and CFI are 0.90 or greater (Oshio, 2017; Bentler &
Bonett, 1980) [58 51. However, there are studies which have

pointed out that fit indices; GFI, AGFI, IFI and CFI are 0.80
or greater (Lantz, Hansen & Antoni, 2015; Hwang, Wen &
Chen, 2010) ™ and RMSEA<0.08 (Yuan, Chan,
Marcoulides & Bentler, 2016; Chen et al., 2009) °> 12 and
CMIN/DF<3 (lacobucci, 2010) 1 are sufficient to consider
any model as acceptable. Therefore, based on these
explanations, Model 1 and 2 can be considered as acceptable
models to explain the causal relationship of team
characteristics and team satisfaction. However, Model 2 (see
Figure 2) is taken as the estimated structural model since
some fit indicators slightly higher than Model 1.

Test of Hypothesis

The results of the hypotheses testing are summarized in
Table 2.

According to structural coefficients which have been shown
in Figure 2, common goal has a positive effect on mutual
support (B = 0.28, p<.05) thus supporting H1. The multi-
skills and the task interdependence have significantly
positive effects on the mutual support (f = 0.31, p<.05 and
B 0.27, p<.01, respectively) thus H2 and H3 are
supported. The common goal has a significantly positive
effect on the team satisfaction (B = 0.61, p<.001), and H4 is
supported. Mutual support has a significantly positive effect
on the team satisfaction (B = 0.22, p<.05) supporting H7.
However, H5 and H6 are not supported (see Table 2) since
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the path coefficients in Model 1 regarding causal linkage
between the team satisfaction and both variables are not
significant at the 5 per cent level. Those values are “Multi-
skills — Team Satisfaction” (B = -0.05, p>.05) are “Task

http://www.allresearchjournal.com

Interdependence — Team Satisfaction” (f = -0.04, p>.05).
Further, even though it was not hypothesized, a significant
positive correlated effect between the common goal and
multi-skills can be seen in Figure 2 (y = 0.46, p<0.001).

Table 2: Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results

Hypothesises Testing results
H1 Common Goal —Mutual Support Supported
H2 Multi-skills —>Mutual Support Supported
H3 Task Interdependence —Mutual Support Supported
H4 Common Goal — Team Satisfaction Supported
H5 Multi-skills — Team Satisfaction Not supported
H6 Task Interdependence — Team Satisfaction | Not supported
H7 Mutual Support — Team Satisfaction Supported

Source: The Analysis Results.
Discussions
This study was designed to determine the relationship
between the team characteristics and the team satisfaction of
the manufacturing workers in Sri Lanka. The empirical
survey was carried out to measure team members’
perception of a common goal, multi-skills capability,
subjective task interdependence, supportive behaviour and
satisfaction of team.
As mentioned in the introduction, there is a lack of previous
investigations which have been conducted to examine
relationships between team characteristics and team
satisfaction integrating all team characteristics: mutual
support, a common goal, multi-skills and task
interdependence, which have been subjected here, to one
model. To deal with this issue, CFA was set up developing a
conceptual framework (see Figure 1) presenting all the
predictable relations.
The survey findings revealed that there is a relationship
between team characteristics and team satisfaction.
However, a hypothesis of multi-skills (H5) and a hypothesis
of task interdependence (H6) have not been confirmed.
Therefore, the empirical finding is consistent with Morris
and Venkatesh (2010) B4 and inconsistent with Costen &
Salazar (2011) [** because team satisfaction and multi-skills
has not presented a direct relationship between them.
Typically, the factory provides facilities to develop multi-
skills to the employees under the multi-skill development
program. However, having various kinds of knowledge is
not a reason or work condition which creates a direct effect
for the team satisfaction as discussed by the previous studies
(Potnuru et al., 2018; Felstead et al., 2015; French, Du
Plessis & Scrooby, 2011; Ketchum & Trist, 1992) [62 17 20,
%1, Further, the findings of task interdependence supported
the empirical investigations of Champion et al. (1996) [*%
and Champion et al. (1993) P! and contradicted with Van de
Vliert et al. (2001) B9 and Van Der Vegt & Van De Vliert
(2000) B since there is not a direct relationship between
team satisfaction and task interdependence.
Meanwhile, the H4 and the H7 also evaluated the direct
relationship between common goal, mutual support and
team satisfaction. The path coefficient result revealed that
employees’ awareness of a common goal has created the
greatest significant positive effect (B = 0.61, p<.001) on the
team satisfaction. This result confirms the previous
discussion regarding relationship between common goal and
team satisfaction (Stark & Bierly I11 2009; Van de Vliert et
al., 2001; Champion et al., 1996) [73 8. 101 Stark and Bierly
111 (2009) 31 and Champion et al. (1996) 1'% have pointed
out that equally shared responsibilities is the reason behind
the relationship. Another reason can be assumed regarding

the Sri Lankan context. Yousaf, Latif, Aslam and Saddiqui
(2014) U have argued that a developing country’s workers
are willing to have more extrinsic benefits than intrinsic.
This argument is applicable to a Sri Lankan context too, as a
developing country, since Chandrakunara and Sparrow
(2004) say, Sri Lankan workers are more extrinsic reward
oriented than intrinsic. Sri Lankan workers, when making a
decision on their work, for example make a decision to
leave from the present job, considerations on financial
benefits get priority over other reasons. For instance,
Pushpakumari (2008) %1 has revealed that 56 per cent of
workers have left due to financial benefits problems.
Further, the study also provides sufficient evidence to prove
this situation, because about 63 per cent of workers say that
inadequate salary payment was a reason to leave from the
previous job. This extrinsic benefit oriented workers’
behaviour is useful to explain the direct relationship
between common goal and team satisfaction in the Sri
Lankan context. In the factory, the workers’ production
target can be interpreted as their common goal. The
accomplishment of a team’s goal, that is assigned
production target, is considered to the incentive calculations.
In other words, when completing the production target, the
production incentive is applicable. That is, achievement of
the target (common goal) as a team increase their salaries.
Hence, it can be assumed that, the employees’ real goal is to
earn more incentives through the accomplishment of a
common goal. Thus, workers have more awareness about
the existence of common goal since Parker, McAdams and
Zielinski (2001) 57 and Leana Il and Van Buren, (1999) 14
have insisted that team-based compensation policies
encourage the intension of team members on a common
goal. Accordingly, it is able to be assumed that the earning
incentives on the team-based compensation policies
mediates the effect of team members’ sense of a common
goal on team satisfaction. However, further research is of
course needed to determine the validity of these
explanations.

Consistent with previous empirical findings regarding the
relationship between mutual support and a common goal
(Suzuki, 2013; Chen et al., 2009) ['6 %2 and task
interdependence (Hu & Liden, 2015; 2011; Suzuki, 2013;
Van der Vegt & Van de Vliert, 2005) [28. 27.76.83] the present
study confirmed that a common goal, multi-skills and task
interdependence (H1, H2 and H3) play substantial roles in
the enhancement of mutual support among team members.
In other words, a common goal, multi-skills and task
interdependence make the necessary requirements to arrange
a work place that is favourable to perform supportive
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activities among team members; mutual support is thus
promoted by them.

The present study also confirmed that the mutual support
feature makes a positive significant effect on the team
satisfaction. The path coefficient value of mutual support
presents enough evidence to testify the H7. In turn, the study
results corroborate findings of prior studies of Schreurs et
al., (2015) 9 and Champion et al., (1996) % which
reported the relationship between mutual support and team
satisfaction. However, not only the direct effect, but
reciprocal supportive behaviour at the team also creates the
mediating effects to the relationship between team
satisfaction and other team characteristics; common goal,
multi-skills and task interdependence, which has been
ignored by most of the previous research. Typically, the
evident paths: “common goal — mutual support — team
satisfaction, multi-skills — mutual support — team
satisfaction and task interdependence — mutual support —
team satisfaction” which appear in the estimated model (see
Figure 2) explain this relationship. Accordingly, the study
proved the mechanism of mutual support (behavioural level
team characteristic) in the relationship between workers’
level team characteristics and team satisfaction. As well, the
evident path; multi-skills — mutual support — team
satisfaction, reveal the importance of the multi-skills
training and development for the team functioning and
effectiveness, which have not been paid a lack of attention
in the literature.

In the Sri Lankan context, Pathirage et al. (2012) 51 have
reported that management support is an essential element to
improve team effectiveness and the results of the study
provide a mechanism to explain the relationship further.
This is because, the findings of the study touch on, but not
statistically, the importance of the management practices:
team-based goals setting, arranging training and
development to expand the task-related skills of workers and
designing work flow ensuring interconnectedness, which
encourage the team characteristics: common goals, multi-
skills and task interdependence, as the previous research
(Bratton & Gold, 2017; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) [6 371 has
also been insisted. Subsequently these factors influence the
supportive behaviour and then improve the team satisfaction
as a means of team effectiveness (Breuer et al., 2016; Cohen
& Bailey, 1997) 1, Thus, managers are able to provide
assistant to work teams by practicing such a way of
management in their work places.

Conclusion

The study investigated the team satisfaction by constructing
a model which included common characteristics of a work
team: mutual support, a common goal, multi-skills and task
interdependence. There are some previous research which
has concerned the relationship between team characteristics
and team satisfaction. However, it is difficult to find
previous research which has embedded all characteristics of
the team which were taken into account by the study, into
one model. The structural relationships between all variables
were evaluated using quantitative data which was obtained
from the manufacturing organization in Sri Lanka.

The study verified that a common goal, multi-skills and task
interdependence indirectly affect team satisfaction through
the mediation of mutual support. That means, a common
goal, multi-skills and task interdependence may strengthen
mutual support, further leading to enhance team members’

http://www.allresearchjournal.com

satisfaction. Further, the direct relationship between team
satisfaction and common goal confirmed the previous
research, too. Finally, the present study results theoretically
contribute to the understanding of the rudimentary process
in the relationship between characteristics of team and team
satisfaction.

However, there are points to be clarified in future research.
Future research may investigate the effect of the earning
incentives on the team-based compensation policies as a
moderator on the relationship between a common goal and
team satisfaction. In addition, the sample size should be
increased in the future studies because some fit indices
which are controlled by the sample size (lacobucci, 2010;
Marsh, Hau & Wen, 2004) B3 were below the generally
accepted level.
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