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Summary 
In the last three decades there has been a shift in organizations to restructure work around teams, to 

enable more rapid, flexible, and adaptive responses to unexpected demands. Therefore changes in 

composition in these teams occur frequently (Arrow et al., 2000). Now the question is what effects 

these changes, called Team membership change, have on the effectiveness of a team. The results of 

this research can be used by managers to fine-tune the composition and regulation of their team, in 

order to have an effective team setting.  Team membership change is defined here as: 

“Team membership change occurs when newcomers join a group or one or more of the 

original members leave the group. It can occur as a result of turnover, promotions, 

reassignments as part of larger restructuring efforts, or changes to project tasks or scope. ” 

(Lewis et al., 2007, p.160) 

When managers know what effects Team membership change has on team processes, they can asses 

what influence changing team composition indirectly has on the effectiveness of the team.  This can 

be decisive for decisions in changing team composition. It also is important to this field of research, 

because an overview will be created of the effects Team membership change has on several team 

processes, in stead of studying just one or two team processes, like most other research in this field. 

There are several team processes that may mediate this relationship between Team membership 

change and Team effectiveness. As the effect of these processes on Team effectiveness has been 

researched thoroughly, the focus of this research will be on the effects Team membership change 

has on these processes, and the moderators which influence these effects. Team membership 

change indirectly affects Team effectiveness, via team processes (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). In this 

research I will use Team performance, Team satisfaction and Team viability as indicators of Team 

effectiveness.   

This research will take into account several team processes that have been proven to be important 

for Team effectiveness by researchers in the past decades. A distinction can be made between 

cognitive processes (Team learning), interpersonal processes (Team cohesion, Team efficacy and 

Team conflict) and behavioral processes (Team regulation and Coordination, cooperation and 

communication).  

Because of the effects that several team processes have on Team effectiveness, it is important to find 

out which effects Team membership change has on these team processes, and which moderators 

influence these relationships. By investigating this, the indirect role of Team membership change on 

Team effectiveness will be researched. Therefore my research questions (RQ) are (Visualization in 

Figure S-1): 

RQ1) What effects does Team membership change have on team processes? 

RQ2) Which team-level factors act as a moderator in the relationship between Team 

membership change and team processes? 
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Figure S-1: Visualization of the research model 

To test the hypotheses that are derived from the research questions, this study examined a sample 

of teams from Landal GreenParks, a leader in chalet-park management and rental. Landal has 69 

parks with a total of approximately 11,000 chalets and leads the Dutch chalet-park market with 48 

parks in the Netherlands. The other parks are located in Germany, Belgium, Austria, Switzerland and 

the Czech Republic. Landal GreenParks has approximately 2,500 employees working at the parks and 

offices. Landal GreenParks is an appropriate setting to study membership change because work is 

organized around a variety of teams. 

To operate its parks Landal GreenParks uses a variety of teams in the organization, such as a front 

office team, a food and beverage team, a fun and entertainment team, a retail team etcetera. These 

teams differ in size, Task complexity and Task interdependence. Next to these teams on the parks, 

there are also general teams at the headquarters such as sales and marketing, legal and finance. 

Having different team types in the sample was beneficial for the generalizability of my findings, 

because of the variation in Task interdependence, Task complexity, Environmental stability etcetera.  

Data was collected from a sample of teams from Landal GreenParks by means of an online 

questionnaire. From every team in the sample a minimum of three members needed to fill in the 

questionnaire, in order to calculate accurate team values. The answers of the respondents on the 

questionnaire were handled anonymously; the team type and location were only used to link the 

data. This general information was at the start of the questionnaire. Because the majority of the 

parks is located in the Netherlands (48 out of the total 69), the sample was restricted to Dutch teams. 

All accessible Dutch teams (100 teams) were invited to the questionnaire. Data about Task 

complexity was created by the opinions of team leaders about the complexity of the tasks that the 

various teams perform.  

The hypotheses were tested using multiple regression analysis with the tool SPSS Statistics. This 

analysis provides insight into the relationship among the independent variables in their prediction of 

the dependent variable (Hair et al., 2010). A team process was the dependent variable in all analyses, 

and Team membership change and all moderators were possible independent variables. Also 

interaction variables were created to test the moderator effects, by coupling Team membership 

change with one or more moderators. First the variables were centered. This was done by 

subtracting for each variable the mean score from each data-point. Next the interaction variable was 

calculated. 
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Multiple regression analysis here required a minimum of 100 observations for most research 

situations, because I wanted to test the individual predictors within the model and not the overall 

model fit of the regression model (Field, 2005). Also some assumptions were tested, such as linearity 

of the phenomenon measured, constant variance of the error items, independence of the error 

terms and normality of the error term distribution. These are fundamental for multiple regression 

analysis. There were problems with normality regarding Team membership change. This was fixed by 

doing a transformation using a negative logarithm. -Log(x) is positive when x < 1, and negative when 

x > 1. Thus if Team membership change is larger than 1, thus when the number of newcomers plus 

the number of leavers is larger than the Team size, the negative logarithm is negative.  

Significant negative effects of Team membership change have been found for the following 

processes: Team cohesion, Team efficacy, Coordination, cooperation and communication, Team 

learning and Team regulation. No significant effects of Team membership change have been 

discovered for Team conflicts, both Task and Relationship conflicts. Goal stability and Goal clarity 

were significant moderators in some of these relationships. Task interdependence, Environmental 

stability and Task complexity had no significant moderating effect, and New member relative ability 

could no be tested due to an insufficient reliable scale. 

First, Team membership change has a significantly negative relationship with Team cohesion (r=-

.334; p < .01). Team members probably require some time to get acquainted with the new team 

members after a change of team members, which results in a lack of Team cohesion. The team needs 

time to socialize to get confident that the new team can reach their goals with the skills and 

knowledge of the newcomers before feeling harmonious again (Smith et al., 1994). This negative 

relation is weaker when goals are stable. 

Second, Team membership change has a significant negative relationship with Team efficacy(r=-.256; 

p < .05). This is in line with earlier research of Smith et al. (1994) that showed that not knowing the 

skills and abilities of the new team after team members have left the team or new members joined 

the team  causes a negative effect on Team efficacy. 

Third, Team membership change has a significant negative relationship with Coordination, 

cooperation and communication (r=-.280; p < .05).  This is in line with Stuart (2012) which stated that 

the level of information exchange between team members is lower after Team membership change. 

This negative relation is weaker when goals are stable and weaker when goals are clear. 

Fourth, Team membership change has a significant negative relationship with Team Learning (r=-

.373; p < .01). This is in line with Akgun & Lynn (2002), who showed that the result of Team 

membership change is a loss of knowledge, which is an important facility for Team learning.  

And finally, Team membership change has a significant negative relationship with Team regulation 

when team goals are clear(r=-.392; p < .05). The conclusion is in line with Sawyer (1992), who states 

that when goals are clear, team members are more committed to the team and attempt to 

accomplish the goal. The changing of team members requires time for newcomers to get committed 

to the team, thus it negatively affects Team regulation, when the team possesses clear goals. 
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1. Introduction 
In the last three decades there has been a shift in organizations to restructure work around teams, to 

enable more rapid, flexible, and adaptive responses to unexpected demands. Therefore changes in 

composition in these teams occur frequently (Arrow et al., 2000). Now the question is what effect 

these changes have on the effectiveness of a team. The results of this research can be used by 

managers to fine-tune the composition and regulation of their team, in order to have an effective 

team setting.  

The definition of a team is given first because it is a key concept in this thesis. The definition used in 

this thesis is conforming to Kozlowski & Ilgen (2006): 

“A team can be defined as (a) two or more individuals who (b) socially interact (face-to-face 

or, increasingly, virtually); (c) possess one or more common goals; (d) are brought together to 

perform organizationally relevant tasks; (e) exhibit interdependencies with respect to 

workflow, goals, and outcomes; (f) have different roles and responsibilities; and (g) are 

together embedded in an encompassing organizational system, with boundaries and linkages 

to the broader system context and task environment.” (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006, p.79) 

 

There has been a lot of research about the role of team-level factors (e.g. team skills, team size) and 

team processes (e.g. team regulation, team learning) on Team effectiveness (e.g. Kozlowski & Ilgen, 

2006).  The relationship between these team-level factors and the team processes is something that 

received less attention in past research. The main topic of this study will be a team factor which has 

not been thoroughly studied yet (see Figure 1-1), but still is important to managers of teams during 

this economic depression: Team membership change. When managers know what effects Team 

membership change has on team processes, they can asses what influence changing team 

composition indirectly has on the effectiveness of the team.  This can be decisive for decisions in 

changing team composition. It also is important to this field of research, because an overview will be 

created of the effects Team membership change has on several team processes, in stead of studying 

just one or two team processes, like most other research in this field. 

 

Team membership 
change

BLACK BOX Team effectiveness

 

Figure 1-1. The unknown effect of Team membership change on Team effectiveness. 

 

In the past teams stayed together for long periods of time, but this has changed nowadays, for 

instance, because of the changing demands of the environment. What is the effect of this Team 

membership change on Team effectiveness? There are several team processes that may mediate this 

relationship between Team membership change and Team effectiveness. As the effect of these 

processes on Team effectiveness has been researched thoroughly, the focus of this research will be 
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on the effects Team membership change has on these processes, and the moderators which 

influence these effects.  

Team membership change indirectly affects Team effectiveness, via team processes (Kozlowski & 

Ilgen, 2006). In this research I will use Team performance, Team satisfaction and Team viability as 

indicators of Team effectiveness.  

Team performance is defined as the performance judged by relevant others external to the 

team or the team itself by self-report. Team performance can be divided in for instance, 

quality, quantity, in-role performance, extra-role performance, creativity and innovation (f.i.  

Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). This distinction is made because different teams require different 

performance measures.  In this thesis contextual, task and creative performance will be 

measured. This because these can be measured without using numbers of actual 

performance levels (which are not available), but by means of subjective assessments of the 

team member itself.  

Team satisfaction is the degree of meeting the needs of team members (Maslow, 1943)  

Team viability is the willingness of team members to remain in the team (Hackman, 1987).  

 

This research will take into account several team processes (team regulation; team learning; team 

efficacy; team cohesion; relationship conflicts; task conflicts; coordination, communication and 

cooperation) that have been proven to be important for Team effectiveness by researchers in the 

past decades. In this research also the influence of these team processes on Work engagement (vigor 

and dedication) will be tested, because high levels of Work engagement can have positive 

consequences for the organization as well (e.g. enhanced organizational commitment, increased job 

satisfaction, lower absenteeism) (Chughtai & Buckley, 2008). Team effectiveness and Work 

engagement combined will be called team outcomes. 

Because of the effects that several team processes have on Team effectiveness, it is important to find 

out which effects Team membership change has on these team processes, and which moderators 

influence these relationships. By investigating this, the indirect role of Team membership change on 

Team effectiveness will be researched. Therefore my research questions (RQ) are: 

RQ1) What effects does Team membership change have on team processes? 

RQ2) Which team-level factors act as a moderator in the relationship between Team 

membership change and team processes? 

 

The research model and research questions are shown in Figure 1-2.  
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Moderators
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Figure 1-2. Basic overview of the research field. 

 

The following structure will be used in this thesis. The theoretical background can be found in 

Chapters 2, 3 and 4. Chapter 2 gives an elaboration on the concept of Team membership change, the 

past research regarding this subject, and the importance of the phenomenon. In Chapter 3 the team 

processes that are important to Team effectiveness are presented. They will be defined and their 

relationship with Team effectiveness will be discussed.  Chapter 4 is the operationalization of the 

research questions, it is about the possible effects Team membership change can have on the 

mentioned team processes. Chapter 5 is about the method used in this thesis. It will give information 

about the data collection, the design of the research and the actions (e.g. testing of assumptions) 

required before testing the hypotheses. In Chapter 6 the results of the analysis of all hypotheses are 

described. In Chapter 7 the conclusion of this report is presented. Main findings, recommendations 

for managers, limitations of this research and future research are discussed. 
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2. Team membership change 
The role of Team membership change on team processes and indirectly on Team effectiveness is still 

a void in the research about teams. In this thesis we will try to fill that void, at least for some part.  

Team membership change is important because of the relationship it has with several team 

processes, which have a significant impact on Team effectiveness. Team effectiveness is required in 

any industry to retain and/or strengthen the competitive position in the market (Tushman & O’Reilly, 

2000). Thus every aspect which has a positive or negative effect on Team effectiveness should be 

well researched. Especially during bad economic times, it is important for managers of teams, to 

know what effects Team membership change has on Team effectiveness. And especially if there are 

negative effects, managers should know how to respond to these challenges.  

This chapter starts with the various definitions of Team membership change that have been used in 

past research and the definition chosen to use in this research. Next, there will be an overview of 

past research on Team membership change.  

2.1 Definition  
In previous research several terms were used for Team membership change, such as team turnover, 

team stability (e.g. Akgun & Lynn, 2002), team members’ change (e.g. Summers et al, 2012) and 

membership change (e.g. Lewis et al., 2007).  

In the literature several definitions are used for this phenomenon. They all refer to the level of 

changes in team composition during the period a team works together. However, in most teams it is 

hard to determine the precise start and ending of a period a team works together.  

The definition for a highly stable team, or low level of Team membership change, is:  

“A highly stable team is defined as one where team members and managers, who were active 

in the pre-prototype, remained on it until the project was launched.” (Akgun & Lynn, 2002, p. 

271) 

This implies that if Team membership change is low, there is no or almost no change in the 

composition of the team and if Team membership change is high, there is a lot of change in team 

members. But this definition seems to be limited to project teams.  

The next definition is of team members’ change: 

“Team members’ change includes the change of membership, role structure, task, or external 

environment. Members change for many reasons, like low performance or lack of critical 

skills. ” (Summers et al., 2012, p. 314) 

This definition is too broad for this research, because tasks, role structure and external environment 

are not the subject of change here. It is more than just members leaving and entering a team. Thus a 

better suitable definition is required.  

Next, membership change can be defined as: 

“Team membership change occurs when newcomers join a group or one or more of the 

original members leave the group. It can occur as a result of turnover, promotions, 
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reassignments as part of larger restructuring efforts, or changes to project tasks or scope. ” 

(Lewis et al., 2007, p.160) 

This definition is the best option for this research. It embodies exactly what it has to do for this 

thesis; it is only about the changes in team composition. Thus this definition will be used as the 

definition of Team membership change for this research. 

2.2 Available research 
In the past there were a lot of studies on team work, the team processes and the factors within a 

team that have an influence on Team effectiveness. As stated in the beginning of this chapter, one of 

the team factors which not has been studied over and over is Team membership change. But what is 

already known about Team membership change? A distinction can be made between older and the 

more recent research to show the developments in this research area. 

According to Stuart (2012), membership change, the entry and exit of members of a team, can have 

both positive and negative effects on Team effectiveness, this depends on a number of 

organizational, group, task and individual attributes. Looking at previous research, there seem to be 

two mindsets. One of them states that Team membership change has only positive effects on Team 

effectiveness; the other says there are also negative effects of Team membership change on Team 

effectiveness. This difference is caused mainly because of the different contexts the researchers 

studied in, for instance, production versus innovative work.  

There are several older studies which indicate that Team membership change can be beneficial for 

Team effectiveness in certain environments, e.g. rapidly changing environments (Dalton & Todor, 

1979; Muchinsky & Morrow, 1980; Staw, 1980; Mobley, 1982). The changing in team members can 

lead to the replacement of poor performers, the input of new knowledge, an increase in team 

flexibility and changing team capabilities. In more recent research some other positive effects have 

been discovered. Membership change leads in general to a new team climate, a larger group 

knowledge stock, new team mental models, increasing group’s task-focus and to less task conflict 

because of the shorter work period members stay together (Lant et al., 1992; Gruenfield & Fan, 

1999; Choi & Thompson, 2005; Kane, Argote & Levine, 2005; Tekleab et al., 2009). These are all 

beneficial for Team effectiveness. Prerequisite for this conclusion is that relative cognitive and social 

capabilities of the oldtimers and the newcomers should be at least comparable. 

Also some negative effects of Team membership change on Team effectiveness will be discussed, 

beginning with the older research. Changing a manager of a team can disrupt operations, because 

employees are uncertain about the new manager’s intentions (Smith & Nyman, 1939; Gouldner, 

1954). According to Guest (1962), Grusky (1963) and Allen et al. (1979), membership turnover during 

a project can have a negative effect on Team effectiveness. Thus Team membership change can have 

negative effects on Team effectiveness. In more recent research the focus lies more on changing of 

members within the team. If teams do not stay together for a longer period, it can make working 

together harder, because team members cannot effectively recognize one another’s strengths and 

weaknesses, coordinate activities, and develop a shared understanding of the knowledge and 

processes required to perform the group’s task (Moreland, 1999; Lewis et al., 2007; Stuart, 2012). 

Also it can lead to a decrease in coordination (Summers et al, 2012), and a loss of knowledge (Akgun 

& Lynn, 2002). This clearly has a negative effect on Team effectiveness. 
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3. Significant team processes for Team effectiveness 
In the previous chapter Team membership change was introduced. In this chapter the team 

processes are introduced that can be important for Team effectiveness and can also be affected by 

Team membership change. The effects of these team processes on Team effectiveness will be 

discussed. In the next chapter the actual effects of Team membership change on these team 

processes will be investigated in more detail, to gain more knowledge about the role of mediators of 

the team processes between Team membership change and Team effectiveness.  

A team process can be defined as the process which captures how members in a team combine their 

individual resources, coordinating knowledge, skill, and effort to resolve task demands (Kozlowski & 

Ilgen, 2006). But which team processes are important to Team effectiveness? And on which aspects 

of Team effectiveness do these team processes have an effect?  

A distinction can be made between cognitive processes, interpersonal processes and behavioral 

processes (see Figure 3-1). Many processes presented by researchers, such as Team cohesion, are 

not really processes, but emergent states. Emergent states are constructs that develop over the 

lifetime of a team and impact team outcomes (Ilgen et al., 2005). In this research emergent states 

will also be treated like team processes. 

 

Team membership 
change

Moderators

Cognitive processes
 Interpersonal processes

Behavioral processes
Team effectiveness

RQ 1

RQ 2

 

Figure 3-1. Overview of the research field including different processes. 

 

3.1 Cognitive processes 
Team cognitive processes represent the structure of collective perception, cognitive structures or 

knowledge organization, and knowledge or information acquisition. Team learning is a cognitive 

process that has been proven to have an impact on Team effectiveness (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006).  

3.1.1 Team learning 

Team learning is defined as the acquisition of knowledge, skills, and performance capabilities of an 

interdependent set of individuals through interaction and experience. Teams in which team 

members can learn more, can show enhanced Team effectiveness by combining the knowledge of 

the team members (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). It helps team members to combine their knowledge to 

not only improve Team performance, but also Team satisfaction and Team viability, because it can 

enhance the work experience of a team member by showing another team member how to improve 
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his current performance. Thus Team learning is proposed to be positively related to Team 

performance, Team satisfaction and Team viability. 

3.2 Interpersonal processes 
Interpersonal processes capture bonding to the team and team task, confidence in task 

competencies, affective processes and fractures, frictions and disagreements (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 

2006). The processes within this paragraph that will be presented are Team cohesion, Team efficacy 

and Team conflict. These processes all have an impact on Team effectiveness. Team members should 

possess interpersonal skills to create a trustful environment and to minimize potential conflicts 

(Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). 

3.2.1 Team cohesion 

Team cohesion is a process which reflects a group’s tendency to stick together and remain united to 

reach a common goal (Evans & Jarvis, 1980). The relationship between Team cohesion and Team 

effectiveness strengthens as team workflow demands increase interdependence and require greater 

coordination of information and effort (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Teams with greater collective task 

and interpersonal cohesion can be more effective, resulting in higher levels of Team viability and 

Team performance. Thus Team cohesion is likely to be positively related to Team performance and 

Team viability. 

3.2.2 Team efficacy 

Team efficacy is a shared belief in a group’s collective capability to organize and execute courses of 

action required to produce given levels of goal attainment (Lindsley, Brass & Thomas, 1995; Zaccaro, 

Blair, Peterson & Zazanis, 1995; Bandura, 1997). According to Gully et al. (2002), Team efficacy has a 

positive effect on Team satisfaction and Team performance. Team efficacy can influence team-set 

goal-difficulty, and together with team tactics it can influence Team performance. Thus Team efficacy 

is expected to be positively related to Team performance and Team satisfaction. 

3.2.3 Team conflict 

Team conflict is composed of Task conflict and Relationship conflict. Task conflict describes 

disagreement about the work that is being done by the group. Relationship conflict involves 

disagreements based on social and personal issues not related to the work (Jehn & Chatman, 2000). 

Some say that team conflict undermines team member satisfaction and hinders Team effectiveness 

(e.g. Lau & Murnighan, 1998), others state that a high level of conflict can be stimulating, thus 

positive for Team effectiveness (e.g. Janis, 1972; De Wit et al., 2012).  

If we stick to the two options, Task conflict and Relationship conflict, only Task conflict can have a 

positive effect on Team performance. Relationship conflict can be destructive for Team effectiveness 

and team member attitudes (De Dreu, 2006). Team members should possess interpersonal skills to 

build trust and to minimize and manage Relationship conflicts. Task conflict on the other hand, can 

have a positive effect on Team performance, when teams perform non-routine tasks and trust, 

openness and psychological safety are high, and when teams use collaborative problem solving (De 

Dreu, 2006). If the level of Task complexity is lower (i.e. routine tasks), Task conflict probably has no 

effect on Team performance. Thus Task conflict is only likely to be positively related to Team 

performance when teams perform non-routine tasks, and Relationship conflict is expected to be 

negatively related to both Team satisfaction and Team viability. 
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3.3 Behavioral processes 
Behavioral processes focus on actions of team members to reach their common goal, resolving of 

task demands, coordinating effort, and adapting to the unexpected. In this paragraph the processes 

of Coordination, cooperation and communication, and Team regulation will be presented. These two 

processes act as mediators in the relationship between Team membership change and Team 

effectiveness (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). 

3.3.1 Coordination, cooperation and communication 

Kozlowski and Bell (2003) identified Coordination, cooperation and communication as a key team 

behavioral process. These three elements are interrelated and can be important for achieving a high 

level of Team effectiveness. Communication has a supporting role for coordination and cooperation 

behaviors. Also, Summers et al. (2012) discovered that a decrease in coordination is negatively 

related to Team performance. Thus the process Communication, cooperation and coordination is 

proposed to be positively related to Team performance. 

3.3.2 Team regulation 

Team regulation is conceptualized as an iterative process that involves behavior directed to goal 

striving, feedback and self-reactions to current progress, and revision of effort investment, strategies, 

or goal levels to lessen the discrepancy between the goal and effectiveness. If a team has better 

individual teamwork knowledge, skills, attributes, competencies and functions, it can operate more 

effectively (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). The capability of team members to appropriately allocate 

limited cognitive and behavioral resources to reach team goals, thus a high level of Team regulation, 

can contribute positively to Team performance (Chen & Kanfer, 2006). Thus Team regulation is likely 

to be positively related to Team performance. An overview of the team processes can be found in 

Figure 3-2. 

 

Team membership 
change
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Team learning
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Figure 3-2. Overview of the research field including all processes. 
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4. Effects of Team membership change on team processes 
In the previous chapter the team processes that may have a significant effect on Team effectiveness 

were presented. In this chapter the effects of Team membership change on these team processes 

will be investigated. Next to elaborating on these main effects, also some moderators will be 

discussed which are expected to be important in the relationships between Team membership 

change and team processes. In this chapter the hypotheses of this research are stated. The 

hypotheses are derived from the main research questions: 

RQ1) What effects does Team membership change have on team processes? 

RQ2) Which team-level factors act as a moderator in the relationship between Team 

membership change and team processes? 

4.1 Effects on Team conflicts 
Studies have found that Team membership change is positively associated with increased Task 

conflict (e.g. De Wit et al., 2012). The opposite effect is expected with Relationship conflict. 

Relationship conflict can be lessened by Team membership change. When having Relationship 

conflicts, changing in team members may result in less team conflict assuming that new members do 

not have relationship conflicts already with the current team members. Relationship conflict can be 

destructive for Team effectiveness (De Dreu, 2006), thus this change indirectly has a positive 

influence on Team effectiveness. Also Tekleab et al. (2009) state that personnel turnover can have an 

indirect positive effect on Team effectiveness via Relationship conflict. Because of these changes, 

there can be more Task conflict because of the increase in uncertainty about the task itself and how 

to perform the task. Sawyer (1992) stated that when a team goal is clear, the team members are 

more committed to the team and attempt to accomplish the goal.  This can result in less Task 

conflicts when coping with Team membership change. Also, the positive effect of Team membership 

change on Task conflict possibly will be weaker when the team performs routine, non-complex tasks. 

Task complexity is dependent of whether a task is a non-routine job or a routine job (Kleingeld et al., 

2011). If Team membership change occurs in teams which perform routine tasks, the effect on Task 

conflicts will be weaker, because of the clarity in what is expected to do the job. This results in the 

following hypotheses (H) (See Figure 4-1): 

H1a: Team membership change is negatively related to Relationship conflicts. 

H1b: Team membership change is positively related to Task conflicts. 

H1c: Goal clarity moderates the relationship between Team membership change and Task 

conflicts, such that it will be weaker when goals are more clear. 

H1d: Task complexity moderates the relationship between Team membership change and 

Task conflicts, such that this relationship is weaker when the team performs routine tasks. 

 



18 
 

Team membership 
change

Relationship conflict

H1a

Task conflict

H1b

Goal clarity

H1c

Task complexity

H1d

 

Figure 4-1: Effects of Team membership change on Team conflicts. 

 

4.2 Effects on Team cohesion and Team efficacy 
There may be a few negative effects on the team processes Team learning, Team efficacy, Team 

cohesion and Coordination, cooperation and communication, and Team regulation, when Team 

membership change occurs.  

A team goes through several stages before reaching stability again, after personnel turnover. Before 

the team can reach high levels of Team effectiveness again, the team has to socialize. This takes 

some time before the team feels harmonious again and has full again confidence in completing their 

tasks successfully. Thus Team membership change is expected to lead to a period of weakened Team 

cohesion, and weakened Team efficacy caused by not knowing the skills and abilities of the new 

team (Smith et al, 1994). Lant et al. (1992) found that if the environment is highly unstable, dynamic 

and turbulent, Team membership change leads to stronger Team cohesion by sticking together 

during strategic reorientation based on the changed environment. Possibly Goal stability is also 

important in this relationships. Goal stability implies having a stable goal from the beginning of the 

team work until the end. According to Lynn (1998), an unstable goal creates problems and 

disagreement within a NPD (New Product Development) team because members may not have a 

clear idea of what they are trying to do. Thus Goal stability is proposed to have strong moderating 

influence on the relationship of Team membership change with Team cohesion. This results in the 

following hypotheses (See Figure 4-2): 

H2a: Team membership change is negatively related to Team cohesion. 

H2b: Environmental stability moderates the relationship between Team membership 

change and Team cohesion, such that this relationship is weaker for unstable 

environments. 

H2c: Goal stability moderates the relationship between Team membership change and 

Team cohesion, such that this relationship is weaker when goals are stable. 

H3: Team membership change is negatively related to Team efficacy. 
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Figure 4-2: Effects of Team membership change on Team cohesion and Team efficacy. 

 

4.3 Effects on Coordination, cooperation and communication 
Team membership change also has an impact on the team process Coordination, cooperation and 

communication. Summers et al. (2012) found that Team member change caused decrease in 

coordination when membership changes in team with high Task interdependence, or when there 

was a low level of information exchange during the change, and this consequently affects Team 

effectiveness. This change can be disruptive to general team functioning according to Stuart (2012). 

Also, Lewis et al. (2007) state that membership change leads to inefficient transactive memory 

processes which also has negative effect on Team effectiveness. Team mental models and 

transactive memory processes both refer to cognitive structures or knowledge representations. 

Team mental models refer to knowledge structures or information held in common, whereas 

transactive memory refers to knowledge of information distribution within a team. Teams which 

change frequently have to change their transactive memory system structure all the time which can 

have a negative effect on Team effectiveness. Finally, if teams do not stay together for a longer 

period, it can make working together harder, because team members possibly cannot effectively 

recognize one another’s strengths and weaknesses, coordinate activities, and develop a shared 

understanding of the knowledge and processes required to perform the group’s task (Moreland, 

1999). This results in the following hypothesis: 

H4a: Team membership change is negatively related to Coordination, cooperation and 

communication. 

Next to this main effect, there are also some moderators which maybe are important in this 

relationship. Sawyer (1992) states that when a team goal is clear, the team members are more 

committed to the team and attempt to accomplish the goal, otherwise called goal striving. This is 

positive for Coordination, communication and cooperation. Also having a stable goal from the 

beginning of the team work until the end has a positive moderating effect here, because then is 

known how to communicate, coordinate and cooperate efficiently to reach that goal (Lynn, 1998). 

According to Summers et al. (2012), the relationships between Team membership change and 

Coordination, communication and cooperation is also moderated by the New member relative 

ability, for instance, the ability to transfer information and to reflect on their collective knowledge 

(Lewis et al., 2007). If the new member has higher relative ability, Communication, cooperation and 

coordination will be occurring more smoothly. The final possible moderator here is Task 
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interdependence. Task interdependence is the degree to which team members have to work 

together to complete their tasks (De Shon et al., 2004). Stuart (2012) discovered that working in a 

more centralized team (i.e. high Task interdependence) weakens the effect Team membership 

change has on team Coordination, communication and cooperation, because of the dense 

interactions among the team members and knowledge preservation, which can provide the team 

with the capacity to adapt to the membership change. This results in the following hypotheses (See 

Figure 4-3): 

H4b: Goal clarity moderates the relationship between Team membership change and 

Coordination, communication and cooperation, such that this relationship is weaker when 

goals are clear. 

H4c: Goal stability moderates the relationship between Team membership change and 

Coordination, communication and cooperation, such that this relationship is weaker when 

goals are stable. 

H4d: New member relative ability moderates the relationship between Team membership 

change and Coordination, communication and cooperation, such that this relationship is 

weaker when the newcomer has more ability than the oldtimer. 

H4e: Task interdependence moderates the relationship between Team membership change 

and Communication, cooperation and coordination, such that this relationship is weaker 

for teams with high Task interdependence. 
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Figure 4-3: The effects of Team membership change on Coordination, cooperation and communication. 

 

4.4 Effects on Team learning 
According to Akgun & Lynn (2002) Team membership change can result in the loss of knowledge, 

which is an important facility for Team learning. Team membership change is thus negatively 

associated with Team learning because of this.  Being in a turbulent environment is proposed to 

weaken this effect of Team membership change on Team learning (Gruenfield & Fan, 1999), because 

in unstable environments Team learning is less dependent on current knowledge.  This results in the 

following hypotheses (See Figure 4-4): 
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H5a: Team membership change is negatively related to Team learning. 

H5b: Environmental stability moderates the relationship between Team membership 

change and Team learning, such that this relationship is weaker for unstable environments. 

 

Team membership 
change

Team learningH5a

Environmental 
stability

H5b

 

Figure 4-4: The effects of Team membership change on Team learning 

 

4.5 Effects on Team regulation 
For the process of Team regulation it cannot be said beforehand what the effect of Team 

membership change is. This because the effect of Team membership change on Team regulation 

depends on several characteristics such as Goal clarity and New member relative ability (Cohen et al., 

1996). Thus if the effect is negative really depends on the difference between the replaced personnel 

and the new personnel. Thus a main effect is not expected, but Team membership change is likely to 

interact with Goal clarity or New member relative ability. Sawyer (1992) stated that when a team 

goal is clear, the team members are more committed to the team and attempt to accomplish the 

goal.  This is positive for Team regulation. Also, according to Summers et al. (2012), the relationship 

between Team membership change and Team regulation is moderated by the New member relative 

ability. If a newcomer has worse ability, the level of Team regulation probably will decrease. This 

results in the following hypotheses (See Figure 4-5): 

H6a: Team membership change is negatively related to Team regulation, when team goals 

are unclear. 

H6b: Team membership change is negatively related to Team regulation, when the ability 

of the newcomer is lower than the ability of the oldtimer. 
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Figure 4-5: The effects of Team membership change on Team regulation 
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5. Method 
This chapter is divided in participants and sample, research design, and data preparation before 

testing the hypotheses. 

5.1 Participants and sample 
To test the hypotheses, this study examined a sample of teams from Landal GreenParks, a leader in 

chalet-park management and rental. Landal has 69 parks with a total of approximately 11,000 chalets 

and leads the Dutch chalet-park market with 48 parks in the Netherlands. The other parks are located 

in Germany, Belgium, Austria, Switzerland and the Czech Republic. Landal GreenParks has 

approximately 2,500 employees working at the parks and offices. Landal GreenParks is an 

appropriate setting to study membership change because work is organized around a variety of 

teams. 

To operate its parks Landal GreenParks uses a variety of teams in the organization, such as a front 

office team, a food and beverage team, a fun and entertainment team, a retail team etcetera. These 

teams differ in size, Task complexity and Task interdependence. Next to these teams on the parks, 

there are also general teams at the headquarters such as sales and marketing, legal and finance. 

Having different team types in the sample was beneficial for the generalizability of my findings, 

because of the variation in Task interdependence, Task complexity, Environmental stability etcetera. 

Data was collected from a sample of teams from Landal GreenParks by means of an online 

questionnaire.  To test the hypotheses using multiple regression analysis, responses from 

approximately 100 teams were required to obtain statistical significance. From every team in the 

sample a minimum of three members needed to fill in the questionnaire, in order to calculate 

accurate team values. The answers of the respondents on the questionnaire were handled 

anonymously; the team type and location were only used to link the data. This general information 

was at the start of the questionnaire. Because the majority of the parks is located in the Netherlands 

(48 out of the total 69), the sample was restricted to Dutch teams. All accessible Dutch teams (100 

teams) were invited to the questionnaire. Data about Task complexity was created by the opinions of 

team leaders about the complexity of the tasks that the various teams perform.  

5.2 Research design 
After discussing the data of this research, the design of the research will be worked out next. The first 

paragraph is about the method that was used to gather the data. The second paragraph is about the 

variables in the questionnaire and the final paragraph is about the data analysis. 

5.2.1 Data collection 

All the data was gathered through an online questionnaire during a period of four weeks. The 

questionnaire started with an introduction about anonymity, explaining that the time frame of all the 

questions referred to the previous twelve months and that all questions were about their current 

team. Experiences of team members from more than twelve months ago should not be used to fill in 

the questionnaire. There are several advantages when using an online questionnaire instead of a 

paper and pencil questionnaire. First, it is quicker. This because there is direct response, data is 

gathered automatically in digital format and no time is lost with sending the hardcopies. Second, it is 

cheaper because no paper has to be wasted. Third, this method is less prone to errors when entering 

the data in the computer. This is done automatically and preliminary screening of the data is 
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possible. The most important disadvantage in our case was that every team member needed access 

to a computer to complete the questionnaire. In some teams (e.g. food & beverage teams) access to 

computers and the internet was limited. Two weeks after the questionnaire had been placed online, 

a reminder was sent to the team members to improve the response rate. One week after that a final 

reminder was sent to get the response rate up. The effects of these reminders can be seen in Figure 

5-1. 

 

 

Figure 5-1: The number of respondents per day 

 

Before the questionnaire was put online, it was tested by some employees of Landal GreenParks to 

verify the thinking process of the team member when filling in the questionnaire, and to see if the 

entire questionnaire was understandable. Suggestions made by these were reviewed. This did not 

lead to any changes in the questionnaire. The only data that was not collected by means of the 

questionnaire is the data about Task complexity. Two team managers rated the team types on the 

scale of Wood et al. (1987) (Appendix I). This resulted in Table 5-1. Task complexity ranges from 3 

(Food & Beverage) to 6.5 (Development). The interrater reliability analysis using the Kappa statistic 

(Hair et al., 2010) was performed to determine consistency among the two raters. The substantial 

agreement was statistically significant with Kappa=.64 (p < .01). There were no differences larger 

than 1. Therefore, averages were calculated where the raters did not agree. 
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Table 5-1: Task Complexity Classification 

 Rater   
Team Type (number of teams) Rater 1 Rater 2 Difference Average 

Retail (13) 4 4 0 4 
Food & Beverage (15) 3 3 0 3 
Kitchen (15) 4 4 0 4 
Property (15) 4 4 0 4 
Front Office (15) 5 4 1 4.5 
Operations Support (1) 6 6 0 6 
Facility Support (1) 6 6 0 6 
HR MT (1) 6 6 0 6 
Servicedesk HR (1) 6 6 0 6 
Academy HR (1) 6 6 0 6 
Contact Center (1) 5 6 1 5.5 
Supervisors (1) 6 5 1 5.5 
Promotions (1) 6 6 0 6 
Communication (1) 6 6 0 6 
DM&CI (1) 6 6 0 6 
Planning (1) 6 6 0 6 
Accounting (1) 5 5 0 5 
Corp. Finance (1) 6 5 1 5.5 
IT Operations (1) 6 6 0 6 
IT Applications (1) 6 6 0 6 
Legal (1) 5 6 1 5.5 
Business Line (1) 6 5 1 5.5 
Development (1) 7 6 1 6.5 
Debit Control (1) 5 5 0 5 
Administration (3) 6 6 0 6 
Accountmananagers (5) 5 5 0 5 

 

5.2.2 Variables 

The variables in the questionnaire were Team membership change, seven team processes, six 

moderators and two control variables. Team membership change, the team processes and the 

moderators were measured using Likert-type scales. First there were questions for Team 

membership change. This was measured as a percentage of the team. Next, the seven team 

processes were investigated. These were: Team learning, Team cohesion, Team efficacy, Relationship 

conflict, Task conflict, Coordination, communication and cooperation, and Team regulation. Then the 

six moderators: Environmental stability, Goal stability, Goal clarity, New member relative ability, Task 

interdependence and Task complexity. The following control variables were included: Time in team 

and Team size. More information about these variables is in Table 5-2. 
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Table 5-2: Overview of Variables of Team Membership Change and Team Processes 

  Scale Number 
of items 

Source Sample item 

Team membership 
change 

- 6 Hirst (2009) How many people left your team in the 
previous 12 months? 

Team learning 1: Never…5: Always 4 Breso, Gracia,  Latorre & 
Peiro (2008) 

Knowledge is shared among the different 
team members in my team. 

Team cohesion 1: Strongly 
disagree…7: Strongly 
agree 

4 Riordan & Weatherly 
(1999) 

In my team, we know we can rely on each 
other. 

Team efficacy 1: Strongly disagree - 
7: Strongly agree 

5 Gevers (2004) My team has confidence in itself. 

Relationship conflict 1: None - 5: A lot 4 Jehn (1995)  How much social friction is there among 
members in your work unit?  

Task conflict 1: None - 5: A lot 4 Jehn (1995)  How frequently are these conflicts about 
ideas in your work unit? 

Coordination, 
communication and 
cooperation 

1: Very strongly 
disagree - 5:   Very 
strongly agree 

9 Zoogah (2006) My team always reflects on the 
organization of activities. 

Team regulation 1: Never  - 5: 
Constantly 

5 Chen, Thomas &  Wallace 
(2005) 

The team is not focused on how well the 
team progressed toward accomplishing our 
goals. 

Environmental stability 1: Strongly disagree - 
7: Strongly agree 

4 - Teams which are related with my team stay 
the same 

Goal stability 1: Strongly disagree – 
5: Strongly agree 

3 - The results that my team has to achieve 
change frequently. 

Goal clarity 1: Strongly disagree - 
5: Strongly agree 

3 Lee, Bobko, Early & Locke 
(1991) 

My team understands exactly what it is 
supposed to do on its job. 

New member relative 
ability 

1: Strongly disagree – 
5: Strongly agree 

4 - On average, the newcomers in my team 
have more skills than the average team 
member possesses. 

Task interdependence 1: Disagree - 5: Agree 5 Pearce & Gregersen (1991) In my team we have to work closely with 
others in my team when doing our work. 

Task complexity 1: Reaction  time - 7: 
Science and 
engineering 

- Wood,  Mento & Locke 
(1987) 

- (Not in questionnaire, assessed by 
managers; See Appendix I) 

Team viability 1: Strongly disagree - 
5: Strongly agree 

4 Barrick, Stewart, Neubert 
& Mount (1998) & 
Balkundi, Barsness & 
Michael (2009) 

My team should not continue to function as 
a team. 

Team satisfaction 1: Totally disagree - 5: 
Totally agree 

3 Van der Vegt, Emans & Van 
de Vliert (2001) 

In my team we are satisfied with our 
present colleagues. 

Team performance 1: Totally disagree - 5: 
Totally agree 

13 Williams & Anderson 
(1991) 

In my team we have a lot of creative ideas 
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5.2.3 Data analysis 

The hypotheses were tested using multiple regression analysis with the tool SPSS Statistics. This 

analysis provides insight into the relationship among the independent variables in their prediction of 

the dependent variable (Hair et al., 2010).  

A team process was the dependent variable in all analyses, and Team membership change and all 

moderators were possible independent variables. Also interaction variables were created to test the 

moderator effects, by coupling Team membership change with one or more moderators. First the 

variables were centered. This was done by subtracting for each variable the mean score from each 

data-point. Next the interaction variable was calculated. 

Multiple regression analysis here required a minimum of 100 observations for most research 

situations, because I wanted to test the individual predictors within the model and not the overall 

model fit of the regression model (Field, 2005). Also some assumptions were tested, such as linearity 

of the phenomenon measured, constant variance of the error items, independence of the error 

terms and normality of the error term distribution. These are fundamental for multiple regression 

analysis. 

5.3 Preliminary actions before testing hypotheses 
Starting with a description of the sample, invalid data entries and missing data, and the data of Task 

complexity assessed by two managers will be discussed. Then the calculation of scale means, the 

reliability of these scales and the outliers will be discussed. The next step was aggregating the data 

from the individual level to the team level. For all but two scales, Team size and Team membership 

change, this was rather straightforward.  

Having the data at team level, descriptive statistics will show basic information of the variables used 

in this research. Next, some assumptions (e.g. normality) needed to be tested. After confirming there 

were no major violations of these assumptions, the last step was checking the influence of the 

control variables used in this research.  After these actions the hypotheses were tested. 

5.3.1 Sample 

In total 424 employees filled in the questionnaire. From the 100 teams, 68 teams had three of more 

team members that provided their opinions (left part of Table 5-4). After removing the data of the 

respondents of the remaining teams, 393 respondents remained in the sample.  

5.3.2 Invalid entries  

The next step was an invalid entry check in the dataset by means of frequency tables. For instance, 

the frequency table (Appendix II) of how many people that joined the team of the respondent during 

the past 12 months. The value of 41430 was clearly an invalid entry for this variable. This value had 

to be removed. There were also invalid entries for Age (19), Contract type (6), Team size (8) and Time 

under contract (17). All these invalid values have been removed from the dataset and are considered 

as missing data. 

5.3.3 Missing data 

The extent of missing data per respondent can be found in Appendix III. According to Table III-1 there 

was a big gap between 57 values missing and 80. Trying to keep as many teams as possible, only 

cases with missing values of 80 and above were deleted, which were 75 cases. By deleting these 
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cases, 8 teams now had less than 3 members that filled in the questionnaire, thus these teams also 

were removed. Thus the new sample consisted of 302 respondents from 60 teams (right part of 

Table 5-3). 

 

Table 5-3: Overview of Sample  

 Initial sample Sample after removal missing data 
Respondents per team Number of 

teams 
Total 
respondents 

Number of teams Total 
respondents 

0 respondents 8 0 0 0 
1 respondent 17 17 0 0 
2 respondents 7 14 8 16 
3 or more respondents 68 393 60 302  

Total 100 424 68 393-75 = 318  

 

5.3.4 Outliers 

To check the scales for univariate outliers, standard score values had to be calculated. Because of this 

sample size a case was considered an outlier if the standard score value was larger than +/- 4 (Hair et 

al., 2010). There were four outliers for Team size, e.g. a Team size like 80. These were checked again 

when creating the Team size value for the total teams, because other values of this team were a lot 

lower. Also one outlier was found for Team membership change. This number also was checked 

again when creating the Team membership change values for the total teams. These found values 

were dropped later in the analysis, when checking per team what size the team actually had and the 

percentage of team membership change. Also, Cohesion has one outlier; this person gave team 

cohesion a 1.0. This can be true so nothing needs to be changed. Another outlier was found for Work 

engagement, this person gave a 1.5. This could be true also. Thus these three outliers had to remain 

in the dataset.  

Next to looking at the univariate outliers, multivariate outliers also could be important. There where 

no multivariate outliers because the probability of Mahalanobis D2 of all cases was larger than 0.001 

(Hair et al., 2010). 

5.3.5 Reliability of scales 

The next step was to compute means of the variables from values of items per respondent. If a scale 

of items possessed less than half of the values for a respondent, no mean would be calculated for 

that respondent (Hair et al., 2010). After creating these means, the reliability of these scales and the 

correlations between these scales was tested (Table 5-9).  The correlation matrix of the Team 

outcomes is in Appendix X. The Cronbach’s alpha of New member relative ability (.221) was below 

the minimum level of .600, thus this scale was not reliable. Deleting one of the items of this scale did 

not improve Cronbach’s alpha. This scale therefore was ejected from the analysis. The other scales 

had acceptable scores for Cronbach’s alpha, thus these scales were reliable enough to work further 

with. Also, there were no correlations larger than 0.85, thus discriminant validity exists between all 

scales, thus there are no scales that measure the same phenomenon.   
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5.3.6 From individuals to teams 

All the hypotheses are at team level, thus the analyses are performed at team level also. In order to 

aggregate individual responses on the scales, statistically significant between-teams discrimination is 

crucial for team-level constructs. To check if the variance between groups is significantly different 

from the variance within groups, one-way ANOVAs had to be conducted to see if the individual scale 

variables can be aggregated to team variables (Appendix IV). The summary of ANOVAs can be found 

in Table 5-4, 5-5, 5-6 and 5-7.  

Scale variables can be aggregated when there is an adequate level of between-teams discrimination 

(p < .05). If this is not the case, relative consistency of responses among team members has to be 

demonstrated, by computing the intra-class coefficient ICC(1) (Bliese, 2000). The typical range of 

values suggested by Bliese (2000) is from .05 to .20. There were problems with the significance levels 

of the moderators Goal Clarity (0.18) and Goal Stability (0.09). The variance between groups and the 

variance within groups was not significantly different for these moderators. The intra-class 

coefficients ICC(1) from both, .07 and .05 respectively, are within the typical range of values. 

Therefore it can be concluded that the consistency of responses among team members on both 

scales was adequate. This means that all scales can be aggregated to the team level. 

 

Table 5-4: Summary One- way ANOVAs Team Membership Change 

 F Sig. 

Left 12 months 7.39 .00 
Joined 12 months 6.26 .00 

Notes: n=300 

Table 5-5: Summary One-way ANOVAs Team processes 

 F Sig. 

Team learning 3.03 .00 
Relationship conflict 2.06 .00 
Task conflict 1.42 .04 
Team regulation 2.46 .00 
Team cohesion 2.92 .00 
Team efficacy 1.83 .00 
Coordination, Cooperation and Communication 2.14 .00 

Notes: n=300 

Table 5-6: Summary One-way ANOVAs Moderators 

 F Sig. 

Environmental stability 1.49 .02 
Goal stability 1.31 .09 
Goal clarity 1.20 .18 
Task Interdependence 1.80 .00 

Notes: n=300 
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Table 5-7: Summary One-way ANOVAs Outcomes 

 F Sig. 

Team viability 1.83 .00 
Team satisfaction 2.30 .00 
Creative performance 1.60 .01 
Task performance 1.99 .00 
Contextual performance 1.54 .01 
Work Engagement  Vigor 2.22 .00 
Work Engagement  Dedication 2.03 .00 

Notes: n=300 

 

5.3.7 Team size and Team membership change 

There were two variables that could not be calculated that straightforward for each of the 60 teams, 

Team size and Team membership change. Team size should not be different among different team 

members, but in the data it was in some places. There were two possible scenarios, one of a team 

with a team leader and one of a team without a team leader. The algorithm for calculating Team size 

can be found in Appendix V.   

Also Team membership change should not be different among team members. The algorithm for 

finding Team membership change can be seen in Figure 5-2. The presence of a leader in a team has 

an important influence on the algorithm. Either the values of the leader or the mode of all team 

members are used in the calculation. 

 

Remove data that 
was entered for a 

period before 
member was in 

team. 

Remove higher 
value if there are 
higher values for 
smaller intervals. 

Leader?

Remove values 
more than 1 

different from 
leader

Find mode

Calculate mean

Remove values 
more than 1 

different from mode

Yes
3a

No
3b

4b

5b

4a

1 2

 

Figure 5-2: Algorithm of calculating Team membership change 

 

Finally, the percentage of Team membership change was calculated by the following formula: 

(Members joined team + Members left team) / calculated Team size 

5.3.8 Test assumptions 

The data was checked on violations of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity. These assumptions 

have to be met in order to be able to perform the regression analysis.  
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5.3.8.1 Normality 

First Team membership change was tested on violations of normality. Team membership change had 

problems with normality because of the way it was calculated. This was fixed by doing a 

transformation using a negative logarithm (See Figure 5-3). -Log(x) is positive when x < 1, and 

negative when x > 1. Thus if Team membership change is larger than 1, thus when the number of 

newcomers plus the number of leavers is larger than the Team size, the negative logarithm is 

negative. After the transformation Team membership change did not have problems with normality 

anymore (See Table 5-8).  

 

Figure 5-3: Histograms with normality curves of Team membership change before and after transformation 

 

Table 5-8: Normality Tests of Team Membership Change 

 Kolmogorov-Smirnov       Shapiro-Wilk 
 Statistic Sig.   Statistic    Sig. 

TMC .16 .00 .86 .00 
-Log(TMC) .14 .20* .94 .17* 

Notes: * p < .05 

 

Also, there were some problems with Environmental stability, Goal stability, Goal clarity and Task 

complexity regarding normality (Appendix VI). However, the normal probability plots (Appendix VII) 

show that there were no big deviations from a normal distribution, indicating that the normality 

assumption was not violated. 

5.3.8.2 Linearity and homoscedasticity 

After checking the detrended normal probability plots, only Task complexity (see Appendix VIII) 

showed problems for heteroscedasticity. This was presumably because of the limited options the 

raters had; the teams belonged in the same company, and the fact that in modern organizations that 



31 
 

low scores (< 3) hardly occur, so large differences could not be expected. No variables had problems 

with non-linearity. 

5.3.9 Control variables 

The next step was to find out which control variables had a significant influence on certain team 

processes. If a control variable had a significant influence it had to be included in the regression 

analysis of these team processes. This check was done by examining the correlation matrix (Appendix 

IX). Team size was significantly correlated with Task conflict (r=.311; p=.008) and Relationship conflict 

(r=.254; p=.025), and Time in team had no significant correlations. Therefore, only Team size was 

included in the specific analyses. 

5.3.10 Overview of correlations 

All this leads to Table 5-9, which includes descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha and the correlations 

between Team membership change, the team processes, the moderators and the control variables. 
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Table 5-9: Correlation Matrix, Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s Alpha at Individual-level (Bottom Left) and Team-level (Top Right) 

 Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 

Team membership change 

1. –Log(TMC) .44 .33 - -.373** .112 .161 -.349** -.334** -.256* -.280* .117 .047 -.219 .167 -.178 .196 .090 

Team processes 

2. Team learning 3.94 .52 -.116* .823  -.581** .712** .817** .712** .796** .110 .215* .514** -.036 .261* -.103 -.175 
3. Relationship 
conflict 

2.14 .60 .046 -.396** .912 .763** -.403** -.650** -.625** -.615** .018 -.042 -.564** -.163 .003 .127 .254* 

4. Task conflict 2.00 .45 .051 -.424** .714** .859 -.377** -.559** -.519** -.606** .058 -.183 -.550** -.158 .073 -.057 .311** 
5. Team 
regulation 

3.69 .49 -.044 .630** -.308** -.334** .803 .760** .736** .766** .249* .168 .594** -.158 .141 -.069 -.095 

6. Team 
cohesion 

4.05 .52 -.087 .696** -.490** -.499** .604** .872 .827** .840** .184 .198 .547** -.124 .239* -.074 -.110 

7. Team efficacy 4.01 .37 -.005 .580** -.448** -.483** .576** .737** .802 .816** .128 .217* .698** -.063 .177 -.060 -.200 
8. 
Communication, 
cooperation & 
coordination 

3.79 .40 -.057 .646** -.475** -.448** .608** .725** .685** .838 .128 .211 .583** .024 .071 -.052 -.201 

Moderators 

9. Environmental 
stability 

3.26 .39 -.005 .019 -.101* -.144** .046 .136* .122* .071 .602 .393** .165 -.324** -.155 -.164 .253* 

10. Goal stability 3.27 .44 .070 .129* -.080 -.116* .109* .179** .067 .147** .440** .644 .293* -.052 -.098 -.105 -.034 
11. Goal clarity 3.86 .40 .053 .433** -.303** -.309** .473** .450** .483** .461** .208** .259** .809 -.088 .016 -.161 -.116 
12. Task 
complexity 

4.50 .93 .088 -.091 -.009 -.036 -.134* -.159** -.093 -.034 -.143** -.031 -.043 - -.260* -.159 -.555** 

13. Task 
interdependence 

4.50 .93 -.007 .143** .097 .143** .166** .094 .089 .062 -.089 -.108* -.006 -.095 .628 .011 .209 

Control variables 

14. Time in team 5.71 3.16 .110 -.084 .055 .007 -.050 -.064 -.048 -.030 -.078 -.084 .078 -.133* .080 - -.102 
15. Team size 12.90 10.55 .137* -.065 .186** .188** -.041 -.037 -.077 -.086 .043 -.021 .017 -.155** .145** -.103 - 

Notes: Diagonal shows Cronbach’s Alpha; n=300 in bottom-left part (Individual-level) and n=60 in top-right part (Team-level); mean = Mean before 

transformation; * p < .05; ** p < .01
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6. Results 
To test the hypotheses, correlation matrices and regression analyses were used in order to asses the 

relationships between the independent variables and the dependent variable. In almost every 

hypothesis in this study, a team process was the dependent variable, and Team membership change 

and possible moderators were independent variables. Also, interaction variables were created to test 

the moderator effects, by coupling Team membership change with one or more moderators. The 

results of all tests are reported below. 

6.1 Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 1c and 1d 
H1a: Team membership change is negatively related to Relationship conflicts. 

Because Relationship conflicts were correlated with the control variable Team size, Team size was 

included in the regression analysis in the first entry block. In the second entry block the variable of 

Team membership change (TMC) was positioned. In Table 6-1, it can be seen that the regression 

coefficient of the Team membership change was positive and not statistically significant (β= .09; p > 

.05). These results did not support Hypothesis 1a. 

 

Table 6-1: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 1a  

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .06 
Team size .24  
Step 2  .01 
-Log (TMC)  .09  
R2 .07  
F 1.96  

Notes: * p < .05; ** p < .01; a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable = Relationship 

conflicts 

 

H1b: Team membership change is positively related to Task conflicts. 

Because Task conflicts was correlated with the control variable Team size, this was included in the 

regression analysis in the first entry block. In the second entry block the variable of Team 

membership change was positioned. In Table 6-2, it can be seen that the regression coefficient of the 

Team membership change was positive but not statistically significant (β= .14; p > .05). These results 

did not support Hypothesis 1b. Noticeable was that the Team size of a team had a significant positive 

relation with Task conflict (β= .29; p < .05). 
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Table 6-2: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 1b 

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .09* 
Team size .29*  
Step 2  .02 
-Log (TMC)  .14  
R2 .11  
F 3.39*  

Notes: * p < .05; ** p < .01; a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable=Task conflicts 

 

H1c: Goal clarity moderates the relationship between Team membership change and Task 

conflicts, such that this relationship is weaker when goals are clear. 

Because Task conflicts was correlated with the control variable Team size, this was included in the 

regression analysis in the first entry block. In the second entry block the variables of Team 

membership change and Goal clarity were positioned. In the third entry block the interaction variable 

between Team membership change and Goal clarity was entered. In Table 6-3, it can be seen that 

the regression coefficient of Team membership change was not statistically significant (β= .03; p > 

.05), whereas the regression coefficient of Goal clarity was significant (β= -.51; p < .01).The 

interaction term of Team membership change and Goal clarity turned out to be not statistically 

significant (β= -.02; p > .05; ∆R2=.00). These results did not support Hypothesis 1c. Noticeable was 

that Team size had a significant positive relation with Task conflict (β= .24; p < .05). A possible reason 

why no significant moderator effect was found could be the presence of the significant negative main 

effect that Goal clarity had on Task conflicts.  

 

Table 6-3: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 1c  

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .09* 
Team size .24*  
Step 2  .27** 
-Log (TMC)  
Goal clarity 
Step 3 
Interaction -Log (TMC) * Goal clarity 

.03  
-.51**  
 .00 
-.02  

R2 .36  
F 7.24**  

Notes: ** p < .01; * p < .05; a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable=Task conflicts 
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H1d: Task complexity moderates the relationship between Team membership change and 

Task conflicts, such that this relationship is weaker when the team performs routine tasks. 

Because Task conflicts was correlated with the control variable Team size, this was included in the 

regression analysis in the first entry block. In the second entry block the variables of Team 

membership change and Task complexity were positioned. In the third entry block the interaction 

variable between Team membership change and Task complexity was entered. In Table 6-4, it can be 

seen that the regression coefficient of Team membership change was not statistically significant (β= 

.13; p > .05), and the regression coefficient of Task complexity was not statistically significant as well 

(β= .02; p > .05).The interaction terms of Team membership change and Goal clarity turned out to be 

not statistically significant (β= .02; p > .05; ∆R2=.00). These results did not support Hypothesis 1d.  

 

Table 6-4: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 1d  

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .10* 
Team size .31  
Step 2  .02 
-Log (TMC)  
Task complexity 
Step 3 
Interaction -Log (TMC) * Task 
complexity 

.13  

.02  
 .00 
.02  

R2 .18  
F 1.64  

Notes: * p < .05; ** p < .01; a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable=Task conflicts 

 

6.2 Hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c 
H2a: Team membership change is negatively related to Team cohesion. 

This was tested using the correlation matrix. In Table 5-9, it can be seen that the influence of Team 

membership change was significantly negatively related to Team cohesion (r=-.334; p < .01). This 

means that Hypothesis 2a was supported.  

 

H2b: Environmental stability moderates the relationship between Team membership 

change and Team cohesion, such that this relationship is weaker for unstable 

environments. 

In the first entry block the variables of Team membership change and Environmental stability were 

positioned. In the second entry block the interaction variable between Team membership change 

and Environmental stability was entered.  In Table 6-5, it can be seen that the regression coefficient 

of Team membership change was statistically significant (β= -.40; p < .01), also the regression 

coefficient of Environmental stability was statistically significant (β= .33; p < .05). The interaction 
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term of Team membership change and Environmental stability turned out to be statistically 

significant as well (β= .32; p < .05). The inclusion of the interaction term accounted for an additional 

9% of the explained variance in Team cohesion.  The significant interaction effect is graphically 

represented in Figure 6-1. If a team operated in a context with low environmental stability, thus in an 

unstable environment, the negative effect of Team membership change on Team cohesion was 

stronger, rather than weaker as predicted in Hypothesis 2b. To explore the pattern of the interaction 

effect, I performed a simple slope test following the procedure suggested by Aiken & West (1991). In 

teams with low environmental stability the relationship between Team membership change and 

Team cohesion is negative and significant (β=-1.11, t=3.23, p < .01). This means that Hypothesis 2b 

was not supported.   

 

Table 6-5: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 2b   

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .17** 
-Log (TMC)  -.40**  
Environmental stability .33*  
Step 2  .09* 
Interaction -Log (TMC) * 
Environmental stability 

.32*  

R2 .26  
F 6.23**  

Notes: ** p < .01; * p < .05; a Coefficient in final equation, n=60; dependent variable = Team cohesion 

 

Figure 6-1: Two-way interaction effect of -Log(TMC) and Environmental stability on Team cohesion 
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H2c: Goal stability moderates the relationship between Team membership change and 

Team cohesion, such that this relationship is weaker when goals are stable. 

In the first entry block the variables of Team membership change and Goal stability were positioned. 

In the second entry block the interaction variable between Team membership change and Goal 

stability was entered.  In Table 6-6, it can be seen that the regression coefficient of Team 

membership change was statistically significant (β= -.39; p < .01), also the regression coefficient of 

Goal stability was statistically significant (β= .25; p < .05). The interaction term of Team membership 

change and Goal stability turned out to be statistically significant as well (β= .25; p < .05). The 

inclusion of the interaction term accounted for an additional 6% of the explained variance in Team 

cohesion. The significant interaction effect is graphically represented in Figure 6-2. If a team 

operated in a context with high Goal stability, thus with stable goals, the negative effect of Team 

membership change on Team cohesion was weaker. To explore the pattern of the interaction effect, I 

performed a simple slope test following the procedure suggested by Aiken & West (1991). In teams 

with high goal stability the relationship between Team membership change and Team cohesion is not 

significant (β=-.24 t=-.84, p > .05), whereas it is negative and significant when goal stability is low (β=-

1.16 t=-3.38, p < .01). This means that Hypothesis 2c was supported. 

Table 6-6: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 2c 

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .16** 
-Log (TMC)  
Goal stability 
Step 2 
Interaction -Log (TMC) * Goal 
stability 

-.39**  
.25*  
 .06* 
.25*  

R2 .22  
F 4.97**  

Notes: ** p < .01; * p < .05; a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable=Team cohesion 
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Figure 6-2: Two-way interaction effect of -Log(TMC) and Goal stability on Team cohesion 

6.3 Hypothesis 3 
H3: Team membership change is negatively related to Team efficacy. 

This was tested using the correlation matrix. In Table 5-9, it can be seen that the influence of Team 

membership change was significantly negatively related to Team efficacy (r=-.256; p < .05). This 

means that Hypothesis 3 was supported.  

6.4 Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 4c, 4d and 4e 
H4a: Team membership change is negatively related to Coordination, cooperation and 

communication. 

This was tested using the correlation matrix. According to Table 5-9, there was a negative 

relationship between Team membership change and Coordination, cooperation and communication 

(r=-.280; p < .05). Thus Hypotheses 4a was supported. 

 

H4b: Goal clarity moderates the relationship between Team membership change and 

Coordination, communication and cooperation, such that this relationship is weaker when 

goals are clear. 

In the first entry block the variables of Team membership change and Goal clarity were positioned. In 

the second entry block the interaction variable between Team membership change and Goal clarity 

was entered.  In Table 6-7, it can be seen that the regression coefficient of Team membership change 

was statistically significant (β= -.18; p < .05), also the regression coefficient of Goal clarity was 

statistically significant (β=.51; p < .01). The interaction term of Team membership change and Goal 

clarity turned out to be statistically significant as well (β=.24; p < .05). The inclusion of the interaction 

term accounted for an additional 5% of the explained variance in Coordination, cooperation & 

communication. The significant interaction effect is graphically represented in Figure 6-3. If a team 

1

1,5

2

2,5

3

3,5

4

4,5

5

5,5

6

Low TMC High TMC

T
ea

m
 c

o
h

es
io

n
 

Low Goal

stability

High Goal

stability



39 
 

operated in a context with high Goal clarity, the negative effect of Team membership change on 

Team cohesion was weaker. To explore the pattern of the interaction effect, I performed a simple 

slope test following the procedure suggested by Aiken & West (1991). In teams with high Goal clarity 

the relationship between Team membership change and Coordination, cooperation & 

communication is not significant (β=.03 t=.18, p > .05), whereas it is negative and significant when 

Goal clarity is low (β=-.51 t=-2.61, p < .05). This means that Hypothesis 4b was supported.   

 

Table 6-7: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 4b 

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .40** 
-Log (TMC)  
Goal clarity 
Step 2 
Interaction -Log (TMC) * Goal clarity 

-.18*  
.51**  
 .05* 
.24*  

R2 .45  
F 14.50**  

Notes: ** p < .01; * p < .05; a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable=Coordination, 

cooperation & communication 

 

Figure 6-3: Two-way interaction effect of -Log(TMC) and Goal clarity on Coordination, cooperation & communication 
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H4c: Goal stability moderates the relationship between Team membership change and 

Coordination, communication and cooperation, such that this relationship is weaker when 

goals are stable. 

In the first entry block the variables of Team membership change and Goal stability were positioned. 

In the second entry block the interaction variable between Team membership change and Goal 

stability was entered.  In Table 6-8, it can be seen that the regression coefficient of Team 

membership change was statistically significant (β= -.36; p < .01), also the regression coefficient of 

Goal stability was statistically significant (β=-.25; p < .05). The interaction term of Team membership 

change and Goal stability turned out to be statistically significant as well (β= .39; p < .01). The 

inclusion of the interaction term accounted for an additional 14% of the explained variance in 

Coordination, cooperation & communication. The significant interaction effect is graphically 

represented in Figure 6-4. If a team operated in a context with high goal stability, the negative effect 

of Team membership change on Team cohesion was weaker. To explore the pattern of the 

interaction effect, I performed a simple slope test following the procedure suggested by Aiken & 

West (1991). In teams with high Goal stability the relationship between Team membership change 

and Coordination, cooperation & communication is not significant (β=.04 t=.21, p > .05), whereas it is 

negative and significant when Goal stability is low (β=-1.00 t=-4.05, p < .01). This means that 

Hypothesis 4c was supported. 

 

Table 6-8: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 4c  

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .12* 
-Log (TMC)  
Goal stability 
Step 2 
Interaction -Log (TMC) * Goal stability 

-.36**  
.25*  
 .14** 
.39**  

R2 .26  
F 6.30**  

Notes: * p < .05; ** p < .01a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable=Coordination, 

cooperation & communication 
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Figure 6-4: Two-way interaction effect of -Log(TMC) and Goal stability on Coordination, cooperation & communication 

 

 

H4d: New member relative ability moderates the relationship between Team membership 

change and Coordination, communication and cooperation, such that this relationship is 

weaker when the newcomer has more ability than the oldtimer. 

 
Due to insufficient reliability of the New member relative ability scale (see p. 26), this hypothesis 

could not be tested. 

 

H4e: Task interdependence moderates the relationship between Team membership change 

and Communication, cooperation and coordination, such that this relationship is weaker 

for teams with high Task interdependence. 

In the first entry block the variables of Team membership change and Task interdependence were 

positioned. In the second entry block the interaction variable between Team membership change 

and Task interdependence was entered. In Table 6-9, it can be seen that the regression coefficient of 

Team membership change was statistically significant (β= -.28; p < .05), and the regression coefficient 

of Task interdependence was not statistically significant (β= -.03; p > .05).The interaction term of 

Team membership change and Task interdependence turned out to be not statistically significant (β= 

-.05; p > .05; ∆R2=.00). These results did not support Hypothesis 4e. 
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Table 6-9: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 4e  

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .08 
-Log (TMC)  
Task interdependence 
Step 2 
Interaction -Log (TMC) * Task 
interdependence 

-.28*  
-.03  
 .00 
-.05  

R2 .08  
F 1.57  

Notes: * p < .05; ** p < .01; a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable=Coordination, 

cooperation & communication 

 

6.5 Hypotheses 5a and 5b 
H5a: Team membership change is negatively related to Team learning. 

This was tested using the correlation matrix. In Table 5-9, it can be seen that the influence of Team 

membership change was significantly negatively related to Team learning (r=-.373; p < .01). This 

means that Hypothesis 5a was supported.  

 

H5b: Environmental stability moderates the relationship between Team membership 

change and Team learning, such that this relationship is weaker for unstable environments. 

In the first entry block the variables of Team membership change and Environmental stability were 

positioned. In the second entry block the interaction variable between Team membership change 

and Environmental stability was entered.  In Table 6-10, it can be seen that the regression coefficient 

of Team membership change was statistically significant (β= -.43; p < .05), also the regression 

coefficient of Environmental stability was statistically significant (β= .29; p < .05). The interaction 

term of Team membership change and Environmental stability turned out to be statistically 

significant as well (β= .31; p < .05). The inclusion of the interaction term accounted for an additional 

9% of the explained variance in Team learning. The significant interaction effect is graphically 

represented in Figure 6-5. If a team operated in a context with low environmental stability, thus in an 

unstable environment, the negative effect of Team membership change on Team cohesion was 

stronger, rather than weaker as predicted in Hypothesis 5b. To explore the pattern of the interaction 

effect, I performed a simple slope test following the procedure suggested by Aiken & West (1991). In 

teams with high Environmental stability the relationship between Team membership change and 

Team learning is not significant (β=-.20 t=-.67, p > .05), whereas it is negative and significant when 

Environmental stability is low (β=-1.34 t=-4.12, p < .01). This means that Hypothesis 5b was not 

supported. 
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Table 6-10: Summary Regression Analysis Hypothesis 5b  

 
Predictors Coefficienta ∆ R2 

Step 1  .18** 
-Log (TMC)  
Environmental stability 
Step 2 
Interaction -Log (TMC) * 
Environmental stability 

-.43*  
.29*  
 .09* 
.31*  

R2 .27  
F 6.40*  

Notes: * p < .05; ** p < .01; a Coefficient in final equation; n=60; dependent variable=Team learning 

 

Figure 6-5: Two-way interaction effect of -Log(TMC) and Environmental stability on Team learning 

 

6.6 Hypotheses 6a and 6b 
H6a: Team membership change is negatively related to Team regulation, when team goals 

are unclear. 

To test this hypothesis the dataset was divided into a group with relative unclear goals and a group 

with relative clear goals. This was done by splitting the file into cases with values for Goal clarity 

lower than 3.96 (=median) and a group with values for Goal clarity higher than 3.96. In teams with 

relative unclear goals the influence of Team membership change was significantly negatively related 

to Team regulation (r=-.392; p < .05) and in teams with relative clear goals the influence of Team 

membership change was not significantly related to Team regulation (r=-.235; p > .05). This means 

that Hypothesis 6a was supported.  
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H6b: Team membership change is negatively related to Team regulation, when the ability 

of the newcomer is lower than the ability of the oldtimer. 

Due to insufficient reliability of the New member relative ability scale (see p. 26), this hypothesis 

could not be tested. 

6.7 Overview hypotheses 
After all these tests an overview of all the results of these tests can be found in Table 6-11. 

 

Table 6-11: Overview of Tests and Support for Hypothesized Main and Interaction Effects 

Hypothesis Dependent 
variable 

Moderator  Supported  
 

Not 
supported 

1a ME Relationship 
conflict 

  X 

1b ME Task conflict   X 
1c IE Task conflict Goal clarity  X 
1d IE Task conflict Task complexity  X 
2a ME Team cohesion  X  
2b IE Team cohesion Environmental 

stability 
 X 

2c IE Team cohesion Goal stability X  
3 ME Team efficacy  X  
4a ME Coordination, 

cooperation & 
communication 

 X  

4b IE Coordination, 
cooperation & 
communication 

Goal clarity X  

4c IE Coordination, 
cooperation & 
communication 

Goal stability X  

4d IE Coordination, 
cooperation & 
communication 

New member 
relative ability 

 NA 

4e IE Coordination, 
cooperation & 
communication 

Task 
interdependence 

 X 

5a ME Team learning  X  
5b IE Team learning Environmental 

stability 
 X 

6a IE Team 
regulation 

Goal clarity X  

6b IE Team 
regulation 

New member 
relative ability 

 NA 

Notes: ME= Main effect; IE=Interaction effect; Independent variable in all tests: Team membership 

change; NA= Not applicable 
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6.8 Effects on team outcomes 
The assumption underlying this study was that the Team processes had a significant effect on team 

outcomes (Team effectiveness and Work engagement). This was tested using a correlation matrix 

(Table 6-12). The assumption was not violated because all team processes had a significant effect on 

the team outcomes at a .05 level, some also at a .01 level.   

It was remarkable that Task conflict had high negative correlations with almost all Team outcomes, 

where some positive or low negative correlations where expected (e.g. Task conflict with Creative 

performance (De Dreu, 2006)). This could be explained by the fact that almost all teams had 

relatively low Task complexity (Mean = 4.50; SD=.93). 

Looking at the descriptive statistics of both conflict types (Relationship conflict mean=2.14, SD=.60; 

Task conflict mean=2.00, SD=.45) and of Team viability (mean=4.21; SD=.44) and Team satisfaction 

(mean=3.89; SD=.54), there seemed to be no reason for concern for Landal GreenParks. Also, no 

significant relations between Team membership change and Relationship conflicts or Task conflicts 

were found. 

 

Table 6-12: Correlation Matrix of Team Processes with Team Outcomes 

 

 

Te
am

 v
ia

b
ili

ty
 

Te
am

 s
at

is
fa

ct
io

n
 

C
re

at
iv

e 
p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Ta
sk

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 

C
o

n
te

xt
u

al
 

p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 

W
o

rk
 e

n
ga

ge
m

en
t 

vi
go

r 

W
o

rk
 e

n
ga

ge
m

en
t 

d
ed

ic
at

io
n

 
Team learning .568** .556** .349** .320* .607** .447** .480** 
Relationship 
conflict 

-.678** -.663** -.384** -.351** -.544** -.497** -.522** 

Task conflict -.762** -.547** -.306** -.277* -.452** -.339** -.511** 
Team regulation .462** .666** .634** .542** .634** .614** .487** 
Team cohesion .588** .677** .376** .398** .705** .531** .502** 
Team efficacy .605** .696** .505** .528** .704** .641** .654** 
Coordination, 
cooperation & 
communication 

.635** .754** .576** .562** .705** .573** .533** 

Notes: ** p < .01, * p < .05, n=60 
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7. Discussion 
In this final chapter the main findings, which include the effects and the answers to the research 

questions, will be discussed, recommendations for the team managers will be given, limitations of 

this research are shown and future research topics are suggested.  

7.1 Main findings 
In the next paragraphs the significant effects will be given, answers to the research questions are 

provided, and the contribution of this study to this research area will be shown. 

7.1.1 Significant effects 

Team membership change has four significant main negative effects (Table 7-1). 

 

Table 7-1: Overview of Tests Supported 

Hypothesis Dependent variable Moderator  

2a ME Team cohesion  
2c IE Team cohesion Goal stability 
3 ME Team efficacy  
4a ME Coordination, cooperation & 

communication  
 

4b IE Coordination, cooperation & 
communication 

Goal clarity 

4c IE Coordination, cooperation & 
communication 

Goal stability 

5a ME Team learning  
6a IE Team regulation Goal clarity 

Notes: ME= Main effect; IE=Interaction effect; Independent variable in all tests: Team membership 

change 

 

First, Team membership change has a significantly negative relationship with Team cohesion. Team 

members probably require some time to get acquainted with the new team members after a change 

of team members, which results in a lack of Team cohesion. The team needs time to socialize to get 

confident that the new team can reach their goals with the skills and knowledge of the newcomers 

before feeling harmonious again (Smith et al., 1994). This negative relation is weaker when goals are 

stable. 

Second, Team membership change has a significant negative relationship with Team efficacy. This is 

in line with earlier research of Smith et al. (1994) that showed that not knowing the skills and abilities 

of the new team after team members have left the team or new members joined the team  causes a 

negative effect on Team efficacy. 

Third, Team membership change has a significant negative relationship with Coordination, 

cooperation and communication.  This is in line with Stuart (2012) which stated that the level of 

information exchange between team members is lower after Team membership change. This 

negative relation is weaker when goals are stable and weaker when goals are clear. 
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Fourth, Team membership change has a significant negative relationship with Team learning. This is 

in line with Akgun & Lynn (2002), who showed that the result of Team membership change is a loss 

of knowledge, which is an important facility for Team learning.  

And finally, Team membership change has a significant negative relationship with Team regulation 

when team goals are clear. The conclusion is in line with Sawyer (1992), who states that when goals 

are clear, team members are more committed to the team and attempt to accomplish the goal. The 

changing of team members requires time for newcomers to get committed to the team, thus it 

negatively affects Team regulation, when the team possesses clear goals. 

7.1.2 Answers to research questions 

The significant effects found can be aggregated into answers to the research questions. 

RQ1) What effects does Team membership change have on team processes? 

There are several negative effects of Team membership change on the team processes that are 

significantly related to team outcomes. There are negative effects on the following team processes: 

- Team cohesion; 

- Team efficacy; 

- Coordination, cooperation and communication; 

- Team learning; 

- Team regulation. 

The expected positive effect of Team membership change on Relationship conflicts and the expected 

negative effect on Task conflict were not found. 

RQ2) Which team-level factors act as a moderator in the relationship between Team membership 

change and team processes? 

Several team-level factors act as a moderator in the relationships mentioned above: 

- Goal clarity (Coordination, cooperation and communication; Team regulation); 

- Goal stability (Coordination, cooperation and communication; Team cohesion). 

Task complexity, Environmental stability and Task interdependence did not act as moderators in any 

of the significant relationships between Team membership change and the team processes and New 

member relative ability was not tested because of the unreliable scale.  

7.1.5 Contribution of this study 

Team membership change is important because of its rising occurence in today’s business world, and 

because of the effects it has on several Team processes, that are important for Team effectiveness. A 

big part of the research on this topic only includes one Team process and most of the research is 

conducted in a laboratory. This study has two important contributions to this research area. The first 

is that this research was conducted outside a laboratory. This makes the findings more generalizable. 

The second contribution are the analyses of several team processes, in stead of only one or two. This 

gives a better view about the effects Team membership change has on the different Team processes, 

and a better insight on several moderators, which have an influence on these effects. 
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7.2 Recommendations for management 
The most obvious recommendations are setting clear and stable goals for teams to work with. These 

two moderators had a positive effect on Team cohesion, Team regulation and Coordination, 

cooperation and communication by reducing the negative effect Team membership change has on 

these team processes, next to the positive direct main effects they had on team processes. After 

discussing the relationships between Team membership change and team processes in the previous 

paragraph, it is also important to know which factors also have an effect on these team processes, 

because the effects themselves of Team membership change cannot be prevented. The three factors 

which are possibly the most significant for the mentioned relationships are Team design, Team 

training and Team leadership (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). These three all can be changed by managers, 

thus calibrating these three in an optimal way can possibly be a remedy against the negative effects 

of Team membership change on team processes.  

7.2.1 Team design 

Alignment with the organizational context can be crucial for a team to perform next to adequate 

resources. Team design is the tool to reach optimal alignment. Team design focuses on the structure 

of the team task, group composition, group performance standards and reaching goals within 

acceptable time frames. Team design has to ensure an optimal infrastructure for Communication, 

coordination and cooperation. Also, Team design is a blueprint for Team regulation. For instance, by 

creating stable, clear goals, Team design can have a positive indirect effect on Team effectiveness via 

Team regulation and Communication, coordination and cooperation. 

7.2.2 Team training 

Team training is a systematic way strategy aimed at improving specific objectives or competencies 

designed to improve team work, thus it can be key for enhancing Team effectiveness.  Training for 

task relevant skills should be directed at the individual level to develop proficiency, with Team 

training focused on task work and team work skills that underlie the integration required for 

coordinated action. There are several forms of Team training, such as cross training and simulation-

based training. Cross training is a technique that trains team members on other team members’ 

tasks, responsibilities and roles. Simulation based training uses simulations with scripted scenarios to 

allow team members to practice a set of synthetic experiences important to their effectiveness. 

Team training can have a positive effect on Team regulation by training the proper way to organize 

the team work and on Team cohesion by team building exercises. For instance, by means of cross 

training, Team cohesion will rise because of the understanding of the job of the other team 

members, and also Task conflicts will be reduced by this type of training. 

7.2.3 Team leadership 

Leaders can be essential for enhancing Team effectiveness. A leader has the function to instruct and 

regulate a team. The leader should be able to guide team members in the development of targeted 

knowledge and skills, through the processes of goal setting, monitoring, diagnosis and feedback. Also 

a simple intervention like reflecting and elaborating transactive memory system structure can have a 

positive effect on Team effectiveness (Lewis et al., 2007). Team leadership can strengthen Team 

efficacy and it can optimize Team regulation. For instance, a team leader has a positive effect on 

Team regulation through stable leadership. 
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7.3 Limitations 
There are a few limitations to this research. The number of teams that has been used for the analysis 

was 60. For this kind of analysis around 100 teams are required to obtain adequate statistical power. 

However, some teams had to be deleted because there were less than three team members that 

filled in the questionnaire properly. Still quite a lot of significant effects were found with this sample.  

Another limitation is that the design of this study is cross-sectional, thus causality cannot be 

established. The design also leads to high correlations, because an employee finishes the entire 

questionnaire at one specific time, causing common method variance.  This means that overlapping 

variability can be due to the way the data is gathered from a single source, rather than from a real, 

substantive relationship (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). One more limitation is the number of team 

processes used in this thesis. Now it is limited to seven, which in comparison to other research in this 

area still is a lot (Team learning, Team cohesion, Team efficacy, Team regulation, Task conflict, 

Relationship conflict, and Coordination, cooperation & communication), but several more (e.g. Team 

mental models) can be added to make to research more general applicable. The next limitation is 

that Team membership change is a subjective value in this research, all team members could 

estimate the value of it. The results of this research would be more valid if the actual numbers of 

Team membership change per team could be used. They were not used because they were not 

available for this research. However, the estimate of Team membership change in this study is 

reasonable reliable, because of the algorithm used, in which the leader of the team had a decisive 

role.  Next, the scale of New member relative ability was not reliable. Therefore the hypotheses 

involving New member relative ability were not tested. Finally, the generalizability of these findings is 

limited to companies like Landal GreenParks, working mostly with operational teams. Thus the 

findings cannot be linked for instance, to New Product Development teams, which have on average 

higher Task complexity. 

7.4 Future research 
After discussing the limitations, the future research options are clear. First, more knowledge has to 

be created about the effects of Team membership change on team processes, also on other team 

processes than that were included in this research.  Also, longitudinal research is required to be able 

to draw causal inferences. This can be done by handing team members the questionnaire for 

instance, four times a year.  By doing this a difference can be made between long and short term 

effects of Team membership change on team processes. Also a reliable scale for New member 

relative ability has to be created in order to be able to test hypotheses involving New member 

relative ability. And probably the most important for future research is that actual numbers for Team 

membership change have to be used. These numbers could be kept in digital personnel files by the 

company. 
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Appendix I – Complexity scale Wood et al. (1987) 
Looking at the list below, what complexity level would the team possess? 

1: Reaction time 

2: Brainstorming; Simple arithmetic; Perceptual speed 

3: Toy assembly; Anagrams; Typing 

4: Sewing machine work; Production work; Floor plan analysis 

5: School or college course work 

6: Supervision; Middle management; Technician work 

7: Science and engineering 
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Appendix II – Invalid entry example 
 

Table II-1: Frequency Table Team Members Joined Past 12 Months 

Number Frequency 

0 85 
1 80 
2 78 
3 35 
4 15 
5 10 
6 6 
7 6 
8 3 
9 2 
10 6 
11 1 
12 1 
13 3 
14 2 
15 3 
16 2 
20 1 
41430 1 
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Appendix III – Missing value per respondent 
 

Table III-1: Information about Missing Values 

Number 
of 
missing 
values 

Frequency Percent Cumulative 
percent 

0 107 27.2 27.2 

1 52 13.2 40.5 

2 70 17.8 58.3 

3 33 8.4 66.7 

4 9 2.3 69.0 

5 5 1.3 70.2 

6 3 .8 71.0 

7 3 .8 71.8 

8 1 .3 72.0 

9 1 .3 72.3 

15 1 .3 72.5 

26 1 .3 72.8 

28 3 .8 73.5 

30 1 .3 73.8 

31 1 .3 74.0 

43 1 .3 74.3 

45 7 1.8 76.1 

46 2 .5 76.6 

47 8 2.0 78.6 

48 5 1.3 79.9 

49 1 .3 80.2 

54 1 .3 80.4 

55 1 .3 80.7 

57 1 .3 80.9 

80 19 4.8 85.8 

81 9 2.3 88.0 

82 6 1.5 89.6 

83 1 .3 89.8 

87 14 3.6 93.4 

88 7 1.8 95.2 

89 11 2.8 98.0 

90 4 1.0 99.0 

91 1 .3 99.2 

97 1 .3 99.5 

98 2 .5 100.0 
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Appendix IV – ANOVA analyses 
 

Table IV-1: One- way ANOVAs Team Membership Change 

  Mean Square F Sig. 

Left 12 months Between groups 25.60 7.39 .00 
Within groups 3.47   

Joined 12 months Between groups 30.67 6.26 .00 
Within groups 4.90   

 

Table IV-2: One-way ANOVAs Team processes 

  Mean Square F Sig. 

Team learning Between groups 1.17 3.03 .00 
Within groups .39   

Relationship conflict Between groups 1.71 2.06 .00 
Within groups .83   

Task conflict Between groups .89 1.42 .04 
 Within groups .63   

Team regulation Between groups 1.02 2.46 .00 
 Within groups .42   

Team cohesion Between groups 1.19 2.92 .00 
 Within groups .41   

Team efficacy Between groups .63 1.83 .00 
 Within groups .34   

Coordination, Cooperation and Communication Between groups .68 2.14 .00 
Within groups .32   

 

Table IV-3: One-way ANOVAs Moderators 

  Mean Square F Sig. 

Environmental stability Between groups .57 1.49 .02 
Within groups .38   

Goal stability Between groups .69 1.31 .09 
Within groups .53   

Goal clarity Between groups .61 1.20 .18 
 Within groups .51   

New member relative ability Between groups .39 1.28 .11 
Within groups .30   

Task Interdependence Between groups .57 1.80 .00 
Within groups .32   
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Table IV-4: One-way ANOVA s Outcomes 

  Mean Square F Sig. 

Team viability Between groups .78 1.83 .00 
Within groups .43   

Team satisfaction Between groups 1.01 2.30 .00 
Within groups .44   

Creative performance Between groups 1.04 1.60 .01 
Within groups .65   

Task performance Between groups .51 1.99 .00 
Within groups .26   

Contextual performance Between groups .61 1.54 .01 
Within groups .39   

Work Engagement  Vigor Between groups 1.71 2.22 .00 
Within groups .77   

Work Engagement  Dedication Between groups 1.55 2.03 .00 
Within groups .76   
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Appendix V – Team size algorithm 
 

Leader?

Remove values 
more than 1 

different from 
leader

Find mode

Calculate mean

Remove values 
more than 1 

different from mode

Yes
1a

No
1b

2b

2c

2a

 

Figure V-1: Algorithm of calculating Team size 

 

When there is a team leader in the dataset, Team size was calculated as follows:  

1a) All values that are more than one different than the value of the leader have to be 

removed. 

2a) The mean can be calculated from the remaining values. 

For teams without a without leader Team size was calculated as follows: 

1b) Find the mode. 

2b) All values that are more than one different from the mode are removed. 

3b) Calculate the mean size from the remaining values. 
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Appendix VI – Normality tests 
 

Table VI-1: Normality Tests of all Other Variables 

  Kolgomorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Team learning .06 60 .20 .99 60 .70 
Relationship conflict .09 60 .20 .97 60 .11 
Task conflict .07 60 .20 .97 60 .17 
Team regulation .07 60 .20 .98 60 .62 
Team cohesion .11 60 .10 .95 60 .02 
Team efficacy .08 60 .20 .99 60 .67 
Coordination, cooperation & communication .09 60 .20 .98 60 .39 
Environmental stability .14 60 .00 .94 60 .01 
Goal stability .14 60 .00 .94 60 .00 
Goal clarity .14 60 .00 .97 60 .13 
New member relative ability .09 60 .20 .98 60 .36 
Task interdependence .09 60 .20 .99 60 .76 
Task complexity .20 60 .00 .87 60 .00 
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Appendix VII – Normal probability plots 
 

 

Figure VII-1. Normal probability plot of Environmental Stability. 

 

 

Figure VII-2. Normal probability plot of Goal stability. 



62 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure VII-3. Normal probability plot of Goal clarity. 

 

 

Figure VII-4. Normal probability plot of Task complexity. 
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Appendix VIII – Detrended normal probability plot Task complexity 
 

 

Figure VIII-1. Detrended normal probability plot of Task complexity. 
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Appendix IX – Correlations control variables 
 

Table IX-1: Correlation Matrix Team Processes with Control Variables 

 Time in team Team size 

Team learning -.103 -.175 
Relationship conflict .127 .254* 
Task conflict -.057 .311** 
Team regulation -.069 -.095 
Team cohesion -.074 -.110 
Team efficacy -.060 -.200 
Coordination, 
cooperation & 
communication 

-.052 -.201 

Notes: ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 
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Appendix X – Team outcomes 
 

Table X-1: Correlation Matrix and Cronbach’s Alpha of Team Outcomes 

 α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Team viability .814 -       
2. Team satisfaction .868 .752** -      
3. Creative 
performance 

.810 .350** .473** -     

4. Task performance .838 .579** .642** .449** -    
5. Contextual 
performance 

.829 .586** .621** .458** .601** -   

6. Work engagement 
vigor 

.871 .535** .615** .477** .538** .517** -  

7. Work engagement 
dedication 

.873 .569** .556** .396** .517** .487** .789** - 

Notes: ** p < 0.01, * p < .05, n=300 

 

Table X-2: Descriptive Statistics Outcomes 

 Mean SD 

Team viability 4.21 .44 
Team satisfaction 3.89 .54 
Creative performance 3.47 .58 
Task performance 4.09 .43 
Contextual performance 4.11 .41 
Work Eng. Vigor 5.29 .77 
Work Eng. Dedication 5.52 .65 

 

 


