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1. Background 

There are two potential moderating variables that can affect the inverted U-Shaped relationship 

between work team cohesiveness and work team performance which are positive group affective 

tone (PGTA)  and task complexity. The purpose of this study is to investigate the moderating 

effect of positive group affective tone and task complexity on the inverted U-Shaped relationship 

between work team cohesiveness and work team performance. 

 

2. Methods 

The sample consisted of 414 individuals from 90 works team in 12 companies involved in 

manufacturing and services. The team size ranged from 4 – 7 individuals, with the average team 

size being 4.61 team members and the average team tenure was 41.18 months. The author 

measured team cohesiveness by using a 4-items scale, developed from preliminary study. Team 

performance measure by using a 5-items scale, developed by Conger, Kanungo, & Menon (2000). 

Items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to 

answer team cohesiveness and team performance. Individual responses were aggregated to the 

team-level mean. The author used hierarchical linier modeling to test the hypotheses.  

 

3. Results 

ICC(1) values for team cohesiveness and team performance were 0.3 and 0.24, respectively. 

ICC(2) values for two measures were 0.66 and 0.59. The mean rwg(j) for both team cohesiveness 

(0.81) and team performance (0.82).  

 

The author hyphothesized that group affective tone would moderate the U-shaped relationship 

between work team cohesiveness and team performance. To test this hyphotesis, the author 

introduced the relevant quadratic-by-linier interaction (cohesiveness
2
 x group affective tone) in 

the regression equation. The coefficient associated with this interaction term was not statistically 

significant (p-value < .08), and the hypothesis 1 was not supported.  

 

To test the hypothesis 2 that task complexity would moderate the U-shaped relationship between 

work team cohesiveness and team performance, the quadratic-by-linier interaction 
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(cohesiveness
2
 x task complexity) in the regression equation was used in this study. The 

coefficient associated with this interaction term was not statistically significant (p-value < .20), 

and the hypothesis 2 was not supported. The result was support the U-Shaped relationship 

between work team cohesiveness and team performance. The quadratic term is significantly 

(negatively) related to team performance (β = –5.122, p-value < .043).  
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