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Preface

Work and organizational psychology is facing numerous challen ges at the beginning of the
new millennium. The environment is turbulent and evolving. The globalization of econo-
mies and businesses is increasing the number of boundaryless enterprises, creating multi-
site working in cross-cultural contexts. Small and medium-sized companies are network-
ing to maintain their position in the marketplace, Global and local are meeti ng each other.
Rapid progress in information and communication technologies is providing the technical
basis for this globalization. Technological development is decreasing the need for manual
jobs, resulting in unemployment in traditional industries. At the same time, jobs in the
knowledge and service sector are on the increase. Evolving technologies are also creating
pressure to develop new organizational structures and Jjob contents. Mobile technologies
are threatening to revolutionize working life totally by increasing the possibilities to work
in any place and at any time. The number of networks and virtual organizations are increas-
ing. Most people now work in groups and teams. Flexibility needs grow. Employees do
work in projects, which have their own life cycles. An employee is a member of several
groups simultaneously. (S)he must be able to change his/her tasks, roles, and attitudes
flexibly. Competence and knowledge requirements are increasing in every job. At the same
time, stress and exhaustion in jobs are tising. What are the limits of human resources? To
what extent can they be extended and supported via social and technological support? For
many companies, it is intellectual capital that explains their growth in stock markets. All
this creates new challenges and possibilities, both for practitioners and researchers in the
field of work and organization psychology. Is it possible to optimize the use of human
resources in human ways? Can new and innevative organizational forms be detected by
modeling activities of advanced companies, projects, and teams in turbulent contexts when
they try to adapt and expand in the grey border area between the known and the unknown?
Human resources professionals today have a historical chance to extend their role from
personnel selection and training specialists to real strategic partners in companies’ and
other organizations’ management boards.

“Innovations for Work, Organization and Well-Being” was the main topic in the 9th
European Congress on Work and Organizational Psychology held in Helsinki-Espoo (Fin-
land) 12-15 May 1999. Total number of participants was 567 from 31 difTerent countrics,
mostly in Europe. The congress was organized by the European Association of Work and
Organizational Psychology (EAWOP) in collaboration with the Finnish Institute of Occu-
pational Health (FIOH) and the Work and Organizational Psychology Forum, and with the
support of the Finnish Psychological Society, the Finnish Psychological Association, the
Laboratory of Work Psychology and Leadership (Helsinki University of Technology) and
Psykonet.

This book is a genuine reflection of the congress, and includes 21 selected articles from
the congress contributions. The cditors’ main idea was to cover the topics discussed in the
congress itself. We wanted papers from different parts of Europe. The topics of the papers
should be interesting, and reflect European and international discussion in the field. At the
same time, they should somehow to be connected to each other. 67 candidate articles were
received for the book. It was hard to decide which of them to include. This book is the result.
Our writers are from different hackerounds Some are evnarianced whils mthae aen foes
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starting their scientific and practical careers. We thank every author and would at the same
time remind the critical reader that the contributors themselves are responsible for the con-
tent of their article and the quality of their English, although ultimately the composition of
this volume is of course the sole responsibility of the editors.

The book starts by defining some concepts like “innovation” and ““work pressure.” Var-
ious tools take an important position in this book. They are the practical artifacts that scien-
tists sometimes produce for practitioners in addition to concepts and theoretical models.
For work and organizational psychology practitioners, tools and methods are of utmost
importance. Tools and methods based on insightful psychological and social psychological
research and facts are, in practitioners’ hands, strong weapons in the analysis and develop-
ment of work systems. The tools shown in this book include, for example, a new Nordic
questionnaire for psychological and social factors at work (QPSNordic), simulation games
for team building and team training and for organizational values dissemination.

Several articles deal with groups and teamwork. This reflects well the content of the
congress itself; there were several sessions dealing with this topic. During the 1990s the
number of groups and teams has increased enormously in Europe. It seems that forming
and developing them provides a permanent challenge. There is still a lot to learn, such as how
to use feedback and performance appraisal instruments, and their potential in enhancing and
improving the performance and cooperation of work groups. Three articles deal with an inter-
esting future challenge of work in virtual workplaces and how to support it with collaboration
technology. The rest of the articles deal, for example, with the work socialization process with
regards to newcomers and personality characteristics of small and medium-sized compa-
nies’ founders. The book ends with a discussion of issues of learning and competence, and
the changing role of Human Resources Development as the future strategic partner.

We thank all thc congress participants, and especially the contributors to this book, for
their hard work and patience. This book would not have been possible without the financial
support from EAWOP and the Laboratory of Work Psychology and Leadership at Helsinki
University of Technology. Many thanks also to the layout designer, Ms. Satu Ilta.

Dear reader! The next EAWOP Congress will be in Prague, Czech Republic, in May 2001.
Let’s meet there!
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Creativity and innovation at Work

Michael A. West

Aston Business School, Aston Triangle, Birmingham, B4 7ET, United Kingdom
E-mail: m.a.west@aston.ac.uk

Abstract

Creating conditions for innovation and creativity at work involves ensuring both high
levels of threat and safety; giving people job security but making sure they don’t stay in
their jobs for long; having a high level of diversity amongst employees, along with
integration; having high levels of cohesion while encouraging dissent. These paradox-
ical prescriptions for innovation and creativity at work neatly summarise both the chal-
lenges and the complexities of understanding human behavior in this area.

Keywords

Creativity, Organizational levels, Innovation
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The Validity of Affective Work Team Climates

Vincente Gonzdlez-Romd®, José M. Peird®, Montserrat Subirats® & Miguel A. Maiias®
* Faculty of Psychology, Universitat de Valéncia, Av. Blasco Ibafiez, 21.
46011-Valencia. Spain.

" Area de Psicologia Social, Universidad de Almeria, Carretera Sacramento s/n.

La Cafiada de San Urbano. 04120-Almeria, Spain.

E-mail: Vicente.Glez-roma@uv.es

Abstract

The aim of the present study is to study the validity of affective work team climates in
a sample of 33 health care work teams using a two-wave panel data design. The results
obtained showed: (1) a high level of within-team agreement regarding the studied af-
fective variables (satisfaction and commitment) and a satisfactory degree of discrimi-
nation among work teams’ scores, (2) that within-team agreement in one dimension of
work team climate (goal orientation) measured at time 1 was related to within-team
agreement in satisfaction and commitment at time 2, (3) that aggregated work team
support predicted aggregated work team satisfaction and commitment over time, and
that change in the four aggregated cognitive climate dimensions (support, innovation,
goal orientation and rule orientation) predicted change in aggregated satisfaction. The
results obtained supported the validity of the affective work team climate concept.

Keywords

Organizational Climate, Work Team Climate, Affcctive Responses, Satisfaction, Com-
mitment

* This study was sponsored by a rescarch grant from Direccién General Interministerial de
Ciencia y Tecnologia, Research Project: PB94-0997.



98

The Validity of Affective Work Team Climates

Introduction

Traditionally, work and organizational rescarchers have uscd the construct of climate at
the team level to refer to work team perceptions shared by team members. These cli-
mates so-defined are cognitive climates because the sharedness is related to a cognitive
product. But if the sharedness is related to affective reactions or emotional responses,
other kinds of affective or emotional climates may be proposed. Thus, De Rivera ( 1992)
proposed the cancept of emotional climates to refer to the emotional reactions shared
by a collectivity. And George (1990, p. 108) proposed the concept of affective tone of a
group and defined it as ““consistent or homogeneous affective reactions within a group”.
This concept is analogous to the traditional concept of work team climate, but whilein
the latter the sharedness is related to perceptions, in the former the sharedness is related
to affective reactions. In the present study, the concept of affective work team climate
is used to refer to affective reactions shared by work team members. The aim of the
present paper 1s to test the validity of the concept of affective work team climate.

According to George (1990, 1996), theoretical justification for affective work team
climates is provided by the attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) framework (Schneider
and Reichers, 1983; Schneider, 1987), the group socialization and social influence lit-
erature, and similarity of group members’ tasks and outcomes. The ASA framework
suggests that people with similar personalities will tend to be attracted to and retained
in a work group through a variety of mechanisms (George, 1990). This will result in
some degree of similarity in personality within groups, which in tumm will produce
some degree of similarity in affective reactions within groups. The group socialization
literature points out that socialization is an influence process which promotes some
degree of consistency within groups regarding aspects such as group values, goals and
standards (Fisher, 1986). Besides this, “it is likely that during the socialization process,
group members learn an overall positive or negative orientation to the work situation
that will be manifested in characteristic affect at work” shared by group members
(George, 1990, p. 108). Finally, work team members often perform similar tasks and
are exposed to similar outcomes, which probably will influence their affective experi-
ence. These influences will contribute to work team members experiencing similar
affective reactions (George, 1996).

A fourth argument not considered by George (1990, 1996) for justifying the existence
of affective work team climates stems from research on the climate-affective responses
relationship. During the past few decades, many cross-sectional studies have provided
empirical evidence supporting that individuals® perceptions of their work environments,
i.e. psychological climate, influence their affective job responses such as job satisfaction
(Friedlander and Margulies, 1969; Pritchard and Karasick, 1973; Lawler et al,, 1974;
Kozlowski and Hults, 1987; Jackofsky and Slocum, 1988; Day and Bedeian, 19913 Repetti
and Cosmas, 1991). Recent longitudinal studies focused on clarifying the direction of the
climate-job affective outcomes relationship have shown that this relationship is not recip-
rocal, but unidirectional with climate in fluencing upon job affective outcomes (Gonzdlez-
Roma et al., 1996). Ifmembers of a work team have similar team perceptions, then, based
upon the aforementioned relationship, it is likely that they experience similar affective
reactions. and that the level of these shared affective responses is partially accounted for
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by the level of shared cognitive perceptions. Thus, it is expected that cognitive work team
climates predict affective ones.

Until now the empirical research on affective work team climates is still scarce
(George, 1996) and cross-sectional. George (1990) obtained empirical evidence sup-
porting the validity of affective work team climates in a samplc of 26 work-groups. She
mo.z:.a that: (1) there was substantial agreement among individual affective reactions
s;.::: groups; (2) characteristic levels of two personality traits (positive and negative
affectivity) within groups were significantly correlated with the affective climates of
the groups, and (3) the affective climate of a workgroup predicted the group’s pro-
social and absenteeism behaviors. More studies are needed that show the role that cog-
nitive work team climates play in the formation of affective work team climates.

The study sample was composed of Health Care Teams. These teams work isolated
m:.:.: each other and are managed by a team coordinator. These characteristics foster
within-group socialization processes. Moreover, team members perform similar or in-
terdependent tasks and report outcomes at the team level yearly. Stemming from these
characteristics it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1: Team members have similar affective work experiences.

Based upon the climate-affective responses relationship, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 2: Within-team agreement in work team perceptions is related to within-
team agreement in affective responses.

Hypothesis 3: Work leams’ scores on cognitive climate dimensions predict work
teams’ scores on affective climate variables.

ﬂo:maoa:m that these relationships are dynamic in nature, a two-wave panel data
design is used. Thus, the following questions are addressed: (1) Is within-team agree-
ment in work team perceptions at time 1 related to within-team agreement in affective
responses at time 2? (2) Do work teams’ scores on cognitive climate dimensions at time
1 predict work tcams” scores on affective climate variables at time 2? (3) Do work
teams” scores on cognitive climate dimensions at time 1 predict change in work teams’

scores on affective climate variables? and (4) Do changes in work teams’ scores on
cognitive climate dimensions predict changes in work teams’ scores on affective cli-
mate variables?

The validity of the affcctive climate concept will be supported if the study validation
hypotheses are confirmed.

Method

Sample

The study sample was composed of members of 23 Primary Health Care Teams (PH-
CTs) and 10 Mental Health Care Teams (MHCTs). PHCTs are composed of family
physicians, pediatricians, nurses, social workers and auxiliary and administrative per-
sonnel. MHCTs are composed of psychiatrists, psychologists, nurses and auxiliary and

99



100 The Validity of Affective Work Team Climates

administrative personnel. In each of these 33 work teams, a health professional per-
forms a team coordinator role. Work team size varied between 6 and 55 subjects with a
mean of 28.5 (SD=14.6).

Questionnaires were distributed among the health care professionals by one of the
authors who visited each of the 33 work tcams twice, asking for cooperation and guar-
anteeing confidentiality of data. Questionnaires were returned by mail. In the first data
gathering phase (time 1) 456 subjects responded to the study questionnaires. The re-
sponse rate was 48.5%. 12.2% were male, 37.2% were female, and the remaining 30.6%
did not respond to this question. Average age was 36.4 (SD= 7.2) and average leam
tenure was 4.7 years (SD=2.9). Among PHCTs professionals 32.5% werce family physi-
cians and 32.3% were nurses. 30.4% of the MHCTs members were professionals with
a college degree (psychiatrists or psychologists) and 21.7% were nurses.

The second data gathering phasc was implemented onc year later. Data from 366 sub-
jects were collected. This represented a responsc rate of 39%. 26% were male, 33% were
ferale, and the remaining 41% did not provide information regarding this variable. Aver-
age age was 36.9 (SD=7.1) and average team lcnure was 5.6 (SD=3.2). 34.6% of the
PHCTs members were family physicians and 34.4% were nurses. Among the MHCTSs
professionals 33.3% were psychiatrists or psychologists and 24.6% werc nurses.

The fact that the subjects who made up the time 1 and time 2 samples were not the
same is not an important concern for the present study. This study is focused on aggre-
gate teamwork climates rather than individual responses over time, and this made it
less important to collect data from the same subjects at both time points. Morcover,
demographic data suggest that the composition of the two samples regarding relevant
demographic variables is very similar.

Measures

Cognitive work team climate dimensions

The work team cognitive climate dimensions considered in this study were measured
by means of the climate questionnaire developed by the FOCUS (First Organizational
Climate/Culture Unified Search) international research group (van Muijen, 1994). The
support, innovation, goal orientation and rule orientation sub-scales comprise 8, 12,14
and 6 items respectively, e. g. “Pcople with personal problems are helped™, "New ideas
about work are encouraged”, “Individual appraisal is directly related to the attainment
of goals™. and “*Communications follow the hierarchy”, respectively. Response to each
item is by means of a 6-point Likert-scale. Respondents were asked Lo describe, not
evaluate, the climate within their work leams. The alpha cocfTicients estimated for the
four sub-scales varied between 0.68 for rule orientation at time 2 and 0.86 for goal
orientation at time 2, excepting the alpha computed for rule oricntation at time 1 which
was 0.49 (see Table 2).
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Affective variables

The two affective variables used to study affective climates were satisfaction with the
wmmE and commitment to the team. Satisfaction and commitment are two of the affec-
tive Ewla S.%olo:nom, which have received more attention from rescarchers
mm:.mwmo:o: with the team. This variable was measured by means of a q-moﬂ: scale
ESmn items refer to team functioning, team meetings, team coordination, participation
in tcam decision making, recognition received by other team Eo:&oa, cooperation
882& from other team members, and work team effectiveness. Itcms ,MBR respond-
ed to using a 7-point Likert-scale ranging from “1. Very dissatisficd” to *“7. Very satis-
fied”. >€.:m cocfficients were 0.92 (time 1) and 0.91 (time 2). o
Commitment to the team. This variable was measured by a 3-item scale whose items
refer to team commitment based on identification and internalization (Q’Reilly and
Chatman, 1986). Two of the items were extracted from O’Reilly and Chatman’s (1986)
scale (I am proud to tell others I am part of this work team™, “The values that my work
ﬁme:mcvvoZm are important to me”). The third item (“T sharc my work team’s objec-
tives”) was developed by the authors. [tems were responded to using a 5-point Likert-

scale ranging from “1. Strongly disa B - !
¢ s gree” to “S. Strongly a . Al
were 0.74 (time 1) and 0.80 (time 2). gl agree pha cocfficients

Analysis

<S.55-8m3 agreement on work team perceptions and affective work experiences was
nm:BmHn.a by means of the James et al. (1984) cocfficient (rwg(j)), also called the 58_,..
Q:Q. q.o__mv::% (IRR) coefficient. Discrimination among teams’ moo:wm on each cogni-
tive climate facet and each affective variable was investigated by means of a number of
one-way >ZO.<>,A. If the variation between work teams’ scores is greater than the
<m:.m:o: within work teams, then it can be concluded that shared perceptions and af-
woo:.é responses relate to the particular teamwork and not to a higher unit level (the
Regional Health Care Service).

The impact of aggregated cognitive work team climates on aggregated affective work
team climates over time was estimated by means of a series of regression analyses.

Results

Within-team agreement in affective responses

To Sm.# Hypothesis 1 the IRR cocfficient was computed for each work tcam and each
affective variable. The average and the median IRR values, and the percentage of com-
?:wa [RR values above the critical point of 0.70 (Nunally, 1978) {or each affective
variable considering both measurement times, were as follows: satisfaction with the
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tcam: 0.85, 0.89, and 93.9%; commitment to the team: 0.77, 0.82, and 84.8%. Discrim-
ination among teams’ scores on cach affective variable was investigated by means of
one-way ANOVAs. The F ratios obtained for each affective variable in both measure-
ment times (t1 and t2) were the following: satisfaction with the team: 2.26 (p<0.01) and
3.05 (p<0.01); commitment with the team: 1.83 (p<0.01) and 2.22 (p<0.01). These
results supported aggregation of individual scores on affective variables at the work
team level, and confirmed that shared affective responses could be related to a particu-
lar work team and not to a higher-level unit.

Correlations between within-team agreement measures

To tests Hypotheses 2 and 3 and to study the impact of aggregated work team cognitive
climate on aggregated work team afféctive climate, firstly aggregation of individual
cognitive climate scores must be justified. The average and the median IRR values, and
the percentage of computed IRR values above the critical point of 0.70 (Nunally, 1978)
for each climate facet considering both measurement times, were as follows: support:
0.86, 0.89, and 97%; innovation: 0.94, 0.95, and 100%; goals orientation: 0.90, 0.93,
and 95.4%; and rules orientation: 0.85, 0.87, and 93.9%. Discrimination among teams’
scores on each cognitive climate facet was investigated by means of a number of one-
way ANOVAs. The F ratios obtained for each climate facet in both measurement times
(t1 and t2) were the following: support: 2.85 (p<0.01) and 2.64 (p<0.01), innovation:
1.26 (p<0.16) and 1.60 (p<0.03), goal orientation: 1.77 (p<0.01) and 2.69 (p<0.01),
and respect for rules: 2.17 (p<0.01) and 2.79 (0.01). Considering that Hays (1981) has
suggested that minimum evidence for differences across teams would be an F ratio
from an ANOVA greater than 1.00, all these results evidenced satisfactory levels of
within-team agreement and between team discrimination. Thus, aggregation of indi-
viduals’ cognitive climate scores at the team level was justified.

To test hypothesis 2, the IRRR coefficient was used to measure within-team agree-
ment with regard to the study variables. Then, the correlations between within-team
agreement in the four work team perceptions at time 1 and time 2 satisfaction and
commitment were computed. The results obtained are shown in Table 1. Only within-
tcam agreement in time 1 goal orientation showed statistically significant correlations

Table 1. Correlations between within-tecam agreement measures (IRR cocfficients).
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3%%:5:-853 agreement in time 2 satisfaction (0.76, p<0.01) and commitment (0.51
p<0.01). o

Correlations among aggregated variables

Table 2 shows correlations among the study variables. Time | aggregated satisfaction
and o..oSE:BGE presented statistically significant positive correlations with time |
EE time 2 aggregated support, innovation and goal orientation. Time 2 aggregated
satisfaction showed statistically significant positive correlations with the four aggre-
gated cognitive climate dimensions measured at time 2. Time 2 aggregated n.unm:_:-
ment uq.nmnann_ significant positive correlations with time 2 aggregated support and
mnovation, but not with time 2 aggregated rule and goal o:.n:E:our?na Table 2)

_-“.:.._m:om of work teams’ cognitive climates on work teams’ affective
climates

In o_.unq to study this relationship, a number of regression analyses were carried out. First, to
nn_n:w_Sn m.w work teams’ cognitive climates measured at time | predicted work teams’
affective climates measured at time 2, cach affective aggregated variable measured at fime
2 was regressed onto the four aggregated cognitive climate dimensions measured at time 1.

.M:.Eoﬁm. Correlations among aggregated study variables, descriptive statistics and alpha coef-
icients.

IRR Satisfaction 2 IRR Commitment t2
IRR Support t1 13 24
IRR Innovation t1 .30 .14
IRR Goals t1 76** 53+
IRR Rules t1 -39 .14

*p<.05; **p<.01

mean| SD | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | 11| 12
1. Satisfactiont1 | 4.02 |1.26| .92 | .84*1.71*"| 58| 59" 29 .557"1.64™| .60"*|.40" .46 |.10
2. Commitment t1| 3.79 | .77 .74 |.83%|,59°| .56"| .28 |.84*"|.57"| .58"|.32" |.43" | 11
3. Support t1 3.28 | .84 79 |.727| .45 24 |.49*| 52" .80"|.36* |.31* |-.04
4. Innovation t1 275 | .56 71 .64 .47°%|.38* | .39" | .62*"|.45"| 46" | .05
5. Goals t1 296 | .70 .82 |.65".27 |.22 |.37" |24 |.64|.32
6. Rules t1 3.33 | .69 .42 131 |16 |.34 |22 |.66™|.62"
7. Satisfaction 2 | 4.11 [1.15 .91 |.80"|.65"|.62"|.56" |.44*"
8. Commitment t2| 3.81 | .78 .81 |.53"(.43* .30 |.24
9. Support t2 3.24 | .77 .80 [.42* |.52'"|.29
10. Innovation t2 . 2.77 | .62 .81 |.46""|.06
11. Goals 12 297 | .74 .86 |.69*
12. Rules t2 279 | 65 .68

"p<.05; “*p<.01 Cronbach's alpha coefficients are in the correlation matrix diagonal
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The results obtained are shown in Table 3

The Validity of Affective Work

Team Climates

. Aggregated support in time 1 significantly pre-

dicted aggregated satisfaction with the team in time 2 (b=0.51, p<0.04) and commitment 10

the team at ime 2. (b=0.31,p

<0.05). Thus, the more support perceived by team meimnbers at

B The Validity of Affective Work Team Climates

values contained m.: the Step 3 column point out that change in aggregated innovation
@.Ho.mo.“ p<0.01), in aggregated goal orientation (b=0.58, p<0.01), and in aggregated rule
orientation (b=0.47, p<0.02) did predict change in aggregated satisfaction with the team.

time 1, the more satisfaction with the team and the more commitment to the team they will
experience in time 2. None of the remaining aggregated cognitive climate dimensions showed
statistically significant influences on aggregated affective variables.

To ascertain if: (a) time 1 aggregated cognitive climate dimensions predicted change
in aggregated affective variables between time 1 and time 2, and (b) change in aggre-
gated cognitive climate dimensions predicted change in aggregated affective variables,
a series of stepwise regression analyses were performed. In these analyses. cach aggre-
gated affective variable measured at time 2 was considered as the dependent variable.
Stepwise regression involved entering into the regression equation the corresponding
aggregated affective variable in time 1 as step 1. In step 2, one of the four aggregated
cognitive climate dimensions measured at time 1 was entered into the regression equa-
tion. The beta coefficient associated to this variable was used to determine whether the
time 1 measure of the aggregated cognitive climate dimension predicted change in the
dependent aggregated affective variable (Plewis, 1983). In step 3, the time 2 measure
of the aggregated cognitive climate dimension introduced in the previous step, was
entered into the equation. The beta coefficient associated to this variable was used to
determine whether change in the implied aggregated cognitive climate dimension pre-
dicted change in the involved aggregated affective variable (Plewis, 1985). This set of
analyses was repeated for each aggregated affective variable and cach aggregated cog-
nitive climate dimension. The results obtained are shown in Tables 4 and 3.

Aggregated support at time 1 did not predict change in aggregated satisfaction with
the team (see the Step 2 column of Table 4, b=0.21, p>0.05). But change in aggregated
support between time 1 and time 2 predicted change in aggregated satisfaction with the
team (see the Step 3 column, b=0.67, p<0.01). Thus, in those work teams in which aggre-
gated support increased between time and time 2, aggregated satisfaction with the team
also increased. The same pattern of relationships was observed for the remaining aggre-
gated cognitive climate dimensions. Aggregated innovation, aggregated goal orientation
and aggregated rule orientation measured at time | did not predict change in aggregated
satisfaction with the team (see the corresponding values in the Step 2 column). But the

Table 3. Regression analyses of time 2 aggregated satisfaction with the team and aggregated
commitment to the team onto time 1 aggregated cognitive climate dimensions.

PREDICTORS (time 1) Aggregated satisfaction time 2 _ Aggregated commitment time 2
Aggregated support 51 k .50*

Aggregated innovation -.04 .05
>mm_‘mmmnmnmo|m_ml - -12 o T Jm|
Mmm_‘mmm»oa.qc_mm . ) wou - - |o<| o
R2 297 - ,mm.|. o

*p<.05; **p<.01

Table 4. Regression analyses of time 2 aggregated satisfaction with the tcam onto time 1 aggre-

gated satisfaction, and time 1 and time 2 aggregated cognitive climate dimensions.

PREDICTORS Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Aggregated satisfaction time 1 .55 .40 .35
Aggregated support time 1 21 -.29
Aggregated m:UUO.A‘:Em 2 67"
R2 .30 .32 .48
R2 change o - .02 .16
d. f. 1.31 2.30 3.29
F 13.25* 7.09" 9.07*
Aggregated satisfaction time 1 .55™ 497 ich
Aggregated innovation time 1 .10 -.06
Aggregated innovation time 2 .50
R2 .30 .31 .50
R2 change - .01 .19
d. f. 1.31 2.30 3.29
F 13.25*" 6.62"" 9.49™
Aggregated satisfaction time 1 .55 .60™ 52
Aggregated goals time 1 -.08 -.40"
>mcqommmma goals time 2 .58
R2 .30 .30 .50
R2 change - .00 2"
d.f. 1.31 2.30 3.29
F 13.25™ 6.54*" 9.6
Aggregated satisfaction time 1 .55™ .50 54
Aggregated rules ::.Jm 1 A7 -13
Aggregated rules time 2 B AT
R2 - .30 33 .46
_Iam change . - - mm .4u.|
n_—] o N 1 wﬂl| - |mum - 3.29
F 13.25* 7.27 . 8.31"

*p<.05; **p< 01
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Table 5. Regression analyses of aBo. 2 aggregated
gated commitment, and time 1 and time AN aggrega

The Validity of Affective Work Team Climates

PREDICTORS

commitment to the team onto time 1 aggre-

ted cognitive climate dimensions.

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Aggregated commitment time 1

57

Aggregated support time 1

Aggregated support time 2

R2

.38

R2 change
d.f.
—u
Aggregated commitment time 1 57 l 53 _ 5
i -.03
Aggregated innovation time 1 l .08 r
: ion ti 294
Aggregated innovation time 2 l )
R2 .33 ) 33 J 40
.07
R2 change e J .00 4
d.f 1.31 J 2.30 _ 3.29
F 15.16™ 7.48" 6.41
Aggregated commitment time 1 57 .65 .63
i - -.24
Aggregated goals time 1 14
i 18
Aggregated goals time 2
R2 .33 r 34 .36
- .02
R2 change r .01
d. f 1.31 # 2.30 3.29
F 15.16" 7.7 5.44™
Aggregated commitment time 1 57 57 .59
i -17
Aggregated rules time 1 .00
i .28
Aggregated rules time 2 r g
R2 .33 r .33 * .38
- .05
R2 change ’ .00 ’
d.f 131 | 230 RS
F 1546~ | 734" | 585"

#p<0.09; *p<.05; “*p<.01

The Validity of Affective Work Team Climates

So, in those work tcams in which aggregated innovation, aggregated goal orientation and
aggregated rule oricntation increased between time 1 and time 2, aggregated satisfaction
with the team also increased.

The results of the regression analyses, in which aggregated commitment to the team
at time 2 was the outcome variable, are shown in Table 5. These results revealed that
none of the aggregated cognitive climate dimensions measured at time 1 predicted
change in aggregated commitment (see the Step 2 column of Table 5). Only change in
aggregated innovation showed a marginal statistically significant impact on change in
aggregated commitment to the team (b=0.29, p<0.09, in the Step 3 column).

Discussion

The aim of the present study was to test the validity of the concept of affective work team
climate. The results obtained supported the validity of this concept since the validation
hypotheses were confirmed. Regarding Hypothesis 1, it was observed that health profes-
sionals belonging to the same team had similar levels of satisfaction and commitment.
Moreover, there were significant differences among work teams’ satisfaction and com-
mitment scores. This between-teams differentiation supported that shared affective re-
sponses could be related to a particular work team and not to a higher-level unit.

According to Hypothesis 2, it was expected that within-team agreement in work
team perceptions was related to within-team agreement in affective responses. This
relationship was supported in the case of the cognitive climate facet of goal orientation.
Although the computed correlations were affected by a strong range restriction (85%
of the IRR coefficients were equal or greater than 0.70), the results obtained point out
that within-team agreement in work team perceptions is associated with the within-
team agreement in affective responses observed one year later.

With regard to Hypothesis 3, it was confirmed that work teams’ scores on cognitive
climate dimensions predict work teams’ scores on affective variables. Specifically, it
was observed that aggregated support predicted aggregated satisfaction and commit-
ment over time, and that change in the four aggregated cognitive climate dimensions
predicted change in aggregated satisfaction.

George (1990, 1996) suggested that within-team similarity in affective responses
stems from attraction-selcction-attrition processes (Schneider and Reichers, 1983;
Schneider, 1987), group socialization and social influence processes, and similarity of
group members’ tasks and outcomes. Based upon the climate-affective job outcomes
research, in the present study it was suggested that similarity in affective responses is
also rooted in within-team similarity in team perceptions, and that shared affective
responses are partially accounted for shared cognitive perceptions. The results obtained
supported this fourth basis for within-team homogeneity in affective experiences, and
demonstrated that work teams’ cognitive climates predicted work teams affective cli-
mates. It is probable that within-team similarity in team perceptions is an intervening
variable between the processes mentioned by George (1990, 1996) and within-team
similarity in affective responses, since those processes are also influential on cognitive
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