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Trust The present study investigates the mediating role of team monitoring in intra-team trust and team effort rela-
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Interdependence
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tionships. Intra-team trust influences coordination between team members, while team monitoring is a process to
assess and evaluate team processes and performance. This research analyzes whether team monitoring influences
the trust-effort relationship in ongoing teams of organizations in Pakistan. A field survey approach was used to test
the research hypothesis. Data were collected from a sample of 100 team members and supervisors of 20 ongoing

teams in organizations of different sectors. In order to explain the association between variables, the model was
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tested using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) using AMOS. The findings showed that hypothesized model fit
reasonably well based on comparison fit indices. The results show that team monitoring significantly influences
the relationship between intra-team trust and team effort for teams operational in chosen organizations. The study

adds valuable insights to the existing literature on team dynamics by analyzing the aforementioned relationships
in the South Asian organizational context.

INTRODUCTION

Organizations are defined as social units or human group-
ing deliberately established for the accomplishment of spe-
cific objectives (Etzioni et al., 1964). All organizations have
a management structure that determines relationships be-
tween different activities and members, subdivides, assigns
roles, responsibility and authority to carry out different
tasks (Drucker, 1992). They obtain inputs from environ-
ment; respond to demands of stakeholders and offer prod-
ucts and services accordingly. There are certain pressures
on every organization in order to respond to environmental
demands and constraints and also to exploit opportunities
(Damanpour & Schneider, 2006). The changing environ-
ment dynamics requires organization to be more team ori-
ented (Lawler, 1995). As complexities increase in the exter-
nal and internal environment, individual working becomes
less efficient. Moreover, some situations require creativity
and diverse skills, experiences and judgments to achieve
better results (Conti & Kleiner, 1997). Teamwork is be-
coming more important because effective implementation
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of work teams in organizations can enhance work motiva-
tion and increase job satisfaction (Griffin, Patterson, & West,
2001). Teams have become indispensible for progressive
organizations as they play role in problem solving and fu-
ture progress in organizations.

Teams are defined as a group of people formed in order
to achieve organizational goals (Beaubien & Baker, 2004).
These teams are formed to achieve certain well defined ob-
jectives along with producing goods and services (Barrick et
al,, 2012). The primary purpose of a team is to achieve effi-
ciency and effectiveness. Teams also improve work and in-
dividual effectiveness within an organization (De Meuse &
Liebowitz, 1981; Rijal, 2016; Woodman & Sherwood, 1980).
The ability to meet new demands of innovation is closely
related to development of teams within the organizations
(Gann & Salter, 2000). Team work is interdisciplinary in
nature and cooperation between the team members is nec-
essary. Teamwork may be sustained by commitment to
shared set of knowledge, skills and abilities rather than per-
manent tasks carried on a day to day basis (Morey et al,,
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2002). Such teams exist to perform relevant tasks and ex-
hibit task interdependencies in terms of goals, workflow
and knowledge. They are embedded in organizational con-
text that sets boundaries, constrains the team and influ-
ences exchanges with external units (Denison, Hart, & Kahn,
1996; S. Kozlowski & Bell, 2003).

There are different types and sizes of work teams in or-
ganizations. Some teams are temporary and disband after
achieving the desired goals. Others are ongoing and are per-
manently associated with the organization. Functional or
work teams are ongoing teams organized around defined
interdependent functions and are characterized by recur-
ring activities (Putnam, 1992). These teams are formally
defined and members have shared goals related to devel-
opment of products and services. They provide resource
allocation and overall direction to the organization mem-
bers (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). Temporary teams are formed
for limited time and for specialized tasks (Stone, Kaminka,
Kraus, Rosenschein, et al., 2010). Researchers have char-
acterized teams into various general typologies as effort
to distinguish broad range of teams (S. Kozlowski & Bell,
2003). Sundstrom, McIntyre, Halfhill, and Richards (2000)
integrated the Sundstrom, De Meuse, and Futrell (1990)
and Cohen and Bailey (1997) typologies to yield six team
categories: production, management, service, project, ac-
tion and advisory. Ongoing teams include production, ser-
vice and management teams. Production teams include
core employees who produce products and services. Ser-
vice teams engage in ongoing transactions with customers
to cater their needs. Management teams are composed of
business units with responsibility of directing and coordi-
nating lower level work units. Project teams are temporary
teams such as product development teams. These perform
specialized and time limited tasks. Action and performing
teams are also temporary in nature and are composed of
experts who engage in complex performance events (S. Ko-
zlowski & Bell, 2003).

There are a number of factors that affect team effort within
ongoing teams. Some factors include individual compe-
tencies of team members; skKills, processes, tools and tech-
niques; interpersonal skills, communication and person-
alities of team members; core values of team; shared vi-
sion, purpose, goals; and organizational values. Intra team
processes include interactions that take place among team
member (Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993). Intra team
trust is considered to be an important influence on co-
ordination between individuals and several benefits for in-
dividuals and organizations are associated with trust. Trust
may affect the relationship between group process and
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team performance (Dirks, 1999).

Members interact frequently in teams, share information
and coordinate efforts towards accomplishment of goals.
Individuals become committed to team goals when they
perceive a sense of identification with their teams. Collec-
tive responsibility is a condition when success of group ef-
fort is distributed across all members rather than an in-
dividual (Scardamalia et al, 2002). Along with individ-
ual capabilities, commitment on part of each team member
to do the work is necessary to make team effort succeed
(Scardamalia et al.,, 2002). Team identification is developed
through sense of membership with a team which is emo-
tionally significant aspect of one’s identity. Thus, they be-
come committed to team and its goals rather than individual
motives hence exert significant effort resulting in high team
performance (Van Der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005). Thus col-
lective team effort also plays an important role in.

Another factor which has an impact on team processes
is team monitoring. At team level monitoring is defined
as observing activities and performance of team members
(Dickinson & McIntyre, 1997; Wartika, Surendro, Satrami-
hardja, & Supriana, 2015). Monitoring should enable teams
to get an idea of the mistakes made by team members and
analyze the pace and rythym of team activities (Bell & Ko-
zlowski, 2002). Research has found that team monitor-
ing benefits the overall team effectiveness by enhancing
co-ordination and encouraging feedback (Bell & Kozlowski,
2002).

This study aims to discover if there is any interplay between
intra team trust and team effort in ongoing teams of Pak-
istan. Apart from intra team trust, team monitoring will be
studied as mediating variable between intra team trust and
team effort. This research will be beneficial for organiza-
tions where work is done in teams. They can regard the im-
portance of developing team trust in work teams. Organiza-
tions can also develop methods to improve team effort and
find out better ways of team monitoring to improve work
performance.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Salas, Dickinson, Converse, and Tannenbaum (1992) de-
fined team as two or more individuals who have specific
roles, perform interdependent tasks and share common
goals. Organizations are operating in a dynamic and com-
petitive environment (Baker, Day, & Salas, 2006). Factors
such as increased competition, consolidation and trend of
continuous innovation all over the world create pressure
on organizations to cope up with environmental challenges.
Given the environment, teamwork is very much needed
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for organizations to operate, interact and achieve organiza-
tional goals (Baker et al., 2006). Team work leads to bet-
ter products and services and fewer errors in routine tasks.
Members of a team need specific Knowledge, Skills and Abil-
ities (KSAs) to work effectively (Cannon-Bowers, Tannen-
baum, Salas, & Volpe, 1995). There are a number of ben-
efits of sharing knowledge and skills between team mem-
bers as skill diversity leads to positive outcomes (Way, Chou,
& King, 2000). Teams are formed in order to achieve or-
ganizational goals by combining group of people with spe-
cific knowledge, skills and abilities. In present organiza-
tional structures, work is designed around autonomous or
semi autonomous teams (Angriani, Ariffin, & Rahmawati,
2017; Cascio, 1995; Hackman, 1990; Manz & Sims, 1995).
Teamwork facilitates diverse and creative solutions to chal-
lenging problems in an organization (Hall, 2005). Individ-
ual team members are assigned specific roles; they iden-
tify and analyze problems, define goals and assume joint
responsibility for the goals (Hall, 2005).
been conducted to analyze benefits of teamwork in differ-
ent industries (Manser, 2009). The processes involved in

Research has

providing products and services to the customers are in-
terdisciplinary and require personnel to work in teams.
It has been recognized that working in multidisciplinary
teams and expending high team effort is crucial in provid-
ing quality products and services to customers (Baker etal,,
2006). According to Robbins (2001), there are four com-
mon types of teams working in an organization; problem
solving teams, cross functional teams, self managed team
and virtual teams. Problem solving teams comprise of in-
dividuals usually from the same department who work to-
gether to improve quality, efficiency and make recommen-
dations remove any deficiencies in the current structures.
Cross functional teams consist of employees from differ-
ent departments who work together to accomplish a task.
Self managed teams are comprised of individuals who per-
form interdependent tasks and also assume responsibilities
of supervisors. These tasks include planning and schedul-
ing of work, assigning tasks, making decisions and solving
problems. Virtual teams use technology to combine mem-
bers dispersed physically in order to accomplish specific ob-
jectives.

Several studies have been conducted in organizational set-
tings but still most of the researchers have not revealed in-
formation about the prevalence, functions and character-
istics of work groups in organizations especially ongoing
teams (Devine, Clayton, Philips, Dunford, & Melner, 1999).
Moreover, less research has been conducted on team work
particularly in South Asian perspective. One important con-
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sideration in understanding teams is that teams cannot be
understood without taking into account their context, and
the knowledge we deduce about team in particular setting
cannot be generalized to another team in a completely dif-
ferent setting (Hackman, 1990; McGrath, 1991). Types of
teams vary in context of the time duration for which they
have been formed. It is very important for organizations
to distinguish between short-term; ad hoc teams that are
formed for one particular task cycle opposed to long-term
ongoing teams. Ongoing teams are those that are continu-
ally assigned new tasks or do the same work tasks in cycli-
cal fashion (Devine et al, 1999). Ongoing teams are for-
mally defined by an organization and are engaged into on-
going and recurring activities (Putnam, 1992). On the other
hand temporary or ad hoc teams are formed for a specific
project or achieving a specific objective. They disperse af-
ter successful accomplishment of desired goals (Stone et
al,, 2010). Ongoing project teams are teams with relatively
stable membership that interact with clients or customers,
solve problems, devise plans or participate in decision mak-
ing. They perform similar tasks as ad hoc teams but on a
continuous basis (Devine et al., 1999). Researchers have
shown that the major difference amongst ongoing and ad
hoc teams is the time duration in which they are intact and
duration of tasks they perform (Barrick et al.,, 2012).

Intra-team processes are the interactions that take place
among the members of a team (Hackman, 1990). Team
processes are the means by which the individuals work-
ing in a team setting work interdependently in order to
utilize resources, their skills and expertise (Marks, Math-
ieu, & Zaccaro, 2001).
operative behavior amongst individual members and hence

Intra-team trust can lead to co-

increased team effort (McAllister, 1995). Some organiza-
tions are increasing co-operation amongst team members
by re-engineering their structures into flatter team based
forms in which members of teams are empowered and au-
thority is decentralized.

Trust is viewed as an expression of one party having confi-
dence on another party in an exchange; and that they will
not be harmed or put at risk by the other party (Axelrod &
Hamilton, 1981; Zucker, 1987). Some scholars define trust
as the degree to which one party is willing to rely on an-
other in a given situation with a sense of relative security
even when negative consequences are possible (Jgsang &
Presti, 2004). Trust is a complex and multi-level construct
in theory. Some scholars have worked on getting compre-
hensive view of trust by gathering information from other
disciplines. They have worked on different characteristics
in different levels of trust such as individual, group and or-
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ganizations. Moreover, organizational change also has an
impact on trust level amongst the employees (Rousseau,
Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998).

There are various theories linked to the concept of trust. Ac-
cording to Social exchange theory, social cues and behaviors
can help build trust in future rewards by showing commit-
ment and trustworthiness to social exchange (Luo, 2002).
Fukuyama (1996) explained importance of interpersonal
trust in sociological perspective. Classical researchers have
also explained that economic prosperity can be achieved
through mutual trust in members of economy as social
transactions require trust between the members involved.
Trust is complex multidimensional construct which encom-
passes emotional, cognitive and moral elements (Barber,
1983). Intra-team trust determines expected behavior of
team members which is the outcome of individual team
member’s values, attitudes and emotions (Jones & George,
1998). When work is done in self managed teams, inter-
personal trust and co-operation leads to organization effec-
tiveness because members have more autonomy (Dunphy &
Bryant, 1996). Scholars have acknowledged that intra-team
trust leads to co-operation and thus improves team effort
and performance (Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981; McAllister,
1995). Many researchers have examined intra-team trust as
an important variable contributing towards high team per-
formance as well as work group processes. Past research
studies have also shown a positive relation between trust
and performance in ongoing teams (Costa, 2003; Rispens,
Greer, & Jehn, 2007). When there is high level of trust
within a team, it results in high level of motivation and co-
ordination in work group processes which results in im-
proved team effort. This proposition has been the main
idea of prior researches in organizational behavior (Dirks,
1999). However, it is argued that such proposition rather
appears to be appealing but there is not much evidence to
prove its validation .Moreover, Dirks (1999) studied that al-
though trust is an assurance for an effective group but it is
not necessary that the effect of trust has to be direct, for ex-
ample, interpersonal trust can indirectly affect group effort.
Teamwork includes team processes which include inter-
actions and effort towards accomplishment of team goals.
Team members work in an interdependent manner that
converts inputs to outputs through behavioral, cognitive
and verbal activities that are directed towards organiz-
ing tasks to work towards accomplishing goals (Marks et
al, 2001). Team effort can be considered to be interac-
tions with tools, machines and systems to achieve goals
(Cannon-Bowers & Salas, 1997). Individual factors such as
personality and goal orientation have an impact on indi-
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vidual intentions that influence team processes (Phillips &
Gully, 1997; VandeWalle, Brown, Cron, & Slocum Jr, 1999).
Once the intentions are formed, they influence performance
by increasing the expended effort towards goal attainment
(Austin & Vancouver, 1996; Bandura, 1997). The process
of transforming effort into team performance evolves over
time. Intentions are formed which are translated into goal
directed effort. Then the team members receive feedback
on the effectiveness of the effort they expend and then in-
crease or decrease team effort based on the results of the
feedback (Carver & Scheier, 2001). If team members per-
ceive that high performance is beneficial to them only then
they will be motivated to exert effort and perform well on
the job (Van Knippenberg, 2000).

As teams exert effort to accomplish tasks and goals, their ac-
tivities may be monitored in order to oversee whether work
is done efficiently and effectively. Scholars define team
monitoring as a function to observe the activities and per-
formance of team members (Dickinson & McIntyre, 1997).
Team monitoring is mutual performance monitoring which
allows team members to assess and evaluate how they are
performing (Damanpour & Schneider, 2006). They ensure
that work procedures are followed accurately (McIntyre &
Salas, 1995). Teams which are monitored routinely should
be able to obtain awareness regarding timing and pace of
team members and how well they are performing (S. W. Ko-
zlowski, 1998). Monitoring enables team members to be
aware about their mistakes and deficiencies which they can
correct in order to enhance team effort. Monitoring is im-
portant for team effectiveness as it improves coordination
and encourages feedback. Team monitoring improves team
effort and performance because team members can attain
information about other team members and improve syn-
chronization of their activities and minimize detrimental
behaviors by assisting other team members (Marks et al,,
2001). Team monitoring is considered crucial for effective
teamwork (LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008).
Moreover, team monitoring can be considered as a mech-
anism of implicit coordination and allows members to an-
ticipate needs and future actions of other team members.
They can use the information from team monitoring proce-
dures to adjust own behavior and thus improve overall per-
formance (Kolbe et al., 2014). Team members may identify
their own mistakes and mistakes in other member’s actions
as well as their behaviors and then react for necessary im-
provements (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005). According to high
performing teams demonstrated better behaviors immedi-
ately after team monitoring such as providing assistance to
other team members. Thus it can be implied that team mon-
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itoring can lead to improvement in team effort (Burtscher &
Manser, 2012).

This research is conducted in the South Asian perspective
and the country studied is Pakistan. Cultural dimensions
play an important role in determining organizational prac-
tices. Pakistan’s culture fits into the collectivism dimension.
This research study will thereby analyze whether the collec-
tivistic culture dimension plays a role in high performance
of teams as teamwork itself is a collectivistic phenomenon.

Intra Team Trust and Team Effort

Intra-team trust has a positive relationship with effort be-
cause team members are motivated to work hard towards
goal accomplishment (De Jong & Elfring, 2010). Accord-
ing to theories of collective work motivation, effort is moti-
vated by social considerations (Kidwell Jr & Bennett, 1993).
This is particularly the case in ongoing teams where in-
terpersonal ties and norms have become strong over time
(Saunders & Ahuja, 2006). Trust promotes team effort par-
ticularly in ongoing teams because social norms and affec-
tive considerations motivate team members to work hard
(Ferrin, Bligh, & Kohles, 2008). Team effort also increases
when team trust is increased over the time when team
becomes mature. This is because relationships become
stronger and team members identify with a particular team
(Lewicki, Bunker, et al., 1996). Team trust promotes team
members to work hard and persistently thus producing a
high output. Studies have supported the evidence that there
is a positive relationship between team trust and team ef-
fort (Liden, Wayne, Jaworski, & Bennett, 2004). Therefore,

2020

performance benefits through intra-team trust are brought
through team effort as the following.

H1: There is a positive relationship between intra team
trust and team effort.

Mediating Role of Team Monitoring

According to research, it can be proposed that benefits
from intra-team trust can be increased through team mon-
itoring (De Jong & Elfring, 2010). Research conducted on
trust-monitoring relationship by McAllister (1995) suggest
that the impact of trust on monitoring depends on the
type of trust and monitoring under consideration. Some
types of team monitoring involve deliberate control over
team members while other kinds of team monitoring al-
low assisting other team members. Monitoring which al-
lows assisting team members is enhanced by high levels of
intra-team trust and therefore improves team performance.
Monitoring done in teams with high levels of intra-team
trust enhances* effort and performance by reducing pro-
cess losses that hinder teams to reach high levels of pro-
ductivity (Langfred, 2004). Monitoring also reduces mo-
tivational losses by reducing social loafing in a team. Co-
ordination is also improved through team monitoring which
increases productivity. Prior research supports the evi-
dence that team monitoring has positive impact on effort
expended in a team setting (Marks et al., 2001; McAllister,
1995). The following hypothesis can be proposed:

H2: Team monitoring partially mediates the relationship
between intra-team trust and team effort.

Team Monitoring

Intra-team trust

FIGURE 1. Theoretical framework

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Data Collection and Sampling Procedure

This research was conducted to analyze the impact of intra
team trust on team effort when team monitoring mediates
the relationship. Data were collected to analyze the cause
and effect relationship between variables. The research de-
sign was cross sectional as data were collected from differ-
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Team Effort

ent organizations at specific point in time. A field survey
approach was used in order to test the research hypothesis.
Ongoing teams functional in this organization were identi-
fied by a meeting with executives working in this organiza-
tion. The technique used for sampling was probability sam-
pling under which random sampling technique was used.
Before distributing the questionnaire, a pilot study was con-
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ducted to evaluate the questionnaire. The pilot study re-
sults were used to analyze whether the respondents under-
stood the questionnaire well before actual data collection
took place.

Data was collected from team members and supervisors
through a self explanatory structured questionnaire. The
questionnaire included a cover letter that explained the
purpose and importance of this research and that the re-
sults would be kept confidential. Data were collected from
ongoing teams working in several organizations operating
in Lahore, Pakistan. The sample consisted of total 100 team
member responses in 20 ongoing teams from different sec-
tors of organizations. The overall response rate was 84%.
In order to ensure sufficient representation of the team
members for data analysis, a sampling restriction was also
set to collect at least 10 responses from each organization.
This research study relies on direct responses from ongo-
ing teams’ members. Therefore, it can be susceptible to
Social Desirability Bias (SDB). In order to minimize SDB,
one of the research authors was directly involved in data
collection process. The questionnaires for this study were
self administered. Previously designed scales for the con-
structs were adopted which were also empirically tested.
Team members were asked questions on team related vari-
ables such as intra-team trust, team monitoring, team ef-
fort and team performance rather than their personal ex-
pectations. This further reduced the personal bias tenden-
cies of the customers. Smart PLS t-value test was used in
order to test the data for non-response bias. The results in-
dicated no significant differences between respondents and
non-respondents with respect to age, gender, tenure, em-
ployment status etc.

Demographic Background of Respondents

A total number of 130 questionnaires were distributed
however 100 complete responses were received from team
members of ongoing teams. Data was collected from em-
ployees of organizations working in teams consisting of 4 to
5 team members. Teams consisted of both male and female
respondents aged from 25 to 50 years. The income bracket
of the respondents ranged from PKR 30,000 to PKR 60,000.
This research study relies on responses from the team mem-
bers directly. Therefore, it can be susceptible to SDB. In or-
der to minimize SDB, one of the research authors was di-
rectly involved in administering the questionnaires. The
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questionnaires for this study were self administered. Pre-
viously designed scales for the constructs were adopted
which were also empirically tested. Data was collected from
teams working in different organizations and team mem-
bers were asked about intra team trust and its impact on
overall team effort rather than team members’ personal ex-
pectations. This further reduced the personal bias tenden-
cies of the customers.

Measurement Scales and Data Analysis

The questionnaire items were adapted from the work of
other researchers. A multi item constructs based on five
point Likert Scale was used to measure intra-team trust,
team monitoring and team effort. The Likert Scale ranged
from 1 to 5; 1= strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =neutral, 4
= agree and 5 = strongly agreed.

The 5 item trust scale used in this study was developed by
Hinkin (1998). Originally it consisted of measures regard-
ing trust in peers and team members (Cook & Wall, 1980;
Schippers, 2003). The items in the questionnaire were re-
duced to just five items that measure intra-team trust. Iltems
which corresponded with the present research were se-
lected. Sample items that measured positive expectations
of the team members included “I am confident” and “I am
able to count on”. In order to check the scale’s reliability
Cronbach alpha was used. Cronbach alpha greater than 0.70
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) is
considered for the scale to be reliable. The scale’s reliability
for intra team trust was 0.901 which was acceptable.

The 5 item scale of team monitoring was based on Langfred
(2004) and Costa (2003). The scale measures the extent
to which team members meet certain goals and obligations.
Sample items included: “We watch to make sure everyone in
the team meets their deadlines” and “In this team we watch
when everyone completes their work on time.” The scale’s
Cronbach alpha was 0.891 which was acceptable.

In order to measure the construct team effort, 5 item scale
based on work of (Mulvey & Klein, 1998) was used. The
items measured the persistence of effort of team members.
Sample items included “The members of my team work as
hard as they can to achieve the team'’s objectives and “ Most
members of my team carry their fair share of the overall
workload”. The scale’s reliability was 0.914 which was ac-
ceptable.
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TABLE 1. Factor loadings and reliability statistics

Factors Items Factor Loading Cronbach Alpha
Intra Team Trust ITT1 0.82
ITT2  0.78
ITT3 081 0.901
ITT4 0.85
ITT5S  0.77
Team Effort TE1 0.82
TE2 0.86
TE3 0.87 0.914
TE4 0.84
TE5 0.82
Team Monitoring TM1 0.82
TM2 0.75
TM3 0.79 0.891
T™M4  0.75
TM5 0.83

Descriptive Analysis of Study Variables

The following table represents descriptive statistics and
Pearson Correlations of the variables studied. Intra team
trust was positively correlated with team monitoring (r =

0.774, p < 0.01).Team effort is also positively correlated
with intra team trust (r = 0.717, p < 0.01) and with team
monitoring (r = 0.727, p < 0.01).

TABLE 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations between variables (SPSS)

Mean Standard Deviations Intra Team Trust (1) Team Monitoring (2) Team Effort (3)
Intra Team Trust (1) 9.0600 3.62879 1 0.774** 0.717**
Team Monitoring (2) 8.7900 3.40912 0.774** 1 0.727**
Team Effort (3) 8.7600 3.89799 0.717** 0.727** 1

** Correlation is Significant at 0.01 level

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

SEM Amos 18 was used to estimate the model. SEM is
used to evaluate latent variables with several indicators
(Holmbeck, 1997). Using this tool, measurement errors
can be controlled when relationships between variables are
examined (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Hoyle & Smith, 1994).
Using confirmatory factor analysis, several indices were
measured which included Comparative Fit Index (CFI), chi
square statistic divided by degrees of freedom, Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and Tucker-Lewis
Coefficient (TFI). CFI, TLI and GFI, IFI are recommended to
be greater than 0.90 while chi square divided by degrees
of freedom is recommended to be less than 3 (Bentler &
Bonett, 1980; Bentler, 1990; Hoyle & Smith, 1994). Some
researchers recommend chi square divided by degrees of
freedom to be less than 5 (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985). RMSEA
is suggested to be between 0.05 and 0.08 (Browne & Cud-
eck, 1993).

The construct validity for the measures in this study was as-
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sessed by discriminant and convergent validity tests. The
validity of the model was tested by using Confirmatory Fac-
tor Analysis (CFA). The baseline model including all vari-
ables was examined. The baseline model fitted reasonably
well with the data. The results of the CFA were x2 = 203.163
df =85 CFI 0.901, TLI 0.877, IF1 0.902,. In addition, RM-
SEA was estimated to be 0.08. Factor loadings were also sig-
nificant indicating convergent validity ranging from 0.75 to
0.87.

The composite reliability values were calculated and were
found to be greater than 0.6 therefore indicating conver-
gent validity. Moreover the AVE values were found to be
greater than 0.5 indicating convergent validity. In order to
test the discriminant validity, the square root of AVE values
was found to be greater than the correlation between the
variables. Hence the discriminant validity for the constructs
was proved. The results are summarized in the following ta-
ble.
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TABLE 3. Descriptive statistics
CR AVE MSV  MaxR (H) Intra Team Trust Team Monitoring Team Effort
Intra team trust 09267 0.7168 0.726 0.947 0.8466
Team Monitoring 09202 0.6978 0.726 0.894 0.7774 0.8353
TE 0.9358 0.7448 0.654 0.968 0.7211 0.7384 0.776
™
0.777 0449
0.604
TE
[T 0372
0.600

FIGURE 2. Results of the proposed research Model

The present study provides significant results for teams op-
erational in chosen organizations for this study. The aim
of this study is to study the impact of intra team trust on
team effort when team monitoring mediates the relation-
ship. The mediating role of team monitoring is significant
in this relationship since it adds to previous literature of in-
tra team trust and team effort. Intra team trust is an impor-
tant phenomenon that is important for greater team effort
for teams functional in organizations.

Team Monitoring Team Effort 0.724** 0.529 0.0000 Accord-
ing to this study there is a positive relationship between in-
tra team trust and team effort. The results of this study are
consistent with the results of the research conducted in the

TABLE 4. Hypothesis testing

past (De Jong & Elfring, 2010; Saunders & Ahuja, 2006; Li-
den et al, 2004). The mediating role of team monitoring
is also significant in this study as it also adds to the previ-
ous literature of intra team trust in which it is proved that
team monitoring plays an integral role in greater team ef-
fort (De Jong & Elfring, 2010; Marks et al,, 2001; McAllis-
ter, 1995). Therefore the results from this study imply that
team effort is greater for organizations in which intra team
trust is prevalent. The results drawn from SEM support the
proposed hypothesis and hence prove that team effort is af-
fected by intra team trust when team monitoring mediates
the relationship.

Hypothesis

R R? Sig (2-Tailed)

Intra team trust — Team Effort

0.714** 0.514 0.0001

Intra team trust — Team Monitoring 0.774** 0.599 0.0000

Team Monitoring — Team Effort

0.724** 0.529 0.0000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This study aims to examine the relationship between intra
team trust and team effort when team monitoring mediates
the relationship. The role of intra team trust and team mon-
itoring on team effort is studied in organizations of differ-
ent sectors in Pakistan. Intra team trust plays an important
role in building team effort. The findings of this paper sug-
gest that when trust is built up within a team, the members
work better towards the achievement of team and organiza-
tional goals. Increased team effort is also built up when the
activity of the team members is monitored. Furthermore,
in this study, intra team trust is able to explain substantial

ISSN: 2414-309X
DOI: 10.20474 /jabs-6.4.2

variance in team effort (R? = 0.514). Team monitoring also
shows a substantial variance in team effort (R2 = 0.529). Or-
ganizations are becoming increasingly competitive and due
to globalization and increased competition they are increas-
ing their reliance on teams. Team effort and hence effective
attainment of organizational goals can be enhanced when
a team members perceives other members to be trustwor-
thy. Intra team trust and team monitoring both create a con-
ducive work environment where members expend greater
team effort towards attainment of team and organizational
goals.
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