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ABSTRACT 

The aim of the present paper is to compare teamwork performance between Non profit and
Public sector organizations. Some of the scales of the Aston Team Performance Inventory (ATPI)
was administered to 400 employees from Non profit and Public sector  organizations. The dimen-
sional structure of the questionnaire was verified against the original version, through a factorial
analysis run via SPSS 16.0. The ANOVA was used to test the relationship between team processes
and satisfaction against the type of organization (Public vs NPO).

The two groups of participants showed differences both in terms of leadership processes and
leadership style regarding teamwork as well as teamwork output. Non profit employees emerged as
the group where the teamwork is more effective. 

Practical implications: to understand which dimensions of teamwork are to be improved in each
group and which ones can be considered as an example of excellence, therefore serve as a refer-
ence for good practice. Furthermore, it is often questioned whether instruments and methods used
among Profit and Public organizations should be used also for NPOs, and ATPI emerged as an effec-
tive tool also for those organizations, where team work is quire widespread. 

Key words: Teamwork; Non-Profit organistion; Public organisation; Team effectiveness; Team
efficacy; Aston Team Performance Inventory

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Team work: relevance of the issue
Successful performance often involves interaction among individuals who work as a team, pool-

ing togeter their resources in terms of knowledge, abilities, and experience to reach a common goal.
Teamwork is widely recognised as a powerfull and effective way of reaching demanding goals,
through the cooperations of several, different individuale. Individual performance is less effective in
absence of support, co-ooperation of others who share the same responsabilities (Mathieu et al.,
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2008). Researches and studies in the field of managent have shown that team work can be more
efficient and effective than individual work, in terms of higher quality decision and innovation, diver-
sity management, better financial performance and organizational performance (see e.g. Applebaum
& Batt, 1994; Mathieu et al., 2008; Chau & Witcher, 2008). Not surprisingly, the use of teamwork
has been expanding enormously in the past twenty years.

1.2 Team work and team performance
Different types of team have been conceptualized, but all the definitions of team included the fol-

lowing features: a group of at least two individuals, who share one or more goals and perform tasks,
interact (also virtually) among them, and therefore are work interdipendently, having different roles
and responsabilities, but also boundaries and linkages to the rest of their organization, to which they
are collectively accountable for the work done (see e.g. Alderfer, 1977; Argote & McGrath, 1993;
Hackman, 1992; Hollenbeck et al., 1995; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Mohrman et al.,1995). Team per-
formance has been theorized and researched mainly using the input–process–output (I-P-O)
scheme (e.g. Cohen and Bailey, 1997; Gladstein, 1984; Hackman and Morris, 1975; Guzzo and Shea,
1992). Inputs variables are the individual, organizational and team resources. Outputs are the results
achieved, the fullfilling of the needs of each member of the team, the readiness of team members to
stay in the team (Hackman, 1987). Processes translate inputs into outputs, since they are the activ-
ities that team engage to successfully perform their tasks and reach their goals. 

In spite of the fact that teamwork can generate more efficiency and effectiveness, teams do not
per se produce more productive than individual work. The introduction of teamwork in an organiza-
tion, if not properly addressed, does not guarantee a successfull outcome; on the opposite, it might
lead to decreased effectiveness, innovation and satisfaction (West & Markiewicz, 2004). 

Literature review shows that several factors may promote (or jaopardize) team performance:
group design (team composition in terms of size and expertise of members, role and tasks per-

formed by each of them; time assigned to perform its tasks and reach its goal); job design (tasks
assigned should be better achieved through teamwork than individual work; clarity and meaning-
fullness of tasks and goals assigned, freedom to decide how better accomplish their tasks), context
(e.g organizational context structured around individual work versus teamwork; time and resource
assigned; training and support, information, reward); interdependence (outcome and tasks interde-
pendence among the group, shared responsability for the final results; reflexivity; alignment), team
synergy (conflicts management (team cohesion) and leadership (shared leadership, co-ordination,
personality traits of the leader/s). (see e.g. Halfhill et al., 2008; Harrison et al., 2003; Hoegl and
Parboteeah, 2003; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Tekleab et al., 2009). 

This means that both team members and managers should learn how to address either poten-
tial or real risks of mismanagement of teamwork (Brown, 2000). Organizations to achieve their best
performance should therefore monitor and assess the effectiveness and efficacy of team work, in
order to be able to deliver a timely and effective feedback to teams on their overall performance and
not only on the results achieved. In addition, organizations might highly benefit from knowing how
teams are working on the organizations as a whole (West & Field, 1995).

1.3 Not for profit organizations (NPOs)
NPOs are organizations working for the public benefit who that show the following core charac-

teristics (Anheier, 2000 pp. 1-2): a) Formally organised: they possess some institutional reality,
which distinguishes them from informal entities such as families or gathering; b) Private: they are
independent from governments and therefore separate from the public sector; c) Self governing:
they have the capacity to control their own activities, which distinguishes them from units that are
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de jure units of other organizations; d)Not-for-profit: they do not ridistribute return any profits gen-
erated to owners or equivalent, which distinguishes them from business organizations; e) Voluntary:
they are not compulsory in nature and with some degree of voluntary imput. 

The majority of the resarches developed in the management area have focused either on for-
profit or on public organisations, but there is an incresingly and recognised need for research stud-
ies that focus on the management of not-for profit ones, since they can benefit from the application
of management theories and practices already endorsed by business enterprise and public agencies.
It is essential to improve the organizational management on a theoretical basis in third sector organ-
izations by studying and verifying the reliability and applicability of the practices and procedures that
are already being used. 

Furthermore, delivery service NPOs are still a bit too far from professional management, from
auditing and accounting for their (human, financial, logistic) resource and processes (Helming et al.,
2006). Therefore pratictionars and managers of NPOs might find researches and studies on man-
agement to be meaningful and useful.

On the othe hand, NPOs can offer an interesting field where the knowledge that has already
being accumulated on the management of the for-profit and the public sector could be further veri-
fied and eventually developed, taking into consideration that management of NPOs needs more team
work than in other types of organizations (Drucker, 1990)

It is therefore significant to compare teamwork among third sector and public organizations in
order to understand which the critical areas are and, which instead are the positive models, behav-
iour and practices that could be applied and eventually mutuated from one sector to another. In addi-
tion, while monitoring team group both managers and team members may have a wider and more
useful picture of their resources and their performance, addressing therefore a relevant issue for the
development of their organizations.

2. OBJECTIVE AND HYPOTHESIS

West and his collegues developed the Aston Team Performance Inventory (ATPI) after concep-
tualizating the core dimensions of team performance as follows: Inputs are task design, team effort
and skills, organizational support and resources; Outputs are team effectiveness, team innovation,
inter-team relationships, team member satisfaction, attachment; Processes are objectives, reflexivi-
ty,  participation, task focus, team conflict, creativity and innovation,  leadership processes (West,
2004). The questionnaire has been standardized and validated. 

Through the administration of the ATPI it is possible to monitor and assess team work, under-
standing which area are to be improved and which ones are alredy well functioning.  

We have been particularly interested, for the purposes of the present study, in comparing NPOs
with Public Sector organizations about  the dimensions of leadership processes as well as all the
teamwork outputs, both at individual (member’s satisfaction and attachment) and at team level
(inter-team relationships, innovation, and team effectiveness).We therefore developed the following
explorative hypothesis:

H.1: Unlike the Public sector organizations, NPOs have a quite strong attitude and tradition in
terms of value assigned to team work and in terms of leadership processes, therefore:

H1a: NPOs are expected to have a stronger coaching leadership towards team work, in com-
parison with the Public Sector organizations..

H1b: Non profit organizations are expected to have have a stronger managerial leadership
towards team work, in comparison with the Public Sector organizations.



H2: Public sector and Non Profit sector present different levels of teamwork outcomes, and in
particular:

H2a: NPOs show higher level of member attachment to team work;
H2b: NPOs show higher level of member satisfaction for  team work;
These hypothesis are consistent with the results of several research, according to which NPOs

are able to elicit high intrinsic motivation and high commitment to work (Cruz et al., 2009).
H2c: Public organizations show higher teamwork effectiveness in comparison to NPOs;
H2d: Public organizations show higher ability in managing inter-team relationships, in compar-

ison with NPOs;
H2e: Public organizations show an higher level of team innovation  in comparison to NPOs.
These hypothesis is consistent with a recent group of research, according to which leadership

style has an effect on teamwork (Schaubroeck et al., 2007). In particular, taking into consideration
the difficulties that NPOs often face in adopting businesslike processes, it is possible to hypothize
that they may lack of teamwork effectiveness, as well as inter-team relationships and teamwork
innovation. At the same time, they might also show a deep coaching and supportive leadership style,
as a consequence of having to manage not only paid staff but also voluntary workers, as well as of
being very much involved in service delivery to disadvanted and needy people (Kong & Thompson,
2009).

3. METHOD

3.1. Sample and procedures
400 employees were contacted, working either in Non profit or in Public sector

organizations.They live and work in organizations spread almost all over Northern and Southern
Italy; 367 of them agreeded to fullfill a questionnaire composed by some of the ATPI scales, name-
ly those on team work processes, leadership processes and teamwork outcomes.

The final sample is pretty well balanced in terms of public and non profit sector, with 206 pub-
lic employees and 161 NPO employees. The reached group consisted of 122 male (33,2 %) and 243
female (66,2 %). The mean age is 39,3 (S. D. 11,5).

3.2 Measures
We divided the dimension of teamwork between leadership process on the one hand and team-

work outcomes on the other one. To measure the first one, we administered the scale on “leader-
ship style towards team work” and to measure the latter one, we administered the subscales named
“innovation”, “inter-team relationships”, “team effectiveness”, “member satisfaction”, “member
attachment”. All the scales administered come from the ATPI.

4. MAIN RESULTS

First of all the dimensionality of our data matrix was checked, against the original one developed
by West and collegues (Dawson et al., 2006). We first focused first on the dimension of leadership
processes and style. After having checked the normality of distribution, we run both the Sampling
Adequacy test and the Test of Sphericity (tab.1), to verify if our data matrix could be “factorialized”.
Results were excellent.
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Table 1. Results of KMO and Bartlett’s Test

A Confirmatory Factor Analysis, varimax rotation, was then performed (tab. 2), with the
Maximum Likelihood (ML) extraction method, together with both the the eigen-values criteria and
the scree plot of Cattell (fig. 1) in order to avoid extract too less factors, which is to be considered
a more serious mistake than overfactoring (Cattell, 1978; Rummel, 1970). Notwithstanding, the
results show a reduction from the three original factors to two factors, namely coaching style and
managerial style towards teamwork, where the first one refers to the dimension of interpersonal sup-
port (e.g. item: “The leader of my team provides encouragement and support when the team has a
difficult or stressful task”) and the second one refers to the dimension of control and task manage-
ment (e.g. item: “The leader of my team helps the team organise and co-ordinate work activities to
avoid delays, duplication of effort and wasted resources”).  

Table 2. Total Variance Explained (Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood)

For both the subscales of coaching (13 items) and managerial (4 items) styles towards team-
work, we have controlled for the reliability, with the first one showing an Alpha of Crombach of .97
and the latter one of .90. Also for the questionnaire sector related to team work outcomes, we first
checked the dimensionality against the original version of ATPI.

After having checked kurtosis and skewness, both the Sampling Adequacy test and the test of
sphericity was run (tab. 3) in order to be sure that our data matrix can be “factorialize” (Giannini and
Pannocchia, 2006), with excellent results.
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Figure 1. Scree plot of Cattell 

Table 3. Results of KMO and Bartlett’s Test

A confirmatory factor analysis, oblimin rotation, was then run, choosing to consider the only
eigen values greater than 1 as extraction suggestion, since the scree plot actually was not at all able
to discriminate, with a first factorial solution including four factors, in spite of the five ones of the
original version of ATPI. In order to be sure to extract the right number of factors (actually 4 factors
seemed to be an ideal solution, not only in comparison to the original version of ATPI but also in
terms of the items’ congruity), and in order to be sure to avoid an underestimation of the numbers
of factors, which is always, as we have already stressed, a more serious mistake in comparison to
overfactoring. Finally a CFA was run, using as extraction criteria the maximum likelihood method
(ML). Results are shown on table 4.

The final factorial solution includes five factors, as the original dimensionality of the scale sug-
gests, with an adequately strong goodness of fit Chi-Square (115, N= 367) = 467.69, p < .001, and
with high theoretical coherence in terms of items’ contents.

The reliability test for the subscales showed thay are all satisfactory: Effectiveness (3 items)
shows an Alpha of Crombach of .78; Member Attchment  (3 items) of .83; Team Innovation (4 items)
of .86; Inter-team Relationships (5 items) of .85; Member satisfaction (6 items) of .89. To test our
hypothesis concerning the different leadership styles towards teamwork, which is a dimension con-
sidered in the model of West as an important predictor of all the teamwork outcomes, we run an
ANOVA. Results are shown in table 6.
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Table 4. Total Variance Explained (Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood)

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics

Table 6. Results of ANOVA
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Results confirm and H1b, since Non profit organizations present stronger leadership towards
team work both in terms of ability to coach and ability to manage. We finally run another group of
ANOVAs tests, to understand which were the differences between public sector and non profit sec-
tors in terms of team work outcomes and effectiveness. Results are shown in tables 7 and 8.

Table 6. Descriptives statistics

Table 7. ANOVA

Again, in comparison to the public sector, NPOs present higher levels o f teamwork outcomes,
both in terms of individual and organizational outcomes. Therefore H2 is not confirmed. 
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5. DISCUSSION

Data Anlisys confirmed most of the hypothesys. More in details, NPOs emerged as having
stronger coaching and managerial leadership than Public Sector organizations. This last result is quite
interesting, since Italian NPOs’ leaders are mainly trained on-the-job, enjoy scarce opportunities of
faormal training and are quite often choosen in reason of their seniority in the organization  (Benevene
and Cortini, 2010). On the other hand, these results can be explaine with the proiority usually
assigned to teamwork by organizational culture NPOs, as well as their long-lasting pratice in this field. 

H2a and H2b are confirmed, too, since NPOs show higher level of both member attachment to
team work and member satisfaction for team work. This results may be explained with the strong
attention paid by NPOs in keeping up the motivation of their members, which is one of the biggest
challenges faced by NPOs, since literature review shows that is a crucial element to compensate
lower wages of their employees and therefore to retain them (Benz, 2005; 2006).

H2c, H2d and H2e are not confirmed, since NPOs show higher level not only of team effective-
ness, but also of management of inter-team relationships as well as team innovation. 

These results might be read in connection with the NPOs’ strong tendency to learn from their envi-
ronment in order to better serve their targets/customers with their services, as well as to understand
new requests and needs coming from the situation in which they operate. For what concerns the Italian
scenario, for example, NPOs were the first organizations working with rehabilitation and social inte-
gration of disabled people, immigrants, HIV patients and, drug addicts, just to mention a few.

Our study’s biggest limit is that the group reached is a convenience sample, not a statistical rep-
resentative sample. Further development of this research might compare groups of Non profit, Profit
and Public Sector employees and from different countries, in order to test cross-cultural hypothe-
sis, standing that, for example, individualistic and collectivist cultures may express quite different
values related to teamwork.

Finally, results emerging from our research suggest to further investigate the Non Profit sector,
which might well offer some examples of best practices in terms of teamwork, which could be test-
ed and eventually mutuated in the Public sector and For-profit Sector organization. Up to now man-
agerial literature have approached the management of NPOs in the opposite way: that is verifying
which of the methods and practices already applied among For-profit and Public organization might
have eventually be endorsed also among the Third Sector ones.
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