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ABSTRACT 
 

In order to determine how organizations can capitalize on investments in people, this paper 

explores the relationship between team culture and team performance. Despite the fact that 

organizational culture has long been considered a key factor influencing organizational effectiveness, 

studies indicate that a large percentage of executives do not believe in the strategic value of Human 

Resource Management. One reason might be that the processes through which human resource 

decisions create value are complex and not well understood. To expand the understanding of culture 

in organizations, it is suggested that team culture should be considered a subculture within a more 

dominant organizational culture. The study adopts a resource-based approach to strategy in which 

people are considered the single most important asset in the organization. Through analyses of theory 

related to inter alia high-performing teams, social capital, and team identity, successful teams are 

found to share a number of cultural traits. The findings are supported by a case study of three teams 

at Herlev & Gentofte Hospital, which establishes several links between team culture and performance 

outcomes. In particular, the paper recognizes social capital as a central determinant of team 

performance. By investing in team social capital, organizations can increase performance outcomes, 

which, in turn, may lead to the achievement of business objectives. As such, the paper emphasizes 

the strategic importance of Human Resource Management and, more importantly, recognizes that 

people are at the heart of the organization.  

 

Keywords: team culture, team performance, group dynamics, competitive advantage, social capital, 

team identity, organizational subcultures, competing values framework, high-performing work teams, 

resource-based view of the firm. 
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Abbreviations 

CVF Competing Values Framework 

HeG Herlev & Gentofte Hospital 

HRM Human Resource Management 
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1 Introduction 
 

“I believe that we have only begun to realize how important human resource management is to 

competitive advantage. After all, what would an organization be without people?”  

 (Delery, 2005, p. 290).  

 

Using a common financial denominator, it is easy for organizations to compare alternative 

investments, monitor results, and assess the impact of initiatives and programs in an objective 

manner. Historically, the efficacy of investments has been assumed to be dependent on traditional 

resources such as machinery, technology, or economies of scale. In recent years, as researches have 

begun to observe that organizations with similar traditional resources could develop in distinctively 

different directions, it has become evident that one particular factor may very well surpass the others; 

once the human factor is introduced into the competitive equation, many long-held assumptions 

become challenged, as it may lead organizations to “magically” transform themselves, for better or 

for worse (Luthans & Youssef, 2004). 

Human Resource Management (HRM) refers to that part of an organization’s activities 

concerned with the recruitment, development, and management of its employees (Wall & Wood, 

2005). Alongside Finance, IT, Marketing, and Operations Management, it is one of the major 

departments of most organizations. However, contrary to, for example, Marketing, the value of HRM 

is not always readily apparent, which is one of the reasons why HR departments have come under 

increased scrutiny. The function of the HR department is often considered to be merely operational 

rather than strategic. For this reason, some managers tend to treat human resources, here understood 

both as labor and as a business function, as if it is merely a cost center that is to be minimized in order 

to become a potential source of efficiency gains (Becker & Gerhart, 1996; Ingham, 2007; Pfeffer, 

1994). Yet, a growing body of research indicates that the ways in which an organization manages its 
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human resources can substantially influence overall firm performance (Delery, 2005). This area of 

research has been named Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM), as it emphasizes the 

strategic role of HRM in meeting business objectives. The idea is to align an organization’s strategic 

goals with its human resources in order develop an organizational culture that fosters innovation and 

improve motivation, satisfaction, and productivity, eventually leading to an increase in the overall 

firm performance by providing a competitive edge. Correspondingly, the main objective of SHRM is 

to address issues related to structure, effectiveness, performance, organizational culture, and resource 

matching in the firm. 

A number of scholars have established a link between performance and human resource 

approaches (e.g. Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Delery, 1998; Wall & Wood, 2005), which, according to 

Becker and Gerhart (1996), may be considered a largely untapped opportunity to improve firm 

performance. Along the same line, organizational culture has long been considered a key factor 

influencing organizational effectiveness and employee work outcomes (Schein, 1992). Yet, studies 

indicate that a large percentage of executives do not believe in the strategic value of HRM (e.g. 

Luthans & Youssef, 2004; Pfeffer, 1998). One reason might be that the processes through which 

human resource decisions create value are complex and not well understood. This is exemplified by 

the lack of consensus about the ways in which it occurs (e.g. Delery, 1998; Wall & Wood, 2005). 

Delaney and Huselid (1996) point out that researchers do not know “how HRM practices affect 

organizational outcomes, whether some practices have stronger effects than other, and whether 

complementarities or synergies among such practices can further enhance organizational 

performance.” (p. 950). 

Hofstede (1998) suggests that within-unit social interactions, communication, 

interdependence, and leadership processes may contribute to the creation of subcultures in work units 

that may or may not be aligned with the dominant organizational culture. Since employees frequently 
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interact and identify more closely with their work team than with the organization as a whole, their 

attitudes and behaviors are prone to be highly affected by the culture of their immediate workgroup 

(Lok, Westwood, & Crawford, 2005). For this reason, Luthans and Youssef (2004) argue that “the 

need to treat human resources as a capital investment has never been more crucial, especially since 

downsizing, restructuring, outsourcing, and other lean-and-mean human resource slashing 

approaches have become the norm for meeting today’s economic challenges.” (p. 2). 

Drawing heavily on a number of fields, such as psychology, sociology, economics, finance, 

and business strategy, the strategic approach is indeed multidisciplinary and highly complex (Becker 

& Gerhart, 1996). For this reason, it is likely that many executives tend to find the subject surrounded 

by high degrees of uncertainty and complexity, which may prevent the understanding and 

identification of its actual value. As an initial attempt to address this issue, this paper will focus on 

the part of SHRM that is the relationship between work teams and performance. The selected field of 

inquiry is based on the premise that teams permeate organizations, to some extent determine their 

effectiveness, and affect the lives of the people involved (Goodman, Ravlin, & Schminke, 1987). In 

defining the characteristics of a team, this paper makes use of Cohen and Bailey’s (1997) definition: 

 

“A team is a collection of individuals who are interdependent in their tasks, who share 

responsibility for outcomes, who see themselves and who are seen by others as an intact social entity 

embedded in one or more larger social systems (for example, a business unit or the corporation), and 

who manage their relationships across organizational boundaries” (p. 241). 

 

According to Henttonen, Johanson, and Janhonen (2014), work teams can be defined as 

groups of individuals in an organization with a clearly defined membership who are responsible for 

achieving shared goals. This definition is expanded by Cohen and Bailey (1997), who define work 
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teams as “continuing work units responsible for producing goods or providing services. Their 

membership is typically stable, usually full-time, and well-defined” (p. 242). As noted above, SHRM 

considers people – human resources – to be assets to the organization. When these people work 

together in teams, the fundamental belief is that the whole is worth more than the sum of its parts; 

that a team can generate more value than the aggregate of what its members can create on their own 

(Plum, 2018). For this reason, it is highly important for organizations to understand the determinants 

of team-level performance in order to achieve and release this latent source of value creation. 

Nevertheless, little is known about the link between subcultures and unit-level performance (Shin, 

Kim, Choi, & Lee, 2016), that is, the link between team culture and team performance. To address 

this issue, this paper poses the following research question:  

 

In what ways does team culture influence team performance? 

 

In addressing the research issue, three teams from the Service & Logistics division at Herlev 

& Gentofte Hospital constitute the foundation of a case study. In the process of moving toward a 

conclusion to the research question, the following sub-questions will serve as a guideline toward 

deepening the understanding of the main research question:   

 

§ How does the division work with culture and performance? 

§ What characterizes the culture of each team? 

§ How do team leaders perceive and evaluate the performance of their teams? 

 

The objective of the study thus becomes to examine whether investments in human resources 

and SHRM, and more specifically in teams and team culture, can be capitalized upon as a source of 
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competitive advantage that has an impact on the bottom line, both in terms of short-term profitability 

and long-term growth and survival of the business (Luthans & Youssef, 2004). In doing so, this piece 

of work seeks to clarify whether human resource initiatives create value that can be translated into 

improved performance, which, in turn, may enable the achievement of business objectives. With this 

study, it is the aim to address a gap in the existing literature related to the impact of team culture. 

Rather than rejecting existing literature on organizational culture, it is the objective to expand the 

understanding of culture in organizations by suggesting that team culture should be considered a 

subculture within the dominant organizational culture. 

2 Theoretical Framework 

The following section will present and review existing literature related to the selected field 

of inquiry. It is the aim to provide a foundation of knowledge on the topic, which will constitute the 

theoretical framework of the study. This section will, moreover, seek to identify potential gaps in 

existing literature. 

 

2.1 Competitive Advantage 

Per definition, a competitive advantage is an attribute that enables an organization to 

outperform competitors; it is the unique ability of an organization that allows a favorable or superior 

business position by distinguishing the organization from competitors (Pfeffer, 1994). For this reason, 

business executives, managers and academic scholars have long been interested in understanding the 

sources of competitive advantages. Tools such as the SWOT analysis, concerned with identifying the 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats facing a firm, have become integrated elements in 

the strategic management practice. In simple terms, the SWOT framework suggests that firms can 

gain competitive advantages by leveraging internal strengths in exploiting environmental 

opportunities and neutralizing environmental threats, while at the same time avoiding or decreasing 
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the impact of internal weaknesses by being aware of these. While the model points to the importance 

of both internal and external factors, most literary contributions focus primarily on the external 

elements of the framework by analyzing an organization’s opportunities and threats in its competitive 

environment (e.g. Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991; Rumelt, 1984; Wright, McMahan, & McWilliams, 

1994). As exemplified in the work of Michael Porter and his colleagues (e.g. Caves & Porter, 1977; 

Porter, 1980, 1985), much research is focused on describing the environmental conditions that allow 

high levels of firm performance. For instance, Porter’s (1980) Five Forces model determines the 

competitive environment of an organization based on five industry forces that shape competition. 

Designed to analyze the external environment and the profitability of an industry, the model suggests 

that opportunities will be greater and threats less in industries characterized by certain attributes. Such 

models, however, say only little about the determinants over which managers have influence (Wright 

et al., 1994). As this strategic management paradigm is focused on the industry environment (e.g. 

Porter, 1980, 1985), Barney (1995) states that many organizations tend to conduct business in high-

opportunity, low-threat environments, without placing sufficient emphasis on the evaluation of 

internal strengths and weaknesses of the firm. A number of scholars point to the importance of 

including the relationship between the internal resources of an organizations, its strategy and its 

performance in the way business is being conducted (e.g. Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt, 1984). In the 

words of Pfeffer (1998), “how leaders diagnose and think about competitive conditions and business 

opportunities affects how their organizations manage people and, as a consequence, economic 

performance.” (p. 18). For this reason, Barney (1995) argues, managers must look inside their 

organization for valuable, rare, and costly-to-imitate resources and capabilities, which they must then 

leverage in order to create a sustainable competitive advantage. 
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2.2 The Resource-Based View of the Firm 

In order to address the above-mentioned limitations of the environmental models, Barney 

(1991) introduced the concept of the resource-based view of the firm (RBV), which suggests that 

sources of competitive advantage should be derived within the organizations rather than in the 

competitive environment. According to Ingham (2007), it is an inside-out approach to strategy that 

focuses on the use and development of an organization’s tangible and intangible resources. From an 

RBV point of view, it is much more reasonable for an organization to pursue external opportunities 

using existing resources in a new way rather than attempting to acquire new skills and capabilities 

for each different opportunity. Hence, following the work of Barney (1991) and Ingham (2007), it is 

proposed that organizations may achieve a strategic advantage by bundling together organizational 

resources in unique and dynamic ways to take advantage of opportunities as they occur. 

Whereas the environmental models are built on the assumption that organizations within an 

industry are identical in terms of strategical resources (e.g. Porter, 1981; Rumelt, 1984), the RBV 

assumes that firms within an industry may be heterogenous concerning the control of strategically 

relevant resources. Correspondingly, the RBV builds on an assumption of resource immobility across 

firms, contrary to the environmental models that consider strategic resources to be highly mobile and 

able to transfer across firms in a frictionless manner (Barney, 1991). The RBV examines the 

implications of these two assumptions – resource heterogeneity and resource immobility – in the 

search for sources of sustained competitive advantage. The RBV model thus examines the link 

between organizational resources and sustained competitive advantage; a managerial framework that 

can be used to determine which strategic resources an organization can exploit in order to achieve 

sustainable competitive advantage. 
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2.3 Toward a Definition of Resources 

In the words of Wernerfelt (1984), a resource is “anything which could be thought of as a 

strength or weakness of a given firm […] whose tangible assets which are tied semi permanently to 

the firm” (p. 172). This definition is extended by Barney (1991), who considers resources as “all 

assets, capabilities, organizational processes, firm attributes, information, knowledge, etc. controlled 

by a firm that enable the firm to conceive of and implement strategies that improve its efficiency and 

effectiveness” (p. 101). Grant (1991), on the other hand, distinguishes between resources and 

capabilities. In this line of argument, resources are inputs into the production process which are rarely 

productive on their own. These are the source of an organization’s capabilities but require cooperation 

and coordination in order to yield productive activity. The capabilities of an organization are the 

things it can do as a result of clusters of resources working together. When successfully coordinated, 

these capabilities are considered the main source of its competitive advantage. Grant (1991) notes 

that “creating capabilities is not simply a matter of assembling a team of resources: capabilities 

involve complex patterns of coordination between people and between people and other resources.” 

(p. 122). 

While Grant (1991) speaks of capabilities and Barney (1991) of resources, Prahalad and 

Hamel (1990) and Ingham (2007) focus on the core competencies of an organization. The core 

competencies describe what an organization is uniquely capable of doing and core competencies may 

serve as sources of competitive advantage (Ingham, 2007). With this approach, the emphasis is on 

leveraging internal resources in order to reach organizational goals. Prahalad and Hamel (1990) 

define core competencies as “communication, involvement, and a deep commitment to working 

across organizational boundaries, [which] involves many levels of people and all functions.” (p. 82). 

In correspondence with Barney’s (1991) definition of resources, Prahalad and Hamel (1990) consider 

the people of an organization absolutely critical to core competencies as they form part of the 
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organization’s corporate assets. Core competencies themselves, on the other hand, are regarded 

corporate resources as they are the roots of competitiveness (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). For the 

purpose of this study, Barney’s (1991) definition of resources will be used as it encompasses most, if 

not all, elements of the different approaches mentioned in this section; from Grant’s (1991) distinction 

between resources and capabilities over Prahalad and Hamel (1990) and Ingham’s (2007) notion of 

core competencies. The adopted definition of resources thus encompasses all assets, capabilities, 

processes, attributes, and knowledge controlled by an organization that enable the organization to 

conceive of and implement strategies that yield productive activity and that may serve as a source of 

competitive advantage. 

For an organizational resource to become a source of competitive advantage, it must be one 

that cannot be easily duplicated by competitors, either because it is beyond financial or strategic 

means, or because it is specific to the organization. For example, if a resource is tightly intertwined 

with the history, culture, structures, and processes of the organization, that resource is unique to the 

organization (Luthans & Youssef, 2004). Moreover, the resource must add positive value to the firm, 

for example by improving efficiency or effectiveness (Ingham, 2007). Finally, the resource must be 

difficult for competitors to substitute with another resource (Barney, 1991). 

Traditionally, physical and financial resources, such as product and process technology, 

plant, property, equipment, protected or regulated markets, access to financial resources, and 

economies of scale have been considered the most common sources of competitive advantage. 

However, during the last decades, various scholars have documented how traditional sources of 

competitive success have become less powerful in explaining corporate success than they once were 

(e.g. Luthans & Youssef, 2004; Pfeffer, 1994, 1998). While these may still provide competitive 

leverage, people and how they are managed are becoming increasingly important, which, according 

to Pfeffer (1994), leave “organizational culture and capabilities, derived from how people are 
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managed, as comparatively more vital.” (p. 6). Such change in the basis for competitive advantage 

requires the development of a different frame of reference for considering issues of management and 

strategy. 

 

2.4 Competitive Advantage through People 

According to Pfeffer (1994), the sources of competitive advantage have always shifted over 

time. This view is supported by Luthans and Youssef (2004), who argue that the traditional resources 

may no longer qualify as ideal sources of competitive advantage. Many of these traditional resources, 

including inter alia systems, procedures, and decision-making models, have lent themselves to 

copying and imitation. Similarly, information technology has become available at exponentially 

decreasing costs, which has removed most of its differentiating properties. Interestingly, by studying 

the companies that experienced the highest levels of sustained success over a 20-year period, Pfeffer 

(1994) found work force management to be the common denominator for sustained competitive 

advantage across organizations. In other words, those firms that derived a competitive advantage from 

the people within the organization experienced higher levels of long-term success than those relying 

on, for example, technology or patents. Similar conclusions have been drawn by Waterman (1994), 

who found that companies achieve sustained competitive advantage through organization – people, 

culture and capacity - rather than from a brilliant idea or invention. As such, he contributed to 

highlighting the connection between strategy, and the effective management of human resources. In 

this view, people are the strategy and sustained competitive advantage is a consequence of the 

effective management of people in driving corporate success. This connection is explained by Pfeffer 

(1998), who argues that “success comes from successfully implementing strategy, not just from 

having one. This implementation capability derives, to a large extent, from the organization’s people, 

how they are treated, their skills and competencies, and their efforts on behalf of the organization.” 
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(p. 17). Pfeffer (1998) refers to this approach as ‘putting people first’, which is based on the belief 

that the key to managing people in ways that lead to profits, productivity, innovation, and 

organizational learning lies in how managers think about their organization and its people; it lies in 

the mindset and the perspectives of those in charge: 

 

“Achieving competitive success through people involves fundamentally altering how we 

think about the work force and the employment relationship. It means achieving success by working 

with people, not by replacing them or limiting the scope of their activities. It entails seeing the work 

force as a source of strategic advantage, not just as a cost to be minimized or avoided.” (Pfeffer, 1994, 

p. 16). 

 

A similar approach is proposed by Ingham (2007), which is referred to as ‘people 

management’. Through the perspectives of this approach, people in an organization are and should 

be treated as assets or resources, which are key leverage points for success in a system. “People are 

not just part of a valuable resource or core competency, they are the resource.” (Ingham, 2007, p. 

148). Both Pfeffer’s (1998) ‘putting people first’ and Ingham’s (2007) ‘people management’ concepts 

represent a resource-based approach to strategy, in which the objective of management becomes to 

create and exploit valuable resources to unlock performance. According to Walker (1992), HRM 

should be integrated into the business strategy along with other functional strategies at the top level 

of strategy development. In order for the people management strategy to have the largest possible 

impact, Ingham (2007) argues that it must be focused on finding ways to support business issues 

through the capability or potential capability of people in the organization. Although the topic has 

experienced increasing attention and acknowledgement during the past decades – from both scholars 

and practitioners - it seems as if there is still a long way to go for the people-centered approach in 
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order to become an integrated part of business strategy (e.g. Barney, 1995; Henttonen et al., 2014; 

Ingham, 2007; Morgan & Ogbonna, 2008; Pfeffer, 1994, 1998). According to Pfeffer (1994), 

organizational culture, how people are managed, and how it impacts their behavior and skills are 

sometimes considered the ‘soft’ side of business and for this reason it may in some cases be dismissed 

as irrelevant in the big picture that is strategy making. It is often hard to comprehend and quantify the 

dynamics and benefits of a particular organization and how it operates because the way people are 

managed often fits together in a system that cannot easily be observed or measured. Contrary to the 

value created by psychical assets such as machinery, the value created by people can be a lot more 

difficult to quantify. For this reason, many organizations tend to treat the people in their organization 

as costs, in spite of managers and executives continuously speaking about the value of their people. 

Recalling Pfeffer’s (1998) notion of people management, the key to changing this behavior then 

becomes the mindset and perspective of those in charge. In their assessment of research on the topic, 

Becker and Gerhart (1996) defined the objective as being to “demonstrate to senior human resource 

(HR) and line managers that their HR systems represent a largely untapped opportunity to improve 

firm performance” (p. 780). Managers must thus be convinced that human resources create value 

which can be translated into improved performance that, in turn, can be converted into quantifiable 

capital output. Correspondingly, Philpott’s study (as cited in Wall & Wood, 2005) concludes that 

“what is missing […] is a genuine appreciation both that people management holds the key to 

increased productivity and that meeting the objective requires the appropriate application of a range 

of people management practices.” (p. 443). 

 

2.5 The Forms of Capital 

Becker (1993) defines capital as inputs that yield income and other useful outputs over long 

periods of time. Bourdieu (1986) identified three fundamental forms of capital: (1) economic capital, 
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which is immediately and directly convertible into money; (2) cultural capital, which is convertible, 

in certain conditions, into economic capital; and (3) social capital, consisting of an individual’s social 

relations and connections, which is convertible, in certain conditions, into economic capital. Putnam 

(1995) on the other hand, identifies three forms of capital that enhance individual productivity: 

psychical capital, human capital, and social capital. To many people, the notion of capital relates to 

financial or psychical resources such as a bank account or a production plant. However, according to 

Becker (1993), investments in people, for example through expenditures on education, training, or 

medical care, must be considered investments in capital consistent with the traditionally defined 

concept of capital. In the words of Becker (1993), “these produce human, not physical or financial, 

capital because you cannot separate a person from his or her knowledge, skills, health, or values the 

way it is possible to move financial and psychical assets while the owner stays put” (p. 16). Human 

capital is commonly equated with knowledge, skills, or competencies stemming from education or 

experience. It is the productive capacity of an individual, which contributes to the functioning of the 

organization. However, in today’s knowledge-based, high-tech environment, education, skills, and 

experience are at risk of becoming outdated very quickly. For this reason, scholars point to the 

importance of tacit knowledge, which is another, yet often overlooked, dimension of human capital. 

According to Luthans and Youssef (2004), “this type of knowledge is organization-specific and built 

over time as members become socialized into the organization, become part of its culture, understand 

its structure and dynamic processes, and learn how it operates as a whole” (p. 6). Following Ingham 

(2007), human capital can be defined as a valuable intangible capability that enables an organization 

to take full advantage of potential business opportunities and may serve as a source of sustained 

competitive advantage. This point of view is supported by Prahalad and Hamel (1990), who state that 

“unlike physical assets, competencies do not deteriorate as they are applied and shared. They grow.” 

(p. 82). 



TEAM CULTURE AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 
 

 19 

When focusing on work teams, the concept of social capital is particularly interesting. It has 

been defined as “the secret ingredient that makes some teams better than others” (Heffernan, 2015). 

Although literature lacks consensus on a precise definition, the central proposition of social capital 

theory is that networks of relationships constitute a valuable resource for social action (Nahapiet & 

Ghoshal, 1998). Where some scholars limit their conceptualization to only the structure of 

relationship networks (e.g. Baker, 1990), others include the actual and potential resources that can be 

accessed through these networks (e.g. Bourdieu, 1986; Putnam, 1995). Correspondingly, Luthans and 

Youssef (2004) conceptualize social capital to include “interpersonal, inter-group, and inter-

organizational relationships, networks, and connections, as well as the underlying group and 

community resources, social structures, and cultural dynamics” (pp. 10-11). For the purpose of this 

study, the latter view is adopted, and the paper accepts the definition of social capital as “the sum of 

the actual and potential resources, embedded within, available through, and derived from the network 

of relationships possessed by an individual or social unit” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998, p. 243). Hence, 

social capital encompasses both the networks and the assets that may be mobilized through the 

network. “Social capital is the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to 

possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance 

and recognition” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 286). 

Similar to physical and human capital, Putnam (1993) considers social capital a production 

factor, which is comprised by “networks, norms, and trust, that facilitate coordination and cooperation 

for mutual benefit” (pp. 35-36). According to Plum (2019), organizations can increase work 

satisfaction and engagement of their employees through strong relationships which may increase 

efficiency as a result. This view is supported by Heffernan (2015), who argues that investing in the 

connections among team members may lead to increased productivity by improving trust, creativity, 

and cooperation. In the words of Bourdieu (1986), “the network of relationships is the product of 
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investment-strategies, individual or collective, consciously or unconsciously aimed at establishing or 

reproducing social relationships that are directly usable in the short or long term.” (p. 287). 

According to Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998), differences in firms’ performance may be 

explained by differences in their ability to create and exploit social capital. This view is extended by 

Luthans and Youssef (2004), who identify three dimensions of social capital to be crucial for  creating 

sustainable competitive advantage: (1) networks, establishing the interlinkages that enable sharing 

and exchange of ideas and resources at the cognitive, affective, and behavioral levels; (2) norms, 

creating mutual expectations that interacting parties – be that individuals, groups, or organizations – 

can follow in order to maintain well-functioning, productive relationships; and (3) trust, which serves 

as the bonding element that allows for networks and norms to actualize and achieve their full 

potential. 

Similar to the definition of human capital as intangible capabilities (Ingham, 2007) that grow 

as they are applied and shared (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990), social capital compounds even as it is 

utilized. In the words of Heffernan (2015), “social capital grows as you spend it; the more trust and 

reciprocity you demonstrate, the more you gain in return.” Moreover, social capital may even 

contribute to the creation of human capital (Luthans & Youssef, 2004). For instance, without trust-

based psychological contracts, building tacit knowledge may become problematic. In order for an 

organization to effectively manage social capital, Luthans and Youssef (2004) argue that it is essential 

to establish and maintain the structures and processes necessary for networks, norms, and trust to 

develop over time. Putting together a team of experts does not guarantee good results, because, as 

Heffernan (2015) explains, “IQ alone is not productive; it needs support, safety, candor, connections 

and trust to thrive.” For this reason, the concept of social capital is particularly interesting when 

studying team culture and team performance. 
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2.6 Organizational Culture and Subcultures 

With the objective of moving toward a definition of culture that is applicable to both the 

macro level (i.e. nations), organizations, subcultures, and micro systems, Schein and Schein (2017) 

define culture as encompassing nearly everything that a group has learned as it has evolved: 

 

“The culture of a group can be defined as the accumulated shared learning of a group as is 

solves its problems of external adaptation and internal integration; which has worked well enough to 

be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, 

feel, and behave in relation to those problems. This accumulated learning is a pattern or system of 

beliefs, values, and behavioral norms that come to be taken for granted as basic assumptions and 

eventually drop out of awareness” (Schein & Schein, 2017, p. 6). 

 

Correspondingly, Hofstede (n.d.) defines organizational culture as “the way in which 

members of an organization relate to each other, their work, and the outside world in comparison to 

other organizations.” The organizational culture encompasses the values, beliefs, and expectations 

that members come to share. In the words of Siehl and Martin (1984), culture is “the glue that holds 

an organization together through shared patterns of meaning” (p. 227). Culture refers to the ideational 

system of the organization as a whole, and hence some scholars argue that the study of organizational 

culture denotes the existence of a single culture in any organization (Morgan & Ogbonna, 2008), 

thereby implicitly assuming uniformity in organizational values. In contrast, the subculture approach 

assumes that cultural groups exist within the larger, dominant culture. Consistent with the work of 

Van Maanen and Barley (1984), Morgan and Ogbonna (2008) define an organizational subculture as 

“a group or unit in an organization that is in frequent interaction, that perceives itself to be distinct 

from other groups in the organization, and that shares similar problems as well as in-group 
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understandings of ways of solving such problems.” (p. 42). According to Hofstede (1998), 

subcultures may emerge in work units through within-unit social interactions, communication and 

interdependence. As employees frequently interact and identify more closely with their work team 

than with the organization as a whole, Lok, Westwood and Crawford (2005) argue that their attitudes 

and behaviors are prone to be affected by the culture of their immediate work team. Following 

Morgan and Ogbonna (2008), team members develop shared patterns of meanings and interpretations 

of events occurring in the organization. These collective sense-making processes shape a subculture 

in the work unit, and the subculture can subsequently be distinguished from that of other units in the 

organization (Van Maanen & Barley, 1984). For this reason, in this paper, it is suggested that team 

culture should be considered a subculture of organizational culture. The subculture approach 

emphasizes the multiplicity of cultures that interact in a single organization (Hatch, 1997). Shin et al. 

(2016) explain that these subcultures may or may not be aligned with the dominant organizational 

culture. According to Morgan and Ogbonna (2008), “it is the interaction of subcultures that influence 

the emerging pattern of values that is commonly described as organizational culture” (p. 42). These 

subcultures may, however, have different levels of influence with some having larger potential to 

dominate certain aspects of organizational life (Rose, 1988). Within this view, scholars distinguish 

the culture approach from the subculture approach. However, rather than rejecting one or the other, 

it is proposed that the subculture approach extends the lens for understanding culture in organizations. 

A large number of scholars have emphasized that focusing on the group level as a unit of analysis 

could very well be the next step in order to advance culture research (e.g. Hofstede, 1998; Sackmann, 

1992), thereby establishing the raison d’être of this research. 
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2.7 Toward a Definition of Team Culture 

Woolley, Aggarwal and Malone (2015) propose that teams possess a level of ‘collective 

intelligence’, which is defined as “the ability of a particular group to perform well across a wide range 

of different tasks (…), [which] is precisely analogous to intelligence at the individual level” (p. 420). 

In the same study, the authors observed that the more collectively intelligent groups communicate 

more and participate more equally than other groups. Similarly, through a study of communication 

patterns and team performance, Pentland (2012) discovered that the patterns of interaction – what 

happens between people both in formal and informal settings – makes a measurable difference in 

productivity regardless of whether it is a management team, a production team, or any other kind of 

team. In a study of more than 5,000 executives, Keller and Meaney (2017) identified three key 

dimensions of great teamwork: 1) alignment of direction, expressed through a shared perception of 

what the organization is striving for and the role of the team in getting there; 2) high-quality 

interaction, which is characterized by trust, open communication, and a willingness to embrace 

conflict; and 3) strong sense of renewal, which refers to an environment in which team members are 

motivated and feel confident that they can take risks, innovate, learn from outside ideas, and achieve 

something that matters. When Keller and Meaney (2017) work toward creating high-performing 

teams, they do not concentrate on a particular business problem, but rather on how the team works 

together to address the given problem. In doing so, they emphasize behavioral patterns and group 

dynamics. Although these studies do not make use of the term ‘culture’, this paper argues that team 

culture is exactly what they focus on when considering interactions to be the key to productivity and 

performance. In doing so, emphasis is moved from the behavior of individuals to the actual 

interactions of the team and what members bring out in each other; in order to make the sum of the 

whole larger than the aggregate value of its parts. According to Plum (2019), team culture is hidden 

within the social dynamics of the team in a complex system of rich interconnectivity. Following Uhl-
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Bien and Arena (2017), rich interconnectivity refers to the process during which things interact and 

consequently change one another in unexpected and irreversible ways. However, as implied by 

Weick’s (1979) notion of ‘double interact’, there is a mutual dependence between individual members 

and the team as a whole. That is, individual behaviors influence collective – team level – processes, 

which in turn affect individual processes and behavior. In order to address this multilevel relationship, 

Chen and Kanfer (2006) developed an integrative framework of individual and team motivation. In 

doing so, the authors identified the input variables that may affect individual and team performance, 

which were then categorized into ambient and discretionary inputs. Ambient inputs are defined as 

“team-oriented stimuli that pervade the team as a whole” (Shin et al., 2016, p. 236), contrary to 

discretionary inputs, which refer to “stimuli directed and presented to specific team members (e.g. 

personal characteristics of team members)” (Shin et al., 2016, p. 236). In their study, Chen and Kanfer 

(2006) found leadership, group norms, work design, and team feedback to be central ambient inputs 

that may promote or hinder team performance by affecting the motivational states of the team. 

Drawing on Chen and Kanfer’s (2006) framework, Shin et al. (2016) propose that team cultures are 

crucial ambient inputs that can influence team performance, as the associated behavioral norms serve 

as a powerful tool for regulating and motivating team behavior. According to Turner (1987), the 

alignment of behavior is an automatic response to cognitive and emotional alignment, which can be 

achieved through social identification. When it comes to team effectiveness, Lembke and Wilson 

(1998) consider a strong team identity to be imperative for fostering teamwork and success through 

the unification of members in a socially identifiable whole. According to Henttonen et al. (2014), 

team identity is a “group-level construct representing the collective level of identification of all 

members: a high level of identification produces a strong identity” (p. 331). Correspondingly, 

Lembke and Wilson (1998) posit that teamwork is a function of how team members perceive the team 

and their role in it. “Highly productive teamwork requires that team members recognize the team as 
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a unit and as an attractive work arrangement.” (Lembke & Wilson, 1998, p. 927). According to 

Henttonen et al. (2014), team identity mediates the relationship between the team’s social-network 

structure and its performance effectiveness. Under this framework, identity and identification relate 

to the cognitive and affective bond between the individual and the group, whereas culture reflects the 

norms and patterns of behavior that have developed over time in the group. In other words, identity 

is ‘who we are’, while culture is ‘the way we do things’ (Zaheer, Schomaker, & Genc, 2003). The 

presented literature reveals a number of interrelations and shared characteristics among the concepts, 

which are reflected in the amount of overlapping definitions and inconsistent use that scholars have 

made of these terms in the past (Pratt, Schultz, Ashforth, & Ravasi, 2016). The different 

conceptualizations support the move toward a definition of team culture by accentuating key elements 

and the rich interconnectivity among these. Drawing upon the conceptualization of organizational 

culture and subcultures, this paper defines team culture as values, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors 

shared by the members of a team in an organization. Team culture emerges through within-unit social 

interactions, communication and interdependence, in which members develop a shared pattern of 

meaning. The collective sense-making processes shape the team culture, which in turn determines 

how members work together. The team culture can be distinguished from that of other teams in the 

organization, and it may or may not be aligned with the dominant organizational culture. The 

attributes of team culture can be positive or negative. 

 

2.7.1 Assessing Team Culture 

 In order to assess culture in organizations, scholars have proposed a variety of dimensions and 

attributes of organizational culture. This phenomenon may be explained by the broad and inclusive 

nature of culture; it comprises a complex, interrelated, comprehensive, and ambiguous set of factors. 

Consequently, Cameron and Quinn (2011) argue that one conceptualization will never be able to 
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include every relevant factor in diagnosing and assessing culture; one more element can always be 

argued to be of relevance. In order to determine the most important dimensions on which to focus, 

Cameron and Quinn (2011) suggest using an underlying framework – a theoretical foundation that 

enables the identification of key dimensions. 

 The Competing Values Framework (CVF) was develop by Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1981) in 

an attempt to address a widely asserted imperative for a theoretical framework of organizational 

effectiveness. The original purpose of the CVF was to create a simplified, systematic, and useful 

model to assess organizational effectiveness. The authors sought to create greater consistency in the 

construction of dependent variables as a mean to increase the capacity of comparing results. Through 

empirical studies on the criteria that determine whether an organization performs effectively, Quinn 

and Rohrbaugh (1981) noticed the consistent emergence of two major dimensions of paradoxical 

factors. These dimensions represent four competing management models, which, when plotted onto 

two axes, create archetypes of means and ends. The first dimension illustrates the flexibility versus 

control paradox; the second portrays the people (internal focus on members and technologies) versus 

organization (external focus on the organization within an environment) (Paparone, 2003). Together, 

these dimensions form four quadrants that each represents a set of core values, which are opposite to 

those on the other end of the continuum. Consequently, those quadrants opposing one another 

represent competing or contradicting values. The quadrants represent four competing schools of 

thought on management theory, which is manifested in the variety of factors used to determine 

effectiveness. The indicators of effectiveness represent what people value about an organization’s 

performance. While some organizations and managers are considered effective if they are adaptable 

and transformational, others must be stable and predictable in order to be viewed as effective. These 

four clusters define the core values on which judgments about the organization are made (Cameron 

& Quinn, 2011). Figure 2.1 portrays the competing value sets. 
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Figure 2. 1 The Competing Values Sets and Effectiveness Models 

(Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1981, p. 136) 
 

Since the original research was conducted, the CVF has been reproduced and applied in a 

number of studies. The model has proven to be highly useful for organizing and understanding a 

number of both individual- and organizational-level phenomena, including leadership competencies, 

organizational culture, organizational design, organizational quality, leadership roles, financial 

strategy, information processing, and brain functioning (Cameron, n.d.; Cameron & Quinn, 2011; 

Paparone, 2003). In the words of Cameron (n.d.), “the framework […] has proven to be very robust 

across a variety of phenomena, and it describes the core approaches to thinking, behaving, and 

organizing associated with human activity (p. 2). In fact, the framework has been identified as one of 

the 40 most important frameworks in the history of business (ten Have, ten Have, Stevens, vander 

Elst, & Pol-Coyne, 2003). 

Quinn and McGrath (1982) introduced the application of the CVF to organizational culture. 

The robustness in explaining the different orientations and competing values that characterize human 

behavior led to the identification of each quadrant as a cultural type. In the words of Cameron and 
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Quinn (2011), “each quadrant represents basic assumptions, orientations, and values – the same 

elements that comprise an organizational culture” (p. 41). Each quadrant represents a leader type and 

dominant management theories that correspond with four culture types: clan, hierarchy, adhocracy, 

and market. Clan refers to a people-oriented, friendly culture that values collaboration, commitment, 

cohesion, and consensus. Cameron and Quinn (2011), however, often refer to this culture type as 

‘collaborate’ in order to avoid confusion. Morais and Graça (2013), on the other hand, apply the term 

‘team culture’ (i.e. team-oriented culture, not to be confused with the culture of the team) to the 

culture type that emphasizes teamwork and empowerment, encourages employee participation and 

engagement, and prioritizes the development of human resources. The second culture type, hierarchy, 

is characterized by routines and standard procedures to ensure consistency and reliability. 

Consequently, the dimension is sometimes labeled ‘control’ (e.g. Cameron & Quinn, 2011). 

Likewise, Morais and Graça (2013) apply labels such as ‘hierarchy’ and ‘bureaucracy’ to describe 

the kind of culture that emphasizes stability and predictability. Their notion of bureaucracy resonates 

with the earliest approach to organizing, defined by the German sociologist Max Weber in the early 

1900s. Similar to the classical attributes of bureaucracy, the hierarchy culture assumes that 

standardized rules and procedures, formalized structures, and control mechanism are the key to 

success (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). On the other side of the framework, the adhocracy culture is 

located in the quadrant between flexibility and external focus. With alternate labels such as 

‘entrepreneurial’ and ‘innovative’ (Morais & Graça, 2013) and ‘create’ (Cameron & Quinn, 2011), 

this quadrant represents a culture characterized by creativity, risk taking, and adaptability. Cameron 

and Quinn (2011) explain that the term adhocracy originates from the word ‘ad hoc’, referring to 

something temporary, specialized, and dynamic. As such, the quadrant emphasizes responsiveness, 

innovation, and experimentation as means to preparing for the future. The fourth and final culture 

type, market, is characterized by competition, speed, and goal achievement; it is about achieving 
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results now rather than investing in the future. Consistent with Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) label 

‘compete’, this culture type emphasizes profitability, bottom-line results, and secure customer bases 

as primary objectives of the organization. Morais and Graça (2013) apply the term ‘rational cultures’ 

to those characterized by clarity of tasks and goals, and with emphasis on efficiency and measurable 

outcomes. When studying and applying the CVF, it is important to note that the four culture types are 

proposed as archetypes; in reality, organizations are expected to reflect most or all of the four culture 

types to some degree (Morais & Graça, 2013). 

 

 

Figure 2. 2 Competing Values of Leadership, Effectiveness, and Organizational Theory  

(Cameron & Quinn, 2011, p. 53) 

 

While the CVF is commonly applied in studies of existing organizational culture, it may 

likewise be used to analyze the desired future culture of an organization through expressions about 

visions and missions. When the identified characteristics of a culture are graphed onto the CVF, the 
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resulting outcome is a holistic view of the culture of the group or the organization (Cameron & Quinn, 

2011; Paparone, 2003). Paparone (2003) argues that the CVF can be an effective tool in diagnosing 

organizational subcultures. This view is supported by Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) notion that each 

quadrant represents basic assumptions, orientations, and values, as these are the same elements as 

those comprising a subculture. As recently touched upon, Cameron and Quinn (2011) have found yet 

another way to apply the model; by categorizing visions, mission statements, or guiding principles in 

each of the four quadrants, the CVF enables the identification of the underlying culture. Specifically, 

during the process of mapping the various elements across the CVF, core values become exposed, 

which, in consequence, enables the identification of the desired cultural traits. 

The CVF is a relatively neutral and objective framework that may be useful in many 

contexts. However, as the CVF is a private-sector centered framework, Lindquist and Marcy (2014) 

argue that it is “missing a lot of the terminology, context and particular debates and tensions 

associated with the public-sector” (p. 7). Nevertheless, in response to their own criticism, the authors 

state that the majority of ‘public sector values’ have existing counterparts or equivalent values in the 

CVF. In fact, Lindquist and Marcy (2014) suggest that the capacity of the CVF to encompass a 

diversity of values is what makes it highly useful within public-sector organizations, such as a 

hospital, as these large institutions can be considered “a multi-faceted collection of diverse entities 

with distinct mandates and different scales of operation” (p. 8). 

In spite of the extensive use and applicability of the model (Cameron, n.d.; Cameron & 

Quinn, 2011), little scholarly work can be found on application of the CVF in relation to 

organizational subcultures and unit-level performance. For this reason, bearing in mind the call for 

increased focus on the group-level as a unit of analysis in order to advance culture research (e.g. 

Hofstede, 1998; Sackmann, 1992), this paper applies the CVF in order to study subcultures within 

the case organization. 
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2.8 High-Performing Work Teams 

As demonstrated by the competing values framework in the section above, the perception of 

effectiveness is dependent on how one defines effectiveness (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). These 

judgments are made based on a set of core values, which are in direct contrast to an opposing set of 

values. No team or organization is identical, and for this reason there is no simple measure of 

performance effectiveness. However, according to Bull (2010), who applies the term ‘high-

performing team’, effective teams generally possess the following traits: “(1) trusts and has the 

confidence in the other team members; (2) clearly understands what the team must do; (3) embodies 

the key mission within their everyday lives; (4) takes responsibility for the team’s long- and short-

term goals; (5) displays loyalty, enthusiasm, and zeal for their mission; (6) encourages differing views 

and perspectives to gain an overall understanding; (7) develops a consensus on strategies, tactics, and 

resources; (8) defines roles clearly; (9) cross-trains so that team members can switch roles quickly 

when necessary; (10) encourages risk taking and experimentation for new solutions; (11) allows 

constructive criticism and helpful feedback to improve team members; (12) uses errors to improve 

the process – not to rebuke other team members; (13) develops a verbal or written history; (14) rotates 

heroes throughout the team; and (15) has leadership that is clear, strong, and able to adapt to changing 

situations quickly” (p. 26). These high-performing work teams are generally composed of a 

combination of “purpose and goals, talent, skills, performance ethics, incentives and motivation, 

efficacy, leadership, conflict, communication, power and empowerment, and norms and standards” 

(SHRM, n.d.). According to Cohen and Bailey (1997), team effectiveness and performance is a 

function of a complex set of relationships including environmental factors, design factors, group 

processes and interactions, and group psychosocial traits. Environmental factors are defined as the 

characteristics of the external environment of the organization. Design factors are the elements of the 

task, group, and organization that can be adjusted in order to create the conditions for the desired 
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performance. For instance, design factors may include work descriptions and group composition. 

Processes typically comprise communication, conflict and other interactions among team members 

and relevant stakeholders. Finally, group psychosocial traits refer to shared understandings, norms, 

and group cohesiveness. In order to make sense of these complex relationships, Cohen and Bailey 

(1997) have developed a heuristic framework which, in their own words, “draws attention to the 

group as a social entity that has shared psychosocial traits that influence its behaviors” (p. 245). The 

framework thus represents a move away from the classic “input-process-output” approach (e.g. 

McGrath, 1984) by portraying design factors as having both direct and indirect impact on outcomes. 

Environmental factors, on the other hand, are shown to have a direct influence on the design factors, 

thereby creating a web of interrelations. In this research, the framework serves to aid the 

understanding of the interrelated factors and processes that influence outcomes and effectiveness. 

Figure 2.3 portrays the framework. 

 

Figure 2. 3 A Heuristic Model of Group Effectiveness 

(Cohen & Bailey, 1997, p. 244) 

 



TEAM CULTURE AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 
 

 33 

2.8.1 Assessing Team Performance 

Much scholarly literature concerns the evaluation and measurement of performance. Cohen 

and Bailey (1997), for instance, state that during their six-year study, several hundred contributions 

where published on the subject, many of which approached the subject with differing measurements. 

According to Cohen and Bailey (1997), “the factors most associated with success vary based on who 

is rating the team’s performance” (p. 281). Thus, rather than being an objective evaluation, the 

measurement of performance is often a subjective matter. In the words of Cohen and Bailey (1997), 

“objective measures should be sought if what we are interested in is how well the group is receiving 

quantitative goals. But in many instances, what we are interested in are perceptions of effectiveness 

from key stakeholders” (p. 282). This point of view correlates with the CVF premise that the 

perception of performance and effectiveness is subjective and dependent on the definition in play. 

In order to assess and measure team performance, this paper applies Borman and 

Motowidlo’s (1997) distinction between task performance and contextual performance. According to 

Williams and Anderson (1991), task performance concerns a team’s ability to adequately complete 

assigned duties and perform tasks that are expected of the team. Shin et al. (2006) explain this kind 

of performance as “the degree of goal accomplishment enabled by task behaviors based on formal 

job descriptions” (pp. 233-234). Koopmans et al. (2011) describe task performance as “in-role 

prescribed behavior” as it relates to core job responsibilities, both on the individual and group level, 

that are reflected in specific work outcomes and organizational activities. Contextual performance, 

on the other hand, extends beyond formal job responsibilities. It is the ability of employees and teams 

to contribute to the overall organizational well-being. According to Koopmans et al. (2011), 

contextual performance can be defined as “behaviors that support the organizational, social and 

psychological environment in which the technical core must function” (p. 861). Correspondingly, 

Borman and Motowidlo (1997) explain that these activities contribute to organizational effectiveness 
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by shaping the organizational, social and psychological contexts, which, in turn, serve as catalysts for 

task activities. Koopmans et al. (2011) refer to this kind of performance as “discretionary extra-role 

behavior” as is involves task activities that are not formally part of job descriptions. Other scholars 

apply the term “organizational citizenship behavior” to such actions and activities (e.g. Williams & 

Anderson, 1991). Examples of contextual activities include helping and cooperating with coworkers, 

following rules and procedures, and volunteering to carry out additional work that is not part of formal 

job descriptions (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). According to Koopmans et al. (2011), task activities 

are likely to vary across teams and jobs, whereas contextual activities tend to be more similar across 

the organization. 

The adoption of Borman and Motowidlo’s (1997) distinction between task performance and 

contextual performance allows for a multiplicity of perspectives in the analysis of team performance. 

In consequence, subjective evaluations are embraced in order to include the perspectives of key 

stakeholders, as suggested by Cohen and Bailey (1997). 

 

2.9 Competitive Advantage in Public-Sector Organizations 

The theoretical volume on competitive advantage typically concern firms and organizations 

in the private sector that compete for market shares and profit. The very definition of competitive 

advantage comprises notions of achieving superior business positions in the competitive environment 

and outperforming competitors (e.g. Pfeffer, 1994). Contrary to most private-sector firms, the 

government-controlled public-sector organizations generally do not seek to generate profit. Instead, 

they exist to provide services for the citizens. However, despite the differences in purpose between 

most public and private institutions, the notion of competitive advantage is not limited to profit-

seeking firms in the private sector. In fact, competitive advantage occupies an important role in 

public-sector organizations, as it drives the improvement of public services while at the same time 
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helping eliminate inefficiencies and waste of resources (Popa, Dobrin, Popescu, & Draghici, 2011). 

Since the external environment, in which public organizations are embedded, is different than the 

competitive environment of private organizations, it appears compelling to think that these public 

institutions do not need to compete for success and, ultimately, survival. However, this paper argues 

that public-sector organizations, such as hospitals, must indeed compete for resources and funding. 

In the words of Matthews and Schulman (2005), “public-sector organizations are funded from a 

central source of government funds, where the constraints of a largely ‘fixed pie’ creates competition 

with other government agencies for funding” (p. 233). As such, it is essential for these organizations 

to nurture core capabilities and optimize resource utilization in order to maximize the performance 

potential. In other words, where firms in the private sector compete for customers, market share, and 

profit, it is argued that organizations in the public sector compete for resources that enable their 

operation. 

Most public-sector organizations are created to develop and deliver services for the benefit 

of the populace, which, according to Matthews and Schulman (2005), require the development of a 

sustainable capacity of the industry in terms of efficiency and effectiveness. As Popa et al. (2011) 

point out, “in the public sector, money is being offered to institutions as long as they use them 

efficiently to serve the public good” (p. 63). The raison d’être of these public-sector institutions is 

thus based on the efficient use of resources and successful delivery of services, which, in 

consequence, manifests the importance of performance optimization. For this reason, it may be 

concluded that findings concerning competitive advantage are equally important to organizations in 

both the private and the public sector. 

The knowledge laid out in this chapter constitutes the foundation and theoretical framework 

of the analysis and discussion of findings. 
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3 Methodology 

To address the research issue, several methodological choices have been made to provide a 

structured approach to the collection, processing, and analysis of the empirical and theoretical data. 

This chapter provides an overview of the steps taken to enact the thesis research by addressing the 

methodological choices in detail. In addition, significant delimitations to the scope of the study are 

highlighted in the final section of the chapter. 

 

3.1 Research Methods 

As this study is an initial attempt to address a perceived gap in academic literature, the nature 

of the research is exploratory. The study explores the relationship between team culture and team 

performance, and for this reason, drawing general conclusions regarding the case organization is not 

the main purpose. Instead, the objective is to add to the understanding of the link between culture and 

performance on the subgroup-level, which, in consequence, will lead to recommendations and 

implications for practice based on the case teams. The exploratory design is used to establish an 

understanding of the given phenomenon, which, in addition, may provide a direction for future 

research by providing valuable insights regarding possible correlations. Since the exploratory 

research design utilizes a relatively small sample sizes, more studies would be beneficial in order to 

generalize findings to the population at large and make definitive conclusions (Labaree, 2019). 

This study follows an inductive approach as the research objective is to theorize from 

specific observations. The research design is structured to begin with a set of observations from which 

trends and patterns are inferred. Then, based on the identified patterns in the collected data, the 

research seeks to generate a more general theory in order to explain the specific observations. As this 

research is exploratory in nature and serves as an initial attempt to address a perceived gap in 

literature, the inductive approach is appropriate due to its more open-ended and exploratory 
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properties, particularly in the early stages of the inductive process. However, such characteristics may 

not be confused with freedom to choose whichever observation that seems more appropriate. Rather, 

the inductive approach allows for the initial exploration and development of pertinent hypotheses, 

that may serve as point of departure for future research. 

The study is composed of four central elements: problem formulation, theoretical 

framework, empirical data, and data analysis. These components are brought together in the 

discussion section, where the sub-questions will guide the discussion. Ultimately, these findings will 

be drawn upon with the objective of reaching a conclusion to the research question “in what ways 

does team culture influence team performance?” 

 

3.2 The Case Study Approach 

 This research is conducted as an embedded single-case study, referred to by Yin (1994) as 

a Type II case study design. A case study is defined as an “empirical inquiry that investigates a 

contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between 

phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 1994, p. 13). According to Tharenou, 

Donohue, and Cooper (2007), a case study allows the researcher to explore social processes as they 

unfold in organizations. 

The primary benefit of the single-case study is that it allows for a more in-depth analysis of 

the phenomenon it its real-life context, which in turn allows for the development of a better 

understanding of the particular phenomenon (Tharenou, Donohue, & Cooper, 2007). A significant 

drawback of the single-case design, however, is the lack of comparability of results. For this reason, 

Yin (1994) recommends conducting multiple-case studies when possible as it allows the researcher 

to strengthen the established arguments. Nevertheless, as this exploratory case study seeks to develop 

pertinent hypotheses and propositions for further inquiry, the single-case design serves its purpose 
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and is strengthened by its embedded design. In addition, to meet the concern about lack of 

generalizability of findings from qualitative research using only one or few cases, it must be 

recognized that such studies cannot be used to make statistical generalizations. Instead, they allow 

for in-depth investigations in which complex dynamics and social processes may be uncovered 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2018), which is at the heart of this exploratory study. 

The embedded research design refers to the use of multiple units of analysis, contrary to the 

holistic design, which relies on a single unit of analysis (Yin, 1994). The empirical research in this 

study is conducted using multiple units of analysis from the Service & Logistics division at Herlev 

& Gentofte Hospital. The division is composed of three main units: Nutrition, Cleaning, and 

Logistics. In this research, three teams from the ‘Service & Logistics’ division are studied 

simultaneously. Additionally, perspectives from both team members and team leaders are included 

in order to enhance insights into the case and study relevant variables. While the embedded approach 

allows for a more complex design, the importance of balancing attention to each unit of analysis must 

be noted. For instance, if an unequal amount of attention is directed at one subunit, the study risks 

neglecting more holistic aspects of the case and thereby unintentionally changing the nature of the 

study (Yin, 1994). According to Larsson (1993), “case studies are particularly suited to the analysis 

of complex organizational processes” (as cited in Tharenou et al., 2007, p. 74). Rather than merely 

describing a situation, the objective is to assess a complex phenomenon, embedded in context. 

In spite of most dominant case method publications coming from a positivist perspective, 

the method can also be based on a constructionist epistemology. The constructionist approach to case 

method is less focused on issues of validity, and more concerned with providing a rich picture of the 

behavior in groups or organizations (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, Jackson, & Jaspersen, 2018). In his 

work on qualitative case studies, Stake (2006) distinguishes between instrumental and expressive 

studies; where the case in an expressive study is selected because of its unique features that may or 
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may not be generalizable, the instrumental research studies specific cases with the purpose of 

developing more general principles. In accordance with the exploratory nature of this research, the 

instrumental properties of the chosen case allow for the induction of pertinent hypotheses and 

propositions. The adopted approach occupies an intermediate position between positivism and 

constructionism along the epistemological continuum as suggested by Eisenhardt (1989). In this 

regard, the research design is established in the outset in order to meet the positivist concern with 

validity (e.g. Yin, 1994), but it becomes more flexible in the adaptation as the objective is to capture 

a rich picture of organizational life and behavior (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018). 

 

3.3 Data Collection 

In the words of Eisenhardt, “I believe in knowing the literature, and then looking for a 

problem or questions where there’s truly no known answer. It’s almost impossible to find those 

problems without knowing the literature” (Eisenhardt in Gehman et al., 2018, p. 287). In addition to 

identifying a gap in existing literature, the theoretical framework enabled the identification of the 

kind of data needed to meet the research objectives. In this case, the exploratory nature of the study 

calls for a predominance of qualitative data as the focus is on depth rather than breadth. This work is 

primarily concerned with uncovering the opinions, thoughts, and feelings of the respondents; giving 

a voice to the participants in order to understand the phenomenon (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). 

For this reason, primary data has been collected from the case organization in the form of semi-

structured interviews. In addition, observational data from the interview sessions is included to 

broaden the analysis of team culture. While the majority of data is qualitive, quantitative data has also 

been collected in order to accurately measure and assess team performance, while at the same time 

allowing for increased comparability of the results. Secondary data has been collected from the case 

organization and it is included to broaden the analysis by increasing the number of perspectives. The 
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secondary data consists of internal documents from Service & Logistics concerning the process of 

developing a shared vision for the entire division. 

 

3.4 Semi-Structured Group Interviews 

To collect data regarding culture, team members were invited to a semi-structured group 

interview for each team. According to Easterby-Smith et al. (2018), this method is particularly useful 

when the objective is to study the social dynamics within a group. Nevertheless, it must be noted that 

there is always a risk of participants changing their views and opinions as a consequence of their 

participation in the group interview. Another related pitfall is the risk of some people withholding 

their opinion or feeling pressured by the group to answer in a certain way. Walker (1985) suggests 

that the interviewer – or moderator – should attempt to create a situation where all participants feel 

comfortable expressing their own views and responding to the contributions of the other participants 

(as cited in Easterby-Smith et al., 2018). 

According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2016), the value of using this non-

standardized type of interviewing lies in its flexibility as it allows the exploration of dynamic and 

complex topics. This kind of research is particularly beneficial when the objective is to understand 

participants’ opinions, attitudes, and perceptions, as well as contexts and underlying assumptions. 

The interviews were guided by a schedule containing a list of themes to be covered. As the interviews 

followed a semi-structured approach, questions and their order varied. The majority of questions were 

open-ended as it allowed respondents to define and describe situations and events. As per Saunders 

et al. (2016), “an open question is designed to encourage the interviewee to provide an extensive and 

developmental answers, and can be used to reveal attitudes or obtain facts” (p. 408). In order to further 

explore responses of particular significance and produce a fuller account, probing questions 

requesting a particular direction or focus were used. Probing a theme typically occurred through an 
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open-ended question or through reflections intended to encourage exploration of a particular point 

made. In addition, specific questions were used as introductory questions when commencing 

questioning about a particular theme. 

With the objective of reducing the scope for bias during the interviews and at the same time 

increasing the reliability of the information obtained, emphasis was placed on clearly phrased 

questions asked in a neutral tone of voice. The use of open-ended questions is claimed to significantly 

decrease the risk of bias (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016). The interviews were conducted in 

Danish, while academic language and theoretical concepts were avoided to the extent possible in 

order to avoid confusion and differences in understanding. Easterby-Smith et al. (2018) state that in 

order to increase the credibility of the research, the researcher must ensure transparency and help the 

reader understand the research process. Accordingly, it is important that the researcher provides 

sufficient details to show that findings are reliable. 

At the beginning of each interview an introductory statement was read out loud to the 

participants (appendix 1) in order to secure consistency in the distribution of information. In addition 

to this, participants were asked for permission to record the interview and were at the same time 

informed that all interview data would be anonymized. 

 

 

Table 3. 1 Group Interview Schedule 
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3.5 Observational Data 

To broaden the analysis of team culture, observational data was collected during the 

interviews with the team members. The purpose of observational data is to code and analyze behavior 

in relation to the team. Observing what people do provides a directness and richness that cannot be 

achieved by asking people to describe what they do or how they feel. In the words of Easterby-Smith 

et al. (2018), “relying on data only on a written transcript of what was said during a conversation or 

a meeting will miss much of the most important information about what is going on, particularly 

regarding relationships between people” (p. 282). While observational data may enable a fuller 

understanding, the method is very sensitive to bias, as the decision about what behavior is sampled is 

a highly subjective (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018). In this study, observational data is included in the 

form of notes from the interviews regarding the behavior and interaction of the team members. As 

the interviews are at the center of attention, this data is not meant occupy a central role in the study. 

Instead, it is included to provide a richer picture of the social dynamics of the team. 

 

3.6 Qualitative Coding 

In order to move from the raw data to actual findings, qualitative coding is used to establish 

coherence between the research objectives and the results. Qualitative coding requires a deep 

immersion into the data, which, in turn, enables the researcher to acquire deep, comprehensive, and 

thorough insights into the data (Gehman et al., 2018). Linneberg and Korsgaard (2019) suggest that 

another main benefit of coding is that it “allows the researcher to provide transparency for others and 

oneself in relation to how existing concepts are reflected in the empirical material, but also where 

there might be novel insights and possibilities for theoretical development” (p. 268). According to 

Gioia, Corley, and Hamilton (2013), “working systematically with coding allows the inductive 

researcher to observe transparency and thus offer credible interpretations of the empirical material”. 
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A main concern is the subjective nature of the process, as the development of codes and the 

decision as to where a given segment of data fits into the coding scheme are dependent on the 

researcher’s interpretations. Linneberg and Korsgaard (2019) state that it is essential for the 

researcher to be aware of this subjectivity, which may be done through thorough reflexivity 

concerning one’s own perspectives. Another important criticism concerns the dismantling of data 

which may lead to neglecting the holistic element that is central to the qualitative analysis. For this 

reason, Linneberg and Korsgaard (2019) recommend researchers to bear in mind the overall 

understanding of the phenomena in order to ensure that findings from the coding process are both 

relevant and valid. In addition, to ensure credible results Guba and Lincoln (1994) suggest the 

importance of emphasizing transparency in how conclusions are linked to data. Doing so will allow 

the reader to understand the role played by the researcher both in terms of shaping and analyzing the 

data. For this reason, all coding analyses have been attached as appendices. In conclusion, Linneberg 

and Korsgaard (2019) state that “good qualitative studies obtain a kind of undeniability of results 

provided the findings come with detailed accounts of the phenomena that allow readers to see the 

stories unfold and to relate to the experiences of the people involved” (p. 268). 

In line with Saldaña (2016), the coding process can be divided into two phases: first-cycle 

coding and second-cycle coding. In the first coding cycle, respondent-centric terms are applied as this 

initial phase is more descriptive. As explained by Linneberg and Korsgaard (2019), codes are used to 

create an overview of the data at hand and enable the subsequent exploration of trends and patterns 

in this phase. In the second cycle, the coding becomes more researcher-centric as this phase is more 

analytical in nature (Gioia et al., 2013). This phase introduces concepts and dimensions from existing 

theories in order to lift the analysis to a higher level of abstraction (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). 

In the words of Saldaña (2016), this second cycle entails “classifying, prioritizing, integrating, 

synthesizing, abstracting and conceptualizing, and theory building” (p. 58). The process thus allows 
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the researcher to move from basic descriptive codes toward the accomplishment of the research 

objectives and toward answering the research question (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). Gehman et 

al. (2018) note that the challenge is to identify structures or processes that can be understood at a 

theoretical level. When codes become clustered together, patterns are born, and it becomes possible 

to analyze connections and relationships. According to Linneberg and Korsgaard (2019), this process 

implies identifying concepts inspired by the relevant theoretical framework. Gioia et al. (2013) argue 

that this two-step coding structure clarifies the progression from data to theory and thus illuminates 

the grounds on which conclusions are drawn. 

 

3.7 Analyzing Team Culture 

In order to assess the team culture, dimensions and items adapted from the CVF model are 

used to analyze findings from the coding stages. The use of pre-existing frameworks serves as a mean 

to increase research reliability and validity since the pre-existing scales and frameworks have been 

extensively tested at the time of first use (Hyman, Lamb, & Bulmer, 2006). The CVF has been applied 

to organizations for over thirty years and is considered to be among the most useful frameworks for 

assessing organizational culture and organizational dynamics (Bremer, 2017). The most appealing 

feature of the model, however, is its capacity to display unique value patterns in a comprehensible 

manner – patterns that might otherwise not have been visible (Paparone, 2003). 

Nevertheless, although the CVF is a well-developed instrument, it is important to be aware 

of its limitations. As emphasized by the developers, the CVF model of culture does not claim to 

encompass all cultural phenomena in a comprehensive manner. Rather, it provides an intuitively 

appealing (Paparone, 2003) and efficient way to “organize organizational culture types […, which 

enable members and researchers to] discuss and interpret key elements of organizational culture [in 

a way] that can foster change and improvement” (Cameron & Quinn, 1999, p. 17). 
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The use of the CVF serves two purposes in this research. First and foremost, the main 

application of the model is to decipher findings from the coding stages in order to assess the culture 

of the three teams. The second purpose of the framework is related to the secondary data from the 

case organization, and here the CVF enables the identification of underlying values and the study of 

the division’s work with culture and performance. 

 

3.8 Analyzing Team Performance 

In order to assess team performance, Williams and Anderson’s (1991) performance measure 

scale has been adopted. The model consists of 21 items representing in-role behavior (task 

performance) and organizational citizen behavior (contextual performance). Based on these items, 

team leaders were asked to evaluate the performance of their team. In accordance with Shin et al. 

(2016), variables are assessed through multi-item measures using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = 

strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Examples of items from the in-role performance scale include 

“the team adequately completes assigned duties” and “team members perform the tasks that are 

expected of them” (Williams & Anderson, 1991). Similarly, examples of items representing 

contextual performance include “team members help others who have heavy workloads” and “the 

team adheres to informal rules devised to maintain order” (Williams & Anderson, 1991). 

While the scale is based on an extensive review of existing literature, the authors 

acknowledge the possibility of some frameworks and models unintentionally being left out. Similarly, 

Koopmans et al. (2011) point out that the dimensions are created based on the authors’ evaluations 

of meaning and relevance, which creates a risk of bias in the development of the model. Moreover, 

Easterby-Smith et al. (2018) point out that the Likert-scale is bipolar in the sense that it ranges from 

negative (disagree) through neutral (not sure) to positive (agree). The authors argue that a problem 

may arise when people, who feel good about something, would have to indicate it by disagreeing with 
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a negatively worded statement, as this may cause confusion. Williams and Anderson’s (1991) 

performance measure scale does not make use of negatives, which is typically done by adding ‘no’ 

or ‘not’ in front of a verb (Easterby-Smith et al., 2018). However, the scale contains a number of 

items with a negative statement. These items are marked with (R), indicating that the score should be 

reversed for the analysis. In following the concern of Easterby-Smith et al. (2018), these items may 

cause confusion, in particular due to their placement among a majority of positive statements. 

In the first stage of the data collection process, Williams and Anderson’s (1991) performance 

measure scale was individually distributed via email to the team leaders of the three teams. To ensure 

clarification and understanding of the scale items, the scale was translated into Danish for the purpose 

of this study (appendix 2). Prior to distribution, the translated scale items were evaluated and 

compared to the original version in a peer review. The peer review was conducted to ensure that the 

translated questions were worded correctly and maintained the original meaning. The peer review 

resulted in minor changes in the translated version, which were implemented before the distribution 

to the team leaders. The emails were accompanied by a short paragraph introducing the research focus 

and guidelines for answering the scale (appendix 3) along with the information that all answers would 

be anonymized. The performance measure scales were distributed and collected in January 2020. 

A main point of concern relates to the highly subjective nature of the performance 

evaluations. As the performance assessments rely only on the respective team leaders’ evaluations, 

the method is open to risks of bias and may not provide conclusive evidence of performance 

outcomes. However, in following Cohen and Bailey (1997) and the CVF premise of subjectivity, this 

study is concerned with the perceptions of effectiveness from key stakeholders, such as the team 

leaders. In consequence, collecting performance evaluations from additional stakeholders would thus 

enable a more nuanced understanding of the teams’ performance. 
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3.9 Delimitations 

The subgroups studied in this paper are defined by membership to work teams within the 

case organization. While the researcher acknowledges the possible existence of many more subgroups 

and subcultures within the organizational system, including those that are not defined by work team 

membership, these have not been included due to the purpose and scope of this study. Accordingly, 

the study does not account for the interplay of membership of several subcultures and its influence 

on group-level outcomes. 

In following the subculture approach, this research assumes uniformity in values within a 

team. As such, the team is considered a social entity, where members are assumed to contribute to 

shaping and developing the team culture, which, in consequence, becomes an expression of the 

norms, values, and shared-understanding held by all members of the team. 

The study of teams as organizational subgroups recognizes that these groups are embedded 

in larger social systems that influence how they behave and perhaps even impact how they perform. 

For instance, behavior on one organizational level may or may not influence performance on another 

level of the organization. However, due to the scope and exploratory nature of this research, such 

interdependencies and interrelations have neither been studied nor established. Likewise, as the study 

of performance is focused exclusively on team-level performance, this study does not allow for 

comparisons across multiple organizational levels. 

4 Findings 
 

Building on the foundation of knowledge laid out in previous chapters, the analysis in this 

chapter seeks to break down and study all elements of relevance through a lens constituted by the 

theoretical framework. To display the findings, the chapter is composed of three primary themes: (1) 

the vision of Service & Logistics, (2) the culture of the three teams, and (3) the performance of the 
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teams. Before presenting the findings, the case organization and, in particular, the Service & Logistics 

division will be introduced. For the sake of simplicity and to ensure anonymity, the teams will be 

referred to as Team A, Team B, and Team C from this point onward. 

 

4.1 The Case Organization 

Service & Logistics is an operational division at Herlev & Gentofte Hospital (henceforth 

HeG), which is composed of three main units: Nutrition, Cleaning, and Logistics. At HeG, the 

ambitions are expressed through the vision “godt behandlet”, which translates into treated well. The 

vision statement represents HeG’s overall ambition of ensuring that both patients, relatives, and 

employees feel that they are being treated well. The idea is for the vision to be converted into actions 

that make a difference for patients, relatives, and employees. To guide these actions, the vision 

statement is accompanied by three key areas of attention: professional standards, cohesion, and 

improvement (Herlev Hospital, n.d.). The vision serves as a foundation for the work of the entire 

organization, including the Service & Logistics division. 

 

4.1.1 The Vision of Service & Logistics 

The Nutrition unit endeavors to prepare savory meals with seasonal ingredients, while the 

Cleaning unit seeks to ensure that the hospital appears neat and clean. The Logistics unit strives to 

deliver highly qualified and competent services in the work with patients, transportation, and the 

delivery of medicine and other goods. Together, the Service & Logistics division aspires to provide 

a visible, responsible, and respectful service in the daily operation of the hospital (Gentofte Hospital, 

n.d.). The division is currently working toward consolidating Service & Logistics into a cohesive and 

more efficient whole. Data from the organization reveals that the establishment of a shared identity 

for the division as a whole, rather than for each unit, is the underlying aspiration for the entire process 
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(HeG, 2020). The process is outlined in the model in figure 4.1, which has been adopted directly from 

Service & Logistics.   

 

 

Figure 4. 1 Service & Logistics Consolidation Strategy 

(HeG, 2020) 

 

The data reveals focal areas to support the process; alongside the creation of a shared 

identity, the division emphasizes the importance of common language and competencies. In 

particular, priority is directed toward increasing efficiency through improvement of job satisfaction 

and working climate. Through dialog, interviews and coaching sessions, the objective is to create an 

atmosphere of stability, confidence, and security, in which employees can thrive and the division 

becomes a cohesive entity (HeG, 2020). Only then can a shared vision be achieved. Nevertheless, the 

process of working toward achieving the vision clearly illustrates where the division wants to go, 

which is expressed through the formulation of objectives and desired cultural characteristics. As such, 

the data can be used to identify the desired cultural traits and group dynamics of Service & Logistics. 

According to the division itself, the vision is to (1) create cohesion and unity in the division, 

(2) ensure efficient operation of the hospital, and (3) support the encounter between patient and clinic 

(HeG, 2020). To pursue the vision, the strategy is to exercise courage, curiosity, and willingness to 
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change. In this regard, courage relates to challenging oneself and the ordinary mental models; it 

entails taking chances and experimenting. Correspondingly, in Service & Logistics curiosity is 

defined as a desire to develop oneself and the organization, eagerness to learn and improve, and 

seeking new solutions instead of insisting on conventional and safe choices. Curiosity, moreover, 

relates to interpersonal relationships, as employees are encouraged to be curious about and learning 

from each other. Finally, as the name implies, willingness to change concerns being willing to change; 

meeting change with a positive mindset rather than resistance and acknowledging that change is a 

process that requires effort and patience (HeG, 2020). 

When plotted onto the CVF, the elements of the vision statement and the associated 

strategies can be identified and categorized. As figure 4.2 portrays, Service & Logistics emphasizes 

values related to three of the four quadrants: clan, hierarchy, and adhocracy. The number of items 

placed in the hierarchy quadrant indicates an internal, control focus in which emphasis is placed on 

stability, consistency, and efficiency. The values of the hierarchy quadrant are highly consistent with 

the formal responsibilities of the division. For instance, ensuring clean and safe procedures in the 

operation of the hospital requires control and standard procedures. As such, high quality services are 

crucial and failure is rarely an option. To support HeG’s vision “godt behandlet”, Service & Logistics 

is responsible for ensuring efficient, reliable, and smoothly flowing services, which requires routines, 

control, and mastery of jobs – all of which are values central to the hierarchy quadrant (Cameron & 

Quinn, 2011). 

While the hierarchy quadrant dominates the framework, values belonging in the opposing 

adhocracy quadrant are likewise emphasized. In this quadrant, innovation and adaptation are central. 

As Cameron and Quinn (2011) explain, the objective of adhocracy is to foster adaptability, flexibility, 

and creativity, which is expressed through the values placed in this quadrant; reflected in the emphasis 

on courage, curiosity, and willingness to change. 
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The final quadrant, clan, comprises those values emphasizing collaboration, shared values 

and goals, and cohesion. Specifically, Service & Logistics applies terms such as teamwork, trust, 

shared identity, shared vision, and open communication in the work toward consolidating the division 

(HeG, 2020). Another central dimension of the clan quadrant relates to employee involvement and 

corporate commitment to employees. As Cameron and Quinn (2011) point out, “the organization is 

in the business of developing a humane work environment, and the major task of management is to 

empower employees and facilitate their participation, commitment, and loyalty” (p. 46). In the case 

of Service & Logistics, “godt behandlet” captures the essence: the division places a premium on 

ensuring that all employees feel that they are being treated well, which correlates with its emphasis 

on job satisfaction and employee involvement (HeG, 2020). 

 

 
Figure 4. 2 CVF Service & Logistics 
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In summary, by breaking down the various elements of the vision, it is possible to categorize 

and analyze the values that serve as the foundation of the division’s work with culture and 

performance. As portrayed in the CVF, Service & Logistics is working toward creating a culture that 

is predominantly one of hierarchy and clan. The control-oriented values indicate a pursuit of 

operational excellence, whereas the clan-oriented values are more concerned with the people that 

drive the operation. However, by emphasizing courage and curiosity, the vision statement 

additionally encompasses a degree of adhocracy values. 

 

4.2 Team Culture 

The analysis of team culture draws upon the CVF in order assess the cultural characteristics 

and core values of the three teams. Each team is analyzed individually in order to allow for 

comparison and discussion in later chapters. To illuminate the transition from raw data to findings, 

each section reviews the results of the respective coding processes. 

 

4.2.1 Team A 

Above everything else, the team members keep returning to one central subject, people. 

People are at the center of everything the they do; from servicing and facilitating encounters with 

patients and relatives over collaborating with fellow team members and other employees to ensure 

the efficient operation of the hospital. As such, the team embodies the key mission within their 

everyday lives (Bull, 2010). The team expresses an alignment of direction, supported by shared values 

that emphasize helping people. In addition to putting people first (Pfeffer, 1998), the team displays 

enthusiasm and zeal for their mission through these patterns of behavior. 

Through the initial data collection and the subsequent analysis, it has become evident that 

trust and confidence in the other team members are considered the nucleus of the team and its work. 
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In fact, when team members are asked about their perception of the team, trust is the first and most 

frequently mentioned trait. “Tillid, synes jeg, er grundstammen i mange ting. Det handler om, at man 

skal kunne stole på hinanden.” (Team A, interview, February 20, 2020). In accordance with Luthans 

and Youssef’s (2014) distinction of trust as a bonding element that allows for networks and norms to 

actualize, the team considers collaboration a core trait, which is enabled by mutual trust. 

Correspondingly, the team emphasizes mutual expectations and interdependence as cornerstones in 

their collaboration and teamwork. In order to maintain the desired work climate, the team repeatedly 

stresses the importance of conflict management and expresses willingness to embrace conflict. In 

their approach to conflict, team members accentuate consensus and shared responsibility for the work 

climate. The interpersonal relationships are particularly evident in the interactions between team 

members; throughout the interview, the team members laughed together and joked with each other, 

demonstrating the informal and friendly atmosphere that appears to characterize the team. The 

perception of a friendly environment is supported by observational data, in which it is manifested 

through notions of inclusive behavior. In this regard, one incident from the interview session is 

particularly interesting: during the interview, the team addressed the one member who had not 

participated and made sure that the member was provided an opportunity to contribute and be heard. 

In addition to inclusive behavior, the team demonstrated encouragement of differing views and 

perspectives through these actions. 

As recently touched upon, the strong interpersonal relationships positively influence team 

members. In fact, one member identifies the improvement of relationships as the direct cause of 

increased job satisfaction. “Man kender sine kollegaer lidt bedre, man ved hvordan de er, opbygger 

noget pingpong med noget humor (…). Generelt er det bare bedre at gå på arbejde, synes jeg” (Team 

A, interview, February 20, 2020). The example supports the understanding of the team exhibiting 
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high levels of social capital, which is further demonstrated through the safety and candor that the 

team members express in describing their perception of the team. 

The analysis point toward the presence of a strong team identity, which enables the 

unification of members in a socially identifiable whole (Lembke & Wilson, 1998). “Vi er afhængige 

af hinanden. Her har vi en kultur, hvor vi tager ansvar for det vi har med at gøre (…), ens kollegaer 

(…) jeg opfatter, at de er en del af det rigtige hold, for det er sådan et hold jeg gerne vil være en del 

af.” (Team A, interview, February 20, 2020). The team repeatedly expresses recognition of cohesion 

in the team and their role in it, which is further exemplified by the emphasis on shared responsibilities 

and on the fact that everyone is expected to contribute equally. “Det er vigtigt, at vi alle sammen kan 

noget og kan bidrage (…) når man er et team, så skal alle have lov til at bidrage på godt og ondt” 

(Team A, interview, February 20, 2020). 

When findings from the coding cycles are plotted onto the CVF, it becomes evident that the 

team primarily emphasizes values belonging in the clan quadrant. In particular, the team members 

express appreciation of collaboration, commitment, cohesion, and consensus, which dominate the 

team culture. On a foundation of mutual trust and shared values, team members have developed strong 

interpersonal relationships that are strengthened by and manifested through frequent and informal 

communication. 

As previously touched upon, the team members share a vision of helping people, which 

corresponds with their mission and raison d’être. Consequently, the team culture encompasses 

control-focused values related to the efficient operation of the hospital, which enable the pursuit of 

their principal mission; helping people in a safe and secure manner. These values are expressed in the 

team members’ acknowledgement of the importance of their job and formal responsibilities. For 

instance, one team member points to the team’s interface with almost every part of the wider 

organization as an illustration of the importance of their function. In correspondence with the work 
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of Morais and Graça (2013), the team emphasizes reliability and consistency in order to meet core 

responsibilities. 

As portrayed in figure 4.3, the team furthermore expresses values belonging in the adhocracy 

quadrant. Following Cameron and Quinn (2011), these values are concerned with adaptability and 

responsiveness. However, if the desire to learn and develop is considered an employee-centered 

development of human resources rather than an action targeted at preparing the organization for the 

future, then the values portrayed in the adhocracy quadrant in figure 4.3 should in fact be moved to 

the clan quadrant as they focus on the people rather than the organization. The placement is a matter 

of interpretation, but, ultimately, there is a chance that the particular subjects may belong in both 

quadrants, as explained by Morais and Graça (2013). Figure 4.3 portrays the CVF of Team A, which 

is based on findings from the coding processes (appendix 4 & 5). 

 
 

Figure 4. 3 CVF Team A 
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In conclusion, the culture of Team A is predominantly characterized by clan-oriented values 

that emphasize trust, collaboration, and commitment. The team is characterized by high levels of 

social capital and strong interpersonal relationships, which are strengthened by and manifested in 

frequent informal communication and a friendly work environment.  Members accentuate the 

cohesion of the team, which is supported by inclusive behaviors and mutual expectations. A shared 

vision of helping people serves as the bonding element between the internally-focused values that 

enable the pursuit of the team’s core mission through collaborative- and control-oriented values. 

 
 
4.2.2 Team B 
 

The CVF portrayed in figure 4.4 provides a clear indication of the core values of Team B. 

The team culture is dominated by clan-oriented values that emphasize trust, interpersonal 

relationships, and a positive work environment. These internally focused values are centered around 

the team and the people in it. Throughout the data collection process, team members repeatedly 

mentioned their good interpersonal relationships, which were identified as the foundation of 

collaboration and members’ well-being. One member explained how the team often works closely 

together due to the nature of their formal responsibilities, which, consequently, enables members to 

get to know each other very well. In their own opinion, knowing each other well serves as catalyst 

for great teamwork. “Samarbejdet er blevet bedre fordi nu kender vi bare hinanden så godt. Vi har 

sådan en god forståelse for hinanden of det er bare rigtig godt” (Team B, interview, February 26, 

2020). In the processes of getting to know each other, the team has developed in-group 

understandings as well as a shared sense of humor. The team demonstrates high levels of social 

capital, which is further manifested through the emphasis on trust. In accordance with Heffernan’s 

(2015) notion of social capital compounding even when it is utilized, the team members experience 

that the more trust and reciprocity they demonstrate, the more they gain in return. Another striking 



TEAM CULTURE AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 
 

 57 

feature is the frequent and informal communication that characterizes the team, which creates a 

friendly and relaxed atmosphere. In particular, team members use words such as friendly, funny, 

relaxed, humoristic, and informal to characterize the atmosphere surrounding the team. During the 

interview, all team members appeared relaxed, comfortable, and happy, and the interview was 

characterized by smiles and laughter among the team members. 

In this case, a positive atmosphere and good work climate are considered to be essential, as 

the analysis identifies these as core values of Team B. In line with the dominance of clan-oriented 

values, the team expresses preference for collaboration and consensus. However, findings from the 

analysis indicate a culture of conflict avoidance, which is supported by notions of members being 

reluctant to embrace conflict. According to the team itself, this culture has developed over time as 

the team consists of individuals who are all conflict-averse. “Jeg tror egentligt, at vi (…) er en flok 

mennesker som er lidt konfliktsky (…) der bare gerne vil have at der er fred omkring os” (Team B, 

interview, February 26, 2020). In spite of the open communication that generally characterizes the 

team, there appears to be a tendency to ignore or suppress issues in the team. Members explain the 

conflict avoidance as an expression of a shared desire to have everything running smoothly. The team 

thus communicates values belonging in the hierarchy culture, which Morais and Graça (2013) 

consider to represent a preference for stability. In case of conflict, the team ensures quick conflict 

resolution in order to regain the status quo. 

As recently touched upon, the team is characterized by strong interpersonal relationships 

that build on trust. Team members stress the importance of being good coworkers by being there for 

and showing personal interest in each other. In doing so, along the lines of Koopmans et al. (2011), 

members seek to contribute positively to the social and psychological environment in which the team 

is embedded. “Det betyder meget for mig, at der ikke er underlig stemning mellem folk. Så bliver 

man bare gladere for at gå på arbejde” (Team B, interview, February 26, 2020). As demonstrated, the 
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team members consider the work climate and atmosphere to strongly influence job satisfaction. 

Specifically, the team identifies inclusive behavior and group cohesion as central factors in this 

regard; members accentuate the importance of everyone feeling part of the team and that everyone 

must contribute to the preservation of the positive atmosphere. 

As portrayed in figure 4.5, the team expresses values that have been placed in the adhocracy 

quadrant. Similar to the case of Team A, these values may be placed in either the adhocracy or the 

clan quadrant, depending on whether they are considered to relate to the development of the 

organization or the people in it. Again, the placement of these items is a matter of orientation and the 

expression of willingness to develop may thus comprise values belonging in both quadrants (Morais 

& Graça, 2013). Based on findings from the coding processes (appendix 6 & 7), figure 4.4 portrays 

the CVF of Team B’s organizational culture. 

 

 
 

Figure 4. 4 CVF Team B 
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In summary, the culture of Team B is predominantly characterized by clan-oriented values 

with an internal focus on the team and the people in it. The team exhibits high levels of social capital, 

which are manifested in strong interpersonal relationships and frequent, informal communication. 

The team accentuates the importance of a positive work environment, which has been identified as a 

core value. To maintain a positive atmosphere, the team emphasizes inclusive behavior and group 

cohesion. As portrayed by the values placed in the hierarchy quadrant, the team prefers stability and 

smooth operation, which has led to the development of a conflict averse culture. 

 
4.2.3 Team C 

When asked to describe the characteristics of their team, members of Team C immediately 

point to helping each other and being considerate of one another. If someone is not able to come to 

work, for instance, that person does not only give advance notice to the team leader; members stress 

how they always communicate through personal channels in order to let the other members prepare 

for a day with increased workloads due to the absence of a team member. In doing so, the members 

demonstrate consideration for each other, and they take on responsibility for the team and its shared 

responsibilities. Due to the formal structures of the team, what Cohen and Bailey (1997) refer to as 

design factors, each team member follows his or her own ‘plan’ or schedule that covers a part of the 

team’s formal responsibilities. However, if for example one member is absent, the other members 

will have to collaborate to complete the plan of that member alongside their own plans. As such, the 

team has decentralized the formal responsibilities, but all members ultimately take part in the 

completion of assigned duties and formal responsibilities. According to the team, there is a tendency 

– or norm – of prioritizing important group responsibilities over one’s own responsibilities, which 

contributes to the perception of the team as a cohesive unit with shared responsibilities in spite of the 

somewhat decentralized structure. In other words, the team structure provides a sense of cohesion 

and shared responsibility, to which team members actively strive to contribute. Moreover, through 
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the emphasis on meeting formal responsibilities that are particularly concerned with consistency and 

timeliness, the team also demonstrates control-oriented values. The individual plans, which have 

recently been referred to as a somewhat decentralized structure, rely on the assumption that routines 

and standard procedures are the best way to meet performance requirements, as explained by 

Cameron and Quinn (2011). By assigning a number of tasks to each team member, the formal 

responsibilities of the team are addressed in a highly structured manner. Nevertheless, as portrayed 

in figure 4.5, the team also demonstrates values belonging in the adhocracy-quadrant by expressing 

flexibility in terms of adapting to changing circumstances. At the same time, however, the team 

structure is also causing frustrations within the team. When workloads are increased, each member is 

put under additional pressure. As one member stated during the interview, the increased pressure is a 

direct consequence of the structure and shared responsibilities. If one member is absent, the remaining 

members need to work harder, which causes frustrations and is considered to have a negative 

influence on the well-being of team. However, the team maintains that members tend to be very 

considerate of each other in the face of such situations, which adds to the perception of the team 

culture as encompassing many clan-oriented values. 

Through the interview session, several members identified knowing each other well as one 

of the team’s most important traits. By working together for many years, members have come to 

know each other well, which they perceive to be the foundation of their well-functioning teamwork 

and collaboration. Consequently, communication within the team is open and frequent, and members 

state that they are not afraid to speak their mind. “Vi er heller ikke bange for at sige ting til hinanden, 

hvis der er noget galt, hvor der er andre der bare holder mund” (Team C, interview, February 26, 

2020).  In fact, during the interview, some members began expressing irritation of other members 

speaking in their native language. As previously established, many scholars consider the willingness 

to embrace conflict an important group trait (e.g. Bull, 2010; Keller & Meaney, 2017). This particular 
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instance, however, also reveals another, less positive characteristic of the team culture. Despite 

official hospital policies stating that employees are not allowed to speak other languages than Danish 

on the job, the findings indicate that some of the team members do not comply. In addition to defying 

organizational rules, the following statement demonstrates how this kind of behavior causes the 

remaining members to feel excluded from the group. “Nogle gange kan jeg godt (…) føle mig lidt 

udenfor (…) for hvis vi nu spiser morgenmad sammen og de snakker deres eget sprog, så kan jeg 

godt blive sådan lidt, ej nu jeg sgu irriteret over det” (Team C, interview, February 26, 2020). What 

is particularly interesting, is that this behavior stands in contrast to both the clan- and the control-

oriented values that otherwise characterize the team culture. During the interview, the frustration and 

irritation caused by these behavioral patterns occupied a central role, demonstrating the scope of the 

issue. Nevertheless, despite the frustrations, all members agreed that the team is well-functioning and 

characterized by strong interpersonal relationships. “Vi kender hinanden godt, vi hjælper hinanden, 

vi laver sjov med hinanden” (Team C, interview, February 26, 2020). Accordingly, as one team 

member explained; by knowing each other well, members are provided with an understanding of each 

other’s differences, which, in consequence, results in a respect of cultural differences. 

Figure 4.5 portrays the CVF of Team C, which relies on findings from the coding analyses 

of the team culture (appendix 8 & 9). 
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Figure 4. 5 CVF Team C 

 

In summary, the culture of team C is predominantly one of clan- and control-oriented values, 

which are expressed through an emphasis on long-standing relationships, open communication, and 

focus on meeting formal responsibilities concerned with timeliness and consistency. However, 

despite the dominance of internally focused values, some members point to an issue of exclusive 

behavior within the team although it does not change members’ overall perception of the team as a 

cohesive unit with shared responsibilities. 

 

4.3 Team Performance 

In order to assess task- and contextual performance, the scale items are divided into three 

primary dimensions: (1) in-role behavior in relation to the degree of task performance, (2) 

organizational citizen behavior in relation to individuals, and (3) organizational citizen behavior in 
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relation to the organization as a whole. Data from the performance evaluation scale is averaged across 

the three dimensions in order to determine the perceived level of performance of each team. A score 

of 1 indicates the lowest level of performance, whereas 5 indicates the highest level of performance. 

In accordance with Williams and Anderson’s (1991) work, items marked with (R) have been reversed 

before analysis as they expressed negative performance. 

 

4.3.1 Team A 

Within the task performance-dimension, the average rating of Team A is 4 out of 5, 

indicating a high level of performance. As figure 4.6 illustrates, the evaluation of items within this 

dimension is rather stable, indicating high levels of performance. Item #4, which concerns formal 

performance requirements is the only item that did not receive a positive evaluation. Instead, it was 

rated 3 out of 5, indicating that the team leader neither agrees nor disagrees with the statement. 

Regardless, Team A received a positive evaluation of their task performance. 

 

 

Figure 4. 6 Team A Task Performance Evaluation 

 

In terms of contextual performance in relation to individuals, Team A received an average 

rating of 3.6, which indicates a positive evaluation of performance. As portrayed in figure 4.7 below, 

the team received a majority of positive ratings of 4 out of 5 in more than 70 per cent of items. 
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However, the neutral rating of item #9 and the negative rating of item #10 negatively influence the 

average score. As mentioned, the team received a negative rating on item #10, which concerns 

assisting the team leader without being asked. Nevertheless, it is possible that the neutral rating on 

item #9, concerning the tendency to help others with heavy workloads, may indicate that the team 

leader is not aware of whether this occurs. If there is a tendency for the individual team members to 

help out each other, it may take place among team members without the involvement of the team 

leader. It is important to notice that the average of 3.6 is caused by two lower ratings, one of which 

was neutral (i.e. item #9). The remaining items received a positive evaluation, which adds to the 

conclusion that the team is considered to perform well within this dimension. 

 

 

Figure 4. 7 Team A Contextual Performance (Individuals) 

 

At first glance, figure 4.8 portrays significantly lower ratings in terms of contextual 

performance related to the organization. With an average score of 2.7, Team A has received a slightly 

negative performance evaluation within this dimension. Item #16, related to giving advance notice 

when unable to come to work, is the only parameter within this dimension in which the team has 

received a positive evaluation. On items #17, #19, and #21 the team received negative evaluations, 

indicating poor performance. These dimensions concern undeserved work breaks, complaining about 

unimportant things at work, and adhering to informal rules. As the ratings reveal, the team leader is 
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not satisfied with the team’s performance in this regard. On the remaining items, the team received a 

neutral rating, indicating that team leader neither agreed nor disagreed with the statements concerning 

protection of organizational property, above average attendance, and spending time on personal 

phone calls. Although these three parameters increase the average of the evaluation, they do not 

indicate good performance. Despite the average of 2.7 being closer to neutral than to negative, the 

contextual performance in relation to the organization is by far the dimensions in which the team is 

perceived to perform the poorest. 

 

 

Figure 4. 8 Team A Contextual Performance (Organization) 

 

Team A received an overall average of 3.4, which translates into a positive performance 

evaluation. The average is raised significantly by the task performance dimension, followed by 

contextual performance related to individuals, but lowered by the contextual performance concerning 

the organization. In summary, Team A performs particularly well in terms of adequately completing 

assigned duties and perform tasks that are expected of the team (Williams & Anderson (1991). 

Correspondingly, the team is perceived to contribute positively to the social and psychological 

environment in which the technical core must function (Koopmans et al., 2011). However, according 

to the evaluations, certain aspects of the team’s behavior is considered to have a negative impact on 

the well-being of the organization. 
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4.3.2 Team B 

With an average rating of 4.4, Team B has received a very positive evaluation of task 

performance, which is portrayed in figure 4.9 below. Item #6, concerning the neglect of obligations, 

is the only item in which the team has received a negative evaluation. With highly positive ratings of 

all other items, this evaluation stands out. It must be noted that item #6 carried a negative statement 

- marked with (R) – wherefore the rating was reversed for the analysis, so that a high number would 

indicate a poor performance, contrary to the typical good performance. Recalling Easterby-Smith et 

al.’s (2018) concern about negatives causing confusion, there is a risk that the respondent did not 

notice this difference when reading through the questionnaire. In addition, it is worth recalling that 

items #1 to #4 are somewhat similar, for which reason it appears unlikely that a team will receive a 

top evaluation of the first four items and then a poor evaluation of #6. Regardless, an average of 4.4 

indicates a very high level of performance within this dimension. 

 

    

Figure 4. 9 Team B Task Performance Evaluation 

 

As illustrated by figure 4.10, Team B received mixed performance evaluations within the 

dimension of contextual performance in relation to individuals. Despite the two neutral ratings and 

one negative, the average score within this dimension is 3.7, indicating a positive performance 

evaluation. The positive ratings of items #8 to #10 and #13 indicate that the team leader considers the 
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team members to be very good at helping each other as well as taking personal interest in each other. 

Nevertheless, the negative rating of item #12 indicates that the team leader does not perceive the team 

to sufficiently help and support new employees. 

 

 

  

Figure 4. 10 Team B Contextual Performance (Individuals) 

 

Within the final dimension, Team B received an average evaluation of 4.3, indicating a high 

level of contextual performance related to the organization. The high evaluations of items #15 to #18 

imply that the team adheres to the formal rules of the organization, while at the same time complying 

with informal rules and protecting organizational property, as illustrated by the top ratings of items 

#20 and #21. 

 

 

Figure 4. 11 Team B Contextual Performance (Organization) 
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Overall, Team B received an average evaluation of 4.1, which represents high performance 

levels. The team has a high degree of goal accomplishment, which is enabled by task behaviors based 

on formal job descriptions and responsibilities (Shin et al., 2006). The team is characterized by high 

levels of compliance, both in terms of formal and informal rules. Moreover, by helping and caring 

for each other, the team contributes positively to the social environment. As such, it can be concluded 

that Team B demonstrates behaviors that support both the organizational, psychological and social 

contexts (Koopmans et al., 2011), while at the same time demonstrating high task performance levels. 

 

4.3.3 Team C 

Team C is perceived to adequately complete tasks that are expected of them, which is 

illustrated by an average rating of 4. Similar to the evaluation of Team B, item #6 stands out by being 

the only item with a negative rating within this dimension. Recalling the similarity between item #1 

to #4 and item #6, as well as the fact that the item was marked (R), there is a chance that the respondent 

did not notice this difference when reading through the questionnaire and therefore responded 

incorrectly as explained by Easterby-Smith et al. (2018). Regardless, the team received a positive 

evaluation of task performance, which is portrayed in figure 4.12. 

 

 

Figure 4. 12 Team C Task Performance Evaluation 
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According to the evaluations, Team C is particularly good at helping and caring for each 

other, passing along information, and taking good care of new employees. Two items, #10 and #11, 

received neutral evaluations, indicating that the team leader did neither agree nor disagree. These 

items concerned assisting the supervisor and listening to co-workers worries. As highlighted by the 

amount of top ratings in figure 4.13 and the average rating of 4.3, Team C performs very well within 

this dimension. 

 

 

Figure 4. 13 Team C Contextual Performance (Individuals) 

 

Within the final dimension, contextual performance in relation to the organization, Team C 

received an average evaluation of 3.6. It must be noted that three of the items were evaluated 

positively, while the remaining four received neutral ratings. The evaluations indicate a certain degree 

of compliance, which is supported by that fact that the team did not receive any negative evaluations 

within this dimension. The evaluations are portrayed in figure 4.14 below. 
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Figure 4. 14 Team C Contextual Performance (Organization) 

 

In terms of overall performance, Team C has received an average evaluation of 3.9, 

indicating a satisfactory level of performance. The team is particularly good at helping out and caring 

for each other, which is considered to have a positive impact on the social and psychological 

environment (Koopmans et al., 2011). Another strength of the team concerns the ability to fulfill core 

job responsibilities that result in specific work outcomes. However, despite the slightly positive 

evaluation of contextual performance in relation to the organization, the findings indicate that Team 

C is not considered to contribute much to the well-being of the organization. 

5 Discussion 

In this chapter, relevant topics are discussed based on hitherto included material, analyses, 

and findings. The discussion is guided by the three sub-questions that were presented in the 

introductory chapter of the paper. The sub-questions will ultimately be answered at the end of the 

respective sections. This chapter constitutes the final step of this work before a conclusion to the 

research question can be reached. After discussing findings from the case study against existing 

theory, similarities and interlinkages in related literature will be explored in a discussion about the 

possible existence of a link on a theoretical level. 
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5.1 Culture and Subcultures within Service & Logistics 

As public-sector organizations must compete for funding and resources, it may seem 

compelling to assume that the organizational values are characterized by external foci and market-

orientations. However, considering HeG’s ambition to ensure that both patients, relatives, and 

employees feel that they are being treated well, the vision in fact resonates more with an internal 

focus. Accordingly, the further analysis of Service & Logistics indicates an emphasis on people- and 

control-centered values, which are reflected in the division’s work toward creation of a shared culture. 

These values constitute the foundation of strategy development, which should ultimately lead to the 

achievement of business objectives. In particular, the control-oriented values indicate a pursuit of 

operational excellence, whereas the clan-oriented values are concerned more with the people that 

drive the operations. In other words, the control-oriented values translate into a focus on the efficient 

operation of the hospital through clean, safe, and consistent procedures, while the clan-oriented values 

become evident in the emphasis on a cohesive and supportive work-environment, characterized by 

teamwork, trust, and communication. Moreover, by also emphasizing courage and curiosity, Service 

& Logistics embraces a degree of adhocracy values in the culture of the division. However, 

considering the responsibilities of hospital employees, which are so heavily dependent on 

consistency, quality, and efficiency, this additional emphasis on experimentation and innovation may 

appear problematic; while the process of learning through experimentation may lead to innovations 

and novel procedures that are better than the existing ones, failure is rarely an option at hospital. In 

the case of Service & Logistics, the dominance of control-oriented values likely opposes the fast-

paced processes that commonly characterize these flexible and externally-focused values. If, 

however, the process of change is incremental, the adhocracy-oriented traits may very well be 

compatible with the dominant, underlying values. 
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In the work toward creating a shared identity of Service & Logistics, the core aspirations 

have been derived from the overall HeG vision. If these aspirations are considered an expression of 

a desired level of performance that enables the successful completion of core job responsibilities, 

then the establishment of a shared, underlying culture becomes a mean to an end. In other words, if 

the creation of a shared identity enables Service & Logistics to complete assigned duties, then culture 

must occupy a central role in the pursuit of sustained competitive advantage by constituting the 

foundation of the group’s identity. By placing the people who drive the operation at the heart of the 

pursuit of efficiently and effectively serving the public good, Service & Logistics demonstrates a 

resource-based approach to strategy by putting people first. As Pfeffer (1998) explains, the division 

is working with the people in order to successfully implement strategies that correspond with the 

vision. As such, business objectives are pursued through the capabilities or potential capabilities of 

the people in the division (Ingham, 2007). By identifying the values and cultural traits that are 

considered to be drivers of performance, it is possible to identify the core of the strategy development 

in the division, which in turn provides an answer to the sub-question “how does the division work 

with culture and performance?”. 

When the underlying values of Service & Logistic are mapped onto the CVF and compared 

to those of the three teams, it becomes evident that the culture of each team can be distinguished from 

that of the division. By identifying the existence of three distinct team cultures, one for each team, 

the analysis confirms Hofstede’s (1998) argument about the existence of subcultures in work units. 

Moreover, by identifying subcultures in each of the three teams, the findings support the perception 

of team cultures as subcultures within a more dominant organizational culture, which in this case is 

the one of Service & Logistics. 

 



TEAM CULTURE AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 
 

 73 

5.2 The Case of Team A 

Findings from the performance analysis show that Team A performs particularly well in 

terms of fulfilling formal responsibilities and adequately completing assigned duties. In order 

enhance the understanding of the positive task performance evaluations, the analysis of team culture 

may provide valuable insights. Specifically, the analysis of team culture identified a pattern of 

inclusive behavior, in which team members demonstrated appreciation of equal participation and 

encouragement of different views and perspectives. According to Woolley et al. (2015), this kind of 

behavior indicates a high level of collective intelligence, which has previously been defined as a 

team’s ability to perform well across a range of tasks. While collective intelligence might not be as 

influential on teams in static environments, where responsibilities are limited to a few tasks, for 

instance at an assembly line, it may very well be important in the case of Service & Logistics. In a 

dynamic workplace, such as a hospital where everything is dependent on people, there is little 

predictability and conditions change constantly. Consequently, possessing collective intelligence is 

essential for the teams in order to perform well, particularly when the completion of job 

responsibilities relies on team members working together. As Woolley et al. (2015) suggest, 

communication is another common trait of collectively intelligent groups. The study of Team A 

revealed the frequent and informal nature of the communication within the team, which Pentland 

(2012) considers to be an important driver of performance. As such, the culture of the team embodies 

traits that have previously been associated with task performance, and as illustrated in the analysis, 

the team performs particularly well within this performance dimension. 

Throughout the analysis, it has become evident that the team is considered to positively 

contribute to the social and psychological environment as a result of team members helping and 

taking personal interest in each other. While these findings are derived directly from the evaluations 

of contextual performance in relation to individuals, the analysis of team culture led to nearly identical 
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results. For instance, when asked to describe the team culture, members emphasize how they are 

always there for each other. The performance evaluations identify similar traits as the team is rated 

positively on item #13, concerning whether team members are perceived to take personal interest in 

each other, is evaluated positively. The team members consistently emphasize trust, collaboration, 

and commitment, which may be explained by the predominance of clan-oriented values. As suggested 

by Lembke and Wilson (1998), team members express recognition of the team as a unit and as an 

attractive work arrangement, which they in turn consider to influence their behavior and engagement 

in team activities. As Plum (2019) explains, the level of engagement of the team members is a result 

of strong interpersonal relationships. As touched upon in the analysis, one member of the team 

identified the improvement of relationships as the direct cause of increased job satisfaction, which 

confirms Plum’s (2019) hypothesis on the positive impact of strong interpersonal relationships within 

the group. Accordingly, through in-group understandings and identification of the group as a cohesive 

unit, team members have developed mutual expectations in order to meet the shared responsibilities 

of the team. As Luthans and Youssef (2004) explain, the creation of mutual expectations thus presents 

a path that the interacting parties can follow in order to maintain well-functioning, productive 

relationships that ultimately enable them to meet formal responsibilities. As such, theory suggests 

that the mutual expectations are likely to be important drivers of performance, which members of 

Team A likewise perceived to be the case for their team. In following Luthans and Youssef (2004), 

the creation of mutual expectations is an important dimension of social capital, as it may enable the 

creation of sustained competitive advantage through the development of behavioral norms. As 

demonstrated in the case of Team A, the identification of the team as a cohesive unit, in which 

members have mutual expectations to each other, causes everyone to participate somewhat equally 

in order to meet the shared responsibilities of the team. In other words, the case of Team A 
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exemplifies how the creation of mutual expectations leads to the development of norms that influence 

behavior. 

As illustrated, the team possesses high levels of social capital, which is further exemplified 

through the strong networks and relationships among team members, which, in turn, enable the 

sharing and exchange of ideas and resources at both the cognitive, affective, and behavioral levels. 

The team members continuously emphasize that trust and having confidence in each other is at the 

core of everything; as such, trust serves the bonding element that allows for the networks and norms 

to actualize and achieve their full potential (Luthans & Youssef, 2004). 

In conclusion and to answer the first and second sub-questions regarding the culture and 

performance of Team A, it has become evident that the team exhibits most of the traits that are 

considered to characterize high-performing work teams; in particular, the culture of Team A is 

characterized by trust, collaboration, social capital, and communication, which are commonly 

considered traits possessed by high-performing teams (e.g. Keller & Meaney, 2017). In fact, the 

analysis enabled the identification of at least 10 of the 15 traits that Bull (2010) considers to 

characterize high-performing work teams. Not surprisingly, the team is considered to perform very 

well in terms of task performance, which may be explained by the collective intelligence of the team. 

Additionally, through control-oriented values emphasizing consistency and high quality, the team 

strives to contribute to the efficient operation of the hospital by focusing on the well-being of patients 

and relatives. With a shared vision of helping people, the team members collaborate and communicate 

frequently. This behavior has led to the development of shared identity and high levels of social 

capital, which becomes particularly evident in the positive evaluations of contextual performance in 

relation to individuals. However, there is a chance that the strong interpersonal relationships may 

have created an atmosphere that is overly informal, as the team is considered to exhibit certain 

behaviors that may have a negative impact on the overall well-being of the organization. As the 
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analysis revealed, a main point of concern relates to the team not sufficiently adhering to formal and 

informal rules. While the development of group norms may contribute to the creation of sustained 

competitive advantage by influencing behavior, it may also result in the exact opposite; in this case, 

the team is likely to have developed its own norms that dictate what is considered valid, and as 

Hofstede (1998) states, these norms may or may not be aligned with the overall culture. Here, the 

negative evaluation of performance in relation to the organization indicates that they are not aligned.  

 

5.3 The Case of Team B 

Team B prioritizes the creation of a positive atmosphere and a good work climate, which is 

sustained by inclusive behavior and members striving to be good coworkers. The analysis determined 

that the team culture is predominantly characterized by clan-oriented values that emphasize trust, 

collaboration, and group cohesion. In line with Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) conceptualization of a 

people-oriented culture, the team concentrates on creating a happy team, which is supported by 

frequent and informal communication. In particular, the team emphasizes having fun and developing 

a shared sense of humor. While practitioners highlight the importance of being aware of the fine line 

between communicating enough and communicating too much, the evaluations of task performance 

indicate that the team indeed succeeds in managing the balance. Likewise, while employees having 

too much fun on the job may lead to the neglect of formal job responsibilities, the task performance 

score of 4.4/5 indicates that this is not the case for Team B. In many ways, the team demonstrates 

high levels of social capital, and according to Bull (2010), cultural traits such as open communication 

and group cohesion may in fact enhance the performance outcomes reflected in the task performance 

evaluation. By emphasizing trust, collaboration, and mutual expectations, the team develops 

consensus and takes responsibility for the functioning of the team, which is likewise considered to 

positively influence performance outcomes (Bull, 2010). The team’s focus on interactions and 
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interpersonal relationships, for instance, is likely to be a facilitator for the identified task performance 

outcomes in line with Keller and Meaney’s (2017) notion of high-quality interaction as a central 

dimension of great teamwork. Another example includes the team’s development of a verbal history, 

which became evident during the interview session, where team members occasionally shared 

anecdotes that other team members continued to elaborate upon. According to Bull (2010), the 

development of a shared history, whether verbal or written, has been identified as a trait commonly 

possessed by high-performing teams. In fact, as portrayed in the discussion hitherto, Team B exhibits 

several traits that have been associated with high-performing teams, which in turn may add to the 

understanding of the team’s highly positive performance evaluations. 

With the team’s internal focus and emphasis on interpersonal relationships in mind, a 

paradox arises in the review of contextual performance in relation to individuals. Considering the 

dominance of clan-oriented values, Team B would be expected to receive the highest evaluations 

within this dimension. Instead, the team has received the lowest performance ratings. The discrepancy 

is particularly evident in the score on item #12, where the team leader indicates dissatisfaction with 

the team’s effort to help and support new employees. The team, on the other hand, identifies inclusive 

behavior as an important trait and a core value. Nevertheless, despite the discrepancy, the team 

receives a positive evaluation of performance within this dimension, which presumably relates to the 

people-oriented values that characterize the team. According to one team member, knowing each 

other well enables the team to collaborate better while at the same time improving job satisfaction. 

Correspondingly, the team emphasizes the importance of respect and treating each other well, which, 

as a result, is likely to contribute positively to the social and psychological environments, as indicated 

by the performance evaluations. 

Findings from the analysis show that the team has developed a conflict averse culture. As 

one team member explained, the group is composed of many individuals who are reluctant to embrace 
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conflict. In accordance with Weick’s (1979) notion of double interact, which explains the mutual 

relationship between individual behavior and collective processes, the conflict averse behavior of 

these individuals has influenced the collective processes and created a conflict averse team culture, 

which consequently affects individual processes and behavior. In other words, the conflict averse 

behavior of the team members has led to the development of behavioral norms that regulates group 

behavior. In following Turner (1987), this alignment of behavior is a response to cognitive and 

emotional alignment, which occurs through social identification. Thus, by identifying themselves 

with the team, members adjust their behavior in accordance with the norms of the group. For example, 

one team member admitted to occasionally wanting to verbalize concerns, but that he or she was 

reluctant to do so because of the group norms. The example illustrates how the team culture serves 

as a powerful tool for regulating behavior by dictating what is considered the correct way to think, 

feel, and behave in relation to a certain problem (Schein & Schein, 2017). In a conflict averse culture, 

such as the one of Team B, the correct way to think, feel, and behave in relation to a problem is to 

ignore and suppress it, which again exemplifies Weick’s (1979) concept of double interact. 

In accordance with Cohen and Bailey’s (1997) distinction of the team as a social entity that 

has shared psychosocial traits that influence its behaviors, the team culture is likely to form the basis 

of the contextual performance in relation to the organization. As established in the analysis, the team 

is characterized by high levels of compliance, both in terms of formal and informal rules. During the 

interview, team members repeatedly indicated a preference for everything running smoothly, which 

may be considered a product of the conflict averse culture. Hence, through shared understandings of 

‘how we do things around here’, team members consciously or unconsciously adjust their behavior 

to meet the behavioral norms of the group. In other words, the team has developed consensus about 

how everything should run as smoothly as possible, which has led to the development of shared 

understandings of what is considered appropriate behavior. In this case, complying with both formal 
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and informal rules, and avoiding conflict by any means possible, is considered the appropriate kind 

of behavior. 

In summary, and to answer the first and second sub-question regarding the culture and 

performance of Team B, the team is found to possess several traits previously associated with high-

performing teams. These include inter alia trust, collaboration, group cohesion, open communication, 

social capital, and shared understandings. However, in line with Weick’s (1979) conceptualization of 

double interact, the team has developed a conflict averse culture. By identifying themselves with the 

team, members adjust their behavior to match the norms of the group, which in turn has led to the 

identification of team culture to be a powerful tool for regulating behavior. In accordance with 

presented theory, the cultural traits correspond with the team’s performance evaluations. The team is 

considered to perform very well across all three performance dimensions, particularly in terms of task 

performance and contextual performance in relation to the organization. 

 

5.4 The Case of Team C 

With a culture characterized by clan-oriented values, it is no surprise that Team C received 

its highest ratings within the dimension of contextual performance in relation to individuals. Findings 

from the analysis identify helping and being considerate of other members to be core values of the 

team, and these have become embedded in the behavioral norms. Following Schein and Schein 

(2017), these traits are central to the team culture as they belong in a system of beliefs, values, and 

norms that have come to be taken for granted as basic assumptions. As such, these cultural traits 

appear to be directly linked with the team’s ability to perform within the dimension. Considering 

Putnam’s (1993) conceptualization of social capital as a production factor, social capital is likely to 

be an equally influential factor within this performance dimension. The team’s social capital, which 

is expressed through emphasis on interpersonal relationships and open communication, facilitate 
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coordination and cooperation through networks, norms, and trust. Hence, by connecting members at 

the cognitive, affective, and behavioral levels, the team’s social capital allows for the networks and 

norms to actualize, as explained by Luthans and Youssef (2004), which, in turn, determines the extent 

of performance outcomes. 

As previously touched upon, members perceive the team to be a cohesive unit with shared 

responsibilities that are particularly concerned with timeliness and stability due to the nature of the 

assigned duties. Recalling how data from the organization identified the primary responsibilities of 

the team to be related to the safe, secure, and efficient operation of the hospital, the team’s emphasis 

on control-oriented values, such as consistency and quality, exhibits a shared direction aligned with 

the core mission. In following Keller and Meaney (2017), the team thus shares a perception of what 

the organization is striving for and the role of their team in getting there. Through behaviors 

corresponding with the shared direction, the team embodies the key mission in its everyday life (Bull, 

2010). For instance, when members prioritize important group responsibilities over individual 

responsibilities, the team acts as a cohesive unit with alignment of direction; each member must 

contribute in order for the team to fulfill its core responsibilities. According to Borman and 

Motowidlo (1997), this kind of behavior shapes the organizational, social, and psychological 

environment of the team, and it should therefore be reflected in performance outcomes. Turning to 

the task performance evaluations, it appears that the behavior of the team indeed contributes 

positively to the contexts in which core responsibilities of the team must function (Borman & 

Motowidlo, 1997). According to Keller and Meaney (2017), the alignment of direction may likewise 

be considered to influence performance outcomes, as it enables improved teamwork by providing 

each member with a sense of shared direction. Moreover, according to the team itself, long-standing 

relationships and knowing each other well are central components of collaboration, as members 

consider them to improve teamwork. As such, the social capital of the team is assumed to influence 



TEAM CULTURE AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 
 

 81 

performance through interpersonal relationships, shared understandings, and trust. The social capital 

of the team is reflected in the open communication and willingness to embrace conflict by 

demonstrating that members feel confident that they can speak their mind, while at the same time 

indicating that members take responsibility for the functioning of the group. Recalling Heffernan’s 

(2015) notion of IQ alone not being productive, the case of Team C illustrates how each team member 

needs support, connections, and trust to thrive. According to Luthans and Youssef (2004) the team’s 

social capital establishes the interlinkages that enable sharing and exchange of ideas and resources 

that may ultimately lead to improved performance outcomes. 

While the team received highly positive evaluations within the other performance 

dimensions, the contextual performance in relation to the organization stands out as the team received 

positive ratings in less than half of the items. The average of the dimension is increased significantly 

by the top rating related to giving advance notice when unable to come to work. On Williams and 

Anderson’s (1991) performance measure scale, the item is considered an act that benefits the 

organization. However, considering the team’s emphasis on being considerate of each other, this 

behavior is more likely to be a consequence of the team’s social capital and members’ interpersonal 

relationships rather than an act intended to benefit the well-being of the organization. Another reason 

might be the behavioral norms originating from the team culture. According to Luthans and Youssef 

(2004), these norms create mutual expectations that interacting parties can follow in order to maintain 

well-functioning, productive relationships. As Plum (2019) explains, culture is hidden within the 

social dynamics of the team in a complex web of rich interconnectivity. As such, the traits 

determining this behavior are likely to be highly interrelated and may change one another in 

unexpected and irreversible ways, as explained by Uhl-Bien and Arena (2017). 

As touched upon in the analysis, some team members express frustration concerning team 

members speaking in their native language. Being a violation of official rules, this particular behavior 
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is likely to be reflected in the evaluation of contextual performance, as Williams and Anderson (1991) 

consider it to have a negative impact on the overall well-being of the organization. Consequently, the 

behavior contributes to lowering the average performance rating within this dimension. However, an 

arguably more significant implication of this behavior is the exclusive behavior that some members 

experience. In a culture with a dominant position of clan-oriented values, and where interpersonal 

relationships and open communication are central, the presence and scope of this issue is highly 

paradoxical. Considering the characteristics of the team culture, this particular behavior is likely to 

go beyond the team culture and associated behavioral norms. According to Hatch (1997), the 

subculture approach emphasizes a multiplicity of cultures that interact in a single organization. As 

such, this phenomenon may point toward the existence of a subculture within the subculture that is 

the team. As previously established, Team C is the most culturally diverse group in the study with 

only 20 per cent of the team members being from Denmark. Considering the cultural diversity of the 

group and the fact that the phenomenon is only evident in the case of Team C, findings point to the 

potential influence of national culture. National culture encompasses traits such as religion, language, 

ethnic and racial identity, traditional, and cultural history shared by a group of people with the same 

nationality. However, as this research does not include any perspectives on the area, the perceived 

correlation is merely based on assumptions. Nevertheless, the case of Team C serves to emphasize 

that in spite of team culture exercising a significant influence, it is not the only determinant of team 

behavior. 

In answering the second sub-question, it is important to note that the culture of Team C is 

characterized by clan-oriented values that have become embedded in the behavioral norms of the 

group. The team embraces open communication and interpersonal relationships, which indicates high 

levels of social capital. Members consider formal responsibilities a shared responsibility, which 

supports the perception of the team as a cohesive unit. Many of the identified traits can be linked 
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directly to the team’s ability to perform, which is supported by the positive evaluations across all 

three performance dimensions. In conclusion to the third sub-question concerning the performance 

of the team, it can be noted that Team C is considered to perform particularly well within task 

performance and contextual performance in relation to individuals. One of the most important 

findings from the case of Team C, however, is the identification of one of more underlying factors 

that influence behavior along with the team culture. 

 

5.5 A Theoretical Link? 

When reviewing the literature related to team culture and team performance, one cannot help 

but notice a certain similarity in dimensions. For this reason, this section will highlight theoretical 

similarities and discuss the possible existence of a theoretical link between these fields, as well as 

with other fields that have been covered in the review of literature. 

Recalling Cohen and Bailey’s (1997) model of group effectiveness, in which they 

distinguish between performance outcomes, behavioral outcomes, and attitudinal outcomes, as 

dimensions of effectiveness. A comparison of Cohen and Bailey’s (1997) behavioral and attitudinal 

outcomes and Weick’s (1979) notion of double interact reveals significant similarities. The latter 

infers a multi-level relationship with mutual dependence, which is also the case in Cohen and Bailey’s 

(1997) model, where internal processes and group psychosocial traits are considered mutually 

dependent variables that influence effectiveness and thus performance. Another series of similarities 

and linkages appear when considering the conceptualizations of social capital, in which Luthans and 

Youssef (2004) identify networks, norms, and trust to be key components in the creation of 

sustainable competitive advantage. Although Cohen and Bailey (1997) consider norms a group 

psychosocial trait and trust an attitudinal outcome, both conceptualizations are considered to be part 

of a complex web of interrelations that link group characteristics and group performance. As Putnam 
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(1993) states, these are components that facilitate coordination and cooperation, which, in turn, 

promote team performance. 

In relation to Cohen and Bailey’s (1997) distinction of attitudinal outcomes, such as job 

satisfaction and trust, as measures of effectiveness, social capital theory offers several insights and 

overlaps that may indicate a linkage. Plum (2019), for instance, argues that strong interpersonal 

relationships among employees are likely to increase work satisfaction and engagement, which may 

subsequently increase efficiency and thus performance. Correspondingly, as Heffernan (2015) 

suggests, these relationships may lead to increased productivity through the improvement of trust, 

creativity, and cooperation, which supports the assumption of social capital having an impact on 

performance. To explain the process by which social capital is likely to have such impact, team 

identity may remedy the gap. As Henttonen et al. (2014) explain, team identity serves as a mediator 

between the team’s social-network structure – its social capital – and its performance effectiveness. 

Recalling how team identity relates to the cognitive and affective bond between the individual and 

the group, resemblances appear to Weick’s (1979) notion of double interact and Cohen and Bailey’s 

(1997) attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. 

In their model, Cohen and Bailey (1997) consider norms and shared mental models to be 

group psychosocial traits. In the culture literature, these are considered central components of group 

culture, as they define “how we do things around here” (Zaheer et al., 2003). In accordance with 

Schein and Schein’s (2017) definition, the culture of a group is a system of beliefs, values, and norms 

that have come to be taken for granted as basic assumptions; meaning systems that define what is 

considered the correct way to perceive, feel, and behave. As Morgan and Ogbonna (2008) point out, 

these in-group understandings of how to adequately approach a problem determine how team 

members work together. Therefore, by identifying and isolating each step in the process, it is possible 

to establish a link between team culture and performance. 
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The review of literature on high-performing work teams earlier in this paper revealed a series 

of linkages to social capital, team identity, group culture, and performance theory. In Bull’s (2010) 

definition, the following words are used to characterize high-performing teams: trust, loyalty, shared 

history, shared understandings, risk taking and experimentation, constructive criticism and helpful 

feedback, and encouragement of different views. Trust and loyalty relate to the interpersonal 

relationships among team members and their social capital. In this, trust serves as the bonding element 

that allows for these networks and norms to actualize and achieve their full potential (Luthans & 

Youssef, 2004). Trust and loyalty are embedded in a mutual relationship with the shared history of 

the team, which is a central part of the team identity. Shared understandings, on the other hand, are 

directly linked to the culture of the team, as they determine the values, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors 

that are considered valid and thus correct. Consequently, risk taking and experimentation, 

constructive criticism and helpful feedback, and encouragement of different views are all related to 

the culture of the team. For instance, whether team members are expected to strictly follow procedures 

in order to avoid failure or feel confident that they can experiment and take risks in order to innovate 

is determined by the patterns of norms and behaviors that have developed over time. As previously 

established, Schein and Schein (2017) consider these patterns to be expressions of the team culture. 

By determining, or at least influencing behavior, the team culture is likely to influence team 

performance. Correspondingly, in considering the characteristics of high-performing teams that have 

recently been explored, it becomes evident that many of these attributes are directly or indirectly 

related to the culture of the team. 

Woolley et al. (2015) state that group intelligence is an important group trait, as it relates to 

a team’s ability to perform well across a wide range of tasks. The conceptualization of group 

intelligence appears closely related to the notion of team task performance, which is a direct measure 

of performance. What is particularly interesting here, is that the authors found that the more 
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collectively intelligent groups communicate more and participate more equally than other groups 

(Woolley et al., 2015). Communication, both formal and informal, as well as direct and indirect, is a 

reoccurring element in the models of group effectiveness and performance. Pentland (2012), for 

example, states that interactions among team members make a measurable difference in productivity.  

In this, communication and other forms of interaction are linked directly to performance. Recalling 

how Plum (2019) argues that these social dynamics embody the culture of the team, a theoretical link 

is established. Hence, if the team culture is hidden within the social dynamics of the group, which are 

manifested through formal and informal interactions of the team members, then team culture may 

influence these interactions by shaping norms and behavioral patterns, which, in turn, have a direct 

impact on team productivity and thereby performance outcomes. 

Williams and Anderson’s (1991) performance measure scale, which has been used to assess 

the performance of the three teams, makes another interesting case for comparison. In particular, 

items #8 to #14, regarding contextual performance in relation to individuals, indicate a high degree 

of resemblance with the dimensions of team culture. For instance, items #8, #9, and #14, concerning 

whether team members tend to help out each other, are directly dependent on the norms and 

behavioral patterns of the team. If the team culture is characterized by individualism, team members 

are likely to focus on their own responsibilities rather than helping other members of the team. 

Correspondingly, in a team where helping and assisting each other is the norm, team members are 

likely to step in if, for example, a co-worker has a heavy work load. Items #11 and #13, which relate 

to team members’ tendency to take personal interest in each other, indicate a direct link to the 

dimensions of social capital by referring to the interpersonal relationships of the team members. For 

instance, if these relationships are superficial and impersonal, team members are less likely to take 

time to listen to each other’s problems and worries. 
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When considering items #15 to #21 on Williams and Anderson’s (1991) scale, which 

concern contextual performance in relation to the organization, one dimension of team culture 

becomes particularly interesting; behavioral norms that determine what kind of behavior is considered 

correct in a given situation. All scale items within this dimension relate to the behavioral norms of 

the team, for example whether team members tend to take undeserved work breaks or spend a lot of 

time on personal phone calls. Correspondingly, whether the team tends to protect organizational 

property or give advance notice when unable to come to work is also heavily influenced by the 

behavioral norms. The discussion hitherto reveals that it is possible to establish several links between 

contextual performance and team culture, as well as team social capital. In fact, by going through the 

reviewed literature, it is possible to establish links to all 14 items within the two contextual 

performance dimensions. The question, therefore, becomes whether similar links to the task 

performance dimension can be established. As previously stated, this dimension is assessed in items 

#1 to #7 on Williams and Anderson’s (1991) scale. In this case, it is not possible to infer any links 

directly form literature. However, recalling Koopmans et al.’s (2011) conceptualization of contextual 

performance as support for the environment in which the technical core, i.e. task activities and formal 

responsibilities, must function, an indirect link becomes apparent. If the functioning and 

accomplishment of core functions is dependent on the organizational, social, and psychological 

environment, which is shaped by contextual performance, then task performance must be somewhat 

connected to team culture as the latter determines contextual performance. This assumption is 

supported by Borman and Motowidlo’s (1997) explanation of contextual activities shaping the 

organizational, social and psychological contexts that serve as catalysts for task activities. The 

linkages are evident, although they rely on the assumption that contextual performance is directly 

linked to team culture. However, this does not imply that team culture is the only factor influencing 

contextual performance, as several other individual and group-level factors are likely to have an 
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impact as well. Nevertheless, what is particularly interesting is that Williams and Anderson’s (1991) 

scale, which is developed to assess performance, in fact contains a series of items that can be linked 

directly or indirectly to the culture of the team. 

In conclusion, through the use of existing literature, it is possible to establish several 

theoretical links between team culture and team performance. However, as the discussion hitherto 

made evident, many of the processes are complex and highly interrelated. 

 

5.6 Capitalizing on Investments in People 

In many ways, the culture of a group can be compared to the personality of an individual. 

The personality of an individual is composed by values, beliefs, assumptions, learning, experiences 

and habits that shape the behavior of the individual. In the same way, culture is composed of similar 

traits that determine what is considered the correct way to perceive, think, feel, and behave (Schein 

& Schein, 2017). Similar to personality, culture can only be seen through its physical manifestations 

in the workplace. In the assessment of the Service & Logistics, the core values were identified through 

expressions of ambitions and strategies on how to achieve these. Likewise, in the analysis of the three 

teams, the underlying culture was identified through its manifestations in patterns of behavior and 

team members’ statements. As Plum (2019) explains, the culture is hidden in the social dynamics of 

the team; it is the in-group understandings (Morgan & Ogbonna, 2008), social interactions (Hofstede, 

1998), and collective sense-making processes (Van Maanen & Barley, 1984) that shape the culture 

of the group. In the famous words of Geert Hofstede (1980), culture is the collective programming of 

the mind of the people in a group. As such, culture is closely linked to the people in the organization 

and the team, but the two cannot be equated. Weick’s (1979) notion of double interact explains the 

dynamics of this mutual relationship; people and their behavior shape the culture, and culture 

simultaneously shapes the behavior of people.  
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Findings hitherto document a number of linkages between team culture and team 

performance on both a practical and theoretical level. However, one subject is yet to explored in 

detail; how investments in people and culture can be capitalized upon as a source of competitive 

advantage. As Pfeffer (1994, 1998) explains, the key to achieving and releasing this latent source of 

value creation lies in the mindset of those in charge. But exactly how can organizations implement 

people-centered investment strategies that lead to superior performance outcomes? In following 

Bull’s (2010) proposition of successful teams commonly sharing a number of cultural traits, 

investment strategies should be aimed at enhancing these within the team. According to Scudamore 

(2016), the thoughtful investment in team building activities builds trust, improves collaboration, 

encourages open communication, and promotes employee engagement – all of which are traits 

commonly possessed by high-performing work teams (Bull, 2010). However, this paper argues that 

investments in team building activities are in fact investments in team social capital. Team building 

activities commonly rely on the assumption that increased performance can be achieved through the 

improvement of trust, creativity, and cooperation; elements that Heffernan (2015) considers to be 

expressions of social capital. As Bourdieu (1986) argues, investing in the relations between people 

enables the establishment and reproduction of social relationships that facilitate coordination and 

cooperation, which may enable the achievement of business objectives as a result. As illustrated by 

the case of Team B, strong interpersonal relationships may lead to increased work satisfaction and 

employee engagement, which, in turn, are reflected in improved performance. 

Team building is the strategy most commonly used but it has come to suffer from a bad 

reputation. According to Scudamore (2016), most team building initiatives fail because they are one-

time activities, which may be explained by Schein and Schein’s (2017) notion of behavioral norms 

developing over time. As such, the real challenge of team building tactics is to create opportunities 

for people to connect and interact in meaningful ways in their everyday work; the behavioral patterns 
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need to become embedded in the culture as basic assumptions that eventually drop out of awareness 

(Schein & Schein, 2017). For instance, in order to follow Keller and Meaney’s (2017) 

recommendation of embracing constructive conflicts, the investment strategies for Team B should be 

aimed at enhancing willingness to embrace conflict. Accordingly, emphasis should be placed on the 

creation of an environment in which differences of opinion are encouraged and expected. In order to 

create such an environment, the team leader should recognize and reward those members pursuing 

healthy and appropriate conflict. By encouraging and embracing this kind of behavior, a constructive 

approach to conflict becomes embedded in the norms of the group, which, according to Schein and 

Schein (2017), in time will be translated into a cultural trait and come to fall out of awareness. 

In accordance with Ingham (2007), building a more people-centered culture entails 

considering and, more importantly, treating people as key resources. If employees feel understood 

and appreciated, they are likely to become more engaged and productive (Lencioni, 2015), which, in 

consequence, enable the achievement of enhanced performance outcomes. As Ingham (2007) 

explains, the people-centered strategy must be focused on findings ways to support business issues 

through the capability or potential capability of the people in the organization. In this regard, the role 

of HRM is to align the organization’s strategic objectives with its human resources, which 

consequently requires the HRM function to be both operational and strategic. In supporting business 

issues through the potential capability of the people in the organization, training and education 

represent an important opportunity for investing in people. In the case of Team B, the team would 

benefit from education and training in problem-solving, conflict resolution, and non-defensive 

communication. Such training provides members with capabilities that allow them to feel more 

comfortable in the face of conflict. However, education and training alone does not promote 

willingness to embrace conflict. As such, in order to promote this kind of behavior, members must 

likewise learn about the value of healthy conflicts. In addition to being an investment in human 
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capital, these initiatives demonstrate how the individual employee and the team is connected to the 

overall goals of the organization. Letting employees know that they are at the heart of the organization 

will ensure that they feel recognized and valued, which is expected to increase work satisfaction and 

loyalty as a result (Lencioni, 2015). 

In following Cohen and Bailey’s (1997) model of group effectiveness, design factors such 

as task design, group composition, and organizational context are considered to have both a direct 

and indirect influence on performance outcomes. In the case of Team C, certain design factors have 

been found to negatively influence the well-being of the team members. Specifically, despite the 

decentralized plan-structure, the team members often find themselves burdened with increased 

workloads. Whether it is a matter of resource allocation or relates to the plan-structure, the issue 

points to an area for improvement. In accordance with Cohen and Bailey (1997), the organization 

should strive to adjust the design factors in order to create the conditions that allow for the desired 

level of performance. Correspondingly, Luthans and Youssef (2004) emphasize the importance of 

establishing and maintaining the structures and processes that allow for networks, norms, and trust to 

develop over time. In this regard, the case of Team B exemplifies how organizational structures 

enable the development of team social capital. The analysis found the team’s job specifications, i.e. 

the nature of the formal responsibilities, to facilitate the creation and reproduction of social 

relationships. These formal structures enable the development of interpersonal relationship among 

the members of Team B, which, in accordance with Bourdieu (1986), have been identified as catalysts 

for enhanced teamwork. As such, the case of Team B confirms Luthans and Youssef’s (2004) 

perception of how the establishment of structures that allow for networks, norms, and trust to develop 

over time may lead to enhanced performance outcomes through the creation of social capital. 

Studies emphasize the sustainable value of deriving competitive advantage from the people 

within the organization. However, as previously established, such approach is dependent on the 
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recognition of the strategic value of people. In accordance with Pfeffer’s (1998) strategy of putting 

people first, and Ingham’s (2007) people management, the analysis demonstrated how Service & 

Logistics places people at the core of the strategic work. Specifically, by recognizing how increased 

cohesiveness and social capital may facilitate the fulfillment of business objectives, Service & 

Logistics implicitly acknowledges that people are the strategy. In line with Waterman (1994), who 

argues that sustained competitive advantage is a consequence of the operation, i.e. people, culture, 

and capacity, Service & Logistics and the entire organization are more likely to experience higher 

levels of sustained success because of the people-oriented strategy. As such, the division’s approach 

to strategy creates optimal conditions for successful investments in people. However, based on the 

identification of subcultures within Service & Logistics, division-wide initiatives are necessary in 

order to meet the ambition of consolidation. In accordance with Nahapiet and Ghoshal’s (1998) 

theory of networks of relationships constituting a valuable resource for social action, the investment 

strategies of Service & Logistics should be aimed at developing social capital across the teams. In 

particular, it is recommended that the division focuses the initiatives on three dimensions of social 

capital; networks, norms, and trust, as these are considered crucial for creating sustainable 

competitive advantage (e.g. Luthans & Youssef, 2004; Putnam, 1993). Consequently, the division 

should seek to break down potential silos by ensuring the establishment of structures and processes 

that allow for the establishment of interlinkages that enable sharing and exchange of ideas and 

resources at the cognitive, affective, and behavioral levels across the teams. Bringing people from the 

entire division together in thoughtfully planned team building activities is expected to yield the same 

benefits as team building activities in the individual teams. Considering Schein and Schein’s (2017) 

notion of behavioral norms developing over time, the division should seek to create opportunities for 

people from different teams to connect and interact in meaningful ways in their everyday work, which 

may be achieved by increasing cross-team collaboration and shared responsibilities. However, as 
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documented in the case of each of the three teams, trust is built over time as employees come to know 

each other. The process of creating division-wide social capital thus requires investments in people, 

adjustment of structures, and, ultimately, patience. 

6 Conclusion 

This paper set out to address a perceived gap in the existing literature concerning 

organizational subcultures and unit-level performance. Specifically, by studying three teams from the 

Service & Logistics division at Herlev & Gentofte Hospital, the research explored the link between 

team culture and team performance. To support the empirical study with a broad theoretical 

foundation, the paper included a comparison and discussion of existing literature within fields such 

as organizational culture and subcultures, group dynamics, social capital, team identity, and 

performance theory, which enabled the identification of several interlinkages and overlapping 

dimensions. A significant finding relates to Williams and Anderson’s (1991) performance measure 

scale, which was adopted in order to assess team performance; specifically, the analysis found that 

14 of the 21 scale items could be linked directly to team culture and team social capital. In addition, 

the immersion into relevant literature found many of those traits commonly associated with high-

performance teams to be directly or indirectly related to the culture of the team. 

By comparing the underlying values of Service & Logistics with those of the three teams, it 

became evident that the culture of each team could be distinguished from that of the division. In 

consequence, the findings confirmed the hypothesis on the existence of subcultures in work units, as 

well as the perception of team cultures as subcultures within a more dominant culture, such as the 

one of the Service & Logistics. In defining culture as a system of beliefs, values, and behavioral 

norms that have come to be taken for granted as basic assumptions, team culture has been found to 

influence performance by shaping the behaviors that facilitate specific performance outcomes. The 

case study demonstrated how group norms led members to adjust their behavior by dictating what 
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was considered the correct way to perceive, think, feel, and behave in relation to a given situation. In 

this case, the team culture exerted a negative impact on performance outcomes by preventing certain 

patterns of behavior that commonly have been associated with high performance levels. By reviewing 

the characteristics of high-performing work teams, the study found how people work together to be 

the most important determinant of team performance. Through in-group understandings of how to 

adequately approach a problem, the team culture determines how members work together, which, in 

consequence, facilitates performance outcomes. However, despite the evident linkages on both the 

practical and theoretical levels, the paper recognizes that several other individual and group-level 

factors are likely to influence performance outcomes simultaneously. 

In order to capitalize upon investments in people, this study recommends the thoughtful 

investment in team building activities, which has been considered an investment in team social 

capital. By facilitating coordination and collaboration, social capital has been recognized as a central 

determinant of team performance. In considering social capital a production factor, it is suggested 

that organizations can increase performance outcomes by investing in team culture. The investment 

strategies should be aimed at enhancing specific traits within the team in accordance with the desired 

performance outcomes in order for the new norms and behavioral patterns to become embedded into 

the team culture as basic assumptions that eventually drop out of awareness. By documenting the 

various ways in which team culture influences team performance, this study emphasizes the strategic 

value of Human Resource Management and, in particular, the incommensurable importance of the 

people in the organization. 

 

6.1 Implications for Practice 

By establishing a link between team identity, social capital, team culture, and team 

performance, this study enables team leaders, HR managers, and organizational executives to obtain 
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a better understanding of the dynamics of work teams and, more importantly, their function in the 

value chain. By highlighting how team culture may influence team performance, this paper addresses 

the complexity issues surrounding how investments in people can be capitalized upon as a source of 

competitive advantage. The study thus contributes to the establishment of a new frame of reference 

for issues of management and strategy by positioning people at the core of strategy development. 

This entails fundamentally altering how we think about the work force and the employment 

relationship; from being merely operational, the HRM function must become an integrated part of the 

organization’s strategic core. By working with and investing in people and their interpersonal 

relationships, organizations can unlock a largely untapped opportunity to improve firm performance; 

it requires that human resources are considered and treated as a capital investment rather than a cost 

center that is to be minimized in order to become a potential source of efficiency gains. 

By reviewing the characteristics of high-performing work teams, the study identified an 

emphasis on behavioral patterns and group dynamics; how people work together is the main 

determinant of team performance. This emphasis on in-group interaction and performance 

accentuates another central contribution of the study, which concerns the measurement of 

performance. Rather than relying exclusively on objective performance measures based on formal 

job descriptions, it is recommended to include evaluations of contextual performance. The research 

revealed that contextual activities contribute to organizational effectiveness by shaping the 

organizational, social, and psychological environment in which core task activities must function. 

Consequently, by investing in people and the relationships between people, organizations can 

improve performance outcomes. In essence, this study highlights the importance of acknowledging 

people as the most important asset of any organization, which requires a change of mindset and 

perspectives on a managerial level. This research may serve as the initial foundation of such change 

process.  
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6.2 Areas for Future Research  

According to Hatch (1997), the subculture approach emphasizes the multiplicity of cultures 

that interact in a single organization. As such, this phenomenon may point toward the existence of a 

subculture within the subculture that is the team, as suggested in the case of Team C. Likewise, 

another source of influence is likely to relate to the national culture of the individual member, which 

encompasses characteristics such as religion, language, ethnic and racial identity, traditions, and 

cultural history. While this perspective has not been included in the scope of the research, the findings 

emphasize that despite the fact that team culture exercises a significant influence, it is not the only 

determinant of team behavior. Consequently, seeking to uncover additional factors affecting team 

performance would be a natural continuation of this research. The identification of such variables 

would, in turn, allow for the inquiry of the extent to which team culture influences performance 

outcomes.  

While matters of people and culture commonly belong within the HR function, strategic 

matters are often related to organizational development. However, in calling for a general recognition 

of the strategic value of HRM, it is suggested that further studies should explore the 

interconnectedness between the fields. In particular, based on the findings presented in this research, 

it appears compelling to believe that the two in fact cannot be separated. As such, further studies 

should be aimed at expanding the understanding of culture in organizations in order to determine its 

strategic value. Accordingly, as subgroups are embedded in larger social system, a study across 

multiple organizational levels may serve to enhance the understanding of how multi-level 

interdependencies and interrelations influence team-level performance. 
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6.3 Limitations 

In academia, the choice of method and literature always shapes the research design and the 

research outcomes. However, in this study the applied definition of performance is likely to exert a 

particularly high influence as it relies on subjective evaluations. By identifying two primary 

dimensions of performance – task performance and contextual performance – the application of this 

definition is likely to have a large impact on the research outcomes. It must be assumed that other 

definitions, particularly those focusing only on the degree of goal achievement, would have resulted 

in different outcomes. 

Although the research managed to establish several links between team culture and team 

performance by identifying the process through which it occurs, no attention has been directed at the 

degree of influence. As such, the study is not able to draw any conclusions regarding the level of 

impact, that is, how much team culture influences or has the ability to influence team performance. 

Correspondingly, as the study is focused on the group level, there is no account of any individual-

level factors that may also influence team culture and team performance. In summary, while the 

research documented a series of linkages between team culture and team performance, which 

contribute to the understanding of work teams and group dynamics, it does not provide a full picture 

of the determinants of team performance. 
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8 Appendices 
 
Appendix 1: Interview Introduction 

Written introduction used for interviews with team members (in Danish). 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Som del af mit speciale er jeg ved at undersøge teamkulturer og i den forbindelse vil jeg 

gerne stille jer nogle spørgsmål angående kulturen i jeres team. Alle besvarelser vil blive 

anonymiseret og bruges udelukkende som led i dette studie – det er derfor mit håb, at I vil 

svare så oprigtigt som muligt. Denne samtale vil blive optaget og transskriberet i 

anonymiseret form, således at det kun er mig – intervieweren – som er bekendt med, hvilke 

teams der siger hvad.  

 

Tusind tak for hjælpen. 
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Appendix 2: Performance Measure Scale  

Translated version of Williams & Anderson’s (1991) performance measure scale. 
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Appendix 3: Email Introduction 

Email to team leaders with introduction to research and Williams and Anderson’s (1991) scale.  
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Appendix 4: Team A Interview 1st Cycle Coding 

  

Excerpt Description First-cycle 
Coding 

(…) der er en speciel kultur, nok også fordi vi 
arbejder med mennesker. 

Working with people shapes 
our culture 

All about people. 

(…) vi har kunne lære lidt af hinanden. Learning from each other  Learning 
Men jeg synes, at vi efterhånden er blevet bedre og 
jeg synes også, at teams får man ikke til at fungere 
fra starten af; det handler meget om, at man ser 
hinanden an og – noget som jeg lægger vægt på i 
teamet – er tillid til hinanden. 

Developing the team by 
getting to know each other 
and gaining mutual trust 

Development. 
Mutual trust.  

Tillid, synes jeg, er grundstammen i mange ting. Det 
handler om, at man skal kunne stole på hinanden; 
det handler om, at de andre ved, at når jeg ikke er 
der, så er jeg ude og lave et eller andet, eller så 
passer jeg i hvert fald mit arbejde.  

It is about trusting each 
other and being confident 
that everyone contributes 

Trust. Confidence 
in each other.  

(…) næste trin, synes jeg, udover tillid, det er 
samarbejde – at vi alle sammen skal bidrage til 
samarbejdet. 

Collaboration is 
fundamental and everyone 
must contribute. 

Collaboration. 
Everyone must 
contribute.  

(…) man kender sine kollegaer lidt bedre, man ved 
hvordan de er, opbygger noget pingpong med noget 
humor og sådan lidt af hvert, og generelt er det bare 
bedre at gå på arbejde, synes jeg… [pause] og noget 
genkendelighed. 

Being in the team allow us 
to get to know each other 
and improves job 
satisfaction. 

Increased job 
satisfaction. 
Pingpong. Humor. 
Familiarity. Social 
identification.  

(…) så oplever du også tryghed, det er lidt det jeg 
hører [IP: ja]. I forhold til at møde ind på arbejde og 
du har det godt i det og med de mennesker du 
arbejder med [IP: ja, præcis]. 

Feeling good with the 
people in the team gives a 
feeling of safety 

Safety. Good 
relationships. 

Hvis der er noget, så kan jeg altid gå hen til [...] og 
snakke om det. 

Team members are always 
there for each other.  

Being there for 
each other. 

Så der også en form for personlig interesse for 
hinanden. 

Team members take 
personal interest in each 
other. 

Personal interest. 

(…) er jo et samspil med sine kollegaer. Det handler 
jo om, at få tingene til at flyde nemmest og så alle er 
glade på holdet.  

It is about making things 
work and ensuring that 
everyone feels good. 

Well-being. 
Efficient 
operation. 
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Jeg synes det er vigtigt, at man får løst problemerne 
mens de er små.  

The team expresses 
willingness to embrace 
conflict.  

Willingness to 
embrace conflict. 

(…) alle skal føle, at de er med i gruppen.  Everyone should feel that 
they are part of the group. 

Inclusion. 

Men jeg synes også, at det ligger i teamet selv, at 
man er med til at sørge for, at der er trivsel. For det 
er ikke en chef eller koordinators opgave at være 
trivselsholder. Det er hele holdet. 

All team members are 
responsible for the well-
being of the team. 

Shared 
responsibility of 
team well-being.  

Kommunikationen er god. Det er hele vejen rundt at 
kommunikationen bare er så vigtig.  

Communication is essential.  Communication. 

Vi er afhængige af hinanden. Her har vi en kultur, 
hvor vi tager ansvar for det vi har med at gøre, det 
føler jeg virkelig. Ens kollegaer, altså man lægger 
mærke til hinanden og man kan tydeligt se, at der er 
et godt samspil og man har en god kommunikation 
med patienterne og så tænker jeg ”det spiller det 
her.” Jeg opfatter, at de er en del af det rigtige hold, 
for det er sådan et hold, jeg gerne vil være en del af.  
Og det synes jeg også, at folk selv bidrager med. 
Igen, man kan ikke forvente at komme ind i et team, 
hvor tingene bare fungerer; man kommer til selv at 
bidrage og det er det, jeg synes er vigtigt. At man 
selv tager ansvar og bidrager med nogle ting. 

Team members depend on 
each other and take 
responsibility for each other 
and the team's 
responsibilities. Everyone 
contributes and the 
communication is good. 
Members are happy to be 
part of the team. 

Mutual 
dependence. Good 
communication. 
Everyone 
contributes. 
Attractive work 
arrangement. 

Du sidder ikke ved en maskine, du sidder med 
mennesker. Det er mennesker som behandler 
mennesker og som servicerer mennesker, så alt 
handler i virkeligheden om mennesker. Derfor er det 
så vigtigt, at man har nogle hold og nogle folk, som 
er menneskelige og som forstår kommunikation og 
service. Forstår hvordan man har et godt hold og 
hvordan man oparbejder det for at kunne servicere 
det andet, for det ene går ikke uden det andet. Jeg 
tror ikke, at man kan have et hold uden social 
intelligens. 

It is all about people; 
emphasis on 
communication, service and 
social intelligence.  

All about people. 

Så handler det også om nogle centrale værdier, som 
I alle sammen har?  IP: Ja [samstemmigt]. TL: Ja, 
helt bestemt og et eller andet sted tror jeg det er 
nøglen til det her. Også når vi har teammøder og 
snakker om, hvad der gør et godt hold. Og der er vi 
jo inde på tilliden først og fremmest. At man stoler 
på hinanden i det her. Der kan altid komme 
besparelser og et eller andet sted kan man være 
ligeglad, så længe at man har tilliden til hinanden.  

The teamwork is based on 
shared values and trust is the 
cornerstone of the 
foundation. 

Trust. Shared 
values.  
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Altså når jeg møder ind om morgenen… altså jeg 
har altid været et glad menneske, men det er bare 
noget andet, når man har med mennesker at gøre på 
mange forskellige niveauer. Det er da klart, at jeg 
har da meget lavere løn nu, end da jeg var i en anden 
branche, men til gengæld så er jeg glad om 
morgenen. Jeg kommer ind sammen med nogle 
mennesker, som jeg godt kan lide. Et eller andet sted 
har vi måske den samme interesse, som er at gøre 
det godt for nogle mennesker som er her.  

Team members have a 
common interest in helping 
people. Good interpersonal 
relationships increase job 
satisfaction. 

Common interest. 
Positive 
relationships. 
Loyalty. Job 
satisfaction.  

Jeg synes det er vigtigt, at vi alle sammen kan noget 
og kan bidrage med noget. Jeg synes det er ærgerligt 
at der sidder nogle og brænder inde med noget, som 
ikke får muligheden. Der synes jeg bare, at når man 
er et team, så skal alle have lov til at bidrage på godt 
og ondt. En gang i mellem må jeg også tage en sur 
tjans. Jeg er jo også kollega for dem. 

Everyone must to contribute, 
even when it is sometimes in 
negative way.  

Everyone 
contributes. 

Jeg kan mærke i vores team, at vi er blevet meget 
bedre til at hjælpe hinanden. Lige at ringe til 
hinanden og sige ”hvad så, mangler du lige en hånd 
der eller er der noget du skal have hjælp til?” og det 
synes jeg er vigtigt, når man arbejder i et team; at 
alle skal bidrage.  

Members have become 
better at helping each other. 
Important that everyone 
contributes. 

Everyone 
contributes. 
Helping each 
other. 

Jeg synes, det kommer an på, hvilket issue det er. 
For hvis det er et issue der omhandler gruppen, så 
vil jeg hellere samle gruppen og sige ”prøv at hør, vi 
har et issue her. Hvad er jeres holdning til det her?” 
og så må vi finde et kompromis igen og sige at så er 
det sådan det er. 

Solving issues together as a 
team. Including everyone in 
the process. 

Problem-solving. 
Group cohesion. 

Man skal udfordre de andre, for de andre skal også 
være med til at sige, at man kan ikke kun sige a og 
så ikke sige b. For når man vælger noget til, vælger 
man også noget fra. Og det skal alle ligesom være 
med til at bridrage til, at vi er enige om. Så løfter 
man også teamet i flok. 

Challenging each other in 
constructive ways. 
Collaboration through 
consensus and contribution.  

Everyone 
contributes. 
Consensus. 

Hvis så senere på dagen at hele lortet vælter, så i 
stedet for at de andre kigger på mig og siger ”du har 
været med til at give ham fri”, så tænker jeg ”det er 
jo jeres kollega som har fået lov til at få tidligere fri. 
For det kunne lige så godt have været dig.” Det er 
sådan, jeg prøver, at lægge det ud og det skal vi 
være enige om.  

Team as a cohesive unit 
rather than group of 
individuals.  

Team as a whole.  
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Der er meget mere selvbestemmelse og ejerskab. 
Det vil sige, de skal igennem mig for at få 
godkendelse, men jeg stoler fuldt ud på jeres 
vurderinger og at I styrer det selv. Og det er jo lidt 
det, som ligger i det: jo mere i styrer selv, jo bedre 
styr er der på det.  

Autonomy and ownership 
on a foundation of trust. 

Empowerment. 
Trust. Autonomy.  

Så synes jeg vi skal være bedre, eller i hvert fald 
være kollegiale overfor vores andre kollegaer, for vi 
er jo et samlet team, selvom vi er mange små teams. 

Still room for development; 
the team is part of the 
organization. 

Development. 
Cohesion. Social 
identification. 
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Appendix 5: Team A Interview 2nd Cycle Coding 

 
 

Overall category Second-cycle codes Definition Keywords 

Values 
Trust 

The bonding 
elements that allows 
for networks and 
norms to actualize. 
The core of the team. 

Trust; confidence 
in one another; 
shared values; 
common interests; 
commitment; 
helping people; 
people-centered; 
vision; all about 
people. 

  
Commitment 

  
Helping people 

Collaboration 
Collaboration 

The group dynamics 
that characterize the 
teamwork.   

Everyone must 
contribute; frequent 
communication; 
challenging 
constructively; 
consensus; 
compromise;   

  
Interdependence 

  Mutual expectations 

  Willingness to embrace conflict 

  Frequent communication 

  Alignment of direction 

Interpersonal 
relationships Trust 

The characteristics of 
the interpersonal 
relationships among 
team members.  

Humor; trust; ping-
pong; informality; 
personal interest; 
inclusion; inclusive 
behavior; being 
there for each 
other; open 
communication; 
familiarity; safety; 
job satisfaction. 

  
Humor 

  
High-quality interactions 

  
Group cohesion 

  
Informal communication 

  
Social capital  

Team characteristics Social identification The attributes that 
define the team.  

Constructively 
challenging each 
other; team 
identity; team as a 
whole; job 
satisfaction; shared 
responsibility.  

  Collective intelligence 

  Group cohesion 

  Inclusive behavior 
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  Learning and development 

  Reciprocity 

  In-group understandings 
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Appendix 6: Team B Interview 1st Cycle Coding 

 
 
Excerpt Description First-cycle Coding 
I [sted] der har vi en god kultur, synes jeg. Jeg 
tror, at de fleste føler, at det er afslappet at gå på 
arbejde. Altså i mellem hinanden har vi sjældent 
konflikter og sådan. Altså vi kan selvfølgelig 
godt være uenige men det synes jeg, at vi får 
taget hånd om meget hurtigt.  

Relaxed atmosphere, good 
work environment. Conflicts 
are resolved quickly.  

Good work 
environment. 
Relaxed 
atmosphere. Quick 
conflict resolution.  

I: Så I gør meget for at løse problemerne mens 
de er små?  
 
IP: Altså det vil jeg sige, at vi godt kunne blive 
bedre til. Det sker lidt af sig selv faktisk. Jeg tror 
generelt, at vi dernede er dårlige til at sige, hvis 
der er et eller andet vi synes man skulle gøre 
anderledes. Men på et eller andet tidspunkt 
kommer det frem alligevel og det er der aldrig 
sket noget farligt ved [griner]. 

Team could get better at 
embracing conflicts. Usually 
not handled before they 
occur, but then they are 
resolved quickly. 

Conflict averse 
culture.  

(…) vi har jo en type job, hvor vi har mulighed 
for at snakke rigtig meget sammen, så på den 
måde har vi rig mulighed for at pjatte. Jeg ved 
ikke, lige nu pjatter vi rigtig meget [alle griner]. 
Det kommer også an på sammensætningen af 
mennesker. Men lige nu er vi bare en gruppe der 
spiller rigtig godt sammen og vi er ved at få 
opbygget sådan en fælles humor. Så der går ikke 
længe før det bliver rigtig internt [griner].  

Working closely together has 
led members to develop a 
shared sense of humor. 
Informal communication. 

Informal 
communication. 
Shared humor.  

(…) det betyder meget for mig, at der ikke er 
underlig stemning mellem folk. Så bliver man 
bare gladere for at gå på arbejde.  

Positive atmosphere increases 
job satisfaction. 

Job satisfaction. 
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Jeg tror egentligt, at vi nede i [sted] er en flok 
mennesker som er lidt konfliktsky men det har 
så også bare den fordel at der aldrig er nogle der 
er sure på hinanden. Jeg tror, at vi er sådan nogle 
mennesker der bare gerne vil have, at der er fred 
omkring os. Så det sørger vi for at der er. Så vi 
skaber heller ikke kampe eller sådan noget, 
selvom jeg da har nogle ting oppe i hovedet... 
Jeg har nogle ting, hvor jeg er sådan lidt ”ah, 
hvordan skal jeg sige det? Er det lige meget? Er 
det kun mig der tænker sådan?”. Det kunne jeg 
jo godt bringe på banen på et tidspunkt... men 
det har jeg ikke gjort. [pause] Vi er nok bare lidt 
forsigtige og vil hellere have, at det går lidt 
nemt. 

Team members are all 
conflict averse individuals, 
which shapes a conflict 
averse culture. Prefer 
everything running smoothly 
rather than embracing 
conflicts.   

Conflict averse 
culture.  

(…) nu hvor vi kender hinanden godt, så 
arbejder vi bare supergodt sammen.  

The team considers knowing 
each other well to enable 
great teamwork. 

Collaboration. 
Knowing each 
other.  

Samarbejdet er blevet bedre fordi nu kender vi 
bare hinanden så godt. Vi har sådan en forståelse 
for hinanden og det er bare rigtig godt.  

The team considers knowing 
each other well to enable 
great teamwork. 

Collaboration. 
Knowing each 
other. Mutual 
understandings. 

På mange måder er jeg meget konfliktsky... når 
der er nogle ting, jeg kan mærke, så kan jeg godt 
have tendens til at gå lidt for længe med det. Og 
når jeg så endelig siger det, kan jeg godt komme 
til at sige det på en ikke så hensigtsmæssig måde 
[alle griner]. 

Members could get better at 
embracing conflicts.  

Conflict averse 
culture.  

(…) overordnet set betyder det rigtig meget vi 
har en god tone og er ordentlige overfor 
hinanden og behandler hinanden med respekt.  

Emphasizing importance of 
respect and treating each 
other well. 

Values. Respect. 
Being considerate. 

Det der betyder noget for mig, det er at alle 
løfter i flok.  

Collaboration is essential and 
everyone must contribute.  

Collaboration. 
Mutual 
expectations. 
Everyone must 
contribute. 

Der er en eller anden form for ja… det ved jeg 
ikke, jeg betragter os som et sammenhængende 
team, det føler jeg helt klart [alle samstemmer]. 
Der er meget mere kontakt og vi finder en 
løsning sammen.  

Members perceive team to be 
cohesive. Frequent 
communication and 
consensus.  

Cohesion. 
Communication. 
Consensus.  
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(…) [navn] kommer jo nogle gange ned en hel 
dag og hjælper os, så vi har lære hinanden godt 
at kende. 

Team members often help 
each other, which allows 
them to get to know each 
other despite not working 
together every day. 

Helping each other. 
Getting to know 
each other.  

(…) det er ikke fordi der er nogen der ser 
hinanden privat, men vi er i hvert fald rigtig 
gode kollegaer overfor hinanden. Altså vi er 
sådan meget omsorgsfulde, ligesom venner ville 
være. Altså snakker med hinanden om ting som 
jeg også ville tale med min venner om. Så jeg 
synes det er nogle rigtig gode kollegaer.  

Team members take personal 
interest in each other and 
make sure to take good care 
of each other. Room for 
informal conversations about 
personal subjects.  

Being good 
coworkers by taking 
care of each other. 
Informal 
communication. 
Personal interest. 

(…) vi kan jo godt lige sende en snap til 
hinanden i weekenden, eller hvis der lige er et 
eller andet vi har talt om. Så det er sådan en god 
relation. 

Team members communicate 
outside work. Good 
relationships. 

Interpersonal 
relationships. 

Jeg gider heller ikke, at der skal kunne være 
noget galt mellem os fordi man netop skal gå op 
og ned ad hinanden hele dagen. 

Team members are all 
conflict averse individuals, 
which shapes a conflict 
averse culture. Prefer 
everything running smoothly 
rather than embracing 
conflicts.   

Conflict averse 
culture. 

Tillid er noget der skal oparbejdes. Det er ikke 
noget der bare er der fra starten. Så det skal være 
stille og roligt at man lige føler sig ind på 
hinanden og så kommer tilliden stille og roligt. 
Men tilliden er rigtig vigtig, det er den. 

Trust is gained over time. 
Trust is very important in a 
team. 

Values. Trust. 

Jeg har 100% tillid til de andre i teamet og de 
det er super dejligt, for det giver man noget ro. 

Team members state that they 
trust each other completely 
and add that it increases their 
well-being on the job. 

Trust influences 
well-being. Mutual 
trust.  

(…) man kan bare mærke det når man kommer 
forbi, der er bare sådan en god stemning. Det 
smitter af på alle omkring os. 

Positive atmosphere is 
considered to influence the 
team's surroundings.  

Positive 
atmosphere. 
Positive impact on 
environment.  
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Jeg tror vi underholder mere end vi aner [alle 
griner]. Vi snakker lidt højt, så alle kan høre det. 
Også patienterne. 

Positive atmosphere is 
considered to influence the 
team's surroundings. Team 
members laugh together a lot.   

Positive 
atmosphere. 
Positive impact on 
environment. 
Informal 
relationships. 

Jeg føler at der er meget tillid til os, både fra de 
andre og fra [teamleders navn], og det er helt 
enormt rart. Jeg synes det gør, det ved jeg ikke, 
vi er superglade for det. Altså hvis folk nu ikke 
havde tillid og skulle tjekke en i hoved og røv, 
så gider man jo heller ikke lave noget. Så det er 
superdejligt med tilliden. 

Members feel trusted by each 
other and the team leader, 
which they appreciate. The 
trust positively influences 
they behavior and 
engagement. 

Trust positively 
influences behavior 
and engagement.  

(…) jeg synes man er der for hinanden og sådan 
passer på hinanden. 

Members take good care of 
each other.  

Being there for each 
other.  

(…) nogle gange kan der godt være lidt, og så er 
det jo bare dejligt at man har kollegaerne lige 
bagved, så man kan gå ud og sige ”ved I 
hvad…” og siger de andre ”ja, det er da også for 
dårligt” [alle griner]. 

Important to be able to share 
experiences with coworkers 
as they know how things are.  

Being there for each 
other. Shared 
understandings. 
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Appendix 7: Team B Interview 2nd Cycle Coding 

 
Overall category Second-cycle codes Definition Keywords 

Values 
Trust 

The bonding 
elements that allows 
for networks and 
norms to actualize. 
The core of the 
team. 

Trust; confidence 
in one another; 
shared values; 
good work 
environment; 
informal 
atmosphere; good 
relationship.  

  
Interpersonal relationships 

  
Positive atmosphere 

Collaboration 
Collaboration 

The group dynamics 
that characterize the 
teamwork.   

Everyone must 
contribute; 
frequent 
communication; 
consensus; quick 
conflict 
resolution; 
knowing each 
other well is the 
foundation; 
helping each 
other. 

  
Consensus 

  Mutual expectations 

  Conflict avoidance 

  Quick conflict resolution 

  
Frequent communication 

Interpersonal 
relationships Trust 

The characteristics 
of the interpersonal 
relationships among 
team members.  

Humor; trust; 
informality; 
personal interest; 
being there for 
each other; open 
communication; 
job satisfaction; 
personal interest; 
being good 
coworkers.      

  
Humor 

  
High-quality interactions 

  
Taking care of each other 

  
Informal communication 

  
Personal interest 

Team 
characteristics Social identification The attributes that 

define the team.  
Shared 
understandings; 
team identity; 
team as a whole; 
job satisfaction; 
shared 
responsibility; 
contributing 
positively to 

  In-group understandings 

  Group cohesion 

  Conflict avoidance 

  Job satisfaction 
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  Social capital  surrounding 
environment,  
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Appendix 8: Team C Interview 1st Cycle Coding 

 
Excerpt Description First-cycle Coding 
Det jeg synes vi er gode til, især om morgenen, 
er at hvis nogen er syg, så skriver vi til 
hinanden. Vi skriver lige en besked til hinanden 
”jeg kommer ikke” og giver besked så vi er altid 
forberedt på hvis der er nogen der er syge og 
sådan noget. Det synes jeg er meget godt lige at 
gøre. 

Members communicate and 
are considerate of and 
helping each other if one is 
not able to come to work. 

Communication. 
Helping each other. 
Being considerate. 

I: Så man gør det af hensyn til de andre? 
 
IP: Ja [alle samstemmer]. Det er da meget godt 
at man lige skriver, så kan man forberede dagen. 
Hvis det er senere så bliver hele [hektisk lyd] og 
så skal man ringe rundt og sådan. Fordi når man 
først for besked kvart i seks så er det for sent.  

Members communicate to be 
considerate of and helping 
each other if one is not able 
to come to work. 

Communication. 
Helping each other. 
Being considerate. 

Ja så vi kender hinanden. Vi har hinandens 
private numre. 

Members having each other 
telephone numbers as 
expression of knowing each 
other well. 

Personal-level 
relationships. 

I: Så I har altså en god relation til hinanden? 
 
IP: Ja [alle udtrykker enighed] 

Team members express 
positive interpersonal 
relationships. 

Interpersonal 
relationships. 

Vi er gode til at samarbejde og hjælpe hinanden 
[alle udtrykker enighed] 

Good at working together and 
helping each other.  

Collaboration. 
Helping each other.  

Jeg tror også vi er et af de eneste teams, jeg ved 
ikke med de andre, men der holder julefrokost 
sammen. Så tager vi ud og bowler og hygger os 
og spiser god mad sammen. 

Team occasionally gets 
together outside work (once a 
year). 

Social activities.  

I: Så kender I også hinanden rimelig godt 
efterhånden? 
 
IP: Ja [alle samtidigt]. Det er derfor vi har det 
godt faktisk, tror jeg.  

Team members knowing 
each other well is considered 
the foundation of the well-
being of the team. 

Teamwork based on 
knowledge and 
relationships. 

Vi kender hinanden rigtig godt Team members know each 
other very well after working 
together for many years. 

Well acquainted. 
Familiarity. 
Interpersonal 
relationships.  
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(…) vi er heller ikke bange for at sige ting til 
hinanden, hvis der er noget galt, hvor der er 
andre der bare holder deres mund.  

Team is not afraid of 
confrontations and spaking 
their mind.  

Open 
communication. 
Willingness to 
embrace conflict.  

Men jeg vil sige, nu siger jeg min ærlige 
mening, det skal jeg. Nogle gange kan jeg godt, 
hvis [...] ikke er her, godt føle mig lidt udenfor 
en gang i mellem. Altså det kan jeg godt, for 
hvis nu vi spiser morgenmad sammen og de 
snakker deres eget sprog, så kan jeg godt blive 
sådan lidt ”ej, nu bliver jeg sgu irriteret over 
det” 

Danish team members 
express irritation of other 
members speaking together 
in their native languages 
(hospital rules state that 
employees are only allowed 
to speak Danish at work). 

Foreign languages. 
Irritation. Rule-
breaking.   

De kan også begynde med at snakke dansk og så 
pludselig slår de over. hold nu op. Det er 
irriterende nogle gange. Det kan jeg godt blive 
irriteret over.  

Danish team members 
express irritation of other 
members speaking together 
in their native languages. 

Foreign languages. 
Irritation.  

Nu snakker jeg ikke om dig [...], men generelt. 
Nogle gange kan man godt synes at det er 
irriterende. Ude på gangen, altså nu står de der 
igen…. Altså jeg vil da også være med. Sådan er 
det jo. Det er udvikling. 

Danish team members 
express irritation of other 
members speaking together 
in their native languages. 

Foreign languages. 
Irritation.  

I: hvordan bliver det taget imod, når man siger 
sådan nogle ting?  
 
IP: Altså det er okay, men jeg ved ikke hvad de 
tænker jo. Så siger de ”jaja” og vender sig om og 
så ”bla bla bla” kører de igen… så bliver jeg 
ligeglad og tænker at jeg lige så godt kan gå, 
men så er det jo irriterende at jeg skal gå 

Danish team member 
expresses irritation. Members 
can speak their mind but the 
other mmbers don't always 
listen in spite being reminded 
of the official hospital rules.   

Irritation. Members 
not always attentive 
to each other.  

I: I snakkede om, at det her med I kender 
hinanden så godt efterhånden. Er det noget I 
synes påvirker jeres evne til at samarbejde, jeres 
engagement eller måske arbejdsglæde? 
 
IP: Jeg tror det hele bliver bedre af det [alle 
udtrykker enighed]. Det påvirker positivt fordi 
man arbejder bedre sammen. 

Team identifies knowing 
each other very well as a 
positive influence on 
collaboration, job satisfaction 
and engagement. 

Value of knowing 
each other well. 

Vi kender hinanden, vi hjælper hinanden, vi 
laver sjov med hinanden. 

Relationships among team 
members allow for informal 
interactions. Also source of 
incentive to help each other. 

Interpersonal 
relationships. 
Informal 
interactions.  
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I: Er det jeres indtryk at folk generelt trives i 
teamet?  
 
IP: Altså nogle gange så er det hårdt at være her, 
det er min mening. Nogle gange synes jeg bare 
puh…  

Either okay or poor well-
being among team members 
caused by team structure that 
cause increased workloads. 

Mediocre well-
being. Frustration. 

Nogle gange så er det hårdt, ikke. Andre gange 
er det okay. Nogle gange tænker man bare ”ej de 
teams….”  

Team structure occasionally 
cause frustrations due to 
increased workloads.  

Frustration. 
Increased 
workloads.  

Men sådan er det jo.. alle grupper skal spare. Det 
er udviklingen jo. Vi prøver at følge med, men 
nogle gange så…[pause] Det er bare flere 
opgaver og færre hænder.  

Team structure causes 
frustrations. Members are 
doing their best to keep up.  

Frustration. 
Increased 
workloads. Trying 
to keep up. 

I: Så teamet har en liste over opgaver og hvis I 
er ti, så har I ti sæt hænder til at løse dem, men 
hvis I kun er fem, så må I løbe dobbelt så 
hurtigt. Er det rigtigt forstået?  
 
IP: Ja [alle samstemmer] 

If one member is off work, 
the other team members have 
to work harder to fulfill 
formal responsibilities. 

Shared 
responsibilities. 
Increased 
workloads.  

Hvis man vil have fri, så spørger man lige i 
teamet ”er det i orden på tirsdag at jeg holder 
fri?” 

The team decides whether a 
member for example can take 
a day off. 

Autonomy. Team 
decides (consensus) 

I: Er der en følelse af fælles ansvar og at man 
skal løfte i flok? 
 
IP: Vi prøver jo på det. Det synes jeg da. Vi gør 
det så godt vi kan.  

Team structure gives a sense 
of shared responsibility. 
Members do their best to 
fulfill it.  

Shared 
responsibility. 

Altså vi passer jo vores egen plan og når vi går 
på ekstra, så er det noget der bliver gjort 
hurtigere. Men vi sørger for at tage alle de 
vigtigste ting og tager noget ansvar. Man tager 
det vigtigste på begge. 

Prioritizes important group 
responsibilities over own 
responsibilities. 

Shared 
responsibility. 
Prioritizing. 

Vi har ikke nogen patientkontakt. Ikke andet end 
når vi viser vej [alle griner]. Vi har ikke så 
meget kontakt 

Not working directly with 
patients or people.  

Little contact with 
patients. 

Jeg synes vi har et godt team. Men måske man 
kan være lidt mere åben og hjælpe hinanden 

Overall a good team, but 
room for improvement in 
terms of helping each other 
and sharing.  

Good team. Room 
for development.  
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Appendix 9: Team C Interview 2nd Cycle Coding 

 
Overall category Second-cycle codes Definition Keywords 

Values 
Interpersonal relationships 

The bonding 
elements that allows 
for networks and 
norms to actualize. 
The core of the team. 

Value of 
interpersonal 
relations; long-
standing 
relationships; 
prioritizing to 
meet the team's 
responsibilities; 
communicating.   

  
Shared responsibility  

  
Considerate of each other 

Collaboration 
Collaboration 

The group dynamics 
that characterize the 
teamwork.   

Teamwork based 
on interpersonal 
relationships; 
consensus; helping 
each other; sharing 
responsibilities; 
team-based 
decision-making; 
open 
communication.  

  
Shared responsibility  

  
Helping each other 

  
Willingness to embrace 
conflict 

  
Frequent communication 

Interpersonal 
relationships Considerate of each other 

The characteristics of 
the interpersonal 
relationships among 
team members.  

Members speaking 
their mind; social 
activities outside 
work; informal 
interactions; 
familiarity; 
knowing each 
other very well; 
long-standing 
relationships; 
helping each 
other; emphasis on 
being considerate 
of each other; 
joking; frequent 
communication; 
foreign languages 
cause exclusive 
behavior.  

  

Exclusive behavior (language) 

  

Knowing each other well 

  

Personal-level relationships 

  

Informal interactions 

  

Open communication 
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Team 
characteristics Long-standing relationships 

The attributes that 
define the team.  

Frustration; 
foreign languages; 
irritation; violation 
of language-rules; 
long-standing 
relationships; 
knowing each 
other well; 
interpersonal 
relationships are 
core of teamwork; 
development.  

  
Collaboration 

  
Cultural diversity 

  
Issues of foreign langauges 

  
Learning and development 

  
Shared responsibility  

  
In-group understandings 

 


