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2  LITERATURE REVIEW

Teams becoming increasingly popular within organizations and now teams and team 

effectiveness have become a dominant research area. The increasing use of teams within 

organizations paves the way to research on team effectiveness to find out the team 

characteristics which lead to form effective teams.

A research found that one of the most common skill required by the new work practice is 

the ability to work as a team. Team and team effectiveness researches have been selected 

by the academia as important research area in respond to increasing use of teams in 

organizations (Cohen and Bailey 1997).

2.1 Team 

Team is defined in many ways over the past literature; one such definition is “People 

working together in a committed way to achieve a common goal or mission. The work is 

interdependent and team members share responsibility and hold themselves accountable 

for attaining the results” (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d., para 1). It also 

defined as, “A team is a small number of people with complementary skills who are 

committed to a common purpose, performance goals, and approach for which they are 

mutually accountable” (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993, p.317) and the simplest way it is 

defined is “A team is a group of people working together towards a common goal" (“The 

Basics of Team Building”, n.d.). There are many types of teams. Four major types of 

teams can be identified in organizations today as work teams, project teams, parallel 

teams, and management teams (Cohen and Bailey 1997).

Project teams are defined as time limited and they produced new product or services to be 

marketed by the company. For most of the part, project teams task are non repetitive in 

nature and involve considerable time, application of knowledge, judgment and expertise. 

The work that a project team performs may represent either an incremental improvement 
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over existing concept or radically different new idea (Cohen and Bailey 1997). The focus 

of this study is project teams which are involving in Software development activities.  

2.1.1 Software Development Teams

Software development is a complex activity that requires a group of individuals working 

effectively as a team to produce a Software product which meets user requirements. Most 

of the task carried out by the Software companies requires extensive skills that can be 

best achieved through the use of teams. Software development industry is a highly 

competitive industry. Thus improving Software development team effectiveness is critical 

to the success of the company.

Large scale Software development is a complex problem solving activity that requires 

coordination and cooperation of several individual with diverse backgrounds. 

Successfulness of the Software development projects mainly depend on the effectiveness 

of each individual involve in the project than the technical aspect of the project. Effective

teams are observed to outperform individual members and accomplished their goals to the 

satisfaction of all involved (Demirors and Sarmagik 1997).

Studies have shown that the performance of effective teams exceeds that of individuals 

acting independently in Software projects. Furthermore, size, structure, composition, 

process were identified as characteristics of effective Software development teams by the 

research done in the Microsoft Corporation (Demirors and Sarmagik 1997).

2.1.2 Offshore Software Development Teams

Use of IT has tremendously increased in modern organizations as they operate in a global 

economy and they need IT support around the globe. Use of offshore Software

development teams have also been encourage by the favorable economic conditions

(Davidson and Tay 2003).
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Offshore Software development is defined as the “provision of Software development 

services by an external supplier positioned in a country that is geographically remote 

from the client enterprise” (“Software Development and Outsourcing Terms and 

Definitions”, 2006)

With the maturity of information and communication technologies, offshore development 

of Software by outsourcers is a new trend for reshaping IT strategy around the globe.

Offshore Software development teams now becoming more popular in the Software   

development industry. Off shoring provides the ability to reduced development costs as 

well as reduced development duration due to so-called 'follow-the-sun' Software

development approach by having team members located in different geographical 

settings. It also provides the benefits like cross-site modularization of development work, 

potential access to a larger and better-skilled developer pool and possibility of greater 

innovation, learning and transfer of best practices (Davidson and Tay 2003; Mathrani, 

Viehland and Parsons 2005; The Irish Software Engineering Research Center 2008).

There is high tendency in off shoring Software development activities. Several factors 

have been identified which have impact on the Software development process. Some of 

them are differences in cultures, spoken languages and power structure within 

organizations, quality standards, documentation, time zones, Software updates and effort 

estimations  (“Software Development and Outsourcing Terms and Definitions”,  2006).

Edwards and Sridhar (2003) observed the importance of understanding the impact of off 

shoring practices on the effectiveness of the Software development team as off shoring 

becomes increasingly widespread.

Importance of Team Effectiveness of Offshore Software Development 

Teams 

Gopal et al. (2002) mentioned that typically for an outsourced development, 70 to 80 

percent of the work is done offshore and the other 20 to 30 percent is done at the 
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customer’s site. However, Sahay, Nicholson and Krishna (2003) noticed that this 

onshore-offshore mix is not static and shifts over time depending upon peaks and troughs 

of workload in the dynamic environment of the Software development processes 

involved .Therefore there is a need of proper team composition across the customer-

vender boundary to be in place for offshore Software development teams to be more 

effective (Edwards and Sridhar 2003).

2.2 Demographic Factors 

2.2.1 Previous Research Findings

O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade (1998) reviewed the forty years of research conducted in 

the area of demography and diversity in organizations. They found  that demographic 

diversity when properly used, can be beneficial to the organization and ultimately 

improve the performance while others have shown strong evidence that demographic 

diversity is deleterious to group functioning. Further they have observed that much of the 

literature that support the claim that demographic diversity is beneficial for groups is 

often based on variation in individual attributes such as personality, ability, and functional 

back ground and not on attributes like ethnicity and sex.

The Literature on work team discussed about several demographic characteristics. 

Jackson, May and Whitney (1995) broken down these characteristic to two broader 

categories as task related and relationship oriented/social categories. Organizational / 

team tenure, department/unit membership, membership in task – relevant external 

networks, formal credentials , education level represent  task related category  whereas 

age, sex, culture (race, ethnicity) membership in formal organizations and physical 

features represent  relationship oriented  category. Harrison, Price and Bell (1998) used 

terminology as surface level and deep level diversity which are similar to those Jackson, 

May and Whitney (1995) used in their research work.  Both articles discussed about 

demographic diversity in terms of readily detectable attributes such as race, sex, age and 

underlying deep level attributes such attitudes and values.
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O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade (1998) identified five demographic variables as 

organizational and group tenure, Background differences, including functional specialty

and education, age, sex and race/ethnicity.

It is observed that the most commonly studied forms of diversity have been heterogeneity 

in age, sex, and race and to a lesser extent organizational tenure (Harrison, Price and Bell

1998). However, effects of heterogeneity in these commonly studied characteristics have 

been inconsistent across past literature.

Jackson, May and Whitney (1995) concluded that surface level differences (age, sex, 

race) were less important and deep level deep level difference were more important for 

groups that had interacted more often. O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade (1998) find that 

diversity in features such as age and tenure has a negative effect on social integration and 

communication.

Literature also suggests that in order for teams to be effective, there should be enough 

heterogeneity (diversity of membership). So that members can benefit from each other 

(Ochani et al. 2002).

2.2.2 The Effects of Demographic Characteristics on Team 
Effectiveness

Effects of demographic similarity of work teams on team effectiveness are inconsistent 

across the past literature. Some reports a positive influence whereas others indicate that 

demographic dissimilarity matters (Mathieu et al. 2000).

It is believed that not every aspect of the demographic diversity is expected to have the 

same effect on team effectiveness. The context itself is a primary determinant of what 

different are likely to be salient and task related (O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade 1998). 

Therefore the research finding should be carefully reviewed based on the context.
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Tenure 

O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade (1998) summarized the effects on tenure similarity after 

carefully reviewing the 40 years research on demography and diversity in organizations. 

They summarized arguments from the literature as similarity in time of entry leads to 

increased communication which can be promoted integration and cohesion. The 

identification of with others of similar tenure can be positively affect group process and in

turn improve the performance. However, studies have reported inconsistence result 

regarding the influence of tenure on team effectiveness. Among such contradictory 

arguments some studies shown similarity of tenure has more positive impact on team 

effectiveness than do difference in tenure. Team members with similar tenure have 

similar social and economic experience, which can lead to similar attitudes and values 

that in turn reduce the desire to leave (Kang, Yang and Rowley 2006).

Age 

Unlike other characteristic of demographic, age is a visible characteristic. Heterogeneity 

in age may find communication more difficult, conflict more likely and social integration 

more difficulty to attain. However, O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade (1998) mentioned 

that age diversity may also have a positive impact on creativity and performance within 

the group as age diversity provides greater access to a wider set of information and 

perspective in their 40 years review on demography and diversity in organizations.  In 

venture teams it is observed that teams with younger members would be more effective 

and literature on age similarity suggests that younger members are more likely to be 

accustomed to team environment than old members who require more training and skill 

development in teams (Ochani et al. 2002).

Gender

There is a long history for the researches which consider the effect of sex or gender 

diversity on organizational performance. Sex is included as one of the demographic factor

in most of the studies. Previous researches found that subordinates who were different 

from their supervisor in terms of sex received less favorable evaluations than subordinate

of the same gender. Several studies have been shown that women in male dominated 
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groups receive negative evaluations than men in those groups at least until they prove 

themselves to be competent in organizational settings. Studies examining the effects of 

sex diversity on group performance found negative effects when the sample is male 

dominated and no effects when the sample was female dominated. Furthermore, past 

literature mentioned that sex diversity led to increased levels of emotional conflicts, 

resulting in decreasing productivity (O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade 1998). 

O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade. (1998) found that no significant direct or indirect

relationship between gender and group performance measures. Therefore the results of 

research on gender diversity suggest that the proportion of men and women present in the 

sample may be an important predictor of the results. In general it is observed that gender 

diversity has negative effects on groups especially in male. Gender diversity has been 

found to influence teamwork by Gibson and Zellmer-Bruhn (2001). However, it is

observed that research on sex dissimilarity has yielded conflicting results over the past 

literature (Harrison, Price and Bell 1998; Kang, Yang and Rowley 2006)  

Education

Level of education is related to team effectiveness and higher level of education enables 

team members to be more analytical in handling complex situations (Ochani et al. 2002).

2.3 Cognitive Factors               

2.3.1 Introduction 

Knowledge, skills, capabilities, experience and personality were identified as cognitive 

variables based on past literature. However, researches have focused predominantly on 

team knowledge as they view it as central to team cognition Team shared knowledge 

includes knowledge about team members, task specific information, and team process

In order to understand team cognition these factors are often represented as a Shared 

Mental Model.
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2.3.2 Measuring Cognitive Factors 

Team cognition has also been linked to team performance by past researchers (Stout, 

Cannon-Bowers and Salas 1996). Understanding in team cognition is limited due to 

difficulties in measuring and capturing team cognition. Cooke et al. (2004) researched on 

measuring the team cognition in order to understand team performance and as well as the 

contribution of team cognition to effective team functioning. They focused predominantly 

on team knowledge as they view it as central to team cognition. 

2.3.3 Mental Models 

There are many researches about mental models have been done over the years. Mental 

models are organized knowledge structures that allow individuals to interact with their 

environment. At the individual level, mental model refers to a structure of known 

elements (e.g. declarative knowledge) and the relationship among those elements.

Individual mental models are used to explain the individual cognitive functioning or 

understanding (Cohen and Bailey 1997).

A research done by Rouse and Morris (1986) defined mental model as a mechanism 

whereby humans generate description of system purpose and form, explanations of the 

system functioning and observed system states and prediction of the future system states.

Furthermore, it is explained that mental models are organized knowledge frameworks that 

allow individuals to describe, explain, and predict behavior. Mathieu et al (2000) 

mentioned that mental models allow people to predict and explain the behavior of the 

world around them, to recognize and remember relationships among components of the 

environment and to construct expectations for what is likely to occur next (Mathieu et al. 

2000). According to the Webber et al. (2000) mental models specify relevant knowledge 

content as well as the relationship between knowledge components. Mental models help 

individuals make sense of situations and select the appropriate courses of action given the

circumstances of the situation (Rouse and Morris 1986).

Shared Mental Models

Considerable attention has already been paid to delineate the shared mental models. 

Cannon-Bowers and Sales (2001) introduced the construct of a SMM. Furthermore, they 
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proposed extending the concept of individual mental model to the team performance 

domain, hypothesizing that team performance is a function of extend to which team 

member help similarity organized expectations surround the task or each other.

The extent which team members have common knowledge about the task at hand has

been referred to as Shared Mental Models (Cannon-Bowers, Salas, Converse 1993; 

Klimoski and Mohammed 1994). Kraiger and Wenzel (1997) defined SMM as a type of 

team knowledge that members have in common about the task and each other. It is 

believed that SMM facilitate coordinated team performance and team decision making, 

which in turn contributes to the team’s overall effectiveness (Cannon-Bowers, Salas, 

Converse 1993). SMM help explain how teams are able to cope with difficult and 

changing task condition (Mathieu et al. 2000). In fact researchers have suggested that the 

ability to adapt is an important skill in high performance teams. Teams that must adapt 

quickly to changing task demand might be drawing on shared or common mental models 

(Cannon-Bowers, Salas, Converse 1993).  Mathieu et al. (2000) mentioned that the 

function of SMM is to allow team members to draw on their own well-structured 

knowledge as a basis for selecting actions that are consistent and coordinated with those 

of their team mates. Based on the Cannon-Browns et al.’s assertion which says that in 

order to adapt effectively, team members must predict what their teammates are going to 

do and what they are going to need in order to do it.             

Mathieu et al (2000) says that researches argue that SMM will not be very important 

under the conditions where team members are free to communicate one another. They do 

not need to rely on the preexisting knowledge, when they can communicate its next 

moves. However, SMM becomes crucial to team functioning under the conditions where 

communication is difficult because of excessive workload and pressure because SMM 

allow team members to predict the information and resource requirement of their 

teammates.
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Types of Shared Mental Models 

Researchers have argued that members of a team are likely to hold not one, but multiple 

models over the past literature (Cannon-Bowers, Salas, Converse 1993; Rouse and Morris 

1986; Klimoski and Mohammed 1994). It is believed that at any given time team 

members hold multiple mental models to actively conceptualized and process information 

(Levesque, Wilson and Wholey 2001). 

Cannon-Bowers, Salas, Converse (1993) categorized the SMM into four types based as 

on the content as Technology/Equipment, Procedures, Interactions, Team mates. This

categorization of SMM has been used by many other researches though out the past 

literature (Kang, Yang and Rowley 2006; Levesque, Wilson and Wholey 2001; Lim and 

Klein 2006; Mathieu et al. 2000). The first type relates to Technology/Equipment. Team 

members must understand the technology or equipment which they are interacting. This 

model helps team members to share its function, usage, limitations and possible failures. 

The second type related to task. Team members must hold shared job or task model. And 

it describes and organized knowledge about how the task is accomplished in term of 

procedures, task strategies, likely contingencies or problems and environmental 

conditions. The third type relates to team members understanding about team member’s 

responsibilities, norms, and interaction patterns. Team members must hold shared 

conceptions of how the team interacts. Last type relates to team mates. This model 

contains the information that is specific to the member’s team mates knowledge, skills 

and attitudes, preferences strengths and weaknesses, tendencies (Kang, Yang and Rowley 

2006; Kraiger and Wenzel 1997; Mathieu et al. 2000].  According to the Cannon-Bowers 

et al. (1995) such knowledge in team mates is crucial for the team effectiveness, because 

it allows team members to tailor their behavior in accordance with what they expect their 

teammates to do.

Even though there are four types of mental models exist according to the Cannon-browns 

et al. (1993), Mathieu et al. (2000) argue that four Mental Models proposed by Cannon-

browns et al. (1993) actually reflect two content areas. Thus these four categories can be 

reduced to two task related and team related (Mathieu et al. 2000). Klimoski and 
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Mohammed (1994) also joined in this argument by stating these four categories relates to 

two content areas as team and task The first and second categories of Cannon-browns et 

al. (1993) relate more to the task related category and third and fourth categories relates to 

the team related category. These researches argue that in order to be successful, team 

members not only need to perform task related functions but also must work well together 

as a team (Klimoski and Mohammed 1994; Mathieu et al. 2000). Task work mental 

models describes the content and structure of team members’ mental models of 

equipment and procedures that team like theirs use to complete their task whereas 

teamwork mental model describes the content and structure of team members’ mental 

models of team interaction process in teams like theirs (Lim and Klein 2006). Task 

related SMM assist team members in sharing task specific and task related knowledge. 

Team related SMM - relates to transitive memory about the distribution of team members 

expertise (Kang, Yang and Rowley 2006).

Shared Mental Models and Team Effectiveness. 

There are many research findings on the effects of team mental models on team 

performance and team effectiveness. However, Kraiger and Wenzel (1997) mentioned 

that Shared SMM are thought to directly affect both team performance and team 

effectiveness and Furthermore, they mentioned that team effectiveness refers to any 

indicator of how well a team accomplishes its assigned tasks, mission objectives.. 

Mathieu et al. (2000) researched the influence of SMM on team process and performance 

in a laboratory study of two person teams and they concluded both shared team and 

shared task based mental models related positively to subsequent team process and 

performance. Furthermore, recent laboratory based study conducted by Mathieu et 

al.(2005) proved that task mental model similarity, but not the team mental model 

similarity was significantly related to both team process and team performance.  Lim and 

Klein (2006) conducted a field study of seventy one action teams to examine the 

relationship between team mental model similarity and accuracy and performance of real 

world teams. And they concluded that both task work mental model and teamwork mental 

model similarity predicted team performance. They further contributed to growing 

literature on team mental models by proving that team mental model accuracy measures
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were also predictive of team performance. Cannon-Bowers, Salas, Converse (1993) 

argued that team mental models minimized process losses and in turn improve team 

efficiency. 

Measuring Shared Mental Models

Although there are number of methods for measuring SMM no single approach is 

dominant in the literature (Webber et al. 2000). In fact some approaches appear to be 

more useful only for certain types of mental models than others.

Cannon-Bowers and Sales (2001) mentioned that the level of SMM can be measured by 

asking members the degree to which they share certain content about task and team 

members. Klimoski and Mohammed (1994) suggested to two approaches to measure the 

SMM and to answer the issues of how many similarities is needed to indicate the 

‘sharedness’. 

Research conducted by Kang, Yang and Rowley (2006) also used the one  approached 

suggested by Klimoski and Mohammed (1994) to measure the SMM because they argued 

that shared expectations help team members provide necessary information in a timely 

manner and cooperate to achieve organizational objectives. Their argument also insists by 

the Cannon-Bowers, Salas, Converse (1993) who mentioned that the team members 

actually share expectations, not the real mental model itself. Therefore Kang, Yang and 

Rowley (2006) measured the level of SMM by team members’ perception about the 

degree of ‘sharedness’ of the characteristics of task and team members.

2.4 Team effectiveness

Teamwork has a dramatic affect on organizational performance. An effective team can 

help an organization achieve incredible results. A team that is not working can cause 

unnecessary disruption, failed delivery and strategic failure. Team work plays a big role 

in offshore Software companies in developing Software. Team work now has become a 
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most important factor in successful completion of projects. Therefore it is very important 

to identify the factors that have impact on team effectiveness

Team effectiveness is a multi dimensional construct.  Cohen and Bailey categorized team 

effectiveness into three major dimensions according to the team's impact on: (1) 

performance effectiveness assessed in terms of quantity and quality of outputs, (2) 

member attitudes, and (3) behavioral outcomes. Several other researchers have included 

multiple dimensions in their definitions of team effectiveness but not the behavioral 

outcomes. (Cohen and Bailey 1997). Kraiger and Wenzel (1997) identified several team 

effectiveness variables and they mentioned that team effectiveness can be measured in 

terms of tangible and intangible outcomes. These outcomes are defined in terms of 

product quality and quantity, time spent, cost, errors, and general productivity.

Utilization of teams at the workplace has increased drastically during the past couple of 

years and teams become the building blocks of any organization. As a result of this every 

one in organization are concerned about improving the team effectiveness. Each 

individual in the team contributes to the team performance in different capacity.

There are four primarily reasons for managers to be concerned about team effectiveness

(Singh and Muncherji 2007)

 Productivity of the team

Productivity measures have two aspects. First aspect is the productivity of the 

team against given productivity standards. The second aspect is the 

improvement that a team has made in its productivity. Both aspects are inter 

linked and need to be consider. 

 Improving the motivation of team members

Motivated and committed team members are the fulcrum of team success. 

Feedback about team effectiveness can substantially improve the motivation 

of team members and energize them for higher performance.

 Compensation and rewards
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Rewards give directions to the employees about the behaviors that are valued 

in an organization. Further rewards motivate the team members to give their 

best.

 Changing the membership/leadership of a team

Team leadership is identified as an important driver of team effectiveness.      

The team leader has a pivotal role in target setting and steering group 

dynamics in the right direction

Cohen and Bailey (1997) reviewed the researches done on team effectiveness for six

years (1990-1996) and summarized seven key learning points about team effectiveness as 

follows.

 The type of team matters for the determinants of effectiveness

 The performance and attitudinal benefits from self-directed work teams are 

superior to those from parallel teams

 Group cohesiveness is positively related to performance

 Autonomy is associated with higher performance for work teams, but not for 

project teams

 The factors most associated with success vary based on who is rating the 

team's performance

 Diversity in demographic variables is related to performance outcomes in 

complex ways

 Cognitive and affective dimensions of key constructs are likely to have 

different impacts on outcomes

2.4.1 Factors Affecting Team Effectiveness

Team effectiveness can be considered as a multidimensional concept where several 

attributes of team as a whole and individuals characteristics are contributed to team 

effectiveness (Singh and Muncherji 2007). The following factors have been identified as 

contributing factors for the team effectiveness.
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 Demographics similarities and cognitive schemas (Kang, Yang and Rowley 

2006).

 Transformational leadership and transactional leadership (Flood 2005).

 Productivity, employee and customer satisfaction and manager judgments 

(Campion, Medsker and Higgs 1993; Gibson et al. 2003).

 Performance and attitude of individuals (Cohen and Bailey 1997).

 Performance and satisfaction of the team (Doolen, Hacker and Aken 2006).

 Organization, task and people (Davis 2001).

Team member traits can be analyzed in many different dimensions. Research conducted 

by Kang, Yang and Rowley (2006) looked at two levels i.e. surface level like 

demographics and deep level like cognitive schemas. Age, tenure and gender were 

identified as demographics factors and knowledge, capability, experience and personality 

were identifies as cognitive schemas. They investigate the influence of cognitive and 

demographic similarities on team effectiveness. And they concluded that the “Team 

member cognitive similarities are more important than team member demographic 

similarities (age, tenure and gender) for Software development team effectiveness” (p. 

1704).

Some researches have been carried out to find out the impact of leadership on team 

effectiveness. It was found that transformational leadership has a more positive impact on 

team effectiveness than transactional leadership (Kuo 2004). Flood et al. (2005) found

that, out of four leadership styles, i.e., authoritarian, laissez-faire, transactional and 

transformational, only two styles affected team effectiveness. The transformational style 

was positively related to team effectiveness, while the laissez-faire style was negatively 

related to it.

Trust can be seen as one of the most critical element in team effectiveness when 

organizations become flatter and team centered (Doolen, Hacker and Aken 2006). 

However, Trust has been a neglected variable in most of team effectiveness research

(Davis 2001).
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2.4.2 Measuring Team Effectiveness 

It is observed that team effectiveness is a multi dimensional concept and researchers have 

used numerous criteria for measuring team effectiveness over the past literature. Some of 

the measurements are objective while others are perceived measures of team 

effectiveness. 

Teams differ in nature of the task. So type of the team has to be considered when 

measuring the team effectiveness. For example teams in manufacturing plan are 

accountable for producing high quality products and measuring the effectiveness of these 

teams relatively easy. Where as effectiveness of knowledge work teams, are harder to 

measure. 

Drivers of team effectiveness can be identified by varies approaches. The following 

approaches were identified by the Anup and Nina (2007).

 Goal attainment approach - This is the most popular approach in measuring team 

effectiveness. It proposes that each team is created to attain certain goal. Setting 

up the goals is the manager’s responsibility and team effectiveness is measured in

terms of attainment of goal.

 Management by objective (MBO) approach - In this approach goals are first set 

for the entire organization and cascaded down to lower levels up to the team level. 

After an agreed period of time, performance of each team is measured and 

compared against the goals set for them.

 Functional approach - Five interdependent factors are identified as essential for 

team effectiveness i.e. setting objective and achieving integration, making 

decisions, managing meetings, implementing decisions and creating healthy 

climate .

Team effectiveness was measured using team performance and team attitude in past 

research.  Team performance refers to the quality and quantity of team output and attitude 

refers to the team commitment (Cohen and Bailey 1997; Kraiger and Wenzel 1997).
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2.5 Team Size

Team size has been an important consideration when team performance is compared to 

some criterion for effectiveness. Researches have been observing the difference between 

individual and group behavior between small and large groups with regard to their 

effectiveness over the past years. Hare, AP and Hare, SE (2003) concluded that smaller 

teams have higher value levels on dominant and friendly behavior than for larger teams 

Kang, Yang and Rowley (2006) also found that team size was reported as influential 

factors for team dynamics and team performance over the past literature. However, team 

size was identified by them as insignificant to the team performance and team 

commitment in their research.

2.6 Software methodology

Sawyer and Guinan (1998) concluded that use of Software methodologies have no impact 

on either Software product quality or team performance. Social processes, such as the 

level of informal coordination and communication, the ability to resolve intra-group 

conflicts, and the degree of supportiveness among the team members, can account for 25 

percent of the variations in Software product quality and team performance.


