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6 

CHAPTER 1 

General Introduction 

 Numerous management books and magazines have stressed the pivotal role that teams 

(i.e., sets of individuals who work interdependently to achieve a common goal; Hackman, 

2002) play in the success of contemporary organizations (e.g., Maxwell, 2003). Indeed, teams 

are an integral part of today’s work environment. Group assignments are a key component of 

most business schools, job advertisements call for candidates with “a passion for teamwork”, 

and managers spend large amounts of their time fostering teamwork (The Economist, 2016). 

  Following this trend, a large body of research has examined optimal team 

compositions, collaboration, and performance strategies (for an overview, see Mathieu, 

Wolfson, & Park, 2018). Thousands of empirical studies have been conducted, several meta-

analyses have been performed, and numerous reviews of the literature have been published 

(e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Kozlowski, 2015). Indeed, considerable progress has been made 

in team research over the past six decades. At the same time, however, it appears that today’s 

teams are markedly more diverse, unstable, and complex than ever before (Wageman, 

Gardner, & Mortensen, 2012). Consequently, some scholars question whether existing 

perspectives are fully “capturing and embracing the complexities of current team 

arrangements”, leading them to call for research that seeks to better understand contemporary 

teams “rather than to fit them into our current frameworks” (Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & 

Gilson, 2008: 463; see also Mortensen & Gardner, 2017). 

  A central assumption of most team studies to date has been that, at any given point in 

time, individual employees work in a single team. In contemporary jobs, by contrast, 

employees often work in multiple teams at the same time (O’Leary, Mortensen, & Woolley, 

2011a). Indeed, team scholars frequently encounter such multiple team membership (MTM) 

in empirical studies. In a sample of hospital teams, for example, Kolbe et al. (2014: 1263) 
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“had to accept that the participating physicians and nurses were members of more than one 

team. As a consequence, teamwork behavior could not be considered to be completely 

independent between the teams”. Similarly, in a study of 96 multinational project teams, Haas 

(2010: 995) noted that “only 18 of the team members surveyed appeared on more than one 

team roster, indicating that respondents who participated in more than one team were unlikely 

to bias the data” (for another example, see Shah & González-Ibáñez, 2011: 4). Hence, it 

appears that scholars often approach MTM with great caution, as it violates the common 

assumption that team memberships are full-time, stable, and limited to a single team 

(Mortensen & Gardner, 2017). 

  This assumption may no longer hold, given that approximately 65 percent of today’s 

employees, spanning a wide variety of countries, industries, and occupations, participate in 

more than one team at the same time (Mortensen, Woolley, & O’Leary, 2007). Prior research 

has largely ignored the causes and consequences of individuals’ MTM, and it remains unclear 

whether MTM is a useful and efficient work practice. Multi-teamers can only spend a limited 

amount of time within each of their teams, for example, and they frequently need to move 

from one team to another to streamline competing demands on their time. MTM may thus 

significantly complicate an employee’s work schedule and task requirements. On a more 

positive note, MTM may also allow individual employees to develop and express themselves 

in unique and meaningful ways (O’Leary et al., 2011b). Consequently, there is a real need for 

insights into the benefits and detriments of MTM, thus helping organizations and individual 

employees to manage the challenges and opportunities of contemporary teamwork. 

  In the present dissertation, I aim to provide such insights. Specifically, the purpose of 

this dissertation is to systematically address if, why, and when MTM is either a positive or 

negative experience for individual employees. In doing so, I will focus on important 

ambiguities in current perspectives on the consequences of individual MTM. I will begin by 
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exploring why MTM is such a common occurrence in contemporary work. Subsequently, I 

will review the literature on MTM, provide an overview of critical ambiguities in existing 

MTM research, and, finally, describe how this dissertation will address these issues.                                                                                                       

Why Is MTM so Prevalent in Contemporary Work? 

  Recent case studies, as well as my exploratory interviews with project leaders, human 

resources managers, and individual employees, suggest that there are several reasons why 

many employees work in multiple teams. First, as noted by O’Leary et al. (2011a, 2011b), 

firms assign their employees to multiple teams because they want to use their human 

resources as efficiently as possible. Organizations face greater competitive pressure due to 

globalization and increasingly crowded markets and, as such, they try to stretch human 

resources and keep costs down. Consequently, individual employees are expected to 

maximize their number of billable hours (i.e., project work that is directly charged to a client), 

and MTM is a particularly useful work practice in achieving optimal efficiency: “being on 

more teams concurrently gives individuals more opportunities to offset the ebbs in one team’s 

work with the flows of another team’s work” (O’Leary et al., 2011a: 467). Employees that 

participate in only one or a few teams, by contrast, may accumulate ‘non-billable’ work hours 

during slow periods in a project, or when they wait for inputs from other team members 

(Kerzner, 2013). 

 Second, project teams increasingly draw on more than one type of expertise to solve 

complex, knowledge-intensive problems (Cummings, 2004). An employee’s unique expertise 

is often required in multiple simultaneous teams, so that project managers and team leaders 

increasingly recruit individual team members on a part-time basis (O’Leary et al., 2011b). In 

academia, for example, research projects often involve specialized researchers (e.g., a 

conceptual scholar, qualitative researcher, and a statistician) that contribute to the project’s 

end product (e.g., a research manuscript). When an employee’s specific expertise is 
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temporarily not required, he or she can allocate more time to other concurrent teams 

(Cummings & Kiesler, 2014). A statistician, for example, may have to wait until the team has 

finished collecting survey responses before he or she can analyze data and test hypotheses. In 

the meantime, this person therefore works on other concurrent projects in which he or she is 

of greater use. 

 Lastly, companies increasingly use MTM as a work practice that facilitates knowledge 

sharing and learning across multiple teams (Mortensen et al., 2007). A core assumption held 

by many project managers and HR practitioners is that MTM creates useful information and 

knowledge flows between concurrent projects (Mortensen & Gardner, 2017). MTM allows 

managers to recognize potential synergies and opportunities across multiple projects, and to 

select and assign relevant employees accordingly. In a series of concurrent projects for the 

same client, for example, a project manager may assign the same employee to each project 

team to ensure that task procedures and end products are compatible across projects. 

  Altogether, these observations suggest that MTM is a common phenomenon in today’s 

work environment because it generates several benefits for efficiency and knowledge-sharing. 

Recent research indeed suggests that teams and organizations benefit from employees’ 

concurrent involvement in multiple teams. MTM has been associated with, for example, 

opportunities for inter-team information exchange, intra-team learning, and team performance 

improvements (e.g., Bertolotti, Mattarelli, Vignoli, & Macrì, 2015; Cummings & Haas, 2012; 

Vedres & Stark, 2010). It only seems logical, then, that organizations are so eager to utilize 

MTM as an efficient and effective human resource practice. 

  MTM may come at a price, however, paid by individual employees. Although there 

are good theoretical reasons to believe that MTM has similarly positive consequences on the 

individual level of analysis (see O’Leary et al., 2011a), MTM may also create considerable 

stress experiences and could, thus, be perceived as a negative rather than a positive experience 
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by individual employees (Zika-Viktorsson, Sundström, & Engwall, 2006; Pluut et al., 2014). 

More specifically, the current MTM literature suggests that MTM potentially comes with both 

benefits and disadvantages for individual employees’ (a) overall performance on the job, (b) 

psychological well-being, and (c) interpersonal relationships within and across teams (Pluut et 

al., 2014; Zika-Viktorsson, Sundström, & Engwall, 2006). In what follows, I will summarize 

the current MTM literature and identify key research gaps that need to be addressed to 

increase our understanding of the potential costs and benefits of individual MTM. 

Conceptualizing Multiple Team Membership  

   Team-level MTM. Prior MTM studies focused almost exclusively on the team-level 

consequences of MTM (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 2015; Mortensen, 2014). These studies defined 

MTM as the extent to which a focal team’s members are simultaneously involved in other 

teams in the organization. Mortensen (2014: 920), for example, operationalized MTM by 

asking individual team members to report the number of other teams of which they were 

current members, using the team-level mean of responses as a measure of the extent of MTM 

in the focal team. Hence, team-level MTM is considered a configurational team property that 

emerges from the aggregated characteristics of a team’s individual members (LeBreton & 

Senter, 2008). 

  Most team-level studies examined whether MTM relates positively or negatively with 

team performance. Cummings and Haas (2012), for example, asked a panel of senior 

executives in a large multinational company to rate the overall performance (i.e., usefulness 

and uniqueness of work output, value delivery, and tangible results) of 285 project teams. The 

authors found that having members who also participated in additional teams was beneficial, 

rather than detrimental, for a team’s performance (see also Vedres & Stark, 2010). Bertolotti 

et al. (2015) re-examined and further nuanced these findings in a sample of 40 R&D teams. 

The authors hypothesized, and corroborated, that “the relationship between multiple team 
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membership and team performance is curvilinear in the shape of an inverted U, such that 

teams whose members are, on average, engaged simultaneously in few or many teams 

experience lower performance” (p. 914). Together, this suggests that MTM can improve the 

performance of a team, although its advantages may disappear when a team’s average MTM 

exceeds a certain optimum. 

  Individual-level MTM. Prior studies’ predominant focus on team-level MTM is 

surprising, in particular, because MTM emerges when an individual becomes a member of 

more than one team at the same time (O’Leary et al., 2011a). Employees often differ 

markedly in the number of teams in which they are simultaneously involved (Cummings & 

Haas, 2012), and these individual-level variations are not adequately captured in team-level 

conceptualizations. Indeed, as noted by Bertolotti et al. (2014), team-level MTM measures 

“rest on the assumption that there are apparent differences between aggregated and non-

aggregated data. Therefore, it is not necessary that individual or lower-level data demonstrate 

consensus prior to aggregation” (p. 197). Hence, even though existing research generated 

important insights into the benefits and disadvantages of team-level MTM, these studies may 

have neglected the unique demands and opportunities experienced by individual multi-

teamers (Pluut et al., 2014). 

  This dissertation specifies MTM as an individual-level construct that denotes the 

extent to which an employee is a member of more than one team at the same time. 

Specifically, we define MTM as an employee’s simultaneous and active team memberships, 

reflected in the number of teams to which he or she actively allocates his or her working time 

(Mortensen et al., 2007). With higher MTM, an individual employee works on a higher 

number of teams within a respective period (e.g., per week; O’Leary et al., 2011a), whereas 

employees with lower MTM focus on only one or a few concurrent teams. 

What We Already Know About Individual-Level MTM 
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As noted before, a handful of studies have already explored the individual-level 

consequences of MTM. These studies paint a picture of MTM as a double-edged sword that 

can both hinder and improve an employee’s overall functioning and well-being at work. More 

specifically, the literature points to three ambiguities regarding MTM’s consequences for an 

employee’s overall performance, psychological well-being, and the quality of his or her 

interpersonal relationships at work. 

  Performance consequences of individual MTM. First, research suggests that 

individual MTM distinctly shapes an employee’s overall performance on the job (i.e., his or 

her contributions toward the organization’s goal achievement; Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). 

When an individual’s tasks are spread out over a greater number of concurrent teams, he or 

she is subjected to more complex and demanding job requirements across diverse team 

settings (O’Leary et al., 2011b). Accordingly, employees regularly need to relocate their time 

and attention to different tools, tasks, and technologies (Leroy, 2009; Zika-Viktorsson et al., 

2006). Conceptual work proposed that “these switching costs reduce individual productivity” 

because “each additional team exacerbates the division of people’s attention and slows their 

reengagement with any one team’s work” (O’Leary et al., 2011a: 467). 

  At the same time, MTM may create unique opportunities for personal growth and 

productivity improvement. In an exploratory study, Mortensen et al. (2007: 5) concluded that 

“although MTM work is demanding, it provides employees with opportunities to shape their 

careers by joining projects related to expertise they have or want to develop”. Relatedly, 

research on social networks suggests that MTM provides “deeply familiar access to 

knowledge bases and productive resources,” which “enables the redefinition, redeployment, 

and recombination of resources” (Vedres & Stark, 2010: 1151). Together, this suggests that 

MTM allows an individual to develop new skills and to transfer useful information and 

resources (e.g., task materials, work practices) across multiple teams, potentially improving 
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(rather than hindering) his or her productivity. Unfortunately, there is very little empirical 

research on the individual MTM-performance linkage (for a notable exception, see Rapp & 

Mathieu, 2018), and it remains unclear if an employee’s MTM is indeed related to his or her 

job performance. 

  Further complicating matters, an employee’s job performance may also function as an 

antecedent (rather than a consequence) of his or her MTM. Cummings & Haas (2012) 

examined why some individuals work in more teams than others. They proposed that 

employees with skills and abilities that are in greater demand within the organization are 

invited (or assigned) to a higher number of teams. Accordingly, Cummings & Haas (2012) 

found that employees with (1) greater work experience, (2) a higher rank in the organizational 

hierarchy, and (3) more education were more likely to be involved in multiple teams 

simultaneously. Extending this line of reasoning, it seems logical that an employee’s 

performance reputation similarly shapes his or her attractiveness as a prospective team 

member and, as such, predicts his or her number of simultaneous teams. 

  In sum, there are good theoretical reasons to expect that an individual’s MTM is 

related to his or her overall job performance. Whether this relation is positive or negative, and 

whether MTM is an antecedent or a consequence to his or her performance, however, remains 

unclear. Chapter 2 of the present dissertation employs a resource-based perspective to address 

these issues. It proposes that MTM can either improve access to, or distract from, key 

resources required for an employee’s effective performance at work, and subsequently 

examines how MTM and individual performance dynamically influence each other over time. 

  Psychological consequences of individual MTM. A second set of studies has focused 

on the psychological impact of individuals’ involvement in multiple teams. Zika-Victorsson et 

al. (2006), for example, developed the concept of “project overload”, referring to the 

perceived fragmentation, disruption, and inefficiency caused by switching between 
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simultaneous project teams. The authors examined a large sample of Swedish project workers 

across nine organizations and found that respondents with MTM were more likely to 

experience project overload than employees involved in only a single team (see also Leroy, 

2009). These perceptions of project overload, in turn, were related to impaired performance 

(measured as lack of adherence to schedule), psychological stress reactions, and decreased 

individual competence development (Zika-Victorsson et al., 2006). 

  The work appraisal literature, by contrast, points to MTM as a potentially positive 

work arrangement that may satisfy employees’ intrinsic need for positive and challenging 

work experiences. LePine, LePine, and Jackson (2004) examined individuals’ psychological 

responses to demanding and potentially stressful work situations. In a study of 696 

undergraduate students, the authors found that respondents appraised MTM (i.e., being 

involved in multiple concurrent projects) as a demanding yet positive challenge, motivating 

them to “exert more energy trying to learn because they believe that by doing so they will 

eventually come to understand and master the material” (LePine, LePine, & Jackson, 2004: 

885). Extending this line of reasoning, one could argue that employees may perceive MTM as 

an opportunity for learning and personal growth, allowing them to break away from 

established work routines and familiar settings (Boswell, 2004). 

 All in all, there appear to be negative and positive perspectives on the psychological 

consequences of individual MTM. Again, very little research has been conducted in this area, 

and it remains unclear whether MTM is a positive or negative experience for individual 

employees. Chapter 3 addresses this issue by examining individual MTM’s through the lens 

of the challenge-hindrance framework (LePine et al., 2005). Building on this framework, we 

will propose that an employee’s psychological responses to MTM depend on his or her 

experience within the organization (i.e., one’s organizational tenure). 

  Interpersonal consequences of individual MTM. A third and final set of studies has 
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focused on MTM as an inherently social and interactive work practice. MTM requires 

employees to collaborate with a wide variety of coworkers on interdependent assignments 

across multiple teams (O’Leary, Woolley, & Mortensen, 2011b; Wageman et al., 2012). 

Accordingly, multi-teamers may experience unique interpersonal demands and opportunities 

that decisively shape their relationships at work. 

  In a recent survey study, Pluut et al. (2014) argued that each team membership adds 

colleagues that impose demands and expectations on an employee (see also O’Leary et al., 

2011a). Accordingly, the authors found a positive association between an employee’s number 

of simultaneous team memberships and his or her perceived interpersonal demands (i.e., the 

extent to which communicating with coworkers is perceived as highly demanding). Pluut et 

al. (2014: 343) therefore concluded that “when employees had a hard time distributing their 

personal resources (e.g., time and energy) to multiple teams, they experienced more demands 

associated with team processes (such as communication and coordination) as well as more 

interpersonal demands”. MTM also limits the time an individual can spend within any given 

team, potentially making it more difficult to fully understand the interpersonal demands and 

expectations of each additional coworker. Kauppila (2013: 737) thus theorized that “where 

employees work in several teams and report to several managers, role clarity can easily be 

compromised”. Taken together, it appears that MTM may result in more demanding and 

potentially ambiguous interpersonal relationships. 

   Other conceptual and exploratory work, by contrast, suggests that individual 

employees may benefit from their interpersonal connections across multiple teams. Mortensen 

et al. (2007) proposed that MTM allows an employee to establish new and meaningful 

relationships with coworkers in various parts of the organization. In a series of qualitative 

interviews, one employee noted that “the benefits [of MTM] are that I have a global 

awareness of what is going on in other programs, and I get more exposure to company staff, 
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and I am getting to know a lot of the talent in the company which is helpful” (Mortensen et 

al., 2007: 6). Relatedly, O’Leary et al (2011a) argue that MTM substantially expands an 

employee’s social network, which “generates more varied inputs and creates sufficient 

interpersonal connections to stimulate learning” (O’Leary et al., 2011a: 469). Hence, MTM 

may expand an employee’s interpersonal network across multiple teams within the 

organization, potentially improving his or her access to useful knowledge and information. 

  Again, the literature review points to MTM as complex work practice that has the 

potential to complicate interpersonal relationships, while at the same time, it may foster 

meaningful and productive connections across multiple teams. This apparent contradiction 

further illustrates the need for additional research on the interpersonal consequences of 

individual MTM. Chapter 4 therefore draws on social capital theory (Lin, 1999) to examine 

how MTM shapes an employee’s social network on the job. 

This Dissertation: Resolving Ambiguities in the MTM literature  

  Altogether, the literature points to three ambiguities in existing MTM perspectives that 

could trouble effective management of contemporary team arrangements. The present 

dissertation aims to address these issues by focusing on mechanisms and boundary conditions 

that may critically determine whether individual MTM is a positive or negative experience for 

individual employees. By doing so, this dissertation strives to provide a more complete 

picture of MTM as an increasingly popular type of work arrangement in modern 

organizations. 

  First, while there is theoretical agreement in the literature that MTM may relate to an 

individual’s job performance, there is debate regarding the strength and direction of this 

linkage. Chapter 2 of the present dissertation employs a dynamic perspective to address this 

issue. Specifically, Chapter 2 uses a large longitudinal sample from a knowledge-intensive 

organization in the Netherlands to examine whether changes in individuals’ MTM associate 
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with subsequent increases or decreases in their job performance evaluations. Moreover, 

within-person changes in job performance are examined as predictors of MTM increases at 

later points in time. Hence, Chapter 2 uses a temporal perspective to clarify (a) whether MTM 

and job performance are dynamically related in a counteracting feedback loop in which 

increases in one variable instigate decreases in the other or (b) whether MTM and job 

performance reinforce each other in a positive feedback loop that spirals both variables 

toward higher (or lower) levels over time. By doing so, Chapter 2 answers essential questions 

about the potentially reciprocal relationship between individual MTM and performance, and 

sheds new light on the temporal dynamics that need to be taken into account to achieve 

optimal performance in MTM situations. 

  Second, the literature review paints a complex picture of MTM’s psychological 

consequences. Chapter 3 integrates existing perspectives on MTM’s psychological benefits 

and disadvantages with organizational socialization theory to identify a critical moderating 

factor in these relationships. Specifically, Chapter 3 proposes that an employee’s 

psychological response to MTM depends on his or her organizational tenure, and it develops 

an overarching model that acknowledges and explains why MTM can function as a source of 

positive and challenging work experiences for some employees, while other individuals may 

perceive the work practice as a source of ambiguity and confusion. In doing so, Chapter 3 

builds on Chapter 2 by examining the psychological mechanisms that potentially link 

individual MTM to an employee’s job performance (and absenteeism), thus providing a better 

understanding of individual MTM’s implications for important organizational outcomes. 

  Lastly, ambiguity exists regarding the extent to which MTM helps or hinders an 

employee in establishing effective interpersonal relationships across multiple teams. Chapter 

4 examines the relationship between individuals’ MTM and the size and strength of their 

information-sharing network across multiple teams. Subsequently, this chapter draws on 
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social capital theory to examine specific information-sharing network characteristics as 

boundary conditions that either improve or obstruct employees’ productivity in high MTM 

settings. In doing so, Chapter 4 builds on Chapter 2 and 3 by introducing an additional 

mechanism and boundary condition in the MTM-performance linkage. As such, it provides a 

clearer picture of the type of interpersonal network structures that enable MTM’s performance 

advantages and disadvantages to unfold. 

  Taken together, these chapters aim to advance a broader understanding of the 

consequences of individual MTM. By doing so, this dissertation strives to resolve theoretical 

ambiguities regarding the performance, psychological, and interpersonal aspects of individual 

MTM. Chapter 5 discusses if (and how) the dissertation succeeded in resolving these 

ambiguities in the current literature. In this chapter, I will reflect on the theoretical and 

practical implications of this dissertation’s core findings, discuss the most critical limitations 

of the current work, and explore essential avenues for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

The Dynamic Relationship Between Multiple Team Membership and Individual Job 

Performance1 

 

ABSTRACT 

  In this chapter, we examine whether a within-person change in individual MTM may 

precede, and may be predicted by, changes in an employee’s overall job performance. We 

examined this reciprocal relationship using longitudinal archival data from a large knowledge-

intensive organization, comprising 1875 employees and spanning five consecutive years. A 

latent change score model demonstrated that an increase in an employee’s MTM was 

associated with a subsequent decrease in his or her overall job performance evaluations. By 

contrast, an increase in job performance was associated with a subsequent increase in an 

employee’s MTM. Moreover, our results indicated that although an increase in an individual 

employee’s MTM initially decreases his or her job performance, this increase in MTM was 

associated with higher job performance in the long run. Together, these results suggest a 

dynamic association between an individual employee’s MTM and his or her overall job 

performance, such that these variables are mutually connected in a highly complex manner 

over time.

                                                 
1 This chapter is based on van de Brake, H.J., Walter, F., Rink, F.A., Essens, P.J.M.D., & Van der Vegt, G.S. 

(2018). The dynamic relationship between multiple team membership and individual job performance in 

knowledge-intensive work. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(9): 1219-1231. 
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   In an attempt to use scarce human resources as effectively and efficiently as possible, 

knowledge-based organizations increasingly rely on flexible project teams in which 

memberships are frequently shared, shifted, and dissolved (Mortensen, 2014). Within such 

contexts, many individuals work on more than one project at the same time (O’Leary, 

Mortensen, & Woolley, 2011a), enabling various teams to concurrently benefit from their 

expertise. For example, individual R&D employees often work simultaneously on several 

project teams, with each team utilizing their specific knowledge and contributions (Bertolotti, 

Mattarelli, Vignoli, & Macrì, 2015). Similarly, many academics are concurrently involved in 

multiple research and teaching teams. Scholars have estimated that such multiple team 

membership (MTM) occurs among at least 65% of employees across a wide range of 

occupations (Mortensen, Woolley, & O’Leary, 2007; O’Leary et al., 2011a). 

  As a result of this development, there is growing scholarly interest in the consequences 

of MTM (Wageman, Gardner, & Mortensen, 2012). Much of this research has focused on the 

team level of analysis, illustrating for example that members’ simultaneous involvement in 

various other teams may shape a focal team’s performance outcomes (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 

2015; Cummings & Haas, 2012). Importantly, however, multi-teaming may also distinctly 

influence individual employees’ work experiences and behaviors (Mortensen et al., 2007). 

Compared with more traditional contexts with clearly defined and delimited team 

memberships, individuals may face unique opportunities and challenges from their 

involvement in multiple organizational teams (i.e., individual MTM; O’Leary et al., 2011a). 

Beyond team-level performance implications, it therefore seems critical to understand how an 

individual employee’s MTM can shape his or her job performance (i.e., an employee’s overall 

contributions toward the organization’s goal achievement across tasks and teams; Borman, & 

Motowidlo, 1997). 
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The scarce empirical research on individual MTM has generally focused on MTM’s 

relatively proximal, psychological and cognitive consequences (e.g., employees’ project 

overload and work engagement; Pluut, Flestea, & Curşeu, 2014; Zika-Viktorsson, Sundström, 

& Engwall, 2006). These studies have created important insights, and they make it plausible 

to assume that an individual’s MTM may also shape his or her job performance as a more 

distal – yet vitally important – outcome variable. Importantly, however, the existing research 

has not directly examined MTM’s role for an employee’s overall job performance. What is 

more, theoretical arguments about MTM’s potential performance consequences have 

remained ambiguous. Some scholars have suggested that MTM can provide employees with 

important resources that may enhance their job performance, for example by increasing their 

social network or creating unique learning opportunities (Hansen, 1999; Vedres & Stark, 

2010). By contrast, other researchers have argued that MTM imposes considerable demands 

upon employees that may lower their job performance, for example by forcing employees to 

regularly relocate and/or to shift between distinct tools, tasks, and technologies (O’Leary et 

al., 2011a; Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2006). As a result, the performance implications of MTM 

remain unclear. 

Beyond ambiguity about the possible performance benefits and detriments of MTM 

for individual employees, the current literature cannot answer key questions about the 

direction of MTM-performance linkages. Research on team staffing (Hackman & Wageman, 

2004) and individuals’ preferred work characteristics (LePine et al., 2005) suggests that there 

is a distinct possibility of reciprocal causation, such that the relationship between individual 

MTM and an employee’s overall job performance may also flow in the opposite direction. 

Changes in an employee’s job performance might shape his or her subsequent MTM, in 

particular, because (a) managers tend to select high performers when staffing their teams and 

(b) performance growth may increase an employee’s confidence and motivation to join 
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additional team settings. Consequently, employees whose performance has improved may 

experience a subsequent increase in their MTM. The link between an individual’s MTM and 

job performance may thus be more intricate than previously believed, with these constructs 

either amplifying or counteracting each other over time (cf. Maruyama, 1963; Weick, 1979). 

The present research uses a novel, dynamic approach to address the above issues. We 

draw from the notion that increasing an employee’s MTM may both augment and diminish 

job-related resources, and build on two resource-based theories (i.e., social capital and 

conservation of resources theory; Hobfoll, 1988; Lin, 1999) to develop competing hypotheses 

about the way changes in individual MTM may relate with subsequent changes in employees’ 

overall job performance. We pit these competing perspectives against each other, using data 

from 1875 knowledge workers. Whereas prior work has typically used cross-sectional, 

between-person designs to examine the association between MTM and performance-related 

outcomes (e.g., Chan, 2014; Cummings & Haas, 2012; Pluut et al., 2014), we adopt a 

longitudinal, within-person study design to investigate this linkage over time. This approach 

enables us to examine whether changes in an employee’s overall job performance may relate 

to subsequent changes in his or her MTM (O’Leary et al., 2011a, 2011b), and allows us to 

investigate potentially reciprocal relationships between these variables over time. 

Taken together, the present investigation strives to realize several contributions to the 

MTM literature. Extending previous theory and research on team-level MTM and on the 

psychological consequences of individual-level MTM, we aim to increase our understanding 

of how individual employees’ engagement and disengagement with multiple concurrent teams 

relates to their overall job performance over time. More specifically, our goal is to resolve 

existing ambiguities about the linkage between individuals’ MTM and job performance by 

clarifying (a) whether MTM’s performance benefits or drawbacks will prevail, (b) how this 

relationship unfolds over time, and (c) whether an employee’s MTM may serve both as an 
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antecedent and as a consequence of his or her job performance. To achieve this goal, we 

introduce a longitudinal, within-person perspective to the study of individual MTM that 

investigates the relationship between changes in employees’ MTM and job performance over 

time. This dynamic perspective moves beyond the static approaches prevalent in most of the 

MTM research to date, promoting theory advancement by enabling unique insights into the 

complex, potentially reciprocal within-person relationships between individual employees’ 

MTM and job performance. 

                   THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

Individual Employees’ Multiple Team Membership (MTM) 

  Prior studies have typically conceptualized MTM at the team level of analysis, such 

that MTM represents the extent to which a focal team’s members are, on average, involved in 

other teams as well (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 2015; Mortensen, 2014). Importantly, we hold that 

such team-level MTM’s origins are located at the individual level of analysis, denoting the 

extent to which individual employees simultaneously are members of more than one (project) 

team (O’Leary et al., 2011a). Empirically, this is reflected in the number of teams to which an 

individual allocates working time during a specific period (e.g., on a weekly basis; O'Leary et 

al, 2011a). Recent studies have found that it is rather common for individuals in some 

occupations, especially in knowledge-based work, to simultaneously be a member of up to 

eight or nine teams (Cummings & Haas, 2012; Pluut et al., 2014). Moreover, theorists have 

emphasized the potential relevance of such individual MTM, arguing that it may create 

unique experiences, demands, and possibilities at work that decisively shape an employee’s 

job-related attitudes, behaviors, and outcomes (e.g., Mortensen et al., 2007; O’Leary et al., 

2011a). As such, the present chapter examines MTM at the individual level of analysis, 

defining the concept as an individual employee’s number of concurrent team memberships. 

  An employee’s individual MTM differs from related concepts such as multitasking 
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(Leroy, 2009) and task switching (Monsell, 2003). Multitasking, for instance, refers to a 

situation in which an employee simultaneously carries out two or more tasks, whereas MTM 

reflects the number of concurrent teams to which an individual allocates time and attention 

(Salvucci & Taatgen, 2008). This distinction is important for two reasons. First, MTM does 

not necessarily involve frequent task switching (and vice versa). Even an employee with high 

MTM may avoid excessive changes between different tasks, for example, by 

compartmentalizing his or her working time into predictable sequences (e.g., working for the 

first team on Monday and Tuesday, the second team on Wednesday and Thursday, etc.; 

Monsell, 2003). Second, both multitasking and task switching usually refer to how employees 

deal with multiple individual task assignments (Salvucci & Taatgen, 2008). In contrast, MTM 

is inherently social and interactive, as relevant assignments are carried out interdependently 

within multiple team contexts (Van Der Vegt, Van De Vliert, & Oosterhof, 2003; Wageman 

et al., 2012). As such, individual MTM is a unique phenomenon, with causes and 

consequences that cannot be directly derived from existing knowledge on multitasking and 

task switching. 

Individual MTM as an Antecedent of Job Performance: A Resource-based Perspective 

As noted before, changes in an employee’s MTM may go along with unique 

advantages and disadvantages that, ultimately, can enhance or diminish his or her overall job 

performance (Mortensen et al., 2007; O’Leary et al., 2011a). In particular, we propose that an 

increase in MTM may either improve access to, or distract from, key resources required for an 

employee’s effective performance at work. Hence, we draw from two prominent theoretical 

perspectives that both highlight an employee’s job-related resources (i.e., valued entities that 

serve to achieve job-related ends; Hobfoll, 1989) as key determinants of individual 

performance. Social capital theory (Kwon & Adler, 2014), on the one hand, points toward 

possible resource gains that can be achieved through complex interpersonal work 
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arrangements, such as MTM (Lin, 1999). Conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988; 

1989), on the other hand, emphasizes possible resource losses that can arise from changes in 

an employee’s working conditions (for an overview, see Halbesleben, 2006). Accordingly, the 

first perspective suggests that an increase in MTMs may increase an employee’s overall 

performance levels, whereas the latter perspective suggests that an increase in MTM may 

decrease an employee’s job performance. As these conceptual approaches lead to competing 

hypotheses about the role of MTM changes for subsequent performance developments, they 

therefore allow us to conceptually disentangle both the positive and negative aspects of an 

employee’s concurrent memberships in multiple teams. 

A social capital perspective on MTM’s consequences. Social capital theory suggests 

that an employee’s social network (i.e., his or her interpersonal connections with coworkers; 

Borgatti & Foster, 2003) entails valuable interpersonal resources (e.g., knowledge, 

information, instrumental and social support), and it defines social capital as an employee’s 

capacity to access and utilize these resources (Lin, 1999, 2002). Such social capital is known 

to be a key factor that can facilitate an employee’s job performance, because individuals with 

greater social capital can more easily draw on the resources required to promote their 

performance outcomes (Kwon & Adler, 2014; Thompson, 2005). Within innovative, non-

routine work contexts, it is particularly useful to establish new connections across distinct 

organizational subunits (e.g., teams), as these linkages provide access to a greater diversity of 

perspectives and information, political connections across various parts of the organization, 

and differing types of expertise (Cross & Cummings, 2004; Lin, 1999). 

  Based on this notion, it seems plausible to argue that an increase in an employee’s 

MTM enables additional productive connections across different teams, thus promoting the 

social capital needed to achieve higher performance levels. Indeed, by its very definition, 

MTM requires individuals to cooperate with other employees from multiple distinct teams, 
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often with diverse areas of expertise (O’Leary, Woolley, & Mortensen, 2011b). Hence, 

increasing MTM may enable employees to work with a greater number of previously 

unfamiliar colleagues, project leaders, and clients, thus providing access to valuable resources 

that are embedded within different teams and offering the unique opportunity to transfer these 

resources across team contexts (Choi & Thompson, 2005; Tasselli, Kilduff, & Menges, 2015; 

Vedres & Stark, 2010). An increase in MTM may, for example, expose an employee to new 

knowledge sources that spark his or her creativity (Grant, 1996; Perry-Smith, 2006), 

familiarize the employee with innovative work practices that could be useful in other team 

settings as well (e.g., by sharing best practices; Burt, 1992), and create opportunities to 

establish new and meaningful relationships with coworkers in various parts of the 

organization (Hansen, 1999; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). Individuals with stable MTM 

levels over time, by contrast, have to rely on their existing social resources to a greater extent 

and, thus, may find it more difficult to realize such opportunities for creativity, learning, and 

knowledge exchanges. 

Taken together, this reasoning suggests that MTM may represent a distinct source of 

social capital (beyond an employee’s sheer number of interpersonal connections; Borgatti & 

Foster, 2003). As such, increasing MTM may provide unique performance advantages for the 

respective individuals. 

Hypothesis 1a: An increase in an employee’s MTM is related to a subsequent increase 

in his or her overall job performance. 

A conservation of resources perspective on MTM’s consequences. Importantly, 

however, there are also good conceptual reasons to expect a fundamentally different pattern. 

Conservation of resources theory, in particular, argues that people seek to obtain, retain, and 

protect valuable resources that help them to perform effectively, and that stress occurs when 

such resources are threatened or depleted (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Hobfoll, 1988). In 
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organizational settings, the most widely studied of these resources relate to employees’ 

perceived ability to control important aspects of their work (Skinner, 1996; Van der Doef & 

Maes, 1999) and to the time and attention employees are able to direct towards completing 

their tasks (Hobfoll, 1989; Thompson, 2005). Empirical research has demonstrated that 

substantial losses of these resources can diminish an employee’s overall functioning (e.g., by 

invoking stress and decreasing task efficiency; Halbesleben, 2006; LePine, Podsakoff, & 

LePine, 2005; Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010). As outlined below, we argue that increasing 

MTM may directly affect an employee’s perceived control over his or her tasks across various 

teams and, relatedly, the time he or she has available to meet each team’s demands. It 

therefore appears plausible, from this perspective, to suggest that an increase in MTM may 

decrease an employee’s subsequent job performance. 

First, increasing MTM may reduce an employee’s ability to control important aspects 

of the job. An increase in MTM implies that an individual’s tasks and interdependencies are 

spread out over a greater number of concurrent teams (Mortensen, 2014; Wageman et al., 

2012), such that he or she encounters a greater variety of task requirements and interpersonal 

expectations from additional colleagues, managers, and clients across diverse team settings 

(O’Leary et al., 2011a). Accordingly, increases in MTM require an employee to adjust to new 

team roles and adapt to the unique characteristics of each respective team (Cummings & 

Haas, 2012; Mortensen et al., 2007). This may obstruct an employee’s ability to effectively 

comprehend the novel procedures, knowledge domains, and social demands relevant for each 

team’s task accomplishment, potentially lowering the employee’s sense of control and, 

consequently, reducing his or her overall job performance (Hobfoll, 1989; 2002; Kauppila, 

2014; O’Leary et al., 2011b). 

  Second, an increase in MTM decreases the amount of time an employee can spend on 

a team before having to move on to the next assignment, in a different team context 
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(Mortensen et al., 2007; Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010). This may pose considerable 

challenges for the effective organization of an employee’s task routines and time scheduling. 

Each additional team membership, for example, increases the amount of effort required to 

catch up with work done in an employee’s absence, and it decreases his or her available time 

to adjust to distinct tools, tasks, and technologies used within each specific team (O’Leary et 

al., 2011a; Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2006).  

Together, this reasoning suggests that an increase in MTM may deplete an employee’s 

performance potentials (Halbesleben, 2006; Hobfoll, 1989). This rationale is consistent with 

scholarly arguments pointing to MTM’s demanding and highly complicated nature as a key 

source of job strain, lowered satisfaction, and reduced work engagement (Kauppila, 2014; 

Leroy, 2009; Pluut, Flestea, & Curşeu, 2014). Consequently, our second hypothesis is:  

Hypothesis 1b: An increase in an employee’s MTM is related to a subsequent decrease 

in his or her overall job performance. 

Individual MTM as a Consequence of Job Performance  

  So far, we have discussed changes in MTM as an antecedent of an individual 

employee’s job performance. Although this reasoning appears theoretically plausible, it seems 

equally possible that the MTM-performance linkage follows a reversed direction. 

Specifically, an increase in an employee’s performance may associate with an increase in his 

or her subsequent MTM because increased performance may result in a greater number of 

requests to join additional teams and increase an employee’s willingness to accept such 

requests.2 

  Research on employee staffing and team member selection suggests that an 

employee’s prior job performance may shape his or her attractiveness as a prospective team 

                                                 
2 In contrast to MTM’s performance consequences, we see little theoretical rationale to expect both positive and 

negative linkages between an employee’s overall job performance and subsequent MTM. Hence, we focus on the 

positive association between performance increases and subsequent MTM changes in the following, and we do 

not develop competing hypotheses for this association. 
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member (Hinds et al., 2000). When looking for qualified individuals to staff a specific 

(project) team, it is clear that team leaders and project managers typically strive to attract 

employees with high potential (Kerzner, 2013) – and individual employees’ prior 

performance trajectories offer an important indication of this potential. Individuals who have 

exhibited marked performance improvements in the past, in particular, are likely to be 

motivated and willing to exert effort, and they have demonstrated the ability to learn and 

adapt (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Such individuals implicitly signal, therefore, that they 

have the potential to develop themselves and, hence, to handle additional task demands and 

projects. Similar effects may occur in self-managing teams, where members themselves take 

responsibility for staffing decisions (Alper, Tjosvold, & Law, 1998; Chuboda et al., 2005). In 

these teams, the existing members typically look for new teammates through informal social 

connections and previous work experiences (Casciaro & Lobo, 2008). In doing so, a 

candidate’s prior performance improvements and associated reputation gains may again play a 

critical role (D’Souza & Colarelli, 2010; LePine & Van Dyne, 2001).  

  Another reason why a reversed direction in the MTM-performance linkage is possible 

is that employees who have experienced improved overall job performance in the past may be 

more inclined to proactively seek and accept memberships in additional teams. In this regard, 

research suggests that positive performance feedback increases an employee’s confidence in 

his or her ability to manage complex and demanding working conditions (Jex, Bliese, Buzzell, 

& Primeau, 2001; Kim & Hamner, 1976). Consequently, such employees may be more open 

to new challenges that create opportunities for future growth, as compared with employees 

whose job performance has stagnated or even decreased (O’Leary et al., 2011a; LePine, 

Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005). Additional team memberships may provide them with such 

challenges (e.g., through social network expansion, learning opportunities, and increased task 

diversity; Bertolotti et al., 2015; O’Leary et al., 2011a). Indeed, a qualitative study found that 
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MTM “provides employees with opportunities to shape their careers by joining projects 

related to expertise they have or want to develop” (Mortensen et al., 2007: 5).  

Taken together, this reasoning suggests that employees who have recently increased 

their performance will receive and accept a disproportionally higher number of invitations for 

concurrent team memberships. Consequently, we propose: 

Hypothesis 2: An increase in an employee’s overall job performance is related to a 

subsequent increase in his or her MTM. 

The Dynamic Relationship between changes in MTM and Overall Job Performance 

   Whereas our competing Hypotheses 1a and 1b propose that an increase in an 

individual employee’s MTM will either positively or negatively associate with his or her 

subsequent job performance, Hypothesis 2 predicts that an employee’s increasing job 

performance will positively associate with an increase in his or her subsequent MTM. Taken 

together, these hypotheses point toward potentially dynamic, reciprocal relationships between 

changes in an individual’s MTM and overall job performance. Corroborating Hypotheses 1a 

and 2, on the one hand, would suggest that increases in MTM and job performance reinforce 

each other in a positive, “deviation-amplifying” feedback loop that spirals both variables 

toward higher levels over time (Weick, 1979, p. 73). A decrease in individual MTM or job 

performance, by contrast, would then pose a major risk factor that could trigger a downward-

spiraling relationship. 

 Corroborating Hypotheses 1b and 2, on the other hand, would suggests that changes in 

individual MTM and job performance are dynamically related in a “deviation-counteracting” 

feedback loop (Weick, 1979, p. 74), such that increases in one variable would instigate 

decreases in the other, inducing relative stability (despite minor oscillations) in the long-run. 

This would imply that increasing MTM neutralizes an employee’s previous performance 

improvements (and vice versa), thus leading toward stagnating MTM and performance levels. 
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 Clearly, these divergent patterns of reciprocal relationships would carry important 

implications for our theoretical understanding of the linkage between individual MTM and 

job performance over time. Hence, we will closely scrutinize these potential dynamics in the 

following. Given that our competing predictions in Hypotheses 1a and 1b leave considerable 

ambiguity about the expected shape of these associations, however, we decided to not develop 

formal hypotheses in this regard. 

      METHOD 

Sample and Data Collection  

  To test our hypotheses, we used a sample of knowledge workers from an organization 

of applied research with roughly 3500 employees, located in the Netherlands. Work within 

this organization was structured along (contract) research projects, with project managers 

attracting funding and subsequently staffing temporary teams with suitable employees. In 

addition, employees had the opportunity to proactively apply for specific team memberships 

by approaching the respective project managers (who retained final say over staffing 

decisions). Although the organization did not publicly communicate individuals’ formal 

performance appraisals, project managers were generally well aware of relevant employees’ 

performance reputation. In part, this was because work within the organization was highly 

collaborative and required an extensive exchange of information and materials with 

employees across multiple teams, departments, and knowledge domains. As such, MTM was 

a relatively common phenomenon within our host organization, offering an ideal setting to 

examine the linkage between individual employees’ MTM and overall job performance. 

 We obtained longitudinal data from the organization’s personnel records, spanning 

five consecutive years (2008-2012). Specifically, the organization provided weekly work hour 

registrations for all 3348 individuals permanently employed with the organization. These 

employees were obliged to register the number of work hours spent for different project teams 
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in a very detailed manner. Among other things, the organization used this information for 

billing purposes and to calculate project costs; hence, project managers closely monitored the 

accuracy of these registrations. Further, the department of human resources supplied us with 

demographic information and yearly performance evaluations for all employees. Given our 

study’s focus, we excluded individuals who, due to the nature of their tasks, were not 

involved in specific project teams (i.e., lower level administrative personnel and general 

managers). Finally, an employee’s inclusion in the present study required the availability of 

complete demographic information as well as data on both MTM and performance for at least 

one time point each (Li, Fay, Frese, Harms, & Gao, 2014).  

  Our final sample comprised 1875 employees that carried out applied research in 

project teams. These employees were well educated (i.e., they had at least a bachelor’s 

degree) and predominantly male (74%); their mean age was 41 years (SD = 10.5), and they 

had been working with the organization for an average of 11 years (SD = 9.6) at the beginning 

of our study period. Moreover, most of the employees in our sample worked on a full-time 

basis (81%); they worked on approximately 13 projects per year, with an average of 2.7 

projects per week (range = 1-10). Almost all of the sample employees (96%) were, at some 

point during the five-year study period, members of more than one project team at the same 

time. 

 As is common in longitudinal research, there were missing data across the different 

time points. Of the 1875 sample employees, complete data were available for 1218 

individuals in Year 1, 1337 individuals in Year 2, 1452 individuals in Year 3, 1463 

individuals in Year 4, and 1497 individuals in Year 5. For 947 employees, complete data were 

available across all study years. The missing data in the present sample predominantly 

resulted from individuals that, during our study period (a) entered or left the organization, (b) 

moved to a position within the organization that did not involve work in research projects 
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(e.g., departmental leadership), or (c) were absent for an extended period of time (e.g., due to 

sickness, pregnancy, or a sabbatical). Following recommendations of Graham (2009) and 

Nakai and Ke (2011), we used maximum likelihood estimation for models with partial 

missing data when testing the study hypotheses through latent change score models (as 

outlined below), enabling us to fully utilize all information available in the present sample. 

We note that the results and conclusions remained virtually unchanged, however, when using 

a listwise deletion procedure for hypotheses testing.3 

Measures 

  We captured employees’ MTM and job performance for each of the five years during 

our study period. Identical procedures were used each year to measure these constructs. 

  Multiple team membership. Similar to prior research (e.g., Chan, 2014; Pluut et al., 

2014), we measured an employee’s MTM as the number of concurrent project teams in which 

he or she was actively involved. Contrary to this earlier work, however, we used archival data 

(rather than survey measures) to obtain a detailed indication of an individual employee’s 

number of active team memberships. Specifically, the employees in our sample reported their 

team-related working time on a weekly basis through the formal work hour registrations 

mentioned above, and we used these archival data to capture the number of teams to which an 

individual allocated working time during a specific week.4 To match the annual job 

performance measure available within personnel records (see below), we subsequently used 

this information to calculate an employee’s average MTM within each year of the study 

                                                 
3 Scholars have noted that missing data in longitudinal studies can cause biased parameter estimates if it arises 

from systematic participant attrition (e.g., due to inferior performance evaluations; Graham, 2009). Importantly, 

however, dismissal of low-performing employees is unlikely to represent a substantial source of attrition in the 

present sample. The participants in our sample were employed under permanent (i.e., non-temporary) contracts 

which, under Dutch labor law, are relatively difficult and costly to terminate and, thus, provide high job security. 

Hence, lower performance ratings would typically result in improvement interventions and reduced salary 

increases, rather than lay-offs.  

 
4 Because we were interested in individuals’ memberships within multiple teams, work hours for projects with 

less than 3 members were excluded (Dyer, 1984). 
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period. Our measure therefore represents an individual employee’s annual average number of 

teams per week. Conceptually, this implies that MTM increases when an individual becomes 

actively involved (i.e., spends time) in a greater number of teams (cf. Pluut et al., 2014). 

Mirroring recent reports of increasing MTM across many organizations and occupations 

(Mortensen et al., 2007) – and corroborating the relevance of our dynamic approach toward 

examining MTM – our data illustrate a slight trend toward increased multi-teaming during the 

study period (see Table 2.1). 

   Overall job performance. At the end of each year, the host organization’s human 

resource management system required departmental supervisors to assess each of their direct 

reports’ overall job performance. These supervisors were responsible for 5-25 employees 

within their departments (mean = 14), and they typically met with these employees and 

relevant project leaders on a daily to bi-weekly basis. As such, supervisors had a relatively 

detailed and accurate view of their individual employees’ overall performance. 

  Following prior research (e.g., Bommer, Johnson, Rich, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 

1995; Cross & Cummings, 2004), we used supervisors’ formal appraisal scores to 

operationalize individual employees’ yearly overall job performance. Beyond their own 

assessment of an employee’s technical proficiency, planning and organizational skills, and 

research output, supervisors were asked to incorporate into their evaluations (a) feedback 

provided by project leaders about the quality of an employee’s performance outcomes and (b) 

annual peer-assessments by direct colleagues and/or customer assessments (if available). 

Supervisors used a standardized evaluation form to rate each individual employee’s overall 

job performance on a five-point scale, with 1 representing the worst possible evaluation (i.e., 

substantial need for improvement) and 5 indicating the best possible evaluation (i.e., highly 

effective and well-functioning). The organization used these formal performance appraisal 

scores, in part, to determine employees’ salary increases and promotions. As such, appraisal 
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outcomes had direct practical relevance for the employees in our sample. 

  Control variables. We considered a number of covariates that may relate to individual 

employees’ MTM and/or overall job performance. Previous studies have suggested, in 

particular, that supervisory performance evaluations may be biased on the basis of employees’ 

gender (Inesi & Cable, 2015), organizational tenure (Ng & Feldman, 2010), and salary 

(Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989). For example, supervisors may expect greater 

contributions towards organizational goals from employees with longer work experience and 

higher pay (Sturman, 2003). Hence, even if supervisors have relatively accurate information 

about an individual employee’s actual job performance (as was the case in the present study 

context; see above), this information might translate into different performance ratings, 

depending on an employee’s organizational tenure or salary. Moreover, organizational tenure 

may shape an employee’s MTM, because individuals with higher tenure may develop specific 

skills that are useful for a greater number of teams (Cummings & Haas, 2012). We therefore 

included these variables as potential controls. Because the host organization was opposed to 

publishing detailed salary information, this particular variable was available in z-standardized 

form only. Finally, we anticipated that full-time employees had more time available for work 

in additional teams, as compared with part-time employees. We therefore incorporated an 

individual’s weekly working time (in full-time equivalents [FTE]) as an additional covariate 

(Pendleton, 2010).5 Scores on the control variables were very stable over time (or changed by 

a fixed amount each year). To reduce the complexity of our models, we therefore created 

time-invariant control variables by taking individual means across all available time points 

(Acemoglu, Johnson, Robinson, & Thaicharoen, 2003). 

                                                 
5 To further explore this potential biasing factor, we repeated our hypotheses tests using more restricted samples 

that only included full-time employees. The results and conclusions from these supplementary analyses remained 

virtually unchanged. To preserve statistical power, we therefore report the results based on the full sample in the 

following. 
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Data Analysis 

  We employed latent change score (LCS) modeling (using Mplus version 7.11; Muthén 

& Muthén, 1998) to test our hypotheses (McArdle, 2009). Researchers have used this method 

to examine the potentially reciprocal nature of the relationships between, for example, work 

characteristics and changes in personality (Li et al., 2014), cognitive training exercises and 

improvements in critical reasoning (McArdle & Prindle, 2008), and life events and behavioral 

problems (Malone et al., 2004). In the present study, we employed Grimm, An, McArdle, 

Zonderman, and Resnick’s (2012) extension of the LCS framework to examine how within-

person changes in one variable relate to subsequent changes in a second variable. This 

allowed us to examine whether an increase in an employee’s MTM was related with a 

subsequent increase (Hypothesis 1a) or decrease (Hypothesis 1b) in job performance and, 

simultaneously, whether an increase in an employee’s job performance was related with a 

subsequent increase in his or her MTM (Hypothesis 2). In other words, we examined within-

person changes in MTM as both an antecedent and a consequence of within-person changes in 

an individual employee’s overall job performance (Hackman & Wageman, 2004; Hinds et al., 

2000), thus testing the dynamic, potentially reciprocal relationship between these variables. 

The LCS model used to test our hypotheses is visualized in Figure 2.1 (see Grimm et 

al., 2012, for a detailed description of each component of the model, as well as the Mplus 

scripts used to fit the model to the data). A key feature of an LCS model is that it uses a 

structural equation modeling framework to model change as a latent variable, representing an 

increase or decrease in the observed scores for each variable between two adjacent time 

points. These within-person changes (e.g., ∆ job performance, T2-T3) are predicted, then, by 

changes in a second variable at an earlier time point (e.g., ∆ MTM, T1-T2). In addition, the 

model controls for changes that occur due to an employee’s level of MTM or performance 

(e.g., MTM, T1). Together, this allowed us to examine whether within-person changes in 
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MTM were indeed related to within-person changes in an employee’s overall job 

performance, and vice versa. 

   As is common when using LCS models, all estimates were assumed to be equal across 

time points (Grimm et al., 2012; McArdle, 2009). Moreover, we controlled for the 

relationships of gender, organizational tenure, salary, and FTE, on the one hand, with 

individual differences in MTM and job performance, on the other, when estimating our 

model.6 

                                                 
6 None of the controls predicted within-person changes in MTM and job performance, and adding these 

relationships substantially decreased the overall fit of our model (cf. Hu & Bentler, 1999). Hence, we only 

included the controls to account for individual differences in MTM and job performance 
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FIGURE 2.1 

A Latent Change Score Model for MTM and Overall Job Performance 

 

Note: Adapted from McArdle (2009) and Grimm et al., (2012). Control variables are not shown.
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RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Table 2.1 reports descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for all variables across 

all five time points. As shown, an employee’s MTM and overall job performance were 

positively correlated within each year of our study period (r range = .08 to .10; all p < .01). 

Moreover, an employee’s performance was consistently positively correlated with MTM in 

the subsequent year (r range = .06 to .12; all p < .05), whereas MTM associated with 

subsequent performance in only two out of the five years (r range = -.01 to .07). Note, 

however, that these bivariate correlations reflect between-person associations. An adequate 

test of our within-person hypotheses, in contrast, requires longitudinal techniques of data 

analysis, as presented below. 

  Regarding the temporal stability of the variables in our sample, we note that the 

correlations between MTM across two adjacent years varied between .73 and .78 (all p < .01), 

suggesting moderate-to-high MTM stability over time (which is relatively common in 

longitudinal studies; see Usami, Hayes, & McArdle, 2016). Similarly, job performance 

exhibited moderate stability, with correlations across subsequent years ranging from .43 to .53 

(all p < .01). These correlations indicate that the study variables were relatively stable at the 

between-person level, suggesting that there was little variation between the sample employees 

in the MTM and performance shifts they experienced. Nevertheless, it is possible that 

individual employees experienced significant within-person changes in their MTM and 

performance during the study period (Grimm et al., 2012). As such, the present stability levels 

do not prevent further examination of within-person changes in MTM and performance over 

time (Li et al., 2014).  

  Finally, regarding potential covariates, gender was significantly related to both MTM 

and job performance at two time points (r range = -.05 to -.06; all p < .05). Moreover, 



CHAPTER 2: MTM AND PERFORMANCE 

40 

employees’ organizational tenure, salary and FTE were negatively related to performance 

across all time points (r tenure range = -.24 to -.28, r salary range = -.15 to -.25; r FTE range 

= .10 to -.17; all p < .01), suggesting that supervisors’ performance ratings were positively 

biased towards less experienced employees with lower salaries. Although counterintuitive at 

first glance, this finding is consistent with prior research that has argued supervisors to hold 

heightened expectations toward more experienced employees and, thus, to more critically 

assess their job performance (Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989; Sturman, 2003). 
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TABLE 2.1  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Coefficients 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 09 10 11 12 13 

1. Organizational tenure (years) 11.13 9.61              

2. Gender (F=0, M=1) .74 .44  .22**             

3. Salary (standardized) .00 1.00  .49**  .24**            

4. FTE  .94 .11  .02  .24** -.13**           

5. MTM (Y1)    2.68 1.15  .13** -.02  .10** .05          

6. MTM (Y2)          2.74   1.20  .07** -.02  .06* .07*  .75**         

7. MTM (Y3)               2.77   1.20  .04 -.03  .07** .07**  .63** .74**        

8. MTM (Y4)               2.73   1.85  .04 -.06**  .05* .07**  .55** .60** .73**       

9. MTM (Y5)               2.84   1.23  .05* -.06*  .04 .04  .52** .58** .64** .78**      

10. Performance (Y1)             3.30     .58 -.25** -.06* -.15** .10**  .08* .08** .10** .08* .08**     

11. Performance (Y2)             3.28     .60 -.24** -.05* -.17** .11** -.01 .08** .06* .06* .02 .44**    

12. Performance (Y3)             3.31     .65 -.25** -.03 -.18** .17**  .02 .05 .08** .12** .10** .35** .53**   

13. Performance (Y4)             3.37     .61 -.28** -.02 -.24** .10**  .04 .07* .07* .09** .08** .32** .36** .45**  

14. Performance (Y5)             3.30    .58 -.24** -.04 -.24** .14** -.01 .07* .06* .06* .10** .26** .24** .29** .43** 

Note. N total = 1875 employees.  

* p < .05.  ** p < .01. 
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Hypotheses Tests 

 Table 2.2 presents the results of an LCS model that tested the relationships between 

changes in MTM and subsequent changes in overall job performance (ξ1), and between 

changes in performance and MTM changes (ξ2). This model (which includes both between- 

and within-person associations) provided a good fit to the data (χ2 = 368.00, df = 68, p < .01; 

RMSEA = .05, CFI = .95, SRMR = .06; cf. Hu & Bentler, 1999), and it fit the data 

significantly better than a basic LCS model that only included between-person relationships 

(χ2
difference = 143.45, df difference = 4, p < .01). 

  Hypothesis 1a predicted that an increase in an individual’s MTM would positively 

relate with a subsequent change in his or her overall job performance, whereas Hypothesis 1b 

predicted a MTM increase to negatively associate with a subsequent performance change. The 

results presented in Table 2.2 refute Hypothesis 1a but support Hypothesis 1b, illustrating that 

an increase in MTM related to a subsequent decrease in job performance (ξ1 = -.71, p < .05). 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that an increase in job performance would associate with a subsequent 

increase in MTM. As shown in Table 2.2, the respective relationship is indeed positive and 

significant (ξ2 = 9.95, p < .01), thereby supporting Hypothesis 2. Together, these results 

suggest that changes in an individual employee’s MTM and his or her overall job 

performance dynamically relate to each other in a negative, deviation-counteracting feedback 

loop (cf. Weick, 1979). That is, a within-person increase in job performance relates to a 

subsequent increase in MTM, but an increase in MTM relates to a subsequent decrease in job 

performance. 
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Additional Findings 

 Beyond the reciprocal relationship between an individual’s changes in MTM and job 

performance, our LCS model also assessed (a) whether an employee’s MTM level was 

associated with subsequent performance changes and (b) whether an employee’s performance 

TABLE 2.2 

Parameter Estimates for a Latent Change Score Model (LCS) with Multiple Team 

Membership and Job Performance 

Parameter Estimate (SE) 

Intercepts and slopes  

Mean intercept MTM 2.83 (.05)** 

Mean slope MTM 5.67 (3.35) 

Mean intercept performance 3.20 (.03)** 

Mean slope performance -.77 (1.04) 

  

Correlations  

Slope MTM with intercept MTM 1.47 (.41)** 

Slope performance with intercept  performance -.01 (.03) 

 Slope MTM with intercept performance  .15 (.11) 

Slope performance with intercept MTM -.34 (.15)* 

Slope MTM with Slope performance -.52(.37) 

Intercept MTM with intercept performance  .04 (.02)* 

  

Controls  

Organizational tenure  MTM level  .02 (.00)** 

Gender  MTM level -.02 (.04) 

Salary  MTM level  .08 (.02)** 

FTE  MTM level -.60 (.06)** 

Organizational tenure  performance level -.01 (.00)** 

Gender  performance level  .02 (.02) 

Salary  performance level -.04 (.01)** 

FTE  performance level  .26 (.04)** 

Level MTM  change in performance (γ1)  .33 (.15)* 

Level performance  change in MTM (γ2) -.58 (.73) 

  

Hypotheses tests  

Change in MTM  subsequent change in performance (ξ1) -.71  (.31)* 

Change in performance  subsequent change in MTM (ξ2) 9.95 (1.92)** 

Note. N total = 1875 employees.  

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

 



CHAPTER 2: MTM AND PERFORMANCE 

44 

level was associated with subsequent MTM changes. As shown in Table 2.2, an employee’s 

overall job performance level (i.e., individual performance differences between persons) was 

not significantly related with changes in his or her MTM (γ2 = -.58, p > .10). An employee’s 

MTM level, by contrast, was significantly and positively related to subsequent changes in his 

or her job performance (γ1 = .33, p < .05). Hence, employees who worked in more teams at 

the same time experienced greater increases in performance than employees working in fewer 

teams at the same time. Although we did not explicitly formulate hypotheses for such ‘level-

to-change’ relationships, these additional findings have important implications for the overall 

pattern of linkages between individual MTM and job performance. 

  To illustrate the complex interplay of the various parameters in our overall LCS 

model, Figure 2.2 depicts two exemplary performance trajectories, namely for an employee 

that experienced a constant increase in MTM over time (MTM slope = 1; solid line) and for 

an employee that experienced a constant decrease in MTM (MTM slope = -1; dashed line). 

With the exception of the respective MTM slope differences, all other parameters used to 

generate the predicted trajectories were identical, as reported in Table 2.2 (cf. Grimm et al., 

2012). As shown, both of these exemplary performance trajectories start at the same level but, 

subsequently, develop differential patterns over time. Assuming a constant rate of increasing 

MTM (i.e., MTM increases with 1 at each time point, in addition to the change predicted by 

other parameters in the model), the solid line indicates that, after a brief period of relative 

stability, a marked performance decrease ensued. This reflects the detrimental performance 

effects of a within-person increase in MTM predicted in Hypothesis 1b. Over time, however, 

constant increases in MTM logically result in a relatively high overall MTM level and, as 

illustrated by the sharp performance increase between Years 4 and 5, the positive performance 

effects associated with an individual’s MTM level eventually prevailed over the negative 

effects associated with MTM changes. Assuming a constant rate of decreasing MTM, by 
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contrast, the dashed line in Figure 2.2 indicates an initial performance increase, because the 

observed negative association between changes in MTM and an individual’s job performance 

implies that a decrease in MTM improves individual performance. Eventually, however, the 

relatively low MTM level resulting from continuously decreasing MTM rendered these 

performance gains untenable, as evidenced by the sharp drop in performance after Year 3. 

 

FIGURE 2.2 

Predicted Performance Trajectories for Employees with Constant Increases or 

Decreases in MTM over Time 
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DISCUSSION 

Many of today’s employees are simultaneously involved in more than one team 

(Mortensen et al., 2007; O’Leary et al., 2011a). In the present chapter, we examined the 

dynamic relationship between such multiple team memberships and individual employees’ 

overall job performance, drawing on a five-year longitudinal sample of knowledge workers. 

From a within-person perspective, we found that changes in an employee’s MTM were 

negatively associated with subsequent performance changes, whereas changes in an 

employee’s job performance were positively related with subsequent changes in his or her 

MTM. It appears, therefore, that individual MTM and job performance changes are mutually 

linked with each other in a deviation-counteracting feedback loop (Maruyama, 1963; Sterman, 

2000; Weick, 1979). Moreover, from a between-person perspective, we found that an 

employee’s overall MTM level was positively related with job performance changes, such that 

employees with a greater number of concurrent team memberships may enjoy performance 

advantages. Hence, it is clear that the relationship between individual MTM and job 

performance is highly complex, and an adequate understanding of this linkage requires full 

consideration of its underlying dynamics. The following sections highlight the implications of 

such a dynamic perspective, as reflected in the present findings, for both theory and 

organizational practice. 

Theoretical Implications 

 The present findings make several important contributions to the literature on 

teamwork, in general, and MTM, in particular. The overwhelming majority of the empirical 

research on organizational work teams has focused on stable teams with clear boundaries, 

with individuals conceptualized as members of one particular team (Wageman et al., 2012). In 

reality, however, many teams in modern organizations represent unstable, dynamic entities 

with blurry boundaries (Mortensen, 2014), and individuals often work in multiple teams at the 
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same time (O’Leary et al., 2011a). Accordingly, the present chapter addresses repeated calls 

for research “that analyzes team member time allocation in a more dynamic way, examining 

how members engage and disengage with particular teams over time” (Cummings & Haas, 

2012, p. 338; see also Mathieu, Tannenbaum, Donsbach, & Alliger, 2014; Wageman et al., 

2012). Moving beyond prior team-level performance considerations (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 

2015; Mortensen, 2014), our research illustrates the distinct, reciprocal relationships between 

an individual employee’s concurrent memberships within different teams, on the one hand, 

and his or her overall job performance, on the other. 

 Our findings also help to resolve a puzzle presented by prior theorizing on the 

consequences of MTM for individual job performance. Indeed, conservation of resources 

theory (COR) and social capital theory suggest that there are both potential performance 

benefits (O’Leary et al., 2011a) and detriments (Pluut, Flestea, & Curşeu, 2014) associated 

with MTM. Rather than contradicting each other, our results suggest that COR and social 

capital theory speak to different aspects of the dynamic linkage between individual MTM and 

job performance. Consistent with COR theory, the negative association between changes in 

MTM and subsequent performance changes may reflect the initial depletion of psychological 

resources (cf. Hobfoll, 1988). The positive association between an individual’s MTM level 

and performance changes, however, may reflect longer-term benefits. Indeed, our results 

suggest that initial resource investments (albeit costly) may eventually strengthen an 

employee’s resource base and promote his or her functioning at work (the second principle of 

COR theory; Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Chen, Westman, & Hobfoll, 2015). These longer-term 

effects are in line with social capital theory, which suggests that employees may benefit from 

the interpersonal resources embedded within their social networks once they have developed 

adequate connections with colleagues across various teams (Kwon & Adler, 2014). The 
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present research contributes to the literature by integrating these perspectives using a dynamic 

perspective on relationship between MTM and individual performance. 

 Importantly, these complex results highlight a real risk for incorrect conclusions about 

the MTM-performance association that may arise when neglecting the underlying dynamics. 

It appears that MTM, by itself, is neither harmful nor helpful for an employee’s performance. 

Rather, the costs and benefits of MTM hinge on the time frame under consideration. Whereas 

the process of increasing an employee’s MTM may initially harm his or her job performance, 

high MTM levels may eventually enable substantive performance improvements. It seems 

vital, therefore, to consider individual MTM from a longitudinal perspective that combines 

within-person and between-person approaches, considering both the extent to which an 

employee’s MTM changes over time and an employee’s overall level of MTM. 

  Moreover, our five-year longitudinal data allowed us to examine the directionality of 

the MTM-performance linkage, thus reconciling previous theoretical claims that have 

alternatively cast MTM as an antecedent or as a consequence of an employee’s job 

performance (e.g., Chan, 2014; Cummings & Haas, 2012). Beyond the complex MTM-to-

performance linkages discussed before, our within-person results show that increasing 

performance may subsequently promote an individuals’ MTM as well. So, paradoxically, 

increasing performance may carry within itself the potential of both future performance 

decrements and future performance benefits in MTM settings. 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

  Although our research has several methodological strengths (e.g., five-year 

longitudinal data from a relatively large sample of employees; a MTM measure based on 

objective data), we acknowledge some limitations that should be considered when interpreting 

the results. Our sample consisted of employees from a single organization and cultural 

context, for example, and it therefore seems worthwhile to examine our findings’ 
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generalizability to other organizations, industries, and countries. Furthermore, we used 

supervisory assessments to capture individual employees’ job performance, based on a scale 

developed by the host organization, because objective performance information was not 

available (cf. Bommer, Johnson, Rich, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 1995; Cross & Cummings, 

2004). Although these supervisory assessments had high practical relevance (e.g., providing 

important inputs for decisions about an employee’s remuneration and career progress), future 

research might examine MTM’s relation with alternative and/or more specific (e.g., objective, 

customer-rated, team-member rated) performance measures. 

  Relatedly, our research focused on an employee’s overall job performance, neglecting 

the employee’s differences in performance across teams. It may be worthwhile to control for 

these performance differences in future research. Moreover, future research might extend the 

insights from our study by developing a finer-grained model that explicates the linkage 

between MTM and specific performance dimensions. It is possible, for example, that MTM’s 

performance consequences differ, depending on the job performance dimensions under 

consideration (e.g., efficiency vs. creativity), or that different performance dimensions differ 

in how strongly they impact an employee’s MTM. 

  Furthermore, despite our longitudinal design, causality claims should be regarded with 

caution, in particular because we were not able to study individuals’ MTM and job 

performance from the very beginning of their employment. To more confidently conclude that 

prior performance changes cause changes in an individual’s MTM (or that an employee’s 

MTM causes performance changes), it would be helpful to more comprehensively track the 

formation of an individual’s membership in multiple teams. Certain employees, for example, 

may be specifically hired (e.g., based on certain skills or personality characteristics; LePine & 

Van Dyne, 2001) or trained (e.g., through socialization programs; Chao et al., 1994) to work 

in more than one team at the same time. Hence, their work may be characterized by high 
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MTM levels from the outset, rather than by gradual, performance-induced increases in MTM. 

Furthermore, we used relatively long, one-year intervals to measure both MTM and job 

performance. As such, we may have primarily captured broad, longer-term associations 

between these variables. For a more detailed understanding of the underlying dynamics, 

future research may benefit from examining MTM-performance linkages using shorter time 

intervals.  

 Future research could also examine potential mediating variables in the linkage 

between MTM and individual employees’ performance. Building on COR and social capital 

theory (Hobfoll, 1988; Lin, 1999), we argued that specific social and psychological resources 

may explicate MTM’s performance advantages and disadvantages, yet the present study 

context did not allow us to directly capture these mechanisms. The literature could therefore 

benefit from a further examination of such mediating factors, for example by directly 

investigating the potential resource losses (e.g., lower perceived control; Skinner, 1996) and 

social capital advantages (e.g., increased network centrality; Borgatti & Foster, 2003) 

associated with increasing MTM.  

  Similarly, we did not examine potential boundary conditions for the present 

relationships (beyond the time frame under consideration), and this may be a worthwhile 

subject for future research as well. Specific features of the work situation, such as support 

from colleagues and/or supervisors (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983) or personality traits like 

proactivity (Li et al., 2014) may enable employees to address the challenges and utilize the 

opportunities associated with increasing MTM. Relatedly, it may be useful to study the 

mediating mechanisms that explain how employees respond to increased MTM. Research on 

employees’ coping with stressful work events points to personal growth and resource 

accumulation as potentially relevant mediator variables (e.g., Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; 

Hobfoll, 1988; Updegraff & Taylor, 2000). Investigating such moderating and mediating 
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factors may add more context- and person-specific richness to the longitudinal dynamics 

examined in our study. 

  Finally, MTM’s performance consequences may hinge not only on the number of an 

employee’s concurrent team memberships (i.e., MTM quantity, as captured in the present 

study), but also on qualitative differences between teams (i.e., MTM variety; O’Leary et al., 

2011a, 2011b). Whereas some employees may be concurrent members in similar teams, 

others may be immersed in a greater variety of team contexts (e.g., representing diverse 

organizational areas). The latter employees are exposed to larger variations in social contexts 

and task procedures, potentially aggravating MTM’s performance disadvantages by 

promoting role conflicts and work overload (Kauppila, 2014; Rizzo et al., 1970). On the other 

hand, greater MTM variety might also promote the performance potentials derived from an 

employee’s concurrent team memberships, enabling access to a greater variety of knowledge 

and resources (Vedres & Stark, 2010). Moreover, better performing employees may not only 

become members of a greater number of teams, but might also self-select into more 

challenging and varied team contexts (Hackman & Wageman, 2004) or might be assigned to 

more diverse teams (because these employees may be more attractive for teams across diverse 

departments). Future empirical research that moves beyond the present focus on quantitative 

MTM differences could include such variations in MTM quality to further promote theory 

development in this relatively nascent line of inquiry. 

Practical Implications and Conclusion 

  The complex, dynamic relationship between individual employees’ MTM and overall 

job performance uncovered in our study has important practical implications. Based on our 

findings, managing employees’ MTM to achieve optimal performance appears as a 

challenging task that requires considerable resource investments from both individual 

employees and the organization. As illustrated in Figure 2.2, increasing an employee’s MTM 
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is likely to initially trigger substantial performance detriments. Consequently, employees and 

organizations may be tempted to shy away from such changes, retaining or even reducing an 

employee’s MTM to yield short-term performance benefits. Figure 2.2 also shows, however, 

that increasing MTM may, in the long run, induce pronounced performance gains that may 

outweigh initial downsides. Hence, it seems worthwhile to consider increasing MTM as a 

resource investment that, eventually, result in important performance advantages. Both 

employees and their organization may benefit from accepting the costs of developing an 

employee to increasingly work in MTM settings, enabling them to reap the longer-term 

advantages higher MTM levels entail. 

 For individual employees, this implies that they should view novel team memberships 

as resource investments and maintain their involvement in new, additional teams, even if this 

may initially harm their personal resources and performance potential. Moreover, from an 

organizational perspective, it implies that managers should not hold immediate performance 

losses resulting from increasing MTM against an employee, refraining from organizational 

reprimands and/or premature reduction of the employee’s MTM. By persisting through the 

difficulties that increasing MTM entails, and by actively supporting employees during this 

initial phase (e.g., through coaching or mentoring; Cohen & Hoberman, 1983), organizations 

may eventually achieve a more versatile workforce that can draw from relevant work 

experiences, insights, and social connections across multiple teams to attain superior 

performance levels. 

 Altogether, this chapter contributes to an integrative understanding of an employee’s 

overall performance as both an antecedent and a consequence of his or her MTM, and it 

underlines the importance of a dynamic, longitudinal approach in examining these linkages. 

We hope these findings will stimulate further research on the temporal dynamics of 
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contemporary team memberships, and individual-level MTM in particular, thus helping 

organizations to effectively manage such complex teamwork arrangements.
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CHAPTER 3 

Is Multiple Team Membership a Challenge or a Hindrance for Individual Employees? 

The Moderating Role of Organizational Tenure7 

 

ABSTRACT 

  This chapter builds on the challenge-hindrance stressor framework to investigate the 

potential benefits and disadvantages of multiple team membership (MTM) for individual 

employees. Furthermore, we extend this framework with insights from organizational 

socialization theory to propose that, depending on an employee’s organizational tenure, 

individual MTM will differentially shape his or her perceptions of work challenge and role 

ambiguity, subsequently influencing the employee’s job performance and absenteeism. We 

tested our conceptual model using time-lagged multi-source data from a large organization of 

applied research (N = 1211). Our results demonstrate that, for employees with relatively low 

organizational tenure, MTM was negatively associated with perceived work challenge and 

positively associated with perceived role ambiguity, which in turn associated with lower job 

performance and higher absenteeism. For employees with higher organizational tenure, by 

contrast, MTM associated positively with their work challenge perceptions and subsequent 

performance outcomes, whereas MTM was unrelated with perceived role ambiguity as well as 

absenteeism. These findings offer new theoretical insights into MTM’s positive and negative 

individual-level consequences and identify relevant psychological mechanisms and 

contingency factors in this regard. 

                                                 
7 This chapter is based on van de Brake, H.J., Walter, F., Rink, F.A., & Essens, P.J.M.D., & Van der Vegt, G.S. 

(2017). Is multiple team membership a challenge or a hindrance for individual employees. Academy of 

Management Best Paper Proceedings. 
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  A prominent characteristic of contemporary work is that employees are frequently 

involved in more than one team at the same time (O’Leary, Mortensen, & Woolley, 2011a). 

Research suggests that such multiple team membership (MTM) is increasingly common in a 

wide variety of countries, industries, and occupations (Mortensen & Gardner, 2008; 

Mortensen, Woolley, & O’Leary, 2007). In project-based work settings, for example, parallel 

project teams often share overlapping personnel stock (Zika-Viktorsson, Sundstrom, & 

Engwall, 2006). Similarly, health care professionals often work concurrently in multiple 

patient care teams (Wagner, 2000), and knowledge workers are sometimes involved in nine or 

more concurrent R&D teams (Bertolotti, Mattarelli, Vignoli, & Macrì, 2015). 

  In line with this development, scholarly interest in MTM’s consequences has increased 

during the last decade (O’Leary et al., 2011a; O’Leary, Woolley, & Mortensen, 2011b). Most 

of this research has focused on the organizational and team levels of analysis. Qualitative 

studies have shown, for example, that organizations use MTM to spread “expensive resources 

across teams that don’t need 100% of those resources 100% of the time” (Mortensen & 

Gardner, 2017: 58; see also Mortensen, Woolley, & O’Leary, 2007). Furthermore, social 

network research has found that MTM can promote useful information and knowledge flows 

between simultaneous projects (Vedres & Stark, 2010). Team-level research similarly 

suggests that MTM may associate with more efficient work routines and better opportunities 

for intra-team learning, thus improving a focal team’s performance (e.g., Bertolotti, 

Mattarelli, Vignoli, & Macrì, 2015; Cummings & Haas, 2012). Taken together, these studies 

paint a picture of MTM as highly efficient and effective, and it only seems logical that 

organizations are so eager to adopt this type of work arrangement. 

  Importantly, however, this near-exclusive focus on organizational and team outcomes 

has left us with little insight into how MTM influences an individual employee’s experiences 

and behaviors on the job (for a notable exception, see Pluut, Flestea, & Curşeu, 2014). 
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Complex work phenomena can have markedly different consequences on various levels of 

analysis (see Heck & Thomas, 2015; Hox, Moerbeek & Van de Schoot, 2017), and there are 

good theoretical reasons to believe that MTM comes with important disadvantages (in 

addition to its potential benefits) for individual employees. Some scholars have depicted 

MTM as highly demanding and potentially confusing for individuals (Kauppila, 2014; 

Matthews, Whittaker, Moran, Helsley, & Tejinder, 2012), for example, and these 

psychological stress experiences may invoke unproductive and inefficient work behaviors 

(Podsakoff et al., 2007; LePine et al., 2004). Hence, there appears to be a real risk that MTM 

is acclaimed as an effective organizational practice before its effects on individual employees 

are sufficiently understood. The purpose of this chapter is, therefore, to increase our 

understanding of MTM’s individual-level consequences. 

We draw from the challenge-hindrance stressor framework (LePine, LePine, & 

Jackson, 2004), in particular, to integratively consider both positive and negative perspectives 

on individual MTM. On the one hand, we suggest that MTM may represent a problematic 

type of hindrance stressor that triggers perceptions of role ambiguity (i.e., confusion about 

core responsibilities within and across teams; Rizzo et al., 1970), potentially reducing an 

employee’s job performance and increasing his or her absenteeism. On the other hand, we 

draw from exploratory work by Mortensen et al. (2007) to propose that employees may also 

perceive MTM as interesting and psychologically rewarding, possibly triggering work 

challenge perceptions (i.e., perceived opportunities for personal growth and gain at work; 

LePine et al., 2004) that may strengthen an employee’s job performance and decrease his or 

her absenteeism. 

  Further, beyond demonstrating that individual MTM may go along with both 

beneficial and detrimental implications, we aim to illustrate when employees are most likely 

to perceive MTM as either a challenge or a hindrance and, thus, when employees may exhibit 
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productive or counterproductive reactions. By itself, the challenge-hindrance framework 

cannot sufficiently explicate the boundary conditions that may elicit either of these 

countervailing consequences of MTM. We therefore integrate this framework with insights 

from organizational socialization theory (Fisher, 1986; Louis, 1980), which appears 

particularly useful in explaining employees’ diverse stress responses to higher MTM. This 

conceptual perspective highlights the processes by which employees adjust to their 

(concurrent) work roles and task requirements (Biddle, 1986; Chao, O’Leary-Kelly, Wolf, 

Klein, & Gardner, 1994). It suggests that employees with longer, more elaborate experience 

within the organization respond differently to demanding work practices than employees who 

are relatively new to the organization and, thus, are less familiar with the organization’s work 

processes, implicit norms, and interpersonal settings (McDaniel, Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988; 

Ng & Feldman, 2011). On this basis, we predict that the prevalence of MTM’s positive or 

negative consequences critically depends on an individual employee’s organizational tenure 

(i.e., the amount of time that an employee has worked within the organization; Quińones, 

Ford, & Teachout, 1995). 

We empirically test these predictions using time-lagged multi-source data from a large 

organization in the Netherlands, comprising 1211 knowledge workers with differing degrees 

of MTM. In doing so, our research strives to make several contributions. It adds to the 

growing MTM literature by supplementing existing organization-level and team-level studies 

with a distinct individual-level perspective that provides new insights into the possible ‘dark 

side’ of this work practice. Potentially counteracting MTM’s productivity advantages at the 

organizational and team levels, we illustrate that working in a multi-team environment can 

diminish an individual employee’s job performance and increase his or her absenteeism. 

Moreover, this study responds to recent calls for research on the “process variables and 

contingency factors” that give more insight into MTM’s potentially positive and negative 
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consequences for individual employees (Pluut et al., 2013: 345; see also Van de Brake, 

Walter, Rink, Essens, & van der Vegt, 2018). In doing so, this investigation enriches the 

existing theory on individual MTM by explicating both why MTM may be detrimental for an 

employee’s work outcomes (introducing an employee’s challenge and hindrance perceptions 

as key psychological mechanisms) and when these specific consequences are most likely to 

unfold (highlighting an employee’s organizational tenure as a key boundary condition). 

Together, this advances a more complete picture of the role of MTM as an important and 

increasingly popular type of work arrangement in modern organizations. 

 

FIGURE 3.1 

Conceptual Model and Study Design 
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THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

 Most prior research has conceptualized MTM as a team-level construct, representing 

the extent to which a focal team’s members are also members of other teams (Bertolotti et al., 

2015; Mortensen, 2014). Following Pluut et al. (2014), we depart from this team-level 

conceptualization and cast MTM as an individual-level construct that indicates the extent to 

which an employee is a member of more than one team at the same time. Such individual 

MTM is formally defined as an employee’s number of simultaneous and active team 

memberships, as reflected in the number of teams to which he or she allocates working time 

within a certain period (e.g., per week; O’Leary et al., 2011a). With higher MTM, an 

individual employee spreads his or her working time across a greater number of teams within 

the respective period, whereas employees with lower MTM focus their working time on a 

smaller number of concurrent teams. We note that this definition excludes ‘inactive’ teams to 

which employees do not dedicate at least some of their working time (e.g., temporarily 

discontinued teams), such that it only covers teams that are directly relevant for an 

individual’s work (Pluut et al., 2014). 

A Challenge-Hindrance Perspective on MTM 

The challenge-hindrance framework is based on the transactional theory of stress 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), and it posits that employees’ stress responses towards complex 

and demanding work arrangements (like MTM) depend on their appraisal of the respective 

situation (LePine et al., 2005; Podsakoff et al., 2007). When a work practice is appraised as a 

challenge, it is seen as something that offers the potential for personal gain (e.g., task mastery, 

learning, personal growth), and can be dealt with through persistence and increased work 

effort. When a work situation is appraised as a hindrance, by contrast, it is seen as threatening 

and harmful, invoking negative stress responses that may hinder an employee’s goal 

attainment. Moreover, it is important to note that recent theory and research on the challenge-
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hindrance framework suggests there is considerable variation among individual employees in 

how they perceive and respond to the same work situations and arrangements (LePine, Zhang, 

Crawford, & Rich, 2016; Ozer, Chang, & Schaubroeck, 2014). A situation perceived as a 

challenge by some individuals may be seen as a hindrance by others, depending for example 

on the respective individuals’ characteristics and job contexts (Webster, Beehr, & Love, 

2011). 

We believe such differential reactions are particularly likely for individual employees’ 

MTM. As noted before, complex work arrangements like MTM can offer the potential for 

mastery and gains in professional development (Mortensen et al., 2007), but they 

simultaneously offer the potential for increased role ambiguity and unclear job demands 

(Pluut et al., 2014). Hence, we cast MTM as both a potential challenge stressor (i.e., a source 

of positive work challenge perceptions) and a potential hindrance stressor (i.e., a source of 

role ambiguity) for individual employees. Subsequently, we extend this challenge-hindrance 

perspective with insights from the organizational socialization literature to argue that 

employees’ respective MTM appraisals hinge on their prior experiences within the 

organization. 

Individual MTM as a Challenge 

MTM and work challenge perceptions. The challenge-hindrance literature postulates 

that employees are most likely to appraise a stressful situation as a positive challenge when 

they perceive the respective task requirements (a) as difficult but manageable and (b) as 

offering the potential for personal growth or gain (LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005). 

Following this rationale, there are two important reasons why individual MTM may increase 

an employee’s work challenge perceptions. 

  First, work arrangements with high MTM are highly complex, because they require 

individual employees to divide their attention and efforts across diverse team and task 
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contexts (O’Leary et al., 2011a, 2011b; Pluut et al., 2015). Although this may increase an 

employee’s perceived work difficulty (Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2006), research suggests that 

employees can learn how to be successful in managing their MTM demands over time (Van 

de Brake et al., 2018). An in-depth qualitative study among 13 employees concurrently 

involved in multiple teams, for example, found that employees developed more efficient task 

and time management practices to ease the difficulties associated with multi-teaming 

(Mortensen et al., 2007). Moreover, research by LePine et al. (2004) suggests that individuals 

working on a greater number of simultaneous projects increased their work effort to meet 

multiple concurrent task demands. Thus, employees may often be able to employ various 

effective strategies to successfully manage the potential difficulties associated with MTM, 

resulting in positive work challenge perceptions (Mortensen et al., 2007). Employees with 

lower MTM, by contrast, do not need to increase their efficiency or effort to manage resulting 

task demands and difficulties, and they may experience their work as less challenging. 

 Second, higher MTM may promote an employee’s potential for personal growth and 

gain. Employees with high MTM generally occupy boundary spanning roles that allow them 

to be immersed in and connect various separate teams (Vedres & Stark, 2010). Research has 

shown that individuals in such roles are in a unique position to gather information and 

support, exercise influence, and coordinate activities across multiple parts in the organization 

(Burt, 1992; Aldrich & Herker, 1977). Hence, higher MTM may offer superior access to 

organizational resources for individual employees. Moreover, being concurrently involved in 

many different teams may signal that an employee’s expertise is desired and valued across a 

relatively large number of tasks and projects (Cummings & Haas, 2012). Employees with 

high MTM may, therefore, perceive that their work is highly important to the success of the 

organization as a whole, with their jobs offering relevant opportunities for growth and 

development (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). By contrast, it is clear that employees with lower 
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MTM may find it more difficult (a) to directly access diverse teams’ resources and (b) to 

perceive their jobs as contributing to broader organizational goal achievement (i.e., beyond 

the confines of their immediate, relatively limited work environment). As such, these latter 

individuals are less likely to experience challenging opportunities for personal gain and 

growth at work, as compared with employees in high-MTM arrangements. Hence: 

Hypothesis 1. An employee’s multiple team membership is positively related to his or 

her work challenge perceptions. 

  Organizational tenure and the MTM – work challenge linkage. As indicated earlier, 

recent research on the challenge-hindrance framework strongly suggests that individuals 

differ in how they appraise a specific work situation (Ozer, Chang, & Schaubroeck, 2014; 

Webster, Beehr & Love, 2011). Hence, although we believe MTM has the potential to elicit 

positive work challenge perceptions, it seems likely that this potential is not equally realized 

among all employees. Scholars have long argued, in this regard, that an individual’s stress 

responses to features of the work environment critically hinge on his or her organizational 

experience (Katz, 1978; Kozlowski & Hults, 1986). Building on this broad notion, we 

integrate our previous reasoning, as drawn from the challenge-hindrance literature, with 

insights from organizational socialization theory to cast an employee’s organizational tenure 

as a key moderating factor in the linkage between individual MTM and work challenge 

perceptions. 

Organizational socialization theory (Louis, 1980) posits that longer organizational 

experience (i.e., higher organizational tenure) promotes familiarity with co-workers, 

supervisors, and clients and enhances an employee’s understanding of the organization’s work 

processes as well as its implicit norms and values (Bauer et al., 2007; Gregersen, 1993). In 

other words, employees with higher organizational tenure are typically more knowledgeable 

about the organization than those with lower tenure (Ng & Feldman, 2011; Sturman, 2003). 
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The type of knowledge gained with increasing organizational tenure may be particularly 

relevant in the context of MTM, because it may strengthen an employee’s ability to work on 

multiple and varied tasks within the organization and to participate in complex collaborative 

work arrangements (Louis, 1980; Jones, 1986). On this basis, we argue that employees with 

higher organizational tenure are especially likely to appraise high-MTM situations as 

difficult-yet-manageable and as an opportunity for personal growth and gain, such that MTM 

should primarily trigger work challenge perceptions among employees with higher (but not 

lower) organizational tenure. 

  Employees with relatively high organizational tenure, on the one hand, can rely on 

considerable work experiences specific to the organization, and they should benefit from 

intimate knowledge of relevant procedures, requirements, and constraints (Moreland & 

Levine, 1982). Moreover, high-tenure employees are likely to have developed the necessary 

skills for effectively handling divergent and complex tasks across different parts of the 

organization over time, because of their extensive experience with various, organization-

specific task requirements, people, and goals and values (Chao et al., 1994). As such, these 

employees should be rather well equipped to successfully manage the specific demands 

associated with high MTM. In fact, higher MTM may offer unique growth opportunities for 

employees with higher organizational tenure, enabling them to fruitfully apply the detailed 

knowledge gained during their prolonged organizational socialization, to further develop their 

respective skills, and to break away from established routines and venture into novel tasks and 

work contexts. Consequently, we anticipate that employees with relatively high tenure in the 

organization will react particularly favorably toward high-MTM settings, perceiving their 

work as more challenging when their individual MTM is more rather than less pronounced. 

Employees with shorter organizational tenure, on the other hand, typically have had 

fewer opportunities to build relevant knowledge within their organization (Moreland & 
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Levine, 1982). These relatively inexperienced employees may be less familiar, in particular, 

with relevant work processes and regulations, and they may still be in the process of learning 

how to best accomplish their tasks (Kozlowski & Hults, 1986). Accordingly, we anticipate 

that employees with lower organizational tenure may perceive their jobs as relatively 

challenging, even when their work domain remains limited to only one or a few teams (i.e., 

with low MTM). In fact, when employees have to spread their work efforts across multiple 

simultaneous teams in this situation, they may feel overburdened by the associated difficulties 

and unable to effectively manage these increased demands. Hence, high MTM is unlikely to 

represent a positive and challenging growth opportunity for these employees. In sum, we 

therefore propose: 

Hypothesis 2. Organizational tenure moderates the positive relationship between an 

employee’s multiple team membership and his or her work challenge perceptions. 

This relationship is only significant among employees with higher (rather than 

lower) organizational tenure. 

Downstream consequences of individual MTM and work challenge perceptions.   

  Extending our prior argumentation, we propose that an individual employee’s MTM 

will indirectly relate with his or her tangible work behaviors, via the employee’s work 

challenge perceptions. When work circumstances offer opportunities for personal growth and 

career progress, in particular, employees are typically motivated to work hard and improve 

their skills (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Nicholls, 1984). Accordingly, research has shown 

that appraising a work situation as challenging increases employees’ effort and productivity 

(Podsakoff et al., 2007), and, thus, positively relates with individual employees’ job 
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performance (Amabile et al., 1996).8 Employees in less challenging task environments, by 

contrast, are generally less inclined to exert effort and improve their expertise and 

productivity, thus lowering these employee’s performance levels (LePine et al., 2005). 

  Moreover, research suggests that work challenge perceptions may negatively relate 

with employees’ absenteeism. When individual employees perceive their work as favorable 

and interesting, they may try to avoid absenteeism whenever possible because they are highly 

motivated to invest time and energy into their job (LePine et al., 2005). Employees may be 

more willing to appear at work, then, even when they suffer from minor indispositions 

(Michie, Watson, & Pennebaker, 1989). In addition, positive work experiences tend to buffer 

feelings of anxiety and depression, which are known to promote absenteeism (Wedegaertner 

et al., 2013). Hence, individual employees with higher work challenge perceptions may 

perceive their work as more pleasant and engaging than employees with lower challenge 

perceptions, reducing absenteeism among the former group of employees. 

Combined with the reasoning leading up to Hypothesis 1, these arguments cast work 

challenge perceptions as an important psychological mechanism that links an individual 

employee’s MTM with his or her increased job performance and reduced absenteeism. 

Moreover, our rationale for Hypothesis 2 suggests that the positive linkage between MTM 

and perceived work challenge only exists among employees with higher rather than lower 

organizational tenure. Logically, then, we would also expect the indirect linkages between 

MTM and job performance as well as absenteeism, as transferred by an employee’s challenge 

perceptions, to be positive (negative) among employees with higher rather than lower tenure 

(i.e., a pattern of mediated moderation; Preacher, Curran, & Bauer, 2006). 

                                                 
8 We note that work challenge perceptions may come with some downsides as well. Meta-analytical evidence 

suggests, for example, that challenge stressors are associated with individuals’ job strain (LePine et al., 2005; 

Podsakoff et al., 2007). Ultimately, however, the benefits of perceived work challenges appear to outweigh their 

potential downsides, as the respective meta-analyses have found effects of challenge stressors on individual 

employee’s work performance and withdrawal to be positive and negative, respectively. 
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Hypothesis 3a. An employee’s MTM is indirectly and positively related to his or her 

job performance, through work challenge perceptions. This relationship is only 

significant among employees with higher (rather than lower) organizational tenure. 

Hypothesis 3b. An employee’s MTM is indirectly and negatively related to his or her 

absenteeism, through work challenge perceptions. This relationship is only significant 

among employees with higher (rather than lower) organizational tenure. 

Individual MTM as a Hindrance 

MTM and work role ambiguity. So far, we have argued that employees (at least with 

relatively high organizational tenure) may appraise their individual MTM as a favorable 

challenge stressor that, consequently, relates positively with their job performance and 

negatively with their absenteeism. Nevertheless, there are good reasons to also expect that 

employees may perceive high MTM as a type of hindrance stressor, with detrimental 

implications for their work behaviors and outcomes. Scholars have noted, in particular, that 

relatively high MTM may cause employees to experience confusion about their core 

responsibilities on the job, the value of their work efforts, and the consequences of their 

actions (Kauppila, 2014; Pluut et al., 2014; Van de Brake et al., 2018). A number of studies 

have demonstrated that such role ambiguities are among the most important sources of 

hindrance stress perceptions (LePine, Podsakoff & LePine, 2005; Podsakoff, LePine & 

LePine, 2007). In the following, we will examine individual MTM as a potential trigger of an 

employee’s perceived role ambiguity. 

 Specifically, employees who are involved in multiple teams at the same time 

cooperate with numerous supervisors and coworkers across diverse team contexts, and they 

must handle a relatively large number of different task and interpersonal requirements 

(Mortensen et al., 2007; O’Leary et al., 2011a). As a result, it may be difficult for these 

employees to fully understand the expectations associated with each of their multiple team 
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roles. Adding to these problems, high MTM curtails the time an employee can spend within 

any given team (O’Leary et al., 2011a). Employees with higher MTM, therefore, have fewer 

opportunities to get acquainted with their diverse supervisors’ and teammates’ expertise, 

expectations, and social characteristics (Mortensen, 2014), and with the specific languages, 

assumptions, and work values associated with working in each of their teams (Biddle, 2013; 

Chao, O'Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner, 1994). Hence, employees who are 

concurrently involved in many different teams may lack critical knowledge about how to 

enact and evaluate their multiple work roles (Kauppila, 2014; Kramer, 2009). These 

employees may find it difficult, therefore, to comprehend and adequately prioritize their 

specific tasks, responsibilities, and opportunities in each of their teams (Biddle, 2013; 

Hughes, 2001; Sundstrom, DeMeuse, & Futrell, 1990). By contrast, employees concurrently 

involved in only one or a few teams may find it easier to grasp these issues because (a) they 

are confronted with less diversity in their task and social requirements at work and (b) they 

can spend a greater share of their working time to familiarize themselves with their specific 

job responsibilities (Mortensen, 2014). Hence: 

  Hypothesis 4. An employee’s multiple team membership is positively related to his or  

  her perceived role ambiguity. 

  Organizational tenure and the MTM – role ambiguity linkage. Again, we build on 

organizational socialization theory (Louis, 1980) to suggest that an employee’s tenure with 

the organization may represent a key contingency factor for the relationship between 

individual MTM and perceived role ambiguity. Employees with higher organizational tenure, 

on the one hand, have had ample opportunity to ‘learn the ropes’ within their organization by 

cooperating with a relatively large number of colleagues, supervisors, and/or subordinates 

over time (Louis, 1980). Therefore, even in complex work settings with high MTM, high-

tenure employees may be in a good position to correctly understand their multiple tasks and 
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responsibilities and prioritize their actions accordingly (Chao et al., 1994; Weick, Sutcliffe, & 

Obstfeld, 2005). Moreover, high-tenure employees should be familiar with organization-wide 

interaction norms (e.g., resulting from organizational culture; Ferris, Liden, Munyon, 

Summers, Basik, & Buckley, 2009), due to their intense and prolonged socialization within 

the organization. As such, they may be able to grasp and integrate multiple teams’ role 

expectations with relative ease, buffering MTM’s potentially detrimental consequences for 

perceived role ambiguity among these individuals. 

  Employees with shorter organizational tenure, on the other hand, have had less time 

for thorough socialization into the organization and, thus, they should be less familiar with the 

organization’s culture, regulations, and procedures for task accomplishment (Sawyer, 1992). 

Consequently, these employees may find it difficult to adapt to and prioritize multiple 

simultaneous teams’ demands and activities, particularly when they can only spend relatively 

small amounts of their working time within each team (as is common with pronounced MTM; 

O’Leary et al., 2011b). When faced with high MTM, these employees may be unable to 

recognize potential synergies between their tasks across different teams (O’Leary, 2011a) and 

to fully understand their diverse supervisors’ and teammates’ expertise and social 

expectations. Consequently, we anticipate that higher MTM will trigger pronounced role 

ambiguity perceptions for employees with relatively low organizational tenure. In sum, we 

propose: 

  Hypothesis 5. Organizational tenure moderates the positive relationship between an   

  employee’s multiple team membership and his or her perceived role ambiguity. This  

  relationship is only significant among employees with lower (rather than higher)  

  organizational tenure. 

  Downstream consequences of individual MTM and role ambiguity. By promoting 

perceptions of role ambiguity, we anticipate that the potentially negative consequences of 
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individual MTM may extend toward an employee’s relevant work behaviors (i.e., job 

performance and absenteeism). Meta-analytic evidence suggests, accordingly, that role 

ambiguity hinders employees’ ability to comprehend their task demands and meet 

performance expectations, thereby decreasing employees’ performance on the job (LePine, 

Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005; Moreau et al., 2004; Tubre & Collins, 1985). Moreover, research 

has shown that role ambiguity consistently relates to individuals’ depression, burnout, and 

lowered job satisfaction (e.g., Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Schmidt et al., 2014). Hence, role 

ambiguity may trigger a number of negative attitudes and unpleasant experiences at work, 

reducing an employee’s motivation to invest effort into his or her job and, thus, diminishing 

his or her efficiency and effectiveness. 

  Similarly, prior studies have repeatedly shown positive associations between an 

employee’s perceived role ambiguity and his or her absenteeism (Michie et al., 1989; 

Williams, 2003). Because high role ambiguity represents an important hindrance stressor 

(Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970), individuals tend to withdraw from their work to avoid the 

strain associated with such experiences (Biddle, 2013; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

Furthermore, the type of continuous and prolonged stress experience originating from role 

ambiguity has been shown to impose extensive psychological and physiological demands that 

can cause severe health complaints, ultimately preventing the respective employees’ regular 

work attendance (Michie et al., 1989; Selye, 2013). Hence, we anticipate that an employee’s 

perceptions of role ambiguity are positively related to his or her absenteeism levels. 

 Integrating this argumentation with the previous hypotheses points toward a pattern of 

conditional indirect relationships that emphasizes a potentially problematic side of MTM. 

Combined with our reasoning for Hypothesis 4, in particular, the present rationale suggests a 

negative indirect relationship between an individual employee’s MTM and his or her job 

performance, and a positive indirect relationship between MTM and absenteeism, with role 
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ambiguity representing a key mediating mechanism. Furthermore, as noted in Hypothesis 5, 

the positive MTM-role ambiguity linkage should only apply for employees with relatively 

low (but not relatively high) organizational tenure. Logically, then, organizational tenure 

should also moderate the indirect MTM-job performance and MTM-absenteeism linkages, 

through perceived role ambiguity. We, therefore, suggest: 

  Hypothesis 6a. An employee’s MTM is indirectly and negatively related to his or her  

  job performance, through perceived role ambiguity. This relationship is only  

  significant among employees with lower (rather than higher) organizational tenure. 

  Hypothesis 6b. An employee’s MTM is indirectly and positively related to his or her  

  absenteeism, through perceived role ambiguity. This relationship is only significant  

  among employees with lower (rather than higher) organizational tenure. 

METHOD 

Data and Study Design 

 We tested our predictions using time-lagged multi-source data from a large 

organization in the Netherlands that conducts applied contract research in a wide variety of 

knowledge areas (e.g., defense, engineering, transportation, organizational innovation). Work 

in this organization is primarily structured in team-based projects that are formed around 

specific research assignments and generally last between 6 and 24 months. A project team 

typically comprises between 2 and 25 employees, and individual employees participate in 

around 5 to 25 projects per year. This provided a viable context for examining our conceptual 

model. 

 We drew from archival sources (including organizational human resource records and 

survey data) to measure the focal study variables. In particular, the organization provided 

detailed information on all employees’ weekly work-hours. Employees were obliged to 

digitally register the time they had spent working on different project teams on a weekly basis 
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to determine project costs, billable hours, and capacity utilization. As outlined below, we used 

these work time registrations to measure MTM. Similarly, individual employees’ job 

performance assessments and absenteeism information were available through the 

organization’s digital human resource management system. Additionally, we drew on 

available data from the host organization’s bi-annual employee satisfaction survey to capture 

employees’ work challenge and role ambiguity perceptions. And finally, we obtained 

employees’ demographic information (including organizational tenure) from the host 

organization’s department of human resources. 

  Consistent with prior research (e.g., Arjas & Parner, 2004; Shin & Konrad, 2014), we 

gauged MTM at an earlier time point to predict the mediators and outcomes at later points in 

time. Specifically, we operationalized MTM using work hour registrations from the first three 

quarters of 2010, whereas perceptions of work challenge and role ambiguity were captured 

using the employee satisfaction survey the host organization had conducted in the final 

quarter of 2010. Finally, an employee’s job performance was rated by his or her supervisor in 

the beginning of 2011 (referring to performance during 2010), and absenteeism was tracked 

over the course of 2011. 

Sample 

    We obtained data for all 1706 research employees that had worked for the 

organization during the study period (i.e., 2010-2011). These employees’ jobs were 

knowledge-intensive (e.g., software development, civil engineering, policy analysis) and 

highly collaborative because tasks were performed within interdependent project teams. After 

omitting individuals that had not responded to the organization’s employee satisfaction 

survey, we retained a usable sample of 1211 employees (effective response rate = 71%). 

  Respondents in our final sample were mostly male (73%), their average age was 42 

years (SD = 10 years), and they had worked at the organization for an average of 11 years 
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(SD = 9.5 years). Most of these employees were employed fulltime (average working time = 

.94 full-time equivalents), and 87% had permanent working contracts with the host 

organization. On average, employees worked on 15 projects per year. This illustrates that 

MTM was highly common in this organization, with almost all of the employees in our final 

sample (98%) working on more than one project per week at some time during the study 

period. 

Measures 

  Multiple team membership. Consistent with prior research, we defined individual 

MTM as the number of concurrent teams to which an employee allocated working time within 

a certain period (O’Leary, 2011, 2011b; Pluut et al., 2014). Specifically, we used employees’ 

weekly work hour registrations to capture the number of teams in which an employee was 

involved during any given week. To operationalize an individual’s MTM, we averaged these 

measures across the first three quarters of 2010. We omitted projects with less than 3 

members to exclude individual-based work and dyadic (rather than team) cooperation 

(Sundstrom, DeMeuse, & Futrell, 1990).9 On average, the employees in our sample 

distributed their working time across 2.92 teams per week during the study period, ranging 

from a low of 0.05 teams to a high of 9.96 teams per week.  

 Work challenge. We used three items from the organization’s employee satisfaction 

survey to measure perceived work challenge. Employees rated, on a scale from 1 (low) to 10 

(high), their satisfaction with “the amount of challenge in your work”, “the extent to which 

your work is useful” and “the extent to which you can use your creativity in your work”. 

Cronbach’s alpha was .81. We note that these items closely mirror prior definitions of work 

                                                 
9 The full dataset contained 5529 projects, reflecting 17794 person-project observations (i.e., individual 

employees working on distinct projects). We omitted 1432 projects that did not fit our team definition (i.e., with 

fewer than three members). Importantly, these projects only accounted for 1635 person-project observations (i.e., 

about 9% of the person-project observations used to create our MTM measure). Moreover, we note that 

supplementary analyses based on an MTM measure that included all available projects yielded virtually identical 

results and conclusions, as compared with the findings reported in the following. 
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challenge. Amabile et al. (1996: 1166), for example, define work challenge as “a sense of 

having to work hard on challenging tasks and important projects”. Furthermore, we conducted 

a separate validation study to establish the viability of the present measure (see Appendix). 

  Role ambiguity. We used three additional items from the organization’s employee 

satisfaction survey to capture perceived role ambiguity. On a scale from 1 (low) to 10 (high), 

employees were asked to rate how satisfied they were with “the extent to which I know what 

is expected of me”, “the extent to which I have a clear understanding of what is going on in 

the organization”, and “the extent to which it is clear how my performance is evaluated”. 

These items closely resemble items from existing role ambiguity measures (e.g., Rizzo et al., 

1970; see Appendix for validity information). Cronbach’s alpha was .72. We reverse coded all 

items, so that higher scores indicate greater role ambiguity. 

Organizational tenure. We used the number of years an employee had worked for the 

organization to measure organizational tenure (Ng & Feldman, 2011). 

Job performance. At the beginning of each year, the host organization’s human 

resource management system requires department-level supervisors to assess each of their 

direct reports’ overall job performance during the past year. Consistent with prior research 

(e.g., Bommer, Johnson, Rich, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 1995; Cross & Cummings, 2004), 

we used these formal appraisal scores to capture employees’ job performance levels. 

Supervisors were asked to base their respective evaluations on (1) feedback provided by 

project leaders about the quality and innovativeness of an employee’s respective output, (2) 

the supervisor’s own assessment of an employee’s overall functioning, and (3) annual peer-

assessments by direct colleagues and/or customers (if available). A standardized evaluation 

form was used to assess each individual with an overall performance rating on a five-point 

scale, with 1 representing the worst possible evaluation (i.e., a substantial need for 

improvement) and 5 indicating the best possible evaluation (i.e., highly effective and well-
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functioning). The appraisal outcomes had direct practical relevance for the employees in our 

sample as the organization used these scores, in part, to determine employees’ salary 

increases and promotions. 

Absenteeism. To operationalize absenteeism, we used an individual employee’s total 

number of sick leave hours during the year 2011, as registered in the organization’s digital 

human resource management system (cf. Van Poppel et al., 2011).10 

Control variables. Research on MTM, absenteeism, and job performance suggests that 

several control variables should be considered in the present investigation. Female and older 

employees, for example, tend to have slightly higher absenteeism levels and may be subject to 

biased performance evaluations (Linton, Hellsing, & Halldén, 1998; Mobley, 1982). Because 

age was highly correlated with organizational tenure (r = .74, p <. 01), however, we did not 

include age in our hypotheses tests to avoid multicollinearity problems (Grewal, Cote, & 

Baumgartner, 2004) – although we note, parenthetically, that all subsequent results remained 

robust when age was included. Additionally, we controlled for individuals’ general workload, 

as measured through an employee’s overall contractual working time (in full-time equivalents 

[FTE]), because employees with higher workloads (a) may be involved in a greater number of 

teams and (b) typically have higher absenteeism levels (Rotchford & Roberts, 1982). 

Following Becker’s (2005) recommendations, we repeated all hypotheses tests both with and 

without the control variables, and we note that the results and conclusions remained virtually 

identical across these analyses, supporting the robustness of our findings. 

Data Analyses 

  We used structural equation modeling in Mplus version 7.31 (Muthén & Muthén, 

                                                 
10 We repeated all hypotheses tests with various alternative operationalizations of absenteeism to explore our 

findings’ robustness (e.g., the number of absenteeism hours in the first three, six, and nine months of 2011, 

rather than the full year). These additional analyses all yielded similar parameter estimates and significance 

levels. We therefore decided to report results based on the annual number of absenteeism hours because this 

measure had the lowest number of excess zeros (Cameron & Trivedi, 1998). 
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1998) to examine the hypothesized relationships, as depicted in Figure 3.1, with perceived 

work challenge and role ambiguity as three-item latent constructs. We employed two 

estimation procedures (in the same structural equation model) to test the hypotheses. When 

examining perceived work challenge, role ambiguity, and job performance as dependent 

variables (Hypotheses 1-3a and 4-6a), we used an ordinary regression estimator. When 

examining absenteeism as a dependent variable (Hypotheses 3b and 6b), however, a different 

analytical approach was necessary. As is typical for count data, the absenteeism variable had a 

non-normal and zero-inflated distribution (i.e., 376 of 1211 employees had not been absent 

during the study period), thus violating normality assumptions (Cameron & Trivedi, 1998). In 

line with prior absenteeism studies (e.g., Johns & Hajj, 2015), we therefore used a zero-

inflated negative binomial estimator when examining this dependent variable (Cameron 

& Trivedi, 1998; Hilbe, 2011). 

Usable job performance information was available for 1156 of the 1211 individuals in 

our sample. We used full-information maximum likelihood estimation to handle missing data, 

because scholars have shown this procedure to result in more accurate parameter estimates 

and standard errors (as compared to listwise deletion; Enders & Bandalos, 2001). 

  Because individual employees worked within departments, our data had a nested 

structure. To assess the extent to which this may affect our estimates, we calculated intraclass 

correlation coefficients (ICC1) for each dependent variable (ICC1perceived work challenge = .04, p < 

.05; ICC1perceived role ambiguity = .06, p < .05; ICC1job performance = .07, p < .05; ICC1absenteeism = .02, 

p > .05; Heck & Thomas, 2015). As shown, these ICCs were relatively low, indicating that an 

individual’s membership in a specific department only had a small influence on the respective 

variables. Nevertheless, we took several steps to ensure that these nesting patterns did not bias 

our results. First, we attempted to estimate a multilevel structural equation model with 

random intercepts (on the department level) for the variables that had a significant ICC. This 
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multilevel structural equation model did not converge due to the large number of estimated 

parameters (see Cameron & Trivedi, 1998; Vittinghoff & McCulloch, 2007). We therefore 

estimated separate multilevel models for each dependent variable. This allowed us to compare 

the direct effects estimates between ordinary and multilevel models (although we could not 

examine indirect effects within these separate models; Muthén & Muthén, 1998). In addition, 

we examined our complete structural equation model with group-mean-centered work 

challenge, role ambiguity, and job performance scores – a procedure that removes the 

statistical dependence in the data by subtracting the department average from each individual 

score (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998). Importantly, the alternative models produced virtually 

identical estimates, as compared to those from the ordinary structural equation model. To 

reduce the complexity of the analyses, we therefore report ordinary structural equation 

modeling results in the following. 

  Finally, to assess the conditional indirect associations predicted in our model, we 

calculated the respective indirect relationships between MTM, job performance, and 

absenteeism through perceived work challenge (Hypotheses 3a and 3b) and perceived role 

ambiguity (Hypotheses 6a and 6b) at both higher (+1SD) and lower (-1SD) levels of 

organizational tenure, using 10,000 bootstrap samples to estimate associated 95% confidence 

intervals (cf. Hayes, 2009). We standardized all independent variables (i.e., MTM, tenure, and 

all control variables) to facilitate interpretation of the coefficients (Grewal, Cote, & 

Baumgartner, 2004). 

RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Table 3.1 presents means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations for all study 

variables. As shown, MTM was positively related to organizational tenure (r = .08; p <. 01). 

Importantly, however, exploratory analyses indicated that MTM was similarly common 
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among both low-tenure and high-tenure employees in our sample (for employees with less 

than one year of organizational tenure, M = 2.03; for employees with average tenure, M = 

2.88; for employees with more than 10 years of organizational tenure, M = 3.09). 
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TABLE 3.1  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Coefficients 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Workload (FTE)  94.39 11.61        

2. Gender (Female = 0, Male = 1) .73 .44  .25**       

3. Tenure  10.84 9.53  .03  .23**      

4. MTM 2.92 1.25 

 

 .05  .00  .08**     

5. Work challenge  7.55 1.11 -.01  .02 -.02 -.03    

6. Role ambiguity  4.01 1.38  .07*  .04  .01  .09** -.42**   

7. Job performance 3.37 .62 .14** -.05 -.24**  .03  .20**  -.19**  

8. Absenteeism  54.13 143.93  .03 -.03  .07* -.01  -.04  .06 -.10** 

Note. N = 1156 – 1211 individuals. 

* p < .05.  ** p < .01. 
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Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

We conducted confirmatory factor analyses using Mplus to examine the convergent 

and discriminant validity of the items used to measure perceived work challenge and role 

ambiguity. A two-factor model with separate latent factors for work challenge and role 

ambiguity perceptions provided adequate fit to the data (χ2 = 38.24, df = 8, p <. 01; RMSEA = 

.06, CFI = .98, SRMR= .03) and provided significantly better fit than a single-factor model 

(χ2
difference = 338.40, dfdifference = 1, p <. 01; cf. Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

Hypotheses Testing 

As shown in Table 3.2, we found no support for the positive association between an 

employee’s MTM and perceived work challenge suggested in Hypothesis 1 (B = -.02, SE = 

.04, p >. 10). Furthermore, although the interactive relationship of individuals’ MTM and 

organizational tenure with perceived work challenge was significant (B = .10, SE = .04, p <. 

01), the respective interaction pattern did not fully match our prediction in Hypothesis 2. As 

shown in Figure 3.2, the linkage between MTM and challenge perceptions was positive 

among employees with higher organizational tenure, but this linkage only reached marginal 

significance at 1 SD above the mean value of organizational tenure (at +1 SD: simple slope = 

.08, p <. 10, 95% CI = -.01 to .18). We further examined this interactive relationship using a 

regions-of-significance approach (i.e., the Johnson-Neyman technique; Preacher et al., 2006). 

These additional analyses revealed that the positive relationship between MTM and work 

challenge perceptions reached conventional significance levels at any value of organizational 

tenure greater than 1.30 SD above the mean (at +1.30 SD: simple slope = .11, 95% CI = .001 

to .23). Moreover, as Figure 3.2 shows, MTM appeared as a risk factor for employees with 

lower tenure, such that these employees’ work challenge perceptions were more pronounced 

with lower MTM (at -1 SD: simple slope = -.12, 95% CI = -.23 to -.01). In fact, the linkage 

between MTM and work challenge perceptions was negative and significant at any value of 
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organizational tenure smaller than -.9 SD (at -.9 SD: simple slope = -.11, 95% CI = -.20 to -

.004). Hence, contrary to our predictions, the association between MTM and work challenge 

was negative (rather than non-significant) among employees with relatively low 

organizational tenure. 

  As shown in Table 3.2, we found a positive association between individual employees’ 

work challenge perceptions and job performance (B = .07, SE = .02, p <. 01), whereas work 

challenge was not related to absenteeism (B = .04, SE = .04, p > .10). Mirroring the pattern 

described above, the conditional indirect relationship between MTM and job performance 

predicted in Hypothesis 3a (through perceived work challenge) was significant at any value of 

organizational tenure greater than 1.30 SD above the mean (at +1.30 SD; estimate = .01, 95% 

CI = .001 to .02). MTM was indirectly and negatively related with job performance (through 

lower work challenge perceptions), by contrast, at any value of organizational tenure smaller 

than -1 SD (at -1 SD; estimate = -.01, 95% CI = -.02 to -.001). In addition, we found no 

support for a conditional indirect relationship between MTM and absenteeism, through 

perceived work challenge. Contrary to Hypothesis 3b, this indirect relation was non-

significant for employees with both higher (+1 SD; estimate = .00, 95% CI = .00 to .02) and 

lower organizational tenure (-1 SD; estimate = .00, 95% CI = -.02 to .00), and these 

relationships did not become significant at any organizational tenure value observed in the 

sample. In sum, these findings provide partial support for our hypotheses around individual 

employees’ work challenge perceptions. We will return to these findings in the Discussion 

section. 

  Considering individual employees’ role ambiguity perceptions, the present findings 

corroborate our theoretical reasoning. In support of Hypothesis 4, individual MTM was 

positively related with employees’ perceived role ambiguity (B = .09, SE = .04, p < .01), even 

after incorporating both organizational tenure and the control variables (see Table 3.2). 
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Moreover, we found a significant interactive relationship of MTM and organizational tenure 

with perceived role ambiguity (B = -.10, SE = .04, p < .01). Corroborating Hypothesis 5, 

Figure 3.3 shows that the MTM-perceived role ambiguity linkage was positive for employees 

with lower organizational tenure (-1 SD; simple slope = .19, 95% CI = .06 to .35), and not 

significant for employees with higher organizational tenure (+1 SD; simple slope = .00, 95% 

CI = -.11 to .11). Further analyses illustrated that the positive association between MTM and 

role ambiguity was statistically significant for any value of organizational tenure below the 

mean (at average organizational tenure; estimate = .09, 95% CI = .02 to .16). 

  As expected, we further found significant associations between role ambiguity and 

both job performance (B =- .14, SE = .03, p <. 01) and absenteeism (B = .53, SE = .08, p < 

.01; see Table 3.2). Supporting the conditional indirect effects pattern predicted in Hypothesis 

6a, our results yielded a negative indirect relationship between MTM and job performance, 

via perceived role ambiguity, when organizational tenure was relatively low (-1 SD; estimate 

= -.03, 95% CI = -.05 to -.02; this indirect relationship was significant for any value of 

organizational tenure lower than the mean). The respective indirect linkage was not 

significant, by contrast when organizational tenure was higher (+1 SD: estimate = .00, 95% 

CI = -.01 to .01). Similarly, as predicted in Hypothesis 6b, we found a significant and positive 

indirect relationship between MTM and absenteeism (through perceived role ambiguity) 

among employees with lower organizational tenure (-1 SD; estimate = .10; 95% CI = .04 to 

.18), but not among employees with higher tenure (+1 SD; estimate = .00; 95% CI = -.04 to 

.04). Again, this indirect association was significant at any value of organizational tenure 

below the mean.
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TABLE 3.2 

 Conditional Indirect Relationships Between Multiple Team Membership, Work Challenge, Role Ambiguity, Job performance, and Absenteeism 

Predictors Dependent variables 

Work challenge Role ambiguity    Job performance Absenteeism 

 Main effect 

MTM 

 

Full model 

Main effect 

MTM 

 

Full model 

Main effect 

WC 

Main effect 

RA 

 

Full model    

Main effect 

WC 

Main effect 

RA 

 

Full model 

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Workload -.02 .04 -.03 .04  .08 .04  .08* .04  .12** .02  .13** .02  .13** .02  .10 .06  .09 .06 .09 .06 

Gender   .03 .04  .03 .04  .03 .04  .03 .03 -.02 .02 -.02 .02 -.02 .02 -.11* .05 -.13** .05 -.14* .07 

Tenure -.05 .04 -.08 .04 -.03 .04 -.01 .03 -.18** .02 -.18** .02 -.17** .02  .32** .06  .30** .06  .30** .06 

MTM -.02 .04 -.02 .04  .10** .04  .09** .04  .02 .02  .04* .02   .04 .02 -.04 .06 -.09 .05 -.09 .05 

MTM × Tenure    .10* .04   -.10* .04  .00 .02  .00 .02   .00 .02  .09 .06  .09 .06  .08 .09 

Work challenge          .12** .02     .07** .02 -.21** .08    .04 .06 

Role ambiguity             -.18** .03  -.14** .03    .49** .08  .53** .08 

 

Conditional indirect relationships 

 

 

 

MTM to job performance,  

via work challenge 

 

 

MTM to absenteeism,  

via work challenge 

 MTM to job performance,  

via role ambiguity 

 MTM to absenteeism,  

via role ambiguity    

 

 

Estimate 

95% CI: 

Lower 

bound 

95% CI: 

Upper 

bound 

  

 

Estimate 

95% CI: 

Lower 

bound 

95% CI: 

Upper 

bound 

  

 

Estimate 

95% CI: 

Lower 

bound 

95% CI: 

Upper 

bound 

 

 

 

Estimate 

 

95% CI: 

Lower 

bound 

 

95% CI: 

Upper  

bound 

Tenure –1SD -.01 -.02 -.001   .00 -.02 -.00  -.03 -.05 -.02  .10  .04 .18 

Average 

Tenure 

 .00 -.01  .00   .00 -.01  .00  -.01 -.02 -.01  .05  .02 .10 

Tenure +1SD  .01  .00  .02   .00  .00  .02   .00  -.01  .01  .00 -.04 .04 

Note. N = 1156 – 1211 individuals. WC = work challenge, RA = role ambiguity. Predictors were standardized.  

A zero-inflated negative binomial estimator was used to predict absenteeism.   

* p < .05.  ** p < .01. 
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FIGURE 3.2 

Interaction Between MTM and Organizational Tenure in Predicting Work Challenge 
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FIGURE 3.3 

Interaction Between MTM and Organizational Tenure in Predicting Role Ambiguity 
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Additional Analyses 

  In additional analyses not reported in the tables, we examined the indirect MTM-

performance and MTM-absenteeism relationships without including organizational tenure as 

a moderator. When considering perceived work challenge as mediating mechanism, the 

unconditional indirect linkages between MTM and job performance (estimate = .00, 95% CI = 

-.01 to .00) as well as MTM and absenteeism (estimate = .00, 95% CI = -.01 to .01) were not 

significant. MTM was indirectly related to both job performance (estimate = -.01, 95% CI = -

.03 to -.004) and absenteeism (estimate = .05, 95% CI =.01 to .11), by contrast, via an 

employee’s role ambiguity perceptions, even if organizational tenure was not considered as a 

moderator. 

 Furthermore, a potential concern with regard to our findings is that the observed 

MTM-organizational tenure interactions might be spurious, resulting from curvilinear 

relationships of MTM with the dependent variables (Edwards, 2008). For example, low to 

medium levels of MTM might positively associate with employees’ work challenge 

perceptions, but this relationship might eventually turn negative when individuals’ MTM 

passes a certain optimum (i.e., an inverted U-shape; O’Leary et al., 2011a). We re-estimated 

our structural equation model with squared terms for MTM beyond this variables’ main 

effects and the hypothesized interactions. None of the coefficients for the squared MTM terms 

were significant, however (p >.05), and the coefficients for the predicted interaction 

coefficients were virtually identical to the ones obtained in the primary analyses. These results 

underscore our model’s robustness, rendering it unlikely that the observed interactions are 

attributable to unobserved curvilinear associations. 

DISCUSSION 

Summary 
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 Scholars have estimated that at least 65% of today’s employees are involved in more 

than one team at the same time (Mortensen et al., 2007; O’Leary et al., 2011a; Tannenbaum, 

Mathieu, Salas, & Cohen, 2012). The present chapter used the challenge-hindrance stressor 

framework (Podsakoff, LePine, & LePine, 2007) to examine how individual employees 

respond to such MTM. On the one hand, we found evidence for individual MTM as a 

potentially fruitful work practice that can satisfy employees’ intrinsic need for challenging 

work experiences (Mortensen et al., 2007; Podsakoff, LePine, & LePine, 2007) and 

strengthen their job performance (LePine et al., 2005). Importantly, however, these 

associations only occurred among employees with relatively high organizational tenure. 

  On the other hand, our results also point toward salient risks associated with MTM. 

For employees with relatively low organizational tenure, in particular, higher MTM 

associated with decreased work challenge perceptions and greater role ambiguity, lowering 

these employees’ work performance and promoting their absenteeism. In fact, low-tenure 

employees were more likely to perceive their work as positive and challenging and, thus, to 

thrive on the job when their responsibilities remained confined to a limited number of teams. 

Employees with higher organizational tenure, by contrast, appear largely immune to MTM’s 

potentially detrimental consequences. 

Theoretical Implications 

  The present chapter makes important contributions to the literatures on both MTM and 

work stress. Regarding the MTM literature, in particular, our investigation moves beyond 

prior team-level and organization-level examinations by adding a distinct, individual-level 

perspective (see also Pluut et al., 2004; Van de Brake et al., 2018). In doing so, the present 

research raises important caveats, illustrating that a uniquely positive view on MTM as an 

effective and efficient human resource practice, as is prevalent in prior research on higher 

levels of analysis, would be premature. Consistent with the performance benefits for teams 
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and organizations illustrated in previous work (Bertolotti et al., 2015; Cummings & Haas, 

2012; Mortensen & Gardner, 2017), our study highlights the potential for similar advantages 

among individual multi-teamers. It is important to note, however, that these benefits remained 

limited to a relatively small group of employees with many years of organizational tenure 

(i.e., 24 years or more in our sample, representing about 13% of the study participants). For a 

larger group of employees (i.e., with average-to-low organizational tenure), by contrast, the 

negative consequences of individual MTM prevailed, with these employees’ job performance 

and absenteeism suffering in high-MTM settings. Hence, our findings point toward an 

important ‘dark side’ of MTM for individual employees, illustrating that careful consideration 

of MTM’s possible advantages and disadvantages is required when examining (and 

implementing) this type of work arrangement. 

Beyond illustrating that individual MTM may go along with tangible benefits and 

detriments, our findings enrich MTM theory and research by explicating why these particular 

consequences may materialize. Specifying prior depictions of individual MTM as triggering 

employees’ stress experiences on the job (Matthews et al., 2012; Pluut et al., 2014), our 

results emphasize that MTM can serve as both a challenge and a hindrance stressor. 

Moreover, we highlight these distinct stress reactions (i.e., work challenge and role ambiguity 

perceptions, respectively) as key psychological mechanisms that can explain MTM’s 

downstream consequences for an employee’s job performance and absenteeism. Hence, this 

study advances a novel, more integrative perspective on the diverse outcomes of individual 

MTM, introducing the challenge-hindrance stress framework (LePine et al., 2005) as a useful 

theoretical perspective in this line of inquiry. 

Furthermore, the present research moves beyond prior MTM studies by explaining 

when individual employees may perceive their MTM as either a challenge or a hindrance and, 

thus, exhibit associated behavioral reactions. As outlined before, we draw from socialization 
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theory to illustrate an employee’s organizational tenure as a key boundary condition. This 

important contingency factor may determine whether an employee (a) can utilize and 

appreciate the opportunities for growth and gain that come with higher MTM (evoking work 

challenge perceptions) and (b) can maintain a clear understanding of task and interpersonal 

job requirements even within a high-MTM environment (preventing perceptions of role 

ambiguity). Hence, our study offers a more nuanced perspective that reconciles the seemingly 

contradictory consequences associated with individual MTM, explicating why different 

employees may differentially assess this work practice and, thus, may exhibit differing 

psychological and behavioral reactions.  

Parenthetically, these findings also provide new insights for theory and research on 

challenge vs. hindrance stressors. Scholars have noted that the challenge-hindrance 

framework, by itself, cannot sufficiently explain why some work arrangements may appear as 

a positive challenge to some employees and as a hindrance to others (LePine et al., 2016; 

Webster, Beehr, & Love, 2011). By integrating this conceptual perspective with key notions 

from organizational socialization theory, we offer a potential solution to this issue, 

demonstrating how the length of an employee’s work experiences within an organization may 

shape his or her respective appraisals in a MTM context. 

 Finally, our study has relevant implications for the occupational stress literature. The 

percentage of employees suffering from psychological strain at work has increased 

dramatically over the past decades (Steiber & Pichler, 2015; Selye, 2013), in particular among 

employees with little work experience and low organizational tenure (American 

Psychological Association, 2015; Karatepe & Uludag, 2008). At the same time, organizations 

increasingly use MTMs to manage their human resources as efficiently as possible (O’Leary 

et al., 2011a). Our findings suggest that these developments may be connected, with highly 

complex and potentially confusing work practices, such as MTM, triggering negative stress 
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reactions among inexperienced employees. As such, our study points toward MTM as an 

important hazard that deserves further consideration in occupational stress research. 

Limitations and Future Research 

  Despite some methodological strengths (e.g., multi-source data collected at different 

time points; a detailed behavioral, rather than perceptual, measure of MTM; a relatively large 

sample), we acknowledge a number of study limitations. We used pre-existing items from the 

organization’s employee satisfaction survey, for example, to capture employees’ work 

challenge and role ambiguity perceptions. Although a supplementary study corroborated the 

respective items’ validity (see Appendix), the literature may benefit from further examining 

the present notions using alternative, more established instruments to capture these constructs 

(e.g., Pearsall, Ellis, & Stein, 2009; Rizzo et al., 1973). Relatedly, our data did not contain 

objective information about employees’ job performance (beyond supervisors’ respective 

assessments), and we could not disentangle voluntary absenteeism (e.g., to avoid unpleasant 

work situations; Johns & Hajj, 2015) from involuntary absenteeism due to health-related 

complaints (Michie, Watson, & Pennebaker, 1989). Hence, future research might benefit from 

a more direct assessment of these types of work behavior to examine whether MTM relates 

with both objective and subjective performance and with both voluntary and involuntary types 

of absenteeism. 

  In addition, we examined the study hypotheses in a sample of employees that all 

worked at the same organization in one country, the Netherlands. While this may have 

prevented organization- or country-level factors (e.g., differing socialization practices or sick 

leave policies; Ashforth & Saks, 1996) from biasing the findings, it also limits the 

generalizability of our results. Despite considerable variation in individuals’ MTM scores, for 

example, MTM was relatively common among the employees within our sample. 

Consequently, we were unable to compare stress experiences and behavioral responses 
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between employees with MTM and employees without any MTM. Compared to an increase 

from moderate to higher MTM (i.e., among employees who are already familiar with MTM, 

albeit at a relatively low level), an employee’s first experiences with MTM may more 

fundamentally alter his or her interpersonal interactions and task requirements (O’Leary et al., 

2011b), potentially triggering more pronounced stress responses. Clearly, additional research 

that constructively replicates the present results in other settings (e.g., were MTM is newly 

implemented as a work practice) and in alternative cultural and industry contexts would be 

valuable to explore our findings’ robustness and possibly extend their scope. 

  Future research could also investigate additional boundary conditions (beyond 

organizational tenure) that may help employees to capitalize on MTM’s potential 

opportunities for personal growth and gain and to avoid MTM’s individual detriments. 

Employees with more prolonged general task experience (i.e., including their work outside 

the organization) or greater experience with multiple-team arrangements, for example, may 

find it easier to handle MTM’s complex demands and, thus, may be more likely to perceive 

their work as a challenge rather than a hindrance when faced with high MTM. Moreover, 

employees may be particularly likely to view individual MTM as a growth opportunity if they 

are highly motivated for continuous improvement and self-development (e.g., due to a 

pronounced learning orientation; Gong, Huang, & Farth, 2009) or if they generally appreciate 

new and unfamiliar settings and work contexts (e.g., due to high openness to experience; 

Barrick & Mount, 1991). Studies examining the moderating roles of such task experiences 

and individual differences may promote a better understanding of possible contingency 

factors that may emphasize MTM’s benefits rather than downsides. 

  Finally, we focused on employees’ role ambiguity perceptions as an important type of 

hindrance stressor. High MTM may more broadly shape an employee’s negative stress 

experiences at work, however (Kauppila, 2014; Pluut et al., 2014). Employees may perceive 
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role conflicts and role overload, for example, when different teams simultaneously impose 

incompatible demands (e.g., due to overlapping schedules or deadlines; Biddle, 2013) or 

when such demands accumulate towards an unmanageable workload (Beehr, Walsh, & Taber, 

1976) –with potentially detrimental consequences for employees’ work behaviors and 

outcomes (Rizzo et al., 1970; Selye, 2013). Furthermore, akin to the present conceptual 

model, an employee’s organizational tenure may buffer these hindrance stress experiences. 

Employees with higher organizational tenure may use their established interpersonal 

relationships within the organization, for example, to re-negotiate and integrate seemingly 

incompatible team requirements, and they may draw from their extensive intra-organizational 

work experiences to more efficiently handle even demanding workloads (Fisher, 1986, Louis, 

1980). Future research examining these additional types of stress reactions may promote a 

more comprehensive understanding of MTM’s consequences for individual employees. 

Practical Implications 

  The results from this study offer several practical implications. They indicate, in 

particular, that individual MTM may go along with both opportunities and risks, such that 

organizations should carefully manage their employees’ respective work arrangements. For 

employees with relatively high organizational tenure, on the one hand, MTM’s benefits 

appear to outweigh its potential disadvantages. These employees are at risk of perceiving a 

lack of personal growth opportunities and challenges when their work is concentrated within 

only a few teams (see Figure 3.2). Hence, assigning high-tenure employees to additional 

teams could help these individuals to further develop their skills and break away from 

established work routines, eventually promoting their positive work behaviors and outcomes. 

 For employees with relatively low organizational tenure, on the other hand, MTM’s 

downsides may prevail over its benefits. MTM may decrease these employees’ work 

challenge perceptions and increase their perceived role ambiguity, eventually diminishing 
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their productivity and promoting absenteeism. Interestingly, anecdotal evidence from four 

qualitative interviews with department managers at the present study’s host organization 

suggests that, in an effort to efficiently introduce new employees to relevant clients, 

coworkers, and tasks, employees with relatively low tenure are often stimulated to participate 

in multiple projects. It is clear, based on our empirical findings, that this strategy is risky and 

potentially problematic. Rather, it would seem advisable to limit individual MTM for 

relatively new employees and to only gradually increase employees’ number of concurrent 

team memberships over time.  

We acknowledge, however, that this advice may not be practically feasible in all 

circumstances (e.g., because an organization’s procedures and task arrangements may require 

employees to join multiple teams and projects even in an early stage of their employment). In 

such instances, organizations could take additional measures to ameliorate employees’ role 

ambiguity and maintain positive work challenge perceptions. Formal leaders could provide 

clear, frequent, and constructive performance feedback (Whitaker, Dahling, & Levy, 2007), 

for example, to aid new employees in understanding their complex work demands in high-

MTM settings. Moreover, leaders may emphasize the potentials for personal growth and 

development that such arrangements offer and highlight the significance of an employee’s 

respective work, while at the same time providing tangible help and support (e.g., by 

providing structure and allocating required resources) for an employee’s task execution (cf. 

LePine et al., 2005). 

CONCLUSION 

  The present chapter aimed to integrate and expand our understanding of the benefits 

and disadvantages associated with individuals’ MTM as a prominent characteristic of 

contemporary work. Our results provide new insights into the stress mechanisms that may 

link an employee’s MTM with his or her tangible work behaviors (i.e., job performance and 
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absenteeism), and they highlight an employee’s organizational tenure as a key boundary 

condition for these relationships. We hope these findings will help organizations to more 

effectively manage complex team arrangements and stimulate further research on the 

consequences of individual employees’ concurrent membership in multiple teams. 
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APPENDIX 

Validating the Work Challenge and Role Ambiguity Measures 

The items used to capture perceived work challenge and role ambiguity in the 

employee satisfaction survey were selected by the present study’s host organization. To 

examine the respective items’ validity, we compared the present measures with existing 

instruments in an online study using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Participation in this 

supplementary validation study was limited to respondents employed at an organization at the 

time of data collection. Excluding invalid responses and failed attention checks (cf. Goodman, 

Cryder, & Cheeman, 2013), our final sample consisted of 113 usable participants (of the 120 

individuals that had initially participated; effective response rate = 94%). Of these final 

sample participants, 60% were male, their average age was 35 years (SD = 10 years), and 

their average organizational tenure was 7 years (SD = 5 years). 

  Participants completed five items from Amabile et al.’s (1996) work challenge 

measure (e.g., “I feel challenged by the work I am currently doing”) as well as the three work 

challenge items used in the present employee satisfaction survey. Moreover, the participants 

completed Rizzo et al.’s (1970) six-item role ambiguity measure (e.g., “the goals of my job 

are clear and understandable”) as well as the three role ambiguity items from the present 

survey. Results indicated that there was a high bivariate correlation between both the two 

measures of perceived work challenge measures (r = .81, p <. 01) and the two measures of 

perceived role ambiguity (r = .84, p <. 01). The correlations between the two perceived work 

challenge scales, on the one hand, and the two perceived role ambiguity scales, on the other 

hand, varied from -.52 to -.55 (p <. 01). These results support the validity of the items used in 

our study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Multiple Team Membership and Individual Job Performance:  

The Role of an Employee’s Information-Sharing Network 

 

ABSTRACT 

  This chapter employs a social capital perspective to examine if an employee’s multiple 

team membership (MTM) indirectly offers the potential for performance benefits and 

detriments, depending on the characteristics of his or her information-sharing network. To test 

our predictions, we gathered social network data at a research organization in the Netherlands. 

We found that MTM was indirectly associated with an employee’s overall job performance 

by increasing the size of his or her information-sharing network. As expected, however, this 

indirect relationship was contingent on the average strength of an employee’s network ties 

(i.e., the frequency of the respective interactions), such that MTM only improved performance 

when network ties were relatively weak. The indirect relationship between MTM and 

individual job performance became negative, by contrast, when employees’ network ties were 

relatively strong. Together, these findings advance our understanding of the interpersonal 

mechanisms and contingency factors that shape the performance consequences associated 

with individuals’ concurrent membership in multiple teams.  
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Research organizations increasingly use project teams to bring together members with 

different knowledge bases and types of expertise (Edmondson & Harvey, 2017; Wuchty, 

Jones, & Uzzi, 2007). Within such project team-based structures, it is rather common that 

individual employees (e.g. R&D employees, software programmers, academic professionals) 

participate in more than one team at the same time, balancing the requirements of a particular 

project with responsibilities in other teams (Cummings & Haas, 2012; Mortensen, 2014). 

Studies estimate that such multiple team membership (MTM) occurs among at least 80% of 

knowledge-workers across Europe and the US (Mortensen, Woolley & O’Leary, 2007; 

O’Leary et al., 2011a). 

  Recognizing MTM as a common and potentially useful organizational practice, a 

number of studies have examined its consequences for important organizational outcomes 

(Cummings & Haas, 2012; Rapp & Mathieu, 2018). Theorists have suggested, for example, 

that individual employees’ MTM may advance their job performance by expanding their 

social networks, allowing them to transfer key resources and ideas across multiple teams and 

projects (O’Leary et al., 2011a; Wageman, Gardner, & Mortensen, 2012). Indeed, recent 

empirical research suggests that higher MTM is associated with long-term improvements in 

an employee’s overall job performance across multiple teams and tasks (Chan, 2014; Van de 

Brake, Walter, Rink, Essens, & Van der Vegt, 2018). 

  At the same time, there are good theoretical reasons to expect that MTM’s 

performance consequences are not universally positive. Given that MTM often involves 

highly complex and demanding social contexts (Mortensen et al., 2007), scholars have argued 

that some employees may experience their MTM as a source of interpersonal conflict and role 

overload (rather than more positive, potentially performance-enhancing social situations; 

Kauppila, 2014; Pluut, Flestea, & Curşeu, 2014; Zika-Viktorsson, Sundström, & Engwall, 

2006). As such, it appears important to further examine key mechanisms and boundary 
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conditions that explain how and when MTM improves (or hinders) an individual employee’s 

performance on the job. In the present research, we build on social capital theory (Lin, 1999, 

2002) and the social networks literature (Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Kwon & Adler, 2014) to 

identify such mediating and moderating factors in the MTM-employee performance linkage. 

First, individual MTM requires employees to cooperate with other individuals across 

multiple distinct teams (O’Leary, Woolley, & Mortensen, 2011b). Within each of these teams, 

members need to utilize and share resources (e.g., task-related help, knowledge, expertise) to 

complete interdependent tasks and achieve common goals (Krackhardt, 1992; Rost, 2011; 

Van der Vegt, Van de Vliert, & Oosterhof, 2003). Hence, we draw on social capital theory, 

one of the most prominent perspectives on interpersonal resource transactions (Lin, 1999, 

2002), to examine whether MTM expands an employee’s information-sharing network by 

exposing him or her to a greater number of team members that can provide access to a wider 

variety of information resources (e.g., novel ideas, useful expertise; Krackhardt, 1992). 

Employees with high MTM may subsequently utilize these resources to achieve superior job 

performance (Vedres & Stark, 2010). As such, our conceptual model casts an employee’s 

number of network ties (i.e., the size of his or her information-sharing network) as a key 

mediating mechanism that may explicate MTM’s potential performance implications. 

  Second, we amend this social capital perspective with insights from social networks 

research to posit that information-sharing relationships (also known as network ties) differ in 

the extent to which they can provide relevant and useful information, depending on the 

strength of a network tie (i.e., the frequency and intensity of the respective interaction; 

Krackhardt, 1992). Scholars have frequently used Granovetter’s (1973) theory on the strength 

of weak ties to analyze the role of interpersonal connections for individuals’ resource 

attainment and subsequent performance outcomes (e.g., Hansen, 1999; Perry-Smith & 

Shalley, 2014). On this basis, we propose that the strength of an employee’s network ties 
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functions as a key boundary condition in the relationship between his or her information-

sharing network size and overall performance. 

 Drawing this argumentation together, we argue that MTM offers the potential for 

performance benefits and detriments, by increasing the size of an employee’s information-

sharing network (see Figure 4.1). However, the direction of the indirect MTM-performance 

relationship should critically hinge on the strength of the respective network connections. 

When MTM results in a greater number of relatively weak information-sharing network ties, 

this offers the potential for performance benefits by increasing an employee’s access to novel 

and useful information resources (Granovetter, 1973; Reagans & Zuckerman, 2001). When 

the information-sharing network ties emanating from higher MTM are relatively strong, by 

contrast, it may distract an employee from his or her core tasks (without providing the 

knowledge benefits associated with weaker ties), and may therefore reduce rather than 

improve his or her job performance (Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001). 

  We test these predictions using a social network study design, which allows us to 

examine both the size of an individual’s information-sharing network and the strength of the 

respective network ties as a key mechanism and boundary condition in the MTM–

performance linkage, respectively. By doing so, this study responds to recent calls for 

empirical research on MTM’s consequences for individual job performance (Bertolotti, 

Mattarelli, Vignoli, & Macrì, 2015; Van de Brake et al., 2018), and sheds new light on the 

mechanism and contingency factors underlying this association. Furthermore, we extend prior 

theorizing that has alluded to MTM’s potential benefits and disadvantages (e.g., Mortensen et 

al., 2007; O'Leary et al, 2011a) by incorporating insights from the literature on social 

networks (e.g., Ibarra, 1993; Reagans & Zuckerman, 2001). Altogether, our study provides a 

clearer picture of the type of network structures that enable MTM’s performance advantages 

and disadvantages to unfold. A better understanding of these aspects is vital for improving the 
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design of contemporary knowledge jobs. 

 

FIGURE 4.1 

Conceptual Model 

 
 

 

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

  Following prior research, we define individual MTM as the number of teams to which 

an employee allocates working time during a specific period (e.g., per week; Van de Brake et 

al., 2018). When such MTM is higher, an employee is simultaneously involved in a greater 

number of teams, whereas an individual with lower MTM spends his or her working time in 

only one or a few concurrent teams. Recent research suggests that employees with MTM 

experience unique work demands and opportunities that decisively shape their behaviors and 

social experiences at work (e.g., O’Leary et al., 2011a; Pluut et al., 2014). In what follows, we 

will explore how MTM relates to an employee’s information-sharing network and overall 

performance on the job. 

MTM and the Size of an Individual’s Information-Sharing Network 

  We draw on Lin’s (1999, 2002) network theory of social capital to specify how MTM 

may shape an individual employee’s job performance. This theory suggests that an 

individual’s information-sharing network entails valuable resources, such as knowledge, 

instrumental support, and expertise (Thompson, 2005). Social capital theory, then, casts an 

individual’s information-sharing network as a key antecedent of his or her job performance 
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(Cross & Cummings, 2004; Kwon & Adler, 2014). Drawing from this theoretical backdrop, 

we propose that individual MTM enlarges an employee’s information-sharing network and, 

thus, may enable him or her to achieve superior performance levels (also see O’Leary et al., 

2011a). 

  We expect that higher MTM increases the number of coworkers with whom an 

employee can regularly share information about work-related topics (Mehra et al., 2001; 

Perry-Smith, 2006). MTM implies, after all, that an individual employee simultaneously 

collaborates with various coworkers across multiple teams (O’Leary et al., 2011a). It is 

important to note, in this regard, that MTM’s consequences for an employee’s information-

sharing network extend beyond the sheer number of coworkers with whom he or she 

collaborates, because these coworkers are distributed across a number of different teams. 

Within these teams, members typically are highly interdependent, such that they need to share 

information about their task progress, deadlines, and available resources to achieve joint goals 

(Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009; Van der Vegt, Van de Vliert, & Oosterhof, 2003). 

Consequently, MTM may give an employee a more extensive overview of the available 

information resources within his or her direct task environment (Lewis, 2004; Lin, 1999), and 

he or she may be able to access and use the resources embedded within their different teams 

with relative ease (Choi & Thompson, 2005; Perry-Smith, 2006). Together, this suggests that 

MTM greatly expands an employee’s information-sharing network, and as such, increases his 

or her access to potentially useful information resources. 

  When an employee’s MTM is more limited, by contrast, his or her information-sharing 

network is likely to remain confined to only one or a few teams. In such circumstances, the 

respective employee will collaborate with a relatively limited number of coworkers, 

restricting his or her access to informational resources. Hence, we expect that employees’ 
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information-sharing networks are smaller when their MTM is lower. Altogether, we therefore 

suggest: 

Hypothesis 1. An employee’s multiple team membership is positively related to the size 

of his or her information-sharing network. 

Information-Sharing Network Size and Tie Strength 

Scholars generally agree that a larger information-sharing network may be particularly 

useful in the context of knowledge-intensive work, where employees frequently need to pool 

their information resources in order to perform their tasks (Alvesson, 1993; Edmondson & 

Harvey, 2017). At the same time, theorists within the social networks literature have long 

argued that some information-sharing connections (i.e., network ties) may be more useful for 

an employee’s performance than others (Cross & Cummings, 2004; Granovetter, 1973). 

Information-sharing ties are particularly beneficial, on the one hand, when they provide 

access to novel informational resources that help to solve complex, non-routine, or 

unexpected issues (Kwon & Adler, 2014). Ties that predominantly contain redundant 

information (i.e., perspectives or knowledge already available within an employee’s direct 

task environment; Edmondson & Harvey, 2017; Jenssen & Greve, 2002), on the other hand, 

may require more maintenance and provide less useful inputs for performance enhancement 

(Krackhardt, 1992; Rook, 1984). 

To specify these notions, network scholars have emphasized that besides the number 

of an individual’s information-sharing ties (i.e., the size of one’s social network), the strength 

of the respective ties are a critical factor that can determine a network’s utility for a focal 

individual (Granovetter, 1973). Weaker ties are characterized by less frequent and less intense 

interactions (e.g., acquaintances and distant colleagues; Krackhardt, 1992; Perry-Smith, 

2006), in this regard, whereas stronger network ties reflect closer connections between 

individuals with frequent interactions (e.g., friends and close colleagues). Furthermore, 
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Granovetter’s (1973) theorizing suggests that strong versus weak network ties differ markedly 

in their specific implications (see also Hansen, 1999). 

Individual employees may differ greatly in the extent to which they develop stronger 

or weaker network ties across multiple teams (based on their specific, unique combination of 

team types and requirements; Mortensen et al., 2007), and we expect that the size of an 

individual’s information-sharing network is not related to the average strength of these 

respective network ties. As noted before, individual MTM implies that an employee needs to 

share information about common goals and interdependent tasks with a large number of co-

workers across multiple teams. These teams may differ remarkably, however, in the frequency 

to which members engage in information-sharing interactions (see Cohen & Bailey, 1997; 

Salas, Burke, & Cannon‐Bowers, 2000). Project-specific requirements (e.g., task complexity, 

interdependence types; Hansen, 1999; Ruef, 2002), for example, and contextual factors (e.g., 

client requirements, environmental uncertainty; Duncan, 1972), often determine the extent to 

which teams require more frequent (and therefore stronger) information-sharing ties to 

operate effectively. 

Building on this conceptual fundament, we argue that fully understanding MTM’s 

performance consequences requires moving beyond its implications for the size of an 

individual’s information-sharing network by also taking into account the strength of the 

respective network ties. Weaker ties may be useful for those employees who work in 

knowledge-intensive teams, in particular, because these ties (a) typically connect with 

relatively dissimilar others that hold different ideas and perspectives and have access to 

different sources of information than the focal individual (Granovetter, 1973), and (b) can be 

maintained with minimal time expenditures (i.e., are highly efficient; Levin, Walter, & 

Murnighan, 2011). The novel and non-redundant information accessible through such weak 

network ties may help employees to solve complex, unforeseen, and non-routine problems 
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that they encounter, and it may provide them with alternative task approaches, innovative 

ideas, and opportunities for knowledge integration across their multiple teams (Hansen, 1999; 

Reagans & Zuckerman, 2001). Accordingly, research has demonstrated that weaker network 

ties are more likely to spark new ideas and foster individuals’ performance (Perry-Smith & 

Shalley, 2014). 

When information-sharing networks are relatively large and predominantly consist of 

weaker network ties, this provides efficient access to many non-redundant ideas across 

multiple teams (Alvesson, 1993; Krackhardt, 1992). Similarly, a larger number of weaker ties 

may allow an employee to integrate diverse insights from separate teams to create innovative 

work approaches (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Grant, 1996). Together, 

these unique information advantages may improve an employee’s ability to create innovative 

solutions to complex problems (Edmondson & Harvey, 2017). Consequently, we expect that a 

larger information-sharing network improves an employee’s performance when his or her 

respective network ties are, on average, relatively weak. 

Stronger ties, by contrast, require substantially more time and attention than weaker 

network ties (Krackhardt, 1992), and may be less useful for providing the unique, non-

redundant types of information and resources required for superior performance in knowledge 

jobs. A key reason is that individuals tend to form stronger connections with people that are 

similar to themselves (e.g., with similar expertise and perspectives), and that individuals who 

interact more frequently tend to become even more similar in terms of knowledge and 

experiences over time (Marsden & Friedkin, 1993). Accordingly, network research has 

reported that stronger ties are less likely to provide access to novel, non-redundant 

information that is otherwise not available in one’s social surrounding (Krackhardt, 1992; 

Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2014; Reagans & Zuckerman, 2001). 
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When information-sharing networks are relatively large and predominantly consist of 

stronger network ties, the associated resource advantages and, hence, the potential 

performance benefits of a larger network should remain limited (Krackhardt, 1992; Hansen, 

1999). Under these circumstances, a large network is more likely to hold redundant 

information sources and overlapping perspectives, and, therefore, has limited potential to 

improve an employee’s performance across multiple teams (Granovetter, 1973). 

Consequently, maintaining a large number of relatively strong information-sharing ties may 

distract employees from their core task responsibilities, so that they eventually run out of time 

and other resources required to perform efficiently and effectively on the job (Mehra et al., 

2001; Rook, 1984). Hence, we expect that a larger information-sharing network decreases an 

employee’s performance when his or her respective network ties are, on average, relatively 

strong. Altogether, we therefore hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 2. Tie strength moderates the relationship between the size of an 

employee’s information-sharing network and his or her job performance. This 

relationship is positive when an employee’s information-sharing ties are weaker, and 

negative when his or her information-sharing ties are stronger. 

MTM’s Indirect Performance Consequences 

Our reasoning above suggests that individual MTM may positively associate with an 

employee’s access to informational resources by expanding the size of his or her information-

sharing network (Hypothesis 1). A greater MTM-based information-sharing network may, in 

turn, improve an employee’s job performance, provided that these network ties are relatively 

weak. When information-sharing ties are stronger, by contrast, a larger network is expected to 

decrease an employee’s performance (Hypothesis 2). 

Logically, then, we would expect that MTM is indirectly related to an employee’s job 

performance in a pattern of moderated mediation (cf. Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). This 
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indirect relationship should be positive if the information network ties emanating from an 

employee’s MTM are weaker (i.e., network size is relativity large, tie strength is relativity 

weak) and, thus, provide non-redundant ideas and solutions that can promote performance 

outcomes. In such circumstances, MTM may enable employees to transfer novel and useful 

information from one team context to another (e.g., asking an expert coworker from one team 

to solve an issue in another team; Burt, 1992), and to integrate insights from separate teams 

into new and unique perspectives on important issues (Amabile et al., 1996). 

If the information-sharing network ties resulting from MTM are stronger (i.e., network 

size is relativity small, tie strength is relativity strong), however, their associated information 

advantages and, hence, the potential performance benefits should remain limited (Granovetter, 

1973). Under these circumstances, higher MTM adds redundant information-sharing ties that, 

even though they span multiple teams and social contexts, (a) do not provide novel and useful 

information resources and (b) potentially distract from more important tasks and 

responsibilities (Krackhardt, 1992; Lin, 1999). Taken together, we hypothesize a conditional 

indirect relationship between individual MTM and job performance, with the overall size of 

an employee’s information-sharing network as a key mediating mechanism and the average 

strength of the respective network ties as a crucial moderating factor. 

Hypothesis 3: MTM is indirectly related to an employee’s job performance, by 

increasing the size of his or her information-sharing network on the job. This indirect 

relationship is positive when an employee’s information-sharing ties are weaker, and 

negative when his or her information-sharing ties are stronger. 

METHOD 

Sample and Procedure 

   We examined our hypotheses in a sample of employees from a large applied research 

organization in the Netherlands. Within this organization, work was conducted in projects 
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formed around specific research assignments (e.g., contract research for the Dutch 

government, military, or private companies). The organization consists of 23 location across 

the country, and we specifically targeted researchers from one organizational location in the 

mid-west of the Netherlands (N = 109). This location housed three broad departments that 

carried out projects in related research areas (i.e., perception and cognition, training and 

learning, and human behavior). Most of the location’s project teams included employees from 

at least two of these departments, and individual employees regularly participated in more 

than one project during the same time period. Altogether, this provided a viable context for 

examining our conceptual model. 

  We collected data from three independent sources to minimize common method 

concerns. First, we used weekly work hour registrations from the host organization’s 

personnel records to capture each participant’s MTM. Employees were obliged to register the 

number of work hours spent on different projects in a very detailed manner. The organization 

used this information for billing purposes and to calculate project costs, and project managers 

monitored the accuracy of these registrations. The organization provided these registrations 

for four months prior to our survey. Second, a trained assistant approached all employees at 

the target location to ask for their cooperation in completing a social network questionnaire. 

Seven of the potential participants could not be reached due to longer-term absences. The 

remaining 102 employees were informed that participation was voluntary and responses 

confidential. Third, we distributed another survey among the three department supervisors at 

the target location, asking them to rate their individual subordinate employees’ overall 

performance. 

  A total of 76 out of the 102 eligible employees (representing a 75 percent response 

rate, a percentage that is similar to prior network studies; e.g., Hansen, 1999; Rost, 2011) 

completed the social network survey. These individuals were highly educated (i.e., had at 
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least a master’s degree), worked on a full-time basis, had a mean age of 43 years, and they 

had been working with the organization for an average of 13 years. Moreover, MTM was 

relatively common among these employees, as they were simultaneously involved in 

approximately 3 to 4 teams per week during the study period. 

Measures 

  Multiple team membership. Following prior research (e.g., Pluut et al., 2014; Van de 

Brake et al., 2018), we measured MTM as the number of project teams in which an employee 

was actively and concurrently involved. Specifically, we used formal work-hour registrations 

to capture the number of teams to which an individual allocated time during each specific 

week. We averaged this measure across all available weeks (i.e., 17 weeks in total). Hence, 

the present MTM measure depicts an employee’s average number of active teams per week. 

  Information-sharing network characteristics. All respondents received an 

alphabetical list of the 109 researchers employed at the target location, and we asked the 

respondents to mark each individual with whom they had exchanged information about work-

related topics during the past six months (Mehra et al., 2001; Perry-Smith, 2006). 

Subsequently, respondents assessed how frequently they were in contact with the marked 

individuals on a 7-point scale (1 = “once in the past six months”, 7 = “several times a day”). 

Following previous research (Hansen, 1999; Uzzi, 1999), we captured the size of an 

employee’s information-sharing network by summing the number of network ties reported on 

the first measure, and we used the average frequency of these interactions (as reported on the 

second measure) to capture the strength of the respective ties. 

  Job performance. Each of the three departments in our sample was led by a different 

supervisor. These supervisors interacted with our sample respondents on a regular basis, and 

they were formally required, by the organization, to closely monitor their subordinates’ 

performance. Hence, we asked each of these supervisors to evaluate the performance of the 
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individual employees within their respective departments (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). They 

received a list with the names of their direct subordinates and were asked to rate how each 

employee performed on three separate criteria: their overall performance, work efficiency, 

and work quality (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000). The 

response scale for these items ranged from 1 (far below average) to 7 (far above average), and 

Cronbach’s alpha for the three-item survey measure was .84. 

  Control variables. Previous research suggests that performance evaluations are often 

biased by gender (e.g., favoring male over female employees; Inesi & Cable, 2014) and 

organizational tenure (e.g., favoring employees with lower rather than higher tenure; Ng & 

Feldman, 2010). Hence, we incorporated these demographic variables as potential covariates. 

In addition, we included two department dummy variables to control for potential biases in 

supervisors’ performance ratings (cf. Snijders & Bosker, 1999). 

Analytical Strategy 

  We used structural equation modeling in Mplus version 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998) 

to test the conditional indirect relationship suggested in our Hypotheses. Job performance was 

included as a three-item latent construct, all other variables were included as single item 

measures. The hypothesized model provided a good fit with the current data (χ2 = 35.35, df = 

25, p > .05; RMSEA = .07, CFI = .95, SRMR = .08; cf. Hu & Bentler, 1999). As 

recommended by Hayes (2009, see also Maxwell & Cole, 2007), we computed 1000 

bootstrapped parameter estimates and associated 95% confidence intervals to test the indirect 

relationship between MTM and performance (through the size of an individual’s social 

network) at higher (+1SD) and lower (-1SD) levels of average network tie strength. All 

predictors were standardized to ease the interpretation of our findings (Grewal, Cote, & 

Baumgartner, 2004). 

RESULTS 
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Descriptive Statistics 

  Table 4.1 presents means, standard errors, and correlations for all study variables. As 

expected, MTM was positively related to the size of an employee’s social network (r = .35; p 

< .01), and unrelated to the strength of his or her information-sharing ties (r = .17; p > .10). 

Moreover, MTM was positively associated with job performance (r = .37; p < .01). Regarding 

the control variables, gender was related to information-sharing network size (r = .34; p < .01) 

and average tie strength (r = .26; p < .01), such that males had both larger and stronger 

information-sharing networks. The two department variables were highly correlated with job 

performance (r = -.45 and .50; p < .01), indicating that supervisor performance ratings were 

indeed nested within departments. There were no significant differences between the 

departments, however, with respect to MTM, employees’ network size, and average tie 

strength. To improve the parsimony of our structural equation model, the department 

variables were therefore excluded as predictors for network size (cf. Becker, 2005).11  

   

                                                 
11 As expected, the department variables did not predict an employee’s information-sharing network size and tie 

strength. The structural equation model had a slightly worse fit when these relationships were included (χ2
 difference

 

= 2, df difference = 2, p > .05; RMSEA difference = .01, CFI difference = .01, SRMR difference = .00), and all parameter 

estimates were exactly the same. The significance levels were also similar, with one notable exception. The 

conditional indirect relationship between MTM and performance at tie strength -1 SD was marginally significant 

at p < .10, rather than at p < .05 (as reported in this chapter). All in all, we decided to report the model with more 

degrees of freedom and the best fit to our data. 
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Hypothesis Testing 

  As shown in Table 4.2, individual employees’ MTM was positively associated with 

the size of their information-sharing networks (B = .28, SE = .11, p < .01), even after 

controlling for gender and tenure. Hence, we found support for Hypothesis 1. Further, as 

predicted in Hypothesis 2, the relationship between information-sharing network size and job 

performance was contingent on the average strength of an employee’s network ties, as 

indicated by a significant interaction coefficient (B = -.21, SE = .08, p < .01; Aiken, West, & 

Reno, 1991). As shown in Figure 4.2, the linkage between information-sharing network size 

and job performance was positive among employees with weaker information-sharing ties 

(simple slope at -1 SD = .18; p < .10), whereas this linkage was negative for employees with 

stronger ties (simple slope at +1 SD = -.23; p < .05). 

  To test Hypothesis 3, we examined the conditional indirect relationship between MTM 

and job performance via information-sharing network size, at varying levels of average tie 

strength. We found this conditional indirect relationship to be positive and significant when 

average tie strength was relatively low (estimate at -1SD = .05, 95% CI = .001 to .161). The 

TABLE 4.1  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlation Coefficients 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Tenure (years) 12.63 8.18        

2. Gender (F=0, M=1) .54 .50  .47**       

3. Department 1 .33 .47 -.10 -.16      

4. Department 2 .30 .46  .01 .09 -.46**     

5. MTM    3.36 1.24 -.13 .06 -.17 .18    

6. Network size  21.06 9.94  .11 .34** -.13 .15 .35**   

7. Average tie strength  2.92 .61 -.01 .26* -.20 .22 .17 -.17  

8. Performance               4.97 .85 -.12 -.05 -.45** .50** .37**  .11 .07 

Note. N = 76 individuals. 

* p < .05.  ** p < .01. 
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conditional indirect relation was significantly negative, by contrast, when average tie strength 

was relatively high (estimate at +1SD = -.06, 95% CI = -.181 to -.015). In sum, these results 

offer support for Hypothesis 3. As expected, we found that MTM was indirectly and 

positively related to an employee’s job performance, by increasing the size of his or her 

information-sharing network on the job, provided that the respective network ties were 

relatively weak. The indirect relationship became negative, by contrast, when employees’ 

network ties were relatively strong. 

 In addition, we note that the direct relationship between MTM and job performance 

remained significant (B = .30, SE = .08, p < .01) even after accounting for the social network 

mechanisms postulated in our hypothesis (see Table 4.2). As such, the present results point 

towards a pattern of partial mediation. Aside from the interaction of network size and tie 

strength, other mechanisms seem to be present that also account for MTM’s performance 

consequences. We will further address this issue in the Discussion section. 
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TABLE 4.2 

Moderated Mediation Results for the Conditional Indirect Relationship Between MTM and Job Performance 

 

 

Predictors 

Dependent variables 

Network size Job performance 

B SE B SE 

Tenure -.13 .13 -.01 .10 

Gender (F=0, M=1)      .89** .25 -.12 .21 

MTM     .28** .11       .30** .08 

Network size     -.02 .08 

Average tie strength  

 

  -.10 .08 

 Department 1    -.51* .18 

Department 2        .63** .21 

Network size × average tie strength       -.21** .08 

Conditional indirect relationship 

MTM to performance via network size 

  

Estimate 

95% CI: 

Lower bound 

95% CI: 

Upper bound 

     Tie strength –1SD      .05*  .001  .161 

Average tie strength -.01 -.064  .042 

Tie strength +1SD     -.06* -.181 -.022 

Note: N = 76 individuals. Predictors were standardized. Unstandardized coefficients are reported.  

* p < .05.** p < .01. 
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FIGURE 4.2 

Interaction of Information-Sharing Network Size with Average Tie Strength in 

Predicting Job Performance 

 
 

 

DISCUSSION 

 Many of today’s employees – particularly those in knowledge-intensive jobs – work in 

multiple teams at the same time (O’Leary et al., 2011a; Rapp & Mathieu, 2018). The present 

chapter aimed to provide new insights into how and when an employee’s respective MTM 

relates to his or her overall job performance (O’Leary et al., 2011a; Vedres & Stark, 2010). 

Building on the social capital and social network literature, we examined whether MTM 

creates information-sharing network positions that, in turn, improve or hinder an employee’s 

performance. 

  Depending on the average strength of an employee’s information-sharing ties, MTM 

was indirectly associated with higher or lower performance ratings. More specifically, there 

was a positive indirect relationship between MTM and job performance, through the size of 

an employee’s information-sharing network, when his or her network ties were relatively 

weak. It appears that, in such circumstances, MTM offers greater access to useful 
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informational resources embedded within different teams. We found a negative indirect 

relationship between MTM and job performance, by contrast, when network ties were 

relatively strong. Here, multi-teamers may find that the potential benefits of a large 

information-sharing network are offset by the costs of maintaining each relationship (Mehra 

et al., 2001). 

Theoretical Implications 

 Together, these findings make several important contributions to the literature on 

teams, MTM, and social capital in organizations. First, empirical research on organizational 

work teams has focused primarily on stable teams with individuals conceptualized as 

members of one particular team (Wageman et al., 2012). In reality, however, many 

organizational teams represent unstable entities with ambiguous boundaries (Mortensen, 

2014), and individuals often work within multiple teams at the same time (O’Leary et al., 

2011a). This trend has led to calls for empirical research on the network structures associated 

with individuals’ concurrent memberships within different teams (Van de Brake et al., 2018; 

O'Leary et al, 2011a). The present investigation responds to these calls and illustrates the 

usefulness of a social network perspective in MTM research by showing that MTM’s 

performance consequences hinge on the joint role of an individual’s information-sharing 

network size and the strength of the respective ties. 

  Second, our findings resolve some of the ambiguity in the current literature regarding 

the performance benefits and disadvantages of individual MTM. On the one hand, our study 

supports the general theoretical notion that MTM can promote employees’ job performance 

by providing them with important social capital resources (i.e., unique learning opportunities 

and knowledge advantages; O’Leary et al., 2011a, 2011b) – as indicated by a large 

information-sharing network that offers access to novel, unique, and non-redundant 

information (Granovetter, 1973; Lin, 1999). On the other hand, our study points towards 
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potentially negative consequences of MTM, even within knowledge-intensive jobs. Critical 

scholars have argued that employees with MTM need to process “a greater amount of 

information”, necessitating that “more of one’s time and effort must be spent adjusting to 

different team contexts” (O’Leary et al., 2011a: 468; see also Kauppila, 2014; Leroy, 2009). 

The present research suggests that MTM indeed associates with information-sharing 

disadvantages, in particular among employees that have developed strong interpersonal 

networks across multiple teams (Mehra et al., 2001; Rook, 1984). Altogether, this chapter 

uncovered an important pathway that explicates both why and how an employee’s MTM 

shapes his or her performance, thus providing an integrative perspective on previous claims 

about individual MTM’s possible performance benefits and disadvantages (e.g., Pluut et al., 

2014; Van de Brake et al., 2018). 

 Finally, our findings contribute to theory development on the emergence of social 

capital in organizations. To date, most research on this issue has focused on employees’ 

personality traits, demographic characteristics and behavioral tendencies (e.g., Ibarra, 1993; 

Marsden & Friedkin, 1993; Mehra et al., 2001), whereas only a few studies have examined 

the role of organizational practices as an antecedent of structurally advantageous or 

disadvantageous social network positions (for an exception, see Zaheer & Soda, 2009). The 

present investigation addresses this shortcoming, highlighting MTM – an increasingly 

common work practice in contemporary organizations (O’Leary et al., 2011a) – as a key 

factor that may enable individuals to enlarge their information-sharing network on the job 

and, thus, to build unique social capital (dis)advantages (Lin, 1999). These results show that, 

beyond individual factors, contextual aspects play a key role in social capital development, 

broadening our understanding of the social capital construct. 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

  We acknowledge some limitations that further MTM research could address to 
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develop this relatively new field of inquiry. Although our research has methodological 

strengths (e.g., multi-source, time-lagged data), our relatively small sample came from a 

single organization in the Netherlands. This may limit the extent to which our results can be 

generalized to other organizational and cultural contexts. Furthermore, we used social 

network measures (i.e., number and strength of information-sharing ties) to capture an 

employee’s access to performance-enhancing information resources, assuming that weaker 

ties connect to more novel and distinct information sources than stronger ties. Several 

network studies demonstrated that weak ties indeed generate unique information advantages 

(Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Kwon & Adler, 2014). Nonetheless, it is important that future 

research examines these network resources more directly (e.g., by measuring a respondent’s 

access to task-related help, novel knowledge sources, and useful materials; Krackhardt, 1992). 

 Although our study illustrated information-sharing network size and average tie 

strength as important factors in the MTM-performance linkage, these social network 

characteristics only partially explained MTM’s performance consequences (i.e., MTM’s 

direct relationship with job performance remained significant in our study’s moderated 

mediation model). Hence, the relevance of network aspects notwithstanding, future research 

could consider additional mediating mechanisms in order to provide a more comprehensive 

perspective on MTM’s performance consequences. Locke and Latham’s (2002) goal setting 

theory, for example, suggests that employees’ goal-setting strategies may function as a key 

mechanism in the MTM-performance linkage. Building on this framework, future scholars 

could examine whether MTM motivates employees to align multiple concurrent work goals 

by, for example, increasing their work effort and task efficiency (LePine, Podsakoff, & 

LePine, 2005; see also Mortensen et al., 2007). 

 Finally, we did not examine potential boundary conditions for the relationship 

between individual MTM and the size of employees’ information-sharing networks, and this 
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may be a worthwhile subject for future research as well. Some employees may be concurrent 

members in highly similar teams, for example, whereas others are immersed in a greater 

variety of team contexts (e.g., representing diverse organizational areas, clients, and task 

requirements; O’Leary et al., 2011a). For former employees, it is possible that they work with 

the same set of coworkers in multiple teams (e.g., in multiple projects for the same client, or 

within the same division or department), so that MTM’s impact on the size of their 

information-sharing networks remains limited. Future empirical research could examine such 

variations in MTM contexts to further increase our understanding of the social network 

implications of individual MTM. 

Practical Implications 

  Although most managers recognize the increasing prevalence of MTM, few have a 

complete understanding of how it affects their individual employees (see Mortensen & 

Gardner, 2017). The present chapter addresses this problem and, as such, has direct 

implications for the design and management of contemporary knowledge jobs. We found that 

employees’ ability to navigate multiple concurrent team arrangements hinges on the 

characteristics of their information-sharing network. Consequently, it is important for 

managers to obtain a clear overview of multi-teamers’ information-sharing requirements 

across multiple tasks and teams. Several social network assessments and intervention methods 

have been designed specifically for this purpose (e.g., Kleinbaum & Tushman, 2008; Valente, 

2012), and these could be used to improve employees’ overall performance on the job. Based 

on our results, for example, it appears that employees with collaborative tasks that require 

relatively modest amounts of interpersonal information sharing (see Cohen & Bailey, 1997; 

Salas, Burke, & Cannon‐Bowers, 2000) can be assigned to additional teams to expand their 

network and improve performance. Employees with tasks that involve frequent and intense 
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information-sharing interactions, by contrast, may achieve optimal performance when they 

focus on one or only a few teams at the same time. 

CONCLUSION 

  The present research aimed to uncover the social network mechanisms that explicate  

how an employee’s MTM shapes his or her overall job performance. Our findings 

demonstrate that MTM is a double-edged sword that can both improve and harm an 

employee’s functioning on the job, thus contributing to a more complete understanding of 

MTM’s consequences for individual employees. We hope these findings will stimulate further 

research on employees’ social network characteristics within and across teams, and help 

organizations to manage complex teamwork arrangements. 
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CHAPTER 5 

General Discussion 

  Numerous studies have examined how individual employees can perform as efficiently 

and effectively as possible within a single team (see Mathieu, Wolfson, & Park, 2018). In the 

past decades, however, it has become increasingly common for employees to work in multiple 

teams at the same time. Nevertheless, only a handful of studies have moved beyond the 

traditional “one person, one team” assumption to examine whether individuals’ multiple team 

membership (MTM) may come with unique benefits and downsides (Mortensen et al., 2007: 

12). The present dissertation extends this nascent line of inquiry by examining individual 

MTM as a key antecedent of an employee’s job performance and well-being, and by 

investigating mechanisms and boundary conditions in this regard. 

  Prior research has depicted MTM as a potentially double-edged sword with both 

favorable and unfavorable consequences for individual employees (Chan, 2014; Mortensen et 

al., 2007; Pluut et al., 2014). Scholars have also noted, however, that “existing research does 

not explain how or why multiple team membership can yield both positive and negative 

effects” (O’Leary et al., 2011a: 463). Specifically, Chapter 1 discussed three ambiguities in 

the MTM literature that may have contributed to the lack of clarity on MTM’s individual-

level consequences. First, there is considerable ambiguity about whether MTM may improve 

or decrease an employee’s subsequent performance on the job and, relatedly, whether MTM 

may be either an antecedent or a consequence of an individual’s job performance. Second, 

there is ambiguity about the extent to which employees may perceive individual MTM as a 

positive and challenging work practice, or as a negative and highly stressful situation. And 

third, prior research suggests that MTM may both obstruct and improve an employee’s ability 

to establish effective interpersonal relationships at work. 

 This chapter summarizes how the three empirical chapters of this dissertation help to 
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address these ambiguities. Building on this summary, I then outline how this dissertation 

contributes to the literature on teams and MTM. In addition, this chapter describes how future 

research may build on the dissertation’s main findings, and how practitioners can use these 

insights to manage employees’ experiences and performance outcomes when working in 

multiple teams at the same time. 

Main Findings 

  MTM and employees’ overall job performance. The purpose of Chapter 2 was to 

address two ambiguities in current perspectives on the relationship between MTM and an 

employee’s job performance. First, we employed a resource-based perspective to conceptually 

disentangle prior studies’ perspectives on MTM as either a positive (e.g., Chan, 2014) or a 

negative (e.g., Zika-Victorsson et al., 2006) predictor of an individual’s contributions to the 

organization’s overall goal achievement (i.e., his or her job performance). Second, we argued 

that an employee’s prior performance may increase his or her attractiveness as a prospective 

team member, so that performance serves as both an antecedent and a consequence of an 

employee’s MTM. Together, these predictions suggested a potentially reciprocal relationship 

between an individual’s MTM and his or her overall job performance, such that these 

variables mutually influence each other over time. 

  We examined this reciprocal MTM-performance relationship using longitudinal 

archival data from a large knowledge-intensive organization in the Netherlands, comprising 

1875 employees and spanning five consecutive years. Using a latent change score modeling 

approach (Grimm et al., 2012), we examined whether changes in an employee’s MTM were 

related with subsequent changes (i.e., at a later point in time) in his or her performance – and 

vice versa. Results showed that changes in an employee’s performance were positively 

associated with changes in his or her subsequent MTM, whereas changes in an employee’s 

MTM were negatively (rather than positively) related with subsequent changes in his or her 
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MTM. Over time, however, an employee’s performance recovered from these initial losses 

and gradually improved. Together, these findings addressed several ambiguities in current 

perspectives on the MTM-performance linkage by illustrating that MTM functions as both an 

antecedent and a consequence of an employee’s performance on the job, and that the strength 

and direction of this relationship depend on the time frame under consideration. 

  Psychological consequences of individual MTM. Chapter 3 strived to explain 

individual MTM’s potentially positive and negative psychological consequences. This chapter 

aimed to resolve associated ambiguities in the MTM literature by incorporating a key 

individual characteristic that may shape an employee’s stress responses to his or her MTM 

(i.e., organizational tenure). Furthermore, Chapter 3 built on insights from Chapter 2 to 

position employees’ psychological responses to MTM as critical mechanisms that explicate 

how the work practice translates into important organizational outcomes (i.e., performance 

and absenteeism). 

 Building on the challenge-hindrance framework, we proposed that some employees 

perceive MTM as a positive type of work challenge, whereas others may experience MTM as 

a hindrance stressor that invokes confusion about their core job responsibilities (i.e., 

perceptions of role ambiguity). To resolve this apparent contradiction, we integrated these 

perspectives with insights from organizational socialization theory, proposing an employee’s 

organizational tenure as a moderating factor for the linkage between individual MTM and an 

employee’s work challenge and role ambiguity perceptions.  

  We tested these predictions using additional data from the same knowledge-intensive 

organization examined in Chapter 2. Using a time-lagged sample of 1211 employees, we 

combined archival data with survey measures to examine how individual employees’ MTM 

related to their subsequent work challenge and role ambiguity perceptions. We found that 

MTM was positively associated with perceived work challenge among employees with 
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relatively high organizational tenure. These work challenge perceptions, in turn, predicted 

higher job performance among employees with more organizational experience. For 

employees with lower organizational tenure, by contrast, MTM predicted lower work 

challenge perceptions and higher role ambiguity, reducing their performance and promoting 

absenteeism. Together, these findings help to resolve the ambiguity regarding MTM’s 

psychological consequences by illustrating that the work practice can invoke both positive 

and negative psychological consequences among individual employees, depending on their 

overall experience within the organization. 

  MTM and employees’ interpersonal relationships. Chapter 4’s main goal was to 

address theoretical ambiguities in our current understanding of MTM’s interpersonal 

consequences. Specifically, this chapter examined whether work practice has the potential to 

complicate interpersonal relationships (e.g., Pluut et al., 2014), on the one hand, whereas it 

could also foster positive and productive connections across multiple teams on the other hand 

(Mortensen et al., 2007). In addition, Chapter 4 built on Chapter 2 and 3 by examining an 

additional mechanism and boundary condition in the MTM-performance linkage. 

  Drawing on the social capital literature and research on social networks, we argued 

that MTM may expand an employee’s information-sharing network on the job, offering the 

potential for performance benefits and detriments. More specifically, we proposed that 

information-sharing relationships differ in the extent to which they can provide relevant and 

useful information, depending on the frequency and intensity of the respective relationships 

(i.e., the strength of a network tie). We tested these predictions with independent data 

gathered in a subset of the organization examined in Chapters 2 and 3. We found that MTM 

was indirectly related to an employee’s job performance by increasing the size of his or her 

information-sharing network. As expected, this indirect relationship was contingent on the 

average strength of an employee’s network ties, such that MTM only associated with higher 
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performance when network ties were relatively weak. The indirect relationship between MTM 

and individual job performance was negative, by contrast, when employees’ network ties 

were relatively strong. All in all, these findings addressed ambiguities regarding the extent to 

which MTM helps or hinders an employee in establishing effective interpersonal relationships 

across multiple teams. 

Theoretical Contributions 

  The findings described above make several theoretical contributions. This dissertation 

adds to the team literature by providing a novel perspective on the benefits and disadvantages 

of contemporary team arrangements that build on individual members’ MTM. The chapters in 

this dissertation contribute to the MTM literature, in addition, by addressing several 

ambiguities in current perspectives on MTM’s consequences for individual employees. 

  Contribution to the team literature. As described in Chapter 1, research on work 

teams often relies on a classic definition of teams as a stable and bounded set of individuals 

that work interdependently to achieve a common goal (Sundstrom, DeMeuse, & Futrell, 1990, 

see also Mortensen & Haas, 2018). Yet in recent years, teams in modern organizations 

increasingly represent dynamic entities with fuzzy boundaries in which employees regularly 

move from one team to another (O’Leary et al., 2011a). The present dissertation investigated 

whether such contemporary team arrangements may distinctly shape individual employees’ 

experiences, behaviors, and outcomes at work. Chapter 2, for example, demonstrated that 

team memberships dynamically change over time and that these MTM changes are critically 

related to employees’ prior and subsequent performance evaluations. Chapter 3 illustrated that 

some employees (i.e., with longer organizational tenure) are better equipped to navigate the 

complexities of contemporary team arrangements than others. Finally, Chapter 4 found that 

employees’ information-sharing networks often span multiple teams at the same time, 

potentially allowing a focal employee to benefit from knowledge resources embedded in 
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various parts of the organization. Collectively, the chapters in this dissertation help the team 

literature to progress from a singular focus on bounded and stable team memberships towards 

a more modern, realistic view of teams as dynamic entities in which memberships are often 

part-time and where members join and leave as a team develops over time (Mortensen & 

Haas, 2018; Wageman et al., 2012). 

  Contributions to the MTM literature. This dissertation enriches the MTM literature 

with a distinct individual-level perspective. Most of the previous MTM studies have 

conceptualized this work practice at the team level of analysis. Research by Bertolotti et al. 

(2015) and Vedres and Stark (2010), for example, found that team-level MTM relates 

positively to a focal team’s performance, suggesting that organizations may benefit from 

distributing their employees across a higher number of simultaneous teams. The present 

dissertation, by contrast, examined how individual MTM relates to an employee’s experiences 

and behaviors on the job. We found that MTM potentially comes with severe downsides for 

individual employees, thus suggesting that MTM’s consequences may differ markedly across 

various levels of analysis. In Chapter 2, for example, we found that increasing an employee’s 

MTM initially decreases (rather than improves) his or her overall performance. Chapter 3, in 

addition, demonstrated that MTM associates with role ambiguity and absenteeism among 

employees with relatively little experience within the organization. Consequently, it appears 

that both individual- and team-level perspectives should be taken into account when assessing 

if MTM is a suitable and beneficial work practice in modern organizations. 

  Finally, this dissertation addressed three ambiguities in current research on individual-

level MTM. As described in Chapter 1, the literature depicts MTM as a double-edged sword 

that could both improve and harm individual employees’ functioning and well-being. Chapter 

2 reconciled positive and negative perspectives on MTM’s performance consequences by 

demonstrating that increased MTM associates with short-term performance decreases and 
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long-term performance improvements. Further, Chapter 3 integrated conflicting perspectives 

on MTM’s psychological consequences. Drawing from organizational socialization theory, 

this chapter demonstrated that an employee’s organizational tenure determines whether he or 

she perceives MTM as a challenge or a hindrance. And lastly, Chapter 4 provided a clearer 

picture of the type of interpersonal network structures that enable MTM’s performance 

advantages and disadvantages to unfold, demonstrating that this hinges on the strength of an 

employee’s information-sharing ties across multiple teams. In sum, this dissertation 

uncovered several mechanisms and boundary conditions that explain why and when MTM is 

either a positive or negative experience for individual employees. 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

  This dissertation addressed several ambiguities in our current understanding of 

individual MTM. Nonetheless, several issues remain unresolved and need to be addressed by 

future research. It is unclear, for example, if this dissertation’s findings can be generalized to 

other, less knowledge-intensive contexts. As noted above, it is also necessary to clarify how 

our findings relate to prior studies on MTM at the level of the team. Finally, the chapters in 

this dissertation each used a different behavioral or psychological theory to specify 

employees’ responses to MTM, and it is important to clarify how these perspectives relate to 

each other. 

  Generalizability to other contexts. Each chapter of this dissertation examined MTM in 

one particular research organization in one country (the Netherlands). Hence, it is important to 

corroborate our findings in other occupational settings. As noted in Chapter 1, survey studies 

found that most of today’s employees work in multiple simultaneous teams, irrespective of 

their occupation, industry, or cultural context (Mortensen, Woolley, & O’Leary, 2007; 

O’Leary et al., 2011a). This dissertation’s study sample solely came from the research 

industry, however, and future research may consider reexamining our theoretical models 
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outside this knowledge-intensive context. Blue-color workers, for example, often participate 

in more than one manufacturing or production team (e.g., when working day and night shifts, 

or on different assignments; Seers, 1989). These settings could be less reliant on a wide 

variety of perspectives and knowledge sources, suggesting that MTM’s potential social capital 

benefits (see Chapters 2 and 4) are less likely to materialize in blue-collar occupations. Hence, 

future research could examine whether MTM’s potential benefits (e.g., for employees with 

higher tenure, or with weaker information-sharing ties) also occur in less knowledge-intensive 

jobs. 

  In addition, more research is needed to ensure our findings’ generalizability to other 

countries and cultural contexts. In more collectivistic cultures, for example, multi-teamers 

might prioritize the performance of the group over their well-being (Brett, Behfar, & Kern, 

2006). In such cultures, MTM may result in even greater stress experiences, as described in 

Chapter 3, because employees may try to spend as much time as possible within each work 

team, potentially resulting in excessive overtime and work-life imbalance (LePine et al., 

2005). In more individualistic countries (such as the Netherlands; Brett, Behfar, & Kern, 

2006), by contrast, employees may find it less problematic to navigate multiple teams when 

they perceive MTM as beneficial to their performance (Chapter 2 and 4). Altogether, future 

research could build on these suggestions to provide a more comprehensive perspective on 

MTM’s individual-consequences across different organizations, occupations, and cultural 

contexts. 

  A multi-level perspective on MTM. The present dissertation examined MTM’s 

consequences for individual employees and uncovered that some employees experience 

severe disadvantages (rather than benefits) from their involvement in multiple teams. 

Consequently, it is necessary to further clarify how individual MTM can be beneficial the 

performance of the team (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 2015; Cummings & Haas, 2012), even though 
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the work practice is often problematic for its individual members. Chapter 3, for example, 

showed that MTM is particularly harmful to employees with limited organizational tenure. 

Within a focal team, such employees typically work on less crucial tasks (Cummings & Haas, 

2012), and other team members may take over some of the responsibilities of low-tenure 

employees that perform below an acceptable standard. Thus, although individual employees 

with lower tenure may experience rather severe consequences from MTM, potentially 

affecting their long-term career due to lower performance evaluations and frequent 

absenteeism spells, teams may find it relatively easy to cover for – and ultimately replace – 

these employees. Hence, future research could simultaneously examine the extent to which (a) 

individual team members’ benefit or suffer from their involvement in other teams, and (b) 

these individual-level consequences translate into team-level outcomes (e.g., depending on a 

team’s tenure composition or information-sharing requirements; see Chapter 3 and 4). 

  Related to this, future research could explore whether specific intra-team MTM 

configurations allow teams to benefit from their members’ MTM without harming these 

individuals’ well-being and productivity. Team-level studies typically conceptualized MTM 

as the average number of other teams in which a focal team’s members are involved. At the 

same time, these studies acknowledged that it is unlikely that individual team members are all 

involved in roughly the same number of additional teams (Bertolotti et al., 2015). A focal 

team may, for example, gain sufficient access to performance-enhancing resources embedded 

in other teams (i.e., knowledge bases and materials; O’Leary et al., 2011a; Vedres & Stark, 

2010) when only one member is also involved in other concurrent teams. Rather than 

focusing on a focal team’s average MTM, future research could, therefore, explore the 

potential performance consequences of MTM differences within a team. This can be captured 

through team centralization measures (cf. Grund, 2012), which assess the extent to which a 

focal team’s MTM is centralized in a single team member. Chapters 3 and 4 suggest that 
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employees with more organizational tenure, and who are not required to maintain strong 

information-sharing connections across multiple teams, are better suited for such MTM 

positions. Hence, MTM centralization may allow teams to benefit from MTM’s potentially 

positive performance consequences while avoiding its negative consequences at the individual 

level. 

  Finally, team-level research may benefit from the dynamic, longitudinal approach 

outlined in Chapter 2. Using a within-team design, studies could examine whether changes in 

a focal team’s MTM create benefits and/or disadvantage as a focal team develops over time. 

At the beginning of a team’s life-cycle (see Pinto & Slevin, 1988), for example, the focal 

team may benefit from the additional knowledge sources and perspectives available through 

MTM. Such information resources may help a focal team to acquire new information, 

generate ideas, and develop new task approaches in earlier stages of a project. Towards the 

end of a team’s life-cycle (e.g., when a project is finalized), by contrast, team members are 

required to integrate task outputs and to coordinate their final efforts (Hanssen, 1999) and 

MTM may decrease members’ opportunities to spend time together and to find sufficient 

overlap in competing schedules (O’Leary et al., 2011a). Hence, team-level MTM may hinder 

teams from performing effectively at later stages in a team’s timeline. Further exploring these  

MTM-performance dynamics could advance a more nuanced perspective on MTM’s team-

level consequences. 

  Towards an overarching MTM theory. The empirical chapters of this dissertation 

built on a variety of perspectives to theorize about MTM’s consequences for individual 

employees. Chapter 3, for example, used the challenge-hindrance framework (LePine et al., 

2005) to explore employees’ stress responses to higher MTM, while Chapter 4 focused on 

social capital theory (Lin, 1999) to examine multi-teamers’ information-sharing networks. 

These different perspectives helped me to address essential ambiguities in the MTM 
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literature, and each of them tapped into different psychological and social mechanisms that 

explicate how and why MTM translates into positive and negative outcomes. At the same 

time, this begs the question of how these theoretical perspectives relate to each other, and 

whether they can be integrated into an overarching framework that gives more insight into 

additional processes and outcome variables that could be examined in future MTM studies. 

 Chapter 2 introduced a resource-based perspective that may offer the conceptual 

foundation for a comprehensive theoretical model of the antecedents and consequences of 

individual MTM. Conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) appears particularly 

useful in this regard, as it specifies specific resources (i.e., valued entities that serve to achieve 

work-related goals; Hobfoll, 1989) that are crucial for an employee’s overall functioning at 

work. This theory is based on the assumption that (1) employees require sufficient resources 

in order to perform effectively (varying from physical objects to psychological states; 

Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Luthans et al., 2007), and (2) stress occurs when such resources 

are threatened or depleted (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Hobfoll, 1988). Hence, conservation of 

resources theory predicts that resource gains improve an employee’s functioning, whereas 

resource threats result in stress experiences and performance issues. 

 Collectively, the chapters in the present dissertation suggest that MTM is indeed 

related to an employee’s resources on the job (see Figure 5.1). Chapter 3 and 4’s findings, in 

particular, suggest that MTM can both expand and deplete an employee’s psychological (i.e., 

perceived growth opportunities, role clarity; Taylor et al., 2000) and social resources (i.e., 

social capital; Lin, 1999). Furthermore, these respective chapters identified contingency 

factors (i.e., an employee’s organizational experience and information-sharing network) that 

determine if MTM adds to (or subtracts from) these resources, and specified how these 

resource mechanisms indirectly link an employee’s MTM to his or her job performance and 

absenteeism. 
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FIGURE 5.1 

A Resource-Based Perspective on Individual MTM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notably, MTM’s direct relationship with job performance remained significant in both 

Chapter 3 and 4, even after including the respective mediators in the analyses. This suggests 

that additional mechanisms could mediate the MTM-performance linkage. Prior research has 

identified several job-related resources that may be relevant in this regard (Hobfoll, 1989; 

2002), and future studies could consider these to provide a more complete perspective on the 

generative processes underlying MTM’s performance consequences. 

  Specifically, MTM requires an employee to meet multiple and often simultaneous 

team and task demands, and as such, may lead him or her to develop more efficient work 

routines (i.e., regular and repetitive action patterns; Feldman, 2000; see also O’Leary et al., 

2011b). Several studies point to such routines as valuable resources that can improve 

employees’ productivity on the job (Hobfoll, 2001; Monsell, 2003). Multi-teamers may, for 

example, seek out opportunities to adapt and use one team’s inputs and outcomes (e.g., parts 
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of a written report, leftover materials, newly developed working methods; Page, 2006) to 

improve their productivity in a second team. Over time, an employee’s ability to recognize 

and utilize potential synergies across multiple teams may become part of his or her work 

routine (Feldman, 2000). If the different “working spheres” associated with each team are 

highly distinct from each other (e.g., use completely different methods, knowledge bases, and 

materials), however, it could be much more difficult for employees to integrate their work 

efforts across multiple teams (O’Leary et al., 2011a: 468). Substantial variations between 

multiple team contexts (i.e., MTM variety; O’Leary et al., 2011a) may therefore disrupt, 

rather than improve, an employee’s work routines. In line with this dissertation’s findings (see 

also Figure 5.1), this suggests that MTM can relate both positively and negatively to 

individual employees’ personal resources on the job. 

  Furthermore, many contemporary jobs require employees to use their time (a vital and 

limited resource; Hobfoll, 2001) as efficiently as possible, and MTM may affect their ability 

to do so. Scholars have suggested that “being on multiple teams can also lead individuals to 

make more careful choices about how they spend their time” (O’Leary et al., 2011b; 150). 

Multi-teamers may prioritize more urgent projects over team tasks that do not require their 

immediate attention, for example, considerably increasing their efficiency on the job 

(Mortensen & Gardner, 2017: 60). A potential downside of MTM, however, is that it 

frequently requires employees to stop working on one task to switch and dedicate their full 

attention to another team’s tasks (Leroy, 2009). It takes time to recover from such task and 

team context switches (Monsell, 2003), and MTM may, therefore, increase the total amount 

of time required to complete multiple assignments (Cummings & Haas, 2012). Again, this 

suggests that MTM is a double-edged sword that can both improve and hinder an employee’s 

effective time use and subsequent job performance. 

   Altogether, it appears that MTM may have an important impact on additional job-
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related resources that were not examined in this dissertation. More research is needed to 

specify the mechanisms and boundary conditions that allow MTM’s potential resource (dis) 

advantages to unfold. Such research may uncover new ways to make MTM a more positive 

and less stressful work practice for individual employees. 

Practical Implications 

  As noted in Chapter 1, organizations face increasing competitive pressure from 

crowded and globalized markets, and therefore try to use their human resources as efficiently 

as possible. The chapters in the present dissertation suggest that MTM may improve 

individual employees’ productivity on the job, and as such, could be utilized as an effective 

human resource practice. This dissertation also identified several risk factors, however, that 

may reduce (rather than improve) an employee’s overall functioning in multiple simultaneous 

teams. Consequently, the chapters in this dissertation offer several implications for managers 

and practitioners in MTM organizations. 

  First, Chapter 2 demonstrated that interventions aimed at increasing employees’ MTM 

may backfire when managers expect instantaneous performance improvements. Employees 

need to adjust to the complexities and demands of MTM environments, and managers should 

note that MTM first reduces, rather than improves, an employee’s performance. Hence, MTM 

interventions should be avoided if an employee’s short-term performance is critical to the 

success of the organization. Chapter 2 also shows, however, that increasing an employee’s 

MTM may induce pronounced performance gains in the long run that may outweigh initial 

downsides. If possible, managers may benefit from accepting the initial costs of employees’ 

MTM increases to achieve a more competent and interconnected (see also Chapter 4) 

workforce. 

  Second, insights from Chapter 3 suggest that organizations should exercise caution 

when implementing MTM among relatively new employees. These employees’ psychological 
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well-being is a major source of concern in many organizations (American Psychological 

Association, 2009), and MTM may further aggravate their stress experiences on the job. If 

MTM is necessary among employees with relatively little organizational experience, 

however, it is advisable to gradually increase these employees’ number of concurrent team 

memberships over time, as they gain experience within the organization (see also Chapter 2). 

This comes with additional benefits for more experienced employees, as they may find that 

higher MTM provides them with new opportunities for personal development and personal 

gain (i.e., increases their perceived work challenge). Hence, managers may consider linking 

an employee’s MTM level to his or her organizational experience. 

 Finally, as described in Chapter 1, project managers and HR practitioners often 

assume that MTM creates useful information flows between concurrent projects (Mortensen 

& Gardner, 2017). Chapter 4 demonstrates that employees with higher MTM may indeed 

benefit from increased access to novel and useful knowledge sources, but also points to the 

frequency and intensity (i.e., strength) of employees’ information-sharing interactions as a 

risk factor in this relationship. Consequently, it is crucial that managers assess whether multi-

teamers’ tend to develop stronger or weaker information-sharing interactions across multiple 

teams (see Valente, 2012). If an employee develops weaker information-sharing ties across 

multiple teams, substantial performance advantages can be realized by increasing his or her 

MTM. In contrast, when an employee tends to communicate through stronger and more 

intense information-sharing ties, managers should either keep this employee’s MTM 

relatively limited or assign him or her to tasks that require more modest amounts of 

interpersonal information-sharing. 

 Concluding Remarks 

  The present dissertation aimed to expand our understanding of the benefits and 

disadvantages associated with individuals’ MTM as a key characteristic of contemporary 
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work. The studies presented here address important ambiguities in current academic 

perspectives on MTM. Specifically, the empirical chapters of this dissertation offer new 

insights into MTM’s performance, psychological, and interpersonal consequences. In doing 

so, this dissertation advances existing management theory and practice by demonstrating that 

MTM is neither a positive nor a negative type of work arrangement. Rather, the individual-

level consequences of MTM depend on the time frame under consideration, on employees’ 

prior experiences within the organization, and on the characteristics of employees’ 

interpersonal information-sharing networks. Altogether, I hope these findings will help 

organizations to more effectively manage complex team arrangements and stimulate further 

research on employees’ concurrent membership in multiple teams. 
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SAMENVATTING 

  Teams zijn niet meer weg te denken uit hedendaagse organisaties. Talloze studies 

hebben onderzocht hoe teams optimaal kunnen functioneren en er is al veel bekend over de 

impact van teamwerk op individuele medewerkers. Waar echter vrijwel geen onderzoek naar 

is gedaan, en wat tevens steeds vaker voorkomt in de praktijk, is het fenomeen dat veel 

medewerkers lid zijn van meerdere teams op hetzelfde moment (multiple team membership, 

afgekort als MTM). MTM betekent dat een medewerker steeds moet wisselen tussen 

verschillende teams, bijvoorbeeld omdat hij of zij als expert bijdraagt aan meerdere 

gelijktijdig lopende projecten. Organisaties zien MTM als een goede manier om hun 

menselijk kapitaal (de kennis en vaardigheden van medewerkers) optimaal te benutten. Zo 

kan de unieke kennis en kunde van individuele medewerkers gebruikt worden in meerdere 

projecten  en zorgt MTM voor nuttige uitwisselingen van informatie, kennis en materialen 

tussen teams. 

  Hoewel organisaties vaak baat hebben bij MTM is het grotendeels onduidelijk wat 

deze manier van werken voor medewerkers betekent. Zo zou het voor medewerkers juist 

verwarrend en stressvol kunnen zijn om constant te moeten schakelen tussen teams. In dit 

proefschrift onderzoek ik daarom de individuele voor- en nadelen van MTM. Allereerst zijn 

er goede redenen om aan te nemen dat MTM de prestaties van medewerkers beïnvloedt, 

hoewel het onduidelijk is of dit verband nu positief of negatief is. Ik onderzoek daarom hoe 

de prestaties van medewerkers zich ontwikkelen wanneer hun MTM toe- of afneemt over tijd. 

Daarnaast bestudeer ik de psychologische impact van MTM, waarbij ik mij richt op de mate 

waarin MTM zorgt voor positieve uitdaging of juist onduidelijkheid en verwarring in het 

werk. Ten slotte vergroot MTM het sociale netwerk van een medewerker. Daarom onderzoek 

ik onder welke omstandigheden een medewerker meer of minder effectief kan samenwerken 

in meerdere gelijktijdige teams. Hierna bespreek ik de belangrijkste bevindingen van dit 
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proefschrift. 

MTM en Individuele Prestaties 

  In hoofdstuk 2 onderzoek ik hoe MTM gerelateerd is aan de prestaties van individuele 

medewerkers. Voorgaand onderzoek suggereert dat een toename in MTM kan zorgen voor 

zowel een toe- als afname van iemands prestaties. Er is echter erg weinig empirisch 

onderzoek naar deze relatie. Ik gebruik twee verschillende theoretische perspectieven om dit 

verder te onderzoeken. De theorie van sociaal kapitaal (Lin, 1999) suggereert dat MTM 

toegang geeft tot sociale hulpbronnen (kennis, informatie, steun) in meerdere teams, waardoor 

een multi-teamer beter kan presteren. Een ander perspectief (conservation of resources 

theory; Hobfoll, 1988) suggereert dat MTM juist afbreuk doet aan de hulpbronnen van een 

medewerker, bijvoorbeeld omdat hij of zij niet aan de verwachtingen van alle teams kan 

voldoen. Ik voorspel daarom dat MTM zowel positief als negatief gerelateerd kan zijn aan de 

daaropvolgende prestaties van een medewerker. 

  Daarnaast zou MTM niet alleen een voorspeller maar ook het gevolg van iemands 

prestaties kunnen zijn. Onderzoek naar selectieprocessen binnen teams en naar het ontstaan 

van werkrelaties tussen medewerkers, suggereert dat teamleiders en medewerkers vooral 

willen samenwerken met personen met een goede reputatie (d.w.z. goed gepresteerd hebben 

in het verleden). Ik verwacht daarom dat medewerkers die een toename in hun prestaties 

ervaren vervolgens voor meer (gelijktijdige) teams gevraagd zullen worden en dat hun MTM 

daarom zal toenemen. Samen komt dit er op neer dat MTM zowel oorzaak als gevolg kan zijn 

van de prestaties van een individuele medewerker. 

  De resultaten van Hoofdstuk twee bevestigen dit beeld. Met behulp van gedetailleerde 

archiefdata, verspreid over een periode van vijf jaar, heb ik onderzocht hoe veranderingen in 

MTM samenhangen met veranderingen in de prestaties met individuele medewerkers. De 

resultaten laten zien dat een verandering in MTM negatief samenhangt met een verandering in 
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prestaties op een later moment. Een verandering in prestaties hangt juist positief samen met 

een daaropvolgende verandering in MTM. Samen betekent dit dat een medewerker die beter 

gaat presteren vervolgens een toename in MTM kan verwachten en door deze toename in 

MTM zal hij of zij, vervolgens, een afname in zijn of haar prestaties ervaren. Aanvullende 

analyses laten zien dat dit effect echter tijdelijk is: uiteindelijk zal een medewerker beter om 

kunnen gaan met MTM en op de lange termijn nemen zijn of haar prestaties zelfs toe. Op de 

lange termijn biedt MTM immers toegang tot nieuwe perspectieven en mogelijkheden in 

diverse teams en wanneer een medewerker beter gewend is geraakt aan MTM kan hij of zij 

hier beter van profiteren. 

Psychologische consequenties van MTM 

  In hoofdstuk 3 onderzoek ik de psychologische consequenties van MTM. Ook hier 

suggereert voorgaand onderzoek dat MTM zowel een positieve als een negatieve impact kan 

hebben op de psychologische toestand van een individuele medewerker. Aan de ene kant 

kunnen medewerkers MTM ervaren als een bron van uitdaging, taakverbreding en 

persoonlijke groei. Het geeft medewerkers immers de mogelijkheid om met verschillende 

mensen te werken, nieuwe dingen te proberen en om diverse inzichten van afzonderlijke 

teams bij elkaar te brengen. Aan de andere kant kan MTM gepaard gaan met stress en 

verwarring, zoals rolambiguïteit, omdat medewerkers maar relatief weinig tijd in elk team 

kunnen besteden. Hierdoor is het mogelijk dat het voor een multi-teamer lastiger is om in te 

schatten wat anderen van hem of haar verwachten. 

  Ik maak hier gebruik van het challenge-hindrance raamwerk (LePine e.a., 2005) om te 

onderzoeken of medewerkers MTM als een positieve uitdaging of als een bron van 

rolambiguïteit (een belemmering) ervaren. Omdat het challenge-hindrance raamwerk niet kan 

verklaren waarom sommige medewerkers MTM als een uitdaging zien, terwijl het voor 

anderen een bron van rolambiguïteit kan zijn, vul ik deze theorie aan met een tweede 
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perspectief. Op basis van onderzoek naar socialisatie in de organisatie (organizational 

socialization theory; Louis, 1980) veronderstel ik dat de organisatie-ervaring van een 

medewerker cruciaal is bij het bepalen van zijn of haar stress percepties. Wanneer iemand 

meer ervaring in de organisatie heeft, kan hij of zij putten uit concrete kennis over de 

inrichting van het werk en de leidinggevenden en collega’s in de organisatie. Voor iemand 

met veel ervaring zou MTM daarom een bron van extra uitdaging en nieuwe ervaringen 

kunnen zijn, die hij of zij mogelijk niet krijgt in slechts een enkel team. Iemand met weinig 

ervaring in de organisatie, echter, heeft vaker behoefte aan stabiliteit en een lage mate van 

complexiteit; dan is het werk al uitdagend genoeg. Ik verwacht daarom dat MTM tot meer 

rolambiguïteit zal leiden bij medewerkers met relatief weinig organisatie-ervaring. 

  Om deze verwachtingen te toetsen gebruikte ik data van dezelfde organisatie als in het 

voorgaande hoofdstuk. De resultaten laten zien dat medewerkers met weinig ervaring in de 

organisatie vaker last hebben van rolambiguïteit wanneer zij in een groter aantal gelijktijdige 

teams actief zijn. Deze rolambiguïteit zorgt vervolgens voor lagere prestaties en meer 

ziekteverzuim. Bij medewerkers met veel ervaring in de organisatie ziet het plaatje er 

compleet anders uit. Deze personen ervaren meer positieve uitdaging (en geen rolambiguïteit) 

wanneer hun aantal gelijktijdige teamlidmaatschappen relatief groot is, wat hun prestaties op 

het werk vergroot. Samen betekenen deze resultaten dat MTM indirect (via rolambiguïteit) 

samenhangt met meer verzuim en mindere prestaties bij medewerkers met weinig ervaring in 

de organisatie, terwijl MTM juist een positieve uitwerking heeft op werknemers met veel 

ervaring in de organisatie. 

Interpersoonlijke consequenties van MTM 

  In het vierde hoofdstuk zoom ik in op de sociale consequenties van het werk in 

meerdere teams. Ook hier is het onduidelijk of MTM een positieve of een negatieve 

uitwerking heeft op het individu. Aan de ene kant kan MTM de interpersoonlijke aspecten 
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van het werk verrijken, waardoor iemand beter kan presteren in zijn of haar werk. MTM 

betekent immers dat iemand met veel verschillende mensen in diverse teams werkt, waardoor 

hij of zij meer ‘sociaal kapitaal’ (toegang tot de inzichten, werkwijzen en materialen van 

anderen) ontwikkelt. Aan de andere kant kan MTM ook zorgen voor problematische 

interpersoonlijke contacten. MTM vereist mogelijk een grote mate van interactie en 

onderlinge afstemming, en dit kan afleiden van belangrijkere werkzaamheden. 

   In hoofdstuk 4 hanteer ik Granovetter’s (1973) theorie over de kracht van zwakke 

connecties (strength of weak ties) om dit verder te onderzoeken. Deze theorie stelt dat sterke 

en hechte relaties vooral ontstaan tussen personen die grotendeels dezelfde inzichten en 

denkwijzen hebben. Zwakke relaties bestaan daarentegen vaak tussen personen die maar 

weinig op elkaar lijken, en bieden daarom vaker toegang tot unieke mogelijkheden en 

inzichten. In dit hoofdstuk veronderstel ik dat MTM bij alle werknemers zal leiden tot een 

toename in zijn of haar interpersoonlijke connecties. Wanneer een multi-teamer vervolgens 

vooral sterke connecties ontwikkelt (d.w.z. zeer regelmatig contact heeft) met zijn of haar 

interpersoonlijke netwerk zal dit (a) weinig nieuwe inzichten geven of voordelen opleveren en 

(b) afleiden van kernwerkzaamheden. Wanneer iemand vooral zwakke connecties heeft zal 

MTM juist positief uitpakken, omdat zwakke verbanden veelal toegang geven tot mensen met 

andere inzichten en werkmethoden. MTM zal dus tot een groter interpersoonlijk netwerk 

leiden, hetgeen zowel positief als negatief kan uitwerken - afhankelijk van de gemiddelde 

sterkte van deze relaties. 

  Ik onderzoek deze verbanden met aanvullende data verzameld in dezelfde organisatie 

als in de vorige hoofdstukken. De resultaten laten zien dat medewerkers met meer 

gelijktijdige teamlidmaatschappen inderdaad met meer mensen informatie uitwisselen (een 

groter netwerk hebben). Dit grotere netwerk kan de prestaties van deze medewerkers zowel 

verhogen als verlagen, afhankelijk van de gemiddelde intensiteit van deze relaties. Wanneer 
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een medewerker met een groot netwerk zeer vaak informatie uitwisselt met zijn of haar 

collega’s (een groot netwerk heeft met sterke connecties) presteert hij of zij minder goed. 

Wanneer iemand met een groot netwerk vooral zwakke connecties heeft, vergroot dit juist zijn 

of haar prestaties. Samen betekent dit dat MTM indirect, via het interpersoonlijke netwerk 

van een medewerker, gerelateerd is aan zijn of haar prestaties (zie ook hoofdstuk 2). Of dit 

effect positief of negatief is hangt af van de gemiddelde intensiteit van deze relaties. 

Implicaties 

  In het laatste hoofdstuk van dit proefschrift bespreek ik de theoretische en praktische 

implicaties van mijn onderzoek. De drie studies in dit proefschrift verbinden verschillende 

theorieën met elkaar om te laten zien wat de kosten en baten zijn van multiple team 

membership. Zo laat hoofdstuk 2 zien dat een toename van MTM er eerst voor zorgt dat de 

prestaties van een medewerker afnemen, maar dat op lange termijn zijn of haar prestaties juist 

toenemen. Deze resultaten suggereren dat managers er goed aan doen om MTM te beperken 

bij medewerkers die op de korte termijn goed moeten presteren. Op lange termijn kan een 

medewerker echter baat hebben bij een geleidelijke toename in MTM. Strategisch omgaan 

met MTM kan dus gezien worden als een investering (op korte termijn) die zich terugbetaald 

op een later moment. 

 Hoofdstuk 3 laat zien dat MTM zowel een positieve als een negatieve psychologische 

uitwerking kan hebben op individuele medewerkers, afhankelijk van hun ervaring in de 

organisatie. Dit geeft meer inzicht in de eigenschappen die medewerkers meer of minder 

geschikt maken voor MTM. Hoewel het verleidelijk kan zijn om nieuwe medewerkers juist 

aan veel teams te laten deelnemen (bijv. in een traineeship of rotatie-systeem) zal dit volgens 

mijn onderzoek leiden tot stress en verzuim op een later moment. Bij medewerkers met veel 

organisatie-ervaring kan het juist nuttig zijn om na te gaan of hun MTM potentie voldoende 

benut wordt, omdat dit hun ervaren uitdaging en prestaties in het werk kan vergroten. 
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 Hoofdstuk 4, ten slotte, bouwt voort op hoofdstuk 2 door meer inzicht te geven in de 

netwerkeigenschappen die bepalend zijn voor MTM’s impact op de prestaties voor 

individuele medewerkers. Dit hoofdstuk laat zien dat MTM toegang kan bieden tot nieuwe en 

bruikbare inzichten en dat dit het beste werkt als het netwerk van een medewerker bestaat uit 

relatief zwakke connecties. Als men de meerwaarde van MTM zo goed mogelijk wil 

benutten, moet de intensiteit van de onderlinge interacties van medewerkers het beste beperkt 

blijven. Dit kan door efficiënte meetings te organiseren, taken vooraf duidelijk af te stemmen 

en te zorgen voor een heldere taakomschrijving. 

  De drie studies in dit proefschrift geven inzicht in de complexe relaties tussen MTM 

en de prestaties, psychologische percepties en interpersoonlijke connecties van individuele 

medewerkers. Deze inzichten helpen organisaties om de kosten en baten van complexe 

teamarrangementen beter te managen. Ik hoop daarom dat mijn proefschrift aanspoort tot 

meer onderzoek naar de voor- en nadelen van multiple team membership. 
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