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Team-based working and employee well-being: A cross-

cultural comparison of United Kingdom and Hong Kong

health services

Timothy T. C. So
Department of Psychiatry, University of Cambridge, Cambridge, and Aston

Business School, Aston University, Birmingham, UK

Michael A. West and Jeremy F. Dawson
Aston Business School, Aston University, Birmingham, UK

This study examined the impact of team-based working, team structure, and
job design on employee well-being (in term of job satisfaction and work stress)
in staff working in healthcare organizations in Hong Kong. Cross-cultural
differences in the impact of job design, team structure, and employee well-
being outcomes between United Kingdom and Hong Kong were also
investigated. A group of 197 staff from two Hong Kong hospitals were
compared to a sample of 270 UK staff working in National Health Service
organizations in the UK. Results showed that team structure and job design
were significantly associated with greater employee satisfaction and lower
stress for Hong Kong healthcare staff. Culture was also found to moderate the
impact of team structure and job design on employee well-being. The findings
suggest that although team structure and job design contribute to employee
well-being, they have differential impacts across cultures. This provides
insights to policy planning on building team-based organizations in the
healthcare sector involving multinational collaboration.

Keywords: Team-based working; Job design; Employee well-being; Culture;
Health care organisation.

Team-based working has gained popularity in healthcare settings as a way
to improve patient care (Cooke, 1997; McHugh et al., 1996; West et al.,
2004). Though team-based working is regarded as an effective means of
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improving organizational performance (Hill, 1982; West, 2002), there are
contradictory findings that put the effectiveness of team-based working in
question, especially on employee outcomes (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Karau &
Williams, 1993). It is proposed that team-based working may only be
beneficial to employee well-being under specific conditions—when the team
is structured and when the tasks as well as the context are appropriate for
collaborative work; however, such evidence is mainly drawn from Western
societies. In this study, the impacts of team-based working, team structure,
and job design on employee well-being outcomes in terms of job satisfaction
and work-related stress in healthcare organizations were examined beyond
Western cultures in a Chinese sample. Cross-cultural comparisons between
the United Kingdom and Hong Kong were also conducted to investigate
cultural differences in these relationships.

It is now increasingly common for healthcare organizations to employ
interdisciplinary teams for more comprehensive diagnosis and treatment of
patients as in other contemporary organizations (Cott, 1998). In line with
other settings (Applebaum & Batt, 1994; Hill, 1982), research within
healthcare organizations suggested that team-based working leads to
enhanced equity, efficiency, and clinical quality in healthcare settings, for
instance improved overall care (Cooke, 1997) and coordination of care
(McHugh et al., 1996) for patients, and decreased length of patients’
hospital stay (Wieland, Kramer, Waite, & Rubenstein, 1996). In addition to
patient outcomes, team-based working is also related to reduced healthcare
costs (Eggert, Zimmer, Hall, & Friedman, 1991).

Apart from benefits to organizations, team-based working is also suggested
to be related to employee well-being, as Carter and West (1999) found that
effectiveness of team-based working was positively related to team members’
mental health. Though it was found in the study that substantially smaller
proportion of staff working in such teams experienced stress compared to the
average for the National Health Service (NHS) in the UK, how team-based
working should function to achieve better employee well-being is rarely
studied. This study is thus devoted to exploring the conditions of team-based
working in healthcare settings which may give rise to better employee
outcomes such as greater job satisfaction and lower job stress.

Although advantages of team-based working are evident in various
research, other researchers have nonetheless found that working in teams
can be ineffective and stressful. Working in groups may undermine
individuals’ motivation and lead to social loafing (Williams & Karau,
1991). This imposes greater workload on other group members, and thus
leads to stress and dissatisfaction (Karau & Williams, 1993). Moreover,
conflicts arise within heterogeneous teams might hamper group satisfaction
(Hogg & Terry, 2000). These difficulties encountered by teams may also be
stressful to individual members.
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Therefore team-based working may not always be more beneficial to
employee outcomes. It depends on whether the team is well-structured, and
that it is very likely to be productive when the task and the context are
appropriate for collaborative work. Specifically this study identified two
conditions—team structure and job design—that determine employee
outcomes (in terms of job satisfaction and work stress) on top of merely
working in teams.

TEAM STRUCTURE

According to Saunders and Ahuja (2006), a team’s structure frames the
processes that are required to perform team tasks. A shared understanding
of the team’s structure, people’s roles within it, and their objectives is
suggested to be the foundation for effective team-based working (Undre,
Sevdalis, Healey, Darzi, & Vincent, 2006). In fact, not all teams possess clear
inputs and processes, and people working in such teams may not benefit
from team-based working when these teams fail to function effectively. For
instance, less than half (around 40%) of over 90% of NHS staff who say
they work in teams work in entities that meet the criteria of a well-structured
team (with shared objectives, interdependent working, and regular meetings)
(Healthcare Commission, 2005).

This article examines the impact of team structure on employee job
satisfaction and work stress, with a well-structured work team being defined
as one (a) whose members have clearly defined roles, (b) whose members
work together to achieve the objectives, and (c) with regular meetings to
discuss effectiveness. These features of team structure are believed to be a
key condition of team-based working that contributes to team effectiveness
(Salas, Rozell, Mullen, & Driskell, 1999), members’ satisfaction and well-
being (Saunders & Ahuja, 2006), and lower stress levels (Robinson-Kurpius
& Keim, 1994).

JOB DESIGN

In addition to team structure, the task the team is working on should also be
planned to maximize effectiveness of the team and outcomes of individual
members. Job design involves specifying content, method, and relationships
of a job to satisfy technological and organizational requirements as well as
personal needs of job holders through a number of methods (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976). Well-defined and well-designed jobs are expected to enhance
employee motivation and thus result in improved performance (Oldham &
Hackman, 1980). Given its broad definition, in this study the quality of job
design is defined by (1) whether the job content is clear, (2) whether there
will be unambiguous feedback on performance, and (3) whether the
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employee is given opportunity to participate in decision making (i.e.,
whether the employee is granted autonomy).

Job design has been suggested to be an antecedent of outcomes such as
motivation, task effectiveness, and satisfaction, according to the Input-
Process-Output model of team working (Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993)
and the Job Characteristics Model (Hackman & Oldham, 1976), as well
as by other scholars (Feldman & Bolino, 2000; Guzzo & Bondy, 1983;
Morrison, Cordery, Girardi, & Payne, 2005; Parker, 2003).

Based on these discussions, it is suggested that contradictory previous
findings on the relationships between team-based working and employee
well-being might be brought about by differences in team structure and team
job design. Specifically, on top of team-based working, working in well-
structured teams (in which roles are clearly defined and assigned to team
members, team members work together to achieve team objectives, and
meetings are regularly held to discuss the performance of the team) would be
associated with greater employee job satisfaction and lower work stress than
employees working in poorly structured teams. Moreover, employees
working in teams with better job design, in terms of clear job content,
unambiguous feedback about their performance, and freedom to decide on
their pace or method of work, would be more satisfied and less stressed.

CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN TEAM-BASED
WORKING, TEAM STRUCTURE, AND JOB DESIGN

Though team-based working is presumably beneficial, its effectiveness
nonetheless depends on the context in which team-based working is
implemented, including specific organizational cultures as well as the larger
national cultures in which they are embedded. Research on teamwork across
cultures has identified variance across cultural contexts in team processes, such
as social loafing and conflict (Earley, 1994; Oetzel, 1998), team leadership
(Pillai & Meindl, 1998), goal setting (Earley & Erez, 1987; Erez & Somech,
1996), teams’ beliefs about performance (Gibson, 1999), and employees’
receptivity to working in teams (Kirkman& Shapiro, 2001). Kirkman,Gibson,
and Shapiro (2001) demonstrated differences in implementation and
functioning of work teams across cultures. Gibson and Zellmer-Bruhn
(2001) found that employees across cultures hold different definitions of
teamwork. These findings suggest that team-based working functions
differently across cultures, and hence it is worthwhile examining whether
findings in Western societies on team-based working also apply to eastern
collectivistic societies where interpersonal relationships are highly valued.
Thus, this study also aims to test the relationships between team structure, job
design, and employee well-being outcomes in the context of Hong Kong, a
collectivistic society with high power difference and uncertainty avoidance
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(Hofstede, 2001), with the hypotheses that attributes of team-based working
such as team structure and job design would also be applicable in such setting.

Hypothesis 1: Employees in Hong Kong working in well-structured
teams have higher levels of job satisfaction and lower levels of work
pressure than employees working in poorly structured teams.

Hypothesis 2: Employees in Hong Kong working in teams with better
job design have higher levels of job satisfaction and lower levels of work
pressure than those who are not.

Moreover, Kirkman et al. (2001) suggested that cultural differences such as
individualism–collectivism and power distance are critical to the effectiveness
of work teams. As culture determines what is valued in society and people in
different cultures have different definitions of teamwork (Gibson & Zellmer-
Bruhn, 2001), it is proposed that the relationships between team structure,
job design, and employee outcomes are moderated by culture, According to
Hofstede (1991), individualism characterizes ‘‘societies in which the ties
between individuals are loose: everyone is expected to look after himself
or herself and his or her immediate family’’ (p. 51), and collectivism
characterizes ‘‘societies in which people from birth onwards are integrated
into strong, cohesive ingroups, which throughout people’s lifetime continue
to protect them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty’’ (p. 51).

As interpersonal relationships are highly valued in collectivistic countries
such as China and Hong Kong and people avoid working with others in
aggressive ways compared with people in Western countries (Tse, Francis, &
Walls, 1994), the effect of team structure on employee job satisfaction and
work stress would be greater among Hong Kong healthcare staff than
among UK staff, as well-structured teams indicate more cohesive and
compact working relationships within teams which might be more welcomed
in collectivistic cultures such as Hong Kong that value interdependence.

For job design, it is hypothesized that job clarity and unambiguous
feedback would have greater impact on employee job satisfaction and work
stress among Hong Kong staff who are more uncertainty avoidant since they
help reduce uncertainties. Uncertainty avoidance concerns how cultures
adapt to changes and cope with uncertainty (Hofstede, 1991). Özkan and
Lajunen (2007) suggested that people in cultures with high uncertainty
avoidance tend to look for structure in their daily practices to avoid
ambiguities and risk, and thus employees in Hong Kong would prefer job
clarity and unambiguous feedback. Autonomy given to work teams would
be related to greater employee job satisfaction and lower work stress among
UK staff who are more individualistic. Examining the impacts of culture on
the roles structure and job design play in team-based working, could help
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clarify the contradictory findings in team-based working on employee
outcomes, and design better, more practical team-based working models.

Hypothesis 3a: Culture moderates the relationship between team
structure and employee job satisfaction and work stress, such that the
effect of team structure on employee job satisfaction and work stress is
greater in Hong Kong than in the UK.

Hypothesis 3b: Culture moderates the relationship between job design
and employee job satisfaction and work stress, such that the effects of job
clarity and unambiguous feedback on employee job satisfaction and work
stress are greater in Hong Kong than in the UK; whereas the effect of
autonomy on employee job satisfaction and work stress is greater in the
UK than in Hong Kong.

METHOD

Participants

A total of 197 participants were recruited from two hospitals in Hong Kong.
A matching comparison group was selected randomly from the NHS
National Staff Survey 2006 (Healthcare Commision & Aston University,
2007). The comparison sample consisted of 300 NHS staff from two
hospitals in the UK. The demographic characteristics of the two groups of
participants are summarized in Table 1.

Procedure

Participants in the study were recruited from two acute hospitals among
eight clusters of hospitals in Hong Kong. A total of 290 staff were selected
from the two hospitals (150 from one hospital and 140 from the other)
according to the procedure adopted by the NHS National Staff Survey. This
involved the generation of random numbers for each staff listed in an Excel
file followed by sorting the list from lowest to highest random number. A
formal letter of invitation with an introduction about the study and the link
to an online version of the questionnaire in Chinese was sent to the selected
staff from the two hospitals. Participation in the study was voluntary. The
final sample consisted of 197 staff from the two selected hospitals who had
completed the questionnaire, comprising a response rate of 67.9%.

This NHS National Staff Survey 2006, conducted between October and
December 2006 to collect staff views on, and experiences of, working in their
local NHS organization (‘‘trust’’), included a sample of up to 850 staff in
each of the 324 local healthcare organizations that belong to the NHS in
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England. Responses were received from 128,838 staff, representing a
response rate of 54%. As the two participating hospitals in Hong Kong
were acute in nature, two acute hospitals with comparable number of staff
were randomly selected from the survey data. Staff with matching age,
gender, occupational groups (only administration and clerical staff, allied
health professionals, medical and dental staff, nurses, and other staff), and
ethnicity (only British staff) were randomly selected.

Measures

Working in teams. Participants were asked directly if they were working
in a team, with dichotomous answers ‘‘Yes/No’’.

TABLE 1
Demographic characteristics of participants

Variable NHS (N¼273)a HK (N¼197)a

Gender

Male 35 (12.8%) 35 (17.8%)

Female 235 (86.1%) 158 (80.2%)

Age

21–30 47 (17.2%) 43 (21.8%)

31–40 62 (22.7%) 44 (22.3%)

41–50 87 (31.9%) 54 (27.4%)

51–65 74 (27.1%) 51 (25.9%)

66þ 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.5%)

Years of service

Less than a year 22 (8.1%) 22 (11.2%)

1–2 years 22 (8.1%) 34 (17.3%)

3–5 years 60 (22.0%) 59 (29.9%)

6–10 years 54 (19.8%) 35 (17.8%)

11–15 years 47 (17.2%) 16 (8.1%)

More than 15 years 67 (24.5%) 28 (14.2%)

Occupational group

Admin & clerical 62 (22.7%) 31 (15.7%)

Allied health professionals 66 (24.2%) 31 (15.7%)

Medical & dental 16 (5.9%) 28 (14.2%)

Nurses 114 (41.8%) 100 (50.8%)

Others 10 (3.7%) 2 (1.0%)

Line manager

Yes 94 (34.4%) 86 (43.7%)

No 179 (65.6%) 109 (55.3%)

Team structure

High 161 (59.0%) 128 (65.0%)

Low 110 (40.3%) 69 (35.0%)

aSample size varied slightly for each demographic variable due to missing data.
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Structure of corresponding work teams. Staff who were working in teams
were also asked to state whether their work teams are structured in terms of
clearly defined roles and objectives, cooperation within the team, and
regular meetings and reflections on the team’s performance. Answers were
also given dichotomously (‘‘Yes/No’’). Participants with positive answers to
all the three questions were considered to be working in well-structured
teams; others were considered to be working in poorly structured teams.

Quality of job design (clear job content, feedback, and autonomy). This
six-item scale was used to assess the extent to which staff are performing jobs
in the context of teams that are relatively well designed and rich in content.
Participants were asked to rate their job design according to whether they
are clear about their responsibility, whether clear feedback on performance
is provided, and whether staff are given the opportunity to participate in
decision making on a 5-point Likert scale, from 1 (‘‘strongly disagree’’) to 5
(‘‘strongly agree’’). The three dimensions of job design were treated
independently in data analysis, with two items for each dimension, in the
same manner as in Job Characteristics Model and Job Diagnostic Survey.
Cronbach’s a for job content, feedback, and autonomy was .70, .69, and .68
for the UK sample, and .69, .66, and .73 for the Hong Kong sample,
respectively.

Staff job satisfaction. The job satisfaction scale contains seven items
taken fromWarr, Cook, and Wall’s (1979) job satisfaction scale and assesses
staff satisfaction by asking participants to rate their satisfaction according to
recognition for their work, support from supervisors and colleagues,
freedom to choose methods of working; amount of responsibility, skill
use, and satisfaction, and the extent to which the work of staff is valued by
the organization. Participants were asked to rate the statements on a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 (‘‘very dissatisfied’’) to 5 (‘‘very satisfied’’). Cronbach’s a
for the job satisfaction scale was .86 for both the UK and the Hong Kong
samples.

Perceived work stress by staff. The scale of work pressure consists of
four items and measures stress experienced by participants by asking them if
they think they would not be able to cope with their workload, as well as if
they think they lack time or resources to perform their job well, on a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 (‘‘strongly disagree’’) to 5 (‘‘strongly agree’’). Reliability
of the work stress items was satisfactory for both samples (Cronbach’s
a¼.81 and .82 for the UK and Hong Kong samples, respectively).

Sociodemographic variables. The survey also asked participants to
provide their sociodemographic information, including gender, age, ethnic
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group, years of service, health condition (with any long-term illness/
disability), and occupational group. All survey questions were developed in
English. They were translated into Chinese, and back-translated by a
bilingual Chinese graduate student to ensure lexical equivalence.

A multisample confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to determine
the extent to which the scales used in the study were invariant across the two
samples. A model fitting process was employed (Vandenberg & Lance,
2000), in which the fit of a baseline model with only factor pattern fixed
across the samples was examined in the first step. Subsequent constrains
were then set on factor loadings, variances, and covariances, and item error
variances to be equal and their model fits were examined. Since the w2

goodness of fit test is very sensitive to sample size, model fit was determined
using fit indices namely Comparative Fit Indices (CFIs), Non-Normed Fit
Indices (NNFIs), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximations
(RMSEAs), where a drop in CFI 4 .02 would be regarded as a reduction
in fit (Cheung & Rensvold, 2001).

The measurement model contained five factors: three job design factors
(job content, feedback, and autonomy), job satisfaction, as well as work
stress. Job satisfaction and work stress, as well as the three job design
factors, were allowed to correlate freely. Control demographic variables
were also allowed to correlate with the five factors freely. These included
age, gender, year of service, as well as whether or not there was a line
manager. The w2 of the baseline model was 722.92 (df¼280, p5 .05),
CFI¼.96, NNFI¼.93, RMSEA¼.071 (90% CI: .065–.076). For the
measurement equivalent model, the w2 was 812.45 (df¼328, p5 .05),
CFI¼.95, NNFI¼.93, RMSEA¼.067 (90% CI: .062–.073). With drop in
fit indices less than .02, results suggested that measurement equivalence was
in general achieved for all scales used across UK and Hong Kong samples.
Correlations among factors ranged from –.47 to .56 (ps5 .05), whereas
factor loadings ranged from .46 to .77. As correlations between control
variables and the outcome variables were not statistically significant (rs
ranged from –.12 to .08, p 4 .05), they were not included in the structural
model according to the principle of parsimony.

RESULTS

Table 2 summarizes the descriptive statistics of the variables for different
groups including means, standard deviations, as well as intercorrelations
among variables. The association between job satisfaction and work stress
was negative for both samples (r¼–.49 and –.42 for the Hong Kong and
NHS samples, respectively, ps5 .001). For both samples, team structure
and job design components were correlated positively with job satisfaction
and negatively with work stress. The positive associations between team
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structure and job design components, as well as among job design
components, were moderate.

Effect of culture on team structure and job design on employee
well-being

A multisample structural equation model was tested to evaluate the
impact of team structure and job design on employee job satisfaction and
work stress among participants from Hong Kong as well as the effect of
culture on the associations between team structure and job design variables
and employee outcomes. First, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested by
examining the model fit and the individual factor paths in the baseline
model. Model fit was evaluated with the following fit indices: model chi
square (w2), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Non-Normed Fit Index
(NNFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). In
general, CFI and NNFI values of .90 or above, and RMSEA values of .06
or below, are indicative of good empirical fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993;
Byrne, 1994).

Results of structural equation modelling (SEM) on the baseline model
indicated an acceptable fit for the data across the two samples. The w2 of the
model was 787.94 (df¼246, p5 .05), CFI¼.91, NNFI¼.91, RMSEA¼.071
(90% CI: .065–.076). This suggested that the model achieved configural
invariance across the two groups. Team structure and job design variables
(clear job content, feedback, and autonomy) were positively associated
with job satisfaction (b¼.13, .19, .43, and .41, respectively, ps5 .05) and
negatively associated with work stress (b¼–.18, –.16, –.31 and –.29
respectively, ps5 .05) for the UK sample. Only team structure, feedback,
and autonomy were positively associated with job satisfaction (b¼.20, .36,
and .38 respectively, ps5 .05), whereas clear job content and feedback were
negatively associated with work stress (b¼–.21 and –.32, ps5 .05) for the
Hong Kong sample.

Hypotheses 3a and 3b were tested by testing model fit of nested
models with equivalent constraints imposed on certain paths in the
baseline model. Since only certain paths were significant for the Hong
Kong sample, equivalent constraints were placed on the association
between team structure, feedback, autonomy, and job satisfaction, as well
as between clear job content and feedback and work stress. The validity
of the equality constraints can be tested using the Lagrange Multiplier
(LM) test, which indicates the increment in the w2 statistics if a constraint
is placed.

Results of the LM test were summarized in Table 3. It revealed that
constraints on the path from team structure, and feedback to job
satisfaction, as well as from clear job content to work stress should be
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released. In other words, the strengths of several associations in the
model were found to be different across groups. For example, the
association between team structure and job satisfaction was stronger
among Hong Kong staff (b¼.13 and .20 for the UK and Hong Kong
samples, respectively, ps5 .05), whereas association between feedback
and job satisfaction was stronger among UK staff (b¼.43, p5 .05; for
the Hong Kong sample, b¼.36, p5 .05). The negative association
between clear job content and work stress was also stronger among
Hong Kong staff (b¼–.16 and –.21 for UK and Hong Kong samples,
respectively, ps5 .05).

The final models for the UK and Hong Kong samples with standardized
coefficients are illustrated in Figures 1 and 2. Standardized factor loadings
of the structural model are shown in Table 4. The model accounted for
57.1% of the variance in job satisfaction as well as 18.5% of the variance in

TABLE 3
Lagrange multiplier test results to investigate equality constraints

Constrained relationship Dw2 (df¼1) p

Team structure ! Job satisfaction 5.72 5.05

Feedback ! Job satisfaction 8.53 5.05

Autonomy ! Job satisfaction 2.84 ns

Clear job content ! Work stress 4.43 5.05

Feedback ! Work stress 1.12 ns

Figure 1. Model for the UK sample with standardized coefficients (*p5 .05).
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work stress for the UK sample, and accounted for 47.9% of the variance in
job satisfaction as well as 30.2% of the variance in work stress for the Hong
Kong sample.

Figure 2. Model for the Hong Kong sample with standardized coefficients (*p5 .05).

TABLE 4
Standardized factor loadings for models for the UK and the Hong Kong samples

Measurement model estimates

Standardized factor loadings

UK sample Hong Kong sample

Team structure ! V1 .54 .38

Clear job content ! V2 .67 .65

Clear job content ! V3 .68 .63

Feedback ! V4 .61 .47

Feedback ! V5 .83 .82

Autonomy ! V6 .60 .68

Autonomy ! V7 .89 .86

Job satisfaction ! V8 .82 .72

Job satisfaction ! V9 .71 .75

Job satisfaction ! V10 .56 .65

Job satisfaction ! V11 .48 .45

Job satisfaction ! V12 .69 .66

Job satisfaction ! V13 .74 .65

Job satisfaction ! V14 .81 .75

Work stress ! V15 .82 .68

Work stress ! V16 .74 .75

Work stress ! V17 .65 .81

Work stress ! V18 .78 .71

*p5 .05.
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DISCUSSION

The present study investigates how team structure and team job design
contribute to employee well-being in team-based working beyond the
context of Western cultures. Two conditions we proposed in team-based
working, namely structure of work teams, in terms of clearly defined roles,
interdependent work, and regular meetings, as well as job design within
teams, in terms of clear job content, unambiguous feedback, and autonomy
within teams, were found to be significant factors to outcomes of employees
in Hong Kong.

Culture encloses social norms and values that determine appropriate
behaviours under different circumstances through the process of socializa-
tion (Smith, Bond, & Kagitcibasi, 2006). Specifically, values (beliefs about
how one should behave) (Ravlin & Meglino, 1987) drawn from culture
provide a standard for judgement of the reactions of self and others and for
perception of environmental stimuli and task structure. Individuals in
different cultures learn different behavioural scripts and sets of values with
which to evaluate situations and potential courses of action in group settings
(Erez & Earley, 1993; Hofstede, 1980), and these sociocultural standards are
also applied to the work group context. For instance, Bettenhausen and
Murnighan (1991) found that group members initially base their actions on
the behavioural scripts that they held as members of different groups in
similar situations. Earley (1993) also presented empirical evidence that
specific cultural orientations influence the behaviour of group members in a
motivational context.

Hence, sociocultural beliefs and norms will affect what patterns of
behaviour and what group and individual outcomes are thought to be
desirable and, therefore, produce differing assessments of group processes
and outcomes. They also help us understand expectations for behaviours in
teams.

In this study, team structure was found to be significantly associated with
job satisfaction but not work stress in the Hong Kong sample. Hypothesis 1
was only partly supported. Working interdependently on shared goals is
consistent with collectivistic cultures, which emphasize interdependence,
cooperation, and ingroup harmony (Hofstede, 1980). Thus, working in well-
structured teams is related to increased Chinese employees’ satisfaction
towards their work.

Though working in well-structured teams may be satisfying to Chinese
employees, Parris (2003) suggested that the quality of interactions among
team members might have greater impact on employees’ stress levels than
merely working interdependently with other team members to achieve team-
level objectives, especially in collectivistic societies such as Chinese societies.
Similarly, Lu (1997) highlighted work relationship in particular as a source
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of stress to Chinese employees on top of factors related to job, including role
ambiguity, in her integrated work stress model for Chinese. This might help
explain the finding that team structure variables affect job satisfaction but
not work-related stress among Chinese employees.

Team job design variables were also found to be associated with better
employee well-being in the Hong Kong sample. The second hypothesis
in the study was also partly supported. Among the three job design
components, unambiguous feedback appeared to be the most important
factor towards employee well-being as it was the only variable that had
significant associations with both job satisfaction and work stress. Feedback
is important in reducing ambiguity, especially in cultures which is high
uncertainty avoidance such as Hong Kong. Moreover as feedback is usually
provided by supervisors, the impact of unambiguous feedback might
therefore be greater in Hong Kong where power distance is high and
supervisors are influential (Lu, 1999).

Among Hong Kong staff clear job content was positively associated with
work stress but not job satisfaction. As unclear job content would lead to
uncertainty and anxiety among staff, having clear job content and objectives
would reduce employee work stress in Hong Kong, which is high in
uncertainty avoidance as it reduces ambiguity. However, clarifying job
content did not result in satisfaction among Hong Kong employees. One
possible explanation is that clear job content might be one of the hygiene
factors according to Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory (Herzberg,
Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959). Hong Kong workers with high uncertainty
avoidance may consider clear job content as a maintenance factor that is
necessary to avoid dissatisfaction but it does not provide job satisfaction.
Therefore, having clear job content might not contribute to employee job
satisfaction; however, having unclarified job content might be stressful to
employees.

It was also found in the Hong Kong sample that autonomy was
significantly associated with greater job satisfaction. As autonomy is
associated with sense of achievement and mastery, which in turn contribute
to employee satisfaction, Chinese workers may as well enjoy a greater sense
of mastery in their work team when the team is giving decision making
freedom, thus having greater levels of satisfaction towards their job.

Finally culture was found to moderate the impact of job design on
employee job satisfaction as well as work stress in this study. Specifically, the
impact of team structure on job satisfaction was stronger among Hong
Kong staff. Clear job content had greater effects on employee work stress
among Hong Kong staff, and unambiguous feedback had greater effects on
employee job satisfaction among UK staff. The last hypothesis was also
partly supported. These results are consistent with Keinan and Perlberg’s
(1987) claim that national culture may affect the intensity of the impact
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stressors have on individuals. It is also found in Narayanan, Menon, and
Spector’s (1999) study that Indian female employees considered lack of
structure or clarity to be the most stressful, whereas American female
employees found work overload and lack of control to be the most stressful.
Variations found in the perception of stressors could be an outcome of
differences in ecology, economics, religion, and politics across different
national cultures. It could also be caused by individual-level processes that
are under the influence of values and norms in different cultures. As these
hypotheses have not been tested in this study, further research is needed to
reveal the effect of culture on the association between job design and
employee well-being.

Limitations

Despite the promising findings, there are several limitations in the present
study that warrant caution in generalizing its findings, and offer directions
for future research. The first limitation concerns measurements used in the
study. Since some data were drawn from the NHS National Staff Survey, the
choice of measures was greatly constrained by this standard health survey,
and items that were used in study might not provide the most ideal
assessment of relevant constructs. For instance, reliabilities of some of the
job design measures were under the acceptable level of .70. This might
attenuate possible associations between job design and well-being measures.
In future studies more sophisticated measures should be used such that the
roles team structure and job design play on employee well-being can be more
accurately revealed.

Second, though constructs of interest in this study concerned functioning
of work teams, measures used in this study nonetheless tapped these
attributes at individual level. For instance, participants were asked whether
they perceived their work teams as having clearly defined roles and
autonomy. Given the anonymous nature of the survey, multilevel analyses
were not feasible in this study. Existing theories and research on job design
are mainly directed at individual level; its impact at other levels is less
explored (van Mierlo, Rutte, Kompier, & Doorewaard, 2005). Future
studies should shift the level of interest from individuals towards teams since
work teams instead of individuals are more commonly considered as
primary work units in organizations nowadays (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993).
As relationships between constructs may not be the same across different
levels, multilevel analyses that incorporate team-level constructs should be
conducted.

Third, the data obtained in both studies was cross-sectional. As a result
causal relationships between team structure, job design, and employee well-
being could not be determined. Longitudinal studies should be conducted to
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examine how employee well-being changes upon working in different work
teams with different structure and job design.

Moreover, the moderating role of culture on the relationship between
team-based working, team structure, job design, and employee outcomes
was only preliminarily examined in the present study. Future research
should be devoted to unpack the effect of culture on the relationships
between team-based working, team structure, job design, and employee
outcomes. Future studies should also extend to other Chinese or Asian
societies and explore impacts of other input variables such as communica-
tion, conflict resolution, and leadership, on top of team structure and job
design, on organizational performance and employee well-being, especially
in healthcare settings, so as to facilitate evidence-based team-based working
interventions.

Despite of the limitations, findings of the present study provided a more
comprehensive and concrete knowledge of team-based working on employee
outcomes across cultures. In addition to theoretical contributions to cross-
cultural studies on team-based working, findings of this study also provided
implications on policy planning for managers in healthcare settings. Well-
being of healthcare service providers has become a major issue to be
addressed in contemporary healthcare organizations apart from organiza-
tional performance. The present study offers guidance to policy making as it
scientifically showed that structure and job design within teams should be
considered when implementing team-based working, given their associations
with better employee outcomes.

Additionally, unambiguous feedback should be provided more frequently
to Chinese employees as it is found to be the most significant factor to
employee well-being. This finding would be practically helpful to managers
not only in developing team-based working but also transforming the
organization into team-based organization in which the team, rather than
the individual, is the primary means of producing products or services.
According to van de Vliert, Shi, Sanders, Wang, and Huang (2004),
managers in collectivist countries should to give collective and positive
feedback in order to foster employees’ positive emotions and constructive
behavioural intentions, as well as better manager–follower relationships.

Finally, managers should also address the issue of culture when designing
team-based working as the associations between job design and team
structure as well as employee outcomes are different under different cultures.
For instance, managers should provide more instructions or clarification to
employees in Chinese cultures as employees prefer having more clarification
regarding their tasks. Importantly, in a world where labour is becoming
more transferrable (according to the latest NHS national staff survey, 1% of
its workforce—over 10,000 employees—are of Chinese origin), healthcare
managers within the UK and Europe should be aware of factors that may
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cause different effects for Chinese workers within Western organizations.
The moderating effect of culture also provides insights to multinational
organizations on job design and team building.

CONCLUSION

The relationship between team-based working and organizational as well as
employee outcomes is not indispensable. Whether work teams perform
effectively depends on their functioning, which could be increased with
better team structure as well as better job design within the team to
accommodate team-based working. The requirements of the conditions of
team structure and job design also differ across cultures as different things
are valued; thus, outcomes brought by team structure and job design would
not be the same across cultures. These should be taken into account in
designing team-based working in healthcare organizations in order to
provide better quality care to patients.
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