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Abstract 
 

Organizations are increasingly using teams to accomplish work tasks that had traditionally been 

delegated to individuals (Salas, Burke, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000).  This transition to a team-based model 

has brought with it an increase interest in team-based assessments.  These assessments have become 

crucial as tools to help increase the effectiveness and productivity of teams.  While there are a number of 

assessments on the market, their purpose, theoretical underpinnings, and their validity and reliability vary 

from assessment to assessment.  This paper explores four of the more popular team assessments (i.e. 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Campbell-Hallam Team Development Survey, Teamwork-KSA, and Parker 

Team Player Survey) used today in a workplace setting in an effort to gain greater understanding in how 

and when to effectively use each and some  

 

 
Team Assessments: A Review and Analysis of Four Current Team Assessments 

 

Organizations are increasingly using teams to accomplish work tasks that had traditionally been 

delegated to individuals (Salas, Burke, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000).  Morgan, Salas, and Glickman (1993 p. 

278) define a team as "a distinguishable set of two or more individuals who interact independently and 

adaptively to achieve specified, shared and valued objectives."  Teams in today's workplace handle 

everything from front-line assembly, to improving quality, to designing products and services, to strategic 

planning (Dyer, 1995).  This has changed the dynamics of how organizations operate and has impacted 

their overall performance and management.  It is vital that teams operate in a productive and effective 

manner in order for organizations to succeed in today's competitive marketplace. 

This transition to a team-based model has brought with it an increase interest in team-based 

assessments.  These assessments have become crucial as tools to help increase the effectiveness and 

productivity of teams.  These assessments are used for a variety of purposes inside organizations 

including such things as team building, developing interpersonal relationship skills, selection of team 

members, assessing team cognition, identifying team issues, and rating team efficiency (Salas et al. 

2003).  While there are a number of assessments on the market, their purpose, theoretical underpinnings, 

and their validity and reliability vary from assessment to assessment.  This paper explores four of the 

more popular team assessments (i.e. Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Campbell-Hallam Team Development 



    2 
Survey, Teamwork-KSA, and Parker Team Player Survey) used today in a workplace setting in an effort 

to gain greater understanding in how and when to effectively use each.   

Team Development Theory 
Development Stages 

Theories on team structure and design have emerged from team developmental theory. In 1965 

Tuckman analyzed 50 research studies that focused on stages of team development from which he 

developed his famous "forming, storming, norming, and performing" model (Tuckman, 1965). In 1977, 

Tuckman revised this model to include a final stage of team dispersion called adjourning (Tuckman & 

Jensen, 1977).  In the late 1960's Bales developed a model that formulated that groups tend to try to 

create an equilibrium between task and emotional elements of a team.  This recurring-phase model 

represents a departure from Tuckman's sequential model in that in Bale's model teams oscillate between 

focusing on task goals and focusing on improving interpersonal relationships in the team and do not move 

through sequential stages of growth (Zastrow, 2001).  Recent work on team development has focused on 

this non-sequential aspect as well as evaluation of teams in complex social networks and is highlighted in 

the Team Evaluation and Maturation (TEAM) model of team development.  In this model, team 

development is impacted and characterized by differing levels of maturation around task skills and team 

relationship skills (Morgan, Salas, & Glickman, 1993).   

Where a team "is" in its developmental process has an impact on the knowledge, skills and 

interests that the team will have and this has great implications for any inferences derived from a team-

based assessment.  Thus any team intervention or assessment has to take into account the situational 

aspect of the teams development and use the appropriate methodology and assessment technology.    

 

Team Skills, Behavior, and Knowledge.  

Team assessments need to be able to measure fundamental team skills, behaviors, and 

knowledge in order to be valid.  However, there is lack of solid agreement in the literature surrounding the 

composition or extent of these fundamental elements that comprise effective teams.  Research has 

explored a plethora of different team variables that include but are not limited to: cooperation, personality, 

cognitive ability, team-trust, team-efficacy beliefs, task vs. emotional orientation, communication 

processes, and shared-goals (Anderson & West, 1996).  

Freeberg and Rock (cited in Johnson & Johnson, 2000) found that cooperation was a major 

influence on team performance.  This cooperation had both direct and mediated effects on productivity.  

Personality also has both direct and indirect affects on team performance: directly through the ability to 

bring different focus on tasks (e.g. tendency to focus on details or tendency to focus on broad issues) and 

mediating effects brought about by reduction (or increase) in group conflict, group cohesiveness, task 

versus emotion elements, and team-trust issues (Johnson & Johnson, 2000).   

Cognitive ability has been directly related to team task proficiency.  Teams with higher cognitive 

ability have been shown to have higher performance scores in clinical tests as well as antidotal evidence 

of better performance in the organizational world.  This ability has been thought to have mediating effects 
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on numerous other team aspects such as team-trust, communication processes, and creativity (Morgan et 

al., 1993).   

Team trust has been shown to have positive effects on team productivity and effectiveness in a 

number of studies depending on the team task being completed. The more complex the task the more the 

successful outcome is dependent on team-trust (Anderson & West, 1996).   

Group-efficacy is defined as "a group's shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and 

execute the course of action required to produce given levels of attainments" (Bandura cited in Seijts, 

Latham, & Rotman, 2000).  Seijts et al. (2000) research indicates that the performance of the group is 

positively correlated to its group-efficacy beliefs.  Thus a team that believes it will do well, usually does.  

Task versus emotional focus of the team has been shown to have mitigating effects on the 

productivity of the team.  Work done by Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, and Beaubien (2002) has shown that 

short term effectiveness is increased with an increase in task focus however long term team effectiveness 

does not have the same correlation.   

Communication processes and team efficiency at communication have a direct relationship to 

team productivity.  Teams that share more information more quickly have been shown to have a higher 

productivity than teams that horde information or share information less frequently.  Having a working 

communication process has also been shown to help a team overcome personality conflicts (Johnson & 

Johnson, 2000). 

Shared team goals are another aspect that increases the productivity of teams when present.  

Katzenbach and Smith (1993) postulate that shared team goals are vital to team performance.  They 

claim that "challenging" goals are more motivating and increase team cohesiveness and effectiveness 

more than less challenging goals.   

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) was developed as a test designed to reflect Jung's theory of 

type (Carlson, 1985).  It was originally developed by two non-psychologists, Isabel Briggs Myers and her 

mother Katharine Briggs in the 1940's with the first version being published in 1962 and culminating with 

form M in 1998 (Ring, 1998).  This paper will explore version G which has the most research regarding 

validity and reliability.  The MBTI is one of the most widely used assessments in the business world and 

has been adopted to help organizations in a variety of aspects including selection, career development, 

management development, job satisfaction and team building. While not specifically a team based 

assessment, the MBTI has been used extensively in team building processes over the last 20 years 

(Chase, 1993).   

The MBTI is designed to classify people into groups of personality styles that correlate to Jungian 

types.  Jungian theory states that differences in human behavior are due to fundamental differences in 

the way people prefer to gather and process information and respond to the world (Ring, 1998).  The 

MBTI uses four dimensions and has sixteen different type classifications resulting from different 

combinations of those dimensions.  The measure of each dimension is on a dichotomous scale and 

results in an either-or typing.  The four dimensions are (a) extroversion or introversion, (b) perceiving the 
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world through either sensing or intuition, (c) making judgments about the world through thinking or feeling, 

and (d) preferring to relate to the external world through the perception processes or judgment processes 

(Chase, 1993).  The results consist of a four-letter code with one of two letters in each of four spots (e.g. 

E (extroversion) or I (introversion), S (sensing) or N (intuition), T (thinking) or F (feeling), and J (judging) 

or P (perceiving) (Carlson, 1985).   

 

Psychometric Properties 

There have been a variety of studies examining the reliability and validity of the MBTI.  Carlson 

(1985) indicates that over 700 research articles have been published looking at the reliability and validity 

of this instrument.  In a review of over 24 studies, Carlson (1985) found that the research showed that the 

MBTI had relatively high reliability with Pearson r's commonly exceeding .80 on split-half reliability tests.  

Test retest scores were also found to be high with Pearson r's ranging from .69 to .83 across two-month 

periods.  In different tests on reliability specific to the Jungian type scales (i.e. extroversion and 

introversion) indicated that over a five week period 19% of subjects changed their EI scale, 11% changed 

their SN scale, 17% changed their TF scale, and 16% changed their JP scale (Carskadon cited in 

Carlson, 1985).    

There have been many validity studies of the MBTI that have explored the tests validity from a 

number of different avenues.  The test has been correlated to a number of other measures such as 

Eysenck's extroversion scale, Rotter's locus of control, Harvey's "This I Believe" test, and a host of others 

(Carlson, 1985).  Carlyn (cited in Carlson, 1985 p. 361) states "The Indicator appears to be reasonably 

valid instrument which is potentially useful for a variety of purposes." 

The MBTI form G was developed and tested on a sample of 1,114 males and 1,111 females from 

across the country.  The racial mix was 87% white, 7% African-American, 3% Hispanic, and 3% Asian 

(Ring, 1998).  Administration of the MBTI form G is either done through a self-scoring version or a 

computer scored version.  The computer scored version gives a deeper evaluation and allows for 

individual responses to be compared with a data base of over 250,000 MBTI results held by the publisher 

(Center for Application of Psychological Type, 2002). 

The MBTI has been used in developing teams based on the assumption that understanding the 

personality preferences that are highlighted in the MBTI can help a team work better together.  By 

understanding individual differences, it is postulated, teams can then identify the skills and abilities each 

team member brings to the task and to also minimize conflict and maximize efficiency (Ring, 1998).  

Additionally, the MBTI can help a team understand some of the conflict that is present in a team and work 

through specific interventions to help overcome those conflicts.   

 
Cambell-Hallam Team Development Survey 

The Cambell-Hallam Team Development Survey (TDS) professes to gauge team performance 

and operation by measuring the strengths and weaknesses of a team as perceived by that team's 
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members (Leong, 1999).  Campbell and Hallam (1994 p. 5) state that the TDS should be used "a first 

step in a team development process."    

The design of this assessment was based significantly off of the teamwork model of Steiner 

(1972) that postulates that team efficiency is a function of the resources that a team has (e.g. skills, 

knowledge, money, etc...) less the process loss of team problems (e.g. team coordination, interpersonal 

issues, communication problems, etc...).  Initially, constructs were developed based on this model that 

related to team performance and functioning.  The TDS was revised through an empirical testing of the 

item questions and items that led to further refining of the scale as well as item statements (Leong, 1999; 

Campbell & Hallam, 1994).  The final version resulted in a 72-item survey that cluster into 18 scales that 

relate to team effectiveness.  These scales fall into four main categories surrounding team (a) resources, 

(b) efficiency, (c) improvement and (d) success.  Each scale has three to six items that relate to it 

(Campbell & Hallam, 1994).   

 

Psychometric Properties 

The TDS has relatively good psychometric properties.  Campbell and Hallam (1994) report the 

TDS has been shown to be reliable with an internal consistency measured by Cronbach's alpha to be .69 

and a test-retest stability to have a median correlation of r = .80 (ranges from .69 -.90).  Validity for the 

TDS is more difficult to ascertain.  To test the validity of the TDS the authors evaluated the perception of 

the team members to see if they were consistent with the results of their overall team scores.  Leong 

(1999 p. 2) states, "the assumption is that if the TDS is measuring team performance and functioning 

accurately, then most individual team members will perceive the TDS results as consistent with their own 

perceptions."  This was done by calculating correlations between the average team scales and the 

average observer scores (Campbell & Hallam, 1994).   

The TDS was normed using 194 teams representing 1,881 individuals.  The sample included a 

wide range of teams such as senior management teams, customer service teams, study groups, sales 

teams, medical teams, engineering teams, security teams, and a host of other "types" of teams.  Ninety 

percent of the sample where white, 3% African American, 3% Hispanic, 2% Asian, 2% Native American.  

54% were male and 46% were female (Campbell & Hallam, 1994).   

The TDS is used as a way for teams to understand aspects of their team performance and to 

explore relative strengths and weaknesses in a standardized form.  The team can compare itself to the 

normative scores provided by the test and see where they fall in a number of categories.  This can be 

used to assess where the team can improve and where it is currently working well in relationship to the 

national norm (Leong, 1999).  The TDS also allows for individual team members to assess differences in 

their own perceptions regarding the team and it's functioning compared to how the overall team perceives 

their own functioning (Campbell & Hallam, 1994).  This can help in individual development specific to 

working more effectively with teammates and in the group process by allowing the individual team 

members to determine where they need to invest time and energy in skills and attitudes.  

 



    6 
Teamwork-KSA Test 

The Teamwork-KSA Test is designed to measure the knowledge, skills and abilities that are 

essential for effective working inside of teams.  It's use is designed to help teams assess their team work 

skills, individual abilities and team abilities (Bachelor, 2003).  The Teamwork-KSA does not explore 

personality dispositions or technical abilities.   

The development of the Teamwork-KSA was based on research aimed at understanding 

teamwork in organizational settings. The knowledge, skills and abilities (KSAs) used were based on 

reviews of literature surrounding teamwork and group interaction.  No bibliography is given on the extent 

of this literature (Wheeler, 2000). 

The focus of the Teamwork-KSA Test is on team KSAs that are predictive of working effectively in 

teams.  The Teamwork-KSA is a group administered test consisting of 35 multiple-choice items, each with 

four choices in response to hypothetical team situations.   Two general dimensions of teamwork are 

assessed: interpersonal KSAs and self-management KSAs (Bachelor, 2003).  Three subscales are found 

in the interpersonal KSA dimension: (a) conflict resolution, (b) collaborative problem solving and (c) 

communication.  Two subscales are used in the self-management KSAs: (a) goal setting and 

performance management and (b) planning and task coordination.  Scores are given back to individuals 

as both raw scores and as percentages.   

 

Psychometric Properties 

The internal consistency reliability of the Teamwork-KSA items was determined to have r = .80 

(Bachelor, 2003).  According to Bachelor (2003) two validity studies show that were used to assess the 

Teamwork-KSA assessment were described as "adult employees of a pulp milling plant or a cardboard 

processing plant.  No further information about the subjects was provided."  While demographic data was 

not given, the Teamwork-KSA authors provided an analysis of demographic variables that indicated that 

"no slope or intercept biases" were found based on ethnicity or gender (Bachelor, 2003).   

The validity tests assessed 70 employees in the pulp mill by comparing test results with 

supervisor job performance evaluations and with a standardized employee aptitude test. A correlation of r 

= .81 was found between the employee aptitude composite score and the Teamwork-KSA score is 

deemed as indicative of convergent validity.  The Teamwork-KSAs correlated with supervisor technical 

performance ratings at r = .56, supervisors teamwork performance ratings at r = .44 and with supervisors 

overall performance rating at r = .52.  These were all significantly greater than the correlation between the 

supervisor's ratings and the employee aptitude composite correlations (Bachelor, 2003).   

A similar process was used in the study done with the cardboard processing plant except that 

peer reviews were used instead of supervisor ratings.  Again, the convergent validity correlation between 

the Teamwork-KSAs and the employee aptitude composite scores was .81.  The peer ratings correlations 

were lower than the supervisor ratings from the above studies with r = .23 for teamwork, r = .21 for overall 

performance (Wheeler, 2000).   
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The Teamwork-KSA Test is used to help individual team members understand their strengths and 

weaknesses in regards to knowledge, skills and abilities in regards to working effectively on a team.  This 

information can be used to help individuals develop a course of action and study to grow as well as help 

an entire team understand if they are deficient in specific team effectives KSAs.  The Teamwork-KSA can 

also be used to help determine selection of team members in the forming stages of team development.   

While the Teamwork-KSAs has many positive elements, the fact that norming data are not 

available for it sheds some shadow on its effectiveness.   

 

Parker Team Player Survey 
The Parker Team Player Survey (PTPS) assesses an individual's team player style.  Individuals 

complete an assessment that consists of 18 forced-choice items in which each item has four responses 

and are rated from most applicable (4) to least applicable (1).  In addition, peers fill out a report, the 

Parker Team Player Survey: Styles of Another Person, on the team member that ranks on the same 

criteria.  The four main team player styles that an individual can be classified into are: Contributor, 

Collaborator, Communicator, and Challenger (Dean, 1995).  Contributors are thought to be task oriented 

and good with details and supplies the team with specific technical data.  Collaborators are goal-oriented 

people who see the mission of the team and are flexible and open to new ideas.  Communicators are 

process and people oriented and often resolve conflicts inside of the team.  Finally, Challengers are 

people who question the methods and procedures of the team and encourage the team to take risks 

(Eckerson, 1990).  

 

Psychometric Properties  

Kirnan and Woodruf (1994) highlight a few studies regarding the validity and reliability of the 

PTPS.  The test-retest reliability of the PTPS had correlation coefficients ranging from r = .43 to r = .75.  

Cronbachs alpha on these studies extended from .20 to .65 (Dean, 1993).  These numbers are relatively 

low, although, Parker (cited in Dean, 1993) asserts that "people tend to exhibit more than one style."  This 

could account for some aspect of the low scores.   

Validity of the PTPS consisted of correlations between the self-ratings and the co-workers ratings 

from the Parker Team Player Survey: Styles of Another Person.  The Pearson correlation coefficients for 

this study ranged from .18 to .46.   

The PTPS can be used to help team members understand their primary team style.  The 

assessment also offers a good way for individuals to compare their self-reported score to the score 

determined by their peers.  If there is a discrepancy in those scores it can point to possible areas of 

conflict.  The PTPS can also be used to help teams understand the strengths and skills that each team 

member brings to the team and help them in identifying areas that the team could use help in.  

There is concern with the psychometric properties of the PTPS and it's relatively low reliability 

and validity measures.  These two elements make the use of this instrument more hesitant and suggests 

that multiple assessments should probably be used.  In addition, since norming data is not available for 
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this test, implications from it should be considered very carefully when used with any type of subgroup or 

minority (this includes gender).   

 
Recommendations and Cautions 

Recommendations 

These four team assessments highlight the differences and nuances that many assessments 

have.  Each of these four used a different model to explore teamwork and its contributing attributes.  Each 

of these assessments has both its positive and negative aspects, and can bring insight into a number of 

different team situations.  However, some of these assessments are better at defining certain situations 

and team aspects associated with those situations than others.   

Team consultants and Industrial/Organizational (I/O) Psychologists are often brought in by 

organizations to help a team work through issues or quicken the pace of their development.  In doing this, 

it is often important to gather information regarding individual or the team attitudes, stage of development, 

interpersonal relationships, knowledge, and abilities.  Team assessments are tools that many of these 

professionals use to help them achieve that. 

In particular, team consultants and I/O psychologists are frequently brought in to help in five 

specific team situations: (a) when there is a personality conflict between team members or lack of 

understanding between team members, (b) when team skills need to be developed in order for the team 

to have improved performance, (c) to analyze a team and determine where they are in their development 

stage, highlight strengths and weaknesses, and assess their overall effectiveness, (d) to improve team 

efficiency, and (e) to assist in new team member selection (Johnson & Johnson, 2000).   

Understanding which assessment will have the most utility in each situation is important.  Table 1 

uses a grading scale to rate the four assessments on how well each of them addresses each of the five 

areas based on the team elements each assessment addresses, amount of direction the assessment 

gives in developing a team intervention, and the psychological theory underlying the tests development.   

 

Table 1 
Team Assessment Chart  

Test 
Personality 

Conflict  
Team Skills 

Team 
Analysis 

Team 
Efficiency 

Team Member 
Selection  

MBTI A C D C B 

TDS D B A  A B 

KSA C A  B C B 

PTPS C D C C A 

Note: Letter grades A = best, B = above average, C = average, D = below average, F = fail.  

 

Situational aspects impact when each of these assessments should be used.  Teams that are 

focusing in on task components of team would be more likely to benefit from the information determined 
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by the Teamwork-KSA and the TDS where as teams focusing on emotional elements would most likely 

find the MBTI and PTPS components beneficial.  These ratings are meant as an initial guide and each 

situation should be looked at and assessments should be chosen based on the situational needs.   

 

Cautions 

Caution should be used when considering the different assessments.  Both reliability and validity 

factors come to play in all of the assessments outlined here.  Both the Teamwork-KSA and the Parker 

Team Player Survey have limited research done on them and no (or very limited) normative data to 

assess their validity and reliability on.  The MBTI and TDS both have sample data, however, the 

demographics for these samples does not reflect the nation as a whole and probably does not represent 

many organizations demographic make-up.  Thus, any inferences based on these instruments should be 

viewed very carefully in light of the normed data that is presented.  

The assessments are also deficient in analyzing some important factors that impact team 

performance.  For instance, none of these assessments measures cognitive ability which has been 

shown to have an impact on team performance.  While both the PTPS and the TDS do have segments 

devoted to emotional versus task focus, both measure these in an indirect manner.  Team goals are not 

distinctly measured in any of the four assessments.   

In addition, there are issues with trying to measure a complex interaction such as teamwork.  

There can be methodological problems in trying to assess higher level phenomenon by simply summing 

the responses of all members of the team.  Thus understanding team performance or functions based on 

individual team members responses may be inadequate and not represent the true picture (Leong, 1999).  

Thus, any of the assessments listed here have a problematic methodological issue in determining overall 

team type measures.  This is particularly true of the TDS and the PTPS.   

 

Conclusion  
 Team assessments have become a vital tool that organizations can use to help their team become 

more effective.  The assessments effectiveness and validity vary significantly across the four 

assessments and their intended purposes.  Overall, all of these assessments can be utilized effectively.  

Both the MBTI and the TDS have undergone extensive psychometric testing and can be used as team 

building tools and for individual team member assessments of strengths and weaknesses.  The 

Teamwork-KSA and the PTPS, although not having the rigorous psychometric testing of either the MBTI 

or the TDS, do show psychometric soundness, particularly in specific usages such as understanding 

individual team strengths and team styles.  As in any assessment, I would not recommend using these 

tools alone in determining a final analysis of the team, but instead use them as part of a larger 

assessment process that can address some of the limitations that were discussed earlier.  
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