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ABSTRACT 

 

The study assessed the impact of teamwork on organizational productivity on the staff 

members of Kwashieman Anglican Basic School of the Accra Metropolitan Assembly, 
Omanjor M/A Basic School under the Ga-West Assembly and Ablekuma Anglican Basic 

School in the Ga-Central Assembly of the Greater-Accra Region. The study utilized 
quantitative techniques to analyze the relationship between the variables that is Teamwork, 
Esprit de corps (Team Spirit), team trust, recognition and rewards and organizational 

productivity. The study shows that there is a significant positive impact of the predictors on 
the response variable with an adjusted R2 of 70.5%. The study recommends that teamwork 

activities have to be adopted in order to enhance Organizational Productivity. 
 
Keywords: Employee performance, Teamwork, Team trust, Esprit de Corps & Recognition 

& Rewards. 
 

BACKGROUND 

 
Teamwork is the process of working collaboratively with a group of people in order to 

achieve a goal. The external factors of teamwork are the political, economic, social and 
technological factors that affect teamwork whiles the internal factors of teamwork constitute 
leadership style, diversity (culture, talent and personalities) communication, cohesiveness 

etc. which affects teamwork. 
 

Teamwork is as old as mankind, and many organizations use the term teamwork in either 
one sense or the other, such as in the production, marketing processes, etc. Management 
team, production team or an entire organization can be referred as a team. Cook (1998) 

claimed that there is a growing consensus among scholars in the world that organizations 
may be getting works done through individuals, but his super achievement lies in the 

attainment of set goals through teams (teamwork). It is a well-known fact that teamwork 
is not only the foundation of all successful managements, but the means of improving 
overall results in organizational productivity. Wage (1997) described Teamwork as an idea 

of working together in a group to achieve the same goals and objectives for the good of the 
service users and organizations in order to deliver a good quality of service (productivity). 

Ruth (2007) claimed that employees’ teamwork is seen as constituting a larger group of 
people than what job position describes. The essence of teamwork is that workload is 
reduced and broken into pieces of work for everyone to take part. Alan (2003) defined 

teamwork as a grouping of professionals whose members work intensely on a specific, 
common   goal   using   their   positive   synergy, individual mutual accountability and 

complementary skills. Employees take many steps toward accomplishing key action 
items and nothing important is finished. Team work is the ability to work together towards a 
common vision. It is a fuel that allows common people to attain uncommon results. 
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Collective action is widely recognized as a positive force for teamwork in any organization 
or institution to succeed. Teams enable individuals to empower themselves and to increase 

benefits from cooperative work engaged on as a group. Getting together with others also can 
allow individuals to better understand the importance of teamwork and how the 

organizations operate as well as promote the culture of teamwork success. 
 
Davis (2007) claimed that employers always stress the need for employing those 

(Employees) that can be able to work with a team and they (Employers) generally   talk of 
teamwork when they want to emphasize the need to various talents possessed by different 

employees. The organizations however, coordinate the employees into different teams, 
such as management team, production team, etc. 
 

Organization is a social unit of people that is structured and managed to meet a need or to 
pursue collective goals or organization is a systematic arrangement of people to accomplish 

the same specific purpose. Every organization is composed of three elements i.e. people, 
goals and system. The purpose is expressed as goals generally. Each organization has a 
systematic structure that defines members and some members are managers and some are 

operatives. Organization according Caroline (2008) is a social entity whose goal is directed, 
deliberately structured activity systems with a preamble boundary. Alan (2008) claimed that 

productivity is the rate at which an employer, company or country produces goods and the 
amount, produced compared with how much time, work and money is needed to produce 
them. 

 
Productivity is about how well people combine resources such as raw materials, labour, 

skills, capital, equipment, land, intellectual property, managerial capability and financial 
capital to produce goods and services. 
 

This study concentrated specifically on the use of the term teamwork which involves 
reshaping the way work is carried out. This includes organizing employees into teams based 

on a distinct product, each team performing a particular task. These teams are given a high 
degree of responsibility and are expected to work with flexibility. The interest of the study 
is to understand or know how teamwork in organization has and can contribute to the 

improved productivity such as Coca-Cola Bottling Company Ghana, Nestle Ghana Limited, 
Windows Cooperation, Apple cooperation just to mention a few. The impact of teamwork on 

organizational productivity involves internal and external factors that contribute to high 
productivity. The internal factors have to do with team norms, ground rules, interpersonal 
and rational skills or qualities that determines how individual’s teams will function whiles 

the external factors are the organizational culture, systems and structures within which all 
teams perform determines the level of teamwork within an organization. Various other 

measures of organizational productivity are also included in the research study, which are 
esprit de corps (Team Spirit), team trust, and recognition & rewards. 
 

STATEMENT OF THE ROBLEM 
 

Every organization, either large or small, struggles to acquire productivity so as to achieve 
success and maintain a valuable image in this present world of organizational competitions 
and it is the wish of organizations to see the input they use (resources) and the output 

(goods and services produced) they have at the end. 
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The population of workers in an organization may be very large and yet that organization 
achieves a very low productivity and with no improvement in their products. This could 

occur as a result of absence of teamwork in such organizations and if so, then there are 
other organizations that have teams and yet achieve little or no productivity at all. It may 

be as a result of the following problems: 
 

   Lack o f Teamwork  in the  Organizat ion:  That is  the fa ilure  o f an 

organiza t ion to coordinate works into work groups in order to tap from the 
respective human resources the organization possesses. 

   Poor Leadership Styles in the Organization: It may be as a result of the leadership 
style of the organization possibly not favourable to teamwork. 

 Poor Leadership of the Work Teams: Different work teams may exist, but lacks the 

persons with the team leading acumen to lead them. 
 Lack of Motivation of the Workforce: The way in which organizations reward their 

workforce may also lead to low organizational productivity even when their staff 
work in teams. 

   Prevailing Conditions that hinder growth in an Organization: The conditions 

permanently occurring in an organization (lack of picking-up of innovative ideas) 
thus, absence of designing motivational programs, educational growth, bonuses, 

job rotation and the use of old technologies, etc., may be the cause of low 
organizational productivity 

 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
 

The general objective of this study is to investigate the contributions of teamwork on 
organizational productivity. The specific objectives of this study are as listed below: 

 Determine the effect of teamwork on organizational productivity. 

 Investigate the ways of leadership styles used by the organizations affect 
organizational productivity. 

 Determine the effect of poor leadership on work team’s leadership. 

 Investigate the benefits of motivation to the workforce. 

 Determine the prevailing conditions that hinder growth to organizational 
productivity. 

 
HYPOTHESIS 

 

The following hypothesis were formulated for the study 

 

HO:  Teamwork has no  effect on employee performance  
H1:  Teamwork has positive effect on employee performance  

 
HO:  Esprit de corps has no effect on employee performance 
H2: Esprit de corps has positive effect on employee performance  

 
HO:  Team trust has no effect on employee performance 

H3:  Team trust has positive effect on employee performance 
 

HO:  Employee rewards & recognition have no effect on employee performance  

H4:  Employee rewards & recognition have positive effect on employee performance  
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Study Population  

 

The population for this study comprised of upper, middle and lower staff members of 
Kwashieman M/A School, Omanjor M/A School and Ablekuma M/A School. The total 

population of the study is 242 staff members which constitute 50, 62 and 40 staff respectively 
from Kwashieman M/A School, Omanjor M/A School and Ablekuma respectively.  
 

Sample and Sampling Technique  

 

The sampling technique that was adopted for this research was non- probability quota 
sampling. This was achieved by grouping each school into a quota and respondents from 
each school was selected using non probability convenience sampling giving a sample size 

of 200. The total of 242 questionnaires were distributed among the staff members of the 
Kwashieman Anglican Basic School, Ablekuma, Anglican Basic School and Omanjor M/A 

Basic School located in the Accra Metro, Ga-Central and Ga-West assembly of the 
Greater-Accra region. In the Kwashieman Anglican Basic School, 50 questionnaires were 
distributed and 50 usable questionnaires were returned giving a response rate of 100%. In 

Omanjor M/A Basic School, a total 102 questionnaires were distributed and 84 usable 
questionnaires were returned giving a response rate of 82.35%. In Ablekuma, total 90 

questionnaires were distributed and 66 usable questionnaires were returned giving a response 
rate of 73.3%.  
 

Data Analysis  

 

The data collected were coded and input into a computer software called Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 16.0 for the analysis. Both quantitative and descriptive 
statistics were used in the analysis. The descriptive analytical tools include the use of cross 

tabulation whiles the quantitative analytical tools include correlation coefficients, correlation 
matrix and regression equation model.  

 
Regression Analysis 
 

The research study uses multiple regression analysis in order to analyze impact of 
independent variables on dependent variable. The general multiple regression model is 

given by 
Y = α+β1X1+β2X2+β3X3+ β4X4+ε . . . (1) 
 

Where Y is Employee Performance (dependent variable), α is constant 
 

X is other factors affecting Performance 
 
β is the regression coefficient which may positively or negatively affect the independent 

variables.  
 

EP = α + β1TW + β2EDC + β3TT + β4R&R + ε . . . (2) 
 
Where EP = employee performance (dependent variable) β1TW= teamwork (I.V) β2 

EDC= 
 

Esprit de corps (I.V), β3T&T = team trust (I.V) β4 R&R = rewards and recognition (I.V). 
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DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS & INTERPRETATION  
Data Analysis 

 

Table 1: Age and Gender Cross Tabulation 

 

  Gender 

Age Female Male Total 

20 -28 
 

29 -39 
 

40 and Above 

 
Total 

69 13 82 

77 11 88 

24 6 30 

170 30 200 

 
The above table shows the cross tabulation of age and gender. The male and female respondents 

represents 30 and 170 of the total sample respectively, thus majority of the employees of the school 
constituting 85% of the total sample are females between the age of 29-39 years. 

 
Table 2: Teaching Staff Level and Gender Cross Tabulation 

 

  Gender 

Age Female Male Total 

Top 
Medium 

Low 
Total 

10 0 10 

42 10 52 

118 20 138 

170 30 200 

 
Table 2 shows the cross tabulation of teaching staff level of Kwashieman, Anglican  Basic, 

Omanjor M/A Basic and Ablekuma Anglican Basic School and staff gender. The staff level 
comprised of ranking according to years of service by the Ghana Education Service. Top level staff 

are categorized as Principal Superintendent, middle level staff members as Senior Superintendent I 
and lower level members as Senior Superintendent II. 
 

Top level staff members were 10 representing 5% of the total sample, medium level staff members 
were 52 of which 42 respondents were males and 10 females representing 26% of the total sample. 

Low level staff members were 138 of which 118 are males 20 females representing 69% of the total 
sample. 
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Table 3: Reliability Statistics 

 

Variables  

Cronbach’s Alpha 

 

Number of Items 

 

 Teamwork 0.93
5 

5 

Esprit de corps 0.95
8 

5 

Team trust 0.91
3 

5 

Rewards & Recognition 0.94

3 
5 

Employee Performance 0.95

4 
5 

 

Inter- item reliability coefficient Cronbach’s alpha for different variables is used to delete an item 
from questionnaires, to delete an item Cronbach’s alphas have to range between 0.790 - 0.826 

(Sekaran, 2003). The above reliability statistics value of t he  five variables shows that there is no 
problem of deletion of questionnaire item, which confirms the reliability of information in this 
study. 

 
Correlation Analysis 

 
The research study finds out the P earson corre la t ion be tween emp loyee pe rfo rmance 
and teamwork, esprit de corps, team trust and recognition and rewards. 

 
Table 4: Correlation Matrix 

 

  
Teamwork 

Employee 
 

Performanc

e 

Esprit De 
 

corps 

Team 
 

Trust 

Reward & 
 

Recognition 

Teamwork Pearson 
 
Correlation 

 
1 

 
0.819 

 
0.427 

 
0.710 

 
0.439 

Sig. (2-tailed)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 200 200 200 200 200 

Employee 

 
Performance 

Pearson 

 
Correlation 

 

0.819 

 

1 

 

0.475 

 

0.647 

 

0.471 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 200 200 200 200 200 

Esprit 

 
De corps 

Pearson 

 
Correlation 

 

0.427 

 

0.475 

 

1 

 

0.331 

 

0.170 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.16 

N 200 200 200 200 200 
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Team Trust Pearson 

 
Correlation 

 

0.710 

 

0.647 

 

0.331 

 

1 

 

0.337 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 

N 200 200 200 200 200 

Reward & 

 
Recognition 

Pearson 

 
Correlation 

 

0.439 

 

0.471 

 

0.170 

 

0.377 

 

1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.016 0.000  

N 200 200 200 200 200 

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
Table 4 demonstrates the correlation matrix o f the employee performance (EP), emp loyee  
teamwork (TW), esprit de corps (EDC), team trust (TT) and recognition and rewards (R & R). 

The correlation shows t ha t  t he re  is  a positive and significant relationship between the 
variables, moreover there is a strong positive correlation between teamwork and organizational 

performance and also there is a strong positive relationship between teamwork and team trust at 
0.01 and 0.05 levels of significance. It can be deduced from the relationship tha t even though the 
independent variables have a positive effect on employee performance, teamwork influences 

employee performance better (r = 0.819) and also teamwork works better with team trust (r = 
0.710). 

 
Table 5: Table summary of coefficient of teamwork, esprit de corps, team trust, rewards and 
employee performance. 

 

 
 

 
Model 

Unstandardized 
 

Coefficients 

Standardized 
 

Coefficients 

  

 
B 

Std. 

Error 
 

Beta 
 

t 
 

Sig. 

Constants -0.174 0.201  -0.866 0.387 

Teamwork 0.615 0.059 0.620 10.494 0.000 

Esprit De Corps 0.174 0.049 0.152 3.568 0.000 

Team Trust 0.149 0.048 0.133 3.095 0.002 

Reward and Recognition 0.111 0.057 0.107 1.941 0.050 

a. Dependent Variable: Employee 
Performance @ 5% level of significance 

 
Table 5 generated the specific regression equation as 
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EP =   0.620TW + 0.152EDC + 0.133TT + 0.107R&R + ε . . . (3) 
 

In equation 3 above the regression coefficient for teamwork of the employee (β1) = 0.620 implies 

that one percent increase in employee teamwork increases employee performance by 62% if other 
variables are kept constant and its T value of 10.494 which is greater than the critical T at the 5% 

level of significance  shows that there is enough statistical proof that an increase in teamwork will 
lead to an increase in employee performance and vice versa, thus the null hypothesis has to be 
rejected to accept the alternative hypothesis.  

 
The regression coefficient Esprit de corps (β2) = 0.152 or 15.2 % implies that one percent 

in esprit de corps will lead to 15.2% increase in employee performance level if other variables are 
kept constant and its T value of 3.568 which is greater than the critical T at the 5% level of 
significance shows that there is enough statistical proof that an increase in esprit de corps will lead 

to an increase in employee performance and vice versa, thus the null hypothesis has to be rejected to 
accept the alternative hypothesis.  

 
The regression coefficient for team trust of the employees (β3) = 0.131 or 13.1 % explains that once 
percent increase in team trust increases employee performance by 13.1% if other variables are 

kept constant and its T value of 3.095 which is greater than the critical T at the 5% level of 
significance shows that there is enough statistical proof  that an increase in team trust will lead to an 

increase in employee performance and vice versa, thus the null hypothesis has to be rejected to 
accept the alternative hypothesis.  
 

The regression coefficient for employee rewards & recognition of an employees (β4) = 0.107 or 
10.7 % explains that one percent increase in employee rewards increases employee performance 

by 10.7% if other variables are kept constant and its T value of 1.941 which is greater than the 
critical T at the 5% level of significance shows that there is enough statistical proof that an increase 
in team trust will lead to an increase in employee performance and vice versa, thus the null 

hypothesis has to be rejected to accept the alternative hypothesis. Finally, the omission of the 
constant value in the regression equation shows that employee performance cannot be achieved in 

the study without the influence of the independent variables.  
 
Table 6: Model Summary 

 

Model R R Square  Adjusted R Square Standard Error of Estimate 

1 0.843a 0.711 0.705 0.73264 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rewards & Recognition, Esprit De corps, Team Trust, 
Teamwork 

 
Regression coefficient R = 0.843 explains that there is a strong positive relationship between the 
independent variables and employee performance, thus an increase in the independent variables will 

lead to an increase in employee performance and vice versa.  
 

The adjusted R2 = 0.705 shows that an increase in the independent variables will increase employee 
performance by 70.5% and vice versa. Thus, 70.5% variation in employee performance is 
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explained by teamwork, esprit de corps, team trust and rewards and 29.5% could be due to other 
factors which were not considered in the study.  
 

Table 7: Model summary of employee performance, teamwork, esprit de corps, team trust and 
rewards 

ANOVAb 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

 

Regression 

 

257.950 

 

4 

 

64.488 

 

120.140 

 

0.00a 

 

Residual 
 

104.670 
 

195 
 

0.537 
  

 
Total 

 
362.620 

 
199 

   

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rewards & Recognition, Esprit De corps, Team Trust, Teamwork 
b. Dependent Variable: Employee Performance 

 
Table 7 shows the influence of the independent variables are statistically significant at the 5% level 
of significance on employee performance with a calculated F value of 120.140 being greater tha n 

the theoretical F value, thus there is enough statistical evidence to conclude that the independent 
variables have positive and significant relationship with employee performance.  

 
Table 8:  Multicollinearity d i a g n o s t i c  b e t w e e n  Dependent   and   Independent   
Variables collinearity Statistics 

 

Variables Tolerance VIF 

(Constant)   

Teamwork 0.425 2.355 

Esprit de corps 0.816 1.226 

Team trust 0.490 2.041 

Rewards & Recognition 0.798 1.253 

 

The above table shows the multicollinearity statistics. The tolerance value of less than 0.20 or 0.10 
indicates a multicollinearity problem (O’Brien & Robert, 2007). In the above table the tolerance 
values of all independent variables are 0.425, 0.816, 0.490 and 0.798 which shows that the 

tolerance level is moderate and good and have no problem of multicollinearity. The reciprocal of 
the tolerance is known as the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). The VIF o f 5 or 10 and above 

indicates a  multicollinearity problem (O’Brien & Robert,2007). In the above table VIF values of 
independent variables are 2.355, 1.226, 2.0411 and 1.253 which shows that the VIF level have no 
problem of multicollinearity, thus independent variables have no influence on each other and does 

not affect or influence the outcome of employee performance in the study. 
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Table 9 Eigen values and Variance proportions for Independent variables 

 

Model Eigen Value Condition Index Variance Proportions 

   Constant TW EDC TT R&R 

1 4.714 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2 0.109 6.575 0.11 0.08 0.19 0.30 0.02 

3 0.092 7.146 0.02 0.01 0.43 0.01 0.49 

4 0.047 9.979 0.68 0.15 0.17 0.21 0.30 

5 0.037 11.224 0.19 0.76 0.20 0.48 0.18 

 
Eigen values close to 0 indicate dimensions which explain little variance. In above table Eigen 

values of 0.109, 0.092, 0.047 and 0.037 are close to zero which shows little variance in these 
variables. The condition index summarizes findings thus, a condition index over 15 indicate a 

possible multicollinearity problem and a condition index over 30 suggests a serious 
multicollinearity problem. In above table values of condition index are in range of 1.00 to 
11.224 which shows that there is very little multicollinearity issue between independent variables 

which confirms the genuine influence of the independent variables on employee performa nce. 
 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Discussion 
 

This study examines the relationship of teamwork, esprit de corps, team trust, recognition and 
rewards and employee performance. Hypothesis one states that teamwork has positive effect on 

employee performance and was found significant in this study. The result of hypothesis one is 
consistent with previous study of (Cohen & Manion, 1999; Frobel & Marchington, 2005) which 
stated that those organizations which focus more on teams have results in increased employee 

performance and greater productivity. 
 

Hypothesis two states that esprit de corps has positive effect on employee performance and was 
found to be significant. The result of the hypothesis two is consistent with the study of (Lusch & 
Naylor, 2001; Boyt, Lusch & Mejza, 2005) which stated that team spirit will result in better 

employee performance and contributes in organizations achieving a common goal.   
 
Hypothesis three states that team trust has positive effect on employee performance and was also 

found to be significant and strongly correlated with teamwork in achieving organizational 
productivity. This finding also is in view with (Mickan & Rodger, 2000; Manz & Neck, 2002). 

 
Hypothesis four states that employee rewards & recognition has significant positive effect on 
employee performance and found to be significant in this study. This result is supported by the 

(Rabey, 2003) which states that recognition and rewards are the main focus of the individuals who 
are working in teams. 
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Conclusion 
 

The research shows a strong positive significant relationship between the independent 
variables namely teamwork, esprit de corps, team trust, recognition & rewards and employee 

performance. However, teamwork was highly correlated with employee performance. The 
results show that an increase in teamwork, esprit de corps, team trust, recognition & rewards 
will contribute to a 70.5% increase organizational productivity and 29.5% may be due to other 

factors that was not considered in this study. The independent variables thus teamwork, esprit de 
corps, team trust, recognition & rewards influenced employee performance by 62%, 15.2%, 

13.3% and 10.7% respectively. The overall results revealed that teamwork w h ic h b r ings  
be ne f i t s  in t e r ms  o f h igher  p rod uc t iv i t y , b e t t e r  o r ga n iza t io na l performance, 
competitive advantage and increased product quality and quantity highly contributes to 

organizational productivity compared to other factors. 
 

Employers may be able to improve their performance by increasing the volume of teamwork 
and taking action to raise the performance level of the individual, but to succeed in this they 
need to pay attention to the quantity and type of teamwork offered. Teamwork activity 

within the organization is very much beneficial and its effect is directly on employee 
performance. When an employee acquires adequate opportunities of teamwork his/her 

performance automatically improves and he/she will be satisfied with the job and this could 
ensure that skills are better utilized. This might reduce the possibility of an employee quitting a 
job.  
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