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TEORETICKA CAST
Zakladni poznatky o komunikaci malych skupin

Vyznamnost skupin a jejich vykonnosti je pro pracovni prostredi zcela zasadni. Prizkumy ukazuiji,
Ze 82 % spolecnosti se 100 a vice zaméstnanci vyuZziva strukturu pracovnich tym0{ (Gordon, 1992),
68 % spolecnosti Zebficku Fortune 1000 pouziva tzv. self-managing tymy, tedy skupiny, které maji
pravomoci samy sebe fidit (Lawler, Mohrman, & Ledford, 1995). Pokud skupiny funguji dobre,
dokazi mimoradné zvySovat efektivitu prace i celkovou vykonnost jejich ¢lent (Katzenbach &
Smith, 1994; Wellins, Byham, & Dixon, 1994). Zaroven se ale skupiny ¢asto potykaji s celou fadou
problémda. Jako nejcastéjsi z nich byly identifikovany vymezeni cill spole¢né prace a nekvalitni

vzajemna komunikace (Offermann & Spiros, 2001).

M. J. Stevens a M. A. Campion (1994) na zakladé detailni prehledové studie identifikovali
komunikaci jako jeden ze tfi nejdllezZitéjSich interpersonalnich faktor( ovliviiujicich skupinové
vysledky. Komunikace je navic Uzce propojena také s dalSimi dvéma aspekty, které tito autofi
vybrali: feseni konfliktd a spoluprace pfi fesSeni problém(. Také dalsi autofi, vénujici se tématu
skupinové vykonnosti dlouhodobé, oznacuji za klicovy aspekt ovliviiujici skupinovou vykonnost
pravé komunikaci (Cartwright & Zander, 1968; McGrath, 1984; Shaw, 1981). Rozsahla
metaanalyza 72 studii sdruzujici informace o 4795 tymech provedend J. R. Mesmer-Magnusovou a
L. A. DeChurchem (2009) prokazala souvislost komunikace a sdileni informaci s tymovym
vykonem, kohezi skupiny, celkovou spokojenosti i integraci znalosti. Pozitivni vliv sdilenych
komunikacnich pravidel na pracovni efektivitu skupiny i osobni spokojenost jejich ¢lenl prokazal
ve své experimentdlni studii H. S. Park (2008). Komunikace je mimoradné dulezitd pro efektivni
skupinové rozhodovani (Hirokawa, 1990), skupinové uceni (Vora & Markoczy, 2012) i sdileni
znalosti (Littlepage, Hollingshead, Drake, & Littlepage, 2008). M. K. Johnstonova se svymi
kolegynémi K. Reedovou, K. Lawrencovou a M. Onkenovou (2007) prokazala pozitivni vztah mezi

efektivitou skupinové komunikace a zvysenim financnich vysledkt sledovanych skupin.

Komunikace je klicovym aspektem tzv. CRM (crew resource management) systémul, pomoci
kterych se zlepsSuje spoluprdce tymu operujicich v extrémnich podminkach ohrozujicich zdravi a
Zivot vlastni i ostatnich (Morgan, 2006). Komunikacni dovednosti jsou totiZz pfi soucasnych
technickych systémech pro efektivitu prace posadky dllezitéjsi nez dovednost pilotovani letadla

(Sexton & Helmreich, 2003; Tajima, 2004).

Ukazuje se, Ze vztah kvantity komunikace a vykonnosti skupiny nemusi byt jednoznacné linearni,

nékteré studie sice ukazuji na pfimo umérny vztah intenzity sdileni informaci a celkové vykonnosti



skupiny (Hirokawa, 1980; Morgerson, Reider, & Campion, 2005; Park, Jung, & Yang, 2012), jiné ale
uvadéji spiSe tvar obracené U kfivky, tedy konstatuji, Ze Skodi pfili§ malo, ale také pfili§ mnoho

komunikace (Leenders et al., 2003; Smith et al., 1994).

Z hlediska struktury lze zobecnéné fici, ze se jako nejvhodnéjsi komunikaéni sit jevi ta, kde je
propojen kazdy s kazdym, s malou mirou centrality a nizkym vyskytem komunikacnich propasti
mezi nékterymi ¢leny (Cumming & Cross, 2003). | dalsi studie ukazuji, Ze hustota komunikacni sité
podporuje vysokou skupinovou vykonnost (Henttonen et al., 2010; Reagans & Zuckerman, 2001).
Nizky pocet vzajemnych neformadlnich vazeb napfi¢ organizaci ma navic negativni vliv na miru
fluktuace zaméstnancl (Podolny & Baron, 1997). To by mohlo potvrzovat platnost znamé teorie
M. Granovettera (1983) o sile slabych vazeb. Ty vSak ve skupinach ¢i organizacich ¢asto rozvijeny
nejsou. MUzZe tomu byt také proto, Ze komunika¢né nejvice vytizeni lidé mohou mit tendenci
podporovat centralizaci celé komunikacni sité, protoZe centralni pozice je v ocich ostatnich ¢lent

tymu ¢ini vykonnéjsimi (Ehrlich & Cataldo, 2012; Sparrow et al. 2001).

Metody diagnostiky komunikace malych skupin

Pfestoze existuje celd fada moznych tfidéni téchto metod, rozhodli jsme se je v rdmci druhé ¢asti
prace predstavit ve tfech skupindch soustfedénych na dotazovani, pozorovani a kombinovani vice
zpUsobl sbéru dat. Soucasné je tfeba rozliSovat metody schopné poskytovat data pouze na Urovni
vztahu jednotlivce ke skupiné jako celku (individual-level analysis), a metody zamérujici se na
vztahy jednotlivel mezi sebou (group-level analysis), pfipadné vice skupin mezi sebou (inter-
group-level analysis), jak trefné upozornil R. A. Guzzo (1995). U poslednich dvou jmenovanych
totiz kromé prdmérnych hodnot za celou skupinu ¢i skupiny mlzZeme zjistovat komunikaéni
strukturu, existenci rdznych podskupin, identifikovat jednotlivé vazby mezi nékterymi leny, které
nejsou funkéni a podobné, coZ poskytuje vyrazné vétsi vhled, nez primérné skéry hodnoceni
skupiny jako celku. Kvalitu metod zaloZenych na dotazovani urcuje zejména spravna formulace
jednotlivych poloZzek dotazniku a také poutziti vhodnych posuzovacich skal. Z hlediska
psychometrického byva u téchto metod nejcastéji zjistovana vnitfni konzistence, pfipadné

reliabilita typu test-retest.

Klicovym tématem druhé jmenované skupiny metod — pozorovdni, je vytvoreni co nejkvalitnéjsiho
a pfitom snadno pouZitelného kddovaciho systému. Prilomovy a nejzndméjsi z nich - IPA neboli
interakéni analyza procesu komunikace (Bales, 1950) - byl provazena fadou komplikaci a
nedostatkd (Gersick, 2003; Waxler & Mischel, 1966). Nékolik navazujicich systémU usilovalo o
jejich odstranéni zlepsenim teoretického konceptu, ze kterého vychazeji (McGrath, 1991;

McGrath & Kelly, 1986), jiné se snazily kvalitu kédovani zvysSit uzSim polem svého zaméreni



(Dazinger, 1976; Heron, 1975). Dalsi vyrazny meznik v oblasti pozorovani skupinové komunikace
vsak prfinesla aZ automatizace transkripce audiozaznami, kterd vétsinou vychazi z latentni
sémantické analyzy (Landauer et al., 1998). Takovéto postupy jsou jiz podobné kvalitni jako
kodovani ¢lovékem, pfitom vyrazné krati ¢as kédovani vstupnich dat (z mnoha hodin na nékolik

malo minut) a rovnéz vykazuji velmi slibné vysledky z hlediska své validity (Foltz et al., 2006).

Posledni skupinou metod jsou ty kombinované, tedy vyuZivajici vice metod sbéru dat. Z vice
divodl jsme do této kategorie zaradili pomérné znamy kddovaci systém SYMLOG (Bales et al.,
1980), i dvojici propojenych metod GDOS a GDQ (Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996; Wheelan &
McKeage, 1993), pozornost jsme vénovali také kvalitativnimu pfistupu v podobé etnografie
(Geertz, 1973) a na konec jsme také zaradili nékolik informaci k analyze socidlnich siti (Wasserman

& Faust, 1994), ktera spiSe nez metodu sbéru relacnich dat resi jejich nasledny rozbor.

Prestoze drtiva vétSina odbornikl zaméfujicich se na praci s tymy a jejich rozvoj povazuje
komunikaci za klicovy problém, se kterym se pracovni skupiny potykaji, témér nikdo z nich zatim
nevyuziva nastroje, které by se pfimo na téma vzajemné komunikace zamérovaly (Offermann &
Spiros, 2001). Je tomu tak zfejmé proto, zZe kvalitni a rozsahlé systémy, které se pouzivaji
k vyzkumnym Gcéellim, nejsou pro svou narocnost v béZném pracovnim prostfedi pouZitelné
(Blumberg, 2006), jednodussi dotazniky zaméfené na skupinu jako celek nenabizi dostatecny
vhled do vzajemnych vazeb mezi ¢leny tymu (Guzzo, 1995; Shumate & Palazzolo, 2010) a metody,
které jsou schopny takovéto vazby studovat, jsou zase pomérné sloZité a predpokladaji znacnou
znalost matematickych i statistickych postupl a metod (Scott, 2006). Metoda sociomapovani,

kterou predstavime v dalsi kapitole, se snazi tyto limity pfekonat.

Studium komunikace pomoci sociomapovani

Ve Ctvrté a soucasné posledni kapitole teoretické ¢asti jsme predstavili metodu sociomapovani, a
to se zamérenim na oblast méreni skupinové komunikace, protoZze o metodé obecné jiz bylo
detailné pojednano dfive (Bahbouh, 2004, 2011; Hoéschl, 2006, 2010; Rozehnalova, 2008).
Vysvétlili jsme, Ze v SirSim kontextu je tfeba o sociomapovani komunikace zacit premyslet nejen
jako o metodé zobrazeni relac¢nich dat, ale také jako o diagnostické metodé zamérené na
skupinovou komunikaci a rovnéz jako o specifické formé intervence, kterou mohou byt vztahy ve
skupiné ovlivnény ¢i ucelné formovany. Ve vsech téchto ,vrstvach” naseho modelu jsme navic
predstavili soucasné poznatky, vcetné dostupnych studii o reliabilité, validité a dalSich

indikatorech kvality.



Ve své nejzakladnéjsi podobé prevadi sociomapovani numerickd relaéni data do podoby
prostorovych vzdélenosti. Clenové tymu se navzajem ohodnoti v pfedem stanovenych aspektech
komunikace (napf. intenzita ¢i kvalita) a jejich vztahy se zobrazi formou sociomapy, ¢imz
z matematického pohledu vznikd konekcionisticky model nelinedrniho dynamického systému

(Bahbouh, 2004, p. 57).

Vhodnost kazdého modelu by méla byt posuzovéna na zakladé uZite¢nosti a adekvatnosti (Stikar,
Rymes, Riegel, Hoskovec, 2003). C. Hoschl (2010) napfiklad prokazal uzitecnost a v jistém smyslu
také inkrementalni validitu sociomapovani, kdyz zjistil, Ze jim pouzivany algoritmus zobrazuje
vztahy adekvatné a dokonce je presnéjsi, nez jiné dosud pouzivané metody. Informace
zobrazované formou sociomapovani jsou také srozumitelné, snadno interpretovatelné
(Rozehnalova, 2008). V predstavach vsech clenl tymu navic existuje nendahodné podobny
vzdalenostni model vztahd mezi ¢leny tymu, coZ podporuje formu, kterou sociomapovani relacni

data vizualizuje (Bahbouh, 2011).

Abychom byli schopni skupinovou komunikaci pfesné vizualizovat, nesta¢i jen umét presné
prevést vztahy mezi ¢leny tymu do podoby sociomap, ale také mit na pocatku kvalitni vstupni
data. A to znamena pouzivat reliabilni a validni metodu sbéru dat. Pfi sociomapovani komunikace
se nejcastéji pouziva dotaznik, jehoz zakladem je vzajemné hodnoceni pomoci ¢tyi komunikacnich
skal. Zatim byla zjisténa jejich test-retest reliabilita (Bahbouh, 2012a) a také jejich validizace, kdy
kritériem byla kvalita spoluprace i tymovy vykon (Lacev, 2012). Vyzkum dalSich psychometrickych

vlastnosti je pfedmétem empirické ¢asti prace.

V pfipadé, Ze je skupinova intervence v oblasti komunikace provedena spravné, dokdie mit
vyrazny vliv na zvysovani jeji kvality i celkové vykonnosti tymu (Achille et al., 1995; Siassakos et al.,
2009; Sullivan, 1993; Vazirani et al., 2005). Jako nejucinnéjsi zplsob byva povazovana diagnostika

chovani skupiny doplnéna o nasledné poskytnuti zpétné vazby (Lewin, 1947).

Na Uspésnost intervence se da bud’ usuzovat z jiz dostupnych teorii a vyzkumu, nebo je mozné ji
méfit primo. V prvnim pripadé hledame duikazy o fungovani nékterych postupl a technik, které v
ramci intervence pouZivame. Ve druhém pak vyuzZivdme Ciselnych dat, vypovédi a zkuSenosti

zUcastnénych osob (Schultz, 1999).



EMPIRICKA CAST

Ovéreni kvality sociomapovani jako vizualiza¢ni metody

Strucny popis a cile predstavenych studii

Pfi projekci do 2D prostoru se tedy musime ve vétSiné pfipadd smifit s ¢astecnou redukci
informaci (hovofime o nizsi nez 100% presnosti H-modelu), za cenu ziskani komplexniho vhledu
do vztahl mezi sledovanymi objekty. Zaroven je vsak treba kvalitu sociomapy (H-modelu)
monitorovat, aby redukce nebyla natolik velka, Ze nad benefitem vizualizace zacaly dominovat

chybné usudky.

Hlavnimi cili této studie bylo: 1) zjistit celkovou Uroven presnosti zobrazeni (translace), kterou je
sociomapovani schopno u hlavnich komunikacnich skal poskytnout rizné velkym tymim; 2) zjistit,
zda se bude presnost zobrazeni (translace) u jednotlivych komunikacnich skal lisit, vzhledem
k odlisné povaze vstupnich dat; 3) srovnat zjisténé vysledky s hodnotami pochazejicimi z umélého,

nahodného generovani dat.

Vzhledem k tomu, Ze je sociomapovani zaloZzeno na grafickém zobrazeni rela¢nich dat, vyvstava
otdzka, zda by sociomapy nemohly byt jen projektivnim, neurcitym obrazem, ktery kazdy
posuzovatel ¢te dle svého ndzoru, a tudiz moznad jinak nez ostatni. Proto jsme se rozhodli ve druhé
studii zjistit, v jak vysoké mire lidé ,cCtou” sociomapy podobné, neboli jakd je mira shody

posuzovatel( pti interpretaci sociomap komunikace malé pracovni skupiny.
Metoda a vysledky studii

Pro ovéreni kvality zobrazeni jsme pouZili data sebrand u 131 pracovnich skupin. Vice neZ polovina
z nich méla velikost do 10 clen( (70; 53,4 %), dalSich 56 (42,7 %) skupin zahrnovalo od 11 do 20
osob a pouze 5 (3,8 %) bylo jesté vétsich. Pokud bychom pocitali celkovy pocet lidi, ktefi se zapojili

do tohoto vyzkumu, dosli bychom vzhledem k poc¢tu tymu a jejich velikosti k Cislu 1499.

Pokud vysledky shrneme do tfi hlavnich intervall podle velikosti matic, miZzeme konstatovat, Ze u
mensich skupin do 10 ¢lent jsme schopni pomoci sociomapovani (algoritmu H-model) prevadét
vzajemna hodnoceni na vSsech komunikacnich Skalach s pfesnosti AvgRs>0,8, u tymu stfednich
s 10 aZ 20 cleny s presnosti AvgRs>0,7, a pfi velikosti skupiny nad 20 lidi s presnosti AvgRs>0,7, u
dilezitosti komunikace s pfesnosti AvgRs>0,6. Takovéto vysledky jsou pfiznivéjsi, nez jak bychom
ocekdvali na zakladé vystupl z umélého generovani nadhodnych matic. Napfiklad u velikosti
skupiny v rozmezi 20 az 25 osob bylo moziné u redlnych tymd dosdhnout presnosti translace

lepsiho nez 0,7, zatimco u umélych dat se primérné hodnoty pohybuji pod hladinou 0,5.



Graf 1: Srovnani kvality zobrazeni dosazeného riiznymi postupy

Prvni (modra) kfivka ukazuje vztah kvality zobrazeni a velikosti tymu u redlnych dat (sou¢asné komunikace). Druha (¢ervena krivka)
tento vztah vykresluje u dat ndhodné generovanych.
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Shoda posuzovatelll byla ovéfovana pomoci dotazniku  zjisStujiciho  porozuméni
standardizovanému setu sociomap z oblasti mapovani komunikace v tymu. Dotaznik byl
zkonstruovan jako interpretacni test s vice moZnymi spravnymi odpovédmi. V ramci testu
interpretace obsahujiciho 20 polozek se 3 az 9 moznymi feSenimi se tedy vyskytovalo celkem 154
odpovédi. Tento dotaznik byl zadavan osobam prfedem proskolenym na interpretaci sociomap.
Umysiné byl zvolen pomérné vysoky celkovy pocet posuzovatelll (téméf tfi desitky), tak aby
vysledné skore mérené koeficientem kappa (Fleiss, 1971) nemohlo byt zkresleno, jako tomu byva
u dvojic posuzovatell (Potter, Levine-Donnerstein, 1999). Sbér dat od jednotlivych osob probihal

postupné, béhem let 2008 az 2011.

Studie se celkem zucastnilo celkem 29 pozorovatelli, ktefi pfed samotnym posuzovanim
dobrovolné absolvovali dvoudenni Skoleni k teoretickym i praktickym aspektdm pouziti metody
sociomapovani v kontextu rozvoje pracovnich tymuU. Pro vypocet shody posuzovatelll byl pouzit
koeficient kappa, konkrétné jeho modifikace pro posouzeni shody vicero posuzovatel(l (Fleiss,
1971). S. Siegel a N. J. Castellan (1988) ve své praci uvadéji, Ze lze pracovat se dvéma variantami
kappa koeficientu pro vice posuzovatelll: fixovanou a volnou. Nize uvadime vysledky obou typu

tohoto koeficientu:

Procento celkové shody: 0,953
Fixované (fixed-marginal) kappa: 0,813

Volné (free-marginal) kappa: 0,906



Psychometrické vlastnosti komunikacnich skal

Strucny popis a cile predstavenych studii

s v

V prvni ¢asti této skupiny studii nds zajimalo, jaké Urovné dependability jednotlivé skaly nabyvaji v
raznych ¢asovych intervalech mezi jednotlivymi mérenimi? A jak se jednotlivé komunikacni skaly v
urovni zjisténé dependability lisi? Ve druhé ¢asti studii jsme vyuzili metodu Social Relations Model
(Kenny, 1994), kterd je podrobnéji popsdna vramci disertacni prace. Pomoci tohoto

metodologického pfistupu jsme ovéfili:

. Komponenty variance a jejich vyznamnost v ramci hodnoceni u jednotlivych
komunikacnich skal

. Reciprocitu (symetrii) vzajemného hodnoceni komunikace - dyadickou i obecnou u vSech
sledovanych komunikacnich skal

. Korelace mezi jednotlivymi aspekty hodnoceni vzajemné komunikace, neboli mezi

jednotlivymi komunikacnimi Skalami

Metoda a vysledky studii

Celkem jsme v ramci studie dependability dlouhodobé sledovali 7 top manazerskych tymu s
rozmezim 5 az 15 ¢lenl. Secteme-li vse dohromady, bylo v rdmci této studie hodnoceno 422
vztah(, které po dobu 1 roku aZz 2 let hodnotilo celkem 53 osob (43 muzd a 10 Zen). Nejkratsi
interval mezi jednotlivymi mérenimi byl 3 mésice, nejdelsi 24 mésicl v pfipadé, Ze mezi touto
dvojici méreni probéhla také méreni dalsi. Mezi jednotlivymi mérenimi byly provedeny korelace

vzdjemnych hodnoceni. Deskriptivni popis zjisténych korelaci uvadi Tabulka 1.

Tabulka 1: Deskriptivni statistika korelaénich koeficientt u jednotlivych komunikaénich $kal

Dolni Horni

Skala N Primér Median Minimum Maximum Kvartil Kvartil SD

Soucasna fr. kom. 44 0,581 0,596 0,229 0,904 0,487 0,686 0,165
Optimalni fr. kom. 44 0,607 0,654 0,325 0,844 0,489 0,712 0,138
Dulezitost kom. 41 0,564 0,602 0,084 0,928 0,427 0,699 0,190
Kvalita kom. 41 0,451 0,460 0,070 0,910 0,316 0,600 0,184

Kromé presného vyjadreni korelaci mezi jednotlivymi ¢asovymi obdobimi, je také mozné sledovat
agregované bloky, které nam lépe ukazi obecnou situaci test-retestu a dependability. Celkem jsme
zvolili tfi ¢asova pasma pro rozmezi dvou méreni: do pUll roku, 7 az 12 mésicl a vice nez 1 rok.

Vysledky uvadi Graf 2.



Graf 2: Primérné korelace (dependabilita) hlavnich komunikaénich $kal pro éasova rozmezi
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Do studie SRM analyzy bylo zahrnuto celkem 133 skupin o velikosti od 5 do 30 ¢lend, priimérna
velikost skupiny byla 11,9. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze nékteré tymy zodpovédély pouze otazky tykajici
se frekvence komunikace, snizil se u skal dlleZitosti a kvality komunikace na 126, s primérnou
velikosti 12 ¢len(l. Pokud se¢teme pocet vSech osob, které byly zahrnuty do této studie, jedna se o
1588, resp. 1516 lidi. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze budeme v ramci vysledkli mnohdy pocitat korelace
zalozené na dvojicich vzdjemného posuzovani, uvadime také jejich pocet. Do naseho vzorku bylo
zahrnuto celkem 10618, resp. 10173 vzajemnych vztah(l, neboli dvojic osob, které navzajem

hodnoti svou komunikaci.

Pro analyzu dat jsme poutZili software pfimo uréeny pro praci s relaénimi vztahy zjistovanymi v
ramci round-robin designu SRM. Nazyvd se TripleR a jeho autofi (Schénbrodt at al., 2012) jej

pripravili v ndvaznosti na drive predstavenou aplikaci SOREMO (Kenny, 1983).

U Skaly soucasné frekvence komunikace pripada nejvétsi podil variability vzajemného hodnoceni
na efekt vztahu (71,2%), na dalsi dva efekty (hodnotitele a hodnoceného) pak pripada srovnatelna
dopliujici role (14,5% resp. 14,3%). VSechny odhadované hodnoty téchto efektll jsou statisticky

vyznamné (p<0,001).

Tabulka 2: Vysledky SRM analyzy u proménné Soucasna frekvence komunikace

Soucasna frekvence komunikace EST St. EST SE T P

Efekt hodnotitele (actor effect) 0,226 0,145 0,015 15,481 <0,001
Efekt hodnoceného (partner effect) 0,223 0,143 0,016 13,721 <0,001
Efekt vztahu (relationship effect) 1,112 0,712 0,031 36,067 <0,001




U vSech komunikacnich skal je nejvyznamnéjsi komponentou variability vzajemného hodnoceni
unikatni vztah mezi hodnocenym a hodnotitelem (relationship effect), ktery predstavuje 63 az
71 procent variance. Komponenta hodnotitele je pak nejvyraznéjsi u skaly kvality komunikace,
kde se pohybuje okolo 25 procent. Aspekt hodnoceného je ze sledovanych $kdl nejvyraznéjsi u

hodnoceni daleZitosti komunikace, kde zaujima pfiblizné 19 procent.

Graf 3: Vysledky SRM analyzy u proménné Soucasna frekvence komunikace, zeleny bod vyjadfuje stfedni hodnotu a ¢ary pak 95%
interval spolehlivosti (s vazenim velikosti skupin)

Group size
o z . 5
e © 8 V.. 10

’ ‘ i 15
20
25
30

V dalsi ¢asti analyzy relacni dat jsme zjistovali reciprocitu (symetrii) vzajemného hodnoceni
komunikace, a to jak dyadickou, tak obecnou. Prvni zminénd se zjistuje prostou korelaci

vzdjemného hodnoceni, tedy skor( na strané hodnoceného a hodnotitele. Druha se pak méri

pomoci korelaci vzajemnych komponent vztahu (relationship effects). Vysledky uvadi Tabulka 3.
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Tabulka 3: Reciprocita (symetrie) vzajemného hodnoceni komunikace (obecna a dyadicka)

Soucasna frekvence komunikace cov R SE P
Hodnotitel — hodnoceny (reciprocita obecna) 0,116 0,515 0,013 <0,001
Vztah - vztah (reciprocita dyadicka) 0,780 0,701 0,030 <0,001
Optimalni frekvence komunikace cov R SE P
Hodnotitel — hodnoceny (reciprocita obecna) 0,088 0,417 0,009 <0,001
Vztah - vztah (reciprocita dyadicka) 0,541 0,608 0,029 <0,001
Dulezitost komunikace cov R SE P
Hodnotitel — hodnoceny (reciprocita obecna) 0,079 0,343 0,010 <0,001
Vztah - vztah (reciprocita dyadicka) 0,428 0,550 0,027 <0,001
Kvalita komunikace cov R SE P
Hodnotitel — hodnoceny (reciprocita obecna) 0,014 0,097 0,009 0,119
Vztah - vztah (reciprocita dyadicka) 0,157 0,285 0,012 <0,001

Souvislosti vzajemnych hodnoceni ve Skaldch soucéasné frekvence komunikace a jeji kvality
zUstavaji ve vétsiné pripadd statisticky vyznamné, nicméné celkové jsou vysledné korelacni
koeficienty nizsi, nez u dfive predstavenych dvojic Skal. Také korelace mezi hodnotiteli i
hodnocenymi, prestozZe je stale jesté signifikantni (p<0,001), je v obou pripadech vyrazné nizsi
(hodnotitel — hodnotitel: 9,5% spolecné variability; hodnoceny — hodnoceny: 30,7% spolecné
variability). Korelace mezi hodnocenim, ktera v ramci soucasné frekvence komunikace ¢lovék dava
ostatnim, a hodnocenim, kterd ziskava v kvalité komunikace, dokonce neni vyznamny vibec

(p=0,222).

Tabulka 4: Vztahy mezi vzajemnymi hodnocenimi: Soucasna frekvence a kvalita komunikace

Soucasna frekvence a kvalita komunikace

Korelace cov R R2 SE P

1) Hodnotitel — hodnotitel 0,069 0,309 0,095 0,011 <0,001
2) Hodnoceny — hodnoceny 0,08 0,554 0,307 0,009 <0,001
3) Hodnotitel — hodnoceny 0,021 0,143 0,020 0,008 0,008
4) Hodnoceny — hodnotitel 0,013 0,057 0,003 0,01 0,222
5) Intrapersonalni vztah 0,318 0,407 0,166 0,013 <0,001
6) Interpersonalni vztah 0,238 0,304 0,092 0,012 <0,001

Efektivita intervence v oblasti komunikace

PFi vytvareni designu této studie nas zajimalo, zda formulace osobniho zadvazku tykajiciho se
komunikace s blizkymi osobami, zpUsobuje redlnou zménu takovéto komunikace, zejména

v oblasti spokojenosti s ni. Deklaruji-li lidé, Ze chtéji néco v ramci své komunikace s druhymi
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zmeénit, znamenad to, Ze se to stane? V nasi studii vlivu zavazku na zménu v oblasti vzajemné
komunikace s blizkymi osobami navrhujeme na zadkladé vySe uvedenych poznatkl ovéreni

nasledujicich dvou hypotéz:

Hypotéza ¢. 1: U vztahu s pfedem formulovanym zavazkem dojde ve sledovaném obdobi ke
statisticky vyznamné vétsimu narlstu frekvence vzajemné komunikace neZ u vztahl bez

zavazku.

Hypotéza €. 2: U vztahl s pfedem formulovanym zavazkem dojde ve sledovaném obdobi ke
statisticky vyznamné vétsimu narlstu spokojenosti se vzajemnou komunikaci nez u vztahli bez

zavazku.

Metoda a vysledky studie

Studie byla navriena jako randomizovany experiment, hlavni metodou sbéru dat byl polo-
strukturovany rozhovor, ktery vedlo nékolik tazatel(. Pfi zaznamenavani odpovédi vyuzivali
pisemné zaznamové archy. Jako zavislé proménné byly sledovany frekvence komunikace a
spokojenost s komunikaci. Probandi je posuzovali u 5 az 10 svych blizkych, které si sami vybrali.
Manipulovanou proménnou byla pfitomnost/nepfitomnost vyzvy k formulaci konkrétnich
zavazkl, co by zkoumana osoba v nejblizsi dobé pro zlepseni komunikace se svymi blizkymi

mobhla/chtéla udélat. Probandi byli ndhodné rozlosovani do dvou skupin.

A) Experimentalni, ve které byla pfitomna vyzva k formulaci néjakého konkrétniho zdvazku, co by

se na komunikaci s blizkymi dalo zlepsit.

B) Kontrolni, kterd byla na téma komunikace pouze senzitizovdna (hodnotily se nékteré jeji

parametry), nicméné k Zadné zméné, resp. zavazkiim vedena nebyla.

U experimentalni skupiny se vlivem ochoty néjaky zavazek formulovat, jesté rozliSily dva druhy
vztahl. Jednak ty, kde zavazek byl formulovan, a pak ty kde zavazek formulovan nebyl. Bylo
tomu tak zejména v situacich, kdy vztah fungoval perfektné (proband s nim byl absolutné
spokojeny), a tudiZz nebyl k zavazku zadny dlvod. U par pfipadd se také vyskytl nedostatek
motivace vztah zménit (,,s tim nic neudélam, uz jsem zkousel/a vSechno, nechci s tim nic délat”).
Timto vlivem, ktery jsme pfedem neprozietelné neocekavali, vznikla dalsi ¢ast tohoto vyzkumu,
kdy jsme jakoZto nezavislou proménnou nerozlisovali pouze vztahy s vyzvou zédvazek formulovat

(intervenéni) a vztahy bez této vyzvy (senzitizované), ale tfi skupiny vztah, konkrétné ty, u nichz
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byl zavazek vysloven, dale ty, u nichZ byl proband k zavazku vyzvan, ale nevyslovil ho, a nakonec

ty, u nichz k vyzvé k zavazku vibec nedoslo.

Mezi experimentalni a kontrolni skupinou sledovanych vztahl byl nalezen statisticky vyznamny
rozdil ve zméné frekvence komunikace s blizkymi osobami i ve zméné spokojenosti s touto
komunikaci. Vztahy z kontrolni skupiny, tedy vztahy téch, kdo byli na téma komunikace pouze
senzitizovani, zaznamenaly pokles primérné frekvence komunikace, coZ zplsobilo statisticky
vyznamny rozdil ve zméné ve srovnani se vztahy z experimentdlni skupiny, kde frekvence

komunikace zlstala primérné na podobné Urovni, jako pti prvnim méreni.

Co se tykda spokojenosti, u vztahl z experimentalni skupiny (s moznosti formulovat néjaky
zdvazek), byla zaznamendna vyznamné vyssi zména ve spokojenosti se svou komunikaci nez u
téch, kde k zavazku vyzvani nebyli. U kontrolni (senzitizované) skupiny navic doslo ve sledovaném

obdobi k poklesu spokojenosti, zatimco u skupiny experimentalni doslo k jejimu nardstu.

Tabulka 5: Srovnani kontrolni a experimentalni skupiny v zaznamenaném primérném rozdilu u frekvence komunikace a
spokojenosti s komunikaci v pribéhu obdobi mezi dvéma mérenimi

Primér Pramér T Sv P-hodnota N platn. N platn.

exp. sk. kontr. sk. exp. kontr.
Rozdil ve frekvenci 0,024 -0,201 3,234 501 0,001 249 254
Rozdil ve spokojenosti 0,153 -0,193 3,726 501 0,000 249 254

Vzhledem k tomu, Ze ne u vSech vztahl z experimentalni skupiny byl ale zavazek formulovan,
rozhodli jsme se za Ucelem podrobnéjsi analyzy zjistit, jak bude vypadat zména spokojenosti a
frekvence pouze u téch vztah(, u kterych si osoby z experimentalni skupiny néjaké predsevzeti

skutecné dali.

Tabulka 6: Rozdily ve sledovanych proménnych u vztahd, ke kterym byl formulovan zavazek a u vztah, ke kterym zavazek
formulovan nebyl.

Pramér Primér T sv  P-hodnota N platn. N platn.
szahy ¢ vzt’ahy erZ se zavazky bez zavazku
zavazky zavazkl
Zména frekvence 0,043 0,013 0,282 0,778 92 157
Zména spokojenosti 0,587 -0,102 4,922 <0,0001 92 157

Zatimco u frekvence komunikace nebyl nalezen statisticky vyznamny rozdil mezi skupinami
vztahl bez zavazku a se zavazkem, rozdil ve spokojenosti s komunikaci zjistén byl. Zatimco u
vztahQl bez formulovanych zavazki doslo k poklesu spokojenosti, u vztahG s formulovanym

zavazkem byla spokojenost zvysena a takovyto rozdil mezi skupinami byl signifikantni.
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Vzhledem ke zjisténému rozdilu jsme se pro prehlednost jeSté nakonec rozhodli vzajemné
porovnat vSechny tfi druhy sledovanych vztah(: se zdvazkem, s neopétovanou vyzvou zavazek
formulovat a kontrolni neboli senzitizované na téma komunikace. Rozdily jsou na zdkladé Kruskal
Wallisovy ANOVY statisticky vyznamné jak u frekvence komunikace (H=11,7; N=503; sv=2;
p=0,003), tak u spokojenosti s komunikaci (H=32,1; N=503; sv=2; p<0,0001). Prehlednéjsi

zobrazeni viz Graf 15 a 16.

Na zadkladé vyse prezentovanych vysledkl lze stanovit zavéry ve vztahu kformulovanym
hypotézam. Ocekavané zvysSeni frekvence komunikace na zdkladé formulovaného zavazku
potvrzeno nebylo. Neexistuje tedy dostatek dikazl pro to, abychom mohli hypotézu €. 1 potvrdit.
Soucasné je ale tfeba fFici, Ze u kontrolni skupiny, ktera byla senzitizovdna, nicméné zdvazek
neformulovala, doslo ke snizeni frekvence komunikace s blizkymi, a tudiz byl mezi kontrolni a
experimentalni skupinou nalezen statisticky vyznamny rozdil. Ten byl ale na rozdil od naseho
ocCekavani zplisoben poklesem frekvence u senzitizovanych vztah(, nikoli zvysenim frekvence u
vztah( se zdvazkem. Pokud jde o hypotézu €. 2, ocekavany vztah mezi formulovanym zavazkem a
zvySenim spokojenosti s kvalitou komunikace byl v nasi studii potvrzen. Zajimavym zjisténim je
fakt, Ze u kontrolni skupiny dokonce doslo mezi mérenimi ke sniZzeni spokojenosti. U vztah(, u
kterych dostaly vyzkumné osoby moznost zavazek formulovat, ale neucinily tak, se spokojenost

mezi dvéma mérenimi statisticky vyznamné neménila.

Diskuse k reliabilité a validité sociomapovani komunikace

Nyni bychom radi shrnuli nejdtlezitéjsi zjisténi z této prace a zhodnotili celkovy stav soucasnych

poznatki na poli reliability a validity sociomapovani komunikace.

Pokud zacneme u nejuzsiho vymezeni metody sociomapovani jakoZto metody vizualizace
relacnich dat prostorovou formou sociomapy pfipominajici krajinu, ovérovali jsme, jak presna tato
translace je a do jaké miry se pripadni interpreti shodnou, co na sociomapach vidi. Diagnostické
nastroje, které poskytuji Ciselné vystupy s pridélenymi konkrétnimi interpretacemi, vystaci pouze
s prvni zminénou oblasti dikazl kriterialni validity, méné strukturované vystupy jakymi jsou
sociomapy, ale zaslouZi také ovéreni reliability ve formé shody posuzovateli. Obé predlozené
studie se pfipojuji k dalSim jiz dfive publikovanym (Bahbouh, 2006, 2011; Ho6schl, 2010;
Rozehnalova, 2008), ve kterych se ukazuje, Ze metoda sociomapovani umozZiuje presné a
srozumitelné zobrazeni dat, které je navic interpretovano nejen shodné, ale také spravné. Jak uz
jsme zminovali v dil¢i diskusi na konci souvisejici kapitoly, dale bychom se jesté podrobnéji mohli
vénovat vétsim maticim dat (napf. ovéreni kvality zobrazeni u vétsich matic, analyza shody

posuzovatell u sociomap s vétsim poctem clenl skupiny, atd.).
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Dalsi velka cast studii, které jsme vtéto praci predstavili, byla vénovana ovéfeni kvality
standardniho dotazniku méfeni skupinové komunikace, resp. psychometrickym vlastnostem ¢tyr
hlavnich komunikacnich skal. PfestoZe je moZzné pomoci sociomapovani vizualizovat jakékoli jiné
vztahy, komunikace ve skupiné je jednou z nejcastéjSich oblasti aplikace. A i kdyz by bylo mozné
pouzit jako vstupni data vysledky pozorovani skupiny, nebo nékteré druhy ,tvrdych” dat (pocet a
délka emailQ, pocet spolecné stravenych minut), forma dotazovani a vzajemného hodnoceni se
pro intervenci ve sledované skupiné. Empirickd ¢ast této prace se vénovala zejména ovéreni
psychometrickych vlastnosti dotazniku sociomapovani komunikace, resp. jednotlivych
komunikacnich $kal, konkrétné dependability, nebo symetrie a konzistence hodnoceni. Rovnéz
byla provedena analyza korelaci hodnoceni mezi dil¢imi Skalami, kterou Ize povazovat za studii
konvergence v ramci konstruktové validizace. Pro statistické vyhodnoceni vsech téchto témat byl
pouzit metodologicky pfistup modelu socidlnich vztah( (Back & Kenny, 2010; Kenny, Kashy, &
Cook, 2006).

Prvni predstavend studie zamérena na zkoumani dependability, resp. stability komunikacnich $kal
byla v jistém smyslu unikatni, protoZe se vénovala dlouhodobému sledovani manazerskych tym
fungujicich v redlném prostredi. Vyzkum, které by néjakou skupinu sledovaly vice nez jedenkrat
je vodborné literature pouze pétina (Mohammed, Hamilton, & Lim, 2009), o nedostatku studia
tzv. bona fide skupin jsme se jiz zminovali v teoretické ¢asti prace (Sanna & Parks 1997). Vysledky
nasi studie dependability naznadily, Ze vrozsahu pul roku existuje ve vétsiné tymu pomérné
vysoka stabilita vzajemnych hodnoceni, pokud skupina neprochazi néjakou zasadni zménou, at
uz organizacni Ci rozvojovou. Zjisténé hodnoty dependability v oblasti frekvence komunikace jsou
srovnatelné s vysledky zjisténymi jinymi autory u podobnych skal (Cummings & Cross, 2003;
Selfhout et al., 2009), stejné jako s vysledky stability hodnoceni u sociometrickych skal (Jiang &
Cillessen, 2005). Pro sociopreferencni skaly byla ale pfiznacnd vysokd variabilita vysledkd
dlouhodobé dependability, coZz se u komunikacnich 3$kdl vyuZivanych pfi sociomapovani

komunikace nestalo.

Pokud nami zjisténé vysledky zachycované v rozmezi dvou let porovname s test-retestovou studii
frekvence komunikace zaloZenou na analyze ctrnactidennich intervald (Bahbouh, 2011), lze
konstatovat, Ze test-retestova reliabilita dotazniku komunikace je vysoka, a jeji rozdil od stability
hodnoceni v prlibéhu dvou let sledovani ukazuje, Ze odlisSna vzajemna hodnoceni jsou spiSe nez

chybou méreni zplsobeny skuteénymi zménami komunikace ve sledovanych skupinach.
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Studium reliability jakoZto shody hodnotitell ma u sociomapovani podobu symetrie hodnoceni,
protoZe zde vidy dva lidé posuzuji vzajemné svij vztah. U vSech komunikacnich skal byla
nalezena statisticky vyznamna mira symetrie, neboli dyadické reciprocity. Nejvyssi hodnoty
vysledky SRM (Kenny, 1994) analyzy prokazaly, Zze nejvétsi podil variability vzajemného hodnoceni
je moiné pficist specificnosti vzdjemnych vztah(, nikoli aspektlm na strané hodnotitele (i
hodnoceného, a to u vSech sledovanych s$kal. V kombinaci s dfive prokazanou statisticky
vyznamnou mirou symetrie lze konstatovat, Ze rGzné aspekty komunikace jsou primarné
vztahovou charakteristikou, a kompetencemi na strané hodnoceného, i posuzovacimi specifiky

na strané hodnotitele, jsou ovlivnény pouze minoritné.

Posledni ndmi zpracovana studie asi nejméné souvisi pfimo s metodou sociomapovdni a pfitom je
pro ni tak klicova. Jedna se totiz o zpUsob, jak sinformacemi o skupinové komunikaci dale
pracovat, tak aby skupina ¢i tym z vysledk( co nejvice téZila. Jinak feeno musime resit otazku
jaky zplsob intervence zvolit a jak moc je pak takovato intervence Géinnd. Mnohé studie
ukdzaly, ze kdyz se intervence v oblasti komunikace podati, ma pozitivni dopad na vykonnost
skupiny (Achille et al., 1995; Siassakos et al., 2009; Sullivan, 1993; Vazirani et al., 2005). Nase
studie o efektivité intervence v oblasti komunikace ukazuje, Ze dalSim z benefitd mize byt také

zvySeni osobni spokojenosti.

Vzhledem k tomu, Ze se naSe studie intervence zabyvala vlivem zavazku na zménu komunikace s
blizkymi nezavisle na pfedchozi praci s metodou sociomapovani, bylo by vhodné v dalsich studiich
ovéfit pfipadnou zménu v ramci provedené intervence pfimo u skupin pracujicich se
sociomapovanim komunikace. Takovato studie se nyni pfipravuje, jeji vysledky budou
predstaveny do konce roku 2013. Za urcité predbézné ovéreni kvality intervenci provedenych
pomoci metody sociomapovani Ize nicméné povaZzovat fadu pfipadovych studii z komeréniho
prostiedi i bezpecnostnich slozek (Bahbouh, 2004, 2011, 2012b; Bernardova, 2012), které jiz

publikovany byly.

Studie tykajici se reliability a validity nikdy nejsou Uplné. Vidy lze zjistit jesté vice Udajl u novych
skupin s néjakym novym pfistupem. Jsme presvédceni, Ze dalsi vyzkumy budou na tuto praci
navazovat. Dale budeme zjistovat, ve kterych oblastech se na sociomapovani lze spolehnout, kde
muze byt uzitecné z hlediska intervenci, a v éem konkrétné. V tuto chvili se ale domnivame, Ze
jsme sebrali tolik udajl, aby mohl zajemce o tuto oblast sdm posoudit vyhody i limity vyuZiti této

metody v oblasti skupinové komunikace.

16



SEZNAM LITERATURY POUZITE V DISERTACI

Achille, L. B., Schulze, K., & Schmidt-Nielsen, A. (1995). An analysis of communication and the use of military

terms in Navy team training. Military Psychology, 7(2), 95-107.

Allen, D. E., & Guy, R. F. (1978). Conversation analysis: The sociology of talk. Hague: Mouton.

Allen, W. R., Comerford, R. A., & Ruhe, J. A. (1989). Factor analytic study of Bales' interaction process

analysis. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 49(3), 701-707.

American Educational Research Association (2001). Standardy pro pedagogické a psychologické testovani.

Praha: Testcentrum.

Andrews, P. H. (1992). Sex and gender differences in group communication: Impact on the facilitation

process. Small Group Research, 23(1), 74-94.

Back, M. D., & Kenny, D. A. (2010). The Social Relations Model: How to understand dyadic processes. Social
and Personality Psychology Compass, 4, 855-870.

Bahbouh, R. (1994). Sociomapovdni. Praha: GEMA ART.

Bahbouh, R. (1996). VyuZiti sociomapovdni u malych socidlnich skupin. Unpublished master’s thesis, Charles

University in Prague, Czech republic.

Bahbouh, R. (2004). Sociomapovdni. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Charles University in Prague, Czech

republic.

Bahbouh, R. (2011). Sociomapovdni tyma. Praha: Dar Ibn Rushd & QED GROUP.

Bahbouh, R. (2012a). Sociomapovani a 360 stupriova zpétna vazba. In R. Bahbouh, E. Rozehnalova, & V.
Sailerova (Eds.), Nové pohledy psychodiagnostiky (pp. 97-107). Praha: QED GROUP.

Bahbouh, R. (2012b). Vyuziti sociomapovani pfi koucovani tyma. In R. Bahbouh, E. Rozehnalova, & V.

Sailerova (Eds.), Nové pohledy psychodiagnostiky (pp. 61-67). Praha: QED GROUP.

Bahbouh, R., & Bahbouh, K. (2002). Sociomapovani: metoda analyzy socioekonomickych systéma.

Psychologie v ekonomické praxi, 3-4, 191-198.

Bakeman, R., & Gottman, J. M. (1997). Observing interaction: An introduction to sequential analysis.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

17



Baker, D. P., & Salas, E. (1997). Principles of measuring teamwork: A summary and look toward the future.
In M. T. Brannick, E. Salas, & C. Prince (Eds.), Team performance assessment and measurement: Theory,

methods, and applications (pp. 331-356). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Bales, R. F. (1950). Interaction process analysis: A method for the study of small groups. Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Bales, R. F., & Borgatta, E. F. (1966). Size of group as a factor in the interaction profile. In A. P. Hare, E. F.

Borgatta, & R. F. Bales (Eds.), Small groups: Studies in social interaction (pp. 495-512). New York: Knopf.

Bales, R. F., Cohen, S. P., & Williamson, S. A. (1980). SYMLOG: A system for the multiple level observation of

group. New York: Free Press.

Barbour, A. (1981). The relevance of speech communication to sociometry. Journal of Group Psychotherapy,

Psychodrama & Sociometry, 34, 32-36.

Barker, L. L., Wabhlers, K. J., & Watson, K. W. (2011). Groups in proces: an introduction to small group

communication. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Barnes, H. L., & Olson, D. H. (1985). Parent-adolescent communication and the circumplex model. Child

Development, 36, 438-447.

Bavelas, A. (1951). Communication patterns in task-oriented groups. In D. Lerner, H. Lasswell (Eds.), The

policy sciences: recent developments in scope and metod (pp. 193-202). Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Beach, W. A., & Anderson, J. K. (2003). Communication and cancer? Part Il: Conversation analysis. Journal of

Psychosocial Oncology, 21(4), 1-22.

Becerra, M., & Gupta, A. K. (2003). Perceived trustworthiness within the organization: the moderating

impact of communication frequency on trustor and trustee effects. Organization Science, 14 (1), 32-44.

Belbin, R. M. (1981). Management teams. London: Heinemann.

Berger, C. R., & Calabrese, R. J. (1975). Some explorations in initial interaction and beyond: Toward a

developmental theory of interpersonal communication. Human Communication Research, 1,99 -112.

Bernardova, K. (2012). VyuZiti Sociomapovani u Armady Ceské republiky. In R. Bahbouh, E. Rozehnalova, &
V. Sailerova (Eds.), Nové pohledy psychodiagnostiky (pp. 69-79). Praha: QED GROUP.

Birdwhistell, R. L. (1985). Kinesics and context: Essays on body motion communication. Philadelphia: Univ. of

Pensylvania Press.

18



Blau, J., & Alba, R. (1982). Empowering nets of participation. Administrative Science Quaterly, 27, 363-379.

Blom, E. M., Verdaasdonk, E. G. G., Stassen, L. P. S., Stassen, H. G., Wieringa, P. A., & Dankelman, J. (2007).
Analysis of verbal communication during teaching in the operating room and the potentials for surgical

training. Surgical Endoscopy, 21(9), 1560-1566.

Blumberg, H. (2006). A simplified version of the SYMLOG® trait raiting form. Psychological Reports, 99(1),
46-50.

Boerner, S., Linkohr. M., & Kiefer S. (2011). Top management team diversity: positive in the short run, but

negative in the long run? Team Performance Management, 17(7-8), 328-353.

Bond, C. F., & Lashley, B. R. (1996). Round-robin analysis of social interaction: Exact and estimated standard

errors. Psychometrika, 61(2), 303-311.

Boone, C., & Hendriks, W. (2009). Top management team diversity and firm performance: moderators of

functional-background and locus-of control diversity. Management Science, 55, 165-180.

Bordia, P. (1997). Face-to-Face Versus Computer-Mediated Communication: A Synthesis of the

Experimental Literature. Journal of Business Communication, 34 (1), 99-120.

Borgatti, S. P., & Everett, M. G. (1999). Models of corerperiphery structures. Social Networks, 21, 375-395.

Bowers, C. A, Jentsch, F., Salas, E., & Braun, C. C. (1998). Analyzing communication sequences for team

training needs assessment. Human Factors, 40, 672-679.

Bowers, C. A., Pharmer, J. A., & Salas, E. (2000). When member homogeneity is needed in work teams: A

meta-analysis. Small Group Research, 31(3), 305-327.

Brannick, M. T., & Prince, C. (1997). An Overview of Team Performance and Measurement. In M. T.
Brannick, E. Salas, & C. Prince (Eds.), Team performance assessment and measurement: Theory, methods,

and applications (pp. 3-16). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Brannick, M. T., Salas, E., & Prince, C. (Eds.). (1997). Team performance assessment and measurement:

Theory, methods, and applications. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Brauner, E. (2006). Kodierung transaktiver Wissensprozesse (TRAWIS). Ein Verfahren zur Erfassung von
Wissenstransfers in Interaktionen [Transactive knowledge coding system (TRAWIS): A schema for the

assessment of knowledge transfer in interactions]. Zeitschrift fiir Sozialpsychologie, 37, 99-112.

19


http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46a9Ksqa3Sbek8YDn2KyL5t%2fgWLOlsUmtqK5JsJa3UrOtuEyulr9lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7TLWtsUqyrrZKpOLfhuWz4Yuk2uBV4OrmPvLX5VW%2fxKR57LO3T66urk6xpq5JpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=21
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46a9Ksqa3Sbek8YDn2KyL5t%2fgWLOlsUmtqK5JsJa3UrOtuEyulr9lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7TLWtsUqyrrZKpOLfhuWz4Yuk2uBV4OrmPvLX5VW%2fxKR57LO3T66urk6xpq5JpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=21

Brennan, R. L., & Prediger, D. J. (1981). Coefficient Kappa: Some uses, misuses, and alternatives. Educational

and Psychological Measurement (41), 687-699.

Brilhart, J., & Galanes, G. (1998). Group discussion. Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Brown, V., & Geis, F. L. (1984). Turning lead into gold: Leadership by men and women and the alchemy of

social consensus. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 811-824.

Brunstein, J. C. (1993). Personal goals and subjective well-being: A longitudinal study. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 65, 1061-1070.

Burgoon, J. K. (1994). Nonverbal signals. In M. L. Knapp, & G. R. Miller (Eds.), Handbook of interpersonal
communication (pp. 229-285). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Burnard, P., & Morrison, P. (1988). Nurses' perceptions of their interpersonal skills: a descriptive study using

Six Category Intervention Analysis. Nurse Education Today, 8 (5), 266-272.

Cadima, R, Ferreira, C., Monguet, J., Ojeda, J., & Fernandez, J. (2010). Promoting social network awareness:

A social network monitoring system. Computers & Education, 54(4), 1233-1240.

Calhoun, C. (Ed.). (2002). Dictionary of the social sciences. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Campbell, S. K. (1974). Flaws and fallacies in statistical thinking. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

Cannon-Bowers, J. A, Salas, E., & Converse, S. A. (1990). Cognitive psychology and team training: Training

shared mental models and complex systems. Human Factors Society Bulletin, 33, 1-4.

Cannon-Bowers, J. A., Salas, E., & Converse, S. (2005). Shared mental models in expert team decision
making. In N. J. Castellan, Jr. (Ed.), Individual and group decision making: Current issues (pp. 221-246).

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Carrere, S., & Gottman, J. (1999). Predicting divorce among newlyweds from first minutes of marital conflict

discussion. Family Process, 38(3), 293-301.

Cartwright, D., & Zander, A. (1968). Group dynamics: Research and theory. New York: Harper and Row.

Castro, M. C. (2006). Let’s chat: An analysis of some discourse features of synchronous chat. Journal of

English Studies and Comparative Literature, 9 (1), 77-94.

Cawyer, C. S., & Smith-Dupré, A. (1995). Communicating social support: Identifiing supportive episodes in

HIV/AIDS support groups. Communication Quaterly, 43, 243-258.

20



Certo, S. T., Lester, R. H., Dalton, C. M., & Dalton, D. R. (2006). Top management teams, strategy and

financial petionnance: a meta-analytic examination. Journal of Management Studies, 43, 813-839.

Clampitt, P. G. (1991). Communicating For Managerial Effectiveness. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Clampitt, P. G., & Downs, C. W. (1993). Employee perceptions of the relationship between communication

and productivity: A field study. The Journal of Business Communication, 30(1), 5-28.

Clegg, S. R., & Hardy, C. (1999). Studying organizations: Theory and method. London: Sage.

Clyne, M. (1994). Intercultural communication at work: Cultural values in discourse. Cambridge, UK:

Cambridge University Press.

Cohen, A. M. (1962). Changing small-group communication networks. Administrative Science Quarterly,

6(4), 443-462.

Coie, J. D., Dodge, K. A., & Kupersmidt J. B. (1990). Peer group behavior and social status. In S. R. Asher & J.

D. Coie (Eds.), Peer Rejection in Childhood (pp. 19-59). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Colarelli, S. M., & Boos, A. L. (1992). Sociometric and ability-based assignment to work groups: Some

implications for personnel selection. Journal of organizational behavior, 13, 187-196.

Comrey, A., & Deskin, G. (1954). Group manual dexterity in woman. Journal of Applied Psychology, 38, 178 -
180.

Cone, J. D. (1977). The relevance of reliability and validity for behavior assessment. Behavior Therapy, 9,

411-426.

Cone, J. D. (1978). The behavioral assessment grid (BAG): A conceptual framework and a taxonomy.

Behavior Therapy, 9, 882-888.

Conquergood, D. (1994). Homeboys and hoods: Gang communication and cultural space. In L. R. Frey (Ed.),

Group communication in context: Studies of natural groups (pp. 23-55). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Cooke, N. J.,, Neville, K. J., & Rowe, A. L. (1996). Procedural network representations of sequential data.

Human-Computer Interaction, 11, 29-68.

Cooke, N. J., Salas, E., Kiekel, P. A., & Bell, B. (2004). Advances in measuring team cognition. In E. Salas, & S.
M. Fiore (Eds.), Team cognition: understanding the factors that drive process and performance (pp. 83-106).

Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

21



Cooper, G. E., White, M. D., & Lauber, J. K. (1979). Proceedings of the NASA Workshop on Resource
Management Training for Airline Flight Crews (CP-2120). Moffett Field, CA: NASA-Ames Research Center.

Cragan, J. F., Kash, C. R., & Wright, D. W. (2009). Communication in small groups : theory, process, skills.

Boston, MA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning.

Cragan, J. F., & Wright, D. W. (1990). Small group communication research of the 1980s: A synthesis and

critique. Communication studies, 41, 212-236.

Cummings, J. N., & Cross, R. (2003). Structural properties of work groups and their consequences for

performance. Social Networks, 25(3), 197-210.

Curran, J., & Loganbill, C. R. (1983). Factors influencing the attactiveness of a group leader. Journal of

College Student Personnel, 24, 350-355.

Daily, B., Whatley, A., Ash, S. R., & Steiner, R. L. (1996). The effects of group decision support system on
culturally diverse and culturally homogeneous group decision making. Information & Management, 30, 281-

289.

Dance, F. E. X., & Larson, C. E. (1976). The functions of human communication: A theoretical approach. New

York: Helt, Rinehart and Winston.

Danowski, J. A., & Edison-Swift, P. (1985). Crisis effects on intraorganizational computer-based

communication. Communication Research, 12, 251-270.

Danziger, K. (1976). Interpersonal communication. New York: Pergamon Press.

Davies, J. M. (2001). Medical applications of CRM. In: E. Salas, E. Edens, & C. Bowers (Eds.), Improving

teamwork in organizations (pp. 265-281). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Davies, J. M. (2005). Team communication in the operating room. Acta Anaesthesiologica Scandinavica, 49,

898-901.

DeVito, J. A. (2008). Zdklady mezilidské komunikace. Praha: Grada.

Devlin, K. (2005). Problémy pro treti tisicileti: Sedm nejvétsich nevyresenych otdzek matematiky. Praha:

Dokoran a Argo.

Dollar, N. J., & Merrigan, G. M. (2002). Etnographic Practices in Group Communication Research. In. L. R.

Frey (Ed.), New directions in group communication (pp. 59-78). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

22



Downs, C. W. (1988). Communication audits. Glenview, IL: Scott Foresman.

Downs, C. W., & Hazen, M. D. (1977). A factor analytic study of communication satisfaction. The Journal of

Business Communication, 14(3), 63-73.

Du-Babcock, B. (1999). Topic management and turn taking in professional communication. Management

Communication Quarterly, 12, 544-574.

Du-Babcock, B. (2006). An analysis of topic management and turn-taking behavior in the Hong Kong
bilingual environment: The impact of culture and language use. Journal of Business Communication, 43, 21-

42.

Dubrovsky, V. J., Kiesler, S., & Sethna, B. N. (1991). The equalization phenomenon: status effects in

computer-mediated and face-to-face decision-making groups. Human Computer Interaction, 6(2), 119-146.

Duffy, M. K., Shaw, J. D., & Stark, E. M. (2000). Performance and satisfaction in conflicted interdependent
groups: When and how does self-esteem make a difference? Academy of Management Journal, 43, 772-

783.

Dvorak, J., Bahbouh, R., & Sykora, J. (2003). Hamlet jako mapa aneb k ¢emu muze byt dobra aplikace

matematiky pfi analyze dramatu. Divadelni revue, 14(3), 31-33.

Dyer, J. L. (1984). Team research and team training: A state-of-the-art review. In F. A. Muckler (Ed.), Human

factors review (pp. 285-323). Santa Monica, CA: Human Factors and Ergonomics Society.

Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (1991). Gender and the emergence of leaders: A meta-analysis. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 685-710.

Edinger, J. A., & Patterson, M. L. (1983). Nonverbal involvemet and social control. Psychological Bulletin, 93,

509-524.

Ehrlich, K., & Cataldo, M. (2012). All-for-one and one-for-all? A multi-level analysis of communication
patterns and individual performance in geographically distributed software development. Proceedings of

the ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work 2012, CSCW, USA, 945-954.

Eichelsheim, V. I., Dekovic’, M., Buist, K. L., & Cook, W. L. (2009). The Social Relations Model in Family
Studies: A Systematic Review. Journal Of Marriage & Family, 71(4), 1052-1069.

Eigel, K. M., & Kuhnert, K. W. (1996). Personality diversity and its relationship to managerial team
productivity. In M. N. Ruderman, M. W. Hughes-James, & S. E. Jackson (Eds.), Selected research on work

team diversity (pp. 75-98). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

23



Eisenhardt, K. M., & Schoonhoven, C. B. (1990). Organizational growth: Linking founding team, strategy,
environment, and growth among U. S. semiconductor ventures, 1978-1988. Administrative Science

Quarterly, 35, 504-529.

Ekman, P., & Friesen, W. V. (1969). The repertoire of nonverbal behavior: Cathegories, origins, usage and

coding. Semiotica, 1, 49-98.

Emmert, V. J. (1989). Interaction analysis. In P. Emmert & L. L. Barker (Eds.), Measurement of

communication behavior (pp. 218-248). White Plains, NY: Longman, Inc.

Fedor, D. B., Bettenhausen, K. L., & Davis, W. (1999). Peer reviews: Employees’dual roles as raters and

recipients. Group & Organization Management, 24, 92-120.

Ferjencik, J. (2000). Psychologickd metodologie. Praha: Portal.

Ferligoj, A., & Hlebec, V. (1999). Evaluation of social network measurement instruments. Social Networks,

21(2), 111-130.

Festinger, L., Schachter, S., & Back, K. (1960). The operation of group standards. In D. Cartwright, & D.
Zander (Eds.), Group dynamics (pp. 241-259). New York: Harper and Row.

Fetterman, D. M. (1998). Ethnography: Step-by-step (2nd edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

FitzGerald, H. (2003). How Different are We? Spoken Discourse in Intercultural Communication. Clevedon,

UK: Multilingual Matters.

Fitzpatrick, M. A., & Ritchie, L. D. (1994). Communication schemata within the family: Multiple perspectives

on family interaction. Human Communication Research, 20(3), 275-301.

Fleiss, J. L. (1971). Measuring nominal scale agreement among many raters. Psychological Bulletin, 76(5),

378-382.

Flin, R. (1995). Crew resource management for teams in the offshore oil industry. Journal of European

Industrial Training, 19(9), 23-27.

Foltz, P. W., Martin, M. J., Abdelali, A., Rosenstein, M., & Oberbreckling, R. (2006). Automated Team
Discourse Modeling: Test of Performance and Generalization. Paper presented at the 28th Annual

Conference of the Cognitive Science Society, Vancoover, BC. July 26-29, 2006.

Frey, L. R. (1994). The call of the field: Studiying communication in natural groups. In L. R. Frey (Ed.), Group

communication in context: Studies of natural groups (pp. ix-xiv). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

24



Frey, L. R., Botan, C. H., & Kreps, G. L. (2000). Investigating communication: An introduction to research

methods. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Frey, L. R. (Ed.), Gouran, D. S., & Poole, M. S. (Assoc. Eds.). (1999). The handbook of group communication

theory and research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Furnham, A. (1997). The psychology of behaviour at work: The individual in the organization. London:

Psychology Press.

Futoran, G. C., Kelly, J. R., & McGrath, J. E. (1989). TEMPO: A time-based system for analysis of group

interaction processes. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 10, 211-232.

Galanes, G. J. (2003). In their own words: An exploratory study of bona-fide group leaders. Small Group

Research, 34(6), 741-770.

Gazzaniga, M. S. (1996). Zmatky primeér(. In J. Brockman, & K. Matson (Eds.), Jak se véci maji (pp. 137-139).

Bratislava: Archa.

Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures: Selected essays. New York: Basic Books

Gersick, C. J. G. (2003). Time and transition in work teams. In R. Hirokawa, R. Cathcart, L. Samovar, & L.
Henman (Eds.), Small group communication, theory and practice (pp. 59 - 75). Los Angeles: Roxbury

Publishing Company.

Gitter, A. G., Black, H., & Walkley, J. (1976). Nonverbal communication and the judgement of leadership.
Psychological Reports, 39, 1117-1118.

Gomez, C., Kirkman, B. L., & Shapiro, D. L. (2000). The impact of collectivism and in-group/out-group
membership on the evaluation generosity of team members. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 1097-

1106.

Gordon, J. (1992). Work teams: How far have they come? Training, 29, 59-65.

Gottman, J., & Levenson, R. W. (2002). A two-factor model for predicting when a couple will divorce:

exploratory analyses using 14-year longitudinal data. Family Process, 41(1), 83-96.

Gottman, J., Murray, J., Swanson, C., Tyson, R., & Swanson, K. (2003). The mathematics of marriage:

Dynamic linear models. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Granovetter, M. (1983). The strength of weak ties: a network theory revisited. Sociological Theory, 1, 201-
233.

25



Gray, J., & Laidlaw, H. (2004). Improving the measurement of communication satisfaction. Management

Communication Quarterly, 17(3), 425-448.

Greene, J. O., & Burleson, B. R. (Eds.). (2003). Handbook of communication and social interaction skills.

Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Greguras, G. J., Robie, C., Born, M. h., & Koenigs, R. J. (2007). A social relations analysis of team

performance ratings. International Journal Of Selection & Assessment, 15(4), 434-448.

Guzzo, R. A. (1995). At the intersection of team effectiveness and decision making. In Guzzo, R. A. And Salas,

E. (Eds), Team effectiveness and decision making in organizations (pp. 1-8). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Guzzo, R. A, & Dickson, M. W. (1996). Teams in organizations: Recent research on performance and

effectiveness. Annual Review of Psychology, 47(1), 307-338.

Gwet, K., L. (2010). Handbook of Inter-Rater Reliability: The Definitive Guide to Measuring the extent of

agreement among multiple raters (2nd ed.). Gaithersburg, MD: Advanced Analytics.

Hall, E. T. (1963). A system for the notation of proxemic behaviour. American Anthropologist, 65(5), 1003-
1026.

Hall, A. D., & Fagen, R. E. (1968). Definition of system. In W. Buckley (Ed.), Modern systems research for the
behavioral scientist (pp. 81-92). Chicago: Aldine.

Hambrick, D. C., & D'Aveni, R. A. (1992). Top team deterioration as part of the downward spiral of large

corporate bankruptcies. Management Science, 38, 1445-1466.

Hare, A. P. (1952). Interaction and consensus in different sized groups. American Sociological Review, 17,

261-267.

Hare, A. P. (1976). Handbook of small group research. New York: Free Press.

Hargie, O. (Ed.). (2006). The handbook of communication skills. London: Routledge.

Harris, T. E., & Sherblom, J. C. (2011). Small group and team communication. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn &

Bacon.

Harrison, A., & Connors, M. (1984). Groups in exotic environments. Advances in experimetal social

psychology, 18, 49-87.

Hartley, P. (1997). Group communication. London: Routledge.

26


http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa5437/is_n3_v30/ai_n28674633/pg_5/?lc=int_mb_1001
http://www.amazon.com/Thomas-E.-Harris/e/B001HCV0WW/ref=ntt_athr_dp_pel_1
http://www.amazon.com/s/ref=ntt_athr_dp_sr_2?_encoding=UTF8&field-author=John%20C.%20Sherblom&search-alias=books&sort=relevancerank

Hecht, M. L. (1978). Measures of communication satisfaction. Human Communication Research, 4(4), 350-

368.

Heider, F. (1958). The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. John Wiley & Sons.

Helmreich, R. L., & Foushee H. C. (1993). Why crew resource management? Empirical and theoretical bases
of human factors training in aviation. In E. Wiener, B. Kanki, & R. L. Helmreich (Eds.), Cockpit Resource

Management (pp. 3-45). San Diego: Academic Press.

Henttonen, K., Janhonen, M., Johanson, J.-E., & Puumalainen, K. (2010). The demographic antecedents and
performance consequences of the social-network structure in work teams. Team Performance

Management, 16(7), 388-412.

Hermochova, S. (1988). Socidlné psychologicky vycvik I a Il. Praha: SPN.

Heron J. (1975). Six-category intervention analysis: Human potential research project. University of Surrey:

Surrey, UK.

Hirokawa, R. Y. (1980). A comparative analysis of communication patterns within effective and ineffective

decision-making groups. Communication Monographs, 47(4), 312-321.

Hirokawa, R. Y. (1990). The role of communication in group decision-making efficacy: A task-contingency

perspective. Small Group Research, 21 (2), 190-204.

Hirokawa, R. Y., & Salazar, A. J. (1999). Task-group communication and decision-making performance. L. R.
Frey (Ed.), D. S. Gouran, & M. S. Poole (Assoc. Eds.), The handbook of group communication theory and
research (pp. 167-191). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hlinka, J. (2005). Srovndni sociomapovdni s dalsimi metodami zachyceni socidini struktury. Unpublished

master’s thesis, Charles University in Prague, Czech republic.

Ho, D. Y. F. (2010). Pooled peer ratings, self-ratings, and estimated ratings of therapeutic communication

and popularity: A relational analysis. The Humanistic Psychologist, 38, 317-335.

Hoevemeyer, V. A. (1993). How effective is your team? Training and Development, 47(9), 67-71.

Hogg, M. A., & Scott A. R. (2006). Social identity, self-categorization, and the communication of group

norms. Communication Theory, 16(1), 7-30.

Hollenback, J. R., Williams, C. R., & Klein, H. J. (1989). An empirical examination of the antecedents of

commitment to difficult goals. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(1), 18-23.

27



Homans, G. (1950). The human group. New York: Hartcourt Brace.

Hoschl, C. (2006). Vizualizace Sociomap. Unpublished bachelor’s thesis, Charles University in Prague, Czech

republic.

Hoschl, C. (2010). Vizualizace a testovani psychologickych profill. Unpublished master’s thesis, Charles

University in Prague, Czech republic.

Hoskovec, J., & Stikar, J. (1986). Malé pracovni skupiny a technické systémy. Praha: Univerzita Karlova.

Hotelling, H. (1933). Analysis of a complex of statistical variables into principal components. Journal of

Educational Psychology, 24, 417-441, and 498-520.

Hoyt, W. T. (2000). Rater bias in psychological research: When is it a problem and what can we do about it?
Psychological Methods, 5(1), 64-86.

Huspek, M. R. (1986). Linguistic variation, context, and meaning: A case of -ing/in variation in North

American workers’ speech. Language and Society, 15, 149-164.

Janis, I. (1972). Victims of groupthink: A psychological study of foreign-policy decisions and fiascoes. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin.

Janousek, J. (1968). Socidlni komunikace. Praha: Svoboda.

Janousek, J. (2008). Socialni komunikace. In J. Vyrost, & I. Slaménik (Eds.), Socidlni psychologie: 2.,

prepracované a rozsifené vydani (pp. 217-232). Praha: Grada.

JarosSova, E. (2001). Ovérovani ucinnosti socidlné psychologického vycviku. In R. Komarkova, I. Slaménik, J.

Vyrost (Eds.), Aplikovand socidini psychologie Ill: Socidlné psychologicky vycvik (pp. 191-204). Praha: Grada.

Jencek, P., Vojtds, P., Kopecky, M., & Hoschl, C. (2009). Sociomapping in text retrieval systems. In T.
Anderson et al. (Eds.), Flexible query answering systems 2009, LNAI 5822 (pp. 122-133). Berlin: Springer.

Jiang, X., L., & Cillessen, A. H. N. (2005). Stability of continuous measures of sociometric status: a meta-

analysis. Developmental Review, 25(1), 1-25.

Johnson, R. A., & Schulman, G. I. (1989). Gender-role composition and role entrapment in decision-making

groups. Gender and Society, 3, 355-372.

Johnston, M. K., Reed, K., Lawrence, K., & Onken, M. (2007). The Link Between Communication and

Financial Performance in Simulated Organizational Teams. Journal of Managerial Issues, 19(4), 536-553.

28



Joshi, A., & Hyuntak R. (2009). The role of context in work team diversity research: A meta-analytic review.

Academy of Management Journal, 52(3), 599-627.

Jovanovic, N. (2007). To whom it may concern: addressing in face-to-face meetings (Doctoral dissertation).

Department of Computer Science, University of Twente.

Kane, J. S., & Lawler lll, E. E. (1978). Methods of peer assessment. Psychological Bulletin, 85(3), 555-586.

Katz, R. (1982). The effects of group longevity on project communication and performance. Administrative

Science Quaterly, 27, 81-104.

Katzenbach, J. R., & Smith, D. K. (1994). The wisdom of teams: Creating the high-performance organization.

New York: Harper Business.

Kenny, D. A. (1983). SOREMO: A FORTRAN program for round-robin data structures. Unpublished

manuscript: University of Connecticut.

Kenny, D. A. (1994). Interpersonal perceptions: A social relations analysis. New York: Guilford Press.

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2006). Dyadic data analysis. New York: Guilford.

Kenny, D. A,, & La Voie, L. (1984). The social relations model. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental

Social Psychology (pp. 142-182). Orlando: Academic Press.

Kenny, D. A., & Zaccaro, S. J. (1983). An estimate of variance due to traits in leadership. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 68, 678-685.

Kerig, P. K., & Lindahl, K. M. (Eds.). (2001). Family observational coding systems: Resources for systemic

research. Mahway, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Kerr, N. (1983). The role of vision in ,visual imagery”“ experiments. Evidence from the congenitally blind.

Journal of Experimental Psychology, 112(2), 265-277.

Keyton, J. (1999). Relational communication in groups. In L. R. Frey (Ed.), D. S. Gouran, & M. S. Poole (Assoc.

Eds.), The handbook of group communication theory and research (pp. 192-22). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Keyton, J. (2003). Observing group interaction. In R. Y. Hirokawa, R. S. Cathcart, L. A. Samovar, & L. D.
Henman (Eds.), Small group communication: Theory and practice, 8th ed. (pp. 256 — 266). Los Angeles:

Roxbury Publishing Co.

29



Kiekel, P. A., Cooke, N. J., Foltz, P. W., & Shope, S. M. (2001). Automating measurement of team conginion
through analysis of communication data. In M. J. Smith, G. Salvendy, D. Harris, & R. J. Koubek (Eds.),

Usability evaluation and interface design (pp. 1382-1386). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Kiesler, S., & Sproul, L. (1992). Group decision making and communication technology. Organizational

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 52(1), 96-123.

Kirkpatrick, D. L. (1998). Evaluating training programs: The four levels. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler

Publishers.

Kirtley-Johnston, M., Pecchioni, L., & Edwards, R. (2000). The influence of interpersonal communication

variables on group communication satisfaction. Academy of Managerial Communications Journal, 4, 36-61.

Kirtley-Johnston, M., Reed, K., Lawrence K., & Onken, M. (2007). The link between communication and

financial performance in simulated organizational teams. Journal of Managerial Issues, 19(4), 536-553.

Knight, D., Pearce, C. L., Smith, K. G., Olian, J. D., Sims, H. P., Smith, K. A., & Flood, P. (1999). Top
management team diversity, group process, and strategic consensus. Strategic Management Journal, 20,

445-465.

Koerner, A. F., & Fitzpatrick, M. A. (2002). Toward a theory of family communication. Communication

Theory, 12, 70-91.

Kotrba, R., Bartos, L., Bahbouh, R., Héschl, C., Simecek P., & Kuzmova, E. et al. (2010). Sociomapping — new
tool for analysis and visualization of social, spatial and hormonal links between members of a Red deer male
group. In J. A. Smith-Flueck (Ed.). Advances and challenges in deer biology. 7th International Deer Biology
Congress Huilo — Huilo (Chile): Fundacion Senda Darwin y Centro de Estudios Avanzados en Ecologia y

Biodiversidad.

Kozlowski, S. V. J., & Bell, B., S. (2003). Work groups and teams in organizations. In W. C. Borman, D. R.
ligen, & R. J. Klimowski (Eds.), Handbook of psychology: Industrial and organizational psychology (pp. 333-
377). New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons.

Krackhardt, D., & Stern, R. (1988). Informal networks and organizational crises: an experimental simulation.

Social Psychology Quarterly, 51, 123-140.

Kruskal, J., B. (1964). Nonmetric multidimensional scaling: A numerical method. Psychometrika, 29, 115-

119.

Lacoursiere, R. B. (1980). The life cycle of groups. New York: Human Sciences Press.

30



Lacev, A., Srb, T., Bahbouh, R., Sykora, J., & Pola¢kova-Solcovd, 1. (2012). VyuZiti Sociomapovani pfi
experimentech simulovanych letd na Mars. In R. Bahbouh, E. Rozehnalova, & V. Sailerova (Eds.), Nové

pohledy psychodiagnostiky (pp. 81-95). Praha: QED GROUP.

Lam, C. K., Van der Vegt, G. S., Walter, F., & Huang, X. (2011). Harming high performers: A social comparison

perspective on interpersonal harming in work teams. Journal Of Applied Psychology, 96(3), 588-601.

Landauer, T. K., Foltz, P. W., & Laham, D. (1998). Introduction to Latent Semantic Analysis. Discourse

Processes, 25, 259-284.

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics,

33, 159-174.

Larson, C., E., & LaFasto, F., M., J. (1989). Teamwork: What must go right/what can go wrong. London;
Thousand Oaks; New Delphi: Sage.

Lashley, B. R., & Bond, C., F., Jr. (1997). Significance testing for round robin data. Psychological Methods,
2(3), 278-291.

Lauber, J. K. (1987). Cockpit resource management: Background studies and rationale. In H. W. Orlady, & H.
C. Foushee (Eds.), Cockpit resource management training: Proceedings of the NASA/MAC workshop (NASA
CP-2455). (pp. 5-14). Moffett Field, CA: NASA-Ames Research Center.

Lawler, E. E. lll, Mohrman, S. A., & Ledford, G. E., Jr. (1995). Creating high performance organizations:
Practices and results of employee involvement and total quality management in Fortune 1000 companies.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Lawrence, P. R.,, & Lorsch, J. W. (1967). Organization and environment. Boston: Division of Research,

Harvard Business School.

Leavitt, H. (1951). Some effects of centain communication patterns in group performance. Journal of

Abnormal and Social Psychology, 46, 38-50.

Leenders, R., A. J,, van Engelen, J. M. L., & Kratzer, J. (2003). Virtuality, communication, and new product
team creativity: a social network perspective. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 20(1-2),

69-92.

Lehrer, J. (2010). Jak se rozhodujeme. Praha: Dokoran.

Lewin, K. (1947). Frontiers in group dynamics . I. Concept, method and reality in social science; social

equilibria and social change. Human Relations, 1, 5-41.

31



Lewin, K. (1951). Field theory in social science. New York: Harper & Row.

Little, B. R. (1983). Personal projects: A rationale and method for investigation. Environment and Behavior,

15, 273-309.

Littlepage, G. E., Hollingshead, A. B., Drake, L. R., & Littlepage, A. M. (2008). Transactive memory and
performance in work groups: Specificity, communication, ability differences, and work allocation. Group

Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 12(3), 223-241.

Lont, C. M., & Friedley, S. A. (Eds.). (1989). Beyond boundaries: Sex and gender diversity in communication.

Fairfax, VA: George Mason University Press.

Lott, A. J., & Lott, B. E. (1965). Group cohesiveness as interpersonal attraction: A review of relationships

with antecedent and consequent variables. Psychological Bulletin, 64(4), 259-309.

Lovas, L. (2008). Malé socidlni skupiny. In J. Vyrost, & I|. Slaménik (Eds.), Socidlni psychologie: 2.,

prepracované a rozsirené vydani (pp. 321-337). Praha: Grada.

Love K. G. (1981). Comparison of peer assessment methods; reliability, validity, friendship Bias, and user

reaction. Journal Of Applied Psychology, 66(4), 451-457.

Lowry, P., Roberts, T. L., Romano Jr., N. C., Cheney, P. D., & Hightower, R. T. (2006). The impact of group size

and social presence on small-group communication. Small Group Research, 37(6), 631-661.

Ludtke, O., Robitzsch, A., Kenny, D. A., & Trautwein, U. (2013). A general and flexible approach to estimating

the social relations model using Bayesian methods. Psychological Methods, 18(1), 101-119.

Maier, G. W., & Brunstein, J. C. (2001). The role of personal work goals in newcomers' job satisfaction and

organizational commitment: A longitudinal analysis. Journal Of Applied Psychology, 86(5), 1034-1042.

Marcus, D. K. (1998). Studying group dynamics with the social relations model. Group Dynamics: Theory,
Research, And Practice, 2(4), 230-240.

Marcus, D. K., & Lehman, S. J. (1999). Perceiving group members accurately, or why can't we all just agree:

Comment on Sullivan and Reno (1999). Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, And Practice, 3(3), 206-209.

Marks, M. A., Zaccaro, S. J., & Mathieu, J. E. (2000). Performance implications of leader briefings and team-
interaction training for team adaptation to novel environments. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(3), 971-

986.

32



Martinsuo, M., & Turkulainen, V. (2011). Personal commitment, support and progress in doctoral studies.

Studies In Higher Education, 36(1), 103-120.

Masselam, V. S., Marcus, R. F., & Stunkard, C. L. (1990). Parent-adolescent communication, family

functioning, and school performance. Adolescence, 25(99), 725-737.

May, G. L., & Gueldenzoph, L. E. (2006). The effect of social style on peer evaluation ratings in project

teams. Journal of Business Communication, 43 (1), 4-20.

Maznevski, M. L. (1994). Understanding our differences: Performance in decision-making groups with

diverse members. Human Relations, 47 (5), 531-552.

McCroskey, J. C., & Richmond, V. P. (1992). Communication apprehension and small group
communication. In R. S. Cathcart, & L. A. Samovar (Eds.), Small Group Communication: A Reader (pp. 361-

374). Dubuque, lowa: Wm. C. Brown.

McGrath, J. E., & Altman, I. (1966). Small group research: a synthesis and critique of the field. New York:

Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

McGrath, J. E., & Kelly, J. R. (1986). Time and human interaction: Toward a social psychology of time. New
York: Guilford.

McGrath, J. E. (1984). Groups: interaction and performance. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

McGrath, J. E. (1991). Time, interaction, and performance (TIP): A theory of groups. Small Group Research,
22 (2),147-174.

McHugh, M. L. (2012). Interrater reliability: the kappa statistic. Biochemia Medica, 22(3), 276-282.

McLeod, P. L., Lobel, S. A., & Cox, T. H., Jr. (1996). Ethnic diversity and creativity in small groups. Small
Group Research, 27, 248-264.

Mehrabian, A. (1981). Silent messages: Implicit communication of emotions and attitudes. Belmont, CA:

Wadsworth.

Mehrabian, A., & Diamond, S. G. (1981). Seating arrangement and conversation. Sociometry, 34, 281-289.

Melby, J. N., & Conger, R. D. (2001). The lowa Family Interaction Rating Scales: Instrument Summary. In P. K.
Kerig, & K. M. Lindahl (Eds.), Family observational coding systems: Resources for systemic research (pp. 33-

58). Mahway, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

33



Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & DeChurch, L. A. (2009). Information sharing and team performance: A meta-

analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(2), 535-546.

Meyer, M. W. (1972). Size and the structure of organizations: A causal analysis. American Sociological

Review, 37, 434-440.

Miksik, O. (2003a). Psychologické teorie osobnosti. Praha: Nakladatelstvi Karolinum.

Miksik, O. (2003b). Psychologicka charakteristika osobnosti. Praha: Nakladatelstvi Karolinum.

Miller, G. A. (1956). The magical number seven, plus or minus two: Some limits on our capacity for

processing information. Psychological Review, 63, 81-97.

Mohammed, S., Hamilton, K., & Lim, A. (2009). The incorporation of time in team research: Past, current,
and future. In E. Salas, G. F. Goodwin, & C. S. Burke (Eds.), Team effectiveness in complex organizations.

New York: Routledge.

Molleman, E. (2005). Diversity in demographic characteristics, abilities and personality traits: Do faultlines

affect team functioning? Group Decision and Negotiation, 14, 173-193.

Monge, P. R.,, & Matei, S. A. (2004). The role of the global telecommunications network in bridging

economic and political divides, 1989 to 1999. Journal of Communication, 54, 511-531.

Montgomery, B. M. (1986). An interactionist analysis of small group peer assessment. Small Group

Research, 17(1), 19-37.

Morgan, C. A., United States. Federal Railroad Administration. Office of Research and Development., &
Texas Transportation Institute. (2006). Rail crew resource management (CRM): Survey of teams in the
railroad operating environment and identification of available CRM training methods. Washington, DC: U.S.

Dept. of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Research and Development.

Morgeson, F. P., Reider, M. H., & Campion, M. A. (2005). Selecting individuals in team settings: the

importance of social skills, personality characteristics, and teamwork. Personnel Psychology, 58(3), 583-611.

Mosier, K. L., & Chidester, T. R. (1991). Situation assessment and situation awareness in a team setting. In Y.
Queinnec & F. Daniellou (Eds.), Designing for everyone: Proceedings of the 11th Congress of the

International Ergonomics Association (pp. 798-800). London: Taylor & Francis.

Mulder, M. (1960). Communication Structure, Decision Structure and Group Performance. Sociometry, 23,

1-14.

34



Murphy, K. R., & Cleveland, J. N. (1995). Understanding Performance Appraisal: Social, organizational, and

goal-based perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Murray, A. |. (1989). Top management group heterogeneity and firm performance. Strategic Management

Journal. Special Issue 10, 125-141.

Myers, S. A., & Anderson, C. M. (2008). The fundamentals of small group communication. Los Angeles, CA:

Sage.

Nam, C. S., Lyons, J. B., Hwang, H., & Kim, S. (2009). The Process of Team Communication in Multi-Cultural
Contexts: An Empirical Study Using Bales' Interaction Process Analysis (IPA). International Journal of

Industrial Ergonomics, 39(5), 771-782.

O'Connor, P. E., Hahn, R. G., & Salas, E. (2009). The US Navy's Crew Resource Management Program: The
past, present, and recommendations for the future. In P. E. O'Connor, & J. V. Cohn (Eds.), Human
performance enhancement in high-risk environments: Insights, developments, and future directions from

military research (pp. 90-105). Santa Barbara, CA: Greenwood.

Offermann, L. R., & Spiros, R. K. (2001). The science and practice of team development: Improving the link.

Academy of Management Journal, 44(2), 376-392.

Olson, D. H., Russell, C. S., & Sprenkle, D. H. (1983). Circumplex model: VI. Theoretical update. Family
Process, 22, 69-83.

Omodei, M. M., & Wearing, A. J. (1990). Need satisfaction and involvement in personal projects: Toward an

integrative model of subjective well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 762-769.

O'Reilly, C. A., & Roberts, K. H. (1976). Relationships among components of credibility and communication

behaviors in work units. Journal of Applied Psychology, 61(1), 99-102.

O'Reilly, C. A., & Roberts, K. H. (1977). Task group structure, communication, and effectiveness in three

organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(6), 674-681.

O'Reilly, C. A., Caldwell, D. F., & Barnett, W. P. (1989). Work group demography: Social integration and

turnover. Administative Science Quarterly, 34, 21-37.

Otsuka, K., Yamato, J., Takemae, Y., & Murase, H. (2006). Quantifying interpersonal influence in face-to-face
conversations based on visual attention patterns [Extended Abstract]. Proceeding of the Conference on

Human Factors in Computing Systems, CHI 2006, Montréal, Québec, Canada, 1175-1180.

35


http://www.amazon.com/s/ref=rdr_ext_aut?_encoding=UTF8&index=books&field-author=Carolyn%20M.%20Anderson
http://www.amazon.com/dp/141295939X/ref=rdr_ext_tmb

Palys, T. S., & Little, B. R. (1983). Perceived life satisfaction and organization of personal project systems.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 1221-1230.

Park, H. S. (2008). The effects of shared cognition on group satisfaction and performance. Communication

research, 35(1), 88-108.

Park, J., Jung, W., & Yang, J.-E. (2012). Investigating the effect of communication characteristics on crew
performance under the simulated emergency condition of nuclear power plants. Reliability Engineering &

System Safety, 101, 1-13.

Pearson, K. (1901). On lines and planes of closest fit to systems of points in space. Philosophical Magazine,

2(6), 559-572.

Peiperl, M. (2001). Getting 360 degree feedback right. Harvard Business Review, 79(1), 142-147.

Pelz, D., & Andrews, F. M. (1966). Scientists in Organizations. New York: Wiley.

Perdkyld, A. (1997). Reliability and validity in research based on transcripts. In D. Silvermann (Ed.),

Qualitative research (pp. 201-220). London: Sage.

Peterson, R. S. (2002). Group Development Q-sort in Group Communication Research. In. Frey, L. R. (Ed.),

New directions in group communication (pp. 79-96). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Petrusek, M. (1969). Sociometrie: teorie, metoda, techniky. Praha: Svoboda.

Pettit, J. D., Goris, J. R.,, & Vaught, B. (1997). An examination of organizational communication as a
moderator of the relationship between job performance and job satisfaction. The Journal of Business

Communication, 34(1), 81-98.

Pfeffer, J. (1981). Power in Qrganizations. Marshfield, MA: Pitman.

Pliego, J. F., Errichetti, A., & Wehbe-Janek, H. (2008). SimCom-T: An instrument to assess communication in

healthcare teams. Journal of Communication in Healthcare, 1(2), 168-181.

Podolny, J. M., & Baron, J. N. (1997). Resources and relationships: Social networks and mobility in the

workplace. American Sociological Review, 62(5), 673-693.

Poole, M. S. Keyton, J., & Frey, L. R. (1999). Group communication methodology: Issues and considerations.
L. R. Frey (Ed.), D. S. Gouran, & M. S. Poole (Assoc. Eds.), The handbook of group communication theory and
research (pp. 92-112). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

36



Potter, W. J., & Levine-Donnerstein, D. (1999). Rethinking validity and reliability in content analysis. Journal

of Applied Communication Research, 27(3), 258-284.

Prince, C., Chidester, T, Bowers C. A., & Cannon-Bowers, J. A. (1992). Aircrew coordination: Achieving
teamwork in the cockpit. In R. Swezey, & E. Salas (Eds.), Teams: Their training and performance (pp. 329-

353). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Prislin, R. (1990). Testing the hypothesis about orthogonality of symlog dimensions. Primijenjena

Psihologija, 11(4), 201-211

Psathas, G. (1961). Alternative Methods for Scoring Interaction Process Analysis. Journal of Social

Psychology, 53, 97-103.

Putnama, L., & Stohlb, C. (1990). Bona fide groups: A reconceptualization of groups in context.

Communication Studies, 41(3), 248-265.

Pyke, S. W., & Neely, C. A. (1970). Evaluation of a group communication training program. Journal of

Communication, 20(3), 291-304.

Reagans, R., & Zuckerman, E. W. (2001). Networks, Diversity, and Productivity: The Social Capital of
Corporate R&D Teams. Organizational Science, 12(4), 502-517.

Reitmayerov3, E., & Broumova, V. (2007). Metody pro vedouci skupin a ucitele. Praha: Portal.

Ritchie, L. D., & Fitzpatrick, M. A. (1990). Family communication patterns: Measuring intrapersonal

perceptions of interpersonal relationships. Communication Research, 17, 523-544.

Rodriguez Yamamoto, L. A. (2003). Adaptive Group Communication over Active Networks. Unpublished

doctoral dissertation, University of Liege, Belgium.

Rogers, E., & Kincaid, D. (1981). Communication networks. New York: Free Press.

Rogers, E. M., & Shoemaker, F. F. (1971). Communications of Inovations: A cross-cultural Approach. New

York: Free Press.

Rozehnalova, E. (2008). Sociomapovdni pracovnich tym(. Unpublished master’s thesis, Charles University in

Prague, Czech republic.

Rozehnalov4, E., Kovafikova, J., & Skrabova, M. (2012). Mapovani kulturnich podobnosti mezi narody. In R.
Bahbouh, E. Rozehnalova, & V. Sailerova (Eds.), Nové pohledy psychodiagnostiky (pp. 163-175). Praha: QED
GROUP.

37



Rozehnalova, E., & Lukas, R. (2012). Profil tymu vyjimecnych osobnosti pomoci TPA. In R. Bahbouh, E.
Rozehnalova, & V. Sailerova (Eds.), Nové pohledy psychodiagnostiky (pp. 131-144). Praha: QED GROUP.

Rozehnalovd, E., & Skrdbova, M. (2010). Srovnani korelaci gkal NEO-PI-R a HPI u amerického a ¢eského

vzorku a jejich srovnani pomoci metody sociomapovani. Psychologie pro praxi, 45, 1-2, 57-73.

Sacks, H., Schegloff, E. A., & Jefferson, G. (1974). A simplest systematice for the organization of turn-taking

for conversation. Language, 50(4), 696-735.

Saine, T. J., & Bock, D. G. (1973). A comparison of the distributional and sequential structures of interaction

in high and lowconsensus groups. Central States Speech Journal, 24, 125-130.

Sandal, G. (2001). Crew tension during a space station simulation. Environment and Behaviour, 33, 134-150.

Sandal, G., Vaernes, R., & Ursin, H. (1995). Interpersonal relations during simulated space missions.

Aviation, Space and Environmental Medcine, 67, 227-234.

Sanna, L. J., & Parks, C. D. (1997). Group research trends in social and organizational psychology: Whatever

happened to intragroup research? Psychological Science, 8(4), 261-267.

Saonee, S., Manju, A., Suprateek, S., & Kirkeby, S. (2011). The role of communication and trust in global

virtual teams: A social network perspective. Journal of Management Information Systems, 28(1), 273-309.

Schermulya, C. C., & Wolfgang Schollb, W. (2012). The Discussion Coding System (DCS): A new instrument

for analyzing communication processes. Communication Methods and Measures, 6(1), 12-40.

Schmidt, H., D. (1970). Posudzovanie ludského sprdvania rating — skdlami. Bratislava: Slovenské

pedagogické nakladatelstvo.

Schneider, K., Rainwater, C., Pohl, E., Hernandez, |., & Ramirez-Marquez, J. (2013). Social network analysis
via multi-state reliability and conditional influence models. Reliability Engineering & System Safety, 109, 99-

1009.

Schonbrodt, F. D., Back, M. D., & Schmukle, S. C. (2012). TripleR: An R package for social relations analyses
based on round-robin designs. Behavior Research Methods, 44, 455-470.

Schultz, B. G. (1999). Improving group communication performance: An overview of diagnosis. In L. R. Frey
(Ed.), D. S. Gouran, & M. S. Poole (Assoc. Eds.), The handbook of group communication theory and research

(pp. 371-394). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Scott, J. (2006). Social Network Analysis: A Handbook. London; Thousand Oaks; New Delphi: Sage.

38


http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46a9Ksqa3Sbek8YDn2KyL5t%2fgWLOlsUmtqK5JsJa3Uq6ruEq2lr9lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7TLWtsUqyrrZKpOLfhuWz4Yuk2uBV4OrmPvLX5VW%2fxKR57LO0S7Wmrki2qKR%2b7ejrefKz5I3q4vJ99uoA&hid=21
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46a9Ksqa3Sbek8YDn2KyL5t%2fgWLOlsUmtqK5JsJa3Uq6ruEq2lr9lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7TLWtsUqyrrZKpOLfhuWz4Yuk2uBV4OrmPvLX5VW%2fxKR57LO0S7Wmrki2qKR%2b7ejrefKz5I3q4vJ99uoA&hid=21

Seedhouse, P. (2005). Conversation analysis as research methodology. In: K. Richards, & P. Seedhouse

(Eds.), Applying conversation analysis (pp. 251-266). Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Selfhout, M., Denissen, J., Branje, S., & MeeusIn, W. (2009). Eye of the Beholder: Perceived, Actual, and
Peer-Rated Similarity in Personality, Communication, and Friendship Intensity During the Acquaintanceship

Process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(6), 1152-1165.

Sexton, J., & Helmreich, R. (2003). Analyzing cockpit communication: The links between language,
performance, error and workload. In R. Dietrich (Ed.), Communication in high risk environments (pp. 57-73).

Hamburg, Germany.

Shaw, M. (1954). Some effects of problem complexity upon problem solution efficiency in different

communication nets. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 48, 211-217.

Shaw, M. E. (1981). Group dynamics: The psychology of small group behavior. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Shonk, J. H. (1982). Working in teams: A practical manual for improving work groups. New York: Amacom.

Shumate, M., & Palazzolo, E. T. (2010). Exponential random graph models as a method for social network

analysis in communication research. Communication Methods and Measures, 4(4), 341-371.

Siassakos, D., Draycott, T., Montague, I., & Harris, M. (2009). Content analysis of team communication in an

obstetric emergency scenario. Journal of obstetrics and gynaecology, 29(6), 499-503.

Siegel, S., & Castellan, N. J. (1988). Nonparametric statistics for the social sciences. New York, McGraw-Hill.

Simons, T., Pelled, L. H., & Smith, K. A. (1999). Making use of difference: Diversity, debate, and decision

comprehensiveness in top management teams. Academy of Management Journal, 42(6), 662-673.

Simon, H. (1957). Models of Man. New York: Wiley.

Sloan, G., & Watson, H. (2002). John Heron’s six-category intervention analysis: towards understanding
interpersonal relations and progressing the delivery of clinical supervision for mental health nursing in the

United Kingdom. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 36 (2), 206-214.

Smith, B. L. (1993). Interpersonal behaviors that damage the productivity of creative problem-solving

groups. Journal of Creative Behavior, 27, 171-187.

Smith, K. G., Smith, K. A., Olian, J., Sims, H., O’'Bannon, D., & Scully, J. (1994). Top management team
demography and process: The role of social integration and communication. Administrative Science

Quaterly, 39, 412-438.

39



Smith-Lovin, L., & Brody, C. (1989). Interruptions in group discussions: The effect of gender and group

composition. American Sociological Review, 54, 424-435.

Smither, J. W. (1998). Performance appraisal: State of the art in practice. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Sparrowe, R. T., Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., & Kraimer, M. L. (2001). Social networks and the performance of
individuals and groups. Academy of Management Journal, 44(2), 316-325.

Spitzberg, B. H. (1988). Communication Competence: Measures of Perceived Effectiveness. In C. H. Tardy
(Ed.), A handbook for the study of human communication: methods and instruments for observing,

measuring and assessing communication processes (pp. 67-106). Westport: Ablex Publishing.

Spitzberg, B. H. (2003). Methods of skill assessment. In J. O. Greene & B. R. Burleson (Eds.), Handbook of

communication and social interaction skills (pp. 93-134). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Spitzberg, B. H. (2009). Interpersonal communication competence and social skills. In W. Donsbach (Ed.),

International encyclopedia of communication (pp. 2486-2492). Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

Srb, T., Rozehnalov3, E., & Osusky, M. (2007). Sociomapovdni jako ndstroj ke zvysovdni efektivity tymi. HR
Forum, 10, 8-9.

Stacke, E. (2005). Koucovdni pro manaZery a firemni tymy. Praha: Grada.

Sternberg, R. J. (2002). Kognitivni psychologie. Praha: Portal.

Stevens M. J., & Campion, M. A. (1994). The knowledge, skills and ability requirements for teamwork:

Implications for human resources management. Journal of Management, 20, 503-520.

Stogdill, R. M. (1959). Individual behavior and group achievement. New York: Oxford University Press.

Stolcke, A., Reis, K., Coccaro, N., Shriberg, E., Bates, R., Jurafsky, D., Taylor, P., Martin, R., Van EssDykema,
C., & Meteer, M. (2000). Dialogue act modeling for automatic tagging and recognition of conversational

speech. Computational Linguistics, 26(3), 339-373.

Suen, H. K., & Ary, D. (1989). Analyzing quantitative behavioral observation data. Hillsdale, NJ:Lawrence

Erlbaum Associates.

Sullivan, P. A. (1993). Communication skills training for interactive sports. The Sport Psychologist, 7(1), 79-
91.

Sullivan, M., & Reno, R. (1999). Perceiving groups accurately. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and

Practice, 3(3), 196-205.

40



SunWolf (2008). Peer groups: Expanding our study of small group communication. Thousand oaks, CA: Sage.

Svensson, E. (2000). Comparison of the quality of assessments using continuous and discrete ordinal rating

scales. Biometrical Journal, 42 (4), 417-434.

Sykes, R. E. (1983). Initial interaction between strangers and acquaintances: A multivariate analysis of

factors affecting choice of communication partners. Human Communication Research, 10, 27-53.

Sykora, J. et al. (1996). Group dynamics and tension analysis in simulated extended spaceflight setting. In
Advances in Space Biology and Medicine: HUBES — 135 days of MIR simulation study. Paris: European Space
Agency.

Sykora, J. et al. (1997). lzuCenie gruppovoj dinamiki v uslovijach 90-sutoc¢noj izolacii. Viakosmiceskaja i

ekologiceskaja medicina, 4, 11-15.

Sysinger, Y. E., & Crispo, A. W. (2012). Employee Motivation and 360° Feedback. Insights To A Changing
World Journal, (1), 1-13.

Stikar, J., Rymes, M., Riegel, K., & Hoskovec, J. (2003). Psychologie ve svété prdce. Praha: Nakladatelstvi

Karolinum.

Tajima, A. (2004). Fatal miscommunication: English in aviation safety. World Englishes, 23(3), 451-470.

Tannen, D. (1990). You just don’t understand: Women and men in conversation. New York: William Morrow.

Tennant, J. A., & Butler, M. S. (2007). Helping women: The use of Heron's framework in midwifery practice.

British Journal of Midwifery, 15(7) 425-428.

Thagard, P. (2001). Uvod do kognitivni védy. Praha: Portal.

Tolman, E., & Honzik, C. H. (1930). ,Insights” in rats. University of California Publications in Psychology, 4,
215-232.

Torgerson, W., S. (1958). Theory and Methods of Scaling. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Toth, G., Hirose, H., & Tsukuda, M. (2006). Communication strategies and interpersonal skills of instructors

of esophageal speech: An observation study. Patient Education and Counseling, 63(1-2), 152-160.

Tschan, F. (1995). Communication enhances small group performance if it conforms to task requirements:

The concept of ideal communication cycles. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 17(3), 371-393.

Tuckman, B. W. (1965). Developmental sequence in small groups. Psychological Bulletin, 63, 384-399.

41



Tuckman, B. W., & Jensen, M. A. (1977). Stages of small-group development revisited. Group Org. Studies, 2,
419-427.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1981). The framing of decisions and the psychology of choice. Science,

211(4481), 453-458.

Tversky, B. (1981). Distortions in memory for maps. Cognitive psychology, 13(3), 407-433.

Tziner, A., Murphy, K. R., & Cleveland, J. N. (2002). Does conscientiousness moderate the relationship
between attitudes and beliefs regarding performance appraisal and rating behavior? International Journal

of Selection and Assessment, 10(3), 218-224.

Urbina, S. (2003). Essentials of psychological testing. New Jersey: Wiley, Hoboken.

Vangelisti, A. L. (1993). Communication in the family: The influence of time, relational prototypes, and

irrationality. Communication Monographs, 60, 42-54.

VanlLear, C. A., & Mabry, E. A. (1999). Testing contrasting interaction models for discriminating between

consesual and dissentient decision-making groups. Small Group Research, 30, 29-58.

Varona, F. (1996). Relationship between communication satisfaction and organizational commitment in

three Guatemalan organizations. Journal of Business Communication, 33(2), 111-140.

Vazirani, S., Hays, R. D., Shapiro, M. F., & Cowan, M. (2005). Effect of multidisciplinary intervention on
communication and collaboration among physicians and nurses. American Journal Of Critical Care, 14(1),

71-77.

Volkema, R. J., & Gorman, R. H. (1998). The influence of cognitive- based group composition on decision-

making process and outcome. Journal of Management Studies, 35, 105-122.

Vora, D., & Markdczy, L. (2012). Group learning and performance: The role of communication and faultlines.

The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 23(11), 2374-2392.

Wagner, W. G., Pfeffer, J., & O'Reilly C. A. lll (1984). Organizational demography and turnover in top

management groups. Administrative Science Ouarterly, 29, 74-92.

Wageman, R., Hackman, J. R., & Lehman, E. (2005). Team Diagnostic Survey: Development of an Instrument.

Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 41(4), 373-398.

Wall, J. H., & Spielman, L. (2006). Global team-building: developing, deploying and connecting. China Staff,
12, 8-10.

42



Wall, W. D., & Galanes, G. J. (1986). The SYMLOG dimensions and small group conflict. Communication
studies, 37(2), 61-78.

Wang, H., Hu, Y., & Cao, S. (2011). Conversation analysis in cross-culture team communication. Cross-

Cultural Communication, 7 (4), 49-55.

Wasserman, S., & Faust, K. (1994). Social network analysis: Methods and applications. New York: Cambridge

University Press.

Watson, D. (2004). Stability versus change, dependability versus error: Issues in the assessment of

personality over time. Journal of Research in Personality, 38(4), 319-350.

Waxler, N. E., & Mischel, E. G. (1966). Scoring and reliability problems in interaction process analysis: A

methodological note. Sociometry, 29(1), 28-40.

Webber, S. S., & Donahue, L. M. (2001). Impact of highly and less job-related diversity on work group

cohesion and performance: A meta-analysis. Journal of Management, 27, 141-162.

Weitzel, A., & Geist, P. (1998). Parliamentary procedure in community group: Communication and vigilant

decision making. Communication Monographs, 65, 245-259.

Wellins, R. S., Byham, W. C, & Dixon, G. R. (1994). Inside teams: How 20 world-class organizations are

winning through teamwork. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Wellins, R. S., Byham, W. C, & Wilson, J. M. (1991). Empowered teams: Creating self-directed work groups

that improve quality, productivity, and participation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Wheelan, S. A. (2005) Group processes: A developmental perspective. Boston; New York; San Francisco:

Allyn and Bacon.

Wheelan, S. A., & McKeage, R. (1993). Developmental patterns in small and large groups. Small Group
Research, 24, 60-83.

Wheelan, S. A. (1994a). Group processes: A developmental perspective. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Wheelan, S. A. (1994b). The Group Development Questionnaire: A manual for professionals. Provincetown,

MA: GDQ Associates.

Wheelan, S., & Hochberger, J. (1996). Validation studies of the group development questionnaire. Small
Group Research, 27, 143-170.

43



Wheelan, S. A., Murphy, D., Tsumura, E., & Fried-Kline, S. (1998). Member perceptions of internal group
dynamics and productivity. Small Group Research, 29, 371-393.

Wheelan, S. A., & Tilin, F. (1999). The relationship between faculty group effectiveness and school

productivity. Small Group Research, 30, 59-81.

Wheelan, S. A., & Lisk, A. (2000). Cohort group effectiveness and the educational achievement of adult

undergraduate students. Small Group Research, 31, 724-738.

Wheelan, S. A., Davidson, B., & Tilin, F. (2003). Group development across time: Reality or illusion? Small

Group Research, 34, 223-245.

Wherry, R. J. Sr, & Bartlett, C. J. (1982). The control of bias in ratings: A theory of rating. Personnel
Psychology, 35, 521-551.

Whitmore, J. (2007). Koucovdni: Rozvoj osobnosti a zvysSovadni vykonnosti. Praha: Management Press.

Wiener, E. L., Kanki, B. G., & Helmreich, R. L. (Eds.). (1993). Cockpit resource management. San Diego, CA:

Academic Press.

Wiersema, M. F., & Bantel, K. A. (1992). Top management team demography and corporate strategic

change. Academy of Management Journal, 35, 91-121.

Winter, W. D., & Ferreira, A. J. (1967). Interaction proces analysis of family decision-making. Family

Processes, 6, 155-172.

Wolf, T., Schréter, A., Damian, D., & Nguyen, T. (2009). Predicting Build Failures using Social Network
Analysis on Developer Communication. Proceedings of the International Conference on Software

Engineering, ICSE 2009, Vancouver, Canada, 1-11.

Wood, W. (1987). Meta-analytic review of sex differences in group performance. Psychological Bulletin,

102, 53-71.

Woolley, A., Chabris, C. F., Pentland, A., Hashmi, N., & Malone, T. W. (2010). Evidence for a collective

intelligence factor in the performance of human groups. Science, 330, 686-688.

Wright, T. L., Ingraham, L. J., & Blackmer, D. R. (1985). Simultaneous study of individual differences and

relationship effects in attraction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47, 1059-1062.

Yeh, M.-L., Chu, H.-P., & Lue, P. (2005). Influences of team longevity and stability on R&D performance.

International Journal of Electronic Business Management, 3(3), 209-213.

44



Zancanaro, M., Lepri, B., & Pianesi, F. (2006). Automatic detection of group functional roles in face to face
interactions. Proceedings of the International Conference on Multimodal Interfaces, ICMI 2006, 8, Banff,

Canada, 28-34.

Zemlji¢, B., & Hlebec, V. (2005). Reliability of measures of centrality and prominence. Social Networks,

27(1), 73-88.

Zenger, T. R., & Lawrence, B. S. (1989). Organizational demography: The differential effects of age and

tenure distributions on technical communication. Academy of Management Journal, 32, 353-376.

Zhang, D., Gatica-Perez, D., Bengio, S., & McCowan, |. (2006). Modeling individual and group actions in
meetings with layered HMMs. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia, 8(3), 509-520.

Zohar, D., & Tenne-Gazit, O. (2008). Transformational Leadership and Group Interaction as Climate

Antecedents: A Social Network Analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(4), 744-757.

45



