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The Team Assessment and Diagnostic Instrument (TADI): Validation of the
Korean Version and Development of a Brief Form for Disaster Response Teams

Joohyang Kang’, Sungeun You'
Department of Psychology, Chungbuk National University, Chungdae-ro 1, Seowon-gu, Cheongju, Korea

Abstract

Disaster and crisis responses must be approached at the organizational level, not at the individual level,
and thus promoting team effectiveness is critical in disaster management. The Team Assessment and
Diagnostic Instrument (TADI) measures team characteristics associated with team effectiveness such as
information sharing and effective communication. The purpose of this study was to validate the Korean version
of TADI for a sample of disaster response teams and develop a brief form. Factor analysis revealed a
single factor for the 42-item TADI which had good reliability and validity. A brief version of TADI, which
was developed based on the results of the factor analysis, consisted of only 10 items but its reliability and
validity were as comparable as the full version. The findings of the study indicated that both the full and
brief versions of the Team Assessment and Diagnostic Instrument (TADI) are valid and reliable instruments
for disaster response team assessment in Korea.

Key words: disaster response team, Team Assessment and Diagnostic Instrument (TADI), team effectiveness
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Table 1. Characteristics of the sample (N = 250)
Variables n %
Gender Men 158 63.2
Women 92 36.8
20-29 21 8.4
30-39 65 26.0
40-49 92 36.8
Age
50-59 51 20.4
60 or more 20 8.0
Nonresponse 1 0.4
{ 12 years 7 2.8
High school 62 24.8
Education College or university 141 56.4
Graduate school or more 10 4.0
Nonresponse 30 12.0
Fire station 74 28.5
Republic of Korea National Red Cross 66 25.4
Regional government institution 36 13.8
Private company 19 7.3
Police station 17 6.5
Community mental health center 16 6.2
Hospital 10 3.8
Affiliated institutions  Government department 6 2.3
Social welfare organization 6 2.3
Disaster crisis response team of the Korean Psychological Association 3 1.2
Counseling center 2 0.8
Undergraduates or graduate students(psychology, social welfare, etc) 2 0.8
Disaster psychology assistance center 1 0.4
Other 1 0.4
Nonresponse 1 0.4
Fire fighting/rescue/relief/restoration/safety management 116 46.4
Fire fighting 85 34.0
Rescue/relief/restoration 19 7.6
Safety management 12 4.8
Social welfare/nursing/psychology/medicine 75 30.0
Bxpert fields Socia'l welfare 31 12.4
Nursing 27 10.8
Psychology 11 4.4
Medicine 6 2.4
Volunteer work 21 8.4
Other 18 7.2
Nonresponse 20 8.0
Leader(director, executive director) 15 6.0
Team leader 33 13.2
Bole in the team Team member 137 54.8
Volunteer 60 24.0
Other 3 1.2
Nonresponse 2 0.8
None 55 22.0
1 time 19 7.6
Number otj previous 9 times 20 8.0
experience )
in disaster management 3 times 8 3.2
Over 4 times 143 57.2
Nonresponse b) 2.0

Note, Multiple responses were included for affiliated institutions,
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Table 2. Experience of disaster management (N = 190)

Variables n %

Life saving 115 29.2

Restoration of damaged facilities 83 21.1

Volunteer work 29 7.4

Administrative support 25 6.3

Individual counseling 25 6.3

Field management 19 4.8

Referral to medical institutions 19 4.8

Psychological first aid 15 3.8

Activities of disaster . .

management Follow—up care for disaster survivors 14 3.6
Media coverage or publicity services 1 2.8

Outreach 1 2.8

Fire fighting 8 2.0

Developing psychoeducation materials 4 1.0

Group counseling 4 1.0

Providing medical service 4 1.0

Providing psychoeducation 3 0.8

Nonresponse 5 1.3

Fire 116 29.2

Traffic/flight/coast accident 67 16.9

Collapse 43 10.8

Explosion 39 9.8

Infection disaster 35 8.8

Types of disasters Environmental pollution accident 32 8.1
Accident diseases of domestic animals 24 6.0

CBR (chemical, biological, and radiological) accident 6 1.5

Accident of national critical infrastructures 2 0.5

Other 2 0.5

Nonresponse 31 7.8

Note, Multiple responses were allowed,
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T 2) 89 #E 12 AHsh= 49, 3) 8l 5 HAL, AT 2F A= A= =Ty FUsH
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Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis of the Team Assessment and Diagnostic Instrument (TADI)

Item Factor 1
33. My team solves problems that occur while doing various team tasks, .86
32. My team understands how they can exchange information for doing various team tasks, .85
8. My team knows specific strategies for completing various tasks, .84
9. My team knows the general process involved in conducting a given task, .83
11, My team communicates with other teammates while performing team tasks, .83
10, My team understands that they have the skills necessary for doing various team tasks, .83
12, My team supports continuous improvement in terms of personal skills as well as in terms of overall team skills, .82
27, My team understands their interaction patterns, .82
31, My team undertakes interdependent tasks, .82
23. My team is committed to the team goal, .81
30. My team can flexibly adapt to any role within the team for carrying out various team tasks, .81
26, My team understands where they can get information for doing various team tasks, 81
7. My team discusses its goal and attains the agreement of teammates, .81
25, My team understands their roles and responsibilities for doing various team tasks, 81
13, My team defines its communications channels at the start of various team tasks, 79
36, My team creates a safe environment to openly discuss any issue related to the team’s success, .78
3. My team knows the relationship between various task components, 78
38. My team often utilizes different opinions for the sake of obtaining optimal outcomes, N
40, My team has a positive team climate, 7
42, My team knows the environmental constraints when they perform various team tasks, .76
28, My team informs each other about different work issues, .76
18, My team encourages each other’s work in order to improve various team tasks outcomes, 75
37. My team acknowledges and rewards behaviours that contribute to an open team climate, 75
35. My team creates a work environment that promotes productive results, 75
2. My team does what they are assigned to do, 75
39, Discussions for decision—making occur within my team during meetings so that team meetings are viewed as useful activities, .75
34, There is an atmosphere of trust in my team, 4
19, My team takes pride in their work, 74
14, My team uses a common vocabulary in task discussions, 4
22, My team shares information and individual team members do not keep information to themselves, .74
16, My team consistently demonstrates effective listening skills, 4
6. My team has a shared goal for various project tasks, NE
29, My team is likely to make a decision together, 72
20, My team enjoys thinking, L
24, Everybody in my team strives to express his or her opinion, 71
4. My team looks for different interpretations of a problem when seeking a solution to various task problems, 7
1. My team have general ideas of specific team tasks, 71
5. My team evaluates their limitations in performing their tasks, .70
41, My team has the right experience so that a critical mass of experienced people is available on the team, .68
17, My team likes to do various team tasks, .67
21, There are no ethical problems within my team that teammates are unable to resolve, .63
15, My team informally communicates with one another throughout various team tasks, .48
Eigenvalues 24.30
% of variance 57.85
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Table 4. Correlations of the TADI, TADI brief versions, team effectiveness, team cohesion, and team trust

a M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. TADI full scale (42 items) 98 3.90 74 -
2. TADI brief version (10 items) .96  3.96 .80 98" -
3. TADI brief version (15 items) .97  3.96 .79 98" 99" -
4. TADI brief version (20 items) .97 395 .78 99 99" 99" -
5. Team effectiveness 91 4.06 .83 78* ,71*** ,72*** 75* -
6. Team cohesion 78 614 129 4277 3877 40 4077 497 -
7. Team trust 89 498 .89 62" 57 587 607" 667" 62"

Note, TADI = Team Assessment and Diagnostic Instrument; Team effectiveness = the team effectiveness scale, Team cohesion
= the team cohesion scale; Team trust = the affect— and cognition—based trust scale,

“"p {001,
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