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Abstract

Teams in organizational settings have a pivotal and vital role in generating the success
of a company and the development of each employee. Therefore, the central question is:
how can teams engage in order to achieve their maximum performance?

Because of the scarcity of empirical studies, the present study aims to analyze the
influence that team orientation — an individual characteristic that takes behaviors of
others into account, as well as preferences to work in a group rather than alone - might
have on the emergence of teamwork engagement, and consequently on team
effectiveness. In addition the moderator effect of intragroup conflicts on the relationship
between team orientation and teamwork engagement was also tested.

The sample is composed of 99 employees belonging to 22 Hostels in Lisbon. The
questionaries and the data collection was implemented in a structured way, that all of
the employees, in every category (cleaning staff, receptionist, and managers), could
answer.

The results showed that, contrary to what we expected, the intragroup conflicts do not
moderate the relation of individual characteristic - Team orientation- and teamwork
engagement. However, the positive relationship was found between the teamwork
engagement and effectiveness of teams but not between the orientation to work in a
team and the TWE. It is believed that due to the small sample size, the assumptions
made could not support the proposed model. In addition to complete, it was conferred
the theoretical implications and practical research and finally presented a set of

suggestions for future studies.

Key words: Teams, Teamwork engagemen; Intragroup conflict; Hostels
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Resumo

As equipas em contextos organizacionais t€ém um papel fundamental e vital para gerar o
sucesso de uma organizagdo e o desenvolvimento de cada funcionério.

Portanto, a questdo que se coloca é: Como pode uma equipa engajar de forma a
alcangar o seu desempenho maximo?

Devido a escassez de estudos empiricos, o presente estudo tem por objetivo analisar a
influéncia que a orientagdo para trabalhar em equipa pode ter sobre o surgimento do
constructo teamwork engagement e, consequentemente, com a eficacia da equipa. Como
moderadores dessa relacdo foram acrescentados os conflitos intragrupais, sendo esses
considerados como variaveis contextuais.

A amostra ¢ composta por 99 funciondrios pertencentes a 22 Hostels em Lisboa. Os
questionarios e a coleta de dados foram implementados de uma forma estruturada e
pensada para que todos os funcionarios em cada categoria (pessoal de limpeza,
recepcionista, e gerentes), pudessem responder.

Os resultados mostraram que, ao contrario do que se esperava, os conflitos dentro da
equipa ndo moderam a relagdo da caracteristica individual — team orientation - e
teamwork engagement. No entanto, a relacdo positiva foi encontrada entre o feamwork
engagement ¢ eficacia das equipas, mas ndo entre a orientacdo para o trabalho em
equipa e da TWE. Acredita-se que, devido ao reduzido tamanho da amostra, ndo foi
possivel suportar a maioria das hipoteses e, consequentemente, o modelo proposto. Em
conclusdo, foi salvaguardado as implicagdes tedricas e praticas da pesquisa e, por fim,

foi apresentado um conjunto de sugestdes para futuros estudos.

Palavras-chave: Equipas, Teamwork engagement, Conflictos intragrupais; Hostels

Numeros de classificagdo do sistema JEL: D23 Comporatamento Organizacional;
D74 Conflito
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1. Introduction

At the end of 2008, an economy debt crisis hits Europe. Portugal and several other neighbor
countries are affected in a tremendous way and regarding tourism sector, specifically
speaking, this one is no exception to the rule (Publico, 2011). With less income salary people
start looking for cheaper alternatives when it came to short-term accommodation for the
holidays and given to this increasing demand, therefore, the offer for this market niche also
expands. Thus, since 2010 Portugal has been witnessed a significant growth in the Hostel's
sector, which correspond a low-cost alternative in the industry regarded (Jorge & Volante,
2011). Nowadays hostels represent an important part of the tourism sector in Portugal and
since 2014 the government has stipulated its own regulation (Decreto-Lei n. © 128/2014).
Considering the number of scientific studies that specifically focus on hostel industries is still

scarce, projects regarding this subject each time more welcome in Human Resources field.

Following the changes in tourism sector in Portugal, organizations also had to adpat over the
years, suffering deep changes ith the way work is structured. Moving from a more individual
work stucture to more collective system, teams have become an important foundation
thoroughly their actions in the current environment (Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001).
Given this increasing significance of teamwork, teams will be the target of this research, not
as an assortment of two or more distinct people who are together to achieve a common goal,

but a team as a whole (Hackman 1990).

Hereupon, the primary concern of this study is to examine the dynamics of the teams in the
context of hostels based on a new construct - Teamwork Engagement, which is characterized
as “a shared, positive and fulfilling, emergent motivational state of work-related well-

being.”’(Costa, Passos and Bakker, 2014a).

It is expected for a successful team to have all of its teammates synchronized when it comes
to the way they perform, the way they express ideas, viewpoints and obey the deadlines.
Failing at this synchronization may result in intragroup conflicts and even the failure to meet
whichever goals were established. Accordingly, this process is also vice-versa. In others
words, having different types of conflict in a team can decrease this “shared motivational

states” and therefore the synchronization of teammates. Hence, we choose to intragroup



conflict as contextual variable as it was proposed in the work of Costa, Passos and Bakker

(2015), working as a moderator role in the relationship of team orientation and TWE.

The present dissertation is divided into three chapters when it comes to the literature review.
First regards the concepts of teams, team effectiveness - namely the evolution from the IPO
(Input-Process-Output) model to a more recent one which is IMOI (Input-Meditor-Output-
Input)- and the empirical studies that were done related to the subject. In the second one, we
enter into the core theory of this research which is engagement regarding team level. The
model of Teamwork Engagement is explained minutely, going from inputs passing through its
mediators — team process and emergent states — and finishing on its outputs. The third one

focuses on intragroup conflict, specifically on task, relationship and temporal conflict matters.

Thus, the contributions of this dissertation are twofold. First, it enhances the literature on
work engagement subject, specifically on teamwork engagement. This new construct is still in
the need to be tested empirically in consideration to contribute to teamwork, team
effectiveness, and group conflicts studies. Also, it helps us validate the theoretical model
proposed by Costa, Passos & Bakker (2014a) using a sample that possesses a small and

limited number of employees.



Chapter 11

"None of us is as smart as all of us."
-Ken Blanchard

2.1 Defining Teams

Human history is made of a largely amount of stories of people working together as groups in
order to explore, achieve and conquer (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Nowadays, due to
technological advances, innovation, globalization, growing competitively, among other
factors (Neves, Garrido and Simdes, 2008), effective teams have become a critical factor for
industries and organizations in order to enhance performance, profitability, and provide a
stable environment (Zaccaro, Rittman & Marks 2001).

Hereupon, the first question to be answered is: What do we understand for work groups or
teams?

Holistically, work groups are defined as an interdependent agglomerate of individuals who
share responsibility for a specific goal in a certain organization (Sundstrom, DeMeuse, &
Futrell, 1990). Also in the work of Guzzo and Dickson (1996), the authors follow the same
line but adopting their definition of work groups from Hackman (1987), who says that “a
work group is made up of individuals who see themselves and who are seen by others as a
social entity, who are interdependent because of the tasks they perform as members of a
group, who are embedded in one or larger social systems (e.g. community, organization), and
who perform tasks that affect others (such as customers or coworkers)” (p. 309). As it can be
seen much of the initial literature focuses on explaining what groups do and how they do it
(Koslowzki & Bell, 2013). More recent reviews related to this subject expose an emerging
perspective where work groups are viewed as dynamic, emergent and adaptive entities rooted
in a multilevel system (Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001 Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005;
Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). Therefore, following this line of thought Koslowski and Ilgen,
2006 characterized teams “as complex dynamic systems that exist in a context, develop as
members interact over time, and evolve and adapt as situational demands unfold” (p.78).
Hence, once answered the first question proposed, now the work proceeds to the core focus of
the theory and research on teams and all topics related (Koslowski & Bell, 2013) from the
Human Resource and an Organizational psychology perspective, which is the team

effectiveness.



Team effectiveness

As the literature has shown over the years, one of the main trends of modern organizations is
enhancing teamwork to improve the efficiency and productivity (Salas, Stagl, & Burke,
2004). One of the most prominent concerns in the reviews on teams has been the study of

performance and effectiveness, which McGrath (1964) called "Team output".

In order to understand better the conceptualization of team effectiveness, it’s necessary to
look way back to the history of research based on teams. More the 50 years ago McGrath
(1964) came up with the I-P-O Model to study the effectiveness of the teams. The model is
divided into three parts: Inputs, Process, and Outputs or Outcomes. The inputs referred as an
aggregation of resources and characteristics — Individual, Groups, and Environmental- that
can lead to an outcome. The activities that team members perform in order to combine their
resources to task demands are known as processes which function as a mediator between the
inputs and the outcomes. The model assumes that the inputs affect the processes and these in
turn through mediation or moderations, leads to group results. Thus, at this point, it is clear

that effectiveness is a team output.

Hackman (1987) define team effectiveness using three criteria: the first is based on
productivity that should meet or exceed the performance criteria; the second is related to the
process used while doing the work which should enhance the capability of members to
perform together, and last is the satisfaction among the members. The IPO model is the basis
of contemporary efficacy models as IMOI and multilevel, but more developed in relation to

the initial approach.

The model regarded — IPO - has been criticized for failing to distinguish multiple types of
processes and outcomes, and to state that teams function as a linear process (Mathieu et al.,
2008). Ilgen et al. (2005) explained, "Many of the mediational factors that intervene and
transmit the influence of inputs to outcomes are not processes." And indeed, however, treated

as inert terms, “process” are assembled that emerge over time as team members interrelate

with each other (Marks et al., 2001).



The authors define team process as “members interdependent acts that convert inputs to
outcomes through cognitive, verbal, and behavioral activities directed toward organizing
taskwork to achieve collective goals” (Marks et al., 2001: 357). In terms of empirical
research, the I-P-O model fails when it comes to capturing the essence about teams as
complex adaptative systems. Even with a consensus concerning utility of it, the framework is
not sufficient for characterizing teams in some ways. Though, as mentioned above, significant
research from nowadays has grown beyond this framework. For Marks, Mathieu e Zaccaro
(2001), some variables that are treated as “processes,” such as collective efficacy, potency,
cohesion, and situational awareness, should instead be considered as “tap qualities of a team
that represents member attitudes, values, cognitions, and motivations” (p.357). They actually
prefer to call the variables in cause as emergent states. The authors portray emergent state as
“constructs that characterize properties of the team that are typically dynamic in nature and
vary as a function of team context, inputs, processes, and outcomes” (Marks et al., 2001:
357). It must be clear that emergent states are not a serie of interaction between neither the
team members nor team’s actions that lead toward outcomes. They consist of being products
of experiences, and process as well, of the team that becomes new inputs followed by process

and outcomes.

The Rhythm of Team Task Accomplishment
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Figure 1. The Rhythm of Task Accomplishment - Marks et al., (2001)



Hence, as an alternative to the IPO model, the authors use the IMOI (Input- Mediator-
Output- Input)- figure.1- Substituting “M” for “P” and adding the extra “I” which explicitly
invokes the notion of casual cyclical feedback. This model takes into account the ability of
the teams perform multiple tasks that vary in length and phases of the cyclic episode. The
action stages occur when teams are focused on activities related to the achievement of the
objectives, while the phase transition takes place in periods of reflection on the past

performance and planning future action.

Although some processes can be transversely relevant, others tend to depend on the phase in
which they are triggered (processes related to coordinating and monitoring often occur in the
action phase, while planning and evaluation are involved in the transition phase), allowing to
realize types of processes are needed at any given moment. However, these phases are not

always separate periods and tend to mix often.



Chapter 111

“There are only three measurements that tell you nearly everything you need to know about

your organization’s overall performance: employee engagement, customer satisfaction, and

cash flow.”
—Jack Welch
Introduction into Work Engagement

Work engagement is a very mature topic in the body of literature in Human Resource
Management. Even being a positive aspect of work and business related, it has been connoted
several times with negative aspects such as stress and burnout. Maslah (1999) defined burnout
as a three-dimensional negative syndrome which elements are emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization or cynicism, and reduced personal accomplishment. One of the most
common frameworks for analyzing individual engagement is the Job Demands-Resource

model.

The job demands—resources model is a model of employee motivation, where engagement
mediates the impact of job resources and personal resources on organizational outcomes
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010). Job resources refer to those physical, psychological, social, or
organizational aspects of the job that may be functional in achieving work goals, reduce job
demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs, and stimulate personal
growth and development while job demands refer to those physical, social, or organizational
aspects of the job that require sustained physical or mental effort and are therefore associated

with certain physical and psychological costs (Demerouti et al., 2001).

Empirically, work engagement has been tested in several studies. Demerouti, Bakker,
Nachreiner, and Schaufeli (2001) in order to understand the effects of burnout and its cause,
concluded that employees that were engaged with their work showed higher levels of
organizational commitment. In the work of Bakker and Shaufelli (2010:11), they claimed: “all
major human resources consultancy firms are in the business of improving levels of work
engagement”. They even say that most of these firms have found evidence, which proves that
work engagement increases profitability through higher productivity, but the only problem is
that this evidence was just stated and not scientifically proved. Also Schaufeli, Taris and Van

Rhenen (2008), who based their study using vigor, dedication and absorption scale,
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demonstrated that engaged workers are more predisposed to work extra hours than not

engaged ones.

3.1 Team Work Engagement (TWE): A Model of Emergence

Recently, Costa et al. (2014a) proposed the construct of Teamwork engagement, which will
be the central focus of this dissertation. The definition given above for work engagement
focuses on vigor, dedication, and absorption. The authors Costa et al. (2014a) also follow this
line of thought in order to put together the definition of this new construct. They defined
teamwork engagement “as a shared, positive and fulfilling, emergent motivational state of

work-related well-being.”

Some studies were made before - Salanova (2003) & Bakker (2006) - to measure the
teamwork engagement at the team level. The first study opted to measure results through the
same variables that were measured the individual work engagement (vigor, absorption, and
dedication) and the second went to be a study in individual terms that, in the end, the
aggregation of the same could show one collective result. Thus, at this point, many
researchers began to wonder at which point individual work engagement would differ from
TWE (Costa et al., 2014a: 4). Thus, due to lack of research, theoretical and empirical

approaches to teamwork engagement, the opportunities were and still are vast in this field.

For Costa et al. (2014a), the conceptualization of teamwork engagement is more than simply
combining several committed individuals and put them to work together as a team. It’s
important to understand that individual work engagement is substantially dependent on job
resources and demands while teamwork engagement, as a collective construct, is “dependent
particular actions and cycles of interaction responsible for creating a common pattern of
behavior “(Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999).

This particular thought brings us to the part where the authors- Marks et al. (2001) - referer
that “the success of a team is dependent on the way team members interact with each other to
accomplish the work”. Thus, teams with the same kind of resources and in an equally

challenging environment might evolve a higher level of engagement than



other teams, due to the fact of having different patterns of interactions when it becomes to
affective, cognitive and emotional states (Costa et al., 2014a: 3).
They theorize teamwork engagement “as a shared, positive and fulfilling, emergent

motivational state of work-related well-being.”

As said above, TWE also focuses on vigor, dedication, and absorption. According to the
authors, team vigor corresponds to “high levels of energy and for an expression of willingness
to invest effort in work and persistence in the face of difficulties (e.g., conflict, bad
performance feedback)” (Costa et al., 2014a: 5). Regarding team dedication, Costa, Passos
and Bakker (2014a) define it “as a shared strong involvement in work and an expression of a
sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge while doing so”. And
finally, team absorption stands for “representing a shared focused attention on work, whereby
team members experience and express difficulties detaching them- selves from work, such as
team members talk about their work during breaks, commenting on time passing quickly, and

not engaging in non-work-related interactions when working” (p. 5).

However this definition of TWE follows the same path as work engagement by Schaufeli and
Bakker (2003), this new construct bear something as interaction patterns within a team and
“reflects two essential constructs rooted in the literature on teams and teamwork: emergent

states and shared constructs” (Costa et al., 2014a: 5).

As stated before in this work, emergent states are “constructs that characterize properties of
the team that are typically dynamic in nature and vary as a function of a team context, input,
processes, and outcomes” (Marks, Mathieu and Zaccaro, 2001: 357).

Apart from Torrent et al. (2012b), that defines teamwork engagement as an engagement as a
shared psychological state, the authors Costa et al.(2014a) introduce TWE as an emergent
state itself. They describe it as exclusive for teams, and not individuals, which “originates in
the cognition, affect, behaviors, or other characteristics of individuals, is amplified by their
interactions, and manifests at a higher level” (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

The other factor of difference, between work engagement in individual and team level,



is the assumption of sharedness. This means that all members of the team must have an equal
level of perception concerning to their collective degree of work engagement. Thus, now it

becomes clear the destinction between work engagement and the construct of TWE.

In accordance with the authors “team members must consider the behavior of all team
members and how they all interact during team processes” so that “every team member is
assessing a common observable experience and not how they, individually feel” (Costa et al.,

2014a: 7).

The Model

The model proposed by Costa et al., (2014a) is based on the input-mediator—output—input
framework or IMOI exposed by (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005). The framework
portrays team processes and emergent states as a mediating device between team inputs and
outputs (Figure 1). They start with the assumption that teams follow out “a serie of IMOI
iterative episodes over time where the outputs of one episode may become inputs of
subsequent ones” (Costa et al., 2014a: 7). For example, a bad result in a training program in

some company (outcome), can give valuable information for the next training-planing

program.
Other emergent states: |
Individual collective efficacy, cohesion, v\
characteristics m group affect, etc. \\
v \
: N
Team characteristics T \ 4 TWE > Team effectiveness
> Motivational
processes
Task characteristics .
Affective /R
Coomree e processes
Work structure Conflict
management

Figure 2. Model of teamwork engagement (Solid Arrows = direct effects; Dashed Arrows = correlational
relationship) - Costa, Passos and Bakker, (2014a)
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Inputs

Concerning the inputs, it is integrated into the model the four most common proposed
variables used in the literature of team and teamwork: individual characteristics, team
characteristics, task characteristics and work structures. They state, “all of these input
variables can be considered for the emergence of teamwork engagement, either having a more
direct influence or an indirect one, by their effect on the way team members interact” (Costa
etal., 2014a: 8).

In what is concerned with individual features, variables such as team orientation and
personality traits are considered, according to Salas et al. (2007). Team orientation “is the
propensity to consider the other’s behavior when interacting and also the belief in the
importance of common goals over individual ones” (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005). Regarding
personality, extraversion (Costa & McCrae, 1985; Eyesenck, 1998) is intended to be a crucial
predictor of positive feelings (Watson & Clark, 1997). Emmons and Diener (1986)
empirically proved that extraversion has a significant correlation with positive affect but not
with negative affect. Also concerning the individual characteristic input, Costa et al., (2014)
remark that “individual’s level of work engagement might work as an input variable for team
work engagement because individuals will already be more predisposed to feel and display
vigour, dedication and absorption towards work™ (Costa et al., 2014a: 8).

Following to team characteristics, these include team’s culture and climate and the power
structure of the team. Maslach and Leiter (2008) proposed that this climate for engagement
consists of the shared perception of a “challenging, resourceful, and supportive environment
and encompasses the six areas if work life: realistic and challenging workload, control,
reward, community and collaboration, fairness and values”.

Moving forward to task characteristic, Costa et al., (2014a) recognize that a vast range of
tasks which might require an alternating level of interdependence between the members of a
team can be considered as a touchstone of emergent states” (Costa et al., 2014a: 9). The last
input assigned to this model is the work structure. This is related to the formalities norms of
the teams and their communication structure, which defines “who has access to what
information and when, as well as the behaviors that are considered appropriate, and these two

aspects will shape the nature of team members’ interaction” (Costa et al., 2014a: 9).

11



Team process

Going forward for the second quadrant of the model, we have team processes. For Costa et al.
(2014a) the most relevant interpersonal process for the emergence of TWE is focused on

motivation, affect management and conflict management.

Some motivational theories for individual work engagement have been studied over the years.
In the work of Bandura (1997), he proposes that “two of the ways by which efficacy is
developed are experiencing success or receiving positive feedback™ (Costa et al., (2014a). It is
very clear and known that a positive criticism can boost the confidence of someone and
therefore enhance performance. At the group level, the work of Wegge and Haslam (2004)
and Wegge, Schmidt, and Hoch (2009) supports the adequacy of goal-setting theory. They
empirically support that having a specific and difficult team goals guide to a better group
performance because it incites communication between them during the whole process and

avoid inefficient task strategies.

The sense of collective efficacy such as the accomplishment of something as one group; the
validation of teammates competencies like referring the best skills of each member and show
how important it is all the kind of interactions that can foster the motivational process (Costa

et al., 2014a).

Regarding affecting processes, Marks et al., (2001) describe it as a process that regulates
member’s emotions. The management of affect and the promotion of this positive affective
manner can occur through three different processes, according to Costa et al., (2014a). The
first one is the use of controlled interpersonal affect regulation strategies to improve affect
(Niven, Totterdell & Holman, 2009) such as positive engagement and acceptance. Member’s
relating with each other on an emphatic or affective way in order to improve their affect can

generate positive engagement.

Acceptance is a strategy that is based on expressing validation to the team’s members. For
example: showing concern and use positive humor while working, are certain approaches that

can boost the self-esteem and the affect of someone’s.

12



However affect regulation within the team can be a way to manipulate “influence over
attitudes and behaviors of team members, and not over their affective experience per se”
(Costa et al., 2014a: 11). The authors exemplify saying that teams develop a set of rules about
which emotions should be demonstrated in the work context and how that should be exhibited
(Rafaeli and Sutton, 1987). In consequence, this demonstration of norms have an impact on
the emergence of teamwork engagement in two ways: explicit expression of emotion and

expression of positive emotions.

Through exposing their emotions in a precise way, team members can promote an unbiased
evaluation of their affective state by others improving the likeliness of resulting in a shared
understanding based on the explicitness of the message. While if the rule focuses on the
positivity of the emotions being expressed, the emergence of teamwork engagement may also
be facilitated, “more team members will show positive affect and act congruently with the
definition of team work engagement, displaying enthusiasm and energy. This display will, in
turn, reinforce team members’ perception of teams’ high level of engagement” (Costa et al.,

2014a: 11).

It's also important to say that affective climate might be an outgrowth of emotional contagion
(Bakker et al., 2006; Torrente et al., 2012b). It means that the gears of non-verbal
manifestations of emotion (like facial expressions) can automatically generate a similar
emotional state.

When it come to conflict situations, Marks et al., (2001) affirms that these should be handled
before even originates. The conflict between team members can trigger negative outcomes on
member’s affection, resulting to the detriment of the team performance (DeWit, Greer &
Jehn, 2012) and also of the teamwork engagement. That’s why preventing conflict or stopping
it by creating norms that limit its potential of arising, is very important as an enabler of the

emergence of teamwork engagement.
Emergent States

In accordance with Marks et al., (2001), emergent states can be viewed as team inputs as well
as proximal outcomes, which means that teamwork engagement has an influence on team
process as an input and output. The authors Costa et al., (2014a) clearly exempliefy this
statement by pointing that “an increase in teamwork engagement may lead to an increased

investment in strategic planning and energetic interactions, because team members feel more
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vigorous and dedicated which, in turn, may lead to better outcomes. Better outcomes, in turn,

will foster future teamwork engagement”(p. 12).

Since they consider that there is a positive relation between these emergent sates and
teamwork engagement, the authors theoretically describe their mutual influences and also
distinguish them, focusing on four particular emergent states that my that may co-occur with
team work engagement: collective efficacy, team potency, cohesion, and group affect (Costa
et al., 2014a). Bandura (1997) defined collective efficacy as group’s shared belief that they
can execute their tasks successfully. And while collective efficacy is based on specific
temporal focus and situations, team potency resembles a generalized belief to “any task or
demand a group may confront” (Starjkovic, Lee & Nyberg, 2009), having both a broader

temporal focus and outcome emphasis.

In terms of individual work engagement, the review by Salanova, Llorens, and Schaufeli
(2011) reports that efficacy beliefs have an influence on engagement through positive affect
and this whole process is at the same time reciprocal. Regarding team level, the authors Costa
et al., (2014a) say that “both collective efficacy and group potency enhance the likelihood that
team members will persist, approach, and succeed in their tasks; they enhance the likelihood
of finding vigorous, dedicated, and absorbed teams” (p.13). Also having a high level of TWE
can provide the team’s perception of collective efficacy because team members display

preparedness to work and to continue even when difficulties arise.

It very important to state that collective efficacy beliefs and being collectively engaged are
different from one another. The first one is essentialy cognitive that can also increase focus
while working or be influenced by the increasing focus and energy; the nature of the second
one is purely motivational, and it just promote the increase of energy and involvement (Costa

et al., 2014a).

In what regards cohesion, this emergent state relates to ‘a group property with individual
manifestations of feelings of belongingness or attraction to the group’ (Lieberman, Yalom, &
Miles, 1973, p. 337). It is stated that the more group members are attracted to the team, the
willingness to devote in chasing the goals and also more. However, they, team member, might
but an effort on working together in order to achieve a certain goal without feeling fulfilled by

their Costa et al., (2014).
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Moving forward to group affect, it’s very usual for team members that perform the same kind
of tasks and produce identical outputs, to share a common affective state. George (1996)
explain this common affective state as a consistent or homogeneous affective reactions within
a group” (p. 77). And in the work of Trottedel et al., (1998) and Totterdell (2000), the authors

empirically proved the existence of a shared affective state between the members of a team.

Regarding the impact of affective state on teamwork engagement, Costa et al., (2014) express
that“the existence of positive affect will correlate highly with team work engagement,
because this emergent state has a positive affective nature: teams with positive group affect
are more likely to exhibit team work than teams with negative group affect because the nature
of team work engagement and a positive affective states converges” also “engaged teams will
tend to collectively display positive emotions such as joy and pride while working” (p. 14).
However, even related, these two contructs are dissimilar. Teamwork engagement is a
construct that is related to taks work and work relate while positive group affective state can

go beyond the work environment, for example, pleasing and playful breaks.

Output

As the final outcome of the model, Costa et al., (2014a) proposed nothing more than team
effectiveness. It was mentioned in the first sub-chapter of this work that team effectiveness,
according to Hackman (1987), reflects in terms of team performance, satisfaction, and
viability. Consistent with to Costa et al., (2014a: 14) “a good performance and feelings of
satisfaction and desire to keep working together will facilitate motivation-focused

interactions, as well as interactions with a positive affective valence”.

In addition, it is also important to make a reference of the empirical study (Costa, Passos and
Bakker, 2014b) that was done in order to validate the TWE model. The results supported that
in fact TWE is a valid construct independent of work engagement in indivudual level and
when measured is more than a simple aggragation of individual work engagement tool. The
authors even stated that the study was “relevant, not only for the study of work engagement at
multiple levels, but also for the multilevel research, where no clear rule transposing individual
constructs to higher levels exists at the moment, namely, concerning measurement” Costa et

al., (2014b: 41).
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Chapter 1V

“For good ideas and true innovation, you need human interaction, conflict, argument, and
debate.”

- Margaret Heffernan

4.1 Intragroup Conflict

Since childhood, people are taught and trained to play, work, and socially get along with each
other. We learn that the process of working together to achieve the same goal is called
teamwork. But even being used to this kind of synergy since the early stage, the challenges of
working effectively in teams are considerable. One of the challenges that we faced every day

while interacting with each other is conflict.

The intragroup conflict has been broadly defined ‘“as perceived incompatibilities or
perceptions by the parties involved that they hold discrepant views or have interpersonal
incompatibilities (deWit et al., 2012, p. 360). The same opinion is shared by Vargas (2010),
who states conflict refers to “the tension that an individual or a group can experience as a

consequence of perceiving differences in relation to others”.

Usually, we would think that the term conflict is a trigger for negative a process and
outcomes, however recent scientific literature is showing that some conflicts can have a
positive impact on teams. The study of deWit, Jehn, & Greer (2012), showed that having
disagreements related to some issues can, somehow, increase the quality of decision-making

and helps find solutions that involve various viewpoints.

Regarding types of conflict, De Dreu and Weingart (2003: 741) said, “because team members
contribute to the team through social inputs and task input, conflict in teams is concerned with
relationship and task issues”. The relationship conflict concerns with disagreement between
team members, which is typically about interpersonal issues such as differences concerning
personality, norms and values (Jehn, 1995). Sometimes a lot of time is wasted on trying to
solve relationships and emotional problems among members instead of focusing on what
matters (Meer, 2013). Task conflict, as the name says, happens when group members dissent
about the content and the outcome of their tasks (e.g., different perspectives on opinions and

ideas), while process conflict involves the disagreement about logistics of task
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accomplishments (DeWit et al., 2012). Regarding task conflict, this one is considered to be
the most beneficial type of conflict for a company, comparing to the others. As told before
this type of conflict stimulates new idea, viewpoints, concerning whichever task have been

assigned them (Passos, Silva, & Santos, 2011).

Referring just to task and relationship conflict, these two manners are normally studied
individually in a set of studies that aim to find their effects in another type of variables. In the
meta-analysis of DeWit, Greer and Jehn (2012), the authors distinguish the effects of conflict

in two different temporal frameworks, the more proximal and more distal.

They stated that positive effects could be seen at a later stage such as group performance,
productivity, effectiveness, and the proximal outcomes are the emergent states of teams,
defined as teams’ cognitive, motivational, and affective states that modify dynamically and
permanently, reflecting the changes in team inputs, team processes, and team outcomes
(Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001), such as trust, cohesion (DeWit et al., 2012), and team
work engagement. De Wit, Greer, and Jenh (2012) for example discuss that task conflicts
might be a good facilitator for positive outcome because, across the work/projects, teammates
can discuss and argue about different ideas, which lead to a more rich and weighted decision.
However, this also can originate a mistrusting and undermine the confidence of the team. On
the other side, studies such as Bayazit & Mannix (2003) revealed that relationship conflict is

usually very associated with negative outcomes such as turnover intentions.

Regarding teamwork engagement, DeWit, Greer and Jehn (2012) describe that “interpersonal
conflict may directly worsen team members” affect, because individuals are rude to each
other, accuse others of inappropriate behaviour, or reject each other’s feelings, and
motivation, because individuals are unable to give constructive criticism and become more
self-centred and less concerned with the teams’ collective goal accomplishment which,

therefore, undermine the emergence of this construct”.

Also in the work of Costa, Passos & Bakker (2015), the authors tested relationship and task
conflict as being negatively related to teamwork engagement and team performance.

The findings showed no support for the relationship conflict being a predictor for either TWE
nor team effectiveness. However, task conflict had a significant value on predicting TWE but
no on team performance. They explained that the results were “in line with the low average

relational conflict these teams reported, compared to the average task conflict level” (p. 222).
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Another recent concept that will also be regarded in this dissertation is the temporal conflict.
In a recent study the authors Standifer et al., (2015) address the importance of shared
cognition, conflict and team process in temporal terms. They characterize temporal conflict as
being the “dispute among members about time” (Standifer, et al., 2015: 693). The subject
regarded is very fresh in the field, so there isn’t a lot of research done related to it. However
some authors point out that temporal conflict negatively affects team performance, affective
responses of team members, create debilitated competition, decrease in motivation and job

dissatisfaction (Meer, 2013) (Passos, Silva, & Santos, 2011).

Also Standifer et al., (2015) empirically tested the relationship of time conflict with team
satisfaction and as well as a mediator between the relationship shared temporal cognition and
team satisfaction. As predicted in the hypotheses, in fact the authors found a negative relation
between the temporal conflict and team satisfaction and they explain that it’s because this
conflict cultivates a feeling of uncertainty and misunderstanding about temporal features of
the project and tasks being completed. They also found that temporal conflict partially
mediates the relationship between shared temporal cognition and team satisfaction. The
authors specifically said, “teams that lack STC are more likely to become embroiled in

disagreements about time-related aspects leading to decreased satisfaction” (p.703).
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Chapter V

5.1 The Model proposed

The present study aims to contribute to a better understanding of group dynamics in the
hostels, but also to add empirical information to the construct of teamwork engagement,
which is a very recent topic in the Human Resource field. The initial focus is to examine the
influence of one of the inputs— Team orientation- on the construct of teamwork engagement.
Having in account the definition of team orientation - “the propensity to consider the other’s
behavior when interacting and also the belief in the importance of common goals over

13

individual ones” - (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005) and teamwork engagement - “ a shared,
positive and fulfilling, emergent motivational state of work-related well-being”- (Costa et al.,
2014), it is predictable that TO will help for the emergence of TWE since the individuals are

more open and predisposed to work with others. Thus, the first hypothesis is:

H1: Team Orientation has a positive impact on Teamwork engagement

Conflict is considered in the majority studies a negative process that prevents the emergence
of TWE and team satisfaction. On the other side, some studies have been arguing that task
conflict, for example, can be beneficial for organization since can stimulate a new ideas,
viewpoints concerning whichever task has been assigned them (Passos, Silva, & M. Santos,
2011). More recently, like Costa, Passos and Bakker (2015) described team conflict as

contextual like conflict climate.

Given the context in which the study is conducted, employees do not have a lot of freedom to
innovate and create new projects. Therefore the conflict that might happen is majority
instantaneous and in short time period. In accordance with self-verification theory (Swann,
Polzer, Seyle & Ko, 2004), team members tend to interpret different opinions as negative
appraisal of their own abilities and competencies, consequently leading to dissatisfaction.
Thus, we assume that task conflict is not seen as a positive influence for the emergence of
TWE. As for relationship and time conflict, this has been shown on the literature — DeWit et
al. (2012) and Meer (2013) - to have only negative influences on satisfaction and
performance. Hereupon, the present dissertation will follow the same line presenting the

hypothesis as:
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H2: Intragroup conflict moderates the relation between team orientation and teamwork
engagement, reducing the positive effect between them.

H2a: Task conflict moderates the relation between team orientation and teamwork
engagement, reducing the positive effect between them.

H2b: Relationship conflict moderates the relation between team orientation and
teamwork engagement, reducing the positive effect between them.

H2c: Time conflict moderates the relation between team orientation and teamwork

engagement, reducing the positive effect between them.

Last but not least, we are interested in the relationship between Teamwork engagement and
Team effectiveness. From what it was observed during the whole procedure process, neither
conflicts nor the predisposition of a person to work with another does not influence that much
on the effectiveness of the work performed.

Most tasks are clearly defined in the form of implementation, and possible problems that may
occur are almost never on the reach of the employee to solve. Therefore, we can say that even
conflict being a negative influence on the emergence of teamwork engagement, the
relationship that it has with the efficiency is always positive but varying the degree. Thus, we
have:

H3: Teamwork engagement has a positive impact on Team effectiveness

H1 H3

'Team' 3 Teamwork 3 Tgam
Orientation Engagement Effectiveness

H2

Conflict:
- Task
- Relationship
- Temporal

Figure 3. The model proposed for the study (Model 1)
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Chapter VI

6.1 Methodology

The present dissertation takes part of a broader research about the study of team effectiveness
within the tourism industry. The first approach was from Professor Ana Passos presenting us
the main subject of the project and the opportunity of gathering all the data required from a
controlled group of study. To include as many hostels in the project as possible, my
colleagues and I focused on key areas in the Greater Lisbon. We chose: Bairro Alto, Chiado,
Santa Maria da Misericordia, Alfama, Belém and some other spots that were not very
touristic.

The method of gathering information was held in two phases: delivery and explanation of the
questionnaire and the goal of the study as well; and the second phase were collecting the
surveys. In between those stages, we had some contact with the works in order to see if they
were in fact contributing to the study and how they felt while fulfilling the questionnaires.
Unfortunately, we didn't get as many answers as expected, but the project showed to be an
extraordinary opportunity to continue further studies in the industry regarded and also to

enhance the team effectiveness literature.

Sample

The study sample is consisted of 22 teams (99 individuals), 53, 5% female and 46, 5% male,
enrolled in their daily activities as team members of the Hostels in the Greater Lisbon. The
teams were composed of company’s owners (12%), receptionists/staff and other (88%). They
were be made up of two to fourteen persons with an average team size of 7 persons (SD= 3,
6316). The average age was 30 years old (SD= 8, 1) with an average working time of 2 years
(SD=1,1).

Procedure

The first approach to hostels was presenting the proposal and delivery of questionnaires in
order to publicize the study and to investigate whether these were interested in participate. In
this way, we ensured greater safety for the understanding of the issues, as we had to explain

each detail before making the delivery. In each hostel visited we distributed an envelope with
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questionnaires, a letter from the supervisor, Prof.* Doutora Ana Margarida Passos, explaining
the goal of the study formally. In each hostel, it was mentioned that the questionnaires would
have to be given to the staff that takes part of the daily work and after filling, that they should
keep anonymity for not skewing the answer. The final step was collecting all the

questionnaires, which was 3 to 4 weeks after the delivery.
Measures

The questionnaire was delivered by printed format, with a brief introduction explaining some
relevant information such as the goal of the study, the conditions to answer and the email of
the supervisor in case of doubt. In the end, the questionnaire had some demographic
questions, for instance: age, gender, occupation, how long was working at the hostel.
Regarding the distribution of the variables used in the shared survey', it follows in this way:

* Teamwork Engagement — second group of questions (9 items)

* Team Orientation — sixth group of questions (3 items)

* Intragroup conflict — third group of questions (12 items)

* Team effectiveness — Seventh group of questions (6 items)
Operationalization of variables

Teamwork Engagement. To operationalize this variable, we used the measure of
teamwork engagement proposed by (Costa, Passos, & Bakker, 2014a). We asked the
participants to indicate their level of agreement with each of the 9 sentences rated on a 7-point
likert scale (1 = totally disagree and 7= totally agree).

The Cronbach alpha obtained for this variable show high the internal consistency that is, how
closely related the set of items are as a group. The coefficient varies between 0 and 1, and as
closer to 1 more reliable is the scale. In the variable Teamwork engagement the Cronbach’s

alpha was of .953 and from the 23 teams, the average for TWE was 5.90 (SD= 1,035).

Team Orientation. This variable was measured in a 3 scale items, adopted by Marks,
Mathieu, and Zaccaro (2001). The participants were asked to evaluate level of agreement of

the sentences on their willingness to work with other people and being more productive while

! Consult attachment A for more detailed information about the questions and survey.
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do in it, on a 7-point likert scale (1 = totally disagree and 7= totally agree). The higher the
values of the scale, less was the willingness to work with others. To measure the internal
consistency was tested Cronbach's alpha value and the scale showed a value of .575. The

average for the present variable was 4.929 (SD= 1,710).

Intragrupal Conflict. The variable was operationalized adopting the scale of Jehn
(1995) for taks and relationship conflict, and Standifer, Raes, Peus, Passos, Santos, and
Weisweile (2015) for temporal conflict. The scale contains 12 questions and the answers were
distributed on a 7- point likert’s scale as well (1= Never and 7= Always). Each type of
conflict was measured through 3 items, including: “There are personal conflicts between team
members” that aimed to measure the relationship conflict; “There is disagreement among
members on how to distribute the available time to perform tasks” that measured the conflict
about time management and “There is a conflict on the delegation of tasks " that mediates the
process of conflict, and finally” There is a conflict of ideas between team members " that
mediates the task of conflict. Regarding the internal consistency of the scale, conflict

punctuated .947 in alpha Cronbach with an average of 2.305 (SD= 1,2895).

Team Effectiveness. We used a 6 items developed by Gonzilez-Romé, Fortes-
Ferreira, and Peir6 (2009), which had his base on the previous work of Hackman (1987).
Participants were asked to point put their level of agreement regarding experience on how
they felt about their team performance and the effectiveness in general. The scale contains 6
questions and the answers were distributed on a 7- point likerts scale as well (1 = totally
disagree and 7= totally agree). In terms of internal consistency of the scale, the present

variable had .849 in alpha Cronbach with an average of 6.058 (SD= 1,0034).

Perception of effectiveness for guests. Regarding this variable, we thought it would
be interesting to see the effectiveness of the teams from the guests’ point of view. For this, we
collected the measures — Value for money; Security; Location; Staff; Atmosphere;
Cleanliness; Facilities - from Hostel world website on the 6th of July. After gathering the data
from all the hostels we made the average, and that is what we consider the perception of team

effectiveness for the guests.
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Chapter VII

7.1 Results

Aggregation

Since the study is in terms of teams, all individual survey responses were aggregated to the
team level for further analysis.
By aggregating and RWG index (J) (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1983) we can calculate the
agreement between teams for each of the variables used in the study. The measure ranges
from 1 to 0, meaning the closest values of unity strong agreement intra-team.
Therefore analyzing the value of the RWG for each variable, Teamwork engagement, Team
orientation, Task Conflict, Relational Conflict, Temporal Conflict and Team Effectiveness.
All the values were in agreement with the required criteria:

* TWE — Rwg(j)=0,91

¢ Team Orientation — Rwg()=0,77

¢ Task Conflict — Rwg(j)=0,78

* Relational Conflict — Rwg(j)=0,83

* Temporal Conflict — Rwg()=0,73

* Team effectiveness — Rwg(j)=0,87

Hypothesis Tests

The table below - Table 1- presents the correlation, the average and standard deviations of the
variables studied. The results show that the majority of the variables have a significant
correlation, with the exception of perceived effectiveness for guests. The predictor variable
team orientation correlates positively with TWE and having no clear significance (r = .36, p =
0.1) but significantly and negatively with temporal and task conflicts variables. Regarding
TWE, as it can be seen, its positvely and significantly correlated with perceived team

effectiveness (r =.73, p <.001).
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Table I - Correlations, Average, and Standard deviation of the variables studied

Mean Std.Dev  Rwg(j) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. TWE 5.87 .80 91
2. Conflito 1.97 .76 .83 -.32
Relacional
3. Conflito Temporal 2.30 5 73 -.56%* 68%*
4. Conflito Tarefas 2.50 .86 78 -.30 ,76%% ,82%%
5. Percieved Team 6.08 .52 .87 J13HE -.18 - .51 -,23
Effectiveness
6. Team Orientation 4.90 81 78 .36 -,23 - ,48% - ,45% A48%*
7. Perceived Team 9.14 .60 - A3 =21 .02 -12 18 -.06
Effectiveness for
Guests

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

In order to analyze all the hypothesis proposed, we used Linear regression models and
PROCESS Macro (Hayes, 2013) command for the moderation and mediation models. For
that, we first confirmed the linearity of the variables according to on results of the scatter
plots, so as the normality of the distributions as well, which was non-observed. Also, missing

data were check, and the results showed none of it.

Regarding the direct effects, the first linear regression analysis was examined for Team
Orientation (X variable) and TWE (Y Variable). The results showed a slightly significant
positive effect (B = .36, p =< 0.1) between the predictor variable and the criterion variable.
Even team orientation is explaining in average 8, 5 % of the variation on TWE in groups; the

Hypothesis 1 is not supported since our confidence level is 95%.

However TWE is shown to have a significant and positive effect on the dependent variable,
team effectiveness (B = .47, p = <. 001) as it was predicted. In this way, it can be said that
higher levels of TWE lead to higher levels of team effectiveness. Thus, Hypothesis 3 of the
proposed model is supported. For the second model -1- in the study, we sought to understand

the effect that team orientation has on TWE when having various types of conflicts.

Regarding moderation ratio of task conflict in the relationship between TO and TWE was not
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supported (B = -.18, p = 0.6). In this sense, Hypothesis 2.a was not verified. And same we
have for moderation of relationship (B = -.20, p = 0.75) and temporal (B =-.09, p = .83)
conflict. In turn, we conclude, the intragroup conflict does not occur as moderators in this

suggested relationship.

Since almost all the Hypothesis suggested was rejected, another model was tested to see if we
could find significant correlations. The outcome proposed for the second model was
perceived effectiveness for guests and the independent variable, TWE. Regarding the first
model tested, as we can see in Table 3, the relationship between TWE and perceived
effectiveness for guest showed it to be positive but with no significance (B = .14, p = 0.5).
Regarding moderations models, we also tried intragroup conflict as it was tested before.
While the all the conflicts had a negative impact on model 1, in model 2 they appear to have a

positive effect towards this relationship.

Concerning task conflict as moderator and TWE as the dependent variable we cannot see any
direct effect of perceived effectiveness for guest (B = .32, p = .21). The same we have for
relationship conflict, this variable shown not to have a significant effect (B = .19, p = .32)
and in turn not verified the moderating effect on the relationship proposed. Last but not least,
we tested the model with temporal conflict as moderator. Even having a p-value that is better
than the other to conflicts (p = .17) this is hardly enough to explain the moderation because as

it was said before, the confidence level used to test all models was 95 %.
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Table 2 — Testing results of propesed model of the study — Model 1

Model Proposed (Model 1)

Coefficient (b) p- value

Model. 1.2
TO —» TWE .35 0.1
TWE — TE 47 0.01*

Modaration — Model 1.3

TO — TWE (Task conflict has moderator) (.18) 0.6
TO — TWE (Relationship conflict has moderator) (.20) 0.75
TO — TWE (Temporal conflict has moderator) (.09) 0.83

Table 3 - Testing results of Model 2

Model 2 - Percived effectiveness for guests

Coefficient (b) p- value

Model. 2.2
PEG — TWE / TWE — PEG 14 0.5
Model. 2.3
TWE — PEG (Task conflict has moderator) 32 21
TWE — PEG (Relationship conflict has moderator) .19 32
TWE — PEG (Temporal conflict has moderator) .30 17

« Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

Note: The betas presented are non-standardized
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7.2 Discussion

The primary purpose of this study was to add a significant contribution to the existing
knowledge regarding teamwork engagement and team effectiveness literature. We sought to
understand the implications of the individual characteristics - team orientation- on the
emergence of TWE, having intragroup conflicts as moderators and still observe in what
extend this whole process would affect the effectiveness of the teams. The results do not
support most hypotheses presented but still, allows us to introduce a line of conclusions on the

topic of teams in the proposed context.

Regarding the relationship between the team orientation, TWE, and team effectiveness, the
results revealed only a direct and positive relationship between TWE and team effectiveness.
The team orientation showed no significant effect on TWE leading us to affirm that the
preference of an individual for working in groups or taking other's behavior into account, has
no implications for the level of TWE in the hostel context. Therefore of Hypothesis 1 did was
support it. As personal experience working three months in a hostel, it is quite understandable
the results since mostly of the work is done autonomously. Teamwork is essentially
performed through communication, transmission of information, from one shift to another.
Costa, Passos and Bakker (2014) present TWE model as a complex process where inputs of
the team (individual characteristics of the team, task characteristics and structure of the work),
team processes (motivational, affective and management conflicts) play a central role in all
the laying procedure. But yet the literature has not defined in which context these
characteristics has more weight than in others. Regarding the effect of the perceived team
effectiveness for guests towards teamwork engagement, there was no significance observed as

well.

About conflicts as moderators in the relationship between team orientation and teamwork
engagement, none of the hypotheses was supported for both models. However, temporal
conflict seems to have a direct and negative influence on TWE and on team effectiveness. As
Standifer et al., (2015) present in their study, this feeling of uncertainty misunderstanding
about temporal features of the project and tasks being completed, can decrease the satisfaction
of team. And as the IMOI (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005) suggest, this process is
cyclical. Since team satisfaction is an outcome of any group project, this decrease will have

an effect on the motivation process, which in turn will affect the engagement of the group and
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consequently the performance. Considering the effects of the other two conflict types: task
and relationship, these didn’t show any effect on teamwork engagement nor team
effectiveness. As explained before, there is no much “room” for conflict when one or two

people perform the work.

Theoretical implications

Due to the particular reality of this study and the sample size, the approach towards
theoretical implications must be very meticulous. The results obtained cannot be generalized
and covered to others teams realities. Hence, the results do not add much more to literature
than we know so far. The study focus was essential to understand how the dynamics between
individuals working in hostels could be favorable for the emergence of the group engagement
and also how the conflicts, as contextual variable, might change this relationship. Regarding
the mediation teamwork engagement between the orientation team and the effectiveness of
the teams, the first interaction showed no significant results while the second counters to the
hypothesis that was already supported by Costa, Passos and Bakker (2015). We believe that

these results reinforce the model, which may be further explored.

Concerning conflicts, our data follow partially the results presented by Costa, Passos and
Bakker (2015). Neither relationship nor task conflict generates any significance neither on
teamwork engagement nor team performance. As moderators, none of the conflicts worked in
order to explain the model. The only significant results were from time/ temporal conflict that
revealed to have a notable impact on TWE and TE. This last results might be useful for the

literature when regards studies with small size sample.

Practical implications

In regards to practical implications, it is critical to reflect on the context where the empirical
data was collected. As stated before the sample size was subtle but still, this study mainly
caveat the importance of managing the time on carrying out the tasks in order to have a better
performance. Also, the findings on Hypothesis 3 (TWE has a positive and significant impact
on team effectiveness) implies that hostel’s employers should keep on having the same
strategies to engage employees. For example, having clear goals about the procedure on

receiving (Check-in, Check-out) a guest; knowing how to act when having a complaint;
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understanding the priority of the tasks; are some of the predictors for self- engagement which

combined leads to teamwork engagement and consequently to effective performance.

Limitations and future suggestions

Throughout this research, we had certain inevitable limitations. The small numbers of
individuals on teams was the first limitation for not having almost any type of conflict.
Secondly, besides the small number of teams, the total number of hostels participating was
lower than expected. Third, research teams were composed of young — adults’ individuals,
who might know each other in a more friendly way and therefore better able to engage at

work.

Concerning future investigations, we recommend a study with a relatively same model but in
a different context. It would be interesting to follow this same pattern but in a more academic
environment. We also advise a larger sample size so that the results can be more accurate and

maybe use different predictors for teamwork engagement.

In conclusion, this research, with all its limitations, recorded a correlation between teamwork
engagement and team effectiveness, which enables us to add the empirical results to the
recent literature regarding team dynamics. About the intragroup conflicts, no significant effect

was verified but still creates an intriguing and thoughtful prospect.
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Appendixes

Appendix A

SURVEY

This survey is part of a research project carried out by a group of researchers from ISCTE-Instituto Universitario de
Lisboa, focused on team effectiveness in the context of tourism units, specifically Hostels in Lisbon area. The main goal
of this project is to identify the factors related to teamwork that contribute to the effectiveness of the service provided

to customers and for employees’ well-being.

The data collected will be exclusively analyzed by the research team, being granted anonymity.
The questions are written in a way that you only have to point out the answer that seems most appropriate for you.

There is no right or wrong answers. We are only interested in your personal opinion.

For each question is given a scale. You can use any point on the scale since you consider it appropriate.

Try to answer all the survey, without interruptions.

For any clarification, or to receive additional information about the study please contact: (ana.passos@iscte.pt).

Thank you for your collaboration!

1. The following items aim to describe your team’ behaviors in this Hostel. Please, indicate to what extent you agree with
each item. Use the following rating scale:

Totally Strongly it Neither agree A
disagree disagree Isagree nor disagree gree
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Totally
agree agree
6 7

1. We engage in creative action to solve problems for which there are no easy 3 4 5 6 7
or strait forward answers

2. We find innovative ways to deal with unexpected events 3 4 5 6 7

3. We adjust and deal with unpredictable situations by shifting focus and taking 3 4 5 6 7
reasonable action

4. We devise alternative plans in very short time, as a way to cope with new 3 4 5 6 7
task demands

5. Periodically, we update technical and interpersonal competences as a way to 3 4 5 6 7
better perform the tasks in which we are enrolled

6. We search and develop new competences to deal with difficult situations. 3 4 5 6 7

7. We adjust the personal style of each member to the team as a whole 3 4 5 6 7

8. We improve interpersonal relationships taking into account the needs and 3 4 5 6 7
aspirations of each member.

9. We remain calm and behave positively under highly stressful events 3 4 5 6 7

10. We maintain focus when dealing with multiple situations and 3 4 5 6 7

responsibilities.

2. The following statements refer to feelings that some teams have in relation to their work. Please read carefully each of
the following items and answer if your team has already experienced what is reported. Please use the same scale presented
earlier.
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In relation to our work in this Hostel we feel that:

At our work, we feel bursting with energy

At our job, we feel strong and vigorous

We are enthusiastic about our job

Our job inspires us

When we arrive at work, we feel like starting to work

We feel happy when we are working intensely

We are proud of the work that we do in this Hostel

We are immersed in our work

O OIND| AW
[ERNY QUG UG [ (U [N [ [ S
N NN N NN NN
wlwlw w w wlwl w|lw
I IF NN N N N NS
vlu|ln|lun|alanla|lvn|lun
o|lo|o|o|o|o|o|o|oa
N NN NN NN N~

We get carried away when we are working

3. The following questions are related to how your team works as a group. Enter, please, how often each one of these
situations occurs during your work. Please use the following rating scale:

Never Very rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Very often Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. How much emotional conflict is there among members in your work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
team???

2. How frequently did members of your team disagree about the way to use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
available resources?

3. How much friction is there among team members? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How frequently are there conflicts about ideas in your work team? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. To what extent do team members disagree about time allocation in your

. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

work team (how much time to spend on tasks)?

6. How often do people in your team disagree about opinions regarding the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
work being done?

7. To what extent are there differences of opinion in your work team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. To what extent are there disagreements about how long to spend on specific
tasks in your team? ! 2 3 4 > 6 /

9. How much are personality conflicts evident in your work team? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. How often did members of your team disagree about who should do what? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. To what extent is there is conflict about how you should pace task activities 1 ) 3 4 5 6 7
in your team?

12. How much conflict was there about delegation of tasks within your team? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. The following questions are related to how the team manages their time. Please, indicate to what extent you agree with
each sentence. Use the following rating scale:

Totally Strongly it Neither agree A Strongly Totally
disagree disagree Isagree nor disagree gree agree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

In my team...
1. We have the same opinions about meeting deadlines 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 We have similar thoughts about the best way to use our time in our work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. We agree on how to allocate the time available 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 We have similar ideas about the time it takes to perform certain tasks. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Based on the work of your team in the Hostel, to what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please use the
same rating scale:

| feel changes generally have positive implications

| feel that | am generally accepting of changes

| would consider myself open to changes

| can handle changes effectively

ARl Bl e
RlRr|Rr| R~
N NN NN
wlw|w|w|w
INIIF NS NS IF NS N
a|lu|n|un|un
o|lo|o|o|o
N NN NN

| am able to adapt to changing circumstance
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6. To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Please use the same rating scale:

1. I’'m more comfortable working by myself than with others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. If given a choice, I'd choose to work in a team rather than by myself 2 3 4 6

3. The teams are more productive than the same people would be working 2 3 4 6
alone

7. Think now in the Hostel as a whole. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? Please, use

the same rating scale. range:

The team that works in this Hostel has a good performance

Customers of this Hostel are satisfied

My team in this Hostel is effective

In relation to this Hostel there is a good value for the service

This Hostel is better than the competition

QA wWIN I

There are few things I'd like to change in the way the Hostel is working

RiR(R Rk |-
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8. Based on the way the work is developed by your team in the Hostel, indicate to what extent you agree with each of the

following statements. Please use the following rating scale:

Totally Strongly 5 Neither agree Strongly Totally
disagree disagree LR nor disagree Agree agree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
To what extent does our team actively work to ...
1. Identify our main tasks? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Identify the key challenges that we expect to face? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Determine the resources that we need to be successful? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Set goals for the team? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Ensure that everyone on our team clearly understands our goals? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Prioritize our goals? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Develop an overall strategy to guide our team activities? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Prepare contingency (“if-then”) plans to deal with uncertain situations? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Know when to stick with a given working plan, and when to adopt a different | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
one?
10. Regularly monitor how well we are meeting our team goals? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Use clearly defined metrics to assess our progress? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Seek timely feedback from stakeholders (e.g., customers, top management, | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
other organizational units) about how well we are meeting our goals?
13. Monitor and manage our resources (e.g., financial, equipment, etc.)? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. Monitor important aspects of our work environment (e.g., inventories, | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
equipment and process operations, information flows)?
15. Monitor events and conditions outside the team that influence our | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
operations?
16. Develop standards for acceptable team member performance? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. Balance the workload among our team members? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. Assist each other when help is needed? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. Communicate well with each other? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20. Smoothly integrate our work efforts? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21. Coordinate our activities with one another? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22. Deal with personal conflicts in fair and equitable ways? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23. Show respect for one another? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24. Maintain group harmony? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25. | Take pride in our accomplishments? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26. Develop confidence in our team’s ability to perform well? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. Encourage each other to perform our very best? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28. Share a sense of togetherness and cohesion? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. Manage stress? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30. Keep a good emotional balance in the team? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

w
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9. Think now about the way your team works in this Hostel. It's not about how you think the team should work but what it
does most of the time. Using the same rating scale, indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with each statement:

In my team...
1. We regularly take time to reflect on how we can improve our working 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
methods
2. After making a mistake, the team tries together to analyze what caused it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. If something has gone wrong, the team takes the time to think it through. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4, In this team, we think that it is useful to analyze errors. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. If a team member gives his or her opinion he or she subsequently asks for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
the opinion of the others.
6 If something is unclear, we ask each other questions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7 We encourage each other to look at our work from different perspectives. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Team members listen carefully to each other. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. After an error has occurred, it is analyzed thoroughly in this team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. We often discuss our team’s work methods. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. As a team, we regularly discuss how effective we are in collaborating. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Our team often reconsiders our working procedures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. The following issues are related to the human resource management practices in this Hostel. Indicate to what extent
you agree with each of the following statements. Please use the following rating scale

Totally Strongly 5 Neither agree Strongly Totally
disagree disagree LR nor disagree Agree agree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. The HR management of the Hostel promotes a true team spirit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. The performance appraisal system promotes the good performance of the 1 4
team

3. My team meets frequently to exchange ideas among themselves. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Me and my team have received sufficient training 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. The training | have attended are useful for the work | do in this hostel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. The performance assessment system is useful. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. The following questions are relate to the feelings that team members have with relation to each other. Indicate to what
extent you agree with each of the statements. Please use the same rating scale:

1. Our team is united in trying to reach its goals for performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. We all take responsibility for any loss or poor performance by our team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Our team members communicate freely about each of our personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
responsibilities in getting the work done
The members of this team help each other when working 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. The members of this team get along well together out of the work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. Think about your leader and his/her leadership behaviors. Indicate to what extent you agree with each of the
statements. Please use the same rating scale:

1. Review relevant performance results with the team 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Monitors team and team member performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Suggests new ways of looking at how to complete work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Provides positive feedback when the team performs well 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Contribute with concrete ideas to improve team performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Communicate issues relating to the work of the team and its performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Challenges the status quo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Keeps informed about what other teams are doing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Implements or helps the team implement solutions to problems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Notices flaws in task procedures or team outputs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Communicates what is expected of the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Participates in problem solving with the team 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. Ensures that the team has clear performance goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I
o




| 15. | Maintains clear standards of performance | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |

Finally, we would like to ask some socio-demographic data, essential to the statistical treatment of the survey:

1.Gender: |:||\/|a|e |:| Female 2. Age:

3. Job function in the Hostel:

4. How long have you been working in this Hostel?

years old

(] More than 7 years

[] Less than 1vyear ] 1to 3 vyears ] 3 to 5years ] 5to 7 years
5. Do you have managerial [ No [ ves Of who?
functions?

6. Number of people who work on your team:

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
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Appendix B

ISCTES IUL

Instituto Universitario de Lisboa

QUESTIONARIO DE CARACTERIZAGAO DO HOSTEL

7. Este questiondrio insere-se num projecto de investigacdo levado a cabo por um grupo de
investigadores do ISCTE-Instituto Universitdrio de Lisboa, focado na eficacia do trabalho
em equipa em contexto de unidades de turismo, especificamente nos Hostels da regiao
da Grande Lisboa. O principal objectivo deste projecto é identificar os factores
relacionados com trabalho em equipa que contribuem para a eficicia do servigo
prestado aos clientes e para o bem-estar dos profissionais.

8. Os dados recolhidos serdo exclusivamente analisados pela equipa de investigacao,
estando garantido o anonimato.

9. As perguntas deste questiondrio servem apenas para a equipa ter alguns dados gerais de
caracterizagao do Hostel

Para qualquer esclarecimento, ou para receber informagao adicional sobre o estudo por
favor contacte: Prof.2 Doutora Ana Margarida Passos (ana.passos@iscte.pt).

Obrigado pela sua colaboracao!

1. Ano de abertura do Hostel:

2. Numero de camas:

3. Quantas pessoas trabalham em permanéncia no Hostel:

4. Tempo médio de permanéncia dos clientes: dias (estimativa)

5. A abertura do Hostel resultou de um projeto empreendedor?

MUITO OBRIGADO PELA SUA PARTICIPAGAO!
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Appendix C

ISCTE®> IUL

Instituto Universitario de Lisboa

A direcdo do Hostel

Enquanto Coordenadora cientifica do Projecto “Team to Hostels”, gostaria de solicitar a sua
autorizacdo para aplicar um questiondrio aos colaboradores da vossa unidade hoteleira. Trata-se de
um projecto de investigacdo levado a cabo por um grupo de investigadores do ISCTE-Instituto
Universitdrio de Lisboa, focado na eficacia do trabalho em equipa em contexto unidades de turismo,
especificamente nos Hotels da regido da Grande Lisboa.

Os questionarios sdo distribuidos em papel por um dos membros da equipa de investigacao e
demora sensivelmente 10 minutos a preencher. Sera fornecido um envelope para cada questionario.
Os envelopes serdo recolhidos uma semana mais tarde por um membro da equipa. Desta forma
asseguramos a privacidade e anonimato das respostas. Aproveito igualmente para salientar que o
nome Hotel ndo sera mencionado em qualquer documento.

No sentido de aumentar a participacdo neste estudo, vamos sortear duas inscricées no
“Tourism & Ageing Conference” que tera lugar no ISCTE-IUL nos préximos dias 26 — 29 de Outubro de
2016. Para mais informagbes sobre a conferéncia podem visitar o  site:
http://taconference2016.iscte-iul.pt.

Estou inteiramente ao dispor para responder a qualquer questdo relacionada com este
projecto e a aplicagdo dos questionarios (ana.passos@iscte.pt).
Com os melhores cumprimentos,

Ana Margarida Passos
Professora no Departamento de Recursos Humanos
e Comportamento Organizacional

Lisboa, 25 de Janeiro de 2016
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Appendix D

TOURISM
"AGEING

CONFERENCE

26 - 29 OCTOBER 2016, ISCTE-IUL, LISBON, PORTUGAL
HTTP://TACONFERENCE2016.ISCTE-IUL.PT/

Sorteio de duas inscri¢des no Congresso — Deixe 0 seu e-mail para contato
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Appendix E

Figure 4. Model 1.2/2.2

Conceptual Diagram
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Note: X= Team orientation, M;=TWE, Y= Percieved Team effectiveness
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Figure 5. Model 1.3/2.3

Conceptual Diagram
M
X » ¥
Statistical Diagram
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Conditional effect of Xon ¥ = b; + bsM

Note: X= Team orientation s, M;=Task, Relationship and Temporal, Y=Team effectivenes
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