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Abstract

In the context of work groups/teams, reflexive practices are increasingly considered
essential processes for the functioning and performance of a group. Accordingly, group
reflexivity has been one of the topics of growing research interest.
Overall, the studies suggest that both the affective commitment with the team and the
group satisfaction are consequents of team reflexivity. The literature also shows a
positive relationship between team affective commitment and group satisfaction.
However, the studies focusing on these relationships are still scarce. The aim of this
study was to expand the knowledge about group functioning and their results,
particularly on the topic of group reflexivity. Based on the IMOI model, we tested a
mediation model using PROCESS, which included team reflexivity as the input
variable, group satisfaction as the output variable and the team affective commitment as
the mediating variable. The sample was composed by 111 teams, from 72 Portuguese
organizations, and as data gathering method the questionnaire survey was used. The
results have shown that team affective commitment partially mediates the relationship
between team reflexivity and group satisfaction. These data reinforce the literature, and
alert us to the relevance of team reflexivity and team affective commitment in the

increase of group satisfaction.
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Introduction

Nowadays, organizations increasingly choose to structure work in teams! so that
they can respond more quickly and effectively to complex problems. Indeed, teams
enable crucial multifunctional collaboration and the sharing of scarce resources, so that
projects can be successfully accomplished (Hoegl & Parboteeah, 2006).

A group consists of a set of individuals, constituted by a minimum of three
individuals, which are perceived by themselves and are perceived by others as a team,
interacting regularly to achieve common goals, in an interdependent way (Lourenco,
Dimas, & Rebelo, 2014). Work teams are inserted in an organizational context, which
defines limits and influences the group's exchanges with other units within the
organization (Dimas, Lourencgo, & Rebelo, 2016).

One of the goals of work teams is sharing knowledge among members, which
will enable the group to provide faster, innovative and flexible responses to problems
that may arise, as well as enabling its members to learn new skills and experiences to
promote group performance and satisfaction (Rico, De la Hera & Tabernero, 2011).

To be effective, teams must respond to changing circumstances and
environments in an appropriate way (Carter & West, 1996). Team reflexivity, i.e., a
process in which teams assess their current information and their planned or past
actions, decisions, or conclusions, according to goals, processes or outcomes
(Schippers, Edmondson & West, 2014), is considered a good predictor of group
functioning, namely regarding group affective commitment (e.g., Farnese & Livi, 2016;
Sol, van der Wal, Beers & Wals, 2017). This latter construct, can be conceived as the
psychological attachment that members feel towards their team (Pearce & Herbik,
2004), a strong emotional connection, high involvement and identification with the
goals and values of the team, as well as the desire to continue to belong to the same
(Allen & Meyer, 1990). In the same way, the literature suggests that team reflexivity is
a predictor of team results such as group satisfaction (Schippers, Den Hartog, Koopman
& Wienk, 2003), an affective response that members feel towards a group (Wiiteman,
1991). Thus, we can state that team reflexivity is an antecedent of both, group affective

commitment and team satisfaction. On the other hand, a meta-analysis made by Riketta

! The terms group and team will be used in an undifferentiated way throughout this dissertation,
following previously published papers (e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Lourenco et al., 2014; Mathieu,
Hollenbeck, van Knippenberg & llgen, 2017).



and Van Dick (2005) showed a positive relationship between team affective
commitment and group satisfaction, suggesting that team affective commitment is an
antecedent of group satisfaction. Therefore, we can state that team affective
commitment is a consequent of team reflexivity and an antecedent of team satisfaction.

Considering the relationships suggested in the literature, this study aims to
analyze the mediating role of team affective commitment in the relationship between
group reflexivity and the satisfaction with the team.

To achieve the proposed objective and adopting the general IMOI (Input,
Mediator, Output, Input) model proposed by llgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson and Jundt
(2005) as framework, we will test a mediation model. Considering the relationships
among the constructs under analysis, this model includes group reflexivity as the input
variable, group affective commitment as the mediator, and group satisfaction as the
output variable.

Taking into account the growing relevance of teams within organizations and the
importance of their capability to achieve their expected goals, this study aims to
contribute to understanding the work group’s functioning and provides relevant
information for those who study, manage, intervene and are responsible for improving
teams’ outcomes. It can help organizations, managers, and team leaders to better
manage their teams and rethink their strategies, to incorporate more reflexive practices
into their teams. In this way, they can potentiate the benefits of this reflexivity, namely
improving team members’ affective commitment and satisfaction with the group.

At a research level, this study reinforces the relevance of the team reflexivity
both in group functioning and group results and highlights the importance of affective
commitment in organizational teams, particularly regarding its impact on team
satisfaction and its role as a mediating variable in the relationship between team
reflexivity and team satisfaction. The results from the relationships studied can
contribute to a better understanding of group functioning and therefore to add

knowledge to the literature on this domain.

State of Art

Team reflexivity and team satisfaction

As companies are continuously relying on teams, creating a climate where team

results can be improved has become a major challenge for organizations (Dayan &
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Basarir, 2009). Team reflexivity, which can promote the proper functioning of the teams
and, consequently, the organizations, is therefore a relevant research topic (Widmer,
Schippers, & West, 2009).

Team reflexivity can be defined as “the extent to which group members overtly
reflect upon, and communicate about the group’s objectives, strategies, and processes,
and adapt them to current or anticipated circumstances” (West, 1996, p. 559). It is a
team process that enables teams know their current work and develop new
understandings and methods that respond to emerging conditions and challenges (Carter
& West, 1998). In other words, reflexivity is established through the team's ability to
overcome the adversities that arise along the way, helping team to manage frustrations,
strengthen interpersonal relationships, coordinate efforts, develop and apply solutions
(Tjosvold, Tang, & West, 2004).

Furthermore, a reflexive team is more aware of the consequences of its actions
and more proactive, while a non-reflexive team is simply functioning without any self-
awareness of their actions (Hoegl & Parboteeah, 2006). As West (1996) argues, team
reflexivity involves such components as better interaction, better communication, better
feedback, and better intragroup relations, which may lead to an increase of group
members’ well-being (Dayan & Basarir, 2009; Schippers et al., 2003).

Group reflexivity differentiates from other constructs studied in the literature,
such as knowledge sharing and team learning. The first one can be defined as the extent
to which members exchange and combine information and knowledge within their
team, to make knowledgeable decisions about the direction of their actions (MacCurtain
et al., 2010). This process allows knowledge in each working team to spread within the
team and throughout the organization.

Regarding team learning, this concept is considered “a change in the group’s
repertoire of potential behavior” (Wilson, Goodman, & Cronin, 2007, p. 1043) that
occurs over time in group interaction. When teams have learned from their previous
interaction, they can assess their goals and current situation and try to find solutions for
problems that occur (Schippers, Homan, & van Knippenberg, 2012). According to
Schippers et al. (2014) reflexivity is not team learning but is one aspect of the learning
process, being a specific and essential team learning activity.

Carter and West (1998) consider that reflexivity involves two dimensions: task
reflexivity and social reflexivity. The first dimension refers to the reflection and

discussion about the objectives, strategies and group processes that allow the team to
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adapt to the different circumstances and phases of change. On the other hand, social
reflexivity focuses on reflecting on how members deal with conflicts, perceive group
support, and promote team well-being (Carter & West, 1998). In spite of that
distinction, it should be noted that most of the authors focus their work on task
reflexivity, adopting the definition we already presented (proposed by West, 1996) and
tend to designate the construct only as (group/team) reflexivity (e.g., Schippers et al.,
2015; Widmer et al., 2009). In this work, we will follow that research line.

Reflexivity is an interactive process involving three components: reflection,
planning and action/adaptation (Gabelica et al., 2014; West, 1996, 2002; Widmer et al.,
2009). Reflection refers to the awareness of issues related to team tasks and it can be
considered an important learning factor, including questioning, planning, analysis,
content exploration, explicit use of knowledge and review of past events, allowing the
development of new ideas and perceptions (West, 1996; Widmer et al., 2009). However,
on its own, reflection does not promote change, requiring action preceded by a planning
phase (West, 1996; Widmer et al., 2009), so the action phase refers to the behaviors that
aim to achieve the goals imposed by the group, in order to achieve the desired changes
(West, 2002).

Reflexivity can keep groups focused and efficient and it is especially appropriate
for groups working on challenging tasks and operating in complex environments
(Tjosvold et al., 2004). According to Carter and West (1998), teams that experience
phases of change, uncertainty and that have to make complex decisions, often use
reflexive strategies as a way to better manage their tasks. Schippers et al., (2014)
propose the reflexivity of the team as a way to reduce the probability of error in
processing the information between members, increasing the probability of promoting
useful changes in the team. In this way, reflexivity enhances the ability of a group to
engage in the decision-making process through critical evaluation of alternative ideas or
viewpoints (Farnese & Livi, 2016) so avoiding the risk of activating negative group
phenomena such as groupthink (Schippers et al., 2003).

It is also important to emphasize that groups that are reflexive tend to make
changes regarding their goals, processes, and strategies to achieve those objectives, and
even their environment (West, 1996). On the other hand, teams that are not reflexive
and have little awareness of the factors mentioned above, react defensively to the threats

that arise along their path (Schippers, Hartog & Koopman, 2007).



Therefore, it is expected that reflexivity allows teams, based on self-awareness,
to develop and implement new strategies that respond to the requirements of emerging
conditions. In fact, team reflexivity as a process characterized by collective reflection on
goals and strategies has been shown to be valuable for team functioning (e.g., team
work engagement, team commitment) and found to be related to several group results,
such as performance, team innovation and, also, team satisfaction (e.g., Carter & West,
1998; Dayan & Basarir, 2009; Farnese & Livi, 2016; Schippers et al., 2003; Shippers et
al., 2015; Tjosvold et al., 2004).

Although research about the influence of reflexivity on group satisfaction is
scarce and, consequently, calls for the development of new studies, West (1996) states
that teams that reflect on their tasks, objectives and behaviors, show high levels of
satisfaction. This statement is reinforced by Schippers et al. (2003), for whom there is a
positive effect of reflexivity on satisfaction.

Satisfaction has become a variable of interest for researchers in organizational
domain, due to its importance related with the organizational and teams” functioning.

Although the most referred definition of satisfaction at work is that one proposed
by Locke (1976), who conceived it as a positive or pleasing emotional state which
emerges as the result of evaluating one’s work or experiences in the workplace, overall,
satisfaction has been conceptualized and categorized in a variety of ways. Accordingly,
the construct has been approached and evaluated according to the definition of each
author, leading to a diversity of measures which tend to evaluate the construct as
multidimensional, measuring satisfaction facets, (e.g., Schneider & Dachler, 1978) or as
unidimensional, measuring overall satisfaction (e.g., Brayfield & Rothe, 1951). In this
paper we will adopt this latter approach.

Judge and Klinger (2007), regarding the factors of satisfaction, divided the
existing theories into three types: situational, dispositional and interactional. Situational
theories state that the nature of work and its environmental aspects are antecedents of
satisfaction. Thus, characteristics such as required competencies, received feedback,
conflicts, autonomy and task importance are variables that influence satisfaction (Meier
& Spector, 2015). The dispositional category relates satisfaction at work with the
characteristics of the employees' personality. In this way, satisfaction will be influenced
by individual differences such as self-efficacy, self-esteem, and some genetic factors
(Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002; Meier & Spector, 2015). Finally, interactional theories

argue that satisfaction will be the result of the interaction between situational and
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dispositional factors, since individual perception about the characteristics and/or
conditions of work will be influenced by the personality of each individual (Judge &
Klinger, 2007).

At a group level, satisfaction can be conceived as an affective response that
members feel towards to an element belonging to a group (Witteman, 1991), that is, it is
the degree of satisfaction of the members with the different aspects of the team (Dimas,
2007). Examples of aspects in which members may be more or less satisfied are group
decision-making processes, communication within the team, the atmosphere maintained
among members, and/or issues related to leadership and task characteristics (Witteman,
1991). Therefore, the satisfaction of the members with the group includes aspects
related to the task dimension of the group (e.g., autonomy degree), and aspects related
to the affective dimension (e.g., work climate within the team) (Dimas et al., 2016).

In the literature, we can find group satisfaction studied as an input or as a
mediator variable, conceived as an antecedent of several relevant results to the
organizations and/or teams, related to productivity and well-being of employees (e.g.,
Meier & Spector, 2015; Morrison, 2008). However, most often, similar to our research,
group satisfaction is analyzed as an output, that is, as a result of teams'
processes/emergent states?, such as decision-making processes, leadership or team trust
(e.g., Costa, Roe, & Taillieu 2001; Geister, Konradt, & Hertel, 2006; Kozlowski &
Ilgen, 2006; Witteman, 1991), and then as a team effectiveness criterion (Rico et al.,
2001).

Wiiteman (1991), for example, states that levels of satisfaction will increase if
team members are able to criticize and evaluate tasks, creating new ideas, promoting
discussion of objectives and demonstrating results orientation. The author refers to
activities that we can find in the reflexivity construct, which may lead us to assume that
teams with high levels of reflexivity will have high levels of group satisfaction (Gast,
2012).

Indeed, as already referred, some authors suggest that reflexivity may be a good
predictor of group satisfaction. West (1996), for example, states that team satisfaction,

as well as team viability and well-being, may be influenced by reflexivity. In the same

2 According to Marks, Mathieu and Zaccaro (2001), emergent states “describe cognitive,
motivational, and affective states of teams, as opposed to the nature of their member interaction” (p.357).
They argue that emergent states are constructs that are of dynamic nature and are more pliable to vary as a
function of team processes, inputs, context or results. In this way they differ from group processes, since
these refer to interactions between members, while emergent states are shared cognitive, affective and
motivational states, and not represent interactions.



sense, Schippers et al., (2003) in a study involving 54 teams from 13 organizations,
found that the reflexivity effect on satisfaction was positive. The authors found a
positive association between reflexivity and group satisfaction, which points to the idea
that the teams that reflect and communicate about group’s objectives and processes are
expected to be more satisfied.

Thus, as already mentioned, despite the studies in this domain are still scarce,
the literature points out that teams with high levels of reflexivity will also have high
levels of satisfaction.

The mediating role of team affective commitment in the relationship between team
reflexivity and team satisfaction

Over the last few years, many studies have focused on organizational
commitment as a central topic within organizations (Farnese & Livi, 2016). According
to Meyer and Herscovitch (2001), most definitions of commitment involve the fact that
it is a stabilizing or facilitating force, which is experienced as a mental picture or
psychological state that guides behaviors.

The basis of commitment refers to a psychological state that brings the
individual closer to the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Meyer and Allen (1991)
use the term commitment as a psychological state that characterizes the relationship of
an individual to the organization to which he belongs and influences the decision
whether or not to continue to belong to it. Although there are many definitions of
commitment, they reflect three general themes or dimensions: affective attachment to
the organization, perceived costs associated with leaving the organization, and
obligation to remain with the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991).

The first dimension, affective commitment, is characterized by a strong
emotional component, a high involvement and identification with the goals and values
of the organization and the desire to continue to belong to the organization (Allen &
Meyer, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1991). On the other hand, the instrumental commitment
refers to the members’ awareness of the costs and difficulties associated with leaving
the organization. In this type of commitment there is an evaluation of the personal
investments related to the current employment, the availability of work alternatives and
also the amount of time invested in that organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Finally,

regarding to normative commitment, this is demonstrated by the obligation that
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individuals feel in maintaining their employment and remaining in the organization
(Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1991). Moreover, in this type of commitment,
there is a moral duty involved, as if it were a debt to a leader, to a member of the team
or even to the organization itself (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001).

In this study, we focus on affective commitment, the most studied component of
commitment and, also, the component which shows the most relevant empirical
evidences of the positive relation of commitment with retention’s behaviors, based on
the idea that a strong bond, both to teams and to organizations, increases employee’s
motivation to stay in their organization (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006, Kim, Eisenberger
& Baik, 2016).

Although the literature focuses mostly on the study of organizational
commitment and studies about commitment with the team are scarcer, it is important to
take into account that this construct can also be approached at the group level
(Neininger et al., 2010).

At a group level, this construct can be considered from an emergent state with
great influence on the success of teams and their organizations (Gilson, Maynard,
Young, Vartiainen, & Hakonen, 2015) and, according to Pearce and Herbik (2004),
refers to the psychological attachment that members feel towards their team. In this
way, the commitment with the team (and also the affective commitment, which is object
of study in this paper) is similar to the organizational commitment, only differing on the
connecting element, since it is the team rather than the organization in a broader sense.

It is also noted that bounds related to group level tend to be stronger than those
established with the organization (Riketta & Van Dick, 2005), emphasizing those of
affective nature (and, therefore, affective commitment) created between the elements of
the team (Bishop, Scott, Goldsby, & Cropanzano, 2005).

Some studies suggest that reflective team practices influence affective
commitment (e.g., Farnese & Livi, 2016; Schippers et al., 2003; Sol, van der Wal, Beers
& Wals, 2017; Tjosvold et al., 2004). In fact, although not always directly, the studies in
this domain highlight the importance of group reflection practices on team functioning,
namely on team commitment. Members who review and discuss regularly their ways of
working, communicate about group goals, with the purpose of improving their team
(Tjosvold et al., 2004), may feel the problems of the group as their own, by connecting

emotionally to the team (Batarseh, Usher, & Daspit, 2017).



The study conducted by Schippers et al. (2003), contributes to the literature
which conceives team reflexivity as an antecedent of team commitment, showing that
reflexivity is significantly associated with team commitment (and also with team
satisfaction and team performance). In the same way, Farnese and Livi (2016) also
emphasize this relationship by mentioning that reflexivity, expressed as the concern for
process development, revision of objectives and change/improvement of methods
influences the feelings of team members, in which they identify and share group values
and goals, making them more affectively committed with their team.

The literature also points out the commitment of the members to the team as one
of the factors related to a positive team outcomes (Carter & West, 1998; Schippers et
al., 2003; Tjosvold et al., 2004), which even led Gilson et al. (2015) to state that
commitment to the team is one of the key predictors of team success, since the way
people feel about each other can determine how a team works.

Indeed, over the years, many studies have evidenced the positive effects of
affective commitment, such as the decrease of absenteeism and turnover, and the
increase of performance, team collaboration, participation, well-being and satisfaction
(e.g. Batarseh et al., 2017; Bishop & Scott, 2000; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer &
Herscovitch, 2001; Meyer & Maltin, 2010; Pearce & Herbik, 2004).

Regarding team satisfaction, Mysen, Svensson and Payan (2011) state that
satisfaction as an affective member’s response to the team includes the relations
established between the elements. Accordingly, a high commitment is expected to result
in a positive effect for satisfaction. Some studies found in the literature tend to support
that relationship showing that commitment appears to be an antecedent of satisfaction
(e.g., Farrelly & Quester, 2005; Riketta & Van Dick, 2005).

Synthesizing, overall the literature points to the fact that group reflexivity is
positively related to affective commitment and it also suggests that affective
commitment is positively associated with group satisfaction. Thus, in the present study,
we can expect that affective commitment mediates the relationship between team

reflexivity and group satisfaction.

Objective, Model under Analysis and Research Hypotheses

The present research aims to contribute to a better understanding of the effects of

group reflexivity on group satisfaction in an organizational context, while considering



group affective commitment as a mediating variable. Therefore, the main objective of
this study is to analyze the mediator role of team members’ affective commitment in the
relationship between group reflexivity and group satisfaction.

Based on the IMOI model proposed by llgen et al. (2005) and Kozlowski and
ligen (2006)3, we will test a mediation model including group reflexivity as the input
variable, group satisfaction as the output variable and the group affective commitment
as the mediating variable (Fig. 1).

Based on the previous literature presented, the following hypotheses are
proposed, which are also represented in figure 1:

H1: Group reflexivity is positively related to group satisfaction;

H2: Group reflexivity is positively related to group affective commitment;

H3: Group affective commitment is positively related to group satisfaction;

H4: Group affective commitment mediates the relationship between group

reflexivity and group satisfaction.

(Input) (Mediator) (Output)
Group Reflexivity |:> Group a}ﬁective |::> Group Satisfaction
commitment

Figure 1. Model under analysis (based on llgen et al., 2005).

Method
Sample

Data were collected from 136 teams, and questionnaires were administered to
136 leaders and 576 members from 85 organizations. However, due to the non-
fulfillment of criteria required for inclusion in the sample, 24 teams were excluded,

since the percentage of respondent members per team was less than 50% or the

3 The general I-P-O model (input, processes, output) could also be an option to fit the present
paper. However, the fact that we are studying the relationship between a team process (team reflexivity)
and an emergent state (team affective commitment), contributes to putting ourselves in the context of this
type of models. In any case, taking into account the cross-sectional nature of this research, we are aware
that we will not explore the full potential of this approach.
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minimum number of members per team (three minimum) was not respected. Thus, the
sample was composed by of 513 members and 112 leaders, which corresponds to 112
valid teams.

Then, as recommended in the literature (Bryman & Cramer, 2005) participants
who had a non-response frequency superior than 10% (one leader and 14 members)
were eliminated from the sample. Therefore, our study sample consisted of 111 leaders /
teams and 499 members from 72 organizations.

The organizations where the teams of the present study are integrated belong to
different sectors of activity, in which the most represented sector is commerce and
services (63.60%), followed by the associative (20%) and, finally, the industrial sector
(16.40%). It should also be noted that the small organization class (up to 10 employees)
is the most represented in the sample with 32.10%.

The teams are from different areas/departments, such as services (39.40%),
associative (22%), commercial (16.50%), project (8.30%), administrative (6.40%),
management (3.70%) and production (3.70%).

The average of the team tenure is 8.47 years (SD = 9.13), ranging from three
months to 46 years approximately. The number of members per team varies between
three and 22, with an average per team of approximately six members (SD = 3.84).

With regard to the members of the teams, these individuals are aged between 18
and 67 (M = 35.98; SD = 16.02), of whom 38.30% are male and 61.70% are female. The
tenure of each member in the team to which he belongs varies between 1 month and 43
years (M = 5.55, SD = 6.63) and, in the organization, between 1 month and 50 years (M
=9.68, SD = 9.96). According to the education level, the highest percentage of members
reported having a degree (41.10%) or a grade equal to or less than the 12th grade
(41.10%), while 55% said they had training in teamwork.

Procedure

The selection of the teams that were included in the sample, had as criterion the
group definition adopted by the present research team. In other words, the teams
selected had to be constituted by a minimum of three individuals, which are perceived
by themselves and are perceived by others as a team, and who interact regularly and in
an interdependent way, to accomplish a common goal (Lourenco et al., 2014). As an

additional criterion, the leader of those teams had to be formally recognized.
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The sample data were collected in the 2017/18 and 2018/19 academic years,
between October and December?, through the convenience sampling method, based on
the use of a network of formal or informal relationships of the researchers (Hill & Hill,
2012). The data of the members and leaders were collected through questionnaire®
surveys.

The first contact was established, in person and/or via e-mail, with the
representatives of the organizations that corresponded to the needed requirements to be
an integral part of the present study, through a letter of presentation of the research
project (cf. Appendix A). Then, the research project was presented to the organizations
that showed interest in collaborating, highlighting the main objectives, the team
responsible for carrying out the studies, the variables under analysis, the sample and the
participation steps of the organizations, the collecting method of information and the
expected time, as well as the rights and obligations of the research team.

The questionnaires were answered in person or through their online version®.
However, whenever possible, the questionnaires were answered in person and with the
presence of a member of the research team, to explain possible questions or doubts. In
the cases where this was not possible, the team leader was asked to distribute and
collect the questionnaires, filled out by the members of the respective group.

In both cases, the ethical assumptions of the research were assured, more
specifically the informed consent from the participants, as well as the anonymity and
the guarantee of confidentiality. Finally, it should be noted that all the data obtained
were analyzed at the group level, and therefore no individual results were used in this

study.

Measures

In order to measure these study’s variables - group reflexivity, team affective

commitment and group satisfaction -, as mentioned in the previous subsection, the

4 The data were collected by the research team, constituted by national and international
researchers, integrating the students Clara Campelo, Daniela Lopes, Inés Carvalho, Liliana Bastos, Llcia
Silva, Mariana Sousa and Susana Santos in the academic year of 2017/2018 and in 2018/2019 seven other
colleagues - Adriana Moreira, Ana Rita Bravo, Catarina Gouveia, Catarina Senra, Helena Baptista, Joana
Dinis and Sara Silva - all of them to carry out their master's research.

®> The questionnaire is an appropriate technique for this study, since it allows the collection of a
considerable amount of data in a short period of time, reaching a large number of people and covering a
wider geographical area (Mitchell & Jolley, 2010).

& The online questionnaire was built using the site: www.limesurvey.org. It should be noted that
246 respondents (187 members and 59 leaders) completed the questionnaire through the online version.
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questionnaire survey method was used. The questionnaire involves several scales that
aim to measure a set of variables’, including those present in the model to be tested in
this research. They also include a part regarding demographic data (such as age, gender,
education level, tenure in the team and in the organization, team size, organization/team
sector of activity).

It should be noted that all scales have been applied in their Portuguese version
and have shown, in previous studies with samples similar to the present study,
evidences of validity. The scales measuring the main constructs of our research (team
reflexivity, group affective commitment and group satisfaction) were applied to team
members (cf. Appendix C). Team leaders provided demographic data regarding their
teams and organization (cf. Appendix B).

1) Team Reflexivity: This construct was measured through the Portuguese
version of the scale proposed by Tjosvold et al. (2004), adapted from Carter and West
(1998). The Portuguese version of this scale was developed within the framework of our
research team, by Campelo (2018). This scale is used in order to perceive how
individuals think about their objectives and working methods and how the team
analyzes their objectives, strategies and processes, as well as how to adapt to the
circumstances of the environment.

The scale of Tjosvold et al. (2004) is composed by nine items with a Likert scale
of 5 points (from 1 - | totally disagree to 5 - | totally agree). In the study conducted of
those authors, a Cronbach's alpha of .88 was obtained.

Regarding the research done by Campelo (2018), the dimensionality and
reliability of the scale were analyzed. More specifically, dimensionality was studied
through an Exploratory Factorial Analysis using the Principal Axis Factorization (PAF)
method, pointing to a one-dimensional structure, composed by 8 items out of 9 from the
original scale. Two examples of items present on the scale are: “Team members identify
the strengths of their work as well as the areas that need improvement” and “The team
reviews their goals frequently”. The solution obtained explains 52.59% of the variance.
As for the internal consistency, Campelo (2018) obtained a Cronbach alpha value of
.90.

" Because it is part of a larger project, the present study involves a measuring instrument that
includes scales that measure other constructs, beyond those that we studied in this study. Since they are
not relevant to this study, these scales will not be mentioned here.
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2) Group Affective Commitment: This variable was measured through the scale
proposed by Batarseh et al. (2017), which, in turn, is based on the work of Han and
Harms (2010). The scale is composed by four items adapted from Allen and Meyer's
(1990) affective commitment scale, and later modified by Han and Harms (2010), in
order to analyze the group level. At the same time, the authors reversed three items of
the scale, making all items in the positive sense.

The Portuguese version that was applied results from the translation and
adaptation carried out by our research team (cf. Bastos, 2018; Campelo, 2018)%, and it is
composed by the following items: "Members have a strong feeling of belonging to the
team™; "The members feel the problems of the team as their own™; "Members feel
emotionally attached to the team™ and “The team members feel like being part of the
same family”. Each item was scored by team members on a 5-point Likert scale (from 1
- Totally disagree to 5 - Totally agree).

It should also be noted that in the study by Batarseh et al. (2017) Cronbach's
alpha was .91, while in Han and Harms’ study (2010) was .87. The studies conducted by
our research team (cf. Bastos, 2018; Campelo, 2018) regarding the dimensionality and
the reliability of the scale also pointed to good psychometric qualities. In fact, in terms
of dimensionality, in these studies, based on an Exploratory Factor Analysis using the
Principal Axis Factorization (PAF) method, emerged a one-dimensional structure, as
expected, explaining 59.41% of the variance. Regarding reliability, the internal
consistency analysis pointed to a Cronbach alpha value of .85.

3) Group Satisfaction: In the present study the Satisfaction Scale with the
Working Group (ESAGT) of Dimas, Lourengo and Rebelo (2018) was used in order to
measure team members' satisfaction with their team. This scale is composed by seven
items that evaluate the satisfaction of the members regarding several aspects of the
group (task-related and social-related): performance, how the team works, how the
leader organizes and coordinates team activities, relationships among team members,
relationships between team members and the leader, role played by each team member
and team environment. The members’ responses are provided on a Likert type rating
scale (1 = totally dissatisfied to 7 = totally satisfied).

To evaluate the psychometric qualities of ESAGT, Dimas et al. (2018) carried

out three studies with groups of different organizations. Regarding dimensionality of the

8 Both studies used the same sample.
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scale, those studies (using Exploratory Factor Analysis and Confirmatory Factor
Analysis) pointed to a unidimensional structure composed of 6 of the 7 items of the
original scale.

The reliability analysis of this scale has shown values higher than .90 for
Cronbach's alpha, in the three studies, revealing that the scale has adequate reliability.
Considering the studies of Dimas et al. (2018), the ESAGT version with 6 items was

used in the analysis carried out in the study.

Control Variables

1) Degree of Virtuality: Considering the fact that the teams in our sample have
some degree of virtuality® (ranging between 2.13% and 77.53%, with an average of
approximately 33.71%; SD = 16.02), and also considering that the literature shows that
the degree of virtuality affects group emergent processes/states and team outcomes (e.g.,
De Guinea, Webster, & Staples, 2012; Gilson et al., 2015), the degree of virtuality was
included as control variable.

In order to measure the degree of virtuality an indicator based on the work
developed by De Jong, Schalk and Cursceu (2008) was used. The indicator considers
the frequency, the richness, and the degree of synchronization of the communication
media used. The data related to this control variable were measured through the
questionnaires filled out by the members of the teams, as they were considered more
representative of what happens inside the team in terms of communication processes
among members.

2) Team size: This variable was included as a control variable, since several
studies show that team size affects group emergent processes/states and team outcomes
(e.g., Hulsheger, Anderson & Salgado, 2009). The teams’ size was obtained from the

teams’ leaders.

Data analysis procedures

As mentioned in the Sample section, the teams that were not valid were

excluded. Subsequently, the distribution of the missing values, still present in the

% “In order to be considered virtual, a team must have members who do not work in either the
same place and/or at the same time, and therefore cannot collaborate face-to-face all of the time”
(Schweitzer & Duxbury, 2010, p.274). In this paper, the terms virtual teams and teams with some degree
of virtuality are used in an undifferentiated way.
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sample, was studied with the intention of replacing them. For this purpose, the Little’s
MCAR Test was conducted for each scale or dimension. Therefore, the missing values
from the team reflexivity scale and the satisfaction scale were replaced by the mean.
The affective commitment scale with the team did not have missing values.

Subsequently, the psychometric qualities of the scales were evaluated. Since the
three scales used in the present research - group reflexivity, team affective commitment
and team satisfaction - have previous studies showing good psychometric qualities, we
only analyzed their reliability?©.

Then, the data was aggregated for the team level, since this research is at the
group level and the data had been collected at the individual level. As a way to justify
the aggregation, the values of rwg were calculated (James, Demaree & Wolf, 1984), as
well as the values of Intraclass Correlation Coefficients ICC (1) and ICC (2) (Bliese,
2000). In order to perform these indicators, the Excel 2007 Tool for Computing
Interrater Agreement (IRA) & Interrater Reliability (IRR) Estimates for Consensus
Composition Constructs, prepared by Biemann and Cole in 2014 and designed to
complement the work published by Biemann, Cole and Voelpel (2012) was used.

Adopting a uniform null distribution model, which is used often when there is no
theory or data suggesting the application of another distribution (Cohen, Doveh, &
Nahum-Shani, 2009), the mean values obtained for the rwg were .92 for team
reflexivity, .88 for affective commitment with the team, and .92 for team satisfaction.
Considering that the recommended value for rwg is at least .70 (Lance, Butts, &
Michels, 2006), the values presented at all scales are higher than the threshold, so it can
be inferred that there is a strong agreement between team members on their respective
scales (Brown & Hauenstein, 2005).

The ICC (1) values obtained were .41 for the team reflexivity scale, .33 for the
scale of affective commitment with the team, and .29 for the group satisfaction scale.
Regarding to ICC (2), values of .75 for the reflexivity of the team, .69 for affective
commitment with the team, and .65 for group satisfaction was obtained.

The values obtained are in conformity with the values considered acceptable in
the literature (e.g., Bliese, 2000; Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). In this way, overall, the
values found in both the Rwg and in the ICCs support the aggregation of data at the

group level.

10 The analysis of the missing values, the psychometric qualities of the instruments, as well as the
assumptions of the regression analysis were made using IBM SPSS (version 22.0).

16



To test hypotheses H1, H2 and H3, a correlation analysis among the studied
variables — team reflexivity, affective commitment with the team and team satisfaction -
was carried out. In the correlation analysis, the virtuality degree and the team size were
also included.

Then, the assumptions of the regression analysis technique were tested, namely
the absence of uni and multivariate outliers, absence of multicollinearity, normality,
linearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). There was no
violation, so all cases and variables were maintained for the analysis to be performed.

Finally, hypothesis H4 was tested through simple mediation using PROCESS™.
This tool allows the use of the bootstrapping method to construct 95% confidence
intervals (in the case of the present study, 1000 bootstrap estimates were used to
construct the intervals) for the indirect effects. The indirect effect in simple mediation is
calculated by the product of the coefficients from the independent variable to the
mediator and from the mediator to the dependent variable. The indirect effect is
statistically significant, when zero is not included between the lower and upper bound
of the 95% confidence intervals generated by PROCESS.

Results

Psychometric qualities of measuring instruments

Reliability studies were carried out to analyze the psychometric properties of the
scales (group reflexivity, team affective commitment and group satisfaction), through
the analysis of the internal consistency.

The team's reflexivity scale presented a Cronbach alpha value of .91, the scale of
team affective commitment a Cronbach alpha value of .90, and the group satisfaction
scale a Cronbach alpha value of .91. Thus, we can infer that all scales have a very good
internal consistency (reliability), according to the classification proposed by DeVellis
(2003).

Hypotheses testing

In order to test the hypotheses H1, H2 and H3, the correlations between group

reflexivity, affective commitment and the group satisfaction were analyzed. As

11 Macro developed for SPSS by Hayes (2013).
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previously mentioned, the virtuality degree and the size of the team were also included
as control variables.

Table 1 shows the results of the correlation analysis, as well as the means and
standard deviations of the variables under study. Supporting Hypothesis 1, team
reflexivity had a significant, positive correlation with group satisfaction (r = .69, p
<.001). Supporting Hypothesis 2, team reflexivity had a significant, positive correlation
with team affective commitment (r = .69, p <.001). Supporting Hypothesis 3, team
affective commitment had a significant, positive correlation with group satisfaction (r =
.74, p <.001). According to Cohen's (1988) specifications, the correlations between
these variables are of a large magnitude (r > .50).

It should also be noted that the control variables did not correlate with none of
the other wvariables under study. In this way, following Becker's (2005)
recommendations, both the degree of virtuality and the size of the team were eliminated

from all subsequent analyzes.

Table 1. Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations of the Study Variables.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. Team size 6.10 3.84 -
2. Virtuality degree 33.71 16.02 0.04 -
3. Team reflexivity 3.75 .55 -.04 14 -
4. Team affective 3.84 .54 -17 .03 69*** -
commitment
5. Group satisfaction 5.57 .64 -.16 .05 B9FF* T hrH*x -

Note. N = 111. ***p < .001.

Hypothesis 4 stated that team affective commitment would mediate the
relationship between group reflexivity and group satisfaction. This hypothesis was
tested using the PROCESS macro in SPSS, Model 4.

As seen in Table 2, team reflexivity was significantly related to team affective
commitment (a = .68, SE = .07, p <.001), and explained 47% of the variance (R? = .47,
F (1,109) = 97.178, p <.001). Together, team reflexivity and team affective commitment
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explained 61% of the variability in group satisfaction (R? = .61, F (2,108) = 84.779, p
<.001). The relationship between team affective commitment and group satisfaction (b
= .60, SE = .10, p <.001) was significant after controlling for the effect of team
reflexivity. Team reflexivity also showed a statistically significant positive direct effect
on group satisfaction (¢’ = .38, SE = .10, p <.001) after controlling for team affective
commitment.

Finally, the analysis of the indirect effect of team reflexivity on group
satisfaction via team affective commitment, through the bootstrapping method, revealed
a bootstrap confidence interval that did not include the zero value. Therefore, the
indirect effect is statistically significant (a*b = .41, boot SE =.08, 95% IC [.26, .59]).

Given the direct effect and indirect effect, the effects of team reflexivity on team
satisfaction are partially mediated by team affective commitment. These results support
Hypothesis 4.

Table 2. Mediation regression analysis for model 4 tested (Hypothesis 4).

95% ClI
DV / Predictor B SE LL UL R?

Team affective commitment ATHF*
Team reflexivity 68*** .07 .55 .82

Group satisfaction B1***
Team affective commitment .B0*** .10 41 .79
Team reflexivity 38*** 10 19 57
Interaction A1 .08 .26 .59

Note. N = 111. DV = dependent variable. b = non-standardized regression coefficient. SE = standard
error. Cl = confidence intervals. LL = lower limit. UL = upper limit. Interaction = mediated regression
effect.

***p <.001, two-tailed.

Discussion

The main objective of the present research was to analyze the relationships
among team reflexivity, team affective commitment and group satisfaction and,

particularly, the mediating role of team affective commitment in the relationship
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between team reflexivity and group satisfaction. In order to fulfill that objective, a set of
hypotheses were formulated based on the literature and a mediation model was tested.

As suggested by hypothesis 1, we verified the existence of a positive relationship
between team reflexivity and group satisfaction. These results converge with what was
argued by West (1996), which states that teams where there is reflection on work,
strategic discussion and analysis of solutions, present high levels of satisfaction. In the
same way, they reinforce the study developed by Schippers et al., (2003), in which it
was found a positive effect of reflexivity on group satisfaction. In this sense, team
members who are able to criticize and evaluate tasks, create new ideas, encourage
discussion of objectives and demonstrate results orientations will show higher levels of
satisfaction (Wiiteman, 1991).

Based on the literature, it was possible to verify that several studies (e.g.,
Farnese & Livi, 2016; Schippers et al., 2003) suggest a significant positive relationship
between team reflexivity and affective commitment with the team. In our research, this
relationship was predicted in hypothesis 2 and received empirical support. Thus, our
results suggest that the higher the level of team reflexivity, the greater the level of
affective commitment with the team, reinforcing the literature that points that reflexivity
constitutes an antecedent of affective commitment in the context of work teams.
Therefore, the results obtained allow us to affirm, as in previous studies (e.g., Farnese &
Livi, 2016; Sol, van der Wal, Beers & Wals, 2017; Tjosvold et al., 2004), that
reflexivity, expressed through the concern with the development of group objectives
and processes, as well as through their improvement, has an influence on the feelings of
the team members and their identification with the group to which they belong, thus
making them more affectively committed to their team.

Regarding the relationship between team affective commitment and group
satisfaction, we verified that there is a positive and statistically significant relationship,
as predicted by hypothesis 3. According to Aubé and Rousseau (2005), when teams are
highly committed to reaching their shared goals, they tend to motivate their fellow team
members to build and maintain positive relationships with each other, satisfying rather
than frustrating their individual needs. They will also be more satisfied with their teams
and may experience a lesser feeling of frustration (Omar & Ahmad, 2014). Thus, the
results of this research support the evidence found in several studies that analyze the
relationship between team affective commitment and group satisfaction (e.g., Farrelly &
Quester, 2005; Omar & Ahmad, 2014; Riketta & Van Dick, 2005).
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Finally, regarding the mediation hypothesis (H4), the results have statistical
evidence that allows to support that team affective commitment acts as mediator in the
relationship between team reflexivity and group satisfaction. In this way, team
reflexivity seems to act indirectly on group satisfaction through team affective
commitment, that is, groups that reflect and discuss about the objectives, strategies and
their processes, that allow them to adapt to the different circumstances and phases of
change, tend to generate in its members a high level of commitment to the team which,
in turn, increases the levels of satisfaction with the group. However, this is a partial
mediation, since we also observed a direct statistically significant effect of team
reflexivity on group satisfaction. This means that team reflexivity presents a direct and
indirect relationship (via team affective commitment) with group satisfaction. In other
words, if team reflexivity directly contributes to increase group satisfaction, it also

contributes, indirectly, through the influence that exerts on team affective commitment.

Conclusions

It is clear the increasing use of work teams in organizations, due to the
increasing of their complexity. Working in group provides individuals more motivation
and productivity than if they worked alone (Weber & Hertel, 2007), being one of the
most frequent ways to organizing work.

Based on the IMOI model, the main objective of the present study was to
analyze the influence of team reflexivity on group satisfaction, considering team
affective commitment as a mediating variable.

Considering that the reviewed literature supports the model that we set out to
study and also the establishment of our research hypotheses, an empirical study was
conducted to analyze the objective already mentioned. The study has theoretical and
empirical relevance, and the results found have practical implications for the
organizations, since it contributes to the knowledge about group functioning.

First, our results, showing that team reflexivity is positively related to group
satisfaction, reinforce the literature that has been dedicated to analyze the relationship
between these variables (e.g., Gast, 2012; Schippers et al., 2003; West, 1996), and, at an
intervention level, emphasizes the benefits of team leaders to stimulate reflexive
practices with their teams, namely if they want to increase satisfaction among team

members. Leaders can develop reflexive habits, discussions and debates about group’s
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strategies, goals and processes, in order to improve team practices and increase team
members’ satisfaction.

Second, team reflexivity also revealed to be an antecedent of the affective
commitment with the team. This result converges with other studies (e.g., Farnese &
Livi, 2016; Schippers et al., 2003; Sol, van der Wal, Beers & Wals, 2017; Tjosvold et
al., 2004), regarding the relationship between these constructs. It also proposes that
team leaders can develop reflexive practices on their team, as review and discussion
about group goals, in order to help team members feel emotionally more committed
with the group.

Third, our results also support that the team affective commitment is positively
related to the group satisfaction, reinforcing the results found in other studies (e.g.,
Farrelly & Quester, 2005; Riketta & Van Dick, 2005). These results are important in the
sense that, in order to have more involved and satisfied members, to make efforts to
promote a high affective commitment from team members can be a good strategy. This
can be accomplished by encouraging greater levels of collaboration, sharing and
acceptance of ideas within the group.

Finally, in the present study, the results pointed that team affective commitment
is a mediator of the relationship between group reflexivity and group satisfaction.
Considering the fact that we found a partial mediation, team reflexivity increases group
satisfaction, both directly and indirectly, via affective commitment.

The fact that this study was carried out with work teams that work in the field, in
the context of productive organizations, using a sample size with more than 100 teams
constitutes a strength of this study.

There are, also, some limitations and recommendations that need to be
presented. In future studies, it would be pertinent to relate some of the variables in the
present study with others that also have relevance in the context of work teams (e.g.,
team members well-being, intragroup conflict or leadership styles). It would also be
pertinent to adopt the original scale of Carter and West (1998), since in the present
study we only focused on task reflexivity. In addition, using different sources of
information (team members, team leaders or even members of other groups which are
related to the groups under analysis) for measuring the variables under study is a
strategy to adopt in future studies, in order to reduce the probability of results bias. It

would also be important to use a multi-method approach and more objective measures
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to evaluate some variables (e.g., team reflexivity) to reduce possible errors regarding the
method used.

Although the literature review has made it possible to establish, from the
conceptual point of view, the causal sense of the relationships analyzed, the cross-
sectional design of the study constitutes an obstacle to the inference of empirical
causality among the variables. This leads us to affirm that, in the future, it will be
desirable to replicate this study by adopting a longitudinal design.

Also, the fact that was used the method of sampling for convenience or
accessibility implies that the generalization of the results should be done carefully. Plus,
the fact that the sample consists only of Portuguese organizations prevents us from
concluding that the results obtained would be the same as in other cultures or countries.

Finally, the use of the method of self-administered questionnaire may have
caused the phenomenon of social desirability or contamination, since the information
was collected from members, based on their perceptions of their group. Therefore, their
responses may reflect a desire to transmit a positive image of the team. The fact that
data from the variables under analysis in the model to be tested come from a single
source of information (team members), as well as the filling of some questionnaires
online (participants might not be familiar with the electronic platform), may have led to
the bias of the common method variance, so a systematic error or contamination may
occur due to the method used (Conway, 2002). However, it should be noted that the fact
that the analysis was carried out at the group level, may have reduced the

aforementioned problems (Conway, 2002).
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FACULDADE DE PSICOLOGIA
E DE CIENCIAS DA EDUCACAO

JNIVERSIDADE DE COIMBRA

Coimbra, __ de de 201_

Exmo/a. Senhor/a Doutor/a

Dirigimo-nos a V. Exa. na qualidade de estudantes de mestrado da Universidade de Coimbra.

No ambito dos projetos de investigacdo de mestrado que estamos a realizar na area de
Psicologia do Trabalho e das Organizagdes, sob a orienta¢do da Prof.2 Doutora Isabel Dérdio
Dimas (Univ. Aveiro), Prof. Doutor Paulo Renato Lourengo (Univ. Coimbra) e Prof.2 Doutora
Teresa Rebelo (Univ. Coimbra), na Faculdade de Psicologia e de Ciéncias da Educa¢do da
Universidade de Coimbra, propomo-nos estudar alguns processos de funcionamento dos
grupos/equipas de trabalho virtuais ou com algum grau de virtualidade.

Para levar a cabo esta investigacao pretendemos aplicar, em diferentes organizacées e em dois
momentos distintos, um questionario a varios grupos/equipas de trabalho e aos respetivos
lideres. O primeiro momento decorrera entre os meses de outubro e novembro de 2018 e o
segundo durante os meses de dezembro de 2018 e janeiro de 2019. O tempo estimado para o
preenchimento de cada questiondrio ronda os 20 minutos para os membros e os 7 minutos para
os lideres.

As organizacBes participantes nesta investiga¢do fica garantido o direito ao anonimato e a
confidencialidade dos dados, bem como a entrega, apds a conclusdo dos mestrados, de uma
cOpia das teses. Caso manifestem o desejo de obter informacgao sobre os resultados referentes
avossaorganizagdo em particular, disponibilizamo-nos, igualmente, para facultar esse feedback.
Consideramos que o beneficio podera ser mutuo, na medida em que, por um lado, a organiza¢ado
de V. Exa. promove a investigacdo em Portugal e, por outro, beneficia de informag¢do em
retorno, assente no tratamento e andlises de dados com rigor metodoldgico e cientificamente
fundamentados.

Gostariamos de poder contar com a colaboragdo da vossa organizacdo para este estudo. Neste
sentido, e para uma melhor apreciacdo da investigacdo e da colaboracdo solicitadas, teremos
todo o gosto em explicar este projeto, de forma mais detalhada, através do meio de
comunicagdo que considerem mais adequado.

Desde ja gratas pela atencdo dispensada, aguardamos o vosso contacto.

Com os melhores cumprimentos, (P’la equipa de investigacdo)

— 'ﬁ{,u—,\—"',. ...mg_‘y_&"‘t‘_fz



Contactos |

Adriana Moreira
adrianamoreira214301@gmail.com

912790459

Ana Rita Bravo
arbravoO0@gmail.com

969396906

Catarina Gouveia
catarina.gouveia94@gmail.com

969600649

Catarina Senra
ca.ty.4@hotmail.com

926747043

Joana Dinis
joanamargarida.26@gmail.com

965553132

Sara Liliana Silva
saralilianasilva@gmail.com

9618303
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Céd. Organizagdo: Cod. Equipa: Codd. Individual:

O presente questionario insere-se num estudo sobre os processos e os resultados dos
grupos de trabalho em contexto organizacional. As questdes que se seguem tém como objetivo
conhecer a forma como avalia a sua equipa de trabalho, em funcdo de um conjunto de critérios.

Todas as respostas que lhe solicitamos sdo rigorosamente andénimas e confidenciais.
Responda sempre de acordo com aquilo que pensa, na medida em que ndo existem respostas
certas ou erradas.

Leia com atencdo as instrucdes que lhe sdo dadas, certificando-se de que compreendeu
corretamente o modo como devera responder. Certifique-se que respondeu a todas as questdes.

Muito obrigado pela colaboracao!

Declaracdo de consentimento informado (Participante)

Declaro que tomei conhecimento e fui devidamente esclarecido/a quanto aos objetivos
e procedimentos da investigacdo a realizar. Foi-me garantida a possibilidade de, em
qualquer altura, recusar participar neste estudo sem qualquer tipo de consequéncias.
Desta forma, aceito participar neste estudo e permito a utilizacdo dos dados que, de
forma voluntaria, forneco, confiando nas garantias de confidencialidade e anonimato
gue me sao asseguradas pela equipa de investigacdo, bem como na informacdo de que
nao serao tratados de forma individual e de que apenas serdo utilizados para fins de

investigacdo.

Confirmo |:I

, de 2018

[Tempo estimado de preenchimento: cerca de 7 minutos]
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PARTE 1

(Dados demogrificos - para fins exclusivamente estatisticos)

Idade: Sexo: Mo FoO

HabilitacGes literarias:

Ha quanto tempo trabalha nesta organizacdo? Indique, por favor, o nimero de anos e meses ou

de meses e semanas (por exemplo: 1 ano e 3 meses).

Informagao relativa a organizagao:
Ne. de trabalhadores da organiza¢do: Até 100  11-490 50-249 0 250 ou mais O

Sector de atividade da organizagao:

Informagao relativa a equipa:

Ha quanto tempo se formou a sua equipa? Indique, por favor, o nimero de anos e meses ou de
meses e semanas (por exemplo: 1 ano e 3 meses).

Ha quanto tempo lidera esta equipa? Indique, por favor, o nimero de anos e meses ou de
meses e semanas (por exemplo: 1 ano e 3 meses).

N2 de elementos da sua equipa (considere somente os elementos da equipa, nado se incluindo a
si proprio):

Qual é a principal atividade da sua equipa? [assinale a resposta]
0O Producdo o Comercial O Servicos O Projeto

o Administrativa o Gestdo o Outra. Qual?

Tendo em conta que este estudo prevé dois momentos de recolha de dados, insira, por favor, as
iniciais do seu nome completo, de forma a podermos efetuar a correspondéncia da informacao
recolhida nos dois momentos (reforcamos que este dado sera exclusivamente utilizado para fins
de investigacdo).

Iniciais do seu nome completo:
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Cod. Organizagdo:

Cod. Equipa:

Cod. Individual:

seio das mesmas.

Muito obrigado pela colaboracao!

certifiqgue-se de que respondeu a todas as questdes.

medida em que ndo existem respostas certas ou erradas.

O presente questiondrio insere-se num estudo sobre os processos e os
resultados dos grupos de trabalho em contexto organizacional. As questdes que
se seguem tém como objetivo conhecer as opinides e atitudes dos elementos de
cada equipa no que diz respeito a algumas situacdes que podem acontecer no

Todas as respostas que lhe solicitamos sdo rigorosamente andnimas e
confidenciais. Responda sempre de acordo com aquilo que faz, sente ou pensa, na

Leia com atencao as instrucdes que lhe sdo dadas, certificando-se de que
compreendeu corretamente o modo como deverd responder. Note que as
instrugdes ndo sdo sempre iguais. Antes de dar por finalizado o seu questionario,

Declaracdo de consentimento informado (Participante)

Declaro que tomei conhecimento e fui devidamente esclarecido/a quanto aos

objetivos e procedimentos da investigacdo a realizar. Foi-me garantida a possibilidade

de, em qualquer altura, recusar participar neste estudo sem qualquer tipo de

consequéncias. Desta forma, aceito participar neste estudo e permito a utilizagdo dos

dados que, de forma voluntaria, fornego, confiando nas garantias de confidencialidade

e anonimato que me s3ao asseguradas pela equipa de investigacdo, bem como na

informacdo de que nao serdo tratados de forma individual e de que apenas serdo

utilizados para fins de investigacao.

Confirmo |:|

de

2018

[Tempo estimado de preenchimento: cerca de 20 minutos]
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PARTE 1

(Dados demograficos - para fins exclusivamente estatisticos)

Idade: Sexo: Mo FoO

Habilitacbes literarias:

Ja teve formagao em trabalho de equipa? Simo NaonO

Ha quanto tempo trabalha nesta organizacdo? Indique, por favor, o nimero de anos e

meses ou de meses e semanas (por exemplo: 1 ano e 3 meses).

Ha quanto tempo trabalha nesta equipa? Indique, por favor, o niumero de anos e
meses ou de meses e semanas (por exemplo: 1 ano e 3 meses).

Tendo em conta que este estudo prevé dois momentos de recolha de dados, insira, por
favor, as iniciais do seu nome completo de forma a podermos efetuar a
correspondéncia da informacdo recolhida nos dois momentos (reforcamos que este
dado serd exclusivamente utilizado para fins de investigacao)

Iniciais do seu nome completo:
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PARTE 2

De forma a garantir uma maior validade dos dados recolhidos, pedimos que responda a todos

os itens apresentados abaixo pensando na sua equipa formal como um todo.

Indique-nos, por favor, qual o tipo de comunicacdo estabelecida entre si e os outros membros
da sua equipa no ultimo més. Distribua 100% pelos diversos tipos, considerando que as
percentagens mais elevadas correspondem aos meios de comunicacdo que mais
frequentemente utiliza para comunicar com os restantes membros da sua equipa:

TIPOS DE COMUNICAGAO UTILIZADOS

Percentagem

1. Presencial.

%

2. Através de videoconferéncia (comunicagdo a distancia com som e imagem
— por exemplo skype com som e imagem).

%

3. Através de teleconferéncia (comunicagdo a distancia somente com som —
por exemplo telefone/telemdvel ou skype somente com som).

%

4. Através de um servico de chat (comunicagdo a distancia, somente escrita e
em tempo real — por exemplo, whatsApp ou messenger do facebook).

%

5. Através de rede social ou forum (comunicagao a distancia somente escrita,
sem ser em tempo real — por exemplo, facebook sem chat).

%

6. Através de e-mail.

%

7. Através de plataforma eletrénica de partilha de documentos ou gestdo de
agenda (por exemplo, dropbox ou google drive).

%

8. Através de memorandos ou relatorios.

%

9. Outro: Qual?

%

TOTAL

100%

Satisfagdao com a equipa

Indique o seu grau de satisfacGo ou de insatisfagdo com cada um dos seguintes aspetos relativos a sua

equipa de trabalho:

Nem

Totalmente | Bastante | Moderadamente satisfeito Moderadamente | Bastante | Totalmente

insatisfeito | insatisfeito Insatisfeito nem satisfeito satisfeito | satisfeito
insatisfeito
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1/2(3|4|5|6 /|7

1. Clima existente na equipa de trabalho.

2. Forma de trabalhar da equipa.

3. Forma como o lider organiza e coordena as atividades da
equipa.

4. Resultados alcancados pela equipa de trabalho.

5. RelagGes entre os membros da equipa e o lider.

6. RelagGes entre os membros da equipa de trabalho.

7. Papel que cada membro desempenha na equipa.
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Reflexividade da equipa

Solicitamos-lhe que nos indique em que medida as afirmacdes seguintes acontecem na sua
equipa de trabalho, assinalando com uma cruz (x) o valor que melhor se adequa a cada
afirmacao, utilizando a seguinte escala:

1 2 3 4 5
Discordo Discordo N&o concordo Concordo Concordo
fortemente nem discordo fortemente

1.A equipa revé os seus objetivos com frequéncia.

2.Discutimos regularmente em que medida a equipa estd a trabalhar de
forma eficaz.

3.0s métodos utilizados pela equipa para realizarem o trabalho sao
frequentemente debatidos na equipa.

4.Nesta equipa, alteramos os nossos objetivos em fungao das
circunstancias.

5. Discutimos regularmente em que medida transmitimos a informacao
entre nds de uma forma adequada.

6. Esta equipa revé com frequéncia a forma como faz o seu trabalho

7.0s membros da equipa identificam os pontos fortes do seu trabalho,
assim como as areas que precisam de melhorias.

8.0s membros da equipa estdo comprometidos com a melhoria continua
da equipa.

9.0s membros da equipa estdo abertos a melhores formas de trabalhar.

Comprometimento com a Equipa
O conjunto das seguintes afirmacdes tem como objetivo continuar a caracterizar a sua equipa

de trabalho. Neste sentido, diga, por favor, em que medida cada uma delas se aplica a equipa
onde trabalha. Assinale com uma cruz (x) o valor que melhor se adequa ao que lhe é
apresentado em cada afirmacdo, utilizando a seguinte escala:

1 2 3 4 5
Discordo Discordo Ndo concordo Concordo Concordo
fortemente nem discordo fortemente

1. Os membros tém um forte sentimento de pertenca a equipa.
2. Os membros sentem os problemas da equipa como sendo seus.

3. Os membros sentem-se emocionalmente ligados a equipa.

4. Os membros da equipa sentem-se como fazendo parte da “mesma
familia”.
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