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ABSTRACT

Most employees experience at least some phases of time pressure in their daily work. However, nearly all previous
research has focused on the individual strategies for coping with such pressure, and little is known about the joint
strategies applied by teams. The present study addresses this research gap with a newly developed instrument designed
to measure team strategies for coping with time pressure.

A qualitative pilot study explored which strategies teams apply in order to jointly cope with time pressure. Findings were
used to develop a questionnaire that was tested in a quantitative study (N = 281). Results of explorative factor analyses and
reliability analyses led to 12 scales for assessing joint team strategies for coping with time pressure. The two strategies
Clarifying demands and Setting priorities had a buffering effect on the relation between time pressure and exhaustion.
Pre-post measurements of a 2-hour pilot intervention in five teams (N = 45) indicated that such short interventions can

contribute to a focused improvement in individual team strategies.
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1 Relevance of time pressure'

When reviewing research on chronic time pressure,
Szollos (2009) concluded that a shortage of time is
one of the most ubiquitous experiences in modern so-
ciety with more and more people feeling rushed and
harassed while claiming that they never have enough
time to complete everything they need to do. Surveys
reveal that the majority of employees in Europe re-
port being subject to time pressure for at least one-
quarter of their working hours (Lohmann-Haislah,
2012; van Veldhoven, 2014). Hence, time pressure is
a widespread stressor indicating that not enough time
is available to get through the existing workload and
deliver a service of the quality expected. One cause of
this is considered to be chronic understaffing in com-
panies (Hudson & Shen, 2015).

Meta-analyses on the relations between time
pressure and psychosomatic complaints confirm the
relevance of time pressure to health with longitudi-
nal studies suggesting a causal effect of time pressure

on illness (Bowling, Alarcon, Bragg & Hartman, 2015;
Nixon, Mazzola, Bauer, Krueger & Spector, 2011; Rau &
Buyken, 2015; Rau & Henkel, 2013).

Such negative effects on health may emerge
particularly when it is impossible to apply appropri-
ate coping strategies for the given situation (Zapf &
Semmer, 2004). If a stressor such as time pressure
can be influenced, then problem-oriented or active
strategies are the ones to be preferred (Carver, 2014;
Dewe, O‘Driscoll & Cooper, 2010). Employees should
have the broadest possible range of strategies at their
disposal that should not only enable optimal work
performance in the short term but also consider the
impact on the individual’s health (Semmer, Grebner
& Elfering, 2010; Skinner, Edge, Altman & Sherwood,
2003). Applying rigid and inflexible coping patterns in
contrast is considered to increase the risk of stress and
health disorders becoming chronic (Schulz, 2005).

' This article is based on a German-language article by Schwendener, Berset, and Krause (2017). We thank Hogrefe publishers for per-

mission to translate this revised version.
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1.1 From individual to joint coping strategies

Recent decades have seen a great deal of intensive re-
search on coping with stress individually, and much
important knowledge has been acquired. However,
Folkman and Moskowitz (2004) consider that up to
now, studies have only scratched the surface of the
phenomenon. They maintain that coping with stress
cannot be viewed in isolation: ,It is embedded in a
complex, dynamic stress process that involves the per-
son, the environment, and the relationship between
them“ (p. 748). This environment also includes the
person’s social world. Indeed, criticism of the focus on
purely individual coping with stress has become in-
creasingly widespread (Mickelson, Lyons, Sullivan &
Coyne, 2001). It is becoming more and more evident
that models of individualistic coping with stress allow
only a limited view of the potentially very broad and
multifaceted spectrum of coping strategies, and this
is particularly revealing the need to focus on the joint
strategies that people use to cope with stress (Hobfoll
& Buchwald, 2004,).

Peir6 (2008) has criticized that analyses of stress
in organizations pay insufficient attention to the com-
plex interplay of stress phenomena across the various
levels of an organization. Researchers frequently fail to
consider stress-related phenomena on the department
and team levels, such as how stress experiences are
shared with other employees. Team members presum-
ably experience similar emotions and also initiate joint
strategies to cope with their stress-particularly in teams
responsible for carrying out joint tasks (Busch, Deci &
Laackmann, 2013; Pearsall, Ellis & Stein, 2009) whose
members identify with their team and share a joint so-
cial identity (Schuh, van Dick, Wegge & Haslam, 2013).
Hence, coping with stress should not just be viewed as
an individual but also as a joint phenomenon (Peir6,
2008). In a study of how members of a team coped with
stress at work together, Liansisalmi, Peir6, and Kivimé-
ki (2000) found that work overload is experienced as a
joint stressor and that the feeling of being harassed and
rushed is shared. They found that this led team mem-
bers to engage in fewer tension-relieving practices,
such as informal conversations even after work. More-
over, the collective commitment and the resulting social
pressure led team members to take hardly any more
breaks out of fear of letting down their colleagues. The
authors also found an increase in work at the weekend
and a resulting lack of time for recuperation.

The available instruments for measuring joint
coping strategies assess how people deal with private
life events (e.g., Gmelch et al., 2008) or stress at work
in general terms (e.g., Muhonen & Torkelson, 2008).
Until now, no instrument has been available that could
be used to assess the joint strategies that teams use to
cope with the specific stressor of time pressure.

Our studies aimed to identify a broad range of
joint strategies for coping with time pressure that
are actually applied in everyday work (qualitative pi-
lot study) and to use this information as the basis for
developing an instrument to measure these strategies
reliably (quantitative main study). We also wanted to
clarify which strategies for coping with time pressure
can be classified as being beneficial to health. Finally,
we wanted to know whether a 2-hour intervention
would promote changes in the application of team
strategies (pilot intervention).

1.2 Identifying joint coping strategies in a
qualitative pilot study

We used a combination of different approaches to iden-
tify strategies applied by teams: First, we inspected the
protocols of workshops (document analysis) that had
been run during projects in software and industrial
companies (Krause, 2014; Krause & Deufel, 2011).
During these workshops, we had collected informa-
tion on which explicit activities and strategies teams
had applied to cope with time pressure. Second, we
searched for team strategies to cope with time pres-
sure in empirical studies (e.g., Ldnsisalmi et al., 2000;
Torkelson, Muhonen & Peird, 2007). We then used May-
ring’s (2015) summarizing content analysis approach
to group the strategies identified in the document
analysis and literature search in terms of similarity of
content, and we assigned an appropriate label to each
resulting category. Finally, to further extend the list of
strategies, we carried out two 90-minute, five-person
group discussions and three individual 45-minute in-
terviews based on Flanagan’s (1954) critical incident
technique (CIT). One of the groups contained em-
ployees in a telecommunication company; the other,
individuals from different areas of the service industry
sector. According to Dewe and Trenberth (2004), CIT
can be used to identify which coping strategies people
apply. After being introduced to the topic, participants
were encouraged to describe a situation in which they
and their colleagues were under time pressure at their
workplace. They had to report why they had been un-
der time pressure, in what ways they had noticed this,
and what they had actually done together with other
members of their team to enable them to reduce the
time pressure (either in the current situation or for the
future). By also asking participants about coping with
the specific stressor of time pressure, we could also
check the content validity of the activities and strate-
gies found in the various approaches. We assigned the
activities gathered in the document analysis, literature
search, the CIT workshops, and the CIT interviews to
21 categories of team strategies for coping with time
pressure. Examples are ,Refusing tasks: refusing them
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in order to avoid acute or future time pressure; clarify-
ing whether this is allowed, and negotiating rules for
refusal®; ,,Work climate: promoting a good work cli-
mate despite the stressful situation; or ,Setting priori-
ties: determining together what is most important, for
example, regarding deadlines for completing tasks or
the sequence in which they are processed“. The next
step was to formulate items for these categories that
would be closely oriented toward the concrete termi-
nology found in, for example, the group discussions.

We derived a total of 116 items. These were for-
mulated in ,we“ terms because we aimed to assess
joint strategies (Klein, Buhl Conn, Smith & Speer Sor-
ra, 2001; Pearsall et al., 2009; Requa-Briickner, 2010).
We pretested their comprehensibility in cognitive in-
terviews with four persons (Priifer & Rexroth, 2005).
This led to some items being deleted, others items
being formulated more simply, and items on the fre-
quency scales being supplemented with the response
category ,,does not apply“. This reduced the number of
items from 116 to 89.

1.3 Active and active self-endangering strategies

Although individuals applied both active (e.g., Setting
priorities) and emotion-oriented strategies (e.g., Relax-
ation exercises) to cope with time pressure, the qualita-
tive pilot study revealed a dominance of active strat-
egies with teams clearly reporting almost exclusively
active strategies for coping with time pressure. When
classifying coping strategies, Skinner et al. (2003) re-
commended paying more attention to how far these
active strategies have primarily positive or negative
effects on actors. From the perspective of work and
organizational psychology, this concerns the differen-
tiation of potentially health-promoting versus health-
impairing active strategies. Health-promoting active
team strategies (such as Clarifying tasks or orders)
aim to avoid or reduce time pressure while taking the
limited resources of the team members into account.
In contrast, health-impairing strategies (e.g., Going
without and shortening breaks or Reducing quality),
as an active way of reducing the workload and time
pressure, do not consider and take account of the lim-
ited personal performance capacity of team members.
Making a mutual team decision to go without breaks
or to lower the quality of their work has both physical
and psychological costs (Semmer et al., 2010). Drop-
ping breaks reduces the time available for necessary
regeneration and can contribute to an intensifica-
tion of work (Rau, 2012). According to Semmer et al.
(2010), reducing quality because of time constraints
and insufficient working hours has major psychologi-
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2 The complete list of items is available from the authors on request.

cal costs, with lower quality being interpreted by both
others (e.g., customers) and the employees themselves
as a failure and a sign of incompetence. If health-im-
pairing behaviors such as going without breaks are
not ordered by management directly but are chosen
by the employees themselves in order to cope with the
pressure of a situation, this can be characterized as
self-endangering behavior (Chevalier & Kaluza, 2015;
Krause et al., 2015; Peters, 2011). Correspondingly, we
distinguished between active (e.g., setting joint priori-
ties and making long-term plans) and active-self-en-
dangering (e.g., reducing quality and dropping breaks)
team strategies.

2  Quantitative main study
2.1 Research question and hypotheses

As well as testing our newly developed questionnaire
in the main study, we also wanted to know whether
the strategies applied by teams influence the relation
between time pressure and exhaustion. Therefore, we
tested the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Higher time pressure will be
accompanied by higher exhaustion.

Hypothesis 2: Active strategies will buffer the
relation between time pressure and exhaus-
tion.

Hypothesis 3: Active-self-endangering strate-
gies will reinforce the effect of time pressure
on exhaustion.

2.2 Method
Sample

Data were gathered with an online questionnaire sent
to German-speaking associations and networks (e.g.,
BGMnetzwerk.ch) asking them to forward it to their
members. It was also distributed across several groups
(e.g., human resources professionals) in the German-
language Xing network in order to access persons from
different branches and companies. Cases with missing
values (103 cases and less than 30 % of the sample)
were dropped from the dataset (Wirtz, 2004). This
left data from 281 persons for the statistical analyses.
Members of the sample came from different branches
with the strongest representation for health and social
services (36 %) followed by banking and insurance
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(11 %) and public administration (11 %). Women were
overrepresented at 58 %. The mean age of respon-
dents was just below 43 years. The average team size
was 8.4 persons but the range was very broad (2-40).
According to their work contracts, respondents re-
ported working an average of 37 hours per week. The
workload ranged from very low (11 hours) to very high
(65 hours).

Assessment instruments

Demographics. We asked respondents to report their
age, gender, and workload (in hours per week).

Team strategies. We assessed team strategies for
coping with time pressure with the 89 newly formulat-
ed items. Answers were given on 5-point scales assess-
ing either agreement, ranging from does not apply at
all (1) to applies in full (5); or frequency, ranging from
hardly ever / never (1) to very often / continuously (5).
The scale instructions or the items themselves em-
phasized that respondents should report what they
had done to cope with time pressure during the last
6 months. A sample item for the strategy Setting pri-
orities is ,Please recall the phases during the last 6
months when you had to face a lot of time pressure.
During these phases, did you and your team jointly
reach a clear decision on prioritizing the concerns of
the customers / clients / patients?“

Time pressure. This was assessed with five items
taken from the long version of the quantitative de-
mands scale in the German-language adaptation of
the Copenhagen Burnout Inventory (CBI; Kristensen,
Hannerz, Hogh & Borg, 2005; German adaptation:
Niibling, Stossel, Hasselhorn, Michaelis & Hofmann,
2005). Cronbach’s o was .83. Here as well, responses
were given on 5-point scales ranging from hardly ever /
never (1) to always (5).

Exhaustion. This was assessed with four items
taken from the personal burnout scale in the Ger-
man-language adaptation of the Copenhagen Burnout
Inventory (CBI; Kristensen et al., 2005; German ad-
aptation: Nibling et al., 2005). Cronbach’s o was .89.
Responses were given on 5-point scales ranging from
hardly ever / never (1) to always (5).

Team meetings. Finally, we also asked whether
the team holds regular meetings, and if so, how fre-
quent these are. Responses were given on a 5-point
scale with the points daily, weekly, every two weeks,
monthly, and less frequently.

Analysis methods

All statistical analyses were performed with SPSS 21.

Explorative factor analysis. Because this was a
newly developed scale, we assessed its construct va-
lidity by examining the factor structure with an ex-
plorative factor analysis. We performed a principal-
axis factor analysis because we wanted to explain the
correlations between items with as few factors as pos-
sible. We determined the optimal number of factors
to extract with the minimum average partial (MAP)
test (O’Connor, 2000), and performed the factor analy-
sis accordingly. We applied a direct oblimin rotation
method (Field, 2009). Preconditions for the analysis
were a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient > .50
and a significant Bartlett test of sphericity (Biihner,
2011). When selecting items, we focused initially on
the communalities. We excluded items with commu-
nalities < .40 (Biihner, 2011) one by one, retaining only
two items with values just below .40 because we rated
their content as being highly significant for the team
strategy being assessed. We also checked the factor
loadings and eliminated items with loadings < .40.

In addition, we performed descriptive analyses
(means and standard deviations) and reliability anal-
yses. We took item-total correlations > .30 (Weiber &
Miihlhaus, 2010) and Cronbach’s o = .70 (Nunnally &
Bernstein, 1994) as sufficient.

Moderated regressions. We calculated interac-
tions with hierarchically moderated regressions. In a
first step, we introduced time pressure and one strat-
egy at a time as predictors (main effects); and, in a sec-
ond step, their product (interaction). Both predictors
were centered on their means (Dawson, 2014).

2.3 Results
Scale analysis

The final factor loadings from the explorative factor
analysis are reported in Table 1. Table 2 presents de-
scriptive statistics, reliabilities, and item-total corre-
lations. Our instrument to assess team strategies for
coping with time pressure contained 12 scales’® (Table
2) with 41 items (see Appendix 1). Of these 12 scales, 9
were characterized as active team strategies and the 3
scales at the bottom of Table 2 as active-self-endanger-
ing team strategies.

> Seven scales ascertained in the factor analysis corresponded exactly with seven of the original categories in the qualitative pilot study.
Five scales resulted from new classifications. For example, the original category of Emotional support was divided into Tolerating mi-

stakes and Receiving back up from superior.
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Table 1: Result of explorative factor analysis: Factor loadings > .40 for the remaining items on the strategy scales.

2

3 4 @)

9 10 11

12

LTP1
LTP2
LTP3
LTP4
LTP5
RO1
RO2
RO3
RO4
GWB1
GWB2
GWB3
Wi
W2
W3
RBS1
RBS2
RBS3
IE1
IE2
IE3
1E4
HM1
HM2
HM3
HM4
HM5
RT1
RT2
T™1
T™M2
SP1
sp2
SP3
HD1
HD2
HD3
CD1
CcD2
CD3
CD4

.57
.61
.87
.80
72

.56
.66
.87
77

.95
.75
.59

77

.82

.67
.88
.86
43

72
.85
.69
.65

74
.72
.69
.59
.58

.88
.87

.95
.80

.66

.87

.79
45
.96
.85

.70
.65
72
.66

Notes: LTP = Long-term planning; RQ = Reducing quality; GWB = Going without and shortening breaks; IW = Intensifying
work; RBS = Receiving back up from superior; IE = Increasing efficiency; HM = Handling meetings; RT = Refusing tasks;
TM = Tolerating mistakes; SP = Setting priorities; HD = Handling deadlines; CD = Clarifying demands.
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics and reliabilities for the strategy scales after factor analysis and item selection.

Number

Scale of items M (SD) a r,
Active strategies

Clarifying demands (CD) 4 5.01 (0.98) .84 .59-.74
Refusing tasks (RT) 2 2.18 (1.04) .90 .81
Increasing efficiency (IE) 4 2.84 (1.02) .87 .69-.74
Long-term planning (LTP) 6 3.15 (1.05) .88 .63-.78
Setting priorities (SP) 5 5.54 (1.06) .89 .72-.86
Receiving back up from superior (RBS) 3 2.95 (1.02) .83 .b53-.77
Tolerating mistakes (TM) 2 2.87 (0.95) .87 .76
Handling deadlines (HD) 2.73 (0.86) .81 49-.78
Handling meetings (HM) 5 5.76 (0.82) .82 .56-.65
Active self-endangering strategies

Intensifying work (IW) 5 5.88 (0.84) .80 45-.61
Reducing quality (RQ) 4 2.28 (0.81) .80 .52-.70
Going without and shortening breaks 3 2.96 (1.04) .78 .55-.73

(GWB)

Notes: N = 222-281 (variations in scales with frequency responses because the response option does not apply was entered as
missing value); 5-point Likert scale from does not apply at all (1) to applies in full (5) or hardly ever / never (1) to very often/

continuously (3); r, = item-total correlation.

Scale reliabilities (Cronbach’s o) ranged from .78 to .90
(see Table 2). With the exception of Item HD3 (Han-
dling deadlines scale) and Item RQ1 (Reducing quality
scale), all items had communalities = .40, factor load-
ings = .40 (see Table 1), and item-total correlations
= .40 (see Table 2).

Relations between time pressure, leam strategies,
and exhaustion

As expected, we could confirm Hypothesis 1: There was
a clear relation between time pressure and exhaustion
(r = .4, p =.01). This main effect was also statistically
significant in the regression analyses (Table 3).

Table 4 reports the scale intercorrelations. Time
pressure related positively with the three active-self-
endangering strategies and negatively with Clarifying

demands. Exhaustion related negatively with six of
the nine active strategies and positively with all three
active-self-endangering strategies. These relations be-
tween team strategies and exhaustion were indepen-
dent from the frequency of team meetings.

Interactions

The moderated hierarchic regression analyses only
partially confirmed Hypothesis 2 and did not confirm
Hypothesis 3. Only the two strategies Clarifying de-
mands and Setting priorities had a moderating function
(see Table 3 and Figures 1 and 2). Both strategies buff-
ered the negative effect of time pressure on exhaustion
(Figures 1 and 2).
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Table 3: Intercorrelations between strategies and correlations with exhaustion and time pressure.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Clarifying 1
demands
2. Refusing tasks 04 1
3. Increasing so* 12¢ 1

efficiency

4. Long—.term 40 Q3% Ad4* |
planning

5. Setting priorities A45% 416%™ 45% 48 1

6. Receiving back up

. 36 21% 27 32% 33% |
from superior

7. Tolerating A7 10 A6*  15% . 18**  28** 1

mistakes

8. Handling ATS BT A2C 927 24%  56™ A6* 1
deadlines

9. Hand.hng 36%* .05 0Q* 3Q*x O8%* A8** .05 .06 1
meetings

10. Intensifying work -.04  -02  -19** -11  -20* -.06 -05 -02 -.08 1

11. Reducing quality  -.07 A7 -11 -.05 -1 .00 .19 18 15* .06 1

12. Going without/

shortening breaks .04 -13* -13* -.09 -11 -13 .05  -.04 15 A1 1

13. Exhaustion -18** -.01  -20* -.19** -19** -22** .01 =01 -23* 20** .24* 21** 1

14. Time pressure -18** .03 -08 -06 -09 -03 .11 .05  -0.5 26%F . 19% 19 40**

Notes: N = 205-281 (pairwise deletion); Pearson product-moment correlations; *p < .05, *p < .01 (two-lailed).

Table 4: Results of the moderated regression analyses with the strategies Clarifying demands and Selting priorities as
moderators and exhaustion as dependent variable.

B SE B B R/A R?

1 Time pressure 46 .08 .36™*

Clarifying demands -.10 .05 -.12% 15%*
2 Time pressure .50 .07 36%**

Clarifying demands -.10 .05 -.12

Time pressure x Clarifying demands -.16 .06 -.14* .02*
1 Time pressure 48 .07 38%

Setting priorities -13 .04 -.16%* 18%*
2 Time pressure 49 .07 39%

Setting priorities -12 .04 -.16%*

Time pressure x Setting priorities -.20 .06 - 18% .03**

Notes: Time pressure and Clarifying demands were centered on their means; = standardized regression coefficient; N = 258
(Clarifying demands); N = 280 (Setting priorities); *p < .05, **p < .01 (tlwo-tailed).
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—&— Clarifying demands low
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—m — Clarifying demands high

Time pressure low Time pressure high
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Exhaustion

—e— Setting priorities low
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Time pressure low Time pressure high

Figure 1: The significant interaction effect from Table 3
with the strategy Clarifying demands as moderator and
exhaustion as dependent variable.

Notes: N = 280; exhaustion scale ranging from hardly ever /
never (1) to always (O); Clarifying demands scale ranging

Jrom hardly ever /never (1) to very often / continuously (5);
time pressure high or low =-/+ 1 SD.

3 Pilot intervention
3.1 Hypothesis

The pilot intervention explored how far a 2-hour team
workshop would suffice to initiate changes in team
strategies.

Hypothesis 4: A team intervention will improve
the application of those team strategies that have been
selected and worked on during the intervention.

Five teams working at one branch of a company
within the financial services sector participated in an
intervention designed specifically to promote team
strategies. The intervention was structured as follows:
First, an online stocktaking was performed on which
joint strategies the teams were applying already.
Thanks to the online procedure, all team members
could participate independently from each other. Sec-
ond, we gave feedback on the results of this stocktak-
ing so that teams could select single strategies to work
on during a 2-hour workshop and decide which mea-
sures they wanted to go on to apply by themselves in
the following weeks. We gave this feedback on a post-
er presenting an overview on all team strategies and
showing how frequently each strategy was applied by
the team (x-axis) and how far the team diverged from
a benchmark sample (y-axis). Team members dis-
cussed this and named concrete behaviors from their
everyday work that they then classified to the given
strategies. In the next step, we used two key questions
to develop ideas for measures: (1) Which of the strate-

Figure 2: The significant interaction effect from Table
3 with the strategy Selting priorities as moderator and
exhaustion as dependent variable.

Notes: N = 258; exhaustion scale ranging from hardly ever /
never (1) to always (5); Setting priorities scale ranging

Jrom hardly ever /never (1) to very often / continuously (5);
time pressure high or low =-/+ 18D.

gies that we are already applying have the potential to
enable our team to cope with time pressure better in
the future? (2) Which new methods would enable us
to cope with time pressure better in the future? The
ideas were ranked in order of priority and an action
plan was drawn up for at least one selected idea.

3.2 Method
Research design

The five teams were surveyed in their branch office in
the fall of 2016. They were posttested on the further
development of team strategies 2 months after attend-
ing the 2-hour workshop. Because of the low number
of groups, we did not use a control group design.

Sample

The five teams contained a total of 45 members
(29 women and 16 men). The five male team leaders
also participated in both the surveys and the work-
shops. Teams contained 6 to 15 members. At the first
survey before the pilot intervention, the response rate
was 100 % in all teams. In Teams 1-3, all members
took part in the intervention; in Team 4, one mem-
ber was missing; and in Team 5, 5 out of 15 members
did not take part. In the second survey after the pilot
intervention, the response rate was 86 % in Team 1,
83 % in Team 2, 100 % in Teams 3 and 4, but only
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40 % in Team 5. Although all members of Teams 1 and
2 took part, the data from one person in each team
were dropped for reporting consistently extreme val-
ues. Classification of the two measurement times was
only possible on the team level, because we were not
allowed to use a code for individual allocations.

Instrument

We applied the 12 newly developed team strategy
scales while also assessing time pressure and exhaus-
tion in exactly the same way as in the main study. To
test whether important team strategies had been lost
through the methodologically rigorous approach taken
in the main study, we added a further five scales or
team strategies that had been named in the qualita-
tive pilot study and attained good reliabilities (Cron-
bach’s a) in the main study, but had been excluded in
the factor analysis by the MAP test. These were: Taking
the pressure off each other, Handling e-mails, Handling
information, Dropping tasks, and Compensating over-
time (see Appendix 2).

Intervention

Table 5 reports which concrete measures were chosen
by the teams. This resulted in one to three measures
per team that were, in turn (together with the team),
assigned to between two and four strategies. Hence,
single measures could exert effects on several team
strategies.

3.3 Results

For the inferential statistics, we carried out separate
nonparametric Mann-Whitney U tests for each single
team.* We examined whether the team strategies ad-
dressed in the workshop actually were applied more
often in each team. Table 5 reports the means at the
two measurement times.

There were significant improvements in team
strategies in Teams 2, 3, and 5. All these teams showed
a significant improvement in the strategy Handling
e-mails. This strategy was also addressed in Team 4,
but differences in this team just failed to attain signifi-
cance (p = .065). In Team 1, Clarifying demands was
also marginally significant (p = .051). An analysis of
effect sizes showed that all the significant effects found
were strong (Cohen, 1992). The other team strategies
showed no significant improvements following the pi-
lot intervention. Hence, Hypothesis 4 was confirmed
only partially. However, it should be noted that due

to the small sample sizes, descriptively marked im-
provements in the team strategies Tolerating mistakes
(Team 1), Taking the pressure off each other (Team 2),
Handling deadlines (Team 3), and Increasing efficiency
(Team 5) did not attain statistical significance. Because
of the small sample sizes, only strong effects could be
confirmed as significant differences.

4 Discussion

Time pressure is a significant stressor in the today’s
working world and many employees are organized
in teams. Nonetheless, up to now, research has con-
centrated almost exclusively on individual strategies
for coping with this stressor. Our goal was to identify
which strategies teams use to cope with time pressure
and to develop a questionnaire with which to assess
them. We first carried out a qualitative pilot study to
collect those behaviors that teams reported and used
to cope with time pressure in their work environments.
We then classified these behaviors to 21 strategies that
the results of the quantitative main study reduced to
12. From these 12 strategies, 9 were characterized as
active and 3 as active-self-endangering.

Active strategies aim to reduce and avoid time
pressure. By recognizing that team members have lim-
ited resources, they can potentially protect health. Ac-
tive strategies include, for example, jointly organizing
work in optimal ways or reducing the number of tasks
and consequently avoiding excessive strain on indi-
viduals. The present study indicates that time pressure
does not lead to teams applying more active strategies
per se. Nonetheless, applying active team strategies is
accompanied by lower levels of individual exhaustion.
The interaction analyses showed that the joint strate-
gies of Setting priorities and Clarifying demands buffer
the effect of time pressure on exhaustion. Further in-
teractions did not attain significance. Hence, results on
active strategies indicate that these are not necessarily
applied when a team is facing time pressure. However,
it seems that they tend to relate positively to health,
and two of the strategies studied can even ameliorate
the effects of time pressure on health.

Active-self-endangering strategies are applied to
achieve team goals and fulfil team tasks in the face of
time pressure. However, these can increase the strain
on the personal ability of team members to perform.
Correlations indicate that teams facing time pressure
tend to apply more active-self-endangering strategies.
The three strategies Intensifying work, Reducing qual-
ity, and Going without or shortening breaks are accom-
panied by higher exhaustion scores. This is compre-

*  Due to the small sample sizes, we decided to report Mann-Whitney U tests instead of t tests. The analyses with t tests led to the same
results with two exceptions: Two more mean comparisons attained statistical significance.



13

Team strategies for coping with time pressure

19¢g =14

ggL =d

60¢" =d

089 =

¢rg =41

c9¢g =1

00¢" =1

ove =1

gc1 =d‘geg=n

100°=d‘¢9=n

061" =d‘gg=n

L10°=d‘g=n

91" =d‘c9=n

e =d g1 =n

cL0=d‘gg=n

rg0=d‘gz=n

(6= 00°¢

(6= v6c

(6 =) 63

(¢=uwo0ca

(¢=uope

(9=u) 05
(9=u) 29¢

(9=u)cg¢c

(6= 2¢C

(6=u) 8z

(6=w) 30

(9=w a¥'1

(9=w) c13

2 =u 9y
(2=wo00¢

(2=u) cee

SouI[peop SUIpUR]

S[rew-o SUIpuefy

sSunoou Furfpuey

S[rew-9 Jurfpuey

19110
goea Jjo aanssaad o) Surnyey,

SOYRISIW SUNBII[O],

Aouaronye Jurseaaouy

spuewap SUIAJLIR[D)

*A[IUISTSUOD PIULJOP pUR Wed) )
ur AUTof 1Mo PIYI0A 9q [[IAA SQUIPEIP pUR SpIepuels
‘POUTRLIdOSE 9( [[IM JIPIO JY) Jo AOUSIN 9y} pue
JQUIOISNO I} YA PIAISe 9( [[IAA I9PI0 97} Surssadoad
J0J oureaown e ‘Arewimd() ‘pPoI9ISISaT aqe 9UIT) pue Blep
O} ‘SOALLIR JOPJIO JOUIOISND B UQYUAA :,oUWN SUNeBII)“

*QUIT] J9R[ B
1e pa1oadsur 9q ued A1) 18] 0S SUNLIAM UT PIUIWINIOP
9( [[1AA PssNISIp s1utod 9] Jo YOTYM SIUTULIIIP Autof
wedl 9yl ‘Sureomt AI9Ad IV :,[00010ad SuUrOIN“

*SUONBNION[J 19Y.IBUL O0)S JURISUOD
9} oqe pauriojut 1day 9q 03 SI IUI0ISNO Y} ‘porrad
ST} SurIn(] 'sInoy g Ui passadodd 9q 0] e [reur
AQ SI9UWI0ISND WIOIJ SUIALLIR SI9PIO yIew 001 (¢)
‘JUR)SISSE UB 0} PIPIBAIO) 9( URD SILINDUS [oIedsay
(@) 'sanoy g urpa o) pardar 10 paSpamowoe
ST POAIdORIX  [rew-9  A1dAf () :,S9na  [rew-§“

-91qrssod se A[qrsuayaaduroo pue A[joriq se syl
S91B1S PUB UONBULIOJUT 1O9LI0 SIIAT[IP d9L0[dwo yoes
je) Sunmsuo 0] pred 9q PNOYS UONIUSNY ‘SIOINOSAI
YA QUI] Ul pouSisse 9q ued SYSB) 1Yl 0S I[(ISIA
PROTIOA Y} SOYRW UOTIRWLIOJUT STYJ, ‘(0]) PROJISA0
UST1y 01 (T) PROLISAO OU WO SUISURI ()] 01 | WIOIJ A[eIS
® U0 Aep 9] J0J PROIOM ST J0 97 S9Jed Wied) 9y Jo
JOQUIQUWI OB “SUTUIOW AIJAQ ()C:Q 18 P[AY SI Funoour
wedl JOuq VY :,99K0ldwio [enpraipul Jo PROPIOAN“

S[I0A 9] SUTOP UM danssaad
QUIT JO 99IF9p 9] A SUO[e PIGIoud SaNUIeRLIdOUN
A[10BX9 QJ9YM PIIOU ST 1] “II[[OLU0D 0} IINIOM UIOLJ
J9A0 popuey SI YSe]l 9l UM A[JoLI( pPaSueydoxo SI
uoneuwLojuy ‘Jonuod fenp jo ordrourad oy 01 Furpaodoe
payooyo oae sysel xordwo) :rom jo Ajpend)“

9ZIS 199

d‘n

(214

A

uoneosyIsse[d ASa1ens

aanseawa Jo uondrrosaq

wreay,

1831 1] JO S1NSaL pup ‘Sunawt 1591750d puv aud ‘Sa1F1D41S WDI] 01 UOYDILISSD]D SIINSDIUL I1Y102dS-WDIT, *§ ]G],



A. Krause, S. Schwendener, M. Berset, M. Knecht & K. Bogusch

14

80¢" =
L8g =1
¢€eg =41
00g" =
89%" =1
L8S =1
gpl =d

gL =d‘15=n

61 =d‘95=n

810 =d‘ggr=n

oy =d‘cvs=n

690 =d‘g¢yy =0

veo =d 0z =n

vL6 =d‘g95 =N

(9=1 00
(9=u) 63¥
(9=u)¢cgz
(8=u) 293
(8=w¢cLd
(8=1u) 9g'¢
(8= ppe

(¢1=1u) gee
(cr=u)g¢
(cr=u) 27
(8=u)cL3
(8=1w 697
(8=w 61
(8=wgrc

AOUQOIJO Furseasou]

spuewop SUIAJLIe[D)

S[rew-o Surpuef]

syea.aq
FurualIoys pue MoyIm 3urorn)

S[rew-2 Surfpue

I9710
goea Jjo aanssaad o) Sunye],

spuewop SurAjLre[)

*QOTAIRS IIUNO0D SULIMNP IDTJJO JOrv( Y} 0] PAIIAIIPII
9( T[IM 991JJ0 1U0IJ 9} UT SQUOoydo[a) 9y ], :,,ouoyda[or*

*SIOPIO JI[[ews 10 dn 19s 9q [[Im
AOPUIM 9WIT) 9[qeINS B ‘SIourolsnd Juissed 91euIpI00d
JI9119( O, “POXIJ 9Je SIWII) pPUR WIEd] 9Y) Ul PIUTULIIIP
oI  9soy], ‘sSuneawn [euostad a0 sjueunurodde
aambaa srowolsno [eadg :,siueunurodde SuryeN“

quasadad jou
Qae AJ1] UM [TRUL JIJY]) YITAA [RIP [[IA OYAA SININSNS
pouSisse aJe SIdqUIOW  Wed) [[V :,SI9pdo  [reN¢

1911950} Juads

Ie syeaaq jeyl St aSejueape 9y, *(¢1:¢] pue 00:01)
SOUWIT] YeaI(q AlojepueBU PIXIJ S19S WIBd) I ], :,SHBIg«

*A[SNONUAISU0D pue A[(RI[AI Passadoad pue suonenis
J[NBJOP Ul UIAD PIPIBMIOJ SI [[EUl JIUI0ISNO “)NSAL
B SY ‘WIIISAS ULIOJIUN B UO SIITe UIed) I, "Sunaur
wed) 9] 18 paudsaid oJe SuIdISAS UOTIBIIJISSB[O pue
SUOTINLOSIP [eNPIAIPU] :,,XOqUI [feUW 9y} JO Injonans*

1181 9Y) WOIJ 1YSTI 99TAIIS I9UI01SNO J[qrssod
1S9( 91 PUR UONBITUNTITWIOD JBI[O SAINSUS OINSBIU
STUJ, "UIe9) 9Y) UT 9[(R[IBAR S9OINO0SII I} 0} SUIPIOIOR
PoIMQINSIP 9q T[IAA YSe] Y[, ‘TTe19p Ul PIssnosip o [
11 urene 01 sdois AI1ess9d9U 91} PUR PAUTULIANDP 9( [T
198a8] 9] ‘SOALLIR I9PJIO UB UIYAA :,UOTIBOTJLIBD SO



Team strategies for coping with time pressure

15

hensible, because Intensifying work may well involve
having to make extra effort, doing overtime, and con-
sequently reducing the time for recuperation. Going
without or shortening breaks also reduces the time
available for necessary regeneration (Rau, 2012). In
our introduction, we already pointed out that the fram-
ing conditions for reducing work quality also have ma-
jor psychological costs, because lower quality is per-
ceived as a sign of failure and incompetence by both
clients and the employees themselves. However, we
could not confirm our assumption that applying these
strategies in combination with high time pressure
could reinforce the negative effect of the latter. None-
theless, we find clear differences between active and
active-self-endangering strategies: Active strategies
tend to be accompanied by less exhaustion, whereas
active-self-endangering strategies correlate positively
with exhaustion. Moreover, it is conspicuous that ac-
tive-self-endangering strategies are applied more fre-
quently under time pressure, whereas applying active
strategies depends on other features of the team and
of the framing conditions; and these strategies are not
applied more frequently under time pressure per se.
All correlations between the strategies and ex-
haustion were rather low. This is not surprising in
light of the numerous further influences on exhaus-
tion such as the individual life situation and individual
coping strategies. Future studies should test how far
team coping strategies have an additional or an incre-
mental explanatory power going beyond individual
coping strategies alone, and how individual and joint
strategies interact (Stewart, Courtright & Manz, 2011).
For 10 strategies, we found no moderating effect;
and three scales also did not correlate with exhaus-
tion. Nonetheless, we recommend waiting for the re-
sults of further studies before starting to exclude any
single strategies. Instead, the results of the pilot inter-
vention indicate that the 12 team strategies do not yet
cover the full range of practically significant strategies
for coping with time pressure. The pilot intervention
has shown that one strategy that failed to attain sig-
nificance in the factor analysis in the main study (Han-
dling e-mails) would seem to be a promising source of
concrete team measures. Many people view e-mails as
a growing stressor in their work context (Barley, Mey-
erson & Grodal, 2011). Four teams learned to apply
the strategy of Handling e-mails in markedly improved
ways. Hence, even a short intervention leads to im-
provement here. The pilot intervention indicates that
at least some single team strategies can already be im-
proved within 2 hours. This is promising and requires
further study. Nonetheless, 2 hours do not suffice to
achieve long-term change in the team, indicating the
need to discuss and further develop joint strategies in
coping with pressure repeatedly at team meetings. A
further problem in the company participating in the

pilot intervention was that it announced a reorganiza-
tion after the end of the workshop that led to changed
team compositions and tasks immediately after the
posttest measurement.

4.1 Limitations and outlook

To examine the relevance of team strategies for health,
the main study tested moderators between time pres-
sure and exhaustion. However, the team strategies
should not just be understood as a product of teams
reacting to acute time pressure. When, for example,
teams draw up annual plans together in advance, one
of their main concerns is to prevent time pressure
emerging. Hence, team strategies also serve preven-
tively to avoid future phases of time pressure. We sus-
pect that the health-promoting effect of team strategies
may develop particularly through this effort to avoid
time pressure. However, testing such effects calls
for longitudinal designs. Further scales for assessing
health that go beyond exhaustion will be needed to
gain a more precise understanding of the significance
of joint coping strategies for health. This will lead to
more differentiated analyses of which strategies can
predict which health indicators.

Some scales in the current version contain only
two items, and this number will need to be extended
in the future. A follow-up study could also test the
factors obtained with confirmatory factor analysis. It
would also seem worth testing how far nonlinear rela-
tions are to be found between time pressure, coping
strategies, and health. Such curvilinear relations are
already known from research on time pressure and
performance (Ohly, Sonnentag & Pluntke, 2006). It is
also necessary to clarify the significance of the ,,we*
feeling, the social identity (van Dick, 2015), in the de-
velopment of the strategies for coping with time pres-
sure presented in this article. Earlier studies have sug-
gested, for example, that sharing a core task and, as a
result, possessing a joint task orientation increases the
probability of developing health-promoting team strat-
egies (Busch et al., 2013).

Because the pilot intervention was carried out in
the field and the measures were a product of the ideas
of the participating teams, not all measures show an
exact fit with the contents of the items on team strate-
gies. For example, those participating in the interven-
tion on Handling meetings (Team 3) decided to draw
up a joint protocol of their meetings. The aspect ,,pro-
tocol“ was not covered by the items in the Handling
meelings scale. As a result, it is not surprising that no
change could be found. To improve the strategy Han-
dling e-mails, Team 2 agreed on deadlines for replying
to e-mails in their measures. One item in the scale on
Handling e-mails assessed precisely whether e-mails
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need to be answered as soon as they arrive. We can
more readily expect a change in the team strategy
across time when the content of the measure is close
to the content of the items on team strategies — and
this is also what we found. Further intervention studies
should focus on a fit between items and the strategies
applied.
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Appendix 1: Scales and items retained following factor analysis and item selection.

Clarifying demands FS

In the last six months, how often did you do the following to reduce or avoid time pressure?

CD1. Before starting work on a task, we defined exactly what the result should look like.
CD2. Before starting work on a task, we defined exactly how it should be carried out.
CD3. We jointly discussed the quality level we wish to achieve on a task/order.

CD4. We agreed together to do only what our customers/clients/patients, etc. expect.

Refusing tasks AS

RT1. To avoid time pressure in the future, we refused to take on new tasks.
RT2. To reduce acute time pressure, we refused to take on new tasks.

Increasing efficiency AS

During the last six months, we have

IE1. defined our procedures more precisely.

IE2. simplified our procedures.

IE3. discussed how routine tasks could be processed particularly efficiently.
IE4. laid down standards for routine tasks.

Long-term planning AS

LTP1. We draw up an annual plan of all the tasks we know about in advance.

LTP2. We always examine which tasks are pending several months in advance so that we can avoid time pressure.

LTP3. To avoid time pressure, we always jointly negotiate the goals for the coming year or several months in advance so
that we know what we shall have to face as a team in the future.

LTP4. To avoid time pressure, we check whether our team goals really are realistic.

LTP5. To avoid time pressure, team leaders and employees work together to ensure that we really can attain the agreed
goals.

Setting priorities AS

Please think about phases with time pressure in the last six months.

SP1. During these phases, did you and your team jointly reach a clear decision on which concerns of customers/clients/
patients need to be prioritized?

SP2. During these phases, did you and your team jointly adjust priority settings when new tasks emerged?

SP3. During these phases, did you and your team jointly adjust priority settings when unexpected difficulties arose?

Receiving back up from superior FS

When we were under time pressure during the last six months,
RBS1. our superior or another person responsible backed us up when we refused a task.
RBS2. our superior or another person responsible backed us up when we failed to complete certain tasks.

RBS3. our superior or another person responsible encouraged team members to refuse additional tasks when they
already had too much to do.

Tolerating mistakes FS

When we were under time pressure during the last six months, we often told each other that,
TMZ2. it’s normal for a mistake to occur.
TM1. it’s normal for something to be forgotten.

Handling deadlines FS

During the last six months, please tell us how often you took the following approach (when completing tasks or orders)
in order to reduce or avoid time pressure.

HD1. We negotiated an extended deadline with the person responsible.

HD2. After consulting with the person responsible, we extended the deadline for completing the task / order.

HD3. After joint consultations, we have deferred the target dates.
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Handling meetings FS

Please think back over the last six months.

To reduce or avoid time pressure, we

HM1. made sure that meetings start punctually.

HMZ2. made sure that meetings end punctually.

HM3. held meetings without deviating from the set topics.
HM4. set a clear agenda or goals for our meetings.

HMB5. kept discussions brief at meetings.

Intensifying work FS

Please think back over the last six months.

IW1. We simply carried on working to overcome the mountain of things to do.
IW2. We simply carried out the work that we were expected to do.

IW3. We simply carried on as before.

Reducing quality FS

In the last six months, how often did you do the following to reduce or avoid time pressure?

RQ1. We reached a joint agreement to say that we are satisfied with work outcomes of a lower quality.
RQ3. We completed our tasks less diligently.

RQ2. We spent less time on our tasks.

RQ4. We reduced the quality of the work and accepted that this might have negative consequences.

Going without and shortening breaks FS

How often during the last six months have you done the following?

When we were under time pressure, we

GWBI1. went without joint breaks during a working day / shift.

GWB2. shortened joint breaks.

GWB3. made sure that everybody can take enough breaks during a working day/shift despite time pressure.*

Notes: FS = Frequency scale: 1 = hardly ever / never, 2 = occasionally, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, 5 = very often / continuously;
AS = Agreement scale: 1 = does not apply at all, 2 = hardly applies, 3 = sometimes applies, 4 = mostly applies, 5 = applies in
Jull; * = This item had to be recoded before the statistical analysis.
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Appendix 2: Additional scales used in the pilot intervention.

Handling information

HI1. We made sure that the same information is not disseminated to the team over several channels (e.g., both verbally
and by e-mail).

HI2. We structured our files well (either electronically or in paper form) so that we can find information quickly.

HI3. We have regularly updated important written information (e.g., instruction manuals, information sheets).

Handling e-mails

HE1. We agreed on clear rules to reduce the number of e-mails.
HE2. We made a clear agreement that e-mails do not have to be answered as soon as they arrive.

Dropping tasks

DT1. To reduce time pressure, we jointly decided no longer to perform those administrative tasks that we consider
unnecessary.

DT2. To reduce time pressure, we no longer perform tasks that may be interesting but do not belong to the main task
of our team.

DT3. To reduce time pressure, we jointly decided to drop tasks that are not very important.

Taking the pressure off each other

TP1. To reduce time pressure, team members who were particularly affected delegated tasks to others who had time
for them.
TP2. To reduce time pressure, we offered to take over other’s tasks on a temporary basis.

Compensating overtime

CO1. We worked out a plan together regarding when individual team members can take time off for accrued overtime.

CO2. We reached an agreement with our superior or another person responsible regarding how to compensate
overtime by taking full days off work.

CO3. We reached an agreement with our superior or another person responsible that we take time off for accrued
overtime immediately after a work phase with high time pressure.

Notes: Response format: 1 = does not apply at all, 2 = hardly applies, 3 = sometimes applies, 4 = mostly applies, 5 = applies
in full.



