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#/ Abstract

Future prospects are essential in motivating employees and creating an intention to remain in their
current organization. However, only training interventions and creating a learning organization
cannot guarantee a promising career for employees. Socio-psychological support is also vital
for career development in the employing organization. In this study, we aim to investigate
the relationship between personal interaction and future prospects with the mediating role of
individual employee preference for teamwork. The data was collected from employees working
in Indian organizations. Confirmatory factor analysis and Structural equation modelling were
performed to analyse the hypotheses. The findings demonstrated a positive relationship between
personal interaction and future prospects. Moreover, individuals’ teamwork preferences partially
mediated the positive relationship between personal interaction and future prospects. The
discussion and theoretical and practical implications based on the findings are also elaborated.
Limitations and future research directions are also discussed.

Keywords: Personal interaction, preference for teamwork, future prospects, mediation, Indian
organization

1. Introduction

Future prospects for an employee relate to those aspects of a job that foster employees’
aspiration to remain employed in an organization (Taormina, 1997). Employees’
chances of remaining employed, potential increments in their current salary, future
assignments, promotions, recognitions, and rewards make the job more attractive to the
employee (Taormina, 1997). The concept of future prospects deals with the future career
opportunity of the employee in her or his current organization. Future prospects “is
defined as the extent to which an employee anticipates having a rewarding career within
his or her employing organization” (Taormina, 1997, p 40). Cerdin et al. (2020) in their

study, asserted that management practices such as training, attractive promotions and
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professional development programs might enhance the employability of their employees,
ultimately developing better future career prospects. The future prospect in the current
organization remains within that organization for an employee; therefore, internal
sources for such prospects are more reliable than external sources. A better understanding
of the antecedents for prospects related to the socialization perspective in the organization
is practically essential apart from considering the HR and management practices, as
such insights may improve the social relations at the workplace. This may ultimately help
employees receive knowledge and information related to their jobs.

Personal interaction at the workplace is informal communication for sharing knowledge
and ideas related to their job (Yi, 2009). Knowledge sharing behaviour of employees is
levered with increasing interpersonal interaction. In its explicit and tacit form, knowledge
is endeavoured by the employees and the organization itself. However, explicit knowledge
is dispersed through emerging advanced technologies (Griffith et al., 2003), but personal
interactions among employees are the platform for transferring tacit knowledge (Bertels
et al., 2011). Researchers have identified that employee interaction leads to job satisfaction
(Dimotakis et al., 2011). Personal interactions are recognized as informal associations
to create informal social relationships, as they are the most commonly reported events
at the workplace (Basch & Fisher, 1998). However, various literature exists related to
antecedents for career prospects (Zhang et al., 2020) (Law et al., 2017), but the literature
investigating the role of personal interaction influencing the future prospects of
employees is scarce. Also, the underlying mechanism through which personal interaction
influences employees’ future prospects have not been explored earlier. Moreover, studies
encompassing the fundamental aspects of an employee’s future prospects are uncommon.
Thus, this study adds to the concept of career prospects, employability, promotion,
recognition and rewards under a single umbrella term, future prospect.

An individual employee’s preference for teamwork relates to an employee’s perspective
of working with their co-workers in teams rather than alone (Jackson et al., 2006).
Employees' preference for teamwork is the affiliative nature towards their peers or
ingroup members, due to which they prefer working with those peers in teams (Gelfand
& Triandis, 1998; Oyserman et al., 2002). Researchers have studied the role of preference
for teamwork in predicting performance (Bell, 2007; Lehto & Landry, 2012), while,
Kiffin-Petersen & Cordery (2003) investigated the role of trust, individualism and job
characteristics in predicting preference for teamwork. Nevertheless, the role preference
for teamwork may play in predicting an employee’s future prospects is unidentified.
This study examines the mediating role of individual employees’ teamwork preferences
in the relationship between personal interaction and future prospects. Thus, we aim to



understand the mediating role of an individual’s preference for teamwork in the personal
interaction—future prospect relationship and how an employee’s future career prospect is
anticipated by her or his preference to work in teams rather than working alone.

This study makes multiple theoretical and practical contributions. Foremost, by testing
the personal interaction—future prospect relationship, this study advances our knowledge
of the relationship between future prospects and its antecedents. Next, this study aims
to shed new light on the underlying path for understanding personal interaction and
future prospect relationships. Thirdly, this study investigates whether an employee’s
choice to work in a team mediates and enhances his chances for a brighter future career
prospect. Finally, investigating the abovementioned relationship in the Indian business
context adds to our understanding of future prospects for an employee: career prospects,
rewards, promotion, employability, and salary increment in Indian organizations. Also,
by examining personal interaction and individuals’ teamwork preferences as potential
antecedents to future prospects, we propose a unique study from the literature review
to the best of our understanding. Hence, we suggest addressing the following research
questions:

1. Does interpersonal interaction among employees in their work influence their future
prospects in the organization?

2. Does such personal interaction encourage individuals to actively prefer working in
teams with their peers rather than working alone?

3. Does an individual’s preference to work in a team relates to the better future prospect
in her or his current organization?

4. Ts the personal interaction - future prospect relationship for an employee — mediated
by the individual employee’s preference for teamwork?

The structure of the present study is elaborated as follows: the upcoming sub-section
under the current section is the theoretical framework. The following section comprises
a literature review and hypotheses development, followed by the research methodology.
The next section of the methodology is data analysis and results. The following is the
discussion section comprising theoretical and practical implications, limitations, and
future research and conclusion.
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2. Literature review and development of hypotheses

2.1 Personal interaction and future prospects

Future prospects for an employee is defined as “the extent to which an employee
anticipates having a rewarding career within his or her employing organization”
(Taormina, 1997, p 40). In considering their future prospects, employees also predict
whether the organization would satisfy their achievement needs (Buchanan, 1974) and
further, promotion and salary increments were included in the concept. However, if they
feel dissatisfied with the rewards and better career prospects, employees may opt to resign
and leave the organization. Nevertheless, social relations at the workplace may act as an
adhesive for linking employees to each other. Personal interaction is one such perspective
of managing social relations, which may be a reason to stay in the organization. In their
study, Graham et al. (2018) emphasised that the dyadic relationship is more harmonious,
emerging out of cordial personal interaction, whereas Yi (2009) asserted that personal
interaction is a vital factor in knowledge sharing at the workplace. Moreover, Dimotakis
et al. (2011), also asserted the importance of positive personal interaction elevating the
individual’s subjective well-being.

The relationships studied in the present article are based on the Affective Events
Theory (AET) (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). AET “focuses on the structure, causes
and consequences of affective experiences at work” (p 11). The affective events and
occurrences affect the behaviours and attitudes of the individuals. The outcomes of such
affective events are a stable work environment and job scope (Basch & Fisher, 1998). The
theory also asserts that things often happen at workplaces, leaving an emotional mark
on the person’s mind. Such impacts may develop an attitude towards the organization,
job, and co-workers. Chiaburu and Harrison (2008), in their study, asserted the affective
support from co-workers, stating that personal interactions among employees lead to
a sense of satisfaction, involvement, and sustained employment in the organization.
Dimotakis et al. (2011), following the postulates of Affective Events Theory (AET), also
explained that affective events lead to behavioural activation systems, enhancing positive
interpersonal interactions; such positive interactions emerge as a reason for rewards
and incentives. Thus, we posit that personal interaction among employees may lead to a
better understanding of the work environment obtained by the affective events, leading to
sustained career prospects in the present organization.

Personal interaction among employees at the workplace acts as a source of motivation
and a prerequisite for knowledge sharing paving the way for status and advancement in
career, intellectual and emotional benefits and better professional reputation (Amayah,



2013). Personal interactions at the workplace also encourage employees to share their
expertise, experience and insights for the betterment of each other (Wang, 2016). Future
prospects for an employee are a facet of organizational socialization that continues
along with the different career stages in that organization (Wu et al., 2015), while
personal interaction among co-workers is a basis for the socialization of employees in the
organization (Taormina, 2004). Based on the literature support, we propose that personal
interaction among employees paves the way for better future prospects in their respective
workplaces. Hence, we hypothesize that

Hypothesis 1. Personal interaction among employees positively influences future
prospects in their current organization.

2.2 Personal interaction and individuals' preference for teamwork

Personal interaction among employees helps them better understand their co-workers,
thus leading to a sense of trust and belongingness. Such interactions lead to trust and
confidence in co-workers, prompting employees to work in teams with those co-workers
and team formation (Kiffin-Petersen & Cordery, 2003). The similarity in perspectives and
opinions leads to mutual affection for one another (Zhou et al., 2009), which coincides
with the arguments by emotion researchers that varying types of emotions are caused by
varying affective events at work (Basch & Fisher, 1998). In their review article, Lehto and
Landry (2012) also emphasized forming a team based on work interactions and social
associations. Thus, based on the literature review, we understand that employees develop
an affection and belongingness from interpersonal interaction, which motivates them to
prefer working in teams whenever they get an opportunity. Thus, built on this argument,
we hypothesize that

Hypothesis 2. Personal interaction among employees relates to an individual’s preference
for teamwork.

2.3 Individuals’ preference for teamwork and future prospects

Preference for working in teams relates to the collectivist perspective of an individual.
When an individual prefers teamwork rather than working alone, relies on those
members, and has concern for them are collectivist (Triandis & Singelis, 1998), and
such an individual version of collectivism is psychological collectivism (Jackson et al.,
2006). The Affective Events Theory suggests that positive interpersonal affective states
psychologically impact employee satisfaction with their job, while such conditions
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encourage substantial career achievement (Ye et al., 2019). Such affective events occur
when employees work together and interact due to task interdependence in teams. The
settings where knowledge is shared for effective job performance may ultimately lead
to productive outcomes securing better future prospects in their current organization.
Bell (2007), in her study, has also proposed that the preference for teamwork is related
positively to team performance. While such team outcome ultimately results in better
individual-level outcomes, paving the way for rewards, promotion, and career growth
opportunities. Although Mayfield et al. (2016) expressed that employees' affective
outcomes influence their team-level performance, we also posit that such interaction
and affective events also leads to knowledge about their job, organization and promising
career advancement opportunities in the same enterprise. Thus, based on the literature
evidence, we hypothesize that

Hypothesis 3. Individual employees’ preference for teamwork positively relates to their
future prospects in their organization.

2.4 Individual’s preference for teamwork as a mediator

Teamwork is feasible when there is a cordial association between members. Researchers
have emphasized certain activities such as designing work conditions, fostering
collaborative culture and training and development for team formation. Out of this, team
building training is the essential part where employees can interact and assimilate for
knowledge transfer (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005; Taskin & Bridoux, 2010), and such training
enhances future career prospects for participants (Lambert & Vero, 2013). Hiilsheger
et al. (2009) suggested an optimistic outcome of personal interaction enhancing the
likelihood of obtaining new knowledge and creating new ways of doing things. However,
when shared with co-workers with whom one prefers to work as a team, such knowledge
and idea may foster individual and team performance. Ding et al. (2007) also concluded
that team members’ social interaction is one of the significant knowledge-sharing factors
resulting in brighter career prospects. Schwaer et al. (2012) suggested cognition-based
trust as a supporting aspect achieved by unique collaboration leading to knowledge
sharing and enhanced performance, paving the way for a sustainable future prospect.
Thus, based on the above arguments and suggestions, we propose that

Hypothesis 4: Individuals’ preference for teamwork mediates the relationship between
personal interaction and employees’ future prospects in their organization.



3. Research Methodology

3.1 Research Design

This study uses a cross-sectional research design to investigate the relationship between
personal interaction and future prospects, mediated by individuals’ preference for
teamwork. A non-random, non-probability convenience sampling technique was applied
to collect data from a sizeable scattered population such as India, especially when the
sample population is unknown (Verma et al., 2020). The data was collected at a single
time point through a self-reported questionnaire.

3.2 Sample and Data Collection

The data were collected from full-time employees in varied manufacturing and service
public and private sector companies in India, with a turnover higher than a thousand
million in Indian currency. The responses were chosen based on the participants who
were part of a company team and engaged in knowledge-related functions. Data was
collected through a google form sent to the prospective participants through e-mail
and WhatsApp. A self-reported questionnaire as a Google form was employed for data
collection. The responses to all the items were made compulsory; hence, there was no
incomplete response.

The questionnaire was sent to 1050 employees, of which 259 responses were received,
displaying a response rate of 24.66 %. The gender of the respondents showed that 70.3
per cent were male respondents, and the mean age of participants was 29 years. The
educational qualification was 2.7 per cent were diploma holders, 35.9 per cent were degree
holders, 53.7 per cent were post-graduate, and 7.7 per cent were PhD holders. Moreover,
out of the overall responses, 71.4 per cent of respondents were from private and the
remaining from public organisations.

3.3 Measures

Personal interaction- Personal interaction was assessed using an eight-item sub-scale
from a 28-item scale developed by Yi (2009). Two items were deleted from the 8-item scale
due to lower factor loadings. The sample items are “keep others updated with important
organizations information through personal conversation” and “Engage in long-term
coaching relationships with a junior employee”. The alpha reliability is 0.841.
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Preference for teamwork- Individual preference for teamwork was tested through a 3 -
item subscale developed by Jackson et al. (2006). The scale items included “I prefer to work
in those groups rather than working alone” and “I wanted to work with those groups as
opposed to working alone”. The a coefficient is 0.861.

Future prospects- Employees’ future prospects was assessed by applying a five-item
sub-scale from the organizational socialization inventory by Taormina (2004). The items
included are “There are many chances for a good career with this organization”, “I can
readily anticipate my prospects for promotion in this company”, and “Opportunities
for advancement in this organization are available to almost everyone”. The internal
consistency of the scale is 0.904.

3.4 Control variables

We controlled for the effect of potential demographic variables in our study to
further understand the strength of the mentioned relationship in the presence of the
control variable. We controlled for age, gender and educational qualification as per the
recommendation by Bellou (2009) and Pfeffer (1983) since, in several studies, these are
the most noted demographic variable investigated by the researchers. Cooper-Thomas et
al. (2020) also analyzed the relationship of age and gender in newcomer socialization, of
which future prospect is also one of the facets. Gender was coded as 0 for males and 1 for
females. Similarly, age and educational qualifications ranging from diploma to PhD were
coded as a categorical variable.

4. Data analysis and results

4.1 Data analysis technique

The measurement model was tested and validated through confirmatory factor analysis
and structural equation modelling. Further multiple regression analysis was performed
to test the formulated hypotheses. Moreover, we applied PROCESS macro model 4 from
Hayes (2018) with 5000 bootstraps resamples at a 95 % confidence interval to take care of
the non-normality of data. IBM SPSS AMOS 27 and IBM SPSS Statistics 27 were used for
the statistical analysis.

4.2 Measurement model

We conducted CFA to analyse the measurement model into AMOS 27, including all the



study variables. The model fit was measured to analyse the model fit. The measurement
model showed a good model fit with the data (x* = 132.804, df = 74, x*/df = 1.795, CFI
(Comparative Fit Index) = 0.968, RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) =
0.055, NFI (Normed Fit Index) = 0.931, TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) = 0.961)(Hu & Bentler,
1999).

4.3 Common method bias

Since this study consisted of a cross-sectional research design, the potential threat of
common method bias cannot be ignored. We followed the recommendation made by
Podsakoff et al. (2003) and included a cover letter with our survey questionnaire. We
assured the respondents about maintaining their anonymity and using the data for
research purposes. Moreover, in the survey questionnaire, a seven-point Likert scale was
applied to measure the responses for each item and all the points on the scale were labelled
for the respondents to understand the ratings better and lessen the item ambiguity
(Krosnick, 1991). Moreover, the participants were also asked to reply to each item honestly
to avoid evaluation apprehension (Podsakoft et al., 2012).

To statistically address the effect of common method bias, we conducted Harman's
(1976) single-factor test to analyse the effect of a first single factor. The first single factor
accounted for 31.10 per cent of the total variance (less than 50 per cent), thus reducing
the chances of common method bias. An author should have a substantial argument for
applying self-reported cross-sectional research design, as suggested by Conway and Lance
(2010). Rindfleisch et al. (2008) claimed that a self-reported questionnaire could be applied
if the study participants are educated enough to respond to the items unambiguously and
unbiasedly. Since the educational qualification ranged from diploma level to PhD level in
our study, the participants in the present study were well-educated to respond to the items.
Thus, we considered statistical and procedural remedies to reduce the threat of common
method variance.

4.4 Discriminant and convergent validities

After the measurement model was tested, further validation was done by performing
the latent constructs’ reliabilities and convergent and discriminant validities. The internal
consistencies and composite reliability values of all the constructs displayed acceptable
values, which were above the threshold of 0.7, and all the items were found with
satisfactory factor loading ranging from 0.6 to 0.85. Thus, the reliability and convergent
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validity conditions were fulfilled (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Nunnally, J.C. and
Bernstein, 1994). As per Fornell & Larcker’s (1981) recommendation, the discriminant
validity was analyzed. The average variance extracted from all the study variables should
be higher than the square of the inter-factor correlation. In our study, the AVE was
greater, satisfying the conditions of discriminant validity. The descriptive statistics, inter-
factor correlation, and alpha reliability values are displayed in Table 1.

Table 1 Mean, Standard deviation, correlations and reliabilities

a CR| M | SD 1 y 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Gender - - 0.30 | 045 - - - - - - - -

Age - = | 029 | 049 |-0283%| - - - - - - -

Education ; - | 166 | 065 |0.204%| 0.006 | - . ; ; . .

4 | Organisation - | 029 | 045 |-0.093[0.212%|-0.093| - - - - -
Status

5 | Jobposition | - - | 103 | 062 |-0180[0.319*| -0.050 | -0.072 | - - - -

6 | Persomal | oer g5 | 532 | 955 |-0027| 0.041 | 0154 | -0.016 | 0076 | 0.481 | 0223 | 0.096
interaction

7 | Preferencefor | o ool oo | 538 | 1112 | 0,076 | 0.061 | 0.114 | 0.103 | -0.031 [0.473*| 0.676 | 0.113
teamwork

8 Future 090 | 091 | 559 | 1071 | 0.124* | 0.141* |0.184**| -0.030 | 0.131* | 0.311** [0.337**| 0.660
prospects

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 (2-tailed). SD = Standard deviation, Values in bold diagonally = Average variance extracted, Value
above the diagonal = Square of inter-factor correlations, CR = Composite reliability, values below the diagonal = Inter-
factor correlations.

4.5 Hypotheses testing

The data were imputed from AMOS to SPSS statistics to analyse the hypotheses. The
hypotheses formulated were analyzed by conducting a multiple regression analysis
in IBM SPSS Statistics 27. The unstandardized and standardized path coefficients
were obtained. The relationship between personal interaction and future prospects
was positive and significant (p = 0.328, p < 0.001), supporting hypothesis 1. Similarly,
personal interaction was positively related to individuals™ preference for teamwork (3
= 0.532, p < 0.001), supporting hypothesis 2. Also, the association between individuals’
preference for teamwork and future prospects was positive and significant (p = 0.234, p
< 0.001), supporting the third hypothesis. Table 2 shows the results of multiple regression
displaying the mediation effects. The direct effect of personal interaction on employees’
future prospects was positive and significant. However, when the mediator variable was
added to the relationship, the effect was reduced from p = 0.328 to = 0.203, p-value <
0.001, although significant, confirming partial mediation as per the recommendation by
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Baron and Kenny (1986). Figure 1 displays the structural model with standardized path

coeflicients.

Table 2 Multiple regression analysis for Hypothesis 4

Gender
Age
Qualification
Personal interaction
Preference for teamwork

Adjusted R?

F value

P value

0.161**
0.172%*
0.100
0.328°%¢

0.163
13.56
<0.001

0.136*
0.156**
0.097
0.203**
0.234%+*
0.199
13.81
<0.001

Note: **p < 0.001, Future prospect as dependent variable

Figure 1 Structural equation model with standardized path coefficients for mediation
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To further consider the conditions of non-normality of the data, we conducted
bootstrapping at a 95% confidence interval with 5000 random bootstraps resamples by
applying PROCESS macro model 4 by Hayes AF (2018). The indirect effect of personal
interaction on future prospects with the mediating role of preference for teamwork
was positive and significant, with LLCI = 0.015 and ULCI = 0.168, when controlled for
respondents’ age, gender and qualification. Since zero was not included between the
lower and upper-level confidence limits, the bootstrap results were significant, and the
mediation hypothesis was reconfirmed (MacKinnon et al., 2004). Table 3 displays the
upper and lower-level confidence interval values for total, direct and indirect effects.

Table 3 Results of mediation effects in PROCESS macro

. . Total Direct Indirect|

LLCI | LLCI LLCI | LLCI LLCI | LLCI

Personal interaction

Future prospects 0.361*** | 0.226 | 0.497 | 0.278*** | 0.132 | 0.424 | 0.084*** | 0.015 | 0.168

Notes: LLCI = Lower-level confidence interval, ULCI = Upper-level confidence interval. ***p < 0.001, mediator variable =
Individuals’ preference for teamwork. Bootstrap at 95% confidence interval with 5000 random bootstrap resamples

5. Discussion

Anchored in the Affective Events Theory (AET) (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), this study
aimed to examine the underlying mechanism in personal interaction and future prospect
relationships. We proposed a mediation model wherein employees’ interaction predicted
their future prospects in the current organization through preferring teamwork. A survey
research of 259 full-time employees from manufacturing and service sector private and
public Indian organizations was conducted for this study.

The results obtained answered the research questions framed in this study. Firstly, the
statistical analysis showed a positive association between personal interaction among
employees and future prospects, supporting our first hypothesis and answering our first
research question. By personally interacting with each other, employees develop a sense
of oneness and trust, thus generating multiple events of cohesion and affection. They
help each other, creating a sense of social bonding, leading to knowledge transactions
and sharing ideas and information. Our study is in line with the work done by Hurtado
et al. (2011), specifying that the effects of personal interaction of students with their
respective faculties lead to receiving prompt feedback aiding in deciding their scientific



career prospects. Similarly, employees obtain a sense of sustainability in their career
advancement due to increased job performance and organizational commitment.

Secondly, the analysis showed a positive relationship between personal interaction and
preference for teamwork, supporting our second hypothesis and answering our second
research question. The result supports the idea that employees' interaction may influence
and leverage their preference for working with those co-workers in teams or groups.
Because employees develop trust and confidence and start relying on each other due to the
social relations at the workplace (Jackson et al., 2006), such social relations assist them in
being comfortable working in groups and teams. The third research question investigated
the relationship between individuals’ preference for teamwork and future prospects.
The analysis supported the idea that when employees perform teamwork with their co-
workers, they tend to display task interdependencies that foster learning from each other,
enabling better job performance, career growth, and future prospects in their enterprise.

We also tested the mediating role of an individual’s teamwork preference in the
relationship between personal interaction and future prospects. Employees are influenced
mainly by the cultural perspective while representing their collectivist orientation which
is in line with the proposition made by Min et al. (2020) that an individual’s cultural
intelligence and openness to accept the diverse organizational environment influences
their preference for group work. However, our conceptualization of antecedents of
future prospects does not directly indicate training, learning, or performing at par at
the job, guaranteeing future prospects in the organization. Instead, we conceptualized,
explained and investigated those antecedents which were influenced by affective and
socio-psychological events at the workplace, fostering employees’ growth and career
advancement due to continuous interaction, discussion on job-related issues, and seeking
help from co-workers. These phenomena encourage individuals to be optimistically
involved in groups or teamwork comfortably, augmenting their job role, thus establishing
sounder future career prospects in the same organization.

5.1 Theoretical implications

The present study makes distinctive theoretical contributions to the literature. First,
it extends the literature on future prospects, which has been hardly studied concerning
career advancements, promotion, rewards, growth and increments of an individual.
Specifically, this study investigates the underlying mechanism by testing the hypothesis
expressing the relationship between personal interaction and future prospects with the
mediating role of an individual’s preference for teamwork. This study also adds to the
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literature on the Affective Events Theory (AET), suggesting that when the phenomena of
interpersonal interaction occur at the workplace, affection and association arise among
employees; such events, as studied by researchers, leads to job satisfaction (Basch & Fisher,
1998). Moreover, the consequences of personal interaction increase the compatibility
among peers fostering teamwork motivation, indicating it as an antecedent for an
individual’s preference for teamwork.

In particular, our findings specify that preference for teamwork is relevant for achieving
team goals and performance and embodies a significant affective process between co-
workers. Since individuals” willingness to work in teams increases the occurrences of
frequent associations, this helps employees gain knowledge about the organization,
management, and supervisors. Their teamwork process also leads to cognitive involvement
enhancing team and organizational commitment. Consistent with Dimotakis et al.
(2011), our study also shows the optimistic consequence of personal interaction among
employees, grounded on the affective state’s condition anticipating future prospects.

Moreover, this study also justifies and extends the literature on some of the previous
findings showing that personal interaction develops trust, and confidence due to affective
consequences, paving the way for an individual’s teamwork preference and then for better
future prospects (Dimotakis et al., 2011; Ding et al., 2007). However, it also adds to the
underlying mechanism, which has not been studied earlier. By testing the model in the
Indian context, this study provides new evidence of the relationship between the variables
under study.

5.2 Practical implications

The finding of the present study suggests the vital role of personal interaction and an
individual's preference for teamwork for an optimistic future prospect of an employee.
Organizations should provide more opportunities to collaborate and interact to realize
the motivational effect of interpersonal interaction among employees. Collaborative work
also aids in knowledge transfer and solving work-related problems. Strategies should be
devised for team building and interdepartmental task accomplishment. Organizational
goal achievement should be considered of prime importance, which could ultimately pave
the way for career opportunities for employees in their organizations by contributing to
those goals.

At the same time, individuals who show collectivist orientation also depict affective
responses for their peers, such events would be given importance in the organization,
and higher informal interpersonal interaction for tacit knowledge sharing should be



encouraged. Managers and HRs should also design strategies for skill development
which may again be enhanced by personal interaction among employees. Moreover,
interaction with peers and co-workers and supervisors and managers should also be
encouraged so that employees feel motivated to give their wholehearted contribution
towards the organization. Management should utilize the resources for raising personal
interactions such that higher job demands and lower job control should also not reduce
the interpersonal interactions among employees formally or informally.

5.3 Limitations and future research directions

Like any other study, our study has some limitations which can be addressed under
future research avenues. Firstly, this consists of a cross-sectional research design; thus,
the chances of common method bias cannot be neglected. Further study can be done
with longitudinal and experimental research designs. Also, the data collected from the
respondents was through a self-reported questionnaire, which may result in response
biases. Although several statistical and procedural remedies were undertaken to reduce
the spurious effect of common method bias, the effect of CMV cannot be discounted.

Secondly, the sample was collected from employees employed in Indian service and
manufacturing private and public organizations. Thus, future studies can be conducted
on sector-specific populations. Thirdly, since the conceptual model developed is tested
in the Indian population and context, future research can be conducted in a different
context with the same model. Moreover, individual personality characteristics could
be used as a moderator variable to investigate the relationship’s effect. We controlled
for the confounding effects of several demographic variables such as age, gender and
respondents’ qualification. However, such variables could be used as a moderator variable
to understand the personal interaction - future prospect relationship between males and
females, falling into varying age categories with different educational backgrounds.

6. Conclusion

The current study shows the relationship between personal interaction and future
prospects with the mediating role of an individual’s teamwork preference. The principles
of Affective Events Theory were applied to investigate the hypothesised relationship.
Our findings display the relevance of employees’ personal interaction anticipating their
future prospects mediated by the preference for teamwork, showing a social relationship
perspective aiding better job performance, advancement in career, promotion and
increment.
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