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Five models for designing work teams from the Work 

Group Design Measure (Campion & Medsker, 1992b) and the 

models7 relationships to effectiveness criteria were 

compared using 30 self-directed work teams (SDWTs) in a 

manufacturing/production setting of a large defense 

contractor. The models which are from social psychology, 

socio-technical systems theory, industrial engineering, and 

organizational psychology include Job Design, Composition, 

Context/Resources, Potency/Interdependence, and Process. 

The study also examined distinguishing demographics, team 

characteristics, and interpersonal processes within the 

teams that differentiate higher performing teams and/or 

teams with higher job satisfaction. Effectiveness criteria 

were performance and job satisfaction. Among the findings, 

four of the five team design models (i.e., excluding the 

Composition Model), and the team-oriented interpersonal 

group processes correlated with performance and SDWT member 

job satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

In an effort to increase productivity, employee 

satisfaction, and to be competitive on an industry, 

national, and global basis, many organizations are 

implementing self-directed work teams (SDWTs). SDWTs 

represent a radical change from traditional hierarchical 

management and work organization. The basic SDWT philosophy 

is to empower employees who act as part of a team to operate 

a small business within the larger company umbrella. 

The major focus of this study is twofold. The first is 

to identify which of five basic team design models (i.e., 

Job Design, Potency/Interdependence, Composition, 

Context/Resources, and Process) (Campion & Medsker, 1992b) 

functions more effectively in the specific environment of 

the defense contractor where the study was conducted, and/or 

which dimensions of those design models are present in 

higher performing teams and/or teams with higher job 

satisfaction. The second is to address methods of measuring 

team effectiveness by examining different perspectives on 

fair and accurate criteria for evaluating SDWT performance. 

To fulfill the stated purpose of the study many issues 

are explored in order to present an accurate picture of the 



self-directed work teams within their environment. For 

example, what are the prevailing attitudes and opinions 

regarding the SDWT movement and performance evaluation? 

What factors in the transition to SDWTs has made employees 

like their jobs more or less? What suggestions do the 

employees have for increasing support of the SDWT movement? 

How willing are employees to express their opinions and 

suggestions? 

What is the relationship between performance and job 

satisfaction? Are there distinguishing demographics, team 

characteristics, team design elements, or interpersonal 

processes within the teams that differentiate higher 

performing teams and/or teams with higher job satisfaction? 

That last question translated into the ultimate objective of 

identifying those factors which differentiate higher 

performing teams. 

Numerous questions arise regarding performance 

evaluation issues which ultimately will be answered by the 

study. What is the usage and understanding of current 

metrics? What metrics do employees suggest for fair and 

accurate performance evaluation of SDWTs and managers of 

SDWTs? Are there different perspectives among different 

levels of employees? Generally, do employees suggest 

outcome measures or activity measures (e.g., drivers of 

outcome measures)? What is the focus of their suggested 

metrics: Customer, internal, or financial? 



In the study, a quasi-experimental design was used 

because of the need to assess the current status of existing 

SDWTs. Analyses were performed at the team level (n = 30), 

and correlation was the primary statistical procedure used. 

There are several theoretical implications of this 

study. First, in an environment that wants each SDWT to be 

successful, identifying specific models or model dimensions 

that correlate highest with effectiveness criteria could 

enable the company to modify existing teams or design new 

teams to include the needed dimensions. The design 

dimensions presented in the five team design models are 

couched within a human resources (HR) framework. They are 

ones that can be affected by management, such as 

organizational context and work arrangement, managerial 

modeling and reinforcement, and by HR functions such as 

selection, staffing, training, job design, performance 

management, reward systems, and employee relations (Campion 

& Medsker, 1992a). The propositions tested in this study 

are grounded in four theoretical disciplines. The team 

design model theory comes from social psychology, socio-

technical systems theory, industrial engineering, and 

organizational psychology. 

Second, in the earlier developmental stages of SDWTs, 

it is difficult to get meaningful measurements of team 

efficiency and effectiveness. Stimulating thoughts and 

conversations across functions and levels of employees 



regarding different perspectives on measuring performance 

expedites the process of developing, and ultimately 

accepting appropriate measures on the organizational, 

divisional, and team levels. Assessment and measurement 

begin the cycle of continuous improvement from which evolves 

the learning organization (Mohrman & Cummings, 1989). 

Accurate assessment of team performance, for example, makes 

it possible to modify existing circumstances or procedures 

which impact the team, and to provide additional assistance 

and resources if needed. 

Summary of the Literature 

In the summary of the literature seven topics are 

presented. Those topics are self-directed work teams, team 

design, measurement, effectiveness criteria for SDWTs, the 

process-effectiveness link, organizational background, and 

definition of variables. 

Self-Directed Work Teams 

In an effort to increase productivity and employee 

satisfaction, and to be competitive on an industry, 

national, and global basis, many organizations are 

implementing self-directed work teams (SDWTs). Self-

directed work teams are referred to by other names such as 

self-managed teams, self-directed teams, and self-regulating 

groups all of which usually control their tasks and elect 

their leaders, as well as semi-autonomous work groups (i.e., 

usually supervisor led), self-designing teams (i.e., usually 



have authority over their definitions as work units and 

external relations), and autonomous work groups or teams 

(Sundstrom, De Meuse, & Futrell, 1990). 

Work groups may offer a solution to the traditional 

productivity-satisfaction trade off. Some current models of 

group effectiveness (e.g., Gladstein, 1984; Hackman, 1987) 

and psychological intervention literature (Katzell & Guzzo, 

1983) posit that groups have the potential for 

simultaneously increasing productivity and employee 

satisfaction. Historically the idea of increased employee 

satisfaction was thought of as a psychological approach, and 

one often at odds with traditional engineering approaches 

for work design (Campion & Medsker, 1992b). 

There are still those who contend that based on decades 

of research, no reliable relationship exists between 

employee satisfaction and performance (Bayfield & Crockett, 

1955; Schwab & Cummings, 1970; Vroom, 1964, cited in Cohen, 

1993) . In contrast, research on organizational commitment 

has found that employees' experiences at work, especially 

understanding how their work relates to others and the 

chance for interaction, increases organizational commitment 

(Steers, 1977, cited in Cohen, 1993). It is reasonable, 

therefore, to expect that SDWTs would have positive 

relationships with team members' job satisfaction and their 

beliefs and feelings about the organization (Cohen, 1993). 

Socio-technical theory postulates that appropriate 



interventions will positively impact effectiveness in terms 

of performance, attitude and behaviors (Pasmore, Francis, 

Haldeman, and Shani, 1982). 

Productivity and quality of work life have a dynamic 

interaction (Rosow, 1977, cited in Guzzo, 1983), and 

recognition of the interaction can make management practices 

more successful (Walton, 1979, cited in Guzzo, 1983). Gains 

in productivity have traditionally been thought of as 

consequences of better use of capital, strategies, and 

technology, and not thought of in terms of management of 

employee resources (Guzzo, 1983). Guzzo, Jette, and 

Katzell's (1985) meta-analysis (i.e., statistically 

integrating findings across numerous studies) of 

intervention programs on productivity found that training 

and goal setting had the most impact, and large-scale socio-

technical interventions had better than average impact. 

Next in terms of effects were work redesign, appraisal and 

feedback, schedules of work, supervisory methods, management 

by objectives, and finally limited evidence for effects 

caused by decision making interventions. Job preview 

programs and financial incentives were least effective. The 

effects of the interventions were significant on all three 

productivity criteria (i.e., output, withdrawal, and 

disruptions); however, effects were strongest on disruptions 

(i.e., accidents, strikes), followed by output, then 

withdrawal (i.e., turnover, absenteeism). 



Other findings of interest include the fact that when 

the 98 experiments in the meta-analysis were taken as a 

whole, they showed that productivity improved by nearly one-

half of a standard deviation (.44). The effects varied 

depending on the aspect of productivity targeted (i.e., 

output, withdrawal, or disruption). Interventions tended to 

work better in smaller organizations, government 

organizations, and with managerial and professional 

personnel (Guzzo, et al., 1985). 

Of particular importance to this study, Guzzo, et al., 

(1985) found that when two or more interventions were 

applied at the same time, the combined effect was not as 

great as the simple sums of their separate effects. That 

finding is not an argument against multiple interventions, 

however, because the combined impact is nevertheless greater 

than the impact of the individual program. 

SDWTs represent a radical change from traditional 

hierarchical management and work organization. The basic 

philosophy of SDWTs is to increase employee involvement and 

empowerment (i.e., taking responsibility). Employee teams 

evolve to the point of efficiently and effectively operating 

their team's unit of business, much like operating a small 

business within the larger company umbrella. Fisher (1993) 

sees SDWTs as the most advanced form of empowerment. 

SDWTs are being implemented by organizations for 

numerous reasons. Teams are being used by organizations 
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which are recognizing the importance of quick responses to 

crises, thoughtful planning, and the full uses of human 

resources (Reddy, 1988). Teams are also being used in an 

attempt to minimize stress. Numerof (1987) sees work teams 

as providing a buffer against organizational stress. 

Doster, Critelli, Toledo, and Watson (1991) think work teams 

support the individuals who compose them, making it easier 

for the individual to change the individual's cognitive 

environment. Specifically, members can modify how events 

are effecting other team members, allowing the team member 

to move back into an active mode from a reactive mode which 

is caused and exacerbated by stress. 

Johnson and Johnson (1991) tout the psychological 

benefits of teams. They think that the more people 

understand about group dynamics, and the more skillful they 

are in enhancing productivity and in building supportive and 

caring relationships within groups, the more psychologically 

healthy they become. 

Fisher (1993) echoes the sentiments of many when he 

states that SDWTs is an idea whose time has come (Cheney, 

1991). Fisher (1993) further states that in a world of 

democratic reform, SDWTs are bringing democratic reform to 

the work place. Cheney (1991) also extols the people 

involvement approach, saying that democracy is inevitable in 

countries and businesses, because it is the only system that 



can cope with the changes and demands of contemporary 

civilizations. 

The transition to empowerment and ultimately to SDWTs 

is generally easier for the workers, those actually involved 

in the core work of producing products and services, and 

more difficult for the managers. Workers form almost self-

sustained business units and act like partners. Managers, 

however, must abandon traditional ways of managing such as 

planning, organizing, directing, and controlling, and assume 

and adjust to supportive roles which entail advising, 

facilitating, and providing resources (Fisher, 1993). 

Getting employees at all levels to change requires 

establishing new expectations and rewards (Associated Press, 

1993) . 

Definition of empowerment. Designed Learning, Inc. 

(1991) defines empowerment as (a) taking responsibility for 

your situation, (b) having an underlying purpose, a goal, a 

vision, and (c) making a commitment to achieve that purpose 

now (Designed Learning, Inc., 1991). Another definition of 

empowerment is that it is a function of authority, 

resources, information and accountability. If any of the 

four variables is missing, empowerment does not exist 

(Fisher, 1993). 

Empowerment has been called the second Industrial 

Revolution because empowerment is potentially as profound an 

organizational change as the first Industrial Revolution at 
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the turn of the century (Fisher, 1993). Empowerment or the 

"second Industrial Revolution," oddly enough creates an 

environment that the first Industrial Revolution helped to 

eliminate: Empowerment tends to create an atmosphere that 

is conducive to a small business operation, a "mom and 

pop's" operation. Empowered companies act more like large 

families, than hierarchical bureaucracies (Fisher, 1993). 

Definition of a SDWT. A self-directed work team is a 

group of employees who have day-to-day responsibility for 

managing themselves and the work they do with a minimum of 

direct supervision. Members of SDWTs typically handle their 

job assignments, plan and schedule work, make product 

(production or service) related decisions, and take action 

on problems (Fisher, 1993). 

Katzenbach and Smith's (1993) definition of a team is a 

small group of people (less than 20-25) with complementary 

skills (i.e., technical or functional expertise, problem-

solving and decision-making skills, interpersonal skills). 

The team is committed to a common purpose, performance 

goals, and an approach for which members hold themselves 

mutually accountable. Self-directed work teams are 

different from traditional work groups in that (a) job 

categories are broader so an employee can see the 

relationship between the employee's job and the finished 

product, (b) employees' expanded authority enables 

initiation of a broad range of action, because the team 
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handles many of the responsibilities of the traditional 

supervisor such as communicating, planning, monitoring, 

scheduling, and problem solving, and (c) reward systems 

reinforce individual behaviors that promote teamwork and are 

tied to team performance. There is potential for pay-for-

skills and pay-for-knowledge, and gainsharing, with the 

emphasis on the team as the principal entity rather than the 

individual (Orsburn, Moran, Musselwhite, Zenger & Perrin, 

1990). 

Historical background. Trist (cited in Fisher, 1993) 

is often attributed as originating the concepts of SDWTs 

which ultimately took root in the United States in the 1960s 

and early 1970s. In 1950 Trist first coined "socio-

technical system" which had as its objective optimizing the 

interaction between people (i.e., the social system) and 

peoples's tools and machinery (i.e., the technical system). 

Optimizing the interaction between the social and technical 

systems, Trist contended, would lead to job performance that 

was more rewarding and productive for a work force that was 

becoming increasingly more experienced. Trist challenged 

many of Frederick Taylor's fundamental assumptions of 

scientific management which were perfected by Henry Ford in 

the automobile factories of the 1930s. Scientific 

management broke down job responsibilities into small 

increments which accelerated the production process. 

Decision making and problem solving was in the hands of the 
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supervisor (Fisher, 1993). Although Trist's primary reasons 

for teams addressed socio-technical objectives which would 

lead to more productive and rewarding jobs, there are other 

reasons for implementing SDWTs. 

Reasons for implementing work teams. The rationale for 

implementing work team concepts were driven by business 

problems and issues of the last few decades. Significant 

issues include decreased productivity and the oppressive 

weight of the traditional corporate bureaucracy (Orsburn et 

al., 1990). 

SDWTs give a company a better chance to be successful 

by efficiently leveraging human potential across the whole 

organization. SDWTs are not, however, a substitute for 

sound business practices, declining market share, or for 

companies in the wrong business or with the wrong technology 

(Fisher, 1993). 

Pritchett and Pound (1993) contend that companies can 

not succeed as a one-man show. Managers have to do more 

with less, and do it better than before. That feat can not 

be pulled off by an individual. Katzenbach and Smith (1993) 

state that businesses can not meet the challenges ahead, 

from total quality to customer service innovations without 

teams. 

Jack Welch, General Electric's chief executive, sees 

global competitiveness as a major issue. The decade of the 

Nineties is the "value decade" characterized by brutal, 
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global, price competition. Welch warns that if a business 

cannot sell a top-quality product at the world's lowest 

price, it is going to be out of business. The challenges of 

the 1990s are outgrowths of the actions of the 1980s when 

companies responded to rising demand by expanding capacity 

which resulted in too much capacity when the world economy 

stopped growing (Tichy & Sherman, 1993). Welch states 

that it is futile to try to define quantitatively what will 

happen in the next five years. Rather he suggests a 

business should (a) define in broad terms its vision, (b) 

maximize its productivity, and (c) be organizationally and 

culturally flexible in order to respond to massive change 

(Tichy & Sherman, 1993). These objectives can be 

accomplished by first eliminating layers of unneeded 

management which create a fat bureaucratic organization and 

make speed and simplicity difficult, if not impossible. 

Second, Welch recommends addressing and recruiting the 

people by speaking of "soft values" such as trust, candor, 

fairness, and facing reality, and by using direct 

understandable two-way communication. Productivity, Welch 

believes, will increase when people are involved and excited 

about their jobs. A whole new work attitude will emerge, 

because people want to win against the competition (Tichy & 

Sherman, 1993). 

In addressing how corporations must evolve in order to 

compete in the 1990s, Ostroff (cited in Associated Press, 
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1993) suggests establishing a solid linkage between 

behaviors wanted in employees and essential performance 

objectives. Companies also need to abandon the command-

control approach where orders come from the top as problems 

climb from the bottom (Associated Press, 1993). Ostroff's 

prescription is very similar to an approach for establishing 

a self-directed work team. First, identify three or four 

core processes that drive a company's success, and organize 

around them. That process will lead to what looks like 

stand-alone businesses within the larger company (Associated 

Press, 1993). 

Benefits/Disadvantages. What are the benefits of 

SDWTs? The most frequently cited benefits include 

productivity increases and job satisfaction increases. In 

traditional management, increased productivity and job 

satisfaction were often seen as mutually exclusive elements 

of the work place. In Pasmore et al. (1982) review of 

socio-technical research, 89% of the studies which used 

autonomous work groups as a design feature reported 

productivity results were successful. Further, autonomous 

work groups were reported to have 100% positive effects on 

attitudes, safety, and quality, as well as positive effects 

on cost (i,e., 85% of studies reported cost productivity 

data were successful), absenteeism (i,e., 86% of studies 

reported absenteeism data were successful), and turnover 
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(i,e., 81% of studies reported turnover data were 

successful). 

In a review of literature on self-regulated work group 

(SRWG) literature, Pearce and Ravlin (1987) found that the 

functional effects of SRWG design, as opposed to traditional 

job design, included increased employee satisfaction 

(Aquilano, 1977, cited in Pearce & Ravlin, 1987; Trist, 

Susman, & Brown, 1977, cited in Pearce & Ravlin, 1987), 

lower production costs because of employee innovations 

(Aquilano, 1977, cited in Pearce & Ravlin, 1987; Trist et 

al., 1977, cited in Pearce & Ravlin, 1987; Walton, 1977, 

cited in Pearce & Ravlin, 1987), and reduced absenteeism, 

turnover and accident rates (Trist et al., 1977, cited in 

Pearce & Ravlin, 1987; Walton, 1977, cited in Pearce & 

Ravlin, 1987). 

Orsburn et al. (1990) list six primary benefits of 

SDWTs which include increased productivity, streamlining, 

flexibility, quality, commitment, and customer satisfaction. 

Many companies report productivity gains of 20% to 40% after 

a period of approximately 18 months. Procter and Gamble has 

shown 30% to 40% productivity increases in its team plants, 

while Xerox work team plants show 30% higher productivity 

(Orsburn et al., 1990). Streamlining refers to flattening 

the organization by eliminating members of middle management 

by reassignment or attrition. Flexibility includes the 

ability, because of the team environment, to produce custom 
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made or small batch products. Quality is realized through 

increased employee involvement, improved communication 

achieved through the team's performance of technical and 

administrative functions. Increased commitment comes from 

increased involvement. Finally, customer satisfaction is 

improved, because the team provides quick responses and 

superior quality (Orsburn et al., 1990). 

Easton (1989) suggests the following as benefits of 

implementing SDWTs: (a) expanded jobs with fewer workers, 

(b) reduced supervisory levels, (c) less bureaucracy, (d) 

increased communication, (e) improved product or service 

quality, (f) faster turnaround, and (g) reduced turnover and 

absenteeism. Cotter (cited in Fisher, 1993) reported that 

in reviewing organizations that had transitioned to SDWTs in 

seven countries, (a) 83% reported improved productivity, (b) 

86% reported decreased operating costs, (c) 86% reported 

improved quality, and (d) 70% reported better employee 

attitudes. 

Cohen (1993) evaluates SDWT benefits in terms of 

effectiveness based on (a) team performance criteria which 

include controlling costs and increasing productivity and 

quality, (b) team members' attitudes about quality of work 

life such as satisfaction with their jobs and teams, social 

relationships, opportunities for growth, and (c) team 

members' withdrawal behaviors such as long and short-term 

absenteeism and turnover. In comparison, Orsburn et al. 
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(1990) and Easton (1989) place emphasis more on performance 

criteria rather than on employee quality of work life and 

withdrawal behaviors. Cotter who comes from a socio-

technical perspective, addresses performance and employee 

attitudes (cited in Fisher, 1993). 

There are potential disadvantages associated with work 

teams. Sometimes they lead to low productivity (Whyte, 

1955, cited in Campion & Medsker, 1992b). Norms of low 

rather than high quality and productivity can be enforced 

(Hackman, 1987). There is also the potential for poor 

decisions (e.g., groupthink) (Janis, 1971, 1972, cited in 

Johnson & Johnson, 1991), social loafing (Harkins, 1987; 

Johnson & Johnson, 1991), and conflict (Alderfer, 1987). 

Negative group synergy can also impact groups (e.g., failure 

of coordination within the group to the extent that no one 

knows what to be doing) (Hackman, 1987). 

Organizations using SDWTs.. In the 1990 Fortune 1000 

companies, 47% reported using some SDWTs, and 60% said they 

planned to increase their usage in the next two years. That 

report is almost double of those reporting SDWTs in 1987 

(Cohen, 1993). As many as 40-60% of American organizations, 

according to current estimates, are implementing self-

management programs (Varney, 1994). 

Success stories are numerous. In the late 1960s 

Procter & Gamble's Lima, Ohio, plant began an experiment 

with SDWTs that was so successful that Procter & Gamble 
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declared SDWTs a trade secret. All the same restrictions 

and security precautions were applied to the SDWTs that were 

associated with product formulas and market strategies 

(Fisher, 1993). Motorola, Inc. implemented work teams to 

accelerate decision making and foster creativity (Associated 

Press, 1993). Teams are credited with helping Motorola 

surpass the Japanese competition in producing the smallest, 

lightest, and highest quality cellular phones (Katzenbach & 

Smith, 1993). Johnsonville Foods which implemented work 

teams in 1990, reported in 1992 that productivity had 

increased 200% (Stayer, 1992). 3M's teams help the company 

attain its goal of one half of each year's revenues coming 

from the previous five years' innovations (Katzenbach & 

Smith, 1993). 

Business Week reported in 1989 that 20% of General 

Electric's 120,000 employees were in self-managing work 

teams. M&M /Mars has self-managed work teams in their Waco, 

Texas, plant. TRW's Lawrence, Kansas, plant has eliminated 

supervision. Aetna Life's claim processing area is in SDWTs 

(Kinlaw, 1991). 

Whv teams work. Katzenbach and Smith (1993) offer 

several suggestions as to why teams perform well. By 

bringing together complementary skills and experiences that, 

by definition, exceed those of any individual team member, a 

team can respond to challenges like innovation, quality, and 

customer service. Second, teams through jointly 
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establishing goals, develop communication channels that 

support real-time problem solving and initiative. Teams are 

flexible and responsive to changing demands and events. 

Third, teams offer a social dimension that enhances the 

administrative and economic aspects of work. Behavioral 

changes occur more readily in a team context. Fourth, teams 

have more fun, and fun can lessen the stress of the work 

place. Fifth, teams are not as threatened as individuals by 

the kinds of broad-based change that organizations 

constantly face today. When teams work they offer a proven, 

way of converting visions and values into actions. They 

develop a shared sense of direction, make hierarchy 

responsive without weakening it, energize processes across 

organizational boundaries, and bring multiple capacities to 

bear on challenging issues (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). 

What makes a successful team. Katzenbach and Smith 

(1993) suggest that there are common sense findings that 

positively impact team performance. First, companies with 

strong performance standards tend to spawn more real teams 

than companies which promote teams per se. Sending teams to 

workshops or calling them teams does not make real teams. 

Second, high commitment to one another on a team 

differentiates people on high performing teams from those on 

other teams. The high performing team is rare. That type 

of commitment cannot be legislated. 
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Third, teams must maximize their potential to integrate 

across structural boundaries and to design and energize core 

processes. Contrary to the idea of teams replacing 

hierarchy, hierarchy and teams go together, as do teams and 

performance. 

Fourth, teams must integrate performance and learning. 

Teams have the potential to balance short-term performance 

emphasis with longer-term institution building, thus 

creating a learning organization. 

Fifth, teams must realize their potential to respond to 

contemporary challenges such as technological changes, 

customer service, competition, and environmental constraints 

demand responsiveness, speed, on-line customization, and 

quality that is beyond the scope of the individual. For 

increasing numbers of organizations, teams are the primary 

unit of performance, the organizational building block 

(Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). 

The idea that the kinds of tasks a team does can 

determine team development and performance is seen in the 

works of Hackman and Morris (1975, cited in Kinlaw, 1991) 

and Hackman and Oldham (1980, cited in Kinlaw, 1991). 

According to Kinlaw (1991) every work group can become a 

superior work team regardless of whether or not the tasks 

performed are additive, requiring no teamwork, or 

integrative or interactive. A superior work team, in 

addition to the characteristics of a regular work team has 
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(a) consistency, (b) intensity, and (c) restless 

dissatisfaction (Kinlaw, 1991). 

Kinlaw (1991) proposes that team development and team 

performance occur together. The better the team, the better 

the performance. His model for superior work teams includes 

(a) achieving team results by delivering superior products 

and services, demonstrating continuous improvement, and 

developing enthusiastically positive customers, (b) aiding 

the emergence of informal team processes with day-to-day 

processes of communicating and contracting, responding and 

adapting, improving and influencing, appreciating and 

celebrating, (c) nurturing positive team feelings, such as 

inclusion, commitment, loyalty, and trust, and (d) 

leadership focused on team development and performance. 

Sustained superior output occurs when people want it 

and when the environmental context supports it. People 

cannot be controlled or forced into being superior. The 

bankrupt notion that managing and organizing work with the 

expectation that superior output cam be controlled does not 

work because (a) workers know more about their jobs that 

supervisors do, (b) much of what workers decide to do or not 

to do goes unnoticed by their supervisors, and (c) the most 

important worker contribution is not what can be predicted 

or controlled, but workers' ability to respond to the 

unexpected, that which cannot be predicted or controlled. 
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Implementation. Katzenbach and Smith's (1993) advice 

for implementing teams is to build a strong performance 

ethic rather than to establish and emphasize a team-

promoting environment alone. Performance is the primary 

objective, and the team is the means, not the end. 

Pritchett and Pound (1993) suggest certain basics for 

managers to adhere to when implementing teams. First, 

establish a clear sense of direction through goal setting. 

Similar to Katzenbach and Smith (1993), Pritchett and Pound 

stress performance, urging a focus on tangible results such 

as operational improvements most urgently needed, and those 

that impact the bottom line, or that contribute directly to 

competitive position. Do not confuse by-products such as 

morale, trust, and loyalty with tangible results such as 

gains in sales, quicker delivery, shorter product 

development cycles, better yields, higher customer 

satisfaction, shorter inventory turnover, or fewer defects. 

Pritchett and Pound (1993) posit that managers should 

take charge of the transition and implementation. 

1. Begin putting together teams by rewriting job 

descriptions and evaluating people assets as if all 

employees were new hires. 

2. Re-recruit the "keepers." 

3. Establish boundaries by carving out roles and 

responsibilities. 
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4. Show a sense of urgency in the team implementation. 

5. Managers need to tighten discipline until the team 

is capable of accepting the responsibility. 

6. Create a supportive nurturing work environment and 

watch it bring out the best in people. 

7. Improve and expand communication lines, and 

constantly repeat messages that need to stick with 

employees. 

8. Work on a shared vision of what could be. 

9. Concentrate on process. Process is like the 

organization's gearbox. When the gears start grinding, the 

quality of teamwork suffers. During transitions teams often 

sidestep or overlook process problems. Pritchett and Pound 

(1993) contend that the results produced by a team are 

influenced as much by group process as by the raw talent on 

the team. 

Pearce and Ravlin (1987) in their self-regulated work 

group literature developed three preconditions for 

successful self-regulated work groups. First, certain task 

conditions must exist (i.e., the task is a whole piece of 

work involving multiple skills) in order to achieve the 

objective of the group controlling its role assignments. 

The task must provide the group the opportunity to exercise 

autonomy. Second, the organizational context must provide a 

basis for success. Third, the employees must have an 

orientation for increasing their control over their work. 
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Pearce and Ravlin (1987) hypothesize that in the early 

activation stage of self-regulating groups, certain 

structures can be introduced which will facilitate 

implementation. One of the objectives of their activation 

program is to break down norms which do not fit the new 

environment and reinforce those norms which do. They 

advocate (a) publicized external support, (b) training, (c) 

incentives (e.g., to encourage norm violation and process 

discussion), and (d) communication of group stages of 

development. They also found that in the activation or 

implementation of work groups the presence of an external 

coach was positively linked to performance and satisfaction 

(Pearce & Ravlin, 1987). 

Common implementation difficulties. Katzenbach and 

Smith (1993) address some difficulties involved in 

implementing SDWTs. They speak of the strange paradox of 

application that is associated with not applying common 

sense knowledge about teams. First, it is common knowledge 

that a demanding performance challenge tends to create a 

team, yet teams are often implemented without clear and 

challenging performance objectives. The desire for 

performance is more important than team building, special 

incentives, or ideal team leaders. Often teams naturally 

form around such challenges, while potential teams without 

such challenges fail to become teams. Second, there is 

often a failure to apply team basics which create the 
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conditions necessary for team performance. A deficiency in 

any of the basics could derail the team, but many basics are 

often ignored. Basics include size, purpose, skills, goals, 

approach, and accountability. 

A third implementation difficulty is failing to 

recognize that team performance opportunities exist at all 

levels and in all parts of the organization. Many times 

team opportunities are only recognized in a few categories, 

leaving teaming potential untapped. Team basics apply to 

many different groups which include task forces (ie., teams 

which recommend), worker and sales teams (ie., teams which 

make or do things), and management teams (ie., teams which 

run or manage things) at various levels. Each type of team 

has its own obstacles. Teams that make or do things must 

learn to manage themselves, Teams that recommend things 

must learn how to successfully handoff their recommendations 

to the groups than must implement them. Teams that manage 

must deal with turf issues and hierarchical obstacles 

(Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). 

Fourth, implementing teams at the top of the 

organization is most difficult. Reasons include heavy 

demands on executive time, and ingrained individualism of 

senior people. Finally, most organizations intrinsically 

prefer individual over group or team accountability. The 

culture in the United States and in its corporations tend to 

emphasize individual accomplishments. There is a discomfort 



26 

in trusting career aspirations to outcomes dependent on 

others. Traditional compensation and rewards, job 

descriptions, career paths, and performance appraisals 

reinforce individualism (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). 

Resistance to teams comes from three main sources, 

according to Katzenbach and Smith (1993). They are the lack 

of conviction that a team can work better than other 

alternatives; personal styles, preferences, and capabilities 

that can make the team environment risky or uncomfortable; 

and weak organizational performance ethics that discourage 

the conditions in which teams flourish. An example of the 

latter would be an organization's leaders who fail to make 

clear and meaningful performance demands to which they hold 

the organization and themselves accountable. 

Another delicate and crucial issue to address in the 

transition to a SDWT environment is the changing role of the 

first-line supervisor. Typically that position has an 

immediate and radical role change. In most cases the job of 

the first-line supervisor is eventually eliminated. Because 

the first-line supervisor's support is essential to the 

success of the transition, special attention must be 

directed towards safeguarding their job security, clarifying 

how they will be evaluated in their new role, and helping 

them redefine and, if possible, chart new career paths. 

They must be provided with training to help them learn 
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essential new business, social, and technical skills (Selby, 

1993). 

Fisher (1993) finds that implementation difficulties 

are encountered when there is a lack of management support, 

and the organization does not provide the budget and time 

for training and acquisition of new skills. Additionally 

implementation will be complicated when there is an 

impatience or unwillingness to work at the transition. 

There are other commonly cited reasons for difficulties 

in SDWT implementation. Orsburn et al. (1990) think initial 

failure to assess the existing level of employee involvement 

within a company could lead to SDWT implementation failure. 

The assessment should enable one to answer two questions. 

First, will SDWTs make the organization more productive, 

more competitive, and a more satisfying place to work? 

Second, will the organization work better with employee 

involvement alternatives to self-direction? Klein (1993) 

warns that failure to initially establish what the ultimate 

level of empowerment or type of team an organization wants 

reduces the potential for success. 

The length of time required to get teams to a state of 

increased productivity is often grossly underestimated. The 

length of time and amount of resources needed to assess 

training needs and to deliver timely training is often 

underestimated which can have the effect of asking team 

members to take on responsibilities or perform tasks for 
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which they are not properly prepared. Employees often 

complain of the added stress in the initial stages of 

implementation when they are taking on new responsibilities 

and tasks which require new knowledge, skills, and abilities 

on technical, personal, and administrative levels. 

Interpersonal conflicts create problems especially in the 

earlier stages of team evolvement when the supervisor has 

withdrawn and the team is having to address interpersonal 

issues. Employees also complain of the increased amount of 

time they are having to spend in meetings while still being 

expected to perform-the same amount of work as before. A 

common complaint is more work and more responsibility with 

no more pay. 

Stages of team development. Much has been written on 

team stages or sequences of development. Some developmental 

theories such as Tuckman's model (1965, cited in Sundstrom 

et al., 1990) suggest that groups move through a series of 

stages which culminate in effective performance. Others 

such as Gersick's punctuated equilibrium model (1988, cited 

in Sundstrom et al., 1990) depict long stable periods 

interspersed with brief revolutionary changes. Regardless 

of the type of theory, Pearce and Ravlin (1987) see the 

communication of team developmental stages to the 

organization and work groups as essential in the 

implementation stage of work teams. Katz (1982, cited in 

Sundstrom et al., 1990) detected a curvilinear performance 
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pattern as a group's tenure increases. Early periods in the 

group's life are characterized by fluctuations in general 

effectiveness which includes output and member satisfaction. 

As group age increases performance peaks, and then there is 

a lack of communication between the group and key external 

sources which then results in decreased performance 

(Sundstrom et al., 1990). 

Orsburn et al. (1990) identify five transitional stages 

to self-directed work teams which are start-up, state of 

confusion, leader-centered teams, tightly formed teams, and 

self-directed work teams. The start-up phase begins 

cautiously with a wary supervisor and an optimistic team. 

Intensive training which involves communication, group 

dynamics, expansion of technical skills, and administrative 

processes is the dominant feature of this stage. 

The state of confusion stage predictably follows the 

initial enthusiasm. New teams often have problems reaching 

cooperative decisions in this period, because the supervisor 

is fading as a clear authority figure. Members get confused 

and scared. They find themselves working harder, but they 

are not quite sure if they are doing the right thing. 

Discussions center around job security, the real reason for 

SDWT implementation, and opposition for the transition to 

SDWTs (Orsburn et al., 1990). 

In stage three, the leader-centered teams, one member 

steps forward as the primary source of information and 
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direction within each team, usually because the team wants 

one of its own to interface with the organization, clarify 

assignments, and referee internal disputes. At this point 

there is a danger of the team becoming too reliant on one 

member. As conflict declines and norms emerge, managers 

withdraw further from daily operations (Orsburn et al., 

1990). 

The fourth stage of tightly formed teams can be 

deceptive, because teams appear to be operating smoothly. 

An intense team loyalty, however, can hide an internal 

unrest or dysfunction. Often the team's loyalty can 

manifest itself as fierce competition with other teams. At 

this point managers may need to refocus team energy into 

support of organizational goals and cross-team issues. 

Teams are managing their own scheduling, clearly expressing 

their needs, meeting goals (Orsburn et al., 1990). 

The fifth stage is self-directed teams. These mature 

teams have a powerful commitment to achieving corporate and 

team goals. Team members routinely acquire new skills, take 

on new internal tasks, respond to internal customer needs, 

improve support systems, handle administrative duties, 

refine and improve work processes by using information about 

contracts, competitors, and external customers. The teams, 

which have learned to think for themselves, have also 

reached the level where they need to understand the 

rationale for management decisions. Managers must continue 
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to foster commitment, trust, responsibility, and involvement 

from team members. Teams must be constantly re-energized 

with information and training (Orsburn et al., 1990). 

Another way of presenting the team development concept 

is Katzenbach and Smith's (1993) team performance curve. 

The performance curve advances from the working group, the 

pseudo-team, the potential team, the real team, to the 

high-performing team. At the lower end of the performance 

curve is the first group type which is the working group. 

There is no significant incremental performance need or 

opportunity that would require that group to become a team. 

Members interact to share perspectives, information, or to 

make decisions to help individuals perform within the 

individual's area of responsibility. 

A second stage of team development is called the 

pseudo-team. The pseudo-team could have a significant, 

incremental performance need or opportunity, but it has not 

focused on collective performance or trying to achieve it. 

The pseudo-team has no interest in creating a common purpose 

or set of performance objectives. The pseudo-team 

contributes less to company performance needs than the 

working group, because its pseudo-team interaction detracts 

from each member's individual performance contribution 

without delivering any joint benefits (Katzenbach & Smith, 

1993) . 
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The third type is the potential team. This team has an 

incremental performance need, and it is trying to improve 

its performance impact. Typically, however, it requires 

more clarity about purpose, goal, or work products, and more 

discipline in coming up with a common work approach. 

Collective accountability is not yet established (Katzenbach 

& Smith, 1993). 

The greatest performance gain is between the potential 

team level and the next level which is the real team. The 

real team is a "small number of people with complementary 

skills who are equally committed to a common purpose, goals 

and working approach for which they hold themselves mutually 

accountable." p.92 The final team is the high-performance 

team which meets all conditions of the real team, but also 

has members who are deeply committed to one another's 

personal growth and success. Their commitment transcends 

the team (Katzenbach & Smith, .1993). 

Role evolvement. Managers' role evolvement parallels 

team development (Raab & Alexander, 1991). Raab and 

Alexander list five stages of team development which are 

team formation, manager centered, shared leadership, self-

directed, and self-managing. In each stage, he describes 

the parallel roles of the interface manager, team member, 

along with members activities and capabilities as they 

assume more responsibility in what he calls the four 

subsystem categories (i.e., core, support, coordination, and 
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strategic work) needed to assume responsibility for a whole 

piece of work. In the team formation stage interface 

managers act as a one-on-one supervisor and members do what 

they are told. In the manager centered stage, a group 

leader evolves and members work together as a group. In the 

shared leadership stage, the interface manager's role 

becomes that of team coordinator, while members initiate 

actions, track data and initiate projects. In the self-

directed stage, the interface manager acts as a boundary 

manager, and members run the day-to-day operations. In the 

self-managing stage,- interface managers become resource 

staff, and the team is accountable for its own work (Raab & 

Alexander, 1991). 

Finally, progression through the four subsystem 

categories which, according to Raab and Alexander, is needed 

in order to assume responsibility for a whole piece of work, 

advances from familiarity and responsibility for core work 

(i.e., generation of products and services) in the team 

formation stage; to assuming portions of support Work (i.e., 

work traditionally handled by staff) in the manager-centered 

stage; to taking on a portion of coordination work (i.e., 

work traditionally handled by management) in the shared-

leadership stage, and subsequently assuming some strategic 

work (i.e., work traditionally handled by executives) in the 

self-directed stage; to assuming greater portions of 



34 

responsibility for all four subsystems in the final self-

managing stage (Raab & Alexander, 1991). 

Designing Teams 

The five design models for work groups in the Work 

Group Design Measure (WGDM) assessment instrument (Campion & 

Medsker, 1992b) used in this study are "abstractions" of key 

aspects of theories derived from social psychology (e.g., 

McGrath 1984; Steiner, 1972, cited in Campion & Medsker, 

1992b), socio-technical theory (e.g., Cummings, 1978, cited 

in Campion & Medsker, 1992b; Pasmore et al., 1982), 

industrial engineering (e.g., Davis & Wacker, 1987; 

Majchrzak, 1988), with an emphasis on organizational 

psychology (e.g., Gladstein, 1984; Hackman, 1987; Shea and 

Guzzo, 1987; Sundstrom et al., 1990) (Campion & Medsker, 

1992b). The four theoretical disciplines and representative 

theories from each are discussed below. 

Social psychology. Social psychology is one of the 

four disciplines included in the development of the WGDM's 

five models for designing work groups. Social psychology is 

a branch of sociology. Beyond that statement there appears 

to be disagreement as to what it is. In a sense there is 

both a sociological social psychology and a psychological 

social psychology. The Social Psychology Quarterly (1979, 

cited in Rosenberg and Turner, 1981, p. xv) defines social 

psychology as "the study of the primary relations of 

individuals to one another, to groups, to collectivities, or 
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institutions, and also the study of intra-individual 

processes in so far as they substantially influence or are 

influenced by social forces." The sociological social 

psychologist is likely to focus on the impact of stable 

persistent features of society on individual behavior, while 

the psychological social psychologist is more likely to 

focus on the intrapsychic processes of cognition and 

motivation. More pertinent to this study, the psychological 

social psychologist would probably cite Lewin, Festinger, 

Schachter, Asch, Campbell, and Allport as being influential 

in their discipline (Rosenberg & Turner, 1981). This 

discipline's approach is represented in this study primarily 

by the works of McGrath (1964; 1986, cited in Campion & 

Medsker, 1992b). 

Hackman (1987) finds fault with the typical descriptive 

emphasis of social psychology (i.e., generates knowledge 

about what happens in groups and generalizes about the 

relationships among various group features and group 

context) which focuses on group processes that develop 

naturally without direct process interventions. What if 

those processes are dysfunctional for group effectiveness? 

Possibly it could lead to what Hackman (1987) contends has 

happened to social psychology research: research that 

focuses on process losses in task-oriented groups and how to 

solve those process loss problems. For evidence, Steiner 

(1972, cited in Hackman, 1987) posits that the productivity 
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of a group is equal to its theoretical potential 

productivity (i.e., achievement if all resources were 

optimally used) less inevitable losses from group processes. 

Process gains from interaction among group members are not 

considered (Hackman, 1987). 

In social psychology's descriptive research the general 

organizing and systematizing framework is the input-process-

output model developed by McGrath (1964) (Hackman, 1987). 

The assumption is that process mediates the input-output 

relationship. That paradigm, according to Hackman (1987), 

may have misdirected group effectiveness research by 

limiting alternative interpretation possibilities of the 

input-process-output framework. 

McGrath's (1964) input-process-output perspective 

classifies input and output variables in three sets: those 

which describe individual group members, the whole group, 

and the environment. Variables are assessed at any two 

points in time to explain the change in the state of the 

system over time. Group output states are affected by input 

states via the interaction (i.e., process) that takes place 

among group members (Hackman, 1987; McGrath, 1964). 

Research has followed along three links from that 

model. First, the input-process link has been explored in 

light of group composition factors such as group size and 

member attributes. Second, research on the process-outcome 

link has looked at how interaction relates to group decision 
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making and problem solving. The focus on the process side 

of the link has been on individual member's attitudes, 

beliefs, and behaviors. 

Finally, the research on the input-output link has 

looked at effects of various input variables on attitudes 

and behaviors of group members along with the state of the 

group as a social system, and subsequently on performance 

outcomes (Hackman, 1987; McGrath, 1964). Hackman (1987) 

cites two important findings of input-output research. 

First, relationships between input and output appear to 

depend substantially on the properties of the group task. 

Second, the research has only inferentially addressed how 

the group's interaction process may mediate input-output 

relationships, rather than empirically assessing the 

mediation. 

Hackman (1987) proposes two alternate ways of 

interpreting the input-process-output model. The 

traditional interpretation has been that inputs affect 

performance outcomes only through group interaction 

processes. Alternative one suggests that input conditions 

affect both group process and group performance. 

Alternative two suggests that input affects both group 

process and performance, but there is also a reciprocal 

influence between process and performance. Those expanded 

interpretations of McGrath's (1964) model may suggest 

looking at group interaction, since it is an intervention 
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point, as an indicator (i.e., diagnostic data) of how well a 

group is doing in its work. An expanded interpretation may 

suggest that looking for input factors (e.g., a group's 

design and its link to its context) can foster both guality 

group process and performance (Hackman, 1987). 

Hackman (1987) posits that in addressing group 

effectiveness it is pertinent to focus on the interaction 

aspects that directly relate to the group's work on its task 

instead of focusing on the interpersonal transactions that 

take place within the group. The latter may only reveal 

information about sdcial and emotional issues in the group. 

The emphasis should also be on the group, rather than the 

individual, and on the task significance of what happens, 

rather than social emotional significance (Hackman, 1987). 

Socio-technical theory. Socio-technical theory has 

evolved into an eclectic discipline (Pasmore et al., 1982). 

Socio-technical theory focuses optimizing both work and 

social systems in the work place (Cummings, 1981; Guzzo, 

1986; Pasmore et al., 1992; Pearce & Ravlin, 1987). 

Socio-technical system intervention strives for joint 

optimization which means an organization's social and 

technological systems fit the demands of each other and the 

environment (Pasmore et al., 1982). Pasmore et al. advocate 

the principle of equifinality by positing that there are 

many ways to design organizations to achieve certain goals, 

and the designers of organizations should consider the range 
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of available technologies before making a design decision. 

Because of the interrelationship of people and technology, 

interventions should result in increased performance and 

quality of work life (Pasmore et al., 1982). Effectiveness 

is measured in terms of fulfilling task requirements, as 

well as the social needs and goals of group members (Guzzo, 

1986). 

Socio-technical theory emphasizes the self-regulatory 

capacity of group work design, rather than the motivational 

aspects advocated by job characteristics theorists such as 

Hackman (1987). The capacity to make on-line decisions 

enables appropriate and efficient responses to changes in 

the work (Cohen, 1993). 

There is much overlap in socio-technical work group 

design specifications and those of job characteristics 

theory (Cohen, 1993; Hackman, 1987). Four out of five work 

design attributes from socio-technical theory (i.e., self-

management, participation in decisions, task variety, and 

task identity) are the same as those from job 

characteristics theory. The exception is that job 

characteristics theory includes task significance (Cohen, 

1993) . 

In this study, the socio-technical approach is 

represented by the works of Cummings (1981), Pasmore et al. 

(1982). The perspective of Cummings (1981) is discussed 

below. 
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Cummings (1981) addresses work group design from the 

socio-technical point of view. Cummings (1981) posits that 

work groups are expected to simultaneously satisfy 

technical, humane, and political criteria. The tendency is 

to satisfy some at the expense of others which often 

produces undesirable outcomes. In his theory for designing 

effective work teams, Cummings (1981) focuses on work groups 

producing identifiable products or services. In order to 

design effective work groups their designers need (a) 

knowledge of controllable variables which can alter 

outcomes, (b) knowledge of values that can translate 

outcomes into performance, and (c) an understanding of the 

design process. Cummings (1981) further contends that in 

research the values of workers have been largely ignored, 

while the values of managers and researchers have been 

implicitly accepted. The research emphasis has also been on 

improving existing work groups rather than designing new 

ones. 

In designing self-regulating work groups, Cummings 

(1981) focuses on task differentiation (i.e., a group's task 

is a meaningful whole and distinct from tasks of other 

groups), boundary control (i.e., a group's influence over 

the group's occupied physical space, its membership, and its 

independence from outsiders), and task control (i.e., a 

group's ability to control its work methods and goals). 

Self-regulating work groups which can optimize both social 
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and task objectives exist when task differentiation exists, 

and when both boundary and task control are high (Cummings, 

1981; Guzzo, 1986). Further, Cummings (1981) has found that 

boundary control and task differentiation correlate with job 

satisfaction and group satisfaction, while task control 

correlates with members's efforts, performance, and 

withdrawal. 

Sundstrom et al. (1990) address the issue of an optimal 

fit among technology, social organization, and task. The 

optimal relationship is one where teams produce whole 

products (Cummings, 1981), complete tasks which have been 

designed for significance, skill, and variety (Hackman & 

Oldham, 1980, cited in Sundstrom et al., 1990), take 

responsibility for outcomes (Hackman, 1986, cited in 

Sundstrom et al., 1990), respond to challenge (Cummings, 

1981), maintain member interdependence (Shea & Guzzo, 1987), 

and continue learning and receive recognition (Pasmore et 

al., 1982) (Sundstrom et al., 1990). 

Industrial engineering. Industrial engineering is the 

third discipline incorporated into the WGDM. According to 

Morris (1979), industrial engineering is concerned with the 

study and design of operational and management phenomena 

using the methods and tools of science. Inherent in the 

definition is the belief that operational and managerial 

problems can be approached from a scientific point of view 

encompassing the physical, mathematical, and behavioral 
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sciences. Industrial engineering generally includes 

operations research, management science, and systems 

analysis. The industrial engineering perspective is 

represented in this study by Morris (1979), Davis and Wacker 

(1987), and Majchrzak (1988). 

Morris (1979) contends that the factors that influence 

the relationships between group processes and outcomes are 

complex and numerous. The factors presented below (i.e., 

individual, group and organizational) are useful, "if 

uncertain," guidelines for the one who must design 

structured groups (Morris, 1979, p. 149). 

In terms of designing work groups, in general the 

industrial engineering discipline posits that the individual 

factors likely to be associated with increased effectiveness 

are the following: (a) task saliency, (b) perceived potency 

of the members with respect to the task, (c) experience in 

participative methods, (e) consistency of members' 

conventional roles with the group task, and (d) higher-order 

need strengths (e.g., achievement, growth, variety, 

challenge, feedback, participation) (Morris, 1979). 

Group effectiveness is likely to be influenced by four 

group factors: (a) homogeneity within the group with 

respect to background, responsibility, and position, (b) the 

amount of task-relevant knowledge available to members, (c) 

top management's support of the group, and (d) norms with 

respect to explicit strategy consideration (Morris, 1979). 
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Organizational factors such as (a) task saliency, (b) 

availability of time (i.e., lack of urgency), (c) pressure 

for change, (d) clear organizational goals, (e) use of 

conventional participative methods, and (f) participative, 

supportive management styles can also influence 

effectiveness (Morris, 1979). 

Davis and Wacker (1987) address the design of self-

maintaining work groups from their industrial engineering 

point of view. Self-maintaining work teams are designed 

according to the "minimal critical specification" principle 

(Davis & Wacker, 1987, p. 440) which stipulates that a team 

be given the fewest possible specifications necessary for 

its interface with the organization. The team can then 

exercise discretionary options according to what it has 

learned from experience. 

Davis and Wacker (1987) and Majchrzak (1988) stress the 

importance of management involvement as part of the 

supportive context of effective teams. Majchrzak (1988) 

strongly advocates assessing and preplanning the 

organization's human infrastructure as much as its 

technology for a massive organizational change such as 

automation. To assume that optimal technical utilization 

can be achieved primarily through technical factors is 

erroneous. The question is how to match job design, 

equipment, people, and organizational structure to achieve 

organizational objectives. Majchrzak also advocates an 
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open systems orientation for the organization, looking at 

the dynamics of the relationships among the components 

(i.e., tasks, individuals, formal organization, informal 

organization) (Nadler & Tushman, 1980, cited in Majchrzak, 

1988). 

Organizational psychology. Organizational psychology, 

the final discipline incorporated into the WGDM, has its 

roots in industrial psychology, and both are concerned with 

psychology applied to the work place. In the 1920s 

industrial psychology's focus was on selection and placement 

of job applicants. The field broadened with the Hawthorne 

Studies when the study delved into the complex problems of 

human relations, motivation and morale, as the study 

addressed informal groups, employees' job attitudes, the 

nature and style of leadership, and communication between 

management and employees. Organizational psychology today 

addresses the impact of the entire social-psychological 

climate of the work place. Organizational psychologists 

study different types of organizations and their styles and 

patterns to determine their effects on employee behavior 

(Schultz & Schultz, 1987). The organizational psychology 

discipline's perspective in this study is represented by 

Gladstein (1984), Guzzo (1986), Guzzo et al. (1985), and 

Guzzo, Yost, Campbell, and Shea (1993), and Sundstrom et al. 

(1990). Gladstein (1984) and Sundstrom et al. (1990) are 

discussed below. Guzzo's (1986, 1993) work is discussed in 
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association with the WGDM's Potency/Interdependence and 

Process Models for designing work groups. 

In Gladstein's (1984) research to develop a model for 

group effectiveness, the most prominent findings dealt with 

issues of group process, attribution based on implicit group 

process models, group composition, and organizational 

context. In the study, group ratings (i.e., self-reports) 

of open communication, training, supportiveness, active 

leadership, and experience within the organization 

positively related to group ratings of satisfaction and 

performance. Findings also indicated that individuals have 

implicit models of how modes of group process "should" 

affect performance. Individuals with the implicit models 

tend to attribute good outcomes to the group when 

appropriate processes have been used. Ninety percent of the 

variance in team satisfaction and effectiveness was . 

accounted for in the study by the traditional theories of 

group effectiveness that were found to match group members' 

implicit theories. Specifically, group members attributed 

sales to their own interaction and experience, when in fact 

market growth and other unidentified variables determined 

sales revenues (Gladstein, 1984). 

In Gladstein's (1984) study, groups saw group processes 

as dealing with both intragroup processes and boundary 

management. The boundary management factor was unexpected, 

which led Gladstein to posit that there may be a tendency 
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for groups to focus too much on internal variables rather 

than developing needed boundary spanning techniques 

(Alderfer, 1987; Aldrich & Herker, 1977, cited in Gladstein, 

1984). Further, group leaders need to learn to negotiate 

favorable objectives and promote group outputs to top 

management in order to develop essential top management 

support (Gladstein, 1984). 

Gladstein (1984) contends that process changes alone 

are not effective, because structure molds process (e.g., if 

poorly defined roles lead to conflict, teaching conflict 

resolution skills is only a partial solution). Structure 

includes group size, leadership, clear roles and goals, set 

norms for accomplishing work, and team control over the 

work. 

Gladstein (1984) also sees group composition factors 

relating to effectiveness. Group composition variables 

include factors such as skills needed to perform tasks, 

group heterogeneity to ensure positive interaction, and the 

group's experience with the job and/or organization that 

assures knowledge of basic operating procedures. 

Organizational context, which Gladstein (1984) sees as 

both internal and external to the organization, plays an 

important role in effectiveness. Groups must recognize that 

they do not have complete control over their output even 

though the group may have an internal locus of control 

(i.e., taking responsibility for what happens to them). 
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External factors such as market conditions directly and 

indirectly affect sales output, for example. Rewards had 

the greatest impact on the group leader's behavior and how 

the group set itself up to work, and were positively related 

to role clarity, task control, work norms, leadership tasks, 

and maintenance activities. Training and technical 

consultation positively related to self-reported 

effectiveness further indicating the impact of the 

organizational environment (Gladstein, 1984). 

Sundstrom et al.'s (1990) ecological work team 

effectiveness model describes the interactions of 

organizational context, boundaries, and team development and 

how they relate to team effectiveness as defined by 

performance and team viability. Sundstrom et al. (1990) 

acknowledge their framework is vague about causal and 

temporal dynamics, because they see team effectiveness as 

more of a process than an end state. 

Key organizational context factors include (a) 

organizational culture (i.e., collective values and norms 

which include innovation and shared expectations of 

success), (b) task design (i.e., task design importance: a 

major point of agreement in literature on small groups) and 

technology, (c) mission clarity, (d) team autonomy, (e) 

performance feedback which is dependent on accurate, timely 

feedback and dependable measurement systems, (f) rewards and 

recognition where outcomes for the individual are contingent 
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on the team's performance, (g) training and consultation on 

team tasks and interpersonal processes, and (h) a physical 

environment which fosters inter-member communication and 

cohesion (Sundstrom et al., 1990). 

Sundstrom et al. (1990) emphasize the importance of 

group boundaries (i.e., features that differentiate one 

group from another; pose tangible or intangible barriers to 

the access or transfer of information, goods or people; or 

serve as points of external interchange) (Alderfer, 1987; 

Cherns, 1976, cited in Sundstrom et al., 1990; Katz & Kahn, 

1978, cited in Sundstrom et. al., 1990). Boundaries define 

group operation within a context. Teams with too open or 

indistinct boundaries risk losing their identity or being 

overwhelmed. Too exclusive boundaries might lead to 

isolation from suppliers, managers, customers or peers 

(Alderfer, 1987). Boundaries serve as both integrators into 

the larger system, and as differentiators of specialization 

and independence in relation to other teams and areas of the 

organization (Sundstrom et al., 1990). 

Sundstrom et al.'s (1990) team development is another 

area which is dynamically interrelated to boundaries, 

organizational context, and effectiveness. That area 

includes both group structure and interpersonal processes, 

and focuses on groups developing appropriate norms, 

cohesion, and roles (Sundstrom et al., 1990). 
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The Five WGDM Models 

The five WGDM models for designing teams are discussed 

below. Special attention is given to the 

Potency/Interdependence Model because of its prominence in 

contributing to effectiveness in Campion and Medsker's 

(1992b) validation study on their WGDM instrument. 

Where applicable, each of the five WGDM models will be 

compared to those models selected by Cohen (1993) for 

research on designing effective self-directed work teams. 

This comparison is made for several reasons. Both Campion 

and Medsker (1992b) 'and Cohen (1993) developed their models 

independently of one another and after an extensive review 

of work group and small group literature. Both parties 

worked on their projects during a comparable time period, 

although in different geographical sections of the United 

States. Both are strongly influenced by the works of 

Hackman (1987). 

Cohen's (1993) models include design variables from 

various theorists which have been identified as predictive 

of group effectiveness. Cohen's (1993) models include group 

task design, other group characteristics, encouraging 

supervisory behaviors, and a supportive organizational 

context. A major hypothesis in Cohen's (1993) research 

explores the possibility of different predictors for 

different outcome criteria (i.e., performance, attitudes 
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about quality of work life, and withdrawal behaviors). The 

testing of her various hypotheses is currently in process. 

Job Design Model. The Job Design Model is most tied to 

the work of Hackman (1987), but it also includes themes and 

components from other sources such as Gladstein's (1984) 

group structure component, the group task school of thought 

in Guzzo and Shea's review (1992, cited in Campion, Medsker 

& Higgs, 1993), and Tannenbaum, Beard, and Salas's (1992, 

cited in Campion, et al., 1993) model with its components of 

task characteristics and work structure. 

Campion and Medsker (1992b) include as their dimensions 

of the Job Design Model the dimensions of Self-Management, 

Participation in Decisions, Task Variety, Task Significance, 

and Task Identity. Participation (i.e., the degree to which 

members participate in decision) is included in their model 

while Cohen's (1993) includes generation of feedback (see 

Table 1, WGDM's Job Design Model and Cohen's Group Task 

Model). 

The Job Design Model is linked to group design for 

creating motivational jobs (Campion & Medsker, 1992b). 

Certain core task attributes are believed to impact 

psychological states (Hackman, 1987). Performing meaningful 

work, with decision-making authority, and with knowledge of 

performance results is motivating (Cohen, 1993; Hackman, 

1987). High motivation implies high effort which should 

lead to higher productivity (Guzzo, 1986). With motivating 
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Table 1 

WGDM's Job Design Model and Cohen's Group Task Design Model 

Job Design Group Task Design 

1. Self-management 

2. Task variety 

3. Task significance 

4. Task identity 

5. Participation in 

decisions 

1. Task autonomy 

2. Task variety 

3. Task significance 

4. Task identity 

5. Task feedback 

work, people should feel more satisfaction with their work. 

With group task identity, variety, and significance, work is 

experienced as meaningful. With autonomy, team members feel 

responsible for outcomes (Cohen, 1993). 

The Job Design Model tests at the group level the core 

job characteristics on designing motivational jobs (Hackman 

& Lawler, 1971, cited in Campion & Medsker, 1992b; Hackman & 

Oldham, 1980, cited in Campion & Medsker, 1992b) which 

traditionally have been applied at the individual level. 

Socio-technical theory also emphasizes the importance of 

group task design as a predictor of effectiveness (Pasmore 

et al., 1982) . 

The Job Design Model is best understood in relation to 

Hackman's (1987) normative model of group effectiveness in 
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organizations. That model is an expansion and evolution of 

his prior works (Hackman & Morris, 1975, cited in Guzzo, 

1986; Hackman & Oldham, 1980, cited in Guzzo, 1986). The 

intent of Hackman's (1987) normative model is to identify 

factors which powerfully increase or decrease a group's task 

effectiveness in a way that increases the possibility that 

constructive change can occur. The model addresses real 

groups (i.e., intact social systems with boundaries and 

differentiated member roles) within an organizational 

context which have tasks to perform. The model's variables 

are powerful in that they can make a nontrivial difference 

in how a group performs, are potentially manipulable, and 

are understandable, so they can be used (Hackman, 1987). 

Hackman's (1987) normative model of group effectiveness 

is based on the proposition that it should be possible to 

assess the strengths or weaknesses of groups in 

organizations and to explain why some perform better than 

others, as well as to determine what can be done to make 

groups more effective. Overall effectiveness of a group in 

its organization is a function of (a) level of effort group 

members collectively expend performing a task, (b) the 

amount of knowledge and skill members bring to the group, 

and (c) appropriateness of the performance strategies used 

by the group to accomplish its work. Effort, level of 

knowledge and skills, and performance strategies are the 

process criteria of effectiveness which should provide 
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diagnostic data about the group. The best approach is to 

design and manage a group, so task effective group processes 

emerge naturally rather than trying to manipulate them 

(Hackman, 1987). 

Hackman (1982, cited in Guzzo, 1986) distinguishes 

between intermediate and ultimate indicators of 

effectiveness. Intermediate indicators pertain to the 

quality of group interaction process as the group performs 

its tasks. Those intermediate indicators include the level 

of member effort, the extent resources are applied to task 

accomplishment, and appropriateness of strategies used by 

the group to accomplish its tasks. Ultimate effectiveness 

is (a) group outputs, (b) member satisfaction, and (c) 

healthy social interaction. 

Each of Hackman's (1987) three process criteria of 

effectiveness (i.e., hurdles to be passed if a group is to 

be effective) is addressed in terms of (a) the design of the 

group: structure of the group task, group composition, and 

group norms, (b) the organizational context: reward, 

information, and education systems, and the groups material 

resources, and (c), group synergy which comes from members' 

interactions as they perform the group task. The first 

process criteria of effectiveness, group effort, is 

supported when (a) the task is motivationally engaging, (b) 

the organizational reward system reinforces achievement of 

challenging performance objectives, and (c) members' 
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interactions minimize social loafing and promote shared 

commitment. When group effort is supported, group members 

work hard on their task. 

The second process effectiveness criteria, group 

knowledge and skills, is supported when (a) groups have an 

appropriate number of members with a good skill mix, (b) the 

organization provides training, education, or consultation 

to supplement members7 existing knowledge, and (c) group 

interaction fosters sharing of collective learning and 

expertise. Finally, the third process effectiveness 

criteria, appropriate performance strategies, is supported 

when (a) group norms support explicit assessment of 

performance and active consideration of alternative ways of 

performing the work, (b) the information system provides 

data needed to assess performance and evaluate alternative 

strategies, and (c) group interaction results prompt 

creative ideas regarding ways to proceed with work and there 

is little slippage (i.e., something that wastes or 

misdirects time or energy) when performance plans are 

executed. Hackman (1987) emphasizes the fact that a well-

designed task is a good way to foster high collective 

effectiveness and norms (Hackman, 1987). 

Both Hackman (1987) and socio-technical theory view 

autonomy as essential to group effectiveness. Hackman's 

1982 model (cited in Guzzo, 1986) sees autonomy as 

stimulating effort, the use of members' skills and 
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abilities, and the adoption of appropriate performance 

strategies (Guzzo, 1986). Socio-technical theory sees 

autonomy as essential, because it enables groups to control 

their performance procedures and their boundary transactions 

(Guzzo, 1986). Autonomy is similar to the WGDM Self-

management dimension (e.g., autonomy on a team level). 

Both Hackman's theory (1987) and socio-technical 

systems theory emphasize the importance of meaningfulness of 

the task and the extent to which a group engages in the 

completion of a whole task. Those two concepts are captured 

in the WGDM's Job Design dimensions of Task Significance and 

Task Identity respectively. 

Cohen (1993) has addressed two models which are 

similar. The group task design model and sociotechnical 

model are similar except in emphasis (e.g., the former 

emphasizes motivation and the latter, self-regulation), and 

which are combined in the group task design model. 

Cohen's (1993) group task design model embodies five 

core task attributes which are (a) autonomy and discretion 

as to how a task will be performed, (i.e., self-management), 

(b) task variety, (c) task significance or importance, (d) 

task identity (i.e., involvement in a whole identifiable 

piece of work), and (e) generation of regular feedback on 

how the group is performing. Cohen (1993) hypothesizes that 

from a job characteristics's design perspective such as 

Hackman's (1987), the effectiveness outcomes will be 
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increased motivation and satisfaction with the job and 

group, and that design will have only an indirect impact on 

performance outcomes as a result of its impact on 

motivation. 

Cohen's (1993) socio-technical model emphasizes the 

role played by self-regulation. Cohen (1993) posits that 

team members' ability to develop appropriate performance 

strategies to address technical and environmental changes 

(i.e., the group task design dimension of autonomy and 

discretion as to how a task will be performed) will lead to 

improved performance. Improved quality should also be an 

outcome because of the concept that quality should be under 

the self-regulatory control of the team. Production 

quantities should also be increased because of continuous 

improvement and working smarter, not harder. If increased 

employee satisfaction is an outcome, it is likely to be the 

result of improved performance (Cohen, 1993). 

Potency/Interdependence Model. The Potency/ 

Interdependence Model comes from Guzzo, Shea, and colleagues 

(Guzzo & Shea, 1992, cited in Guzzo et al., 1993; Guzzo et 

al., 1993; Shea & Guzzo, 1987). "The potency belief may be 

best regarded as a variable that can augment existing models 

of group performance rather than replacing those models" 

(Guzzo et al., 1993, p. 102). Guzzo et al. (1993) contend 

that factors other than those mentioned in their conceptual 

framework of potency contribute to group effectiveness, and 
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that some or all of those factors may eventually be shown to 

have their impact on effectiveness mediated by potency. 

Cohen (1993) posits that group efficacy is likely to be 

reciprocally interrelated to group performance. The 

reciprocal causation is such that higher group efficacy 

leads to higher performance, and higher performance leads to 

higher group efficacy (Cohen, 1993). 

The interdependence theme is found primarily in the 

work of Guzzo and Shea (1992, cited in Campion, et. al., 

1993) and Shea and Guzzo (1987). Interdependence is both a 

defining characteristic of groups and a reason groups are 

formed. Although interdependence is specifically addressed 

in the Potency/Interdependence Model, it is implicit in all 

five WGDM models (Campion et. al., 1993). 

Potency construct. Potency is a construct relevant to 

group behavior which is defined as "the collective belief in 

a group that it can be effective" (Guzzo et al., 1993, p. 

87). Potency is similar to Bandura's (1982, cited in Guzzo 

et al., 1993) individual motivational construct of self-

efficacy. According to Bandura (1982, cited in Guzzo et 

al., 1993) self-efficacy is an individual's belief that the 

individual can successfully perform the behavior needed to 

obtain a desired reward. The self-efficacy belief comes 

from the individual's appraisal of his or her operative 

capabilities (Bandura, 1982, cited in Guzzo et al., 1993), 

and that belief can influence the energy, persistence, and 
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direction of individual behavior (Bandura, 1989, cited in 

Guzzo et al., 1993). Potency and self-efficacy differ: the 

former focuses on the collective group, the latter, on the 

individual. Potency (a) concerns the performance of a 

group, (b) is a shared belief of group members, and (c) is a 

generalized belief that refers to general effectiveness 

across multiple tasks which are encountered in complex 

environments. 

Potency is distinct from self-efficacy, collective 

efficacy (i.e., the individual's belief that a group can 

perform successfully), political efficacy (i.e., an 

individual's belief that his or her political behavior has 

an impact on the political system), group aspirations (i.e., 

an expected level of group performance on a performance 

trial in the immediate future), and collective self-esteem 

(i.e., the degree to which individuals evaluate their social 

group positively) (Guzzo et al»., 1993). 

Earlier work of Sayles (1958) addresses the potency 

concept, although not labeled as such, when it refers to the 

group's taking into account its chances for success by 

checking on the experience rating of its own power. Groups 

that "have experienced the effectiveness of their power are 

more likely to see [certain situations] as correctable" 

(Sayles, 1958, p. 108). Further, "...success breeds success 

in other ways as well" (Sayles, 1958, p. 109). The position 

of the group within the organization, as well as the nature 
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of the group's work, can also influence potency (Sayles, 

1958). 

The potency construct is not contained in 

collectivistic (i.e., individual contribution to collective 

work) motivation models (Guzzo, et al., 1993). In the 

calculative model (Lawler, 1982, cited in Guzzo et al., 

1993), the motivation for collective performance is that 

some individual gain or outcome is contingent on collective 

accomplishments. However, there is an efficacy link between 

individual performance and group performance which is the 

belief that individual performance contributes to group 

performance. In the identification model (Shamir, 1990, 

cited in Guzzo et al., 1993; Staw, 1984, cited in Guzzo et 

al., 1993), the emphasis is on collective, rather than 

individual outcomes, and identification occurs when an 

individual's self-concept is based on and influenced by that 

individual's membership in a collective group or 

organization. In a third model based on the works of Shamir 

(1990, cited in Guzzo et al., 1993), collective motivation 

is seen as a consequence of internalization of values, 

morals, norms shared by a collective. Guzzo et al. (1993) 

posit that the potency construct expresses an important 

element of motivation not reflected in those models. 

Potency can be assessed in numerous ways. 

Questionnaires are the most common. In assessing the target 

group itself, qualitative methods of observation and 
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informal interviews are two other means. Structured 

observations might focus on behaviors which are potency 

strength indicators (e.g., task avoidance or stalling, 

seating patterns indicating disarray versus a tighter 

formation, attendance at meetings, quality of participation, 

and leaving meetings prematurely). Verbal statements (e.g., 

encouraging versus disparaging) as well as the extent of 

off-task comments are potency strength indicators. Also, 

formal interviews with individual group members or with the 

group itself can be used. Group interviews are encouraged 

because of the potential to achieve a group consensus on 

indicators (Guzzo et al., 1993). 

Alternative sources outside the group (e.g., peers and 

managers) can be valuable sources (Guzzo, et al., 1993; 

Hackman, 1990; Sayles, 1958). In the organizational setting 

Guzzo et al. (1993) suggest managers one or two levels above 

the group may have the best information needed to assess a 

group's potency. 

Factors influencing potency. Potency has a causal role 

in determining performance, but performance also is an 

influence on group potency. Sayles (1958) and Hackman 

(1990) found that in groups success fosters success or a 

belief that the group can be effective in the future. 

Kirsch (1986, cited in Guzzo et al., 1993) notes that 

feedback has a strong influence on individual self-efficacy. 

External factors influencing potency are resources, system 
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goals, vicarious learning, rewards, verbal persuasion, 

leadership, and reputation. Internal factors in the group 

which influence potency are group goals, group size, member 

abilities, member skills, member experience, member 

knowledge, and physiological state (Guzzo et al., 1993). 

Potency/Interdependence work group effectiveness model. 

Table 2 compares the WGDM Potency/Interdependence Model with 

Cohen's (1993) design model that addresses group belief. 

The WGDM the Potency/Interdependence Model contains four 

dimensions. They are Spirit, Individual Feedback and 

Rewards, Goal Interdependence, and Task Interdependence. 

Table 2 

WGDM's Potency/Interdependence Model and Cohen's Group 

Beliefs (Part of Group Characteristics Models 

Potency Group Beliefs 
Interdependence 

1. Potency (spirit) 1. Group self-efficacy 

2. Interdependent feedback 2. Well-crystallized 

and rewards norms 

3. Goal interdependence 

4. Task interdependence 
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Shea and Guzzo (1984, cited in Guzzo, 1986) developed a 

work group effectiveness model with three causal variables 

of (a) potency, (b) task interdependence, and (c) outcome 

interdependence which combine to shape the task-related 

interaction in groups. Potency, as discussed above, is 

motivational. Task interdependence is the degree of task-

required cooperation within the group. With low task 

interdependence, members can complete their work relatively 

independently of one another. Conversely, high 

interdependence requires close coordination of actions and 

resource sharing for task completion. To complicate things, 

tasks vary in their demand for coordinated action, and too 

much or too little orchestrated action among group members 

can cause ineffectiveness (Guzzo, 1986). 

Outcome interdependence is the degree to which valued 

rewards are dependent on group performance. Some minimal 

amount of outcome interdependence is needed for sustained 

effective group performance. The way outcomes (i.e., 

rewards) are distributed to members is also important. 

Pearce and Raviin (1987) in their self-regulated work group 

literature review found that a mix of group level and 

individual rewards appears to be most effective in 

establishing commitment to both individual task 

responsibilities and to the overall group goal. In 

conditions of high task interdependence, noncompetitively 

distributed outcomes are predicted to facilitate 
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effectiveness (Miller & Hamblin, 1963, cited in Guzzo, 1986; 

Johnson, et al., 1981; Rosenbaum et al., 1980, cited in 

Guzzo, 1986). Competitively distributed outcomes destroy 

cooperation in conditions of high task interdependence. 

With conditions of low task interdependence either 

competitive or cooperative distribution will increase 

effectiveness (Guzzo, 1986). 

In subsequent studies, Guzzo et al. (1990, cited in 

Guzzo et al., 1993) found that clear, challenging group 

goals relate to potency. An interdependence of goals should 

exist among the team and other teams and the organization. 

The "potential of the group to contribute to the goals of 

the larger social system can influence the development of 

potency....potency can vary as the potential to influence 

the effectiveness of the broader social system varies" 

(Guzzo et al., 1993, p. 100). Sundstrom et al. (1990) posit 

that team effectiveness depends the dissemination throughout 

the organization of clearly defined missions and goals. 

That dissemination should facilitate integration and 

synchronization of one group's work with another. 

Cohen's (1993) design model which addresses group 

beliefs includes both norms (i.e., shared standards that 

regulate group behavior) and potency. Cohen (1993) cites 

numerous studies which relate group efficacy and group 

effectiveness (Cohen & Denison, 1990; Cohen, Ledford, & 

Chang, 1992; Saavedra, Cohen & Denison, 1990). Cohen (1993) 
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hypothesizes that higher potency will lead to higher 

performance and team member satisfaction with growth 

opportunities, jobs, team, and social relationships. 

Potency will indirectly influence withdrawal behaviors 

through its impact on satisfaction. 

Composition. Several disciplines address the 

importance of group composition on effectiveness; however, 

few explicitly have addressed its relationship with 

effectiveness, especially in SDWTs (Cohen, 1993). 

Work group composition is a theme that can be found in all 

models of effectiveness. Gladstein (1984) and Guzzo, et. 

al. (1993) refer to it as group composition. Hackman (1987) 

calls it group design (Campion, et. al., 1993). Potency is 

influenced by group composition (Guzzo et al., 1991, cited 

in Guzzo et al., 1993; Larson & La Fasto, 1989, cited in 

Guzzo et al., 1993). 

As shown in Table 3, WGDM's Composition Model and 

Cohen's Group Composition (Part of the Group Characteristics 

Model), the WGDM's Composition Model includes three 

dimensions. They are Membership Heterogeneity, Relative 

Size, and Flexibility in Job Assignments. 

A list of salient composition factors often include the 

collective knowledge, skills and abilities of members, 

homogeneity/heterogeneity, appropriateness of technical and 

interpersonal skills, size, and possibly stability of 

membership (Cohen, 1993). Hackman (1987) addresses group 
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Table 3 

WGDM's Composition Model and Cohen's Group Composition (Part 

of the Group Characteristics Model) 

WGDM's Group Group Composition 
Composition 

1. Membership heterogeneity 1. Technical skills 

2. Relative size 2. Size 

3. Flexibility in job 3. Interpersonal skills 

assignments 

4. Stability 

size, interpersonal and technical skills, and a balance of 

homogeneity and heterogeneity. Gladstein (1984) emphasizes 

appropriate skills, heterogeneity, organizational and job 

tenure. The common theme appears to be staffing teams with 

members who have the appropriate expertise (Cohen, 1993). 

Sundstrom et al. (1990) posit that links of composition 

and group effectiveness may hinge on different issues 

depending on the type of group involved. For example, in 

teams with longer life spans, compatibility may be more of 

an effectiveness issue than in teams with shorter life 

spans. 
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That a team can be made more effective by controlling 

its composition is based on several assumptions. First, 

behavior can be predicted. Second, people behave in 

identifiable personal styles and in identifiable preferred 

team roles. Third, combinations of team roles and 

personality types make teams more effective or less 

effective. Schultz (1961, cited in Yalom, 1985) states 

that, in general, the group's atmosphere is predictable from 

its composition. The relevant dimensions Schultz found to be 

significant were dogmatism, dominance, interpersonal 

compatibility, and interpersonal skills. Yalom (1985) 

believes there is a need for more research on group 

composition's affect on effectiveness criteria. 

In discussing factors influencing composition, size and 

heterogeneity/homogeneity are given a great deal of 

attention. Research performed by Seashore (1954, cited in 

Sayles, 1958) found that group cohesiveness (i.e., 

attractiveness of the group to its members) is inversely 

related to size. Sayles (1958) stipulates that, in general, 

size is associated with more concerted activity. Size may 

be positively related to influence and to leadership (e.g., 

a larger pool from which to draw), and concerted activity 

(Sayles, 1958). Increases in group size are usually 

accompanied by increased centralization of authority, 

formality in group operations, differences among members in 

terms of satisfaction and participation, and the need for 
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increased leadership skills in order to have effective group 

performance (McGrath, 1964). 

There is clinical sentiment that homogenous groups jell 

more quickly than heterogeneous groups, and that homogenous 

groups are more cohesive, offer more immediate support to 

members, and have less conflict (Yalom, 1985). Pearce and 

Ravlin (1987), in their review of group literature, found 

that homogenous groups may experience a less conflictual, 

smoother group processes. In a review of literature on 

self-regulated work group literature, Pearce and Ravlin 

(1987) found that a group cohesiveness which is based on an 

attraction to task may improve members' goal commitment, 

coordination through common understanding, and 

participation. In general they found that homogeneity of 

abilities had a negative impact on performance (Pearce & 

Ravlin, 1987). Sayles (1958) hypothesizes that similar 

interests positively impacts group strength. 

In keeping with the premise that homogeneity, rather 

than heterogeneity has its place in task-oriented groups, 

Cummings (1992) states that an optimally functioning crisis 

team would not have diversity in terms of introverted and 

extroverted personality types. Rather, the team would be 

entirely composed of extroverted personality types. 

Further, he states that teams, in general, function better 

when composed entirely of extroverted personality types. 

His distinction of extroverted versus introverted 
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personality types addresses the quality of preferring 

interaction with others as opposed to contentment with being 

with oneself. 

Conversely, the idea of diversity in team membership is 

thought to be essential in maximizing optimal results and 

increasing the likelihood of synergistic relationships. 

Controversy, which prima facie implies diverse viewpoints, 

is encouraged to promote a creative synthesis and high 

productivity (Johnson & Johnson, 1991). 

A review of self-regulated work group research 

indicates the need to include individuals with varying 

abilities when forming groups. The inclusion of individuals 

with varied abilities should promote role adoption and 

provide a variety of responses to facilitate problem solving 

relating to tasks characterized by uncertainty (Pearce & 

Ravlin, 1987). 

Bidol and Arima (1982) advocate multicultural 

perspectives and including a wide variety of contributing 

styles on a team in order to encourage the full personhood 

of each individual group member. Advocating a wide range of 

contributing styles avoids the trap of believing that 

everyone must adopt the communication styles, norms, and 

values which are used in most groups in society. The 

potential for creating an enriching climate for both the 

team and the individual members is thereby increased. 



69 

Watson, Kumar, and Michaelsen (1993) researched process 

and performance effectiveness in diverse and homogeneous 

groups. Initially homogeneous groups reported more process 

effectiveness (Pearce & Ravlin, 1987; Watson et al., 1993; 

Yalom, 1985). Over time the diverse groups improved to the 

same level as the homogenous groups. Similarly, homogeneous 

groups' performance was initially higher than that of 

diverse groups. By later time periods, diverse groups 

performed as well on overall task performance. At the end 

of the study, diverse groups reported substantial 

improvements in process and were using diversity to their 

advantage. Diverse groups were significantly better than 

homogeneous groups at identifying problem perspectives and 

generating alternatives. Homogeneous groups were marginally 

better at defining problems and describing quality solutions 

(Watson, et al., 1993). 

Cohen's (1993) model of group composition is based on 

the concept that the effectiveness of a SDWT depends on the 

collective skills and knowledge of its members. The size 

should be the smallest number needed to do the task well. 

Steiner (1972, cited in Cohen, 1993) posits that too many 

people result in process losses and higher coordination 

costs. Additionally, the team needs to have (a) members 

with the interpersonal skills necessary to work together, 

(b) members with the skill variety needed to perform the 

tasks, and (c) membership that is relatively stable in order 
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to allow performance-directed norms to develop. Cohen 

(1993) adds stability of team membership (e.g., to permit 

development of performance-directed operating norms) as an 

important effectiveness criterion. Cohen (1993) 

hypothesizes that (a) higher member technical expertise will 

lead to higher performance, (b) higher interpersonal 

expertise will lead to higher satisfaction with team and 

social relationships, (c) higher interpersonal expertise 

will indirectly reduce withdrawal behaviors through its 

impact on employee satisfaction, (d) the more the size is 

considered adequate, the higher the performance, and (e) 

teams with higher stability will have higher performance. 

Context/Resources model. Several effectiveness models 

address the criticality of a supportive organizational 

context (Cohen, 1993; Gladstein, 1984; Guzzo, et al., 1986, 

1993; Hackman, 1987; Lawler, 1986). Gladstein (1984) 

includes in her group effectiveness model, rewards, 

resources, training, and consultation. Hackman (1987) 

stresses the importance of supportive reward, training, 

information, and resource allocation systems. Designing a 

reward system to support team performance is essential to 

Guzzo and Shea (1987, cited in Cohen, 1993). Group 

effectiveness theories are shifting the emphasis to 

contextual approaches from internal group processes 

(McGrath, 1991; Guzzo & Shea, 1992, cited in Cohen, 1993). 
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Guzzo et al. (1993) think that factors external to the 

group such as context and resources promote potency (i.e., 

the collective belief in a group that it can be effective). 

Resources for the group include training, information, 

materials, etc. Resources can also be thought of as those 

embedded in the composition of the group (i.e., skills, 

expertise), as well as those within the organization's 

environment (i.e, training, advice, planned interventions) 

(Guzzo, 1986). 

In a review of literature on self-directed work groups, 

Pearce and Ravlin (1987) found evidence that in order to 

increase effectiveness, overall group status should be 

enhanced, but not at the expense of increasing within group 

status differences. Increasing group status can be 

accomplished by increasing the importance of the group's 

task domain (e.g., include a task segment which makes a 

tangible contribution to the organization) and/or by 

stimulating improvements (e.g., training and an effective 

feedback system). Informal leadership should be allowed to 

emerge. 

The WGDM's Context/Resources Model contains three 

dimensions. They are Training, Managerial Support, and 

Communication and Cooperation Between Groups as shown in 

Table 4, WGDM's Context/Resources Model and Cohen's 

Comparable Models. 



72 

Table 4 

WGDM's Context/Resources Model and Cohen/s Comparable Models 

Context 
Resources 

Encouraging 
Supervisory 
Behaviors 

Context 
Supports 
Involvement 

1. Training 1. Self-observation/ 1. Training 

self-evaluation 

2. Managerial 2. Self-goal setting 2. Resources 

support 

3. Communication/ 3. Self-reinforcement 3 . Rewards 

Cooperation 

between groups 

4. Self-criticism 4. Information 

5. Self-expectation 5. Power 

6. Rehearsal 

In Cohen's (1993) model for self-managed work team 

(SMWT) effectiveness two of the four predictor classes of 

variables are (a) encouraging supervisory behaviors and (b) 

an organizational context that supports involvement. Both 

of those are discussed below in connection with the WGDM 

Context/Resources Model. 

Cohen's (1993) encouraging supervisory behavior model 

extrapolates directly from Manz and Sims (1987, cited in 
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Cohen, 1993) and contains six leadership behaviors. They 

are the encouragement of (a) self-observation and self-

evaluation, (b) self-goal setting, (c) self-reinforcement, 

(d) self-criticism, (e) self-expectation, and (f) rehearsal. 

In a self-management system, the leader's role is 

facilitating the development of employee self-controls. 

Socio-technical theory emphasizes the key task design 

attributes that contribute to a team's self-regulation. 

Social learning theory (i.e., integrating cognitive 

evaluations with environmental contingencies in determining 

behavior) (Bandura, 1977, cited in Cohen, 1993) strategies 

of Manz and Sims (1987, cited in Cohen, 1993) extrapolate to 

the team level those strategies for increasing self-control 

and ultimately performance which are known to be successful 

at the individual level (Cohen, 1993). 

Cohen and Ledford (in press) found that SMWTs without 

supervisors were more effective than those with supervisors, 

confirming meta-analysis findings (Beekun, 1989, cited in 

Cohen, 1993). Cohen (1993) interprets those findings in two 

ways. First, the leader has helped the team lead itself and 

therefore is no longer necessary. Second, perhaps 

leadership strategies are not a critical factor in SMWT 

design, and the higher performing teams are reflecting their 

greater experience and maturity (Cohen, 1993). 

Cohen's organizational context model (1993) is derived 

from Lawler's (1986; 1992, cited in Cohen, 1993) work on 
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employee involvement which posits that certain 

organizational features which encourage employee involvement 

should be moved to lower levels of the organization. Those 

factors are (a) the power to act and make decisions, (b) 

essential information, (c) rewards tied to performance, 

capability, and contributions, (d) training to develop 

required knowledge and skills, and (e) essential material 

resources for accomplishing the work. 

Cohen (1993) added the final dimension because of the 

belief that without adequate raw materials, equipment, 

tools, and space, teams will not be able to perform well. 

That addition is similar to Hackman's (1987) inclusion of 

material resources as an important contextual feature. 

Lawler (1986) emphasizes that these dimensions of employee 

involvement must fit and work together. 

Empirical studies on participation in relation to 

satisfaction and performance have discerned trends towards 

positive impacts on satisfaction and neutral to slightly 

positive on performance (Cohen, 1993). In studies of 

employee involvement practices in the Fortune 1000 such 

practices were found to be quite successful (Lawler, 

Mohrman, & Ledford, 1992, cited in Cohen, 1993). 

Finally, Cohen (1993) points out that the contextual 

variables from the group effectiveness perspective 

interconnect with those from the participation perspective. 

She hypothesizes that the more the organizational context 
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supports involvement, the greater the performance and 

employee satisfaction. A supportive organizational context 

should also indirectly reduce withdrawal behaviors through 

its impact on employee satisfaction. 

Process model. Process is behavior and interactions, 

as contrasted to content which is subject matter (i.e., what 

is said or talked about). Teyber (1989) says the process 

dimension is the perceptual shift away from overt content 

which is needed to trace a relational process of how people 

are interacting. The basic assumption underlying the focus 

on process is that most organizations could be more 

effective if they identified processes that needed 

improvement, such as work flow, interpersonal relations, 

communications, intergroup relations (Schein, 1969). 

The WGDM's Process Model has four dimensions. They are 

Social Support, Workload Sharing, Communication and 

Cooperation Within the Group, and Preference for Group Work 

as shown Table 5, WGDM's Process Model and Cohen's Group 

Process Model. 

Focusing on process can enable diagnosis of group 

problems such as conflict or fight, apathy and 

nonparticipation, and inadequate decision making, all which 

interfere with group growth, productivity, and common 

causes. Conflict or fight may be expressed in ways such as 

(a) members being impatient with each other, (b) ideas being 
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Table 5 

WGDM's Process Model and Coheres Group Process Model 

Process Group Process 

1. Social support 1. Coordination and caring 

2. Workload sharing 2. Sharing of expertise 

3. Communication/ 3. Implementation of 

cooperation within innovations 

the group 

4. Preference for 

group work 

attacked before they are completely expressed, and (c) 

members attacking one another on a personal level in subtle 

ways. Possible reasons for conflict or fight might include 

(a) members are frustrated because they feel they can not 

meet the demands placed upon them, (b) the main concern of 

individual members is to find status in the group, (c) 

members' loyalties are to groups of conflicting interest, 

and (d) members are involved and feel they have a stake in 

the group's issue (Bradford, Stocks, & Horwitz, 1974). 

Apathy and nonparticipation can be expressed in several 

ways: (a) low level of participation, (b) frequent yawns 

with people dozing off, (c) over-quick decisions, and (d) 
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failure to follow through on decisions. Causes of apathy 

might include: (a) the group problem seems unimportant or 

less important than other problems, (b) the group problem 

may seem important, but there are reasons for not attempting 

to solve it, (c) group procedures for problem solving may be 

inadequate, (d) members may feel powerless about influencing 

decisions, and (e) a prolonged fight among some members has 

dominated the group (Bradford et al., 1974). 

Inadequate decision making is evidenced if (a) the 

group makes too rapid decisions or cannot make a decision, 

(b) the group retreats at the last minute after almost 

making a decision, (c) group members dwell on minute points, 

and (d) discussions wander into abstractions (Bradford et 

al., 1974). 

Process models, such as McGrath's (1964), predict that 

group processes (i.e., the intergroup and intragroup actions 

that transform inputs into outputs) influence effectiveness. 

(Please refer to the prior section on social psychology 

which addresses McGrath's input-process-output model.) 

Other process models such as those of the humanistic school 

focus on group maintenance functions (i.e., builders, 

strengtheners, and regulators of groups) (Bales, 1958, cited 

in Gladstein, 1984) such as open communication, 

supportiveness, lack of interpersonal conflict (Gladstein, 

1984). Still other process theorists concentrate on task 

functions (i.e., behaviors for solving objective task-
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related problems) (Philp & Dunphy, 1959, cited in Gladstein, 

1984) such as good decision-making skills, boundary 

management and boundary spanning with interdependent 

external groups. 

Hackman (1987) modified McGrath's input-output model 

(1965 cited in Cohen, 1993), because he questioned the 

position of process as the intermediary step in a causal 

chain. Rather Hackman (1987) views process as a consequence 

of input factors, a contributor to performance, and 

reciprocally influenced by performance. There is a synergy 

that results from effective processes that is similar to 

fine-tuning or simplifying the effects of group and 

organizational design (Cohen, 1993). 

Pearce and Ravlin (1987) developed process criteria for 

self-regulated work group design after a review of work 

group literature. They found three process criteria are 

outcomes of the group process which precede effectiveness 

criteria. Those process criteria are (a) a variety of 

member inputs essential for the group to react appropriately 

to uncertainty and change, (b) coordination and integration 

of that variety into a meaningful whole, and (c) commitment 

to group goals which provides direction and motivation for 

member actions. 

Pearce and Raviin's (1987) review of work group 

literature regarding coordination and structural patterns in 

groups found that perhaps contingency theories based on 
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stability of task and its environment are inappropriate. 

Rather the key factor may be that members are committed and 

willing to participate fully in the group's process, whether 

the structure is centralized or decentralized. 

Social needs which can be manifested as preference for 

group work (i.e., preferences for working in interactive 

groups rather than working alone) moderate the relationships 

between work satisfaction and motivation and the extent to 

which work activities are coordinated according to Hackman 

and Oldham (1980, cited in Cummings, 1981) and Lorsch and 

Morse (1974, cited in Cummings, 1981). 

Cohen's (1993) group process model is seen as an input 

variable along with other group characteristics such as 

composition and beliefs. The group process model addresses 

(a) coordination and caring, (b) expertise sharing, and (c) 

innovation implementation which are directly derived from 

Hackman (1987). Similar process variables are in other 

models (Cummings, 1981; Gladstein, 1984; Sundstrom et al, 

1990). Cohen (1993) hypothesizes that these process 

variables are not directly related to performance, but 

likely influence the design features that do relate to 

performance. Teams with effective group processes are more 

likely to have more satisfied members. 

There is a lack of evidence suggesting that process 

interventions improve team performance. Numerous reviews 

posit that process interventions focusing on the quality of 
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team relationships change attitudes, sometimes group 

behaviors, but are inconsistent in their impact on group 

performance (Friedlander & Brown, 1974, cited in Cohen, 

1993; Kaplan, 1979, cited in Cohen, 1993; and Woodman & 

Sherwood, 1980, cited in Cohen, 1993). 

Measurement 

All fields of human endeavor use measurement in some 

form. Each field has its own set of measuring tools and 

measuring units, and the professionals in those fields know 

the potential uses, benefits, and limitations of the 

measuring tools they use and the measurements they take 

(Cohen, Montague, Nathanson, & Swerdlik, 1988). Measurement 

has been defined as assigning numerals to objects or events 

according to rules (Cascio, 1991). The measurement of 

anything is theoretically possible as long as we can define 

a dimension or trait to be measured, determine the 

measurement operations, specify the rules, and have a scale 

of units to express the measurement (Cascio, 1991). 

Measurement is needed. There are numerous reasons why 

an organization needs measurements. The underlying question 

is, although it may be phrased in different forms, is what 

we are doing working? The answer to the question is 

essential in regards to running the business enterprise, as 

well as in the implementation of any organizational change 

such as the implementation of empowerment programs, self-
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directed work teams, or quality and continuous improvement 

programs. 

In regards to running the business enterprise, 

accounting principles stipulate that the primary purpose of 

a business enterprise is to make a profit. Accounting 

theory and practice caters first to the internal user in the 

form of managerial accounting, and second to the external 

user in the form of financial accounting information. 

Accounting information is a basis for decision making on the 

part of management, stockholders, creditors, governmental 

agencies, and other users of accounting and financial 

reports. 

Internal accounting is managerial accounting that 

provides information for planning or controlling current 

operations, and for making long-range decisions and plans 

(Meigs, Mosich, & Johnson, 1978). Operations management, 

which is a subset of internal accounting, originated in the 

factory environment, and therefore is frequently called 

production management. Operations management involves 

performing managerial activities needed in selecting, 

designing, operating, controlling and updating productive 

systems which are sets of components which transform a set 

of inputs into some desired output. Analysis of 

measurements and accounting information divulge contributory 

causes and make it possible to accelerate favorable trends 

and halt unfavorable ones (Chase & Aquilano, 1977). 
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Another reason for measurement is that once a change or 

a process, such as the implementation of self-directed work 

teams, is undertaken, it must be assessed and measured to 

see (a) how well it is working, (b) if enough resources, 

such as training, are being provided, and (c) if there are 

problems that need to be addressed and corrected (Mohrman & 

Cummings, 1989). Assessing and measuring begin the ongoing 

cycle of periodic assessing and modification of designs, 

which enables learning from implementation how to make the 

designs work and how to improve them, thus creating a self-

designing organization (Mohrman & Cummings, 1989). 

Mohrman and Cummings (1989) iterate that assessment 

and measurement are essential in the implementation of 

programs such as those to enhance performance (e.g., self-

directed work teams), because the implementation process 

cannot be copied from other organizations. Implementation 

requires on-site experimentation as the organization learns 

how to make innovations work in its particular situation 

(Mohrman & Cummings, 1989). 

Of concern in managing the business enterprize is the 

attainment of both the strategic long-term goals and short-

tern goals. Measurement is needed to assess the attainment 

of goals. In fact, in setting goals a major tenet is that 

the goal be measurable. Long-term goal achievement is most 

often the cumulative effect of the achievement of short-term 

goals. Achievement of the smaller goals or milestones 
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sustain the momentum, motivation, and commitment for further 

action, for the next step in attaining the goal. Attainment 

of milestones, of intermediate, frequent successes, will 

energize and motivate (Pritchett & Pound, 1992; Schaffer & 

Thomson, 1992). 

Need for new measures. Eccles (1991) thinks that every 

company will have to redesign how it measures its business 

performance within the next five years. New competitive 

environments and new strategies need new measurements. 

Johnson and Kaplan (1987) contend that management accounting 

systems are inadequate for today's environment of rapid 

technological change, of vigorous global and domestic 

competition, and of enormously expanding information 

processing capabilities. The information that the 

management accounting systems are providing is not useful 

and timely for the process control, product costing, and 

performance evaluation activities of managers (Johnson & 

Kaplan, 1987). 

Katzenbach and Smith (1993) state that teams are more 

likely to flourish if leaders set their sights on 

performance results that balance the needs of customers, 

employees, and shareholders. Kaplan and Norton (1992) 

expand this concept with their balanced scorecard approach 

for monitoring business performance which is discussed 

below. Stayer (1992) advocates providing short-term, 

immediate, real time information to employees at the end of 
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the day, so everyone knows if she or he has been a good 

performer. 

Nonfinancial indicators are important to measure. They 

should be based on the organization's strategy and could 

include measures of manufacturing, marketing, and research 

and development success. A business emphasizing quality, 

for example, could measure internal failure indicators such 

as scrap, defect rates, along with external indicators such 

as customer complaints. The business wanting to improve 

productivity must be certain that its measures differentiate 

deceptive gains due to price recovery (e.g., prices for 

outputs rising faster than prices for inputs) from 

legitimate productivity gains (Johnson & Kaplan, 1987). 

Eccles (1991) suggests that financial numbers can no 

longer be treated as the foundation for evaluating 

performance. They must become one of a broader set which 

includes nonfinancial measures such as quality, market 

share, innovation, human resources, and customer 

satisfaction. For example, many companies derive value from 

employees, and yet fail to measure their progress in 

enhancing employee value. Measures for trends such as 

absenteeism, turnover, morale, promotability, could be 

appropriate (Johnson & Kaplan, 1987). 

What an organization measures must be consistent with 

its goals and vision, because an organization gets what it 

measures or rewards (Eccles, 1991; Kaplan & Norton, 1992; 
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Stayer, 1993; McCollum, 1993, personal communication). 

Businesses must ask, given our strategy, what are the most 

important performance measures and how do they relate to one 

another (Eccles, 1991)? Eccles (1991) further states that 

the most effective measures will also depend on an 

organization's history, culture, and management style. Even 

though some past practices may still be useful, each 

organization should challenge and approach the new situation 

with new principles. 

Pacesetters in developing new measures. Jack Welch, 

General Electric's chief executive since 1981, thinks the 

three important things to measure in a business are customer 

satisfaction, employee satisfaction, and cash flow (Tichy & 

Sherman, 1993). Welch's selection of three measures is in 

keeping with McCollum (1993) of Designed Learning Inc. who 

suggests at optimal conditions a company would keep track of 

three to five measurements because more than that number are 

too confusing, and with Kaplan and Norton's (1992) belief 

that fewer measures are better. 

Welch thinks that growing customer satisfaction helps 

ensure that a company's global market share will grow. 

Employee satisfaction gets at productivity, creativity, 

quality, and pride. People need to be involved and excited 

about their jobs to get more productivity. Cash flow, Welch 

thinks, is the pulse of the company (Tichy & Sherman, 1993). 
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United Healthcare Corp. recently made headlines when it 

published its innovative first attempt at new measurements 

for a health care provider. In the past, health care 

providers, physicians, and hospitals were concerned with 

reporting financial numbers relating to income, expenses, 

profits, and losses. Now the entities in the health 

services industry must also factor in health quality data. 

Such considerations would include what is happening to the 

patient after treatment. Some of the factors measured by 

United Healthcare included patient overall satisfaction, 

satisfaction with the quality of doctors, low birthweight, 

and rate of childhood immunizations. United Healthcare is 

at the front of a revolution that is sweeping the health 

service industry: trying to develop tools to evaluate and 

purchase health care based on quality (Winslow, 1993). 

Difficulty in creating new measurements. Why is it so 

difficult for an organization to create new measurements? 

Many times the measurement systems are those that are 

entrenched within the organization's culture, its 

infrastructure in terms of both the hardware and software of 

the management information systems. The accounting industry 

itself, as well as external users of financial information, 

may lag behind in their acceptance of nonfinancial measures 

(Eccles, 1991). Financial measures carry weight because 

they are assumed to be a comparable uniform metric across 
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all divisions of an organization which can be used for 

resource allocation decisions (Eccles, 1991). 

There are different perspectives among different 

functional areas, among different levels of employees and 

managers, as well as among the organization's corporate 

area, subcorporations, and divisions within the 

subcorporations on what is important to measure. To further 

complicate matters, different managers, units and divisions 

may emphasize different measurements (Eccles, 1991). 

An obvious question is how to align the different 

perspectives, or if it is even desirable or feasible to do 

so. Aligning different perspectives is desirable. Although 

uniformity can be carried too far, every organization needs 

to have at least a few metrics in common besides the bottom 

line as their only common denominator (Eccles, 1991). 

In dealing with teams, the context of the team plays an 

important role. What is important to one team may not be 

important to another. The level of team maturity and the 

level of skills of team members also impacts the team's 

capability to implement certain types of measures. There 

are so many different variables at work within a team, that 

each team, in essence, develops its own personality. 

Block (1993) contends that there are class distinctions 

in what is measured within a company. Usually the lower 

levels are measured very tightly and that same tightness is 

not applied to higher level managers. Additionally, Block 
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is an advocate of local choice in measurements to ensure 

that the selected measurements are appropriate for the 

specific area. These ideas are part of his broader concept 

of empowerment and his belief that the new leadership, or 

stewardship as he calls it, involves keeping accountability 

with service and support. Part of that philosophy 

emphasizes local solutions and self control, because 

diversity exists. Not everyone has to live by the same 

rules and practices. People can live by rules they have 

chosen. Let those on a team develop measures they can live 

by. 

A key factor in assessing and measuring deals with the 

type of criteria used. For instance, are corporations which 

expound empowerment trying to use the more traditional and 

controlling patriarchal measurements? Block (1993) 

emphasizes the need for redesigning the policies and 

procedures in an organization as part of the organization's 

movement toward empowerment. Unless the organization 

changes policies and procedures, nothing really changes, and 

only new areas of control or silos emerge. 

Objective versus subjective measurements. Cohen (1993) 

presents a case for subjective measures of team performance 

such as evaluations obtained from those knowledgeable about 

the teams work. That group could include managers, team 

members, and customers. Cohen argues that objective 

measurements, even when they are available, are often not 
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comparable across sites. Hackman (1987) believes that the 

success of a team in its context depends more on how its 

performance is assessed by stakeholders than how it 

objectively performs. 

Activity-centered versus results-centered measurements. 

Schaffer and Thomson (1992) contend that most organizational 

change programs mistake means for ends, and process for 

outcomes. Their contentions are echoed by others who agree 

in principle, if not in terminology. Hackman (1987) says 

process interventions are popular in consulting work, 

because process difficulties are so easy to see. Kaplan and 

Norton (1992) differentiate between outcome measures and the 

drivers of those measures. Fisher (1993) warns of the 

means/end inversion, for example in a SDWT environment, 

where organizations loose sight of their purpose and instead 

focus on the care and feeding of the structures. Regardless 

of the terminology, there seem to be two opposing camps: 

outcome measures versus measures of activity or process. 

Schaffer and Thomson (1992) state that the improvement 

efforts of many companies in areas of total quality, 

empowerment, benchmarking, and continuous improvement have 

as much impact on financial results as a ceremonial rain 

dance has on the weather. Organizations operate under the 

false assumption that if they do enough of the right 

improvement activities, performance improvements will 

inevitably materialize. In contrast, Kinlaw (1991) posits 
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that team development and performance improvement occur 

together, which implies that tracking one would track the 

other. 

The distinctions that Schaffer and Thomson (1992) make 

between activity and results (i.e., outcome) measures are of 

focus and expediency. Results measures focus on designated, 

measurable operational improvements within a given time 

frame. Results measures match resources, tools, and actions 

plans needed to reach specific targets. Everyone 

understands what is to be achieved, how it will be achieved, 

by what date, and how it will be evaluated. Activities 

measures do not focus on results because results are 

supposed to take care of themselves if the proper activities 

are done. An activity measure, for example, would 

concentrate on processes to reduce defects. A results 

measure would be driven by specific targets and would match 

resources, tools, and actions to reduce defects by 30%. 

Even though companies realize that a change process is a 

long one, they demand immediate improvements in targeted 

areas. 

The momentum of activity-centered programs accelerates 

as frustrated managers attempt to keep pace with fast-moving 

competitors, but there is virtually no evidence to justify 

the investment. A 1991 survey of 300 electronics companies 

that had total quality programs in place showed that 63% had 

failed to improve quality defects by more than 10%. The 
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results-driven programs, in contrast, set specific targets, 

and match resources, tools, and action plans to the task of 

reaching those targets (Schaffer & Thomson, 1992). 

There are six reasons why activity-centered improvement 

programs are not working, according to Schaffer and Thomson 

(1992). First, they are not keyed to specific results. 

They may alter the way employees and managers work with one 

another, change measurement schemes, and train people, but 

they fail to make explicit how the activity is to lead to 

results. Second, they are often too large and diffused, 

which precludes connecting specific activities with the 

bottom line. Third, managers seldom complain when 

activities-centered programs fail to improve operational and 

financial performance for fear of being accused of 

emphasizing the short-term at the expense of the long-term. 

Often, they have been alerted that implementation will be 

painful, and they will not see results for a long time. 

Fourth, delusional measurements are employed that 

equate measures of activities with actual performance 

improvements. For example, the Malcolm Baldrige Award 

designates only 18% of its possible points to quality 

results. Rather, the award concentrates on the 

demonstration of outstanding quality processes without 

always demanding products and services be equally 

outstanding. 
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Fifth, activity-centered programs are usually designed 

by staff specialists and/or external consultants rather than 

operating managers. Finally, there is a bias towards 

orthodoxy rather than empiricism, where the emphasis is on 

faith and doing the right steps, rather than on links of 

cause and effect. 

Conversely, Schaffer and Thomson (1992) tout the 

results-centered activities for four reasons. First, 

managerial process innovations are introduced only as 

needed, and those are prioritized to reach targeted goals 

(Mohrman & Cummings, 1989). Second, empirical testing shows 

what works. Third, the freguent reinforcement of successes 

energizes the improvement process. Finally, continuous 

learning is achieved by one phase building on its 

predecessor. 

Some could argue that empowerment programs such as 

self-directed work teams might fall in the category of the 

activity-centered programs. P. Grosnick (personal 

communication, July 15, 1993), a cohort of Peter Block and a 

fellow exponent of empowerment, suggests that perhaps the 

only way the impact of empowerment can be measured is by the 

survival or nonsurvival of the business entity, more 

specifically, whether a defined customer is willing to buy 

the entity's product or service. Another possibility 

Grosnick suggests for measuring the impact of empowerment 
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would be measuring accountability and responsibility on 

every level of the organization. 

Models for driving performance. Kaplan and Norton 

(1992), after working with 12 companies on the "leading 

edge" of performance measurements, devised their Balanced 

Scorecard Model for monitoring performance. The model 

contains both financial measurements which indicate results 

of past actions, and operational measurements on customer 

satisfaction, internal processes, and innovation and 

improvement activities which drive future financial 

performance. With the Balanced Scorecard model the focus is 

on strategy and vision rather than control. 

The model looks at business from four perspectives: 

(a) the Customer Perspective, or how do customers see the 

organization, (b) an Internal Perspective, or what the 

organization must excel at, (c) the Innovation and Learning 

Perspective, or how to continue to improve and create value, 

and (d) the Financial Perspective, or how the organization 

looks to shareholders. The model brings together seemingly 

disparate elements of the company in a scorecard format that 

allows the organization to see whether improvement in one 

area is at the expense of another (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). 

Included in the Customer Perspective are customers' 

concerns. Customers' concerns are typically (a) lead time 

measured in terms of how long it takes to get a product to 

market, (b) quality measured in terms of defects and/or on-
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time delivery, and (c) performance and service measured in 

terms of how the organization's products or services create 

value for the customer. From the Internal Perspective, 

the organization must focus on those critical operations 

that satisfy customer needs which would typically be factors 

affecting cycle time, quality, employee skills, and 

productivity. To achieve goals on cycle time, productivity, 

and cost, measures must be devised that are influenced by 

employees' actions. Kaplan and Norton (1992) advocate the 

organization's breaking down to local levels measures such 

as cycle time, productivity, and cost. That action links 

top management's judgements and actions to actions of the 

individual employees. Employees then have clear targets for 

contributing to the organization's objectives. Also 

important, the organization needs to identify and measure 

its core competencies which ensure its market leadership 

(Kaplan & Norton, 1992). 

The Innovation and Learning perspective must deal with 

those parameters considered most important for competitive 

success. Innovation, improvement and learning tie directly 

to an organization's value. Only through the ability to 

create value for customers, launch new products, and 

continually improve operating efficiencies can an 

organization penetrate new markets and increase revenues and 

margins. 
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Finally, the Financial Perspective addresses whether 

the organization's strategy implementation and execution are 

contributing to improving the bottom line. Often there is a 

disparity between improved operational performance and 

financial measurements. Kaplan and Norton (1992) contend 

that if improved performance is not reflected in the bottom 

line, an organization needs to reexamine its basic 

assumptions and strategy. 

Effectiveness Criteria for SDWTs 

Selection of effectiveness criteria sparks debate. 

What represents effectiveness and how is it best measured? 

In 1972 Steiner (cited in Guzzo, 1986) stipulated that 

effectiveness is content free (i.e., groups do the best they 

are able, but there is no identified criteria with which to 

judge whether a group is maximally effective). From the 

socio-technical perspective (Cummings, 1981; Trist, 1981, 

cited in Guzzo, 1986) effectiveness is the fulfillment of 

both the task requirements and the social needs and goals of 

group members. 

In Guzzo's (1983) productivity and quality of work life 

studies, productivity is defined as a ratio of outputs to 

inputs (e.g., units/input costs). Consequently, 

productivity improvements can be achieved either by 

increasing outputs faster than input costs, or by decreasing 

input costs while producing a fixed output amount. 

Productivity of teams can be represented in terms of output, 
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(e.g., units produced, clients served), withdrawal (e.g., 

turnover, absenteeism, low effort), and disruptions (e.g., 

accidents, grievances) (Guzzo, 1983). Shea and Guzzo (1984, 

cited in Guzzo, 1986) stipulate that effectiveness is 

situationally defined in terms of the extent to which a 

group fulfills its charter. 

Hackman (1982, cited in Guzzo, 1986) and Trist (1981, 

cited in Guzzo, 1986) posit that effectiveness is indicated 

by the adequacy of group output and the extent members 

experience satisfying interpersonal relations. The three-

part criteria for group effectiveness used by Hackman's 

(1990) research group which studied small work groups first 

stipulates that a group's productive output meets the 

quantity, quality, and timeliness standards of those who 

receive, review or use the output (i.e., system-defined 

criteria rather than researcher-defined, Hackman, 1987). 

Effectiveness was also determined by the extent to which the 

process of working together enhances the members' capability 

of working together in the future, and the extent to which 

the group experience contributes to team members' well 

being. Sundstrom et al. (1990) used performance (i.e., 

acceptability of output to users) and team viability (i.e., 

team members' willingness to continue working together) as 

their effectiveness criteria. 

Cohen (1993) contends that with a multidimensional 

construct of effectiveness SDWTs should be at different 
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levels of effectiveness depending on which dimension of 

effectiveness is assessed. The implications of 

multidimensional constructs of effectiveness is the subject 

of Cohen's (1993) current research. Cohen's model for SDWT 

effectiveness is based on (a) team performance criteria 

which specifically includes controlling costs and increasing 

productivity and quality, (b) team members' attitudes about 

quality of work life such as satisfaction with their jobs 

and teams, social relationships and opportunities for 

growth, and (c) team members' withdrawal behaviors such as 

long-term and short-term absenteeism and turnover. 

Objective versus subjective criteria. The 

effectiveness criteria debate extends to the issue of 

objective versus subjective (i.e., self-report) criteria. 

Gladstein (1984) used both objective and subjective criteria 

in the form of sale revenue data (i.e., objective) and self-

reported performance and employee satisfaction (i.e., 

subjective). Differences between the relationships of 

predictors to the objective and to the subjective self-

report criteria were found. Specifically, objective and 

self-report effectiveness formed two clusters that were not 

correlated. Ninety percent of the variance in effectiveness 

and team satisfaction was accounted for by traditional 

theories of group effectiveness that were found to match 

group members' implicit theories (Gladstein, 1984). 
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Cohen (1993) presents a case for subjective measures of 

team performance such as evaluations obtained from those 

knowledgeable about the team's work. That knowledgeable 

group could include managers, team members, and customers. 

Team members are not only convenient, but should know more 

about their team's performance than members of other groups. 

Combined rating perspectives should give a more complete 

understanding of a team's effectiveness. Cohen argues that 

objective measurements, even when they are available, are 

often not comparable across sites. Hackman (1987, cited in 

Cohen, 1993) believes that the success of a team in its 

context depends more on how its performance is assessed by 

stakeholders than how it objectively performs. 

Some research indicates there is a unique relationship 

between subjective self-report measures and objective 

performance criteria. Shea and Guzzo (1987b, cited in Guzzo 

et al., 1993) found that the subjective measure of potency 

(i.e., the group's collective belief that it can be 

effective) was related to criterion measures of group 

effectiveness as measured by team customer service ratings 

given by supervisors and team members. Potency, on the 

other hand, did not correlate with the team's gain in dollar 

value of sales from one month to another. This finding 

supports Gladstein's (1984) finding that certain objective 

performance measures may be controlled by external 

environmental factors such as potential for market 
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expansion, supply and demand, rather than being within the 

specific control of the team itself. 

The Process-effectiveness Link 

What is the link between process and effectiveness? 

Hackman (1987) is outspoken on the subject of process 

interventions. In summation of research on process he 

states the following: (a) interventions which focus on the 

quality of relationships among members have no significant 

effects on performance, sometimes affect behavior, and 

usually change attitudes and (b) structured techniques that 

minimize process losses (e.g., parliamentary procedure, 

nominal group technique, Delphi technique) can be helpful 

(Hackman, 1987). 

Mohrman, Cohen, and Mohrman (1993) identify certain 

conditions which facilitate performance. Those conditions 

are (a) good communication between groups and people, (b) a 

shared understanding or convergence regarding the goals and 

mission of work and how to go about achieving them, (c) 

timely decision making, and (d) efficacy defined as the 

belief of team members that the team will be able to achieve 

its objectives. In essence these facilitating conditions 

are processes. The facilitating conditions are results of 

organizational and team setting designs (Mohrman et al., 

1993). The facilitating processes are seen as an 

intermediate step between design and outcomes which is 
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similar to Hackman's (1987) belief that process is a 

consequence of how a team is designed and managed. 

Numerous questions exist concerning the link between 

group interaction processes and effectiveness. Gladstein 

(1984) found that groups perceive that "good" interaction is 

related to high task performance. However, an objective 

measure of effectiveness (e.g., sales) did not correlate 

with interaction in her study. Hackman (1982, cited in 

Guzzo, 1986) distinguishes between intermediate 

effectiveness indicators (i.e., the quality of group 

interaction as it performs its task) and ultimate 

effectiveness indicators (i.e, group outputs, member 

satisfaction, healthy social interaction) suggesting that 

the link between effective process and outcomes is less than 

certain. 

People appear to hold an implicit belief relating to 

groups that task accomplishment and quality of social 

interaction are related (Gladstein, 1984). Staw (1975, 

cited in Guzzo, 1986, and cited in Gladstein, 1984) found 

when investigating the direction of causality between group 

characteristics and performance, that knowledge of 

performance data leads people to assign an entire set of 

characteristics to a group. Further, the stereotypic 

characteristics included cohesiveness, motivation, openness 

to change, low interpersonal conflict, and high task 

conflict. Calder (1977, cited in Gladstein, 1984) also 
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found that groups are seen as high performers when they have 

the process characteristics generally thought to be 

associated with high performance. Staw (1975, cited in 

Guzzo, 1986) discovered that groups with interaction 

processes that were perceived as favorable were evaluated 

more positively than groups with less favorable interaction 

processes. Guzzo (1986) surmises that researchers who 

define effectiveness in terms of social interaction may be 

echoing the implicit belief that the two are related. 

Further, task accomplishment and social interaction may be 

separate and independent. 

Background of Organization 

A brief discussion of the history of teaming at the 

defense contractor follows. Performance measurement at the 

organization is also addressed. 

Corporate history of teaming. Cross-functional self-

directed work teams with both salaried and hourly employees 

were implemented at the defense contractor organization in 

response to a management directive that mandated SDWTs by 

the end of 1992. SDWTs were not implemented according to 

particular team design models. Implementation of SDWTs at 

the older site-M involved new process owners and 

stakeholders in the design phase. Support personnel were 

included as members of site-M SDWTs. The SDWT 

implementation process at site-D was less participatory. 

Extensive guidelines for implementation were given to the 28 
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touch-labor SDWTs and their support areas. Support 

personnel were not included as SDWT members at site-D. 

The company's strategy for SDWTs was to provide the 

SDWTs all resources necessary for effective job performance 

and the authority to make decisions based on data. SDWTs 

were to be responsible for making plans, setting priorities, 

reviewing measurements, and taking corrective actions 

(Baker, 1992). 

The company began forming teams in 1983 (Aim, 1992). 

Some of the teams in the sample had prior teaming experience 

as Effectiveness Teams (ETs), and/or cell teams. ETs were 

an outgrowth of quality circles and were typically single 

function teams composed of hourly employees with voluntary 

participation and minimal management support. Membership in 

cell teams was mandatory for all employees within a 

production area. Typically members came from a single 

function, and they were given training in team dynamics and 

interpersonal skills. Cell teams began at the grass roots 

level and had management support (Baker, 1992). 

Within the last four years, which is a time frame that 

matches the existence of some SDWTs in the sample, the 

defense contractor has contended with several influential 

factors which include (a) a United States and a worldwide 

economic recession, (b) the end of the Cold War and an 

ensuing period of alasnost which created massive cutbacks in 

the defense industry, (c) major layoffs beginning in 1990, 
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and continuing to the present, and (d) the winning of a 

prestigious 

quality award. 

Performance measurement. Prior to and during the 

study, methods for assessing aspects of team maturity and 

for measuring team effectiveness and efficiency were being 

developed within the organization. Teams currently use all 

or combinations of the following outcome productivity 

metrics: (a) line of balance (LOB): a measurement of 

schedule, (b) cycle time: a measurement of efficiency which 

impacts schedule, (c) actual/earned hours (A/E): a work 

efficiency measurement, (d) defects per unit (DPU): a 

measurement of quality and yield, (e) defects per million 

opportunities (DPMO): a quality and yield metric which is a 

precursor to six sigma, and (f) six sigma: a quality 

metric, defined as 3.4 defects (e.g., anything resulting in 

customer dissatisfaction) per .million opportunities. Some 

teams are tracking training and other metrics (see Appendix 

B, Table 13, Current Team Metrics: Frequency of Usage). 

The performance metric used by each team depends on the 

context: (a) the type of product(s) produced, (b) the team's 

maturity, (c) the team's level of process improvement 

methodology and statistical sophistication which would 

enable the team to identify and correct its critical 

processes, and (d) directives from management that emphasize 

the optimization of a particular metric. At the time of 
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this study, managers were unable to agree upon a mutually 

acceptable objective performance metric that would allow 

comparison of performance across teams in th4 sample. 

The organization is also looking at activity measures 
j 

(i.e., drivers of outcome measurements). 0n£ year before 

this study, the organization created an aware! to recognize 
| 
! 

outstanding SDWTs with Bronze, Silver, and G<bld awards. 

Participation in the competition was voluntary until this 

year. The criteria is currently being expanded and its 

presentation reformatted. 

The assessment/evaluation process consisted of each 

team completing a 50-item self-assessment rating instrument. 

Subsequently a trained examining team rated the team on the 

same items. Answers were on a four point response scale 

that included "yes," "usually," "sometimes," and "not yet." 

The seven dimensions addressed were (a) Knowledge/Skills, 

(b) Accountability/Responsibility, (c) Information 

Management, (d) Process Improvement, (e) Customer Focus, (f) 

Coordination, and (g) Planning/Execution. 

Definition of Variables 

Some independent variables relate to the individual, 

although those variables are aggregated to the team level, 

and other independent variables relate to the team. Table 6 

presents the independent variables. 
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Table 6 

Independent Variables 

Individual 

Age 

Ethnicity 

Job/SDWT tenure 

SDWTs 

Team age 

Members' gender 

Turnover rates 

Gender 

Education 

Teaming experience 

Number of primary members 

Members' teaming experience 

% of time spent in 

(a) Core work 

(b) Formal team activities 

(c) Informal team activities 

(d) Training 

Facilitators/Leaders. Sample SDWT Members, and Managers 

Levels of job satisfaction 

Satisfaction with SDWT performance evaluation 

Support of the SDWT movement 

Other 

Team's understanding of performance metrics 

Individual's understanding of performance metrics 

The effectiveness criteria (e.g., dependent variables) 

are team performance ratings and job satisfaction. The 
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performance ratings are subjective ratings which are based 

on weighted performance criteria. Ratings are from (a) 

sample members from SDWTs, (b) the sample SDWTs respective 

leaders or facilitators, and (c) managers and management 

teams who manage the sample SDWTs. Job satisfaction was 

measured by participants' responses to, "Now that self-

directed work teams are operating in your area, how 

satisfied are you with your job?" 

SDWT definition for this study. Within the company, 

SDWTs are defined as a group of highly trained people who 

are responsible for completing a well defined segment of 

work (Baker, 1992). This study defines a team as a formal 

work group that, "consists of three or more people employed 

by an organization who see themselves as a group, are seen 

by others in the organization as a group, and who depend on 

each other for resources (e.g., information, time, or money) 

to accomplish a task or set of tasks" (Shea & Guzzo, 1987, 

p. 327). 

Presentation of Hypotheses 

The literature suggests that the implementation of 

SDWTs increases productivity and employee job satisfaction. 

Hypotheses addressing various factors such as team design, 

interpersonal processes within the teams, and distinguishing 

team demographics and team characteristics are presented 

below. 
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Hypotheses 

There are 17 general hypotheses. Each is presented 

below. 

Hypothesis 1. The older teams will report higher job 

satisfaction. These results are expected because older 

teams will have evolved to a developmental stage of improved 

teamwork which should include improved interpersonal skills, 

greater positive feedback and reinforcement. The hypothesis 

is that older teams will report higher job satisfaction. 

Higher job satisfaction for older teams will be measured by 

significantly higher job satisfaction means for participants 

at site-M which has SDWTs that are significantly older than 

SDWTs at site-D. 

Hypothesis 2. SDWT performance and SDWT job 

satisfaction will not be related. This position is posited 

for several reasons. First, from the subjective judgement 

of the researcher, there is an apparent discontent and 

skepticism concerning teaming from all levels of employees 

at both study sites. Second, some of the manager group SDWT 

performance criteria are measures that the teams cannot 

control. Cost, for example, which is the most important 

criterion of the six manager group performance criteria is 

an outcome measure that cannot be completely controlled by 

the SDWT. Cost is controlled to a great extent by factors 

external to the team. 
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Third, job satisfaction is fluctuating among SDWT 

members, given the current developmental stage of 19 of the 

30 sample SDWTS which are one and a half years old. 

Sundstrom et al. (1990) think that early stages in a team's 

life are characterized by fluctuations in effectiveness 

which include output and member satisfaction. The site-D 

teams, which are the younger SDWTs, appear to be in the 

state of confusion stage which follows the initial state of 

enthusiasm. The state of confusion stage is characterized 

by lack of cooperation and confusion. At that stage, team 

member discussions typically include job security and 

opposition to the transition to SDWTs (Osburn et al., 1990). 

Fourth, Locke and Latham's high performance model 

(1990) posits that there is no direct connection between 

satisfaction and subsequent productivity. Satisfaction and 

productivity are connected in two ways according to their 

model. First, their model shows that when rewards are 

proportional to high performance, satisfaction is the result 

of high performance. Second, the subsequent effect of 

satisfaction on performance is indirect. Satisfaction will 

lead to high performance only when satisfaction leads to 

organizational commitment and when the commitment is to 

specific goals which are associated with relevant moderators 

and mediators. In this study job satisfaction is measured 

in phase I of the study, before performance evaluations in 

phase II. They further posit that the key to high 
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performance is satisfaction in conjunction with other 

factors. 

Finally Cohen (1993) posits that in team design there 

are different predictors for different outcome criteria 

(i.e., performance, attitudes about quality of work life, 

and withdrawal behaviors). The hypothesis is that SDWT 

performance and SDWT job satisfaction will not be related, 

as measured by the correlation between the global 

performance rating and overall SDWT member job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 3. Teams with lower turnover rates will 

have higher performance. These results are in line with 

Cohen's (1993) predictions that higher performance is 

associated with teams that have a stable composition. 

Stability in composition allows the development of adequate 

performance-related norms and precludes having to 

continually orient new members to the way the team works 

together and to technical requirements. The hypothesis is 

that teams with lower turnover rates will have higher 

performance, as measured by the correlation between turnover 

rates and the global performance rating. 

Hypothesis 4. How a team spends its time will relate 

to performance. Teams that spend more time in informal 

activities (i.e., spontaneous, as-needed activities such as 

meeting with fellow team members to exchange information, 

problem solve, cross-train, resolve conflicts) will 

correlate to higher performance. Informal communication 
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networks are typically utilized to clarify communication, 

particularly one-way communication from management (Johnson 

& Johnson, 1991). The informal communication network (e.g., 

grapevine) is the primary way both factual and nonfactual 

information is exchanged among employees (Bowditch & Buono, 

1989). Clearer and more understandable communication should 

expedite higher performance. The hypothesis is that teams 

which spend more time in informal activities will have 

higher performance, as measured by the correlation between 

time spent in informal activities and the global performance 

rating. 

Hypothesis 5. SDWTs' understanding of the cycle time 

metric will correlate with higher performance. The manager-

driven organizational goal of attaining a reduction of two 

times theoretical cycle time is to be achieved over a four-

year period which ends in 1995. Cycle time is the actual 

time required to process one unit of work. Theoretical 

cycle time refers to the time required to process one unit 

of work with all the specified procedures, through all the 

steps of the process, with no set ups, waits or delays of 

any kind. Cycle time is the official common denominator 

metric for all teams in the organization. Higher 

performance results are expected because understanding cycle 

time should mean that SDWTs understand whether their 

performance is meeting established standards, and/or what is 

needed to improve performance. The hypothesis is that 
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SDWTs' understanding of cycle time will correlate with 

higher performance ratings, as measured by the correlation 

of SDWTs' understanding of cycle time with global 

performance ratings. 

Hypothesis 6. Satisfaction with SDWTs will increase 

the longer the organization is involved in SDWTs. This 

hypothesis is posited for two reasons. First, teams should 

evolve to a more mature developmental stage of improved 

teamwork which should include improved interpersonal skills 

and more successes in attaining objectives and goals. 

Second, the longer SDWTs are in place, the greater the 

probability that those employees who are not comfortable 

with the SDWT concept will leave the organization either 

voluntarily or through termination. The hypothesis is that 

satisfaction with SDWTs for facilitators/leaders, SDWT 

sample team members, and managers will increase the longer 

the organization is involved in SDWTs. The hypothesis will 

be measured by the responses (i.e., means) of 

facilitators/leaders, SDWT sample team members, and managers 

to the question, "The longer I am involved with self-

directed work teams, the more satisfied I become with self-

directed work teams." 

Hypothesis 7. SDWTs which perceive their performance 

is evaluated on a team basis will have higher performance. 

Team-based feedback is part of the interdependent feedback 

and rewards concept that stipulates that individual feedback 
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and rewards should be linked to the team's performance 

(Guzzo, 1986). Creating the interdependence of individual 

and team should lead to a higher level of team work. The 

hypothesis is that SDWTs which perceive their performance is 

evaluated on a team basis will have higher performance as 

measured by the correlation between perception of team-based 

performance evaluation and the global performance rating. 

Hypothesis 8. SDWTs which perceive their performance 

is fairly evaluated will be higher performers. The concept 

of fairness should imply some degree of mutual acceptance 

between those who set the performance standards and those 

who are to perform according to the standards. Acceptance 

of the performance standards by the SDWTs should be 

accompanied by an effort to achieve those standards, because 

the organization usually gets what it measures. The 

hypothesis will be measured by the correlation between 

SDWTs perception of fair performance evaluation and the 

global performance rating. 

Hypothesis 9. SDWTs with higher understanding of how 

their performance is evaluated will be higher performers. 

These results are expected because teams which have higher 

understanding of how their performance is evaluated will 

have focus, guidelines, objectives, and goals. Generally it 

is posited that an organization gets what it measures. The 

hypothesis is that SDWTs with higher understanding of how 

their performance is evaluated will be higher performers as 
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measured by the correlation between understanding of how 

performance is evaluated and the global performance rating. 

Hypothesis 10. A significant relationship will exist 

between the composite Job Design Model and performance and 

job satisfaction. The hypothesis will be measured by the 

correlation between the composite Job Design Model and the 

global performance rating, and between the composite Job 

Design Model and SDWT overall job satisfaction. Elements of 

this job design model draw heavily on Hackman's (1987) 

elements of designing motivational jobs for the individual. 

It is believed that this model will also apply in a team 

setting (Campion & Medsker, 1992b). 

Several factors in the organization where this study 

took place will strengthen the relationships of this model 

with performance and job satisfaction. Specifically, early 

education on SDWTs and job redesign emphasized the elements 

in this Job Design Model. 

This hypothesis is presented even though Cohen's (1993) 

overall hypothesis is that her research will find 

differences between performance criteria, attitudes about 

quality of work life, (e.g., job satisfaction), and team 

members' withdrawal behaviors depending on the type of 

design model being assessed (i.e., different predictors will 

produce different outcomes). She hypothesizes that her 

group task design model with its emphasis on motivational 

jobs will increase employees' quality of work life, but will 
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not increase performance. That model contains four elements 

which are the same as Campion and Medsker's (1992b) WGDM Job 

Design Model. Cohen's model contains the dimension of 

generation of regular feedback on how the team is 

performing, while the WGDM model has the dimension of 

Participation in Decisions. 

Hypothesis 11. A significant relationship will exist 

between the composite Potency/Interdependence Model and 

performance and job satisfaction. The hypothesis will be 

measured by the correlation between the composite 

Potency/Interdependence Model and the global performance 

rating, and by the correlation between the 

Potency/Interdependence Model and SDWT overall job 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 12. A significant relationship will exist 

between the composite Context/Resources Model and 

performance and job satisfaction. The hypothesis will be 

measured by the correlation between the Context/Resources 

Model and the global performance rating, and by the 

correlation between the Context/Resources Model and SDWT 

overall job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 13. A significant relationship will exist 

between the composite Composition Model and performance and 

job satisfaction. The hypothesis will be measured by the 

correlation between the Composition Model and the global 
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performance rating, and by the correlation between the 

Composition Model and SDWT overall job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 14. A significant relationship will exist 

between the composite Process Model and performance and job 

satisfaction. The hypothesis will be measured by the 

correlation between the Process Model and the global 

performance rating, and by the correlation between the 

Process Model and SDWT overall job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 15. A significant relationship will exist 

between the WGDM dimension of Potency and performance and 

job satisfaction. These results are expected because 

Campion and Medsker's (1992b) study found that the Potency 

dimension was significant in nearly all analyses of 

performance and job satisfaction. They also found that 

within the Potency/Interdependence Model, controlling for 

potency eliminated most of the relationships with the three 

interdependence dimensions, which supports Shea and Guzzo's 

(1987) hypothesis that Potency may mediate the effect of 

interdependence on effectiveness (Campion & Medsker, 1992b). 

The hypothesis is that a significant relationship will exist 

between the WGDM dimension of Potency and performance and 

job satisfaction. The hypothesis will be measured by the 

correlation between the Potency dimension and the global 

performance rating, and by the correlation between the 

Potency dimension and SDWT overall job satisfaction. 
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Hypothesis 16. SDWTs that rate high on the two Team 

Interaction Styles team-oriented process dimensions of (a) 

Communication and Integration, and (b) Organization and 

Utilization of Resources, and the individual-oriented 

dimension of Leadership Functions will show higher 

performance and higher job satisfaction. These results are 

expected because of prior research that showed a 

relationship between those three process dimensions and 

higher performing teams (Watson & Michaelsen, 1988, cited in 

Watson et al., 1993). Additionally, the position is 

supported by those who posit that if the process is correct, 

the results will follow (Kinlaw, 1991). If positive teaming 

and interpersonal processes are within the team, the team 

will be demonstrate higher job satisfaction. Mohrman et al. 

(1993), in their study of knowledge work teams at the same 

organization as this study, identified conditions 

facilitating performance (i.e., good communication between 

groups and people, shared understanding of work goals and 

missions and how to go about achieving them, timely decision 

making, and team efficacy). Performance facilitating 

conditions are processes which result from team setting 

designs. 

The hypothesis is that SDWTs that rate high on the two 

Team Interaction Styles team-oriented process dimensions of 

(a) Communication and Integration, and (b) Team Organization 

and Utilization of Resources, and (c) the individual-
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oriented dimension of Leadership Functions will show higher 

performance and higher job satisfaction. The hypothesis 

will be measured by the correlations between (a) 

Communication and Integration, (b) Team Organization and 

Utilization of Resources, and (c) Leadership Functions, and 

global performance ratings and overall SDWT job satisfaction 

respectively. 

Hypothesis 17. SDWTs members will primarily suggest 

activity measures (i.e., drivers of performance) and 

managers will suggest primarily results (i.e., outcome) 

measures. These results are expected for several reasons. 

The SDWTs will tend to focus on an internal perspective 

because of their concern with how well their team is 

developing and performing. Teams will also emphasize the 

activity-centered measures which drive performance because 

of the emphasis those measures have received in various team 

monitoring practices such as team development evaluations 

(i.e., team level certifications), training matrices, and 

the star point responsibility sharing system. On the other 

hand, managers will select primarily results or outcome 

measures because of the historical emphasis on outcome 

measures within this study's organizational environment. 

Even though there has been an emphasis for the last few 

years on customer satisfaction, the major emphasis has been 

on outcome measures such as cost, schedule, and quality. 
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The hypothesis is that SDWTs members will primarily 

suggest activity measures (i.e., drivers of performance) and 

managers will suggest primarily results (i.e., outcome) 

measures. The divergence in suggestions will be measured by 

response frequencies to the specific items in the Balanced 

Scorecard's four subcategories: Customer Perspective, 

Internal Perspective, Innovation and Learning Perspective, 

and Financial Perspective. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

The study design was quasi-experimental and primarily 

involved correlation methods. Both qualitative and 

quantitative methods were used (Cook & Reichardt, 1979). 

The sample was divided into subsets for some procedures, 

comparisons, and analyses. Phase I of the study involved 

the subjects' completion of Team Questionnaires, assessment 

instruments, and the creation of the performance criteria 

with which to evaluate SDWTs. Phase II was the evaluation 

phase. 

Subjects 

The research was conducted in two geographically 

separate sites (i.e., site-D and site-M) of a large defense 

contractor company (see Appendix B, Table 13, Study Design). 

The sample consisted of 30 self-directed work teams (n = 30) 

which participated in both phases of the study. All of the 

sample SDWTs are engaged in manufacturing in a production 

environment. All sample teams were classified according to 

Sundstrom et al. (1990) as production and service: First 

line employees working together full time. According to 

Sundstrom et al. (1990), these teams have low work-team 

differentiation which means variable membership 
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requirements, sometimes high turnover, and variable team 

life spans. These teams typically have high integration 

consisting of externally paced work synchronized with 

suppliers and customers internal and external to the 

organization. Work cycles are typically repeated or 

continuous processes with cycles briefer than the team life 

span. Typical outputs are components and assemblies 

(Sundstrom et al., 1990). In this study each team produces 

different products, or multiple products, and each tracks 

different productivity metrics depending on its area of 

emphasis or focus, level of maturity, and level of 

sophistication in statistical quality control and technical 

skills. 

Of the 30 SDWTS in the sample, 19 teams were from site-

D and 11 teams were from site-M. Approximately six members 

[five SDWT members and the team's leader at site-D or 

facilitator at site-M participated from each team (SDWT 

sample members n = 145). Some teams had fewer than six 

participants because of the actual team size. Eleven team 

facilitators and 19 team leaders grouped as 

facilitators/leaders (n = 30) participated in both phases of 

the study. 

In Phase II, 24 managers from four site-D Management 

Teams and six "SDWT managers" from site-M (managers n = 30) 

participated. Of the 24 site-D managers, 23 completed 

demographic information and 20 evaluated SDWT performance. 
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One manager did not complete demographic information, but 

evaluated team performance; one manager did not complete 

performance evaluation, but completed demographic 

information. All site-M managers completed both demographic 

and SDWT performance evaluation information. Two higher 

level managers participated to some extent in both phases of 

the study. 

Each site-D Management Team manages from two to 11 

SDWTs. Each site-D Management Team managers evaluated from 

two to eight teams. Each of the six site-M SDWT managers 

manage and evaluate^ from one to four SDWTs. One trainer 

from site-M was added to the site-M SDWT managers (total n = 

7) for both demographic and performance evaluation 

information. 

Participation. Thirty SDWTs were selected by upper 

management to participate in the study. Team 

facilitators/leaders and managers participated because of 

their positions relative to the 30 SDWTs. 

Note that site-M facilitators and site-D team leaders 

comprise the facilitator/leader group. Two weeks prior to 

administering Phase I of the study, the role of the site-D 

facilitator was changed to a nonparticipating member of the 

team. Therefore the responsibility of providing team data 

was given to the site-D team leader. SDWTs from both sites 

had comparable interaction with facilitators until two weeks 

prior to the beginning of phase I. Statistical analysis 
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later supported the decision to group the 

facilitators/leaders. There were no significant differences 

between sites in SDWT performance evaluations given by the 

facilitators at site-M and the team leaders at site-D. 

Representative members from each SDWT were randomly 

selected for participation in the study. Individual 

participation in this study was voluntary meaning that a 

randomly selected individual could decline to participate. 

In that case the next individual on the randomly generated 

list of alternates would be given the opportunity to 

participate. Ninety two percent (92%) of the participants 

in Phase I also completed Phase II. The drop out rate can 

be attributed to such factors as vacations, transfers, 

termination, and those declining to participate. 

One hundred forty five SDWT members (90 site-D, 55 

site-M) completed Phase I which ran from June 11 to July 2, 

1993. One hundred thirty seven SDWT members (83 site-D, 54 

site-M) completed Phase II which ran from July 12 to 

September 1, 1993. Of the 137 who completed Phase II, four 

were new participants who had not completed Phase I. Twelve 

original participants (8%) failed to complete Phase II; of 

this group, one was moved off the team, one member moved out 

of the area, one was terminated, three left the company, and 

six chose not to complete the second phase. Four of the 12 

dropouts were replaced by the sample teams for Phase II; 

eight were not. 
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Measures 

Three assessment instruments were used in various 

combinations. They included a Team Questionnaire developed 

for this study, the Work Group Design Measure (WGDM) 

(Campion & Medsker, 1992b), and the Team Interaction Styles 

(TIS) (Watson & Michaelsen, 1991). The WGDM and TIS measure 

the independent variables. The Team Questionnaire primarily 

measures independent variables; however, it contains the job 

satisfaction criterion question, "Now that self-directed 

work teams are operating in your area, how satisfied are you 

with your job?" 

The Self-Directed Work Team Rating Form measures the 

dependent performance variables. Two forms of the self-

directed work team rating form developed for this study were 

used to evaluate SDWT performance. Representative forms of 

the Team Questionnaire, and Self-Directed Work Team Rating 

Form, rather than all variations of the instruments, are 

included in Appendix A, along with the Work Group Design 

Measure. Authors of the Team Interaction Styles granted 

permission for that instrument to be used only in this 

study, therefore it is not included in the Appendix (W. E. 

Watson, personal communication, December 8, 1992). 

The instruments assessing the independent variables are 

presented first. The instrument evaluating the dependent 

variables follows those presentations. Finally, the 

Balanced Scorecard, which served as a model for categorizing 
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suggestions for fair and accurate measures of performance, 

concludes the section addressing measures. 

Team questionnaire. The Team Questionnaire is a term 

for nine modifications of a generic self-report 

questionnaire distributed to all participants: SDWT 

facilitators at site-M, SDWT leaders site-D, sample SDWT 

members at both sites, site-D's management team leaders and 

management team members, site-M's SDWT managers, and upper 

managers from both sites. Its questions address independent 

variables and the dependent job satisfaction variable. The 

dependent job satisfaction effectiveness criterion is 

responses to, "Now that self-directed work teams are 

operating in your area, how satisfied are you with your 

j ob? " 

The Team Questionnaire includes demographic items on 

the specific respondent and the SDWT. Demographic questions 

address sample team member's age, gender, ethnicity, 

education, tenure, and teaming experience. SDWT demographic 

questions address team age, number of primary team members, 

gender, prior teaming experience, annual turnover rate, and 

how teams use their time. Open-ended questions explore the 

following: (a) what about the SDWT movement makes 

respondents like their jobs more and less; (b) what would 

increase respondents' support of the SDWT movement; and (c) 

recommendations on metrics that most accurately measure team 

and managerial performance. 
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Additionally, questions with five point Likert-type 

scales address SDWT performance evaluation, job 

satisfaction, and the understanding of performance metrics 

currently used by the teams. The scales in this subsection 

of the Team Questionnaire were transformed from a five point 

scale of 1 (strongly disagree) through 5 (strongly agree) to 

a scale of -2 (strongly disagree) through +2 (strongly 

agree). 

The Team Questionnaire was used both alone and in 

combination with the Work Group Design Measure and the Team 

Interaction Styles instruments. Two Team Questionnaires 

which are representative of the nine forms of this 

instrument are included in Appendix A. 

Work group design measure. The Work Group Design 

Measure (WGDM) (Campion & Medsker, 1992b) assesses 19 design 

dimensions which are grouped in one of five basic models. 

The five models are abstractions of theories derived from 

socio-technical systems, social psychology, industrial 

engineering, and organizational psychology literature for 

designing teams. A five point response scale ranging from 5 

(strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree) was used. 

The dimensions of the WGDM are categorized within a 

human resources framework to highlight how organizations and 

management can design and maintain effective teams (see 

Appendix B, Table 15, Work Group Design Measure: 

Relationships of Work Group Design Dimensions to Human 
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Resource Functions). Each of the five design models are 

outlined below and are also presented in Table 14, Team 

Design Models and Definitions of Their Dimensions (see 

Appendix B). The first four models deal with inputs and the 

last model deals with process. The instrument is included 

in Appendix A for further research. 

Job Design Model. The Job Design model, most linked to 

Hackman's work (e.g., Hackman, 1987) focuses on motivational 

job design and includes the following five dimensions: 

Self-Management, Participation in Decisions, Task Variety, 

Task Significance, and Task Identity. 

Potency/Interdependence Model. The Potency 

(Spirit)/Interdependence model which is taken from the work 

of Guzzo, Shea, and colleagues (Guzzo & Shea, 1992; Guzzo et 

al., 1993; Shea & Guzzo, 1987) stipulates that potency 

(i.e., spirit) and interdependence in a team are factors of 

team effectiveness. Potency is collective belief within a 

team that the team can be effective, and is similar to 

Bandura's (1982) theory of self-efficacy which is on an 

individual level, and Vroom's theory of high expectancy 

(Vroom, 1964). The theory is that a judgement or belief 

will become a self-fulfilling prophecy. The model 

emphasizes the need for interdependence, which is the 

essence of teamwork, and often the reason teams are formed. 

This model includes the following four dimensions: Potency, 
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Interdependent Feedback and Rewards, Goal Interdependence, 

and Task Interdependence. 

Composition Model. The Composition model is primarily 

derived from theories in organizational behavior literature 

(e.g. Gladstein, 1984; Hackman, 1987; Guzzo & Shea, in 

press, cited in Campion & Medsker, 1992b). The theme of 

group composition (i.e., staff teams with the proper 

expertise) is present in most effectiveness models (Campion 

et al., 1993). The three dimensions in this model are as 

follows: Membership Heterogeneity, Relative Size, and 

Flexibility in Job Assignments. 

Context/Resources Model. The Context/Resources model 

which is a product of recent theories in organizational 

effectiveness (Guzzo & Shea, in press, cited in Campion & 

Medsker, 1992b) refers to the supportive organizational 

context and resources provided the group. This model's 

three dimensions include Training, Managerial Support, and 

Communication and Cooperation Between Groups. 

Process Model. The Process model was developed from 

McGrath's input-process-output perspective (McGrath, 1964). 

The emphasis is on process, or those things that go on in a 

group that influence the output. The four dimensions of 

this model are Social Support, Workload Sharing, 

Communication and Cooperation Within the Group, and 

Preference for Group Work. 
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Analysis of WGDM Instrument. WGDM developers performed 

factor analyses, correlation analyses, and reliability 

analyses on their instrument. These procedures were 

accepted in this study. There was no replication of Campion 

and Medsker's (1992b) WGDM factor analyses, and internal 

reliability procedures. Their results are presented in 

Table 16, Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities and 

Intercorrelations Among the Work Group Design Dimensions, 

(see Appendix B). 

Common factor analysis found that each of the 19 

dimensions loaded on its own factor when a 19 factor 

solution was forced in the analysis. With one or two minor 

exceptions, all items from each dimension had their highest 

loadings on the same factor, separate from items of other 

dimensions. Orthogonal (varimax) and oblique (promax) 

rotations found the same results as common factor analysis. 

Principal components analysis found that 19 factors 

explained 72% of total variance, and 17 of the 19 dimensions 

loaded on their own factors with orthogonal or oblique 

rotations (Campion & Medsker, 1992b). 

As shown in Table 16, Means, Standard Deviations, 

Reliabilities and Intercorrelations Among the Work Group 

Design Dimensions (see Appendix B), according to Campion and 

Medsker (1992b), intercorrelations among scales for each of 

the 19 dimensions were generally low (average r via Fisher's 

r to z transformation = .22). Several reliability 
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assessments were calculated. Two internal consistencies of 

scales, Relative Size (Composition Model) and Communication 

and Cooperation Between Groups (Context Resource Model), 

were well below .60. Intraclass correlations which reflect 

the interrater reliability of the aggregate responses, were 

significant, although modest in size. In correlating 

interrater reliability of managers' ratings of the design 

dimensions with average employee ratings, 11 of the 19 

correlations were significant, and most were small (Campion 

& Medsker, 1992b). 

In summary, although some scales have low reliability, 

the scales as a set were reliable. Reliability assessments 

generated by Campion and Medsker (1992b) for the dimension 

scales on the WGDM were accepted by this study. Results 

using scales with low reliability (e.g., Relative Size and 

Communication and Cooperation Between Groups) should be 

interpreted cautiously (Campion & Medsker, 1992b). 

Team interaction styles. The Team Interaction Style 

(TIS) instrument is a modified version of the Group Style 

Description (Watson & Michaelsen, 1988 cited in Watson et 

al., 1993). The TIS is a global indicator of group 

interpersonal process. The TIS has been found to be 

predictive of high-performing versus low-performing groups 

in a university setting, across time (Watson & Michaelsen, 

1988 cited in Watson et al., 1993). 
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The instrument is based on five process dimensions. 

Two of the five dimensions capture team orientation: (a) 

Communication and Integration and (b) Organization and 

Utilization of Resources. Three dimensions capture 

individual orientation: (a) Leadership Functions, (b) Lack 

of Team Focus, and (c) Power Struggle. Responses are on a 

five point unipolar scale ranging from 5 (to a very great 

extent) to 1 (to a very little extent) (Watson & Michaelsen, 

1988 cited in Watson et al., 1993). 

The Communication and Integration dimension addresses 

concepts such as listening, participation in decisions and 

reaching consensus-like decisions, exercising leadership 

skills as a group, group potency, and adequate allocation of 

time for work. Organization and Utilization of Resources 

emphasizes organization and delegation of work, and 

utilizing the differences and strengths of group members. 

The dimension of Leadership Functions addresses an emergent 

leader who facilitates organization and facilitates settling 

interpersonal differences, as well as provides positive 

feedback. 

Reliability data from the developers of the TIS were 

accepted for this study. Procedures for assessing 

reliability of the TIS were not part of this study. Watson, 

et al. (1993) found that reliability (Cronbach alphas) of 

the modified TIS over four one-month-interval task periods 

were at Time One through Time Four respectively, .78, .76, 
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.72, .79. Items tend to cluster in two dimensions: Group 

effectiveness and group ineffectiveness. The effectiveness 

is represented by the "we" items and the ineffectiveness, by 

the "I" items in the instrument. The instrument is used 

with permission of the authors and is not included in the 

Appendix. 

Self-directed work team rating form. The self-directed 

work team rating form was developed specifically for this 

study. The form presents six weighted performance criteria 

developed by a representative manager group for evaluating 

SDWT performance. The criteria and their weights, which 

reflect their relative importance, are as follows: cost 

(23.38%), schedule (22.47%), quality (22.47%), goal setting 

(11.46%), team empowerment (10.56%), and cycle time (9.65%). 

In one section of each rating page the specific 

criterion is defined. Another section presents suggested 

information to look at in order to arrive at a rating 

decision. The criteria definitions and the suggested 

information to use in making the evaluations are an all-

inclusive compilation of the information suggested by the 

manager group. Facilitators/leaders, SDWT sample members, 

and managers were asked to rate their team's performance on 

a scale of 5 (well above expectations) to 3 (on track) to 1 

(well below expectations). Raters were also asked to circle 

which of the suggested information they used in making their 

decision. In the data analysis stage of the study, the 
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five-point scale was transformed to +2 (well above 

expectations) to 0 (on track) to -2 (well below 

expectations). 

The instrument included a page explaining the purpose 

of the study, the composition of the manager group, the 

criteria weights which indicated each criterion's relative 

importance, and a page on common rater errors to be avoided. 

Inclusion of the common rater errors and the request for 

respondents to circle the information used in making their 

rating decisions were added in an attempt to minimize rater 

errors. One version of this instrument is included in 

Appendix A. 

The Balanced Scorecard Model. The Balanced Scorecard 

Model (Kaplan & Norton, 1992) was modified for this study to 

highlight different perspectives on fair and accurate 

measures of SDWT and manager performance. The model is used 

as a basis for categorizing responses on fair and accurate 

measures of performance. The modified Balance Scorecard 

used in this study is not presented with the intent that it 

be used as a model for tracking performance at the defense 

contractor company where this study took place. 

The rationale behind the model's modification for this 

study is twofold. First, Kaplan and Norton (1992) instruct 

companies to modify the Balanced Scorecard to adapt to each 

individual company. Second, because the focus of this study 

is on SDWTs, a set of generally accepted factors for 
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evaluating group functioning was inserted as part of the 

Internal Perspective category. The 13 factors included 

under the Internal Perspective category are a compilation 

and modification from numerous sources of characteristics of 

a well-functioning teams (Hanson & Lubin, 1988; Kinlaw, 

1991? Palmer, 1988; Schein, 1969; Weisbord, 1988). Also 

included are factors relating to the concept of developing 

teams along the lines of interpersonal, problem 

solving/decision making, technical, and administrative 

skills (Fisher, 1993). The Balanced Scorecard used in this 

study included some of the actual metrics suggested by its 

developers for areas other than the Internal Perspective. 

The Customer Perspective section (i.e., how customers 

see the organization), addresses issues such as lead time 

measured in terms of how long it takes to get a product to 

market, quality measured in terms of defects and/or on-time 

delivery, and performance and service measured in terms of 

how the organization's products or services create value for 

the customer (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). The four measures for 

the Customer Perspective include Time (i.e., schedule: Line 

of balance (LOB); and cycle time), Quality (i.e., defect 

rates: Defects per unit (DPU), defects per million 

opportunities (DPMO), six sigma), Cost (i.e., unit and 

additional costs), and Performance and Service. 

The Internal Perspective (i.e., what the organization 

must excel at), typically would identify and measure core 
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competencies and focus on those critical operations that 

satisfy customer needs. For purposes of this study, because 

the focus of this study is SDWTs, a set of generally 

accepted factors for evaluating group functioning was 

inserted as part of the Internal Perspective category 

(Kaplan & Norton, 1992). The Internal Perspective measures 

are divided into two major categories. The Team Development 

category contains Goal Setting, Teamwork, Communication, 

Conflict Resolution, Problem Solving, Locus of Decision 

Making, Leadership, Using Team Resources, Continuous 

Improvement, and Training. The Team Technical Development: 

Technical and Administrative includes Job Knowledge, 

Tracking Skills, and Administrative Tasks. 

The Innovation and Learning Perspective (i.e., how to 

continue to improve and create value), addresses those 

parameters considered most important for competitive 

success. Innovation, improvement and learning tie directly 

to an organization's value. Only through the ability to 

create value for customers, launch new products, and 

continually improve operating efficiencies can an 

organization penetrate new markets and increase revenues and 

margins (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). This section includes 

Strategic Implementation and Execution, Product and Process 

Innovations/Improvements, and Specific Rates of Improvement. 

The Financial Perspective (i.e., how the organization 

looks to shareholders) addresses whether the organization's 
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strategy implementation and execution are contributing to 

improving the bottom line. Often there is a disparity 

between improved operational performance and financial 

measurements. Kaplan and Norton (1992) contend that if 

improved performance is not reflected in the bottom line, an 

organization needs to reexamine its basic assumptions and 

strategy. This section includes measures of Growth, 

Profitability, and Shareholder Value. 

Procedure 

The study was done in two phases. The majority of the 

study used the team level of analysis. A measurement 

overview, along with discussions of team and individual 

levels of analyses, and descriptive and inferential 

statistics are presented below. 

Phase I 

Phase I of the study involved information gathering and 

the creation of performance evaluation criteria. All 

participants completed a Team Questionnaire which addressed 

team and individual respondent demographics, performance 

evaluation, job satisfaction, performance metrics, and the 

impact of the self-directed work team movement. Job 

satisfaction information, one of the study's effectiveness 

criteria, was collected in this phase. To gather 

information on team design and interpersonal processes 

within the team, two assessment instruments, the Work Group 

Design Measure (WGDM) and the Team Interaction Style (TIS), 
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were completed by SDWT members and their leaders or 

facilitators. Additionally, a manager group developed 

performance criteria with which to evaluate SDWTs. A 

representative manager group from the two sites was 

convened, because managers at the two sites could not agree 

on a mutually acceptable, objective, productivity, output 

metric that would allow comparison of performance across all 

teams in the sample. Phase I ran three weeks from June 11 

to July 2, 1993. 

In advance of the Phase I packet distribution, which 

included the Team Questionnaire, WGDM, and TIS, a series of 

communications explaining the forthcoming SDWT research 

study were sent to participants. First, a memorandum under 

the business unit manager's signature was sent via 

electronic mail. A second explanatory electronic mail 

memorandum was sent under the researcher's signature. A 

third explanatory memorandum was included in the 

questionnaire distribution packages. In all communications, 

participants with questions were encouraged to call the 

researcher. 

Questionnaire distribution and completion varied 

according to site. At site-D, team facilitators distributed 

packets to the SDWTs or their leaders. The packet included 

instructions for the facilitator, the team leader (to be 

read aloud to the team), and for the participating team 

member. Questionnaires were to be completed during a team 



137 

meeting. Numerous teams, however, distributed 

questionnaires for completion outside the team meetings. At 

site-M, all participants were scheduled to complete 

questionnaires in an auditorium meeting where the researcher 

was present. The researcher collected all completed 

questionnaires. Those absent at that meeting individually 

completed questionnaires and returned them to a central 

contact person at that site. 

Throughout the data gathering process stringent 

procedures were followed to maintain the confidentiality of 

all participants. All questionnaire packets were returned 

in sealed envelopes and immediately removed from the 

research site and stored on the researcher's premises. 

Phase II 

Phase II, the evaluation phase, ran seven weeks from 

July 12 to September 1, 1993. Performance ratings were 

self-report ratings based on weighted performance criteria 

developed by a manager group representative of the 

management at the two sites. Each SDWT was rated by three 

separate groups: facilitators/leaders, sample team members, 

and managers. SDWT performance ratings from all three 

groups were combined in the global team performance rating 

(i.e., a mean of the three ratings). Additionally, during 

Phase II, demographic data were gathered on site-M managers, 

and demographic and team characteristics data were gathered 
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on site-D Management Teams and sample managers from those 

teams. 

Explanatory communications were sent prior to the 

beginning of Phase II evaluations. In advance of the second 

phase where the SDWTs rated themselves on their performance 

using the manager group criteria, team leaders and 

facilitators were instructed to help their teams obtain the 

information that the manager group recommended using for 

evaluating each of the six SDWT performance criteria. 

Performance ratings were to be based on June 30, 1993, 

second quarter numbers. Instructions encouraged all 

participants to get clarification on criteria and 

information from appropriate sources, even including 

discussions with their fellow team members, but ultimately 

to rate their team based on their personal judgement. 

Individual team members' ratings were averaged on a 

criterion basis, then each criterion was weighted according 

to manager group weights which indicate relative importance 

of the criterion. Finally, all criteria were averaged and 

aggregated to the team level in the form of an overall team 

self-report rating of five through one. The overall team 

rating number ranged from a 5 (well above expectations) to 3 

(on track) to 1 (well below expectations). This procedure 

was identical to that used for the ratings given by the 

management teams and SDWT managers, thereby allowing 

comparisons. Team leaders/facilitators used the same 
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procedures as the SDWT members to rate their respective 

SDWTs. 

Analysis 

Both qualitative and quantitative analyses were used. 

The primary level of analysis is at the team level with only 

a few analyses performed at the individual level. The team 

is analyzed as a performing unit. This is in contrast to 

the individual-level of analysis where the impact of the 

group on its members would be emphasized. Unless otherwise 

noted, tables and analyses are presented at the team level. 

The sample was divided into subsets for some procedures, 

analyses, and comparisons. 

Measurement overview. Procedures for measurements 

attempted to adhere to McGrath's (1986) recommendations for 

studying work groups: (a) using multiple constructs of 

effectiveness and work group design, (b) collecting data 

from multiple sources for measures, (c) minimizing common 

method variance between independent variables such as team 

design dimensions, and effectiveness measures, and (d) using 

team-level analysis (Campion & Medsker, 1992b). First, 

effectiveness criteria included performance and job 

satisfaction, and work team design included macro constructs 

from five theoretical disciplines. 

Second, performance rating data were collected from 

multiple sources. Multiple ratings have the potential to 

reduce bias and provide information on critical tradeoffs, 
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because different groups view performance from different 

perspectives (Cohen, 1993). Performance ratings were 

collected from three sources: SDWT members, their team 

facilitator or leaders, and their management teams or SDWT 

managers. Ratings from the three sources were ultimately 

combined into a global performance rating. 

Third, this study attempted to control common method 

variance. In the study, common method variance was created 

by such factors as similar methodology (i.e., paper and 

pencil instruments, self-report measures) and by sets of 

questions (i.e., a combined set of the Team Questionnaire, 

WGDM, and TIS) pertaining to the independent variables 

(i.e., individual and team demographics, team 

characteristics, team design and team interpersonal process) 

and one dependent variable (i.e., the job satisfaction 

effectiveness criterion question from the Team 

Questionnaire) administered at one time to 

facilitators/leaders and SDWT sample team members. 

It is recommended that common method variance between 

independent and dependent variables be minimized by using 

separate data sources or time frames, or by using 

respondents who provide one set of measures, but not both 

(Campion & Medsker, 1992b; McGrath, 1986). Common method 

variance was minimized by the fact that performance ratings 

were obtained from other sources besides those supplying 

independent variable data, specifically from management 
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teams and SDWT managers. Sample team members and 

facilitators/leaders, who provided independent variable 

information in phase I, also provided dependent variable 

information (i.e., performance ratings), although in phase 

II, hence involving different time frames. 

Fourth, the level of analysis was the team even though 

both individual and team measures were taken. Aggregation 

of data to higher levels of analysis is controversial 

(Goodman, Ravlin, & Schminke, 1987; James, 1982; Roberts, 

Hulin & Rousseau, 1978 cited in Campion & Medsker, 1992b; 

Van de Ven & Ferry, ,1980). Recommendations from several of 

these writings were followed. First, the need for a strong 

rationale or "composition" theory to justify aggregation was 

met, because the WGDM design dimensions are "macro" 

perceptions or shared views held by team members (Campion & 

Medsker, 1992b). Other guidelines suggested by Van de Ven 

and Ferry (1980) were followed. Specifically, meanings of 

the design dimensions do not change when viewed from either 

the team or individual perspective. Second, the level of 

interest is the team. In this study, the vast majority of 

the questions on the assessment instruments and performance 

rating forms (e.g., Team Questionnaires, WGDM, TIS, and the 

Self-Directed Work Team Rating Forms) either refer to the 

team or the individual in the context of team membership 

(Campion & Medsker, 1992b; Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980). 
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Team level of analysis. The study uses a team level of 

analysis even though both individual and team measures were 

taken. In essence, each team is a subject with three groups 

(i.e., facilitators/leaders, sample team members, and 

managers) of individual data aggregated to the team level. 

There are some obvious disadvantages of team-level 

analysis. When data are aggregated to the team level and 

there is an unequal number of subjects, there is some degree 

of distortion of the mean due to the weight given each 

subject's responses. If one team has five members and 

another has three, when the responses are aggregated to the 

team level, the responses of the three-member team will be 

more heavily weighted. However, because of the need to gain 

information about SDWT qualities and performance, 

aggregation was determined to be the most appropriate 

procedure in order to accurately represent 

facilitator/leader, SDWT member, and manager data on a team 

basis. 

Second, in team-level analysis, each team is a subject. 

In this study the small sample size (n = 30) constrained the 

use of multiple regression statistical procedures, as well 

as precluding the generalization of findings to the general 

population. Third, the actual application and 

interpretation of team-level analysis can be difficult, if 

there is a lack of familiarity with the concept. At the 

team level of analysis, one must be careful not to compare 
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apples to oranges by comparing team-level information with 

variables measured at the individual level. For example, it 

would be an error to group all managers' individual 

responses and then compare that group of manager responses 

to the overall sample team member responses which are a 

team-1eve1 aggregation. 

The procedure for aggregating data to the team level 

was as follows. Means of team member data were calculated 

to provide a team-level measure of member information. For 

example, if a team consisted of five members, their 

corresponding data were averaged to provide team-level 

member information. Similarly, means of the manager data 

for each team were calculated to provide manager information 

at the team level. For example, if three managers were 

associated with a SDWT, their data were averaged to provide 

information at the team level. Further, if one manager were 

associated with three SDWTs, that manager's data were used 

to calculate team-level manager information for each of the 

three teams. Because the facilitator or leader data were 

already represented at the team level (ie., one team, one 

facilitator/leader) there was no need for aggregation of 

this data. Their responses were tied to their respective 

teams. 

The variables cited in the "overall" section of a 

particular table represent the overall mean of the 30 sample 

teams. For example, "on average" 4.61% of the sample team 
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members selected for participation in the study were 

Hispanic. "On average" 70.67% of the teams are using LOB. 

The mean team age refers to the average age of all 30 teams. 

Manager age is the mean age of the managers associated with 

a given team. Likewise for managerial experience. 

Managerial experience refers to taking the mean of the 

experience of all the managers who are tied to a specific 

team. In addition to overall data, these team variables are 

also broken out by site. For example, the mean age of site-

M teams is 2.46 years which is significantly higher than the 

site-D mean team age of 1.53 years. 

Team-level Performance Ratings. The process for 

arriving at comparable ratings (5 through 1) of team 

effectiveness across SDWTs was as follows. Several 

assumptions were involved. First, members of the management 

teams and SDWT managers have knowledge of the SDWTs which 

report to them. They understand the processes, the products 

produced, the productivity metrics that best reflect each 

team's performance, and how to compare the different values 

for each metric across the teams they manage. The need to 

compare the different metric values across teams was 

necessary because of the different contexts of each team. 

For example, SDWT #1 may have a cycle time rating of 4 which 

is considered excellent because of the product produced and 

the team context, while SDWT #2 may have also have a cycle 
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time rating of 4 which is considered poor for the same 

reasons. 

Arriving at the overall team rating number involved the 

following process for both the management teams and SDWT 

managers ratings and the SDWT self-report ratings. The 

rating of each SDWT under a specific management team was 

attained by taking the average of the individual ratings of 

each member of the management team on an individual 

criterion basis, weighing each criterion according to the 

manager group specified weights, then averaging all the 

average criterion ratings into a total overall rating. The 

SDWT managers also rated on a criterion basis that was 

aggregated to a total overall rating. Individual-criterion 

method was chosen in order to generate feedback data 

addressing discrepancies between management team or SDWT 

manager assessment ratings and the SDWT self-report ratings 

on specific criterion. The self-report rating of each SDWT 

by its members followed the same procedure. 

Individual level of analysis. Some information (e.g., 

answers to open-ended questions and suggested performance 

evaluation metrics), was presented at the individual level. 

Responses to open-ended questions were categorized and 

interpreted on an individual basis and the responses were 

then grouped according to subject groups. For example, in 

those presentations, SDWT members and their respective 
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facilitator or leader comprise the SDWT member group. 

Managers make up the second group. 

Descriptive and inferential statistics. Data were 

first analyzed on an overall basis, then split out into the 

D and M sites for further analysis. Both descriptive and 

inferential statistics were used. Descriptive statistics 

were used to summarize and organize data into a manageable 

presentation and to define demographic characteristics of 

the 30 teams. Inferential statistics were used to highlight 

key relationships between performance and job satisfaction 

measures. 

Chi-Sauare and t tests. Chi-square analyses were used 

on categorical data to determine significant differences 

between groups, and/or sites. To determine significant 

differences in means for groups, and/or sites, t tests were 

used. 

Analysis of variance. Analyses of variance (ANOVAs) 

were performed to compare the three team groups (i.e., 

facilitators/leaders, sample team members, and managers). A 

one-way ANOVA was used to compare overall means of the three 

participating groups (i.e., facilitators/leaders, sample 

team members, and managers) on various outcome measures of 

interest. For example, a one-way ANOVA was used to compare 

differences among the three participating groups in 

answering self-report questions. To compare on a team-to-

team basis the three performance rater groups' (i.e., 
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facilitators/leaders, sample team members, and managers) 

evaluations, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

with contrasts was used. For example, the MANOVA with 

contrasts was used to ascertain if there were a significant 

difference among rater groups in rating SDWT performance. 

Correlations. The correlation statistical technique 

was emphasized in the study. Correlations were used to 

measure and describe the relationship between two variables. 

Regression analysis. Multiple regression technique was 

used to determine the Work Group Design Measure composite 

model(s) for designing teams which best predict performance 

and job satisfaction. Three methods were used: forward 

selection, backward elimination, and the most commonly used 

research method, stepwise. In forward selection the 

variable first considered for entry in the regression 

equation is the variable with the largest positive or 

negative correlation with the dependent variable. The test 

for inclusion in the equation is whether the variable meets 

the probability level associated with a statistically 

significant F statistic (i.e., in this study .05). Backward 

elimination begins with all variables put in the regression 

equation and systematically removes those which do not meet 

the inclusion criteria. The stepwise method is a 

combination of the forward and backward elimination methods. 

All three methods were initially used to see if the same 

model(s) and dimensions were selected by all three methods. 
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As an additional check on the most predictive model(s), 

regressions were run with both normal limits (i.e., PIN of 

.0500, POUT of .1000, tolerance of 0.0001) and relaxed 

limits (i.e., PIN of .1000, POUT of .1500, tolerance of 

0.0001). Site and team age were forced into the regression 

analyses with the team design models to see if site or team 

age were possible predictors. 

Qualitative. Qualitative analyses were performed by 

the researcher. Qualitative analysis was used for the 

categorization and presentation of responses to open-ended 

questions involving the transition to a SDWT environment and 

for categorizing suggested metrics according to the Balanced 

Scorecard Model. 

Qualitative analysis for open-ended questions began 

with the overall analysis for each of the three open-ended 

questions. Next each of the three questions were analyzed 

by site. Finally, the overall analysis of each question was 

compared to the individual site analyses to ensure 

consistency. 

In order to minimize variability caused by the 

analyzer, categorizing of suggested metrics was completed 

over consecutive days, with no other intervening analytic 

work. The focus of the researcher was on categorization of 

the metrics. 
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Definitions and Procedures 

for Analyzing Data 

Sample demographics, SDWT demographics and 

characteristics, team design elements, and team 

interpersonal processes were ultimately compared to SDWT 

performance and job satisfaction criteria in order to 

ascertain what distinguishes the higher performing teams and 

teams with higher job satisfaction. The definitions and 

derivations of these various factors and the effectiveness 

criteria are discussed below. 

Effectiveness Criteria 

Two effectiveness criteria were used in this study: 

SDWT performance and job satisfaction. Their derivations 

are discussed below. 

Performance Criteria Development 

Performance ratings were based on six weighted 

performance criteria developed by a manager group which was 

representative of management from both sites. In order to 

effectively compare team performance across SDWTs, it was 

necessary to define a global, objective measure of 

performance. Twelve managers (4 from site-M, 4 from site-

D's management teams, 2 from the division's Quality 

Improvement Team, and 2 site-M trainers) were involved in 

the process. Together this group generated a list of six 

key criteria deemed adequate for measuring performance 

across the two sites. Additionally, each member was asked 
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to weight the importance of each of the six criteria out of 

a 100 point scale. Suggested weights from all members were 

averaged on a criterion-by-criterion basis. The resulting 

six criteria selected for performance measurement and their 

respective weights are shown below. 

Six Weighted Performance Criteria 

Developed by Manager Group 

Cost 23.38% Goal Setting 11.46% 

Schedule 22.47% Team Empowerment 10.56% 

Quality 22.47% Cycle Time 9.65% 

Manager group's development of SDWT performance 

criteria. The researcher led the manager group in using a 

modified nominal group technique (NGT) process for 

developing weighted performance criteria for the subsequent 

rating of SDWTs under their management. In advance of the 

meeting, participants received a memorandum stating (a) the 

objectives of the meeting and (b) the procedure which 

included the agenda and an explanation of the NGT. A copy 

of the memorandum is included in Appendix A. 

The objectives of the meeting were (a) to develop a 

generic set of fair and accurate criteria for evaluating 

SDWT performance, (b) to weight each criterion according to 

its relative importance, and (c) to operationally define 

each criterion in a definition that could be communicated 

and understood by the teams and management. 
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At the meeting, the agenda, objectives of the meeting, 

the steps for the NGT process, and the two questions to be 

addressed by the NGT process were posted. The steps for the 

NGT were as follows: (a) individually write criteria, (b) 

compile group list, (c) conduct a timed clarification/ 

discussion of ideas, (d) narrow the options, (e) repeat c 

and d until the list reached the desired number of items, 

and (f) individually weight each criterion (Interaction 

Associates, Inc., 1988). The NGT process was chosen in 

order to minimize "politically correct" responses in a group 

where different levels of hierarchy, authority, and power 

were present, with the ultimate objective of getting data 

that was accurately representative of the group as a whole 

(Guzzo et al., 1993; Johnson & Johnson, 1991). 

The questions to be addressed were (a) What are the 

generic performance criteria that will most accurately and 

fairly evaluate the performance of the SDWTs in this area? 

and (b) How can we operationally define each criterion so 

that it can be clearly communicated and understood by the 

teams? 

Prior to the beginning of the NGT process the group 

reviewed the objective metrics currently used by the 

organization and the empowerment metrics created by the 

corporation's human resources area. The objective metrics 

currently used include: Line of Balance (LOB) (i.e., 

schedule), cycle time (CT), actual/earned (A/E), defects per 
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unit (DPU), defects per million opportunities (DPMO), six 

sigma, customer service, and training. The empowerment 

metrics included knowledge/skills, accountability/ 

responsibility, information management, process improvement, 

customer focus, coordination, and planning/execution. 

The group then discussed the issue of outcome 

measurements versus drivers (i.e., activity measures) of 

outcome measurements. The possibility of developing 

criteria that would normalize performance across teams 

(e.g., . performance compared to a goal, ratio or percentage 

numbers), thereby allowing comparisons, was rejected by the 

group. 

The group generated a global list of criteria, had a 

two-minute discussion of each item, combined and categorized 

the items, and voted by ballot on individual preferences. 

During the process of categorizing and prioritizing their 

suggestions, their intermediate criteria list contained two 

criteria which were not outcome measures and could be 

considered drivers of performance. Those were Goal Setting 

and Empowerment. When voting on that list of criteria, Goal 

Setting received the second highest number of votes (6). 

Empowerment and Cycle Time tied for the least (3). 

The manager group decided that their individual 

percentage weights would determine what measures would be 

dropped from the intermediate criteria list. Then by 

individual ballot the group weighted each criteria in terms 
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of its relative importance. Ultimately the percentage 

weights on the two driver performance criteria, Goal Setting 

and Empowerment, were 11.46% and 10.56% respectively. Cycle 

time's weight was 9.65%. All measures on the intermediate 

list were included in the manager group criteria. Six 

criteria were selected: cost, schedule, quality, goal 

setting, team empowerment and cycle time. 

Because of time constraints, to complete the 

performance criteria development process, a memorandum was 

sent to each manager group participant which included 

operational definition points that were taken from the 

minutes of the discussion sessions in the manager group 

meeting. Recipients were asked (a) to add or modify the 

existing criteria definitions, and (b) to list the 

information or data that could be looked at in order to 

assess and evaluate SDWT performance on the criteria, A 

copy of the memorandum, Operationalizing Criteria for 

Evaluating SDWT Performance, is included in Appendix A. The 

new information was compiled by the researcher, and 

subsequently reviewed by a unit manager. The information 

was then included in the SDWT rating forms. 

Job Satisfaction Criterion 

Job satisfaction was determined by respondent's answers 

to the question, "Now that self-directed work teams are 

operating in your area, how satisfied are you with your 

job?" Answers were on a five point unipolar scale ranging 
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from "to a very little extent" (1), "to a little extent" 

(2), "to some extent" (3), "to a great extent" (4), and "to 

a very great extent" (5). 

Analyses of this data was on the team level. 

Differences in means between sites were determined by t 

tests. 

Demographics. Team Characteristics. Design and Process 

Demographics, team characteristics, team design and 

team processes were ascertained in various ways. The 

methods and procedures involved are discussed below. 

Sample Demographics 

To provide information regarding sample demographics, 

SDWT facilitators/leaders, sample team members, and managers 

completed a section on their respective Team Questionnaire 

entitled "Information About You." Sample demographics were 

analyzed at the team level. Chi-square analyses were used 

to determine differences between sites. 

SDWT Demographics and Characteristics 

To provide information regarding SDWT demographics 

and characteristics, SDWT facilitators and leaders completed 

a section on their respective Team Questionnaire entitled 

"Information About Your Team." That section addressed how 

teams spent their time and current metrics, as well as 

whether managers had told their SDWTs how their performance 

was being evaluated. SDWT demographics and characteristics 

were analyzed at the team level. Chi-square analyses were 
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used to determine differences between sites for the 

categorical data, and t tests were used to determine 

differences in means between sites. 

How teams spend their time. Team Questionnaires for 

facilitators/leaders contained a question which asked 

respondents what percentage of the time their SDWT spent on 

(a) working on products or services provided by the team, 

(b) formal team activities (i.e., team meetings), (c) 

informal team activities, and (d) participating in formal 

training classes. 

Current metrics. There were questions on both the 

facilitator/leader's and SDWT sample team member's Team 

Questionnaire that addressed metrics. One question asked 

respondents to circle the applicable metrics that were 

listed or to list other metrics the SDWT was currently 

using. Other questions addressed both the respondent's and 

the SDWT's understanding of the metrics currently used. The 

latter questions were structured on a five point unipolar 

scale ranging from "to a very little extent" (1), to "to a 

very great extent" (5). 

Job satisfaction, performance evaluation, and support 

of the SDWT movement. Ten questions involving issues of job 

satisfaction, performance evaluation, and support of the 

SDWT movement were contained in the Team Questionnaire 

administered to four levels of employees. Answers to some 

of the questions are on a five point unipolar scale ranging 
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from (1) "to a very little extent," through (5) "to a very 

great extent." Answers to other questions are on a five 

point bipolar scale ranging from "strongly disagree" (-2) to 

"strongly agree" (+2). 

Analyses of these ten self-report questions was on the 

team level. To determine significant differences in means 

between sites t tests were used. 

Team Design Elements; Work Group Design Measure 

Team design elements were ascertained by administering 

the Work Group Design Measure to facilitators/leaders, and 

to sample team members. The Work Group Design Measure 

presents five basic work group design models and the 19 

dimensions comprising those models. 

Analyses of this data was conducted at the team level. 

To determine differences in means between sites t tests were 

used. Five basic composite models and their dimensions for 

designing SDWTs were compared with performance ratings and 

job satisfaction. The means of the design dimensions used 

in this analysis were those from sample team members' 

responses (n = 145). Correlations were performed to 

determine the composite team design model(s) and dimensions 

of those models that best predict high performance and high 

job satisfaction. Regression analyses (i.e, stepwise, 

forward, backward) were performed on the composite models to 

determine the model most predictive of higher performance 

and job satisfaction. 
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Interpersonal Processes Within the Team; Team Interaction 

Styles 

Interpersonal processes within the teams were 

ascertained by administering the Team Interaction Styles 

assessment instrument to facilitators/leaders, sample team 

members, and to sample managers from site-D management 

teams. 

Analyses of this data was on the team level. To 

determine differences in means between sites t tests were 

used. The analyses were based on sample team member 

responses (n = 145). 

Suggested Metrics 

Suggested metrics were not compared to effectiveness 

criteria, but they were gathered to determine different 

perceptions on fair and accurate evaluation of team 

performance. Four levels of employees (SDWT sample members, 

SDWT facilitators/leaders, and two levels of managers) were 

asked to suggest metrics. SDWT members and 

facilitators/leaders were asked twice, before and after 

seeing the criteria developed by the manager group. SDWT 

facilitators/leaders, and managers were also asked to 

suggest metrics to evaluate managers. Suggested metrics 

were categorized according to the Balanced Scorecard 

approach which consists of a Customer Perspective, an 

Internal Perspective, an Innovation and Learning 

Perspective, and a Financial Perspective. 
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The researcher categorized all responses. Frequencies 

were run on each category at Time One and Time Two for the 

facilitator/leader and sample team member positions. Then 

facilitator/leader and sample team member suggested metrics 

were compared at Time One and Time Two to the six 

performance criteria developed by the manager group. The 

manager group performance criteria were also categorized 

according to the Balanced Scorecard Model. Presentation of 

data was at the individual level. Chi-square analysis was 

used to compare frequencies of categorical responses at Time 

One and Time Two. 

Open-ended questions: Transitioning to a SDWT 

environment. Three open-ended questions were part of the 

Team Questionnaire and asked of all participants. The 

questions addressed what specifically about the transition 

to self-directed work teams made respondents like their jobs 

more and less, and what specifically would increase their 

support of the SDWT movement. The qualitative data from 

these questions serve as collaboration and elaboration of 

the statistical data. 

Interpretation of the open-ended questions was done on 

the individual level. Both SDWT member and manager 

responses were first interpreted on an overall level, then 

broken out according to site. Facilitator/leader and sample 

team member responses were combined and presented as SDWT 
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member responses. Responses were categorized by the 

researcher. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Within this study's organization it appears that team 

design and interpersonal team-oriented processes relate to 

performance and job satisfaction. Further, it appears there 

is a tendency for satisfaction with SDWTs to increase the 

longer the organization is involved with SDWTs. The 

significant SDWT age difference between sites also 

highlights interesting trends which are presented in the 

data. Older teams' performance is very slightly higher than 

the performance of the younger teams. Older teams report 

having more of seven of the 19 team design dimensions from 

the WGDM. Older teams also report having more of the team-

oriented process dimensions from the TIS. 

The Results section first presents findings for the 

study's effectiveness criteria of performance and job 

satisfaction. Independent variables of sample demographics; 

SDWT demographics; team characteristics which include how 

teams spend their time, understanding of current metrics, 

and self-report measures of specific issues of job 

satisfaction, performance evaluation, and support of the 

160 



161 

SDWT movement; team design; and interpersonal processes 

within the SDWTs are then presented. Means of the various 

independent variables are presented followed by correlations 

with performance and job satisfaction where applicable. 

Regression analysis results on the composite WGDM design 

models and some dimensions of the design models are 

presented. The final subsections present the more 

qualitative data of suggested metrics for evaluating SDWT 

performance and manager performance. The results section 

concludes with a presentation of results from the open-ended 

questions addressing transitioning to a SDWT environment. 

Effectiveness Criteria 

The effectiveness criteria of performance and job 

satisfaction are each related to various independent 

variables, as discussed below. Higher levels of performance 

and job satisfaction are often related to the same 

independent variable(s), but performance and job 

satisfaction are not related to one another. 

Performance 

Performance ratings completed by three rater groups 

(i.e., facilitators/leaders, sample team members, and 

managers) and a fourth global rating which is the mean of 

the other three ratings, indicate that, on the whole, the 

SDWTs are performing slightly below "on track" which is 

midpoint on a five point scale. Overall, sample team 

members rate their SDWT's performance lower than the 
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facilitator/leader and manager groups (see Appendix B, Table 

7, Performance Ratings: Means and Standard Deviations). In 

interpreting performance data, note that the Self-Directed 

Work Team Rating Form scales were transformed from a five-

through-one scale to a five-point scale where the midpoint 

"on track" scale is 0, "well below expectations" is -2, and 

"well above expectations" is +2. 

At site-D all performance ratings are slightly below 

"on track." Managers tend to rate SDWT performance slightly 

lower than the other rater groups. At site-M, the manager 

and global performance ratings are very slightly above "on 

track," while the facilitator/leader and sample team member 

ratings are very slightly below "on track." Manager ratings 

at site-M are higher than the other two groups. 

Performance ratings on the six manager group criteria, 

which when subsequently weighted and combined comprise the 

SDWT performance criteria, are shown in Table 6, Mean 

Ratings on Six Manager Group Criteria (see Appendix B). In 

general team performance ratings indicate performance 

slightly below to slightly above "on track." Overall 

performance is lower on Cost (-.60 on a five point scale 

ranging from -2, "well below expectations," through 0, "on 

track," to +2, "well above expectations") and the Goal 

Setting criteria (-.47), and higher on Quality (.20) and 

Empowerment (.20). Site-M, however, has three performance 

criteria on which ratings from all three rater groups are 
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positive (i.e., Schedule, Quality, and Empowerment). Site-M 

sample team member ratings on Schedule are significantly 

higher than team members at site-D, as are site-M managers' 

ratings on SDWT Empowerment. 

Validity of Performance Ratings 

The relatively low standard deviations associated with 

SDWT performance ratings, as shown on Table 19, Performance 

Ratings: Means and Standard Deviations (see Appendix B), 

indicate agreement within the rater groups. Additionally, 

there is high interrater group agreement on performance 

ratings as shown on Table 20, Performance Ratings 

Correlations (see Appendix B). 

Job Satisfaction 

There were no significant differences among groups or 

between sites on the measure of job satisfaction. These 

results are shown on Table 21, Job Satisfaction Means and 

Standard Deviations (see Appendix B). 

Hypothesis 1 

The hypothesis that older teams would report higher job 

satisfaction is not supported. In general, site-M had only 

slightly higher levels of reported job satisfaction than 

their site-D counterparts. 

Reported job satisfaction levels range between "to some 

extent" and "to a great extent" (i.e., between 3 and 4 on a 

five point scale). Older SDWTs which are at site-M report 
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job satisfaction at 3.33, which is not significantly higher 

than site-D job satisfaction of 3.27 on a five point scale. 

Facilitators/leaders currently report a higher level of 

job satisfaction than the manager group or the sample team 

members who report the lowest level of job satisfaction. In 

contrast, two upper level managers report job satisfaction 

between "to a great extent" and "to a very great extent" 

(i.e., between 4 and 5 on a five point scale). 

In general, it appears that neither work group design 

dimensions nor process dimensions (i.e., what is going on 

within the team) relate to facilitator/leader and manager 

job satisfaction, but they do relate to sample team member 

job satisfaction. These results are shown on Table 30, 

Correlations of Team Designs with Performance and 

Satisfaction, and Table 34, Team Interaction Style 

Correlations with Performance and Job Satisfaction (see 

Appendix B). 

In addition to the job satisfaction results reported 

above which relate only to the study's job satisfaction 

criterion, there were other job-satisfaction-related 

results. Those results were derived from responses to more 

specific job satisfaction questions (see section, Self-

Report Measures: Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the Self-Directed Work Team Movement). 
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Relationships Between Job Satisfaction 

and Performance 

This study found that the general job satisfaction 

criterion was not related to SDWT performance. As shown 

below in Table 7, facilitator/leader, sample team member, 

and manager job satisfaction have no significant 

relationships with performance ratings. 

Hypothesis 2 

The hypothesis that SDWT performance and SDWT job 

satisfaction would not be related is supported. Results are 

shown in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Performance Criteria Correlations 

Team Level of Analysis 
(N = 30) 

Fac/Ldr 

Job Satisfaction 

Sample 
'Team 
Member 

Mgr Global 

Facilitators/leaders .21 -.08 .06 -.08 

Sample team members .16 -.00 .23 .15 

Managers .24 -.13 .06 -.09 

Note. Fac = facilitator; Ldr = leader; Mgr = manager. 
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Facilitator/leader, sample team member, and manager job 

satisfaction have no significant job satisfaction 

relationships with one another. These results are shown 

below in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Group Job Satisfaction Correlations 

Team Level of Analysis 
(N = 30) 

Job Satisfaction 
Fac/Ldr Sample Manager 

Team 
Member 

Groups 

Facilitators/leaders 1.00 

Sample team members .27 1.00 

Managers .16 .01 1.00 

Note. Fac = facilitator; Ldr = leader. 

However, other more specific job satisfaction variables 

were related to performance, as shown on Table 28, 

Correlations of Performance and Job Satisfaction with Job 

Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of the 

SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). Sample team members' 

satisfaction with their performance evaluation, 

significantly correlates with higher manager and global 
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performance ratings (.64, e < .01 and .43, e < .05 

respectively) (see question 2). 

There is a relationship between sample team members 

with higher reported job satisfaction before the 

implementation of SDWTs and lower performance ratings (see 

question 9). That group had significant negative 

performance correlations with manager and global performance 

ratings (-.39, e < -05 a n d -.37, e < *05 respectively) (see 

Appendix B, Table 28, Correlations of Performance and Job 

Satisfaction with Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the SDWT Movement). 

Factors Relating to Performance and Job Satisfaction 

Numerous factors associated with sample demographics, 

SDWT demographics, team characteristics (e.g., how teams 

spend their time, current usage of metrics, opinions 

regarding the transition to SDWTs, and self-report measures 

of job satisfaction, performance evaluation, and support of 

the SDWT movement), team design elements, and interpersonal 

processes within the teams were predictive of performance 

and job satisfaction. Several of these factors are 

addressed in the discussion that follows. 

Sample Demographics 

The overall demographic data presented in Table 22, 

Sample Demographics (see Appendix B), provide information 

about characteristics and qualities of the participants in 

the study. For example, the gender mix of facilitators/ 
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leaders is about equally females and males, but managers are 

typically male. When the 30 teams are divided by site, 

similarities and differences between the two groups are 

highlighted. For example, site-D sample team members are 

predominantly female while site-M sample team members are 

predominantly male. 

Overall the mean subject age of participants ranges 

from 37.8 for facilitators/leaders, to 39.4 for managers, to 

41.6 for team sample members. On the average, 

facilitators/leaders and managers are predominantly college 

attendees (i.e., those who have attended, but are not 

necessarily currently enrolled) and team sample members are 

split between high school and college attendees. 

There are numerous statistically significant 

differences between the sample participants at the two 

sites. Specifically all reported demographics were 

significantly different between sites except manager 

ethnicity, sample team member educational level, and prior 

team experience for all three groups. Managers at both 

sites are predominately white. Sample team members at both 

sites are predominantly high school and college attendees. 

Prior team experience for all three groups ranged from 2.7 

to 3.5 years. 

The length of time sample SDWT members report having 

been members of their SDWT is significantly different 

between sites. Team members at site-D report on the average 



169 

1.58 years of team membership. Site-M team members report 

2.47 years which is in line with the older team age at that 

site. 

Performance Relationships: Sample Demographics 

In terms of sample participants' demographics, there 

are no significant correlations between educational level or 

sample team members' prior team experience and performance 

ratings. As shown in Table 24, Factors Correlating with 

Team Performance (see Appendix B), the longer a sample team 

member has been a member of his or her team correlates with 

the performance ratings of the facilitator/leader (.45, p < 

.05), the sample team member (.45, p < .05), the manager 

(.42, p < .05), and the global performance ratings (.48, p < 

.05). Facilitator/leader prior team experience relates to 

higher manager (.42, p < .05) and global performance (.37, p 

< .05) ratings. On the whole, no manager group demographics 

(age, ethnicity, education, managerial experience, prior 

teaming experience) correlate with performance ratings of 

the SDWTs. 

Job Satisfaction Relationships: Sample Demographics 

There were no significant relationships between 

facilitator/leader demographics and job satisfaction for any 

group. Teams with more high school attendees relate to 

higher facilitator/leader job satisfaction, while teams with 

more college attendees negatively relate to 

facilitator/leader job satisfaction. 
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The longer managers were members of management teams, 

the lower their job satisfaction (-.98, E < .01). More 

managerial experience negatively relates to manager job 

satisfaction (-.48, p < -01). 

SDWT Demographics 

There are significant demographic differences in SDWTs 

between sites in regard to team age, gender, turnover rate 

per year, and the amount of time teams spend in formal team 

activities such as meetings. Note the distinction between 

sample demographics (i.e., those individual participants in 

the study) and SDWT demographics (i.e., information about 

the 30 SDWTs supplied by facilitators/leaders). 

As shown in Table 23, SDWT Demographics (see Appendix 

B), in general, teams are older at site-M, have a lower 

turnover rate, and are predominantly males. The average 

team age at site-M is 2.46 years, whereas the average site-D 

team age is 1.53 years (on October 1, 1993). Site-M teams 

average six males and three females, whereas site-D SDWTs 

average seven females and three males. Teams at site-M have 

a 14.7% annual turnover rate, compared to a 36.5% annual 

turnover rate at site-D. 

Site-D teams spend significantly more time in formal 

team activities such as meetings—an average of 15.35% of 

their time as compared to their site-M counterparts who 

spend 8.18% of their time in formal team activities. 
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Finally, according to managers, overall only 29.8% of 

the SDWTs they manage have been told how they are evaluated 

by management. Site-M managers say 27.3% of their teams 

have been told, whereas 31.2% at site-D have been told. 

Performance Relationships: SDWT Demographics 

Correlations presented in Table 24, Factors Correlating 

with Performance (see Appendix B), indicate that there are 

no significant relationships between team age and 

performance ratings, or between team member turnover and 

performance ratings. Both team age and team member turnover 

are significantly different between sites. 

Hypothesis 3. The hypothesis that SDWTs with lower 

turnover rates would have higher performance is not 

supported. Turnover does not significantly correlate with 

facilitator/leader (-.17), sample team member (-.32), 

manager (-.18), or global (-.25) performance ratings. 

There are significant correlations with other SDWT 

demographics, however. Team size negatively correlates with 

performance ratings of facilitators/leaders (-.45, p <.05), 

sample team members (-.38, p <.05), and with global 

performance ratings (-.38, p <.05). 

There are no significant correlations between 

performance and whether managers have told the SDWTs how 

their performance is evaluated. As shown on Table 23, SDWT 

Demographics (see Appendix B), overall only 29.75% of 

managers have told their SDWTs how they are evaluated. 
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Job Satisfaction Relationships: SDWT Demographics 

Manager job satisfaction relates to older teams (.45, p 

< .05) and to larger teams (.60, p c.Ol). No other groups' 

job satisfaction relates to SDWT demographics. 

Team Characteristics: How Teams Spend Their Time 

Facilitators/leaders were asked how their teams spend 

their time among four activities. Their responds are shown 

in Table 9. 

Table 9 

How Teams Spend Their Time 

Site D Site M Overall 

Work on Product/Service 

66.47% 75. 27% 69 .93% 

Formal Team Activities 

15.35% 8. 18%* 12 .54% 

Informal Team Activities 

11.00% 11. 45% 11 .18% 

Training Classes 

7.94% 5. 55% 6. 96% 

Note. Statistical significance * P < .05, two-tailed. 
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There is a significant difference between sites in the 

reported time spent in formal activities (e.g., team 

meetings). Site-D teams report spending significantly more 

time on formal activities than teams at site-M. Although 

the difference is not significant, site-M teams report 

spending 75.27% of their time on their products or services, 

and site-D teams report spending only 66.47% of their time 

on products or services. 

Performance Relationships: How Teams Spend Their Time 

How SDWTs spend their time significantly relates to 

performance ratings. Results are shown in Table 24, Factors 

Correlating with Team Performance (see Appendix B). 

Hypothesis 4. The hypothesis that SDWTs that spend 

more time in informal teaming activities would show a 

relationship with higher performance is not supported. The 

amount of time spent in informal teaming activities such as 

spontaneous meetings with fellow team members to exchange 

information, problem solve, cross-train, resolve conflicts, 

etc., negatively correlates to the sample team members' 

performance ratings (-.38, E < .05). 

The more time the team spends on its products or 

services, the higher the correlations with sample team 

member (.47, p < .05), manager (.47, p < .05), and global 

(.46, p < .05) performance ratings. Conversely, the more 

time a team spends on training, the lower its correlations 

with sample team member (-.42, E < .05), manager (-.48, e < 
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.05), and global (-.46, e < .05) ratings. The more time a 

team spends in formal activities such as team meetings, the 

lower the manager ratings (-.49, E < *01) and global ratings 

(-.40, E < •05). 

Job Satisfaction Relationships: How Teams Spend Their Time 

How SDWTs spend their time has no significant 

relationship with any group's job satisfaction. Results 

presented above, however, show how a SDWT spends its time 

does relate to performance. 

Team Characteristics: Current Team Metrics 

There is some disagreement among team members as to 

what metrics their respective teams are actually using. 

When the facilitators/leaders and sample team members were 

asked about their understanding of the metrics used by their 

teams, the individual facilitator/leader or sample team 

member thought that she/he had a better understanding of the 

metrics than did the team as a whole. 

According to facilitators/leaders, there are no 

significant differences between sites in the use of each of 

nine metrics: LOB (schedule), cycle time, actual/earned 

(A/E), defects per unit (DPU), defects per million 

opportunities (DPMO), six sigma, customer service, training, 

and other (see Appendix B, Table 25, Current Team Metrics: 

Frequency of Usage). The nine metrics are ones that are 

currently tracked at both sites. 
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However, some metrics are more commonly used by the 

SDWTs, according to facilitators/leaders. Cycle time is the 

most commonly used metric with 90.0% of all teams using it. 

As expected, fewer teams are using the more sophisticated 

metrics of DPMO (ranked sixth) and Six Sigma (ranked 

seventh). The actual/earned metric, which is being phased 

out, is ranked ninth in usage. 

SDWTs Understanding of Current Metrics 

As shown in below in Table 22, overall SDWT 

understanding of current metrics varies from slightly below 

"to some extent" to slightly above "to a great extent" 

(between 3 and 4 on a five point scale). Site-M teams 

report a significantly higher understanding of the DPU and 

DPMO metrics than their site-D counterparts. 

Performance Relationships: Current Team Metrics 

The SDWTs' understanding of three metrics relates to 

performance ratings: Line of Balance (LOB), cycle time, and 

actual/earned (A/E) . Results 'are shown in Table 26, 

Correlations of Understanding Current Metrics with 

Performance and Job Satisfaction (see Appendix B). 

Hypothesis 5. The hypothesis that SDWTs' understanding 

of cycle time will correlate with higher global performance 

ratings is not supported. The team's understanding of cycle 

time significantly correlates with only manager ratings of 

SDWT performance (.38, E < .05). 
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Table 10 

SDWT Understanding of Current Metrics: Means and Standard 

Deviations 

Metric 

Team Level 
m ' 

Overall 

of Analysis 
= 30) 
Site D Site M 

LOB 3.20 3.21 3.19 

(.72) (.83) (.54) 

Cycle Time 3.54 3.46 3.69 

(.56) (.56) (.57) 

A/E 2.64 2.49 2.86 
(.93) (.87) (1.0) 

DPU 3.20 3.01 3.55* 

(.77) (.86) (.43) 

DPMO 2.85 2.66 3.23* 

(.83) (.92) (.45) 

Six Sigma 3.01 2.97 3.09 

(.88) (1.0) (.64) 

Customer 

Satisfaction 4.07 3.97 4.24 

(.53) (.51) (.54) 

Training 3.87 3.82 3.96 

(.44) (.48) (.35) 

Other 3.59 3.55 3.65 

(.89) (1.0) (.74) 

Note. Results according to SDWT member reports. Unipolar 

scale from to a very little extent, 1; through to a very 

great extent, 5. Standard deviations are designated with a 

(). 
* E < .05, two-tailed. 



177 

Sample team members' perception of their team's 

understanding of LOB relates to the global performance 

rating (.53, p < .01), as well as to facilitators/leader's 

ratings (.45, p < .05), and sample team members' ratings 

(.65, p < .01). Sample team members' perception of their 

team's understanding of A/E also relates to the global 

performance rating (.46, p < .05), sample team members' 

ratings (.40, p < .05), and managers' ratings (.57, p < 

.01) . 

Sample team members report that on an individual basis 

they understand the current metrics better than their team. 

No sample team members' understanding of specific metrics 

correlates with any performance rating. 

Facilitator/leader reports of their team's 

understanding of LOB correlate with global (.37, p < .05) 

and facilitator/leader (.47, p < .05) performance ratings. 

Facilitator/leader reports of their team's understanding of 

cycle time relate to global performance (.43, p < .05) and 

facilitator/leader (.55, p < .01) ratings. 

Facilitators/leaders' understanding of LOB relates to global 

(.40, p < .05), facilitator/leader (.45, p < .05), and 

sample team member (.43, p < .05) performance ratings. 

Their understanding of cycle time relates to global (.44, p 

< .05), facilitator/leader (.48, p < .05), and manager (.37, 

P < .05) performance ratings. 
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Job Satisfaction Relationships: Current Team Metrics 

Understanding current metrics appears to relate to the 

job satisfaction of all employee groups. 

Facilitators/leaders' job satisfaction relates to the SDWTs' 

and the sample team members' understanding (i.e., as 

reported by sample team members) of DPU, DPMO, and six 

sigma. Sample team members' job satisfaction relates to 

understanding the customer satisfaction, training, and 

"other" metrics. Managers' job satisfaction negatively 

correlates to the teams' understanding (i.e., as reported by 

facilitators/leaders) of DPU, (-.64, p < .01), DPMO (-.66, p 

< .01), six sigma (-.72, p < .01) , and training (-.43, p < 

.05) . 

Self-Report Measures of Team Characteristics: 

Job Satisfaction. Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the SDWT Movement 

Responses to ten questions from the Team Questionnaire 

addressing issues of job satisfaction, performance 

evaluation, and support of the SDWT movement are presented 

below and shown on Table 27, Self-Report Measures: Job 

Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of the 

SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). Data show the differences 

between sites and among the three participating groups. 

Data are then compared to performance and job satisfaction 

criteria (see Appendix B, Table 28, Correlations of 

Performance and Job Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures 
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of Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of 

the SDWT Movement). 

Specific Issues of Job Satisfaction 

Results which follow address increased satisfaction 

with SDWTs, as well as job satisfaction before and after the 

implementation of SDWTs. These results shown under 

questions 1, 9, and 10 on Table 27, Self-Report Measures: 

Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of the 

SDWT Movement, and Table 28, Correlations of Performance and 

Job Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job 

Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of the 

SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). 

Hypothesis 6 

The hypothesis that satisfaction with SDWTs will 

increase the longer the organization is involved in SDWTs 

was supported. Results for question 1 shown on Table 27, 

Self-Report Measures: Job Satisfaction, Performance 

Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix 

B), indicate that overall facilitators/leaders, sample team 

members, and managers all report some level of increased 

satisfaction with SDWTs the longer they are involved with 

SDWTs. 

Managers report that their satisfaction has increased 

significantly more over time than sample team members. 

Further, analysis of satisfaction with SDWTs by site 

indicates that all three groups at site-M are significantly 
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more satisfied with SDWTs over time than their site-D 

counterparts. 

Performance relationships and increased satisfaction 

with SDWTs. There is only one significant correlation 

between increased satisfaction with SDWTs over time and 

performance. Increased satisfaction with SDWTs over time 

for facilitators/leaders correlates with manager performance 

ratings (.40, p < .05). These results are shown on Table 

28, Correlations of Performance and Job Satisfaction with 

Self-Report Measures of Job Satisfaction, Performance 

Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix 

B) . 

Job satisfaction relationships and increased 

satisfaction with SDWTs. Increased facilitator/leader 

satisfaction with SDWTs over time significantly correlates 

with the study's effectiveness criterion of job satisfaction 

for facilitators/leaders (.46, p < *05) and sample team 

members (.42, p < .05). Increased sample team members' 

satisfaction with SDWTs over time significantly relates to 

the study's effectiveness criterion of job satisfaction for 

sample team members (.78, p < .01) and facilitators/leaders 

(.43, p < .05). Manager's increased satisfaction with SDWTs 

over time significantly correlates only with manager job 

satisfaction criterion (.63, p < .01). These results are 

shown on Table 2816, Correlations of Performance and Job 

Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job Satisfaction, 
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Performance Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement 

(see Appendix B). 

Participants responses to two questions: "Before self-

directed work teams began, how satisfied were you with your 

job?" and "Now that SDWTs are operating in your area, how 

satisfied are you with your job?" are shown under questions 

9 and 10 on Table 27, Self-Report Measures: Job 

Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of the 

SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). Overall, all three groups 

were satisfied with their jobs before SDWTs, reporting job 

satisfaction between "to some extent" and "to a great 

extent," (i.e., between 3 and 4 on a five point scale). 

However, site-D managers report being significantly more 

satisfied with their jobs before SDWTs than site-M managers. 

Overall, all three groups report job satisfaction now of 

between "to some extent" and "to a great extent," (i.e., 

between 3 and 4 on a five point scale) and there are no 

significant differences between sites. 

Facilitators/leaders report the highest level of job 

satisfaction now that SDWTs are operating in their area. 

SDWT members report the least. 

Performance relationships with job satisfaction before 

and after SDWTs. Sample team members who report higher 

levels of job satisfaction before the SDWT movement have 

performance which negatively correlates with manager and 

global performance ratings (-.39, and -.37 respectively, ps 
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< .05). There are no significant relationships with current 

levels of job satisfaction (i.e., the study's job 

satisfaction criterion) and any performance rating. These 

results are shown on Table 28, Correlations of Performance 

and Job Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job 

Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation; and Support of the 

SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). 

Job satisfaction before SDWTs and current job 

satisfaction. Job satisfaction before SDWTs does not 

correlate with current job satisfaction (i.e., this study's 

job satisfaction criterion). These results are shown under 

question 10 on Table 28, Correlations of Performance and Job 

Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job Satisfaction, 

Performance Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement 

(see Appendix B). 

Specific Issues of Performance Evaluation 

Responses to questions about performance evaluation 

highlight several key issues. Specifically, responses 

address team-based performance evaluations, satisfaction 

with performance evaluations, fairness of evaluations, 

understanding how performance is evaluated, and how 

understanding performance evaluation relates to job 

satisfaction and support of the SDWT movement. 

Responses to question 4, as shown on Table 27, Self-

Report Measures: Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix B), regarding 
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team-based performance evaluation point out some degree of 

confusion among the different levels of employees and their 

interpretation of whether team performance is being 

evaluated on a team basis. Facilitators/leaders 

significantly vary in their responses across sites. Site-D 

leaders answer towards "slightly agree" (.68 on a five point 

scale ranging from -2 through 0 to +2). Site-M 

facilitators, on the other hand, answer slightly below the 

neutral midpoint (-.27, p < .05). Team members' answers 

from both sites are between "neutral" and "slightly agree." 

Managers' answers are between "neutral" and "slightly 

disagree." 

Hypothesis 7. The hypothesis that SDWTs that perceive 

their performance is evaluated on a team basis will have 

higher performance is supported. The correlation of 

perception of team-based performance evaluation with the 

global performance rating is presented below. 

Performance relationships with team-based performance 

evaluation. The only significant performance relationships 

with team-based performance evaluations involve the sample 

team members' perceptions of team-based performance 

evaluations. Sample team members' perceptions of team-based 

performance evaluations significantly relate to sample team 

member (.43, p <.05), manager (.69, p < .01), and global 

(.50, £ < .01) performance ratings. These results are shown 

under question 4 on Table 28, Correlations of Performance 



184 

and Job Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job 

Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of the 

SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). 

Job satisfaction relationships with team-based 

performance evaluation. Sample team members' perceptions of 

a team-based performance evaluation relate only to their job 

satisfaction. The correlation is .37, p < .05, as shown 

under question 4 on Table 28, Correlations of Performance 

and Job Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job 

Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of the 

SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). 

As shown by responses to question 2 on Table 27, Self-

Report Measures: Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix B), there are 

no significant differences between sites or among groups 

regarding satisfaction with SDWT performance evaluation. 

Facilitators/leaders express the highest level of 

satisfaction (.17 on a five point scale ranging from -2 

through 0 to +2). Managers express the highest level of 

dissatisfaction (-.84 overall) which is between "neutral" 

and "slightly disagree." 

Performance relationships with satisfaction with 

performance evaluation. Sample team members' satisfaction 

with their SDWT's performance evaluation correlates with 

manager performance ratings (.64, p < *01) an<* global 

performance ratings (.43, p <. 05). Facilitator/leaders' 
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satisfaction with the performance evaluation of their SDWTs 

correlates with manager performance ratings (.45, E < .05). 

These results are shown under question 2 on Table 28, 

Correlations of Performance and Job Satisfaction with Self-

Report Measures of Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). 

Job satisfaction relationships with satisfaction with 

performance evaluation. Facilitator/leaders' responses 

regarding satisfaction with the performance evaluation of 

their SDWTs significantly correlate with facilitator/leader 

(.46, E < .05) and sample team member (.40, p < .05) job 

satisfaction criterion. Sample team members' responses 

correlate only with their job satisfaction criterion (.57, E 

< .01). These results are shown under question 2 on Table 

28, Correlations of Performance and Job Satisfaction with 

Self-Report Measures of Job Satisfaction, Performance 

Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix 

B) . 

As shown in responses to question 3 on Table 27, Self-

Report Measures: Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix B), 

facilitators/leaders and sample team members think SDWT 

performance is being evaluated somewhat fairly, both groups 

answering between "neutral" and "slightly agree." Managers' 

responses, however are slightly negative (-.52 overall on a 

five point scale ranging from -2 through 0 to +2). Answers 
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of facilitators/leaders as a group are significantly higher 

(.66, £ < .05) than those of managers (-.52). The two upper 

level managers' answers are between "neutral" to "slightly 

agree." There are no significant differences between sites. 

Hypothesis 8. The hypothesis that SDWTs that perceive 

their performance is fairly evaluated will be higher 

performers is supported. Results are shown under guestion 3 

on Table 28, Correlations of Performance and Job 

Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job Satisfaction, 

Performance Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement 

(see Appendix B). 

Performance relationships with fair performance 

evaluation. The perception of fair performance evaluation 

correlates to performance. Sample team members' perceptions 

that their performance is fairly evaluated significantly 

correlates with manager performance ratings (.60, p < .01) 

and global performance ratings (.39, p < .05). 

Job satisfaction relationships with fair performance 

evaluation. Facilitators/leaders' perceptions of fair 

performance evaluation significantly correlates with sample 

team member (.41, e < .05) and manager (.40, p < .05) job 

satisfaction criterion. Sample team members' perception of 

fair evaluation significantly correlates with their job 

satisfaction criterion (.43, p < .05). These results are 

shown under question 3 on Table 28, Correlations of 

Performance and Job Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures 
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of Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, and Support of 

the SDWT Movement (see Appendix B). 

As shown by responses to question 5 on Table 27, Self-

Report Measures: Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix B), upper 

level managers "slightly agree" that they understand how 

SDWT performance is being evaluated. Facilitators/leaders 

(.38 overall on a five point scale ranging from -2 through 0 

to +2) appear to understand how SDWTs are being evaluated 

better than SDWT members (-.01) and managers (-.48). SDWT 

members are "neutral" in their understanding. There are no 

significant differences between sites. 

Hypothesis 9. The hypothesis that SDWTs with higher 

understanding of how their performance is evaluated will be 

higher performers is not supported. Results are shown under 

question 5 on Table 28, Correlations of Performance and Job 

Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job Satisfaction, 

Performance Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement 

(see Appendix B). 

Performance relationships with understanding 

performance evaluation. The degree to which the various 

participating groups understand the basis of SDWT 

performance evaluation varies. However, understanding the 

basis on which respective SDWTs are evaluated has no 

significant relationships with performance ratings. 
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Job satisfaction relationships with understanding 

performance evaluation. 

Sample team members' understanding of their respective 

SDWT's evaluation relates to their job satisfaction (.50, e 

< .01). Managers' understanding relates to managers' job 

satisfaction (.42, e < .05). These results are shown under 

question 5 on Table 28, Correlations of Performance and Job 

Satisfaction with Self-Report Measures of Job Satisfaction, 

Performance Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement 

(see Appendix B). 

An understanding of the basis of SDWT evaluation, as 

shown by responses to questions 6 and 7 on Table 27, Self-

Report Measures: Job Satisfaction, Performance Evaluation, 

and Support of the SDWT Movement (see Appendix B), appears 

to affect both job satisfaction and support of the SDWT 

movement for all levels of employees. Regarding 

understanding the basis of evaluation of SDWTs and its 

relationship to job satisfaction (see question 6), 

facilitators/leaders as a group answer significantly higher 

(3.67, E = < .01, on a five point scale) than SDWT members 

(3.08) and managers (3.10) as groups. There were no 

significant differences between sites. 

Managers' job satisfaction appears to be less affected 

by an understanding of the basis on which the SDWTs under 

their authority are being evaluated than that of upper level 

managers. Overall, managers answer that their job 
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satisfaction is affected "to some extent" (between 3 and 4 

on a five point scale) by understanding the basis for 

evaluating the SDWTs under their management. Site-D 

managers appear to be less affected than site-M managers. 

There are no significant differences between sites. 

Facilitators/leaders' support of the SDWT movement (see 

question 7) is more sensitive to their understanding of how 

their SDWTs are being evaluated, as well as how their 

management of their SDWTs is being evaluated, than are other 

groups (excluding upper level managers). Results are shown 

on Table 27, Self-Report Measures: Job Satisfaction, 

Performance Evaluation, and Support of the SDWT Movement 

(see Appendix B). Both sample team members and managers are 

less affected, and say their support is influenced "to some 

extent" (i.e., between 3 and 4 on a five point scale). 

There are no significant differences between sites. 

Evaluation of SDWTs Management 

Forty percent (40%) of managers say their management of 

SDWTs was not being evaluated by management, and 50% said it 

is. At site-M 83.3% say they were being evaluated, while 

only 47.6% of site-D managers report they are. Whether 

managers' management of their SDWTs is being evaluated has 

no significant relationships with performance ratings. 

Team Design; Work Group Design Measure 

Overall, there is no prevalent composite work group 

design model across the sample. Four of the five composite 



190 

work group design models are predictive of performance and 

job satisfaction according to correlational analysis as 

shown on Table 28, Correlations of Team Designs with 

Performance and Job Satisfaction (see Appendix B). 

According to multiple regression analysis (see Appendix B, 

Table 32, Results of Regression Analyses), the composite 

Potency/Interdependence Model (i.e., spirit or the team's 

collective belief that it can be successful, and team 

members' interaction and dependence on one another) is the 

best predictor of performance and job satisfaction. That 

model's Interdependent Feedback and Rewards dimension (i.e., 

outcome interdependence which links individual feedback and 

rewards to the team's performance) is the best predictor of 

performance, and its Potency (Spirit) (i.e., the team's 

collective belief that it can be effective) dimension is the 

best predictor of job satisfaction. 

Definitions of work group design models and their 

dimensions are in Table 14, Five Team Design Models and 

Definitions of Their Dimensions (see Appendix B). Detailed 

presentations of correlations and multiple regression 

analyses are presented below under the headings of 

"Correlational Analysis" and "Regression Analysis." 

Prevalence of Composite Models and Dimensions: Means 

Overall team-level means reveal no prevalent team 

design model across the 30 teams (see Appendix B, Table 29, 

Prevalence of Work Group Design Dimensions: Means and 
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Standard Deviations). However there are three composite 

team design models more prevalent at site-M than at site-D: 

Job Design (i.e., designing motivational jobs), Process 

(i.e., what goes on within a team), and Context/Resources 

(i.e., supportive organizational context and resources). 

There are statistically significant differences in means 

between the sites for the composites of all three of those 

models. According to sample team members, site-M teams have 

significantly more of the elements composing the Process 

Model (3.72, p < .01) (between "neither agree or disagree" 

and "agree" which is, between 3 and 4 on a five point scale) 

than site-D teams (3.32). Prevalence of both the composite 

Job Design (3.81, p < .05) and Context/Resources (3.79, p < 

.05) models at site-M is reported at a significantly higher 

mean than site-D counterparts (3.53 and 3.63 respectively). 

There are no significant differences between sites in the 

prevalence of the Potency/Interdependence or Composition 

models. 

Site-M teams report having significantly more of the 

individual dimensions composing the Process and Job Design 

Models. Both facilitators (4.21, p < .05) and sample team 

members (3.96, p < .01) report significantly more of the 

communication/cooperation within the group dimension, and 

sample team members report (3.83, p < .01) more of the 

social support dimension (i.e., positive social interaction 
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with team members helping one another). Both of those 

dimensions are in the Process Model. 

As shown on Table 29, Prevalence of Work Group Design 

Dimensions: Means and Standard Deviations (see Appendix B), 

four of the five dimensions of the Job Design Model are also 

reported at significantly higher mean levels at site-M by 

either facilitators or sample team members. Those 

dimensions are Self-management (i.e., autonomy from 

management control), Participation in decisions, Task 

Variety (i.e., the extent to which a team member gets a 

chance to perform a variety of tasks), and Task Significance 

(i.e., a belief that the team's work has significant 

consequences for internal and external customers). Task 

Identity (i.e., the degree to which a team completes a whole 

and separate piece of work) is not significantly different 

between sites. There are no significant differences between 

sites in the prevalence of the four Potency/Interdependence 

dimensions or the three Composition model dimensions. 

Correlational Analysis 

Four of the five composite work group design models 

correlate with global performance ratings and with sample 

team member job satisfaction. Results are shown on Table 

30, Correlations of Team Designs with Performance and Job 

Satisfaction (see Appendix B). 

Hypotheses 10. 11. 12. 13. and 14. Results presented 

below support the hypotheses that team design models of Job 
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Design, Potency/Interdependence, Context/Resources, and 

Process are related to higher performance and job 

satisfaction. Hypothesis 13, that the Composition Model 

would relate to higher performance and job satisfaction is 

not supported. 

The composite Potency (Spirit)/Interdependence Model 

and the Job Design Model have the highest significant 

correlations with global performance ratings and with sample 

team member job satisfaction (all ps < .01, two-tailed). 

The Potency/Interdependence Model has the highest 

correlations of all five composite design models with the 

global performance rating (.62, p < .01) and has the highest 

correlations of all five composite models with sample team 

member job satisfaction (.60, p < .01). The composite Job 

Design Model correlates with performance (.57, p < .01), and 

with job satisfaction (.49, p < .01). The composite.Process 

Model correlates with the global performance rating (.49, p 

< .01) and sample team member job satisfaction (.54, p < 

.01). The composite Context/Resources Model correlates with 

the global performance rating (.36, p < .05) and with sample 

team member job satisfaction (.49, p< .05). One model, the 

Composition Model (i.e., the proper fit of people into 

groups), is not related to either performance or job 

satisfaction. 

In general, the models and their dimensions correlate 

only with sample team member job satisfaction. None of the 
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composite model scores correlates with facilitator/leader or 

manager job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 15. The hypothesis that a significant 

relationship will exist between the WGDM dimension of 

Potency and performance and job satisfaction is supported. 

Results are presented below and shown on Table 30, 

Correlations of Team Designs with Performance and Job 

Satisfaction (see Appendix B). 

Dimensions of the Design Models. The design dimensions 

most highly correlated with global performance are part of 

the Potency/Interdependence and the Job Design Models. 

Those dimensions are Task Significance (.62, p < .01), Task 

Identity (.57, p < .01), Interdependent Feedback and Rewards 

(.55, p < .01), Potency (.50, e < .01), Self-Management 

(.47, p < .01), and Task Interdependence (i.e., team members 

have to interact and depend on one another to complete their 

work) (.45, p < .05). Two of the performance-correlated 

dimensions, Self-Management and Task Interdependence do not 

relate to sample team member job satisfaction. 

The design dimensions most highly correlated with 

sample team member job satisfaction are part of the 

Potency/Interdependence, Job Design, and Process Models. 

Those dimensions are Potency (.65, p < -01), Social Support 

(.58, E < •01), Preference for Group Work (i.e., preference 

for group rather than individual work) (.55, E < >01)/ Task 

Identity (.49, p < -01)/ and Interdependent Feedback and 
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Rewards (.48, p < .01). One of the job satisfaction-

correlated dimensions, Preference for Group Work, does not 

correlate with performance. 

Interrelatedness of Models 

Four of the five composite models (i.e., Job Design, 

Potency/Interdependence, Context/Resources, and Process) are 

highly correlated with one another (all ps < .01) (see 

Appendix B, Table 31, Team Design Model Correlations). The 

Composition Model is not related to any other model. 

Regression Analysis 

Regression analyses run by three methods (i.e., 

stepwise, forward, and backward) all reveal that the 

Potency/Interdependence Model is the model most predictive 

of performance and job satisfaction, to the exclusion of all 

other models. According to the stepwise selection method 

(see Appendix B, Table 32, Results of Regression Analyses), 

the model accounts for 39% of the variance in performance 

(R-Square = .39; F = 17.92; p = .0002) and 36% of the 

variance in job satisfaction (R-Square = .36; F = 15.49; p = 

.0005). Running the regressions with both normal limits 

(i.e., PIN of .0500, POUT &€ .1000, tolerance of 0.0001) and 

relaxed limits (i.e., PIN of .1000, POUT of .1500, tolerance 

of 0.0001) confirmed that nothing explained performance and 

job satisfaction as well as the Potency/Interdependence 

Model. Entering the independent variables of site and team 



196 

age in the regression equations made no difference in model 

selection. 

Results of the stepwise multiple regression analysis 

subsequently run on the separate Potency/Interdependence and 

Job Design models (i.e., the two highest predictor models in 

the correlation analysis) found the same individual 

dimensions as found in the correlation analysis to be the 

best predictors of performance and job satisfaction. In the 

Potency/Interdependence Model, the Interdependent Feedback 

and Rewards dimension accounted for 30% of the performance 

variance (R-Square = .30; £ = 11.98; p = .0017), while the 

Potency dimension accounted for 42% of the job satisfaction 

variance (R-Square - .42; F = 20.27; p = .0001). In the Job 

Design Model, the Task Significance dimension accounts for 

38% of performance variance (R-Square = .38; F = 17.40; p = 

.0003), while the Task Identity dimension accounts for 29% 

of job satisfaction variance (R-Square = .29; F = 11.39; p = 

.0022). 

Interpersonal Processes: Team Interaction Styles 

As indicated on Table 33, Team Interaction Style Means 

and Standard Deviations (see Appendix B), site-M sample team 

members' means are significantly higher than their site-D 

counterparts on the two team-oriented dimensions of (a) 

Communication and Integration (3.36, e < .05, compared to 

3.08) (between "to some extent" and "to a great extent" on a 

five point scale) and of (b) Team Organization and 
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Utilization of Resources (3.25, e < *05, compared to 2.91). 

For the individual-oriented dimension of Leadership Function 

there is very little difference in the mean scores of the 

facilitators/leaders and the sample team members between 

sites. The overall facilitator/leader means are higher than 

the overall sample team member means on the two team-

oriented dimensions and on the Leadership Functions 

dimension. On the individual-oriented dimensions, site-D 

sample team members reported means indicate that they see 

themselves as having more lack of team focus and more power 

struggles than their site-M counterparts. 

Hypothesis 16. The hypothesis that SDWTs that rate 

high on the two Team Interaction Styles team-oriented 

process dimensions of (a) Communication and Integration, and 

(b) Team Organization and Utilization of Resources, and the 

individual-oriented dimension of Leadership Functions will 

show higher performance and higher job satisfaction is 

supported. Results are presented below and shown on Table 

34, Team Interaction Style Correlations with Performance and 

Job Satisfaction (see Appendix B). 

Performance Relationships: Team Interaction Styles 

The two team-oriented dimensions of (a) Communication 

and Integration and of (b) Team Organization and Utilization 

of Resources relate to global performance ratings (.50 and 

.50, £s < .01). In fact, both dimensions relate to all 

performance ratings. Facilitator/leader performance ratings 
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correlate with both of those dimensions at the p < .05 

level. Sample team members' performance ratings correlate 

with Communication and Integration at the p < .05 level, and 

correlate with Team Organization and Utilization of 

Resources at the p < .01 level. Managers7 performance 

ratings correlate with both dimensions at the p < .01 level. 

The Leadership Functions dimension significantly 

correlates with all performance ratings except the 

facilitator/leader. Although the Leadership Functions 

dimension is grouped with the individual-orientated rather 

than the team-orientated dimensions, in previous validation 

studies it has clustered with the team-oriented dimensions 

in predicting high performing groups. 

The individual-oriented dimensions of Lack of Team 

Focus and Power Struggle have negative correlations with 

performance measures. Lack of Team Focus is negatively 

correlated with facilitator/leader (-.38, p < .05), manager 

(-.46, p < .05), and global (-.43, p < .05) performance 

ratings. Power Struggle is negatively correlated with 

manager (-.51, p c.Ol) and global (-.39, p < .05) 

performance ratings. 

Job Satisfaction Relationships; Team Interaction Styles 

The two team-oriented dimensions have significant 

positive relationships with team member job satisfaction. 

Communication and Integration correlate (.52, p < .01) with 

sample team member job satisfaction. Team Organization and 
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Utilization of Resources correlates (.38, p < .05) with 

sample team member job satisfaction. The Leadership 

Functions dimension has positive relationships with 

facilitator/leader (.37, p <.05) and sample team member 

(.52, p < .01) job satisfaction. The Lack of Team Focus and 

Power Struggle, dimensions which are not representative of 

good team work, are not correlated to job satisfaction. 

Suggested Metrics for SDWT 

Performance Evaluation 

Metrics for evaluating SDWT performance suggested by 

SDWT sample team members and their facilitators/leaders at 

two different points in time are shown on Table 35, 

Suggestions for SDWT Performance Evaluations (see Appendix 

B). Suggestions are from responses on the Team 

Questionnaire in phase I of the study, and from the Self-

Directed Work Team Rating Form in phase II. Those 

suggestions are compared to the six performance criteria 

developed by the representative manager group in Table 36, 

Suggested Metrics: Matches with Manager Group SDWT 

Performance Criteria (see Appendix B). 

The six manager group performance criteria can be 

categorized according to financial or nonfinancial and 

results (i.e., outcome) or activity measures. These 

classifications are shown in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

SDWT Performance Criteria Developed bv Manager Group 

Schedule Quality Cost Goal Team 
Setting Empowerment 

Cycle Time 

NF NF FIN NF NF 

Results Results Results Activity Activity 

Note: NF = nonfinancial; FIN = financial. 

Pre-rating and Post-rating Suggestions for SDWT Performance 

Evaluations 

As shown in Table 35, Suggestions for SDWT Performance 

Evaluations (see Appendix B), there are numerous changes in 

the suggested metrics offered by facilitators/leaders and 

sample team members between Time One and Time Two. Time One 

was before seeing the SDWT performance criteria developed by 

the manager group (pre-ratings). Time Two was after rating 

the SDWTs on that performance criteria (post-ratings). 

Hypothesis 17. The hypothesis that SDWTs members will 

primarily suggest activity measures (i.e., drivers of 

performance) and managers will suggest primarily results 

(i.e., outcome) measures is not supported. These results 

are shown in Table 35, Suggestions for SDWT Performance 

Evaluations (see Appendix B). 
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The actual top-five categories suggested by both groups 

(i.e., facilitators/leaders and sample team members) at Time 

One and Time Two match, although the rank orders differ. 

Both groups suggest Time, Quality, Teamwork, Cost, and 

Training at Time One. Both drop Training at Time Two and 

add Goal Setting which was part of the manager group 

performance criteria. Increases in the frequencies of 

suggestions in the top five categories at Time Two for both 

groups indicate less diversity of responses after seeing the 

manager group SDWT performance criteria. 

Facilitators/leaders and SDWT sample team members 

include three results measures and two activity measures in 

their top five suggestions at both Time One and Time Two. 

Goal Setting, which is considered an activity measure, 

replaced Training, which is also an activity measure, from 

Time One to Time Two for both groups. 

Facilitators/leaders at Time One have a three-way tie 

for sixth place in their suggestions for SDWT performance 

evaluation, with Tracking Skills (i.e., an activity 

measure), Strategic Implementation (i.e., an activity 

measure), and Specific Rates of Improvement (i.e., a results 

measure). At Time Two, their sixth place choice is 

Continuous Improvement (i.e., a results measure). 

SDWT sample team members' sixth suggestion at Time One 

is Job Knowledge (i.e., an activity measure). At Time Two, 

they have a two-way tie between Job Knowledge (i.e., an 
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activity measure) and Product and Process 

Innovation/Improvement (i.e., an activity measure). 

The manager group SDWT performance criteria, as shown 

in Table 11, contains four results measures (i.e., Schedule, 

Cycle Time, Quality, Cost). The two activity measures are 

Goal Setting and Team Empowerment. 

Matches with Manager Group Developed SDWT Performance 

Criteria 

Matches between the SDWT sample team members' suggested 

metrics and the SDWT performance criteria developed by the 

manager group increased from Time One to Time Two as shown 

on Table 36, Suggested Metrics: Matches with Manager Group 

SDWT Performance Criteria (see Appendix B). Time One 

suggestions (pre-performance rating) were given before SDWTs 

saw the SDWT performance criteria which were developed by 

the manager group. Time Two suggestions (post-perforaance 

rating) were given after the SDWTs rated themselves on the 

manager group criteria. Increases, although not 

statistically significant, ranged from 7.2 percentage points 

on Schedule and Cycle Time, to 40.8 percentage points on 

Goal Setting. At Time One the SDWTs had no matches with 

Goal Setting. There were no matches with the SDWT 

performance criteria at Time Two for the Empowerment 

criteria, and only a .7% match at Time One. 

Matches between the facilitators/leaders' suggested 

metrics and SDWT performance metrics both decreased and 
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increased from Time One to Time Two. Schedule and Cycle 

Time decreased 3.4 percentage points from Time One to Time 

Two. Matches on the Cost dimension increased 46.7 

percentage points. Changes on the percentages of matches on 

the Cost dimension from Time One to Time Two were 

statistically significant (E < .05). Facilitators/leaders 

did not mention Goal Setting at Time One. Facilitators/ 

leaders did not mention Empowerment at Time One or Time Two. 

Suggestions for Evaluating Manager Performance 

Three groups (i.e., facilitators/leaders, sample team 

members, and managers) suggested metrics with which to 

evaluate the performance of managers of SDWTs. A rank order 

listing of the top five areas of focus for the three levels 

of employees is presented in Table 12. 

As shown on Table 37, Suggestions for Evaluating 

Managers' Performance (see Appendix B), further analysis 

reveals that the three groups have two common responses 

which are Teamwork (e.g., participation in the team) and 

Strategic Implementation and Execution. As noted in Table 

17, The Balanced Scorecard: Categories and Factors (see 

Appendix B), Teamwork is in the team development segment of 

the Internal Perspective category (i.e., what the company 

must excel at). Strategic Implementation and Execution is 

part of the Innovative and Learning Perspective category 

(i.e., how the company can continue to improve and create 

value). 
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Table 12 

Suggestions for Evaluating Manager Performance 

Managers Suggested 

1. Time 

2. Strategic Implementation and Execution 

3. Cost 

4. Teamwork 

5. Quality 

Facilitators/Leaders Suggested 

1. Teamwork 

2. Strategic Implementation and Execution 

3. Communication 

4. Leadership 

5. Cost 

SDWTs Suggested 

1. Teamwork 

2 Communication 

3. Strategic Implementation arid Execution 

4. Leadership 

5. Administrative Tasks 

Managers are more focused on metrics which address the 

overall category of Customer Perspective (i.e., how 

customers see the company), specifically areas of Time, 
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Quality, and Cost. Managers also have a representative 

number of suggestions in all four Balanced Scorecard Model 

categories. In the Internal Perspective category, they 

emphasize Teamwork and Continuous Improvement. In the 

Innovation and Learning Perspective category, they emphasize 

Strategic Implementation and Execution. In the Financial 

Perspective category, although in comparison to the other 

categories this category has the fewest suggestions, they 

mention Growth and Profitability. 

Although the facilitators/leaders do mention Cost and 

Quality which are part of the Customer Perspective, the 

metrics that facilitators/leaders and sample team members 

suggest primarily focus on the team development part of the 

Internal Perspective. Those metrics are Teamwork, 

Communication, and Leadership. 

Team Characteristics: Transitioning 

to a SDWT Environment 

SDWT members (i.e., facilitators/leaders and sample 

team members) and managers from both sites were asked three 

open-ended questions on the Team Questionnaire regarding 

their company's transitioning to a SDWT environment. A 

synopsis, as well as an in-depth presentation of their 

answers, appears in Table 38, SDWT Members' Open-Ended 

Questions: Transitioning to a SDWT Environment, and Table 

39, Managers' Open-Ended Questions: Transitioning to a SDWT 

Environment (see Appendix B). Due to the qualitative nature 
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of this data, no statistical relationships with performance 

and job satisfaction are reported. These qualitative 

findings merely complement and corroborate other findings. 

A brief presentation of the two groups' overall answers and 

differences between sites follows. 

SDWT Member Responses: What specifically about the 

transition to SDWTs makes vou like vour job more? 

First, overall responses are presented. Responses are 

then broken out into sites in order to highlight 

similarities and differences. 

Overall comments. SDWT members from both sites offered 

numerous reasons why the transition to SDWTs made them like 

their jobs more. Teams have the ability to make decisions. 

Teamwork, which included support, cohesion, interaction, 

helpfulness, and sharing, was cited. SDWT members like 

taking on more responsibility for successes and failures, 

setting and meeting common goals, the increased sense of 

empowerment, their increased individual input, and improved 

communication. They also like the opportunities to learn 

more about a wider variety of jobs, how the business 

operates, and about their customers. 

Site comments. Site-D SDWT members' emphasize 

appreciating a better understanding of what affects their 

jobs. The most frequent site-M responses address the 

positive aspects of teamwork. 
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SDWT Member Responses; What specifically about the 

transition to SDWTs makes vou like vour iob less? 

First, overall responses are presented. Responses are 

then broken out into sites in order to highlight 

similarities and differences. 

Overall comments. SDWT members from both sites report 

coworkers not getting along and too many meetings as major 

negatives in the SDWT movement. Other negatives include 

lack of time to do their work, increased stress and tension, 

lack of motivation in others, those who do not want teams, 

and management which ignores team input and does not release 

control. They cite negatives such as teams being given 

responsibility before they are ready, selective enforcement 

of policies and procedures, as well as policies and 

procedures that do not support the teaming environment. 

Further, they mention that making decisions takes top long 

in the team environment. 

Site comments. Site-D SDWT members most frequently 

cited negatives involve team members not getting along. 

They also mention time constraints caused by extra duties 

which subsequently cause them to get behind on their work. 

Site-M's most frequent complaint involves too many meetings 

and too much time away from work. 
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SDWT Member Responses; What specifically would increase 

your support of the SDWT movement? 

First, overall responses are presented. Responses are 

then broken out into sites in order to highlight 

similarities and differences. 

Overall comments. SDWT members from both sites 

recommend early training with some type of training 

reinforcement, creating and nurturing teamwork, more 

empowerment, more time for work, and fewer meetings. 

Additionally, they advocate clearer initial guidelines, 

policies that support team success, less management in some 

areas, more management in other areas, and teams working 

with departmental management instead of higher level 

management to decide on team composition, operations, and 

measurement criteria. They would also like to select team 

members with a group-work orientation. Finally, team 

members want to be able to get rid of those who do not 

support the teaming environment. 

Site comments. Site-D SDWT members' suggestions 

emphasize training, including up-front realistic preview 

training, as well as training for working together and 

conflict resolution. Site-D teams want management not to 

override their decisions, but also want stronger guidance 

and support from management. Site-M SDWT members emphasize 

less management and more team control. 
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SDWT Managers: What specifically about the transition to 

SDWTs makes vou like vour job more? 

First, overall responses are presented. Responses are 

then broken out into sites in order to highlight 

similarities and differences. 

Overall comments. Managers from both sites offered 

specific facts about the transition to SDWTs that make them 

like their jobs more. They include having time for new 

things, created in part by having an easier job now that 

SDWTs have taken over some responsibilities. They enjoy the 

synergy of group process, involvement in the "big" picture, 

and helping others achieve their potential. 

Site comments. Site-D mangers emphasize the enjoyment 

of seeing teams becoming responsible and involved. The 

major theme (83%) at site-M is the pleasure derived from 

seeing others develop. 

SDWT Managers: What specifically about the transition to 

SDWTs makes vou like vour iob less? 

First, overall responses are presented. Responses are 

then broken out into sites in order to highlight 

similarities and differences. 

Overall comments. Managers from both sites stated 

specific factors about the transition to SDWTs that make 

them like their jobs less. They cite slow decisions and 

taking longer to get things done as negatives, and that 

managers have difficulty in knowing who is responsible for 
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what. They admit feeling "not entirely in control," and 

that their job is "less efficient and defined." They do not 

like the nonsupport of teaming, think training is too slow, 

think meetings are oriented too much toward process rather 

than accomplishment, and dislike empowerment without 

authority. 

Site comments. Site-D mangers emphasize disliking 

slower decision making and the increased time needed to get 

things done. Site-M managers emphasize disliking old 

thinking, barriers, and rules. 

SDWT Managers: What specifically would increase vour 

support of the SDWT movement? 

First, overall responses are presented. Responses are 

then broken out into sites in order to highlight 

similarities and differences. 

Overall comments. Twenty-five percent (25%) of all 

managers indicated that they already supported the SDWT 

movement. Managers did have numerous suggestions for 

management including getting barriers out of the way, 

supporting teams, incorporating team thinking, holding teams 

accountable, and being consistent in application of teaming 

principles. They also would like to see a new 

compensation/reward/recognition system, and to see positive 

results and improvements in the company's profits tied to 

team performance. 
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Site comments. Site-D managers emphasize that they 

were fully committed (30% of respondents). They also 

advocate consistent application of policies. Site-M 

managers want management barriers removed, a new 

compensation system, and the implementation of true 

empowerment. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

There were two primary objectives of this study. The 

first was to identify which of five team design models 

(i.e., Job Design, Potency/Interdependence, Composition, 

Context/Resources, and Process (Campion & Medsker, 1992b), 

functions more effectively in the specific environment of 

the defense contractor, and/or which dimensions of those 

design models are present in higher performing teams and/or 

teams with higher job satisfaction. The second was to 

address methods of measuring team effectiveness by examining 

different perspectives on fair and accurate criteria for 

evaluating SDWT performance. SDWT members' and managers' 

suggestions for fair and accurate SDWT performance 

evaluation are discussed below in terms of types of measures 

(i.e., results/outcome or activity measures), focus of those 

measures (i.e., customer, internal, innovation and learning, 

financial), and divergence/convergence of suggestions at two 

separate time points. 

The secondary study objective was to identify those 

factors which differentiate higher performing teams and/or 

teams with higher job satisfaction. In addition to team 

design, topics discussed include distinguishing 
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demographics, team characteristics, interpersonal processes 

within the teams, and prevailing attitudes and opinions 

regarding the SDWT movement and performance evaluation. 

Distinguishing characteristics of the three employee groups 

which participated in the study are also presented. These 

issues contribute to a more total picture of the SDWTs in 

their context. 

Team Level Analysis 

A unique aspect of this study is that it is done at the 

team level of analysis. Since teams already have been 

accepted as a basic building block of companies, team-level 

data presentation should gain prominence in both 

organizational application and research methodology. The 

overwhelming positive aspect of team-level analysis is that 

it presents data at the team rather than the individual 

level, thus following the recommendations for 

interdependence of feedback and rewards where individual 

feedback and rewards are linked to the team. The focus is 

on the team, not the individual. 

The major negative to the team-level approach is the 

difficulty of obtaining adequate sample sizes. Obviously 

small sample sizes constrain statistical analysis 

procedures, as well as generalizability of findings. One of 

the limitations of this study is the lack of 

generalizability of its findings due to small sample size. 
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This study was only able to identify important trends at its 

specific sites. 

Significant SDWT Aae Difference Between Sites 

In interpretation and discussions of results, the fact 

that site-M teams are significantly older (2.46 years) than 

site-D teams (1.53 years) highlights differences in numerous 

independent variables which may be affected to some extent 

by team age. For example, in general the older teams report 

having more of many of the dimensions deemed essential for 

designing effective teams (e.g., Participation in Decisions, 

Task Variety, Task Significance, Communication and 

Cooperation Between Groups, Social Support, Communication 

and Cooperation Within Groups, and Preference for Group 

Work), as well as more of the team-oriented process 

dimensions (e.g., Communication and Integration, Team 

Organization and Utilization of Resources) examined in the 

study. These differences will be addressed in the 

discussion below where they are most apparent. 

Performance 

How a rater perceives a team's performance and 

subsequently rates that performance may be influenced by 

numerous factors such as the team's age, level of 

sophistication, and maturity. One might expect site-M 

teams, which are older and more mature, to have 

significantly higher performance ratings than site-D teams. 

That was not the case. In explanation, there are two 
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possible reasons. First the "on track" scale for SDWT 

performance evaluation was specifically selected to 

normalize age differences between sites in hope of teasing 

out other factors besides age and experience that relate to 

performance and job satisfaction. Indeed it appears that 

the "on track" scale eliminated some of the experience 

factor. Second, it is reasonable to assume that expectation 

levels evolve as the team and its environment mature, and as 

the team internalizes more of the aspects of the self-

directed work team philosophy. For example a mature team 

may have higher expectations concerning being "on track" 

than a less mature team. 

The performance ratings by the three rater groups show 

high agreement both within groups (e.g., as shown by 

relatively low variability) and between groups (e.g., as 

shown in correlations among rater groups). Site-D sample 

team member performance ratings show the greatest 

variability (.63 on a five point scale) and site-M sample 

team members show the least (.44). The global performance 

rating, because it is the mean of the three rater groups, is 

a very stable number and should be indicative of SDWT 

performance. 

On the whole, SDWTs are performing slightly below "on 

track" which is midpoint on a five point bipolar scale. 

Overall, sample team members rate their SDWTs' performance 

lower than the facilitator/leader and manager groups. At 
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site-M SDWTs rate themselves lower (i.e., very slightly 

below "on track") than the other two rater groups. Their 

managers rate them slightly above "on track." At site-D, 

SDWTs rate themselves slightly below "on track" which is 

lower than facilitators, but it is their managers who give 

the lowest SDWT ratings. 

The fact that, overall, SDWTs see themselves as doing 

worse than the other rater groups has important 

ramifications. In view of the fact that this study 

established the importance of the Potency dimension (i.e., 

the team's collective belief that it can be successful) in 

combination with dimensions of Interdependence of Feedback 

and Rewards, Goal Interdependence, and Tasks 

Interdependence, as predictors of performance and job 

satisfaction, it is quite possible that SDWTs are not 

receiving adequate opportunities for successful experiences 

and adequate positive feedback for their successes. 

A breakout of performance by site on the six manager 

group performance criteria is revealing. In general, there 

are varied opinions on the criteria with highest and lowest 

performance. A certain amount of disagreement on 

performance ratings is to be expected because of such 

factors as site differences, individuality of each SDWT, and 

emphasis placed on specific criterion. 

The best performance overall and on a site-by-site 

basis is on the Quality and Empowerment criteria. The one 
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exception is the SDWT sample team members at site-M who rate 

SDWT performance highest on the Schedule criterion. 

Performance on Schedule is significantly higher at site-M 

than at site-D. The site-M managers' rating of SDWT 

Empowerment is also significantly higher than their site-D 

counterparts. 

There is some difference in opinion on the lowest 

performance criteria. Overall, Cost is given the lowest 

performance ratings by the facilitators/leaders and SDWT 

sample team members. However, Cost appears to be more of an 

issue at site-D where it received the lowest ratings from 

leaders and SDWT sample team members. Cost is also the most 

important of the six manager group SDWT performance 

criteria. Overall managers, managers from both sites, and 

all site-M rater groups rate Goal Setting as the lowest 

performance criterion. 

There are several possible explanations for the lower 

performance ratings on Cost, especially in view of the fact 

that the lower Cost ratings were at the site with the 

younger SDWTs. First, SDWTs may have less control over Cost 

components (e.g., overhead, direct and support labor, direct 

materials), than they have over the factors that affect 

Schedule, Quality, and Cycle Time. Second, Cost addresses 

the financial side of the business, which quite possibly is 

new to the majority of the members on these manufacturing 
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SDWTs. Employees involved in manufacturing have had more 

exposure to issues such as schedule and defects. 

It seems that Goal Setting, in comparison to the other 

manager group performance criteria of Cost, Schedule, 

Quality, Empowerment, and Cycle Time, would be relatively 

easy to attain. Possibly Goal Setting has not been 

emphasized, or SDWTs have not been adequately trained in 

Goal Setting. Further, goals which are set may not have 

SDWT buy-in. Low Goal Setting performance ratings, coupled 

with SDWT members' wants for greater direction from 

management as revealed in responses to open-ended questions, 

may indicate that management is not encouraging 

participative goal setting. Management may not be 

communicating to SDWTs management's short-term, 

intermediate, and long-term goals, and/or the reasoning 

behind those goals. 

Lack of adequate collaboration and communication 

regarding Goal Setting are substantiated by two facts. 

First, in suggestions for SDWT performance evaluation at 

Time One, both sample SDWT members and facilitators/leaders 

did not include Goal Setting as a suggested criterion. 

Second, after seeing the suggested manager group performance 

criteria at Time Two, both groups ranked Goal Setting as 

fourth in performance criteria importance. These findings 

point out the SDWTs' openness to suggestions, and their 

willingness to adapt once they have been given direction. 
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The lack of goal setting perhaps is symptomatic of the 

defense industry's decline in the context of the national 

and international market, as well as within this study's 

organization. Although there is a focus on privatization of 

defense technology, the other major nondefense 

subcorporations of this organization are fast emerging with 

the decline of the defense subcorporation. There seems to 

be little transfer of knowledge from one subcorporation to 

another. The point is that even internally the defense 

subcorporation appears to have an uncertain future. At 

present the defense area appears to be concentrating on 

maximizing profit on current contracts. 

Job Satisfaction 

There are no significant differences between sites or 

among groups (i.e., facilitators/leaders, SDWT sample team 

members, and managers), in terms of the study's job 

satisfaction criterion. On the whole, job satisfaction 

ranges between "to some extent" and "to a great extent" 

(i.e., between 3 and 4 on a five point scale). 

Managers across sites show the least amount of 

variability in their reported levels of job satisfaction. 

Facilitators/leaders, who currently report a higher level of 

job satisfaction than managers and sample team members who 

report the lowest level of job satisfaction, show the 

greatest amount of variability in their satisfaction scores, 

especially at site-D. A possible explanation for the site-D 
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variability could be that site-D leaders had assumed a 

greater amount of team responsibility within two to four 

weeks of the beginning of the study. They assumed many of 

the SDWT facilitator responsibilities. Facilitators were 

relegated to a neutral, nonparticipating role with the 

SDWTs, and were to concentrate on issues of process rather 

than content. Sample team member job satisfaction 

variability falls in between the other two groups. Older 

site-M participants showed less variability than site-D 

participants indicating that perhaps satisfaction stabilizes 

with SDWT age and maturity. It seems plausible that in 

older teams those not liking the teaming environment would 

have been weeded out by transfers or terminations. 

That job satisfaction was not significantly higher for 

the older teams was an unexpected finding. Perhaps that was 

the case because both sites' teams are relatively young in 

terms of SDWTs, and job satisfaction may increase with age 

and maturity. 

Satisfaction with SDWTs, which might be considered one 

facet of job satisfaction, appears to increase the longer 

teams are involved with SDWTs. This statement is supported 

by the fact that older teams report at a significantly 

higher rate that their satisfaction with SDWTs increases the 

longer they are involved with the SDWT movement. These 

findings suggest that increased employee satisfaction with 

SDWTs during the early teaming stages may not be attainable. 
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Further, it may be important to periodically communicate to 

teams information about team developmental stages (such as 

forming, storming, norming, and performing) and the 

characteristics associated with each stage in order to 

minimize job dissatisfaction at earlier developmental 

stages. 

There was no significant difference between sites in 

job satisfaction before SDWTs and now that SDWTs are 

operational. Managers, however, report significantly higher 

job satisfaction before SDWTs than now that SDWTs are 

implemented. The difference in manager satisfaction is 

understandable. Typically with the implementation of SDWTS 

the managers are most at risk in terms of job security and 

loss of job identity. Additionally, there is a negative 

relationship between sample team members reporting higher 

job satisfaction before SDWTs and current performance. 

Facilitator/leader, sample team member, and manager job 

satisfaction are not related. That fact and the fact that 

team design dimensions relate only sample team member job 

satisfaction could be interpreted as an overall lack of 

teamwork, and/or an environment where one group feels 

isolated from others. In an interdependent team environment 

it might be reasonable to expect that the satisfaction or 

the success of one group or team would be boosted by others' 

satisfaction. 



222 

Relationship Between Performance and Job Satisfaction 

The general job satisfaction criterion is not related 

to performance. This finding is compatible with Locke and 

Latham's high performance model (1990) which posits that 

there is no direct connection between satisfaction and 

subsequent productivity. In this study job satisfaction is 

measured in phase I of the study, before performance 

evaluations in phase II. 

Higher performance and job satisfaction are often 

related to the same independent variable(s). There is a 

relationship between performance and SDWT members' 

satisfaction with their performance evaluation. 

Demographics 

On the whole no participant demographics relate to 

higher performance except the length of time a sample team 

member has belonged to the SDWT. This finding is in line 

with the slightly higher performance ratings at older site-

M. 

Only one SDWT demographic relates to performance. 

Larger teams have negative facilitator/leader, sample team 

member, and global performance ratings. This finding is in 

line with other research findings that show larger groups 

tend to be dysfunctional because of higher coordination 

needs (Campion et al., 1993). Groups need to be large 

enough to do the work (Gladstein, 1984), or the smallest 

number needed to do the work (Hackman, 1987). 
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In terms of SDWT demographics, turnover's lack of 

relationship with performance was an unexpected finding. 

There are several plausible explanations. One explanation 

might be that cross-training and flexibility of team members 

in their ability to perform essential tasks is high enough 

to nullify turnover losses. Second, the SDWT might concur 

with the loss of specific team members. Turnover could be 

seen as part of the process of removing resistant and 

nonproductive members. A common theme in responses to open-

ended questions was the SDWTs' asking for the power to 

remove nonproductive members from teams. Turnover is 

significantly higher at the younger site-D, which adds a 

degree of plausibility to turnover being viewed in a 

positive light as a means of removing "dead weight," and 

therefore possibly minimizing its impact on performance. 

Team Characteristics 

Informal communication networks can be used both 

productively and unproductively. Productively, informal 

communication networks can expedite getting things done and 

can reinforce constructive group norms. Conversely, 

informal networks can be used unproductively for gossip, for 

expressing negativity, or for excessive social interaction 

in a business atmosphere. In view of the unexpected 

negative correlation between time spent in informal team 

activities and sample team members' performance ratings, 
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possibly the organization's informal networks are being used 

unproductively. 

It is not uncommon in early team development stages for 

discussions to address issues of job security and the added 

stress of assuming a more empowered employee role. In 

answering open-ended questions, SDWT sample team members 

address numerous negative aspects of the transition to 

SDWTs. One of the issues addressed is conflict among 

coworkers, which reasonably would be more prevalent in 

informal communication situations. Another is the added 

stress caused by transitioning to SDWTs. That the informal 

communication network is being used primarily for such 

discussions is plausible. Additionally, it is not uncommon 

for managers, in an attempt to foster a sense of 

collaboration, empathy, and team work, to buy into much of 

the informal network communication, particularly team 

members' rationalizations of why performance is not higher, 

and to implicitly encourage the continuation of unproductive 

communication. An alternative tactic is to refocus on 

tangible performance objectives. 

The relationships of other aspects of how a team spends 

its time and performance are more easily understood. It is 

understandable that the greater the amount of time a team 

spends working on goods or services, the higher its 

performance, as shown in the positive correlation with 

performance. Similarly, it is understandable that the more 
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time spent in formal activities, such as team meetings or 

training which take time away from work, the greater the 

probably of reduced performance. Therefore, the negative 

relationship shown between the amount of time spent in 

formal team activities reflected in managers' performance 

ratings is understandable. Additionally, it is expected 

that sample team members' performance ratings are negatively 

related to the amount of time they spent in training. 

Fortunately, teams can be taught to conduct productive 

meetings and to minimize the time spent in meetings through 

efficient planning, scheduling, use of subcommittees, and 

monitoring follow through. Many times meetings are the 

least productive way to disseminate information. Also, 

training, which typically is so concentrated in the early 

stages of SDWT implementation, eventually decreases. At 

some point theoretically, the benefits of training 

exponentially increase effectiveness. 

Current Team Metrics 

There is some disagreement among team members as to 

what metrics their respective teams are actually using. 

Also, when facilitators/leaders and sample team members were 

asked about their understanding of the metrics used by their 

teams, the individual facilitator/leader or sample team 

member thought that she/he had a better understanding of the 

metrics than did the team as a whole. 
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Although sample team members report that they as 

individuals understand the current metrics better than their 

team, no sample team members' understanding of metrics 

correlates to any performance rating. Regardless of the 

level of the individuals' understanding of metrics, it is 

the team's understanding that correlates with performance. 

This finding reinforces the notion that the team is an 

entity itself, and an entity that is greater than the sum of 

its parts. High individual understanding of each metric 

when aggregated to the team level (e.g. the team is the sum 

of its parts) did not relate to performance. Individual 

team members' perceptions of the team's understanding of 

metrics, which were also aggregated to the team level, 

however, did relate to performance. 

Understanding of only three of the nine metrics relates 

to the global performance rating: line of balance (LOB), 

cycle time (CT), and actual/earned (A/E). Understanding 

current metrics appears to relate to the job satisfaction of 

all employee groups, unlike findings that team design and 

processes within the team tend to relate only to team member 

job satisfaction. 

Managers' job satisfaction negatively correlates to the 

teams' understanding (i.e., as reported by 

facilitators/leaders) of Dt>U, DPMO, six sigma, and training. 

The fact that three of the more sophisticated metrics (i.e., 

DPU, DPMO, and six sigma), and training, which implies 
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achieving greater levels of competency, relate negatively to 

manager satisfaction raises interesting questions. Could 

managers feel threatened by the increased competency of the 

SDWTs? Could they feel that SDWTs are growing into their 

manager jobs? Issues addressed by these questions are in 

contrast to some responses to open-ended questions which 

indicate that some managers enjoy the extra time they have 

for new activities now that SDWTs have assumed more of their 

managerial job responsibilities. 

Self-Report Measures of Team Characteristics: Job 

Satisfaction. Performance Evaluation, and Support of the 

SDWT Movement 

Important factors are highlighted in the results from 

the self-report measures addressing job satisfaction, 

performance evaluation and support of the SDWT movement. 

Understanding how performance is evaluated has no 

significant relationship with performance ratings, although 

it does relate to higher reported job satisfaction levels 

for the sample team members and managers. However, team 

members' satisfaction with SDWT performance evaluation 

correlates with manager and global performance ratings. 

Sample team members' perceptions that performance is 

evaluated on a team basis and that it is fairly evaluated 

significantly relate to performance. 

Overall, SDWT members from site-M, which has older and 

more mature teams, seem to be more satisfied with the SDWT 
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movement. SDWT members at site-M seem to be more concerned 

with issues of "fine tuning" such as team-based performance 

evaluation, fairness of evaluation, understanding the basis 

of evaluation, and communicating that basis to those who are 

being evaluated. 

Managers' answers show a slightly negative trend 

regarding satisfaction with team-based performance 

evaluation, SDWT performance evaluation, fairness of 

evaluation, and understanding evaluation. The two upper 

level managers, on the other hand, are more positive. For 

example, site-M managers, are particularly outspoken on SDWT 

performance evaluation issues, saying performance is not 

being evaluated as fairly as it could be, or on a team 

basis, and that they do not completely understand the basis 

of evaluation. 

Team Design 

This study identified four composite team design models 

from the Work Group Design Measure (WGDM) assessment 

instrument that relate in varying degrees to higher 

performance and job satisfaction: Potency/Interdependence, 

Job Design, Process, and Context/Resources models. The 

dimensions of those models are categorized within a human 

resources framework, and are ones that an organization can 

influence. Management can influence organizational context 

and work arrangement. Human resources can influence 

functions such as staffing, training, job design, 
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performance management, reward systems, and employee 

relations. 

The composite Potency/Interdependence, Job Design, and 

Process models appear to be the best predictors of 

performance and job satisfaction in this study as well as in 

Campion and Medsker's study (1992b). However, the best 

predicting dimensions are different. M. A. Campion 

(personal communication, March 23, 1994) contends that 

predictor models and predictor dimensions will vary 

depending on the organization being assessed. 

Campion and Medsker's (1992b) study found that the 

Potency dimension was significant in nearly all analyses of 

performance and job satisfaction. They also found that 

within the Potency/Interdependence Model controlling for 

potency eliminated most of the relationships with the three 

interdependence dimensions, which supports Shea and Guzzo's 

(1987) hypothesis that Potency may mediate the effect of 

interdependence on effectiveness (Campion & Medsker, 1992b). 

This study identified the Interdependent Feedback and 

Rewards dimension as the best predictor of performance, and 

the Potency dimension as the best predictor of job 

satisfaction. 

In the Job Design Model Campion and Medsker's (1992b) 

best predictors were Participation in Decisions, Self-

management and Task Variety, three of the five dimensions 

that were not predictors in this study. This study found 
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Task Significance the best predictor of performance and Task 

Identity of job satisfaction. These differences may be 

consequences of different study contexts. Further there may 

be sufficient intramodel dimension reliability that 

different dimensions are able to capture the essence of the 

model. 

Many of the WGDM results appear to mirror what is or 

has taken place at this study's organization. For example, 

it is understandable that the Job Design Model and its 

dimensions would be prevalent because much of the initial 

SDWT education and work redesign apply classic job design 

principles (Hackman, 1987). It also is understandable that 

the Task Significance dimension would be the strongest 

predictor of performance in that model. Task Significance 

is the team's belief that its work has significant 

consequences for both internal and external customers. The 

organization has emphasized customer satisfaction for at 

least three years. The fact that Self-management does not 

relate to sample team members' job satisfaction (the only 

dimension in the model that does not) can be explained by 

employees' resistance to the transition to SDWTs. That 

reticence has been obvious in many SDWT members who prefer 

the "old way" of being told what to do and having others 

take responsibility. 

The Interdependent Feedback and Rewards dimension which 

is a strong performance predictor in the Potency/ 
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Interdependence Model is reflecting the current topics of 

team-based feedback and rewards (e.g., pay). Wanting 

policies that reward team successes such as team-based pay 

was a topic in participants' responses to open-ended 

questions, especially at site-M. Four months after this 

study's data gathering ended, both sites experimented with 

teaming bonuses. SDWTs were given the opportunity to 

allocate monetary bonuses as they saw fit. 

Other results appear to reflect what is happening 

within the organization. For example, the Context/Resources 

Model had lower correlations with performance and job 

satisfaction than the other three predictive models. The 

issues of nonsupportive organization and management were 

major topics in employee responses to factors about SDWTs 

that made them like their job less, and to employee 

suggestions for improving the SDWT movement. 

Perhaps the Composition Model failed to be predictive 

in both studies, because sample teams were not designed from 

scratch as they would be in a greenfield site (i.e., SDWTs 

start when the new site becomes operational). Team 

composition at the study's organization was the result of an 

evolution from natural work groups to SDWTs. Further SDWTs 

have not reached the stage where they are involved in 

membership selection. At one point Campion and Medsker 

(1992b) thought that there might be a problem with the 

relative size scale (i.e., one of three scales in the 
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Composition Model), because their study found that larger 

groups were more effective, and did not find the expected 

diminished effect of larger teams. This study, however, did 

find that larger team size negatively correlates with 

performance. 

Implications 

This study identified four composite team design models 

that appear to relate to higher performance and job 

satisfaction. Rather than focusing on one or two models at 

the expense of ignoring the other models, it is suggested 

that all 19 of the WGDM's dimensions which comprise the five 

models be used as a check list for implementing or 

maintaining SDWTs. Incorporating the 19 dimensions in a 

check list is similar to a systems approach. The systems 

approach realizes that the interrelationships of the 

multiple components composing the organization are what 

determines effectiveness. Inherent in the systems approach 

are the ideas that there is no one best way, and that there 

are many options or fits for an organization to choose from 

(Majchrzak, 1988). Conversely, a nonsystems approach might 

be analogous to being asked to determine which is more 

important to the seedling, soil, light, or water. Pitting 

one model against another represents an either-or approach 

rather than a both-and approach. 

Two strong arguments can be made for the systems 

approach. Pasmore et al., (1982) spoke of a concern about a 
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nonsystems approach when they discovered in their review of 

socio-technical research that, rather than a systems 

approach, two socio-technical interventions (i.e., 

autonomous work groups and skill development) had been used 

almost exclusively. Their fear was that many of the 

reported successful interventions had ceased to operate due 

to a failure to change the larger system of which they were 

a part. Second, Guzzo et al., (1985) found that when two or 

more interventions were applied at the same time, the 

combined effect was not as great as the simple sums of their 

separate effects. That finding is not an argument against 

multiple interventions, however, because the combined impact 

adds to the impact of the individual program. 

Still another argument for the systems approach check 

list can be made. The high intercorrelation of models 

(i.e., four of the five models with the exclusion of the 

Composition Model correlate with one another at a g < .01 

level) creates problems. The high degree of overlap among 

the five models precludes the instrument from . 

differentiating among the various models (i.e., independent 

variables). One cannot isolate which variable(s) is 

responsible for the effect(s). 

In analyzing the pattern of correlations among the four 

models, the two models most highly correlated are 

Potency/Interdependence and Process (.75). In line with its 

possible role as mediator variable, the Potency/ 
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Interdependence Model also relates at a high level to the 

Job Design (.68) and Context/Resources (.50) models. Both 

the Potency/Interdependence and Process models relate to the 

Context/Resources Model at .50. Both relate to the Job 

Design Model at higher correlations (.68 and .55). The 

general pattern seems to suggest that the Job Design Model 

(the actual structure of the work) is the most important 

input followed by a supportive organizational context (i.e., 

Context/Resources Model). The Process Model also seems to 

assume the role of mediator variable along with the 

Potency/Interdependence Model. 

Campion et al. (1993) have regrouped the 19 WGDM 

dimensions into different models from the Campion and 

Medsker (1992b) study results. They moved the Potency 

dimension to the Process Model, and renamed the 

Potency/Interdependence Model the Interdependence Model. 

They moved the Preference for Group Work dimension from the 

Process to the Composition Model (Campion et al., 1993). M. 

A. Campion (personal communication, March 23, 1994) states 

that his emphasis is on the dimensions more than the 

composite models. 

In general, the models and their dimensions correlate 

only with sample team member job satisfaction. None of the 

composite model scores correlate with facilitator/leader or 

managerial job satisfaction. These findings may indicate 

that the way a team is designed has little impact on 
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facilitator/leader and managerial job satisfaction. The 

findings are unexpected for the facilitator/leader 

positions, both of which have a high degree of interaction 

with the SDWTs. The most apparent difference between the 

facilitator/leader and SDWT member position is that the 

facilitator/leader actually has more responsibility for the 

SDWT than its individual members at the earlier stages of 

team development. Both sites have been involved in SDWTs 

less than two and a half years. Facilitators/leaders also 

have the additional responsibility of acting as a liaison 

with management. Managers' job responsibilities, on the 

other hand, are noticeably different from the other two 

groups, and their interaction with the SDWTs is minimal at 

site-D and moderate at site-M. By definition of SDWTs, 

managers are "outside" the teams. 

The strength of the Potency/Interdependence Model 

raises numerous questions. What role does Potency (i.e., 

spirit) play? G. J. Medsker (personal communication, 

December, 1993), co-developer of the WGDM, hypothesizes that 

potency may be a mediator variable which is affected by 

outcomes from the other models. Guzzo et al. (1993, p. 

102), developers of the potency construct, comment, "the 

potency belief may be best regarded as a variable that can 

augment existing models of group performance rather than 

replacing those models." Potency could be added to other 

models such as input-process-output models like Hackman and 
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Morris (1975, cited in Guzzo et al., 1993), or in models 

that emphasize contextual influences on group performance 

(Guzzo & Shea, in press; Sundstrom et al., 1990, cited in 

Guzzo et al., 1993). If that is the case, it seems 

expedient to focus on potency in conjunction with one or 

more of the three other design models which predict 

performance. The small sample size precluded such an 

analysis in this study. 

Since the Potency/Interdependence Model was the highest 

predictor of performance and satisfaction by both 

correlational and multiple regression analyses, results 

suggest that increasing the design dimensions of that model 

may be the most expedient way of creating higher performing 

teams and employee job satisfaction. Causal research, 

rather than correlational research used in this study, is 

needed to verify this hypothesis. Correlation analysis 

shows relationships between variables, not causality. The 

tactic of increasing the dimensions of the 

Potency/Interdependence Model is further supported as the 

most expedient way of raising performance and job 

satisfaction for another reason. That model most highly 

correlates with performance and job satisfaction. Yet of 

the four WGDM models that predict performance and job 

satisfaction, it is the only model that is not reported at 

significantly higher levels at the older site. This implies 
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that its dimensions are age neutral and can work as well on 

young teams as old. 

It is important to understand how Potency can be 

developed and strengthened within teams. There are several 

ways for increasing Potency. The intervention with greatest 

potential is creating opportunities for successful 

experiences. It is a proven fact that success breeds 

success, that past performance is a strong determinant of 

future beliefs. Second, giving positive feedback is 

essential. Many times even effective groups will not 

perceive themselves as successful unless they are receiving 

feedback. Another intervention to increase Potency is 

training to improve team members' technical and other 

skills, because the greater the abilities of the group 

members, the greater the potential for Potency. 

Developing leaders who function in a transformational 

style has been shown to increase a group's sense of potency. 

Transformational leaders boost the confidence of their 

followers, developing a belief in them that they will 

succeed by modelling beliefs and behaviors (Conger, 1989; 

Conger & Kanungo, 1988, cited in Guzzo et al., 1993). 

Transformational leaders communicate high performance 

expectations, and research shows that those expectations 

influence the work of those they lead (Eden, 1990 a, b, 

cited in Guzzo et al., 1993). Transformational leaders are 

often described as charismatic (Bass, 1985; Conger, 1989; 
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Conger & Kanungo, 1988; House, 1977, cited in Guzzo et al., 

1993), with the capacity to energize and inspire others, and 

able to secure commitment to the group and to higher level 

goals (Bass, 1985, cited in Guzzo et al., 1993). Leaders 

who can have the most impact are typically not members of 

the group. They are leaders who may have the responsibility 

of managing several groups or teams, but are one or two 

levels above the groups they manage (Guzzo et al., 1993). 

The interdependence dimensions of the Potency/ 

Interdependence Model should also be emphasized. 

Interdependence is the very essence of teamwork. The need 

to acknowledge interdependence is usually the reason teams 

are formed in the first place. The focus is on the team 

rather than the individual. Interdependent feedback and 

rewards means that individual feedback and rewards are 

linked to the team. Goal interdependence means that 

individual team member's goals contribute to team goals, and 

that team goals contribute to the organization's goals. 

Task interdependence means that members have to interact and 

depend on one another to get the job done. 

Process Measurement: Team Interaction Styles 

Both the Work Group Design Measure and the Team 

Interaction Styles instruments appear to predict high 

performance. Both can be used to guide performance-related 

decisions. The instruments themselves may be correlated 

(i.e., overlap in what they measure), but it was beyond the 
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scope of this study to look at relationships between these 

instruments. 

The two team-oriented process dimensions of (a) 

Communication and Integration and (b) Team Organization and 

Utilization of Resources show significantly positive 

correlations with global performance ratings. Both 

dimensions correlate with performance at .50 (p c .01). The 

individual-oriented dimension of Leadership Functions, as in 

previous studies, also relates to performance. The 

dimension of Leadership Functions addresses an emergent 

leader who facilitates organization and facilitates settling 

interpersonal differences, as well as provides positive 

feedback. In earlier stages of SDWT development there is a 

time when teams are leader centered. In later developmental 

stages shared leadership emerges where leadership passes 

from one to another team member depending on the given 

situation. 

Those dimensions also had significant positive 

relationships with sample team member job satisfaction, but 

did not correlate with either facilitator/leader or manager 

job satisfaction. This finding is similar to the team 

design dimensions relating only to sample team member job 

satisfaction. 

Further, the (a) Communication and Integration and (b) 

Team Organization and Utilization of Resources dimensions 

are significantly more prevalent at the older site-M. The 
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Communication and Integration dimension addresses concepts 

such as listening, participating in decisions and reaching 

consensus-like decisions, exercising leadership skills as a 

group, group potency, and adequate allocation of time for 

work. Organization and Utilization of Resources emphasizes 

organization and delegation of work and utilizing the 

differences and strengths of group members. 

These findings are consistent with other process-

related findings. Site-M teams have significantly more of 

the three WGDM dimensions from the Process Model (i.e., 

Social Support which was the dimension in that model that 

correlated highest with both performance and job 

satisfaction, Communication and Cooperation Within the 

Group, and Preference for Group Work). It was beyond the 

scope of this study to determine the relationship among the 

various process dimensions of the TIS and the WGDM. 

Conversely, (a) Lack of Team Focus and (b) Power 

Struggle have significant negative relationships with 

performance (ps < .05), and do not relate to job 

satisfaction. These findings were expected. 

Suggested Metrics for Evaluating Team Performance 

Two apparent trends emerge in interpreting suggestions 

for evaluating SDWT performance. First, 

facilitators/leaders and SDWT members appear to be sensitive 

to management suggestions as evidenced by their increased 

matches to manager group performance criteria from Time One 
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to Time Two. Time One (pre-rating) was before respondents 

saw the performance criteria developed by the manager group. 

Time Two (post-rating) was after the respondents rated 

performance based on the manager group criteria. 

Answers to open-ended questions corroborate the fact 

that all groups of employees want clear objectives and 

directives from all levels of managers. Employees appear to 

be adaptable and willing to positively respond to management 

communications. 

Results versus activity measures. The second trend in 

interpreting suggestions for evaluating SDWT performance is 

that facilitators/leaders, SDWT members, and managers seem 

to favor results or outcome measures as opposed to measures 

which are activity measures or drivers of future 

performance. The six manager group performance criteria are 

predominantly nonfinancial, results (outcome) measures which 

focus on designated, measurable, operational improvements 

within a given time frame (Schaffer & Thomson, 1992). Even 

though this defense contractor realizes that their change 

process is a continuous one, by using results measures they 

demand immediate improvements in targeted areas. 

Two of the manager group criteria, Empowerment and Goal 

Setting, are classified as activity measures. Activity 

measures focus more on certain processes, and the assumption 

that engaging in enough of the right improvement activities 

will "ultimately" result in improved performance. Activity 
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measures typically advance a managerial style or philosophy 

such as employee involvement or empowerment. Some are even 

presented as total quality management or continuous 

improvement (Schaffer & Thomson, 1992). Goal Setting's 

classification as an activity measure is borderline in this 

study because two of its specific criterion definitions, 

like results measures, focus on measurable operational 

improvements within a given time period. Those definitions 

are (1) that action items move toward quantifiable measures 

such as DPU, DPMO, and CT, and (2) that reports on four 

major indices of cost, quality, schedule, and cycle time are 

to be used to evaluate progress toward goals. 

Both the facilitator/leader and SDWT groups failed to 

mention Goal Setting as a suggested metrics in the pre-

performance rating suggestions. Facilitators/leaders did not 

mention Empowerment at Time One. In the post-performance 

rating metric suggestions, neither group mentioned 

Empowerment, and both facilitator/leader and team groups 

mentioned Goal Setting (30% and 40.8% respectively). The 

facilitators/leaders and SDWT members, even though they are 

sensitive to suggestion, held their position on declining to 

endorse Empowerment. 

Goal Setting and Cost received the lowest performance 

ratings in the SDWT performance evaluations. Cost is the 

sole financial measure and the most important measure (i.e., 

determined by criteria weights) in the manager group 
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criteria. Empowerment, along with Quality, received the 

highest performance ratings. Both the highest and lowest 

ratings involve a results and an activity measure. 

Balanced scorecard categories. At Time One most of the 

facilitator/leader and SDWT member suggestions fall into the 

Customer Perspective category and concern Time (schedule), 

Quality, and Cost. The next most frequent suggestions are 

in the Internal Perspective category (what the company must 

excel at) and center on Teamwork, Training, and Team 

Technical and Administrative Development. Facilitators/ 

leaders have relatively few suggestions in the Innovation 

and Learning Perspective category (continuing to improve and 

create value). SDWT members have even fewer. Neither group 

mentions the Financial Perspective (how the company looks to 

shareholders). 

The relatively few responses in the Innovation and 

Learning Perspective category at both Time One and Time Two 

can possibly be attributed to the interpretation and 

subsequent classification of responses. Responses were not 

placed in the Innovation and Learning Perspective category 

unless they specifically referred to a rate of improvement 

or continuous improvement applied to a metric. For example, 

"cycle time" was classified in the Customer Perspective 

category. "Improvement in cycle time" was classified in the 

Innovation and Learning Perspective category. 
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At Time Two, both facilitator/leader and sample SDWT 

member suggestions for SDWT performance evaluation more 

closely matched the manager group criteria. Suggestions 

fell predominately into the Customer Perspective category 

(i.e., Time, Quality, and Cost), and into the Internal 

Perspective category where Training and Goal Setting were 

more frequently mentioned. 

Suggested Measures for Evaluating Manager Performance 

There is some divergence of opinion among managers, 

facilitators/leaders, and sample SDWT members regarding how 

managers' performance should be evaluated. Managers, to 

some extent, include metrics from all four of the categories 

of the Balanced Scorecard Model (i.e., Customer Perspective, 

Internal Perspective, Innovation and Learning Perspective, 

and Financial Perspective) in their suggestions for 

evaluating manager performance. Their major focus is in the 

Customer Perspective (how customers see the company). The 

Financial Perspective which addresses Growth, Profitability, 

and Shareholder Value, had the fewest manager suggestions. 

The weaker focus on the Financial Perspective is 

understandable. These managers are what traditionally would 

be called middle managers, where the focus has been less on 

strategic organizational financial objectives, and more on 

managing the manufacturing business of the organization. 

Already some of these middle managers are becoming involved 

in more strategic planning areas. Some, for example, 
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participate in groups that are identifying public uses for 

defense products. 

The metrics that facilitators/leaders and sample SDWT 

members suggest for evaluating managers primarily focus on 

the team development part of the Internal Perspective (what 

the organization must excel at). Those metrics are 

Teamwork, Communication, and Leadership which are in common 

between the two groups. Clearly the facilitators/leaders 

and sample team members expect managers to have more 

interaction with the SDWTs. It appears that they want 

managers to participate more with the actual SDWTs, to 

communicate, and lead. 

Qpen-Ended Questions: Factors Increasing Job Satisfaction 

In citing factors in the transition to SDWTs makes them 

like their jobs more, both sample team members and managers 

have aspects in common. They cite the aspects of increased 

involvement, and better understanding of how the business 

works and of the "big" picture. 

Sample team members cite several factors about the 

transition to SDWTs that make them like their jobs more. 

Teams have the ability to make decisions. Teamwork, which 

includes support, cohesion, interaction, helpfulness, and 

sharing, was cited. SDWT members like taking on more 

responsibility for successes and failures, setting and 

meeting common goals, feeling an increased sense of 

empowerment, and experiencing increased individual input and 
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improved communication. They also like the opportunities to 

learn more about a wider variety of jobs, how the business 

operates, and about their customers. 

Managers from both sites offer specific facts about the 

transition to SDWTs that make them like their jobs more. 

They include having time for new activities, created in part 

by having an easier job now that SDWTs have taken over some 

responsibilities. They enjoy the synergy of group process, 

involvement in the "big" picture, and helping others achieve 

their potential. 

Open-Ended Questions: Factors Decreasing Job Satisfaction 

When asked what factors in the transition to SDWTs 

makes them like their jobs less, both groups have fewer 

issues in common. SDWT members from both sites report poor 

coworker relationships and too many meetings as major 

negatives in the SDWT movement. Other negatives include 

lack of time to do their work, increased stress and tension, 

lack of motivation in others, presence of those who do not 

want teams, and a management ignoring team input and not 

releasing control. 

Managers from both sites state specific facts about the 

transition to SDWTs that make them like their jobs less. 

They cite as negatives slow decisions, taking longer to get 

things done, and managers having difficulty in knowing who 

is responsible for what. They admit feeling "not entirely 

in control," and that their job is "less efficient and 
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defined." They do not like the nonsupport of teaming, think 

training is too slow, think meetings are oriented too much 

toward process rather than accomplishment, and dislike 

empowerment without authority. 

Open-Ended Questions: Suggestions for Increasing Support of 

the SDWT Movement 

In offering suggestions for increasing support of the 

SDWT movement, SDWTs from both sites recommend early 

training with some type of training reinforcement, creating 

and nurturing teamwork, more empowerment, more time for 

work, and fewer meetings. Additionally, they advocate 

clearer initial guidelines, policies that support team 

success, less management in some areas, more management in 

other areas, and teams working with departmental management 

instead of higher level management to decide on team 

composition, operations, and measurement criteria. They 

would also like to select team members with a group-work 

orientation. Finally, team members want to be able to get 

rid of those who do not support the teaming environment. 

When asked what specifically would increase their 

support of the SDWT movement, 25% of all managers indicated 

that they already supported the SDWT movement. Managers did 

have several suggestions for management including getting 

barriers out of the way, supporting teams, incorporating 

team thinking, holding teams accountable, and being 

consistent in the application of teaming principles. They 
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also would like to see a new compensation/reward/recognition 

system, and to see positive results and improvements in the 

organization's profits tied to team performance. 

Distinguishing Characteristics of Employee Groups 

This study found several unique characteristics 

attributable to different employee groups. 

Facilitators/leaders, sample team members, and managers are 

discussed below. 

Facilitators/Leaders 

Facilitators/leaders as a whole appear to be slightly 

more satisfied with their jobs than other groups, perhaps 

due to the increased prominence and responsibility 

associated with their position in the SDWT environment. 

Additionally, in the organization's transition to SDWTs, 

special consideration and training efforts focused on the 

facilitative leader and on the changing role of the first-

line supervisor. The facilitator/leader group's support of 

the SDWT movement is related to their understanding of how 

performance is evaluated. Further, their understanding of 

how performance is evaluated appears to be more important to 

them than to the other employee groups. Their job 

satisfaction relates to the two work group design dimensions 

of Communication and Cooperation Within Groups and 

Communication and Cooperation Between Groups. That finding 

is consistent with the fact that their facilitator/leader 

position is both a facilitator of group process and a 
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liaison between the group and other areas of the 

organization. 

Sample Team Members 

Sample team members' perception that performance is 

evaluated on a team basis and fairly evaluated appears to 

relate to higher performance. Sample team members' overall 

job satisfaction is the lowest of all three groups, slightly 

more than "to some extent" (between 3 and 4 on a five point 

scale). 

This group is under pressure from many sources. There 

is pressure to increase performance in a changing 

atmosphere, one which is becoming a more participative type 

of work environment. In this changing environment there is 

less time for work on products and services due to multiple 

demands. Sample team members are balancing time demands 

caused by increased training and meetings, while trying to 

cope with interpersonal problems such as coworker conflict 

and resistance to the SDWT movement. Additionally, part of 

this group's role is to constantly nudge management to adapt 

the organizational architecture and policies to the evolving 

needs of the SDWTs. 

Managers 

It is time to focus on managers. This group shows a 

relatively high degree of isolation from the SDWTs. Even 

though managers, by definition, are not part of SDWTs, one 
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would expect greater evidence of interaction and 

collaboration than was apparent in the study. 

Managers' overall job satisfaction is lower than the 

facilitator/leader group although higher than the sample 

SDWT member group. Managers with more managerial experience 

report lower job satisfaction. A positive aspect worth 

emphasis is that managers do report increased satisfaction 

with SDWTs the longer they are involved with SDWTs. Their 

report of increased satisfaction with SDWTs is significantly 

higher than the SDWT sample member group. 

At site-D, the longer managers have been members of a 

management team, the lower their job satisfaction. 

Additionally, site-D managers appear to be somewhat 

defensive about their support of the SDWT movement as 

evidenced by their need to affirm that they are already 

"fully committed" to the SDWT movement when responding to a 

question which asked what could be done to increase their 

support of the SDWT movement. 

Managers have a great deal of responsibility in 

redesigning the organization's architecture and procedures 

to accommodate a team-based perspective. Managers are the 

employee group most dissatisfied with current performance 

evaluation measures. Their perception of fair performance 

evaluation is significantly lower than the 

facilitator/leader group. 
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The fact that SDWTs' understanding of three of the more 

sophisticated quality metrics (DPU, DPMO, and six sigma) 

relates negatively to manager job satisfaction suggests that 

managers may feel threatened by the increased competency of 

the SDWTs. Often managers are threatened by the self-

management concepts of the SDWT movement. Typically the 

implementation of SDWTs includes the elimination of some 

levels of middle management. 

Summary and Conclusion 

Certainly within this study's organization it appears 

that team design and interpersonal team-oriented processes 

do relate to performance and job satisfaction. Further, it 

appears there is a temdency for satisfaction with SDWTs to 

increase the longer the organization is involved with SDWTs. 

The significant SDWT age difference between sites 

highlighted interesting trends. In this study, older teams' 

performance was very slightly higher than the performance of 

the younger teams. Older teams report having more of seven 

of the 19 team design dimensions which could be used as an 

implementation and maintenance check list for SDWTs. Older 

teams also report having more of the team-oriented process 

dimensions addressed in this study. 

It also appears that an expedient way to increase both 

performance and job satisfaction is to focus on the four 

dimensions of the Potency/Interdependence team design Model. 

Those dimensions were the best predictors of effectiveness 
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criteria, and were not significantly prevalent in older 

teams. They appear to be dimensions that relate to 

performance and job satisfaction regardless of team age. 

This study has identified important team demographics, 

characteristics, and team design and process elements that 

appear to generate higher performance and job satisfaction 

at this study's organization. The study has also described 

the context in which the SDWTs are operating. The three 

levels of employees who participated in the study supplied 

information about the transition to SDWT, specifically what 

those groups interpret as positives and negatives, and most 

important, they offered valuable suggestions for increasing 

the support of the SDWT movement. 

Examining the different perspectives on fair and 

accurate performance evaluation has highlighted areas of 

strengths and weaknesses in terms of understanding current 

metrics and understanding individual components of 

performance. How teams think they should be evaluated 

compared to managers' thoughts on performance evaluation 

shows surprisingly little divergence. Information from the 

convergence/divergence of measurement perspectives could 

expedite clearer communication of expectations in terms of 

short-term, intermediate, and long-term goals. 

From this information the organization may be able to 

make several mid-course corrections to smooth out some of 

the rough spots in the SDWT implementation and maintenance 
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processes. Information from this study may also be used for 

designing new teams within the area. 

Future Research 

In general, studying the group within its own context 

(Gladstein, 1984; McGrath, 1991) is essential to gaining a 

true understanding of pertinent research questions. The 

contextual approach, however, is limiting in terms of 

research design. This study was quasi-experimental because 

the teams were already existing. Analysis was primarily 

correlational which determines relationships, not cause. 

There is a need to follow up applied research results such 

as those in this study with causal research. Additionally, 

because of the long time period needed for teams to evolve 

to maturity, longitudinal studies have the potential to 

identify aspects which could accelerate and expedite the 

maturation process. A significant problem in longitudinal 

studies would be the issue of actually defining a team. 

Specifically, how much turnover would be allowed before the 

team was no longer considered the original team? 

Limitations in this Study 

A specific limitation in this study which constrained 

not only statistical procedures, but also generalizability 

of findings, was small sample size. A second limitation 

which occurred because of the existing organizational 

context was the need to use correlational rather than causal 

research. There was also a potential for some degree of 
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common method variance, because of the one-time self-report 

measures from the same groups. Two of the three participant 

groups reported on both independent and dependent variables, 

although at different time intervals. Since one-time self-

report measures were used to some extent, it is more 

difficult to separate common method variance from true 

variance. 

WGDM 

There are numerous possibilities for future research 

associated with the WGDM and team design. First, after 

further studies of the interrelationships among the various 

dimensions, models, and effectiveness criteria, developing a 

new model from the most effective of the 19 dimensions is a 

distinct possibility. Second, additional research could 

concentrate on the potency construct to see if potency can 

consistently influence higher performance regardless of team 

age. Third, effectiveness criteria could include both 

objective and subjective performance measures from several 

sources, including customers. Relationships between raters 

and varied measures of performance could then be explored. 

TIS 

Certainly additional analysis of the relationship 

between the TIS, which addresses interpersonal processes 

within groups, and the WGDM is warranted in light of the 

strong correlations of both instruments to performance and 

job satisfaction. Correlations between the two instruments 
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greater than a .40-.50 range would indicate more than 

similarity, and further research would be warranted. 

Regression analyses might include the TIS team-oriented 

dimensions along with the composite WGDM models. It would 

be interesting to examine the relationship of the TIS team-

oriented dimensions with the WGDM Process Model. 

Measurement 

Research in two areas of measurement could have a 

powerful impact on teaming. The first is to explore the 

possible importance in a teaming environment of team-based 

measurement. Research might focus on contrasting 

performance of comparable sets of teams within an 

organization, one using team-based measures and the other 

using individual measures. A longitudinal study over a two-

year period should give adequate data. A second research 

proposal would be to explore the effect of measurement on 

performance (a) where teams are allowed to create and use a 

set of measures which are meaningful to the SDWTs and which 

track processes and activities essential to their team task, 

and (b) where teams can see, through measures, how their 

performance impacts their area and their organization. 

Measures should also be able to differentiate what degree of 

control the team, rather than the market place, has on 

whatever is measured. The team would be able to see and 

understand its potential contribution to organizational 
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profitability and growth, contrasted to those things only 

attributable to market conditions. 
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TEAM MEMBERS 

TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE 

INSTRUCTLQNS 

1- Use a pencil or pen to complete the TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE. 

2. Fill in your name at the top of each of the 3 parts of 
the questionnaire. 

3. DO NOT UNSTAPLE the questionnaires. 

If questionnaires inadvertently become separated, 
please secure them with a paper clip or restaple. 

If you do not understand a question or item, ask your 
Facilitator or Team Leader. You can even ask a fellow 
team member, but I am interested in YOUR individual 
thoughts and opinions. 

5. Place the completed TEAM QUESTIONNAIRES in the enclosed 
envelope which is addressed to Dawn Root, 

6. Seal and return the envelope. 

THANK YOU i 
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PREASSIGNED TEAM # 

NAME 
TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE 

SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM 

TEAM FACILITATOR please complete. 

INFORMATION ABOUT YOU 

This information is for research purposes. Please complete the next 
three questions at your personal discretion. 

1. Your age 

2. Your sex 

3. Which description best 
describes you? 

years 

Female 
Male 

Hispanic 
Afro American 
White 
Asian American 
Native American 

Indian 
Other 

4. Education High School 
College 
Graduate Studies 

5. How many years have you worked 
atf years 

years 
years 
years 

6. Do you have prior experience on a team at 
Yes years 
No 

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BASED ON THIS SCALE 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Slightly 
Disagree 

2 

Neutral 

3 

Slightly 
Agree 
4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

7. The longer I am involved with self-directed teams the more satisfied I 
become with self-directed work teams. 
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Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I am satisfied with the way my self-directed work team's performance 
is being evaluated by management. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. My self-directed work team's performance is being evaluated fairly, 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. My self-directed work team's performance is being evaluated on a team 
basis• 

11. I understand the basis on which my self-directed work team is being 
evaluated by management. 

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BASED ON THIS SCALE 

To a Very / To a / To some / To a great/ To a 
Little Little Extent Extent Very Great 
Extent Extent Extent 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Understanding the basis on which my self-directed work team is being 
evaluated affects my job satisfaction. 

13. Understanding the basis on which my self-directed work team is being 
evaluated affects my support of the self-directed team movement. 

14. BEFORE self-directed work teams began, how satisfied were you with 
your job? 
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To a Very / To a / To some / To a great/ To a 
Little Little Extent: Mxtunt Very Great 
Extent Extent Extent 

1 2 3 4 5 

15 NOW that self-directed work teams are operating in your area, how 
satisfied are you with your job? 

16. Understanding the basis on which the self-direc * team under mv 
supervision is being evaluated affects my support of the self-directed 
team movement. 

INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR TEAM 

TEAM FACILITATOR please complete this questionnaire. 

1. Date your team was named , 199 
a self-directed work team 

2. Did this group have prior 
experience as a team? If 
so how long? Yes years months 

No 

3. Number of primary team members on your team 
(Include Facilitator) 

Females 
Males 

4. What turnover percentage does your self-directed work team have in a 
year period? (Answer can be greater than 100%) 

% 

5. What does your self-directed work team do? What products or services 
do you provide? Please list'. 
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6. What percentage of the time does your self-directed work team spend 
doing the following activities? Answers should add up to 100%, 

Working on the products or 

services your team provides % 

Formal team activities, ie., team meetings % 

Informal team activities ** % 

** Informal team activities: You may do some of the same 
activities that you do in formal meetings. The difference 
is that your activities or gatherings are on a spontaneous, 
as-needed basis. 

Examples: Informal meetings with fellow team members to 
exchange information, problem solve, cross-train, resolve 
conflicts, etc. 

Participating in formal training classes % 

TOTAL 100 % 

What performance metrics are your self-directed work team currently 
using? 
(Please circle) 

Line of Balance LOB (Schedule) 
Cycle Time (Hours/ Unit) 
Actual/Earned 
Defects Per Unit (DPU) 
Defects Per Million Opportunities (DPMO) 
Six Sigma 
Customer Satisfaction 
Training 
Other 
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8. How would you rate YOUR SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM'S UNDERSTANDING of the 
performance metrics it is using? 

PLEASE RATE ONLY THOSE CURRENTLY USED. 

To a 
Very Great 
Extent 

5 

To a Very / 
Little 
Extent 

1 

To a / 
Little 
Extent 

2 

Line of Balance LOB 
(Schedule) 

1 

Cycle Time 
(Hours/Unit) 

1 

Actual/Earned 
1 

To some / 
Extent 

To a great/ 
Extent 

Defects Per Unit 
1 

(DPU) 
2 

Defects Per Million (DPMO) 
Opportunities 

1 2 

Six Sigma 
1 2 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

1 2 

Training 
1 2 

Other 
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9. How would you rate YOUR UNDERSTANDING of the performance metrics your 
team is using? 

PLEASE RATE ONLY THOSE CURRENTLY USED, 

To a Very / 
Little 
Extent 

1 . 

To a / 
Little 
Extent 

2 

To some / 
Extent 

3 

To a great/ 
Extent 

4 

To a 
Very Great 
Extent 

5 

Line of Balance LOB 
(Schedule) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Cycle Time 
(Hours/Unit) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Actual/Earned 
1 2 3 4 5 

Defects Per Unit (DPU) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Defects Per Million 
Opportunities 

1 

(DPMO) 

2 3 4 5 

Six Sigma 
1 2 3 4 5 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

1 2 3 4 5 

Training 
1 2 3 4 5 

Other 
1 2 3 4 5 
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10. What performance metrics do you think most accurately reflect and/or 
measure your team's performance? 

(Please circle,) 

Line of Balance LOB (Schedule) 
Cycle Time (Hours/ Unit) 
Actual/Earned 
Defects Per Unit (DPU) 
Defects Per Million Opportunities (DPMO) 
Six Sigma 
Customer Satisfactiom 
Training 
Other 

11. If you were asked to establish the basis on which your self-directed 
work team's performance could be fairly evaluated, what basis 
(measurements/criteria) would you use? 

Please LIST. Please weight (ie., 10%, 15%, etc.) vour suggestions 
according to importance. Remember vour total should be 100%. 

You don't have to limit your choices to the performance criteria 
listed above. 

A . % 

B. % 

C. % 

D. % 

E. % 

TOTAL 100 %. 
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OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 

1. What specifically is involved in the transition to self-directed work 

teams that makes you like your job more? 

What specifically is involved in the transition to self-directed work 

teams that makes you like your job less? 

What specifically would increase your support of the 3elf-directed 

team movement • Why? 
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4. On what basis do you think your Managers 

should be evaluated? 

Please LIST. Please weight (ie., 10%, 15%, etc,) vour suggestions 

according to importance. Remember vour total should be 100%. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

TOTAL 1 0 0 %. 
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PREASSIGNED TEAM # 

NAME 

TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE 

INDIVIDUAL SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM MEMBERS 

INFORMATION ABOUT YOU 

This information is for research purposes. Please complete the next 
three questions at your personal discretion. 

1. Your age years 

2. Your sex Female 
Male 

3. Which description best 
describes you? Hispanic 

Afro American 
White 
Asian American 
Native American 

Indian 
Other 

4. Education High School years 
College years 
Graduate Studies years 

5. How many years have you worked 
at years 

6. Do you have prior experience on a team at\ 

Yes years months 
No 

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BASED ON THIS SCALE 

Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. The longer I am involved with self-directed teams the more satisfied I 
become with self-directed work teams. 
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Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I am satisfied with the way my self-directed work team's performance 
is being evaluated by management. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. My self-directed work team's performance is being evaluated fairly. 

2 3 4 5 

10. My self-directed work team's performance is being evaluated on a team 
basis• 

11. I understand the basis on which my self-directed work team is being 
evaluated by management. 

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BASED ON THIS SCALE 

To a Very / To a / To some / To a great/ To a 
Little Little Extent Extent Very Great 
Extent Extent Extent 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Understanding the basis on which my self-directed team is being 
evaluated affects my job satisfaction. 

13. Understanding the basis on which my self-directed work team is being 
evaluated affects my support of the self-directed team movement. 

14. BEFORE self-directed work teams began, how satisfied were you with 
your job? 

15. NOW that self-directed work teams are operating in your area, how 
satisfied are you with your job? 
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16. What performance metrics are your self-directed work team currently 
using? 

(Circle) Line of Balance LOB (Schedule) 
Cycle Time (Hours/ Unit) 
Actual/Earned 
Defects Per Unit (DPU) 
Defects Per Million Opportunities (DPMO) 
Six Sigma 
Customer Satisfaction 
Training 
Other 

17. How would you rate YOUR SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM'S UNDERSTANDING of the 
performance metrics it is using? 

PLEASE RATE ONLY THOSE CURRENTLY USED. 

To a Very / 
Little 
Extent 

1 

To a / 
Little 
Extent 

2 

To some / 
Extent 

3 

To a great/ 
Extent 

4 

To a 
Very Great 
Extent 

5 

Line of Balance LOB 
(Schedule) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Cycle Time 
(Hours/Unit) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Actual/Earned 
1 2 3 4 5 

Defects Per Unit (DPU) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Defects Per Million 
Opportunities 

1 

(DPMO) 

2 3 4 5 

Six Sigma 
1 2 3 4 5 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

1 2 3 4 5 

Training 
1 2 3 4 5 

Other 
1 2 3 4 5 
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18. How would you rate YOUR UNDERSTANDING of the performance metrics your 
team is using? 

PLEASE RATE ONLY THOSE CURRENTLY USED. 

To a Very / 
Little 
Extent 

1 

To a / 
Little 
Extent 

2 

To some / 
Extent 

3 

To a great/ 
Extent 

4 

To a 
Very Great 
Extent 

5 

Line of Balance LOB 
(Schedu" 

1 2 3 4 5 

Cycle Time 
(Hours/Unit) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Actual/Earned 
1 2 3 4 5 

Defects Per Unit (DPU) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Defects Per Million 
Opportunities 

1 

(DPMO) 

2 3 4 5 

Six Sigma 
1 2 3 4 5 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

1 2 3 4 5 

Training 
1 2 3 4 5 

Other 
1 2 3 4 5 



2 7 2 

19. What performance metrics do you think most accurately reflect and/or 
measure your team's performance? 

(Please circle.) 

Line of Balance LOB (Schedule) 
Cycle Time (Hours/ Unit) 
Actual/Earned 
Defects Per Unit (DPU) 
Defects Per Million Opportunities (DPMO) 
Six Sigma 
Customer Satisfactiom 
Training 
Other ________________ 

20. If you were asked to establish the basis on which your self-directed 
work team's performance could be fairly evaluated/ what basis 
(measurements/criteria) would you use? 

Please LIST. Please weight (ie., 10%, 15%, etc.) your suggestions 
according to importance. Remember your total should be 100%. 

You don't have to limit your choices to the performance criteria 
listed above. 

A. % 

B. % 

C. % 

D. % 

E. % 

TOTAL 100 %. 



273 

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 

1. What specifically is involved in the transition to self-directed work 

teams that makes you like your job more? 

2• What specifically is involved in the transition to self-directed work 

teams that makes you like your job less? 

What specifically would increase your support of the self-directed 

team movement. Why? 
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4. On what basis do you think your Managers^ 

should be evaluated? 

Please LIST* Please weight (ie., 10%, 15%. etc.) your suggestions 

according to importance. Remember vour total should be 100%. 

A. 

Q. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

_% 

_% 

_% 

__% 

% 

TOTAL 1 0 0 %. 
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Preaaslgned Team #_ 

Name 

TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE 
WORK GROUP DESIGN MEASURE 

Instructions: This questionnaire consists of statements about your team, and how your team functions as a group. 
Please indicate the extent to which each statement describes your team. Leave blank if you donl know 
or if the statement is not applicable. 

Neither 
Agree 

Strongly or Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

SELF MANAGEMENT 

1. The members of my team are responsible for determining the methods, procedures, 1 2 3 4 5 
and schedules with which the work gets done. 

2. My team rather than my manager decides who does what tasks within the team. 1 2 3 4 s 

3. Most work-related decisions are made by the members of my team rather than by my 1 2 3 4 5 
manager. 

PARTICIPATION 

4. As a member of a team, I have a real say in how the team carries out its work. 1 2 3 4 

5. Most members of my team get a chance to participate in decision making. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. My team is designed to let everyone participate In decision making. 1 2 3 4 5 

TASK VARIETY 

7. Most members of my team get a chance to learn the different tasks the team performs. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Most everyone on my team gets a chance to do the more interesting tasks. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Task assignments often change from day to day to meet the work load needs of the 1 2 3 4 5 
team, 

TASK SIGNIFICANCE (Importance) 

10. The work performed by my team Is important to the customers In my area. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. My team makes an important contribution to serving the company's customers. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. My team helps me feel that my work Is important to the company. 1 2 3 4 5 

TASK IDENTITY (Mission) 

13. The team concept allows all the work on a given product to be completed by the same 1 2 3 4 5 
set of people. 

14. My team is responsible for all aspects of a product for its arda. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. My team is responsible for its own unique area or segment of the business. 1 2 3 4 5 

POTENCY (Spirit) 

16. Members of my team have great confidence that the team can perform effectively. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. My team can take on nearly any task and complete i t 1 2 3 4 5 
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Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

18. My team has a lot of team spirit 

Neither 
Agree 

Of 
Disagree Agree 

4 

Strongly 
Agree 

INTERDEPENDENT FEEDBACK 
AND REWARDS 

19. Feedback about how well I am doing my job comes primarily from Information about 
how well the entire team is doing. 

20. My performance evaluation is strongly influenced by how well my team performs. 

21. Many rewards from my Job (e.g., pay, promotion, etc.) are determined In large part by 
my contributions as a team member. 

GOAL INTERDEPENDENCE (Goals) 

22. My work goals come directly from the goals of my team. 

23. My work activities on any given day are determined by my team's goals for that day. 

24. I do very few activities on my job that are not related to the goals of my team. 

TASK INTERDEPENDENCE (Interdependence) 

25. I cannot accomplish my tasks without information or materials from other members of 
my team. 

26. Other members of my tean depend on me for information or materials needed to 
perform their tasks. 

27. Within my team, jobs performed by team members are related to one another. 

MEMBERSHIP HETEROGENEITY (Membership) 

28. The members of my team vary widely in their amount of work experiences. 

29. The members of my team vary widely in their skills and abilities. 

30. The members of my team vary widely in their personalities and Interests. 

RELATIVE SIZE (Size) 

31. The number of people In my team Is too small for the work to be accomplished. 

32. The number of people In my team Is too large for the work to be accomplished. 

FLEXIBILITY IN JOB ASSIGNMENTS 
(Member Flexibility) 

33. Most members of my team know each other's jobs. 

34. It Is easy for the members of my team to fill in for one another. 

35. My team is very flexible In terms of changes in membership, 

TRAINING 

36. The company provides adequate technical training for my team. 

37. The company provides adequate quality and customer service training for my team. 

38. The company provides adequate team skills training for my team (e.g., communication, 
organization, interpersonal, etc). 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree 

or 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

MANAGERIAL SUPPORT 

39. Higher management in the company supports the concept of teams. 

40. My manager supports the ooncept of teams. 

COMMUNICATION/COOPERATION 
BETWEEN WORK GROUPS 

41. I frequently talk to other people in the company besides the people on my team. 

42. There is little competition between my team and other teams in the company. 

43. Teams in the company cooperate to get the work done. 

SOCIAL SUPPORT 

44. Being in my team gives me the opportunity to work in a team and provide support to 
other team members. 

45. My team increases my opportunities for positive sodal interaction. 

46. Members of my team help each other out at work when needed. 

WORKLOAD SHARING (Sharing the Work) 

47. Everyone on my team does their fair share of the work. 

48. No one in my team depends on other team members to do the work for them. 

49. Nearly all the members on my team contribute equally to the work. 

COMMUNICATION/COOPERATION WITHIN 
THE WORKGROUP 

50. Members of my team are very willing to share information with other team members 
about our work. 

51. Teams enhance the communication among people working on the same product 

52. Members of my team cooperate to get the work done. 

PREFERENCE FOR GROUP WORK 
(team worfc preferences) 

53. If given the choice, I would prefer to work as part of a team rather than work aJone. 

54. I find that working as a member of a team increases my ability to perform effectively. 

55. I generally prefer to work as part of a team. 
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MEMORANDUM: JUNE 22, 1993 

TO: REPRESENTATIVES TO THE "MANAGER GROUP" 

FROM: DAWN ROOT 

RE: MANAGER GROUP MEETING 
JUNE 24. 1993 
8:00 AM TO 12:00 PM 

>CONFERENCE ROOM 

OBJECTIVES: 

1. To develop a generic set of fair and accurate criteria 
for evaluating SDWT performance. 

2. To weight each criterion according to its relative 
importance. 

3. To operationally define each criterion in a definition 
that can be communicated and understood by the teams 
and management. 

PROCEDURE: 

I. Review purpose of meeting and meeting objectives. 

II. Review existing metrics 
Metrics 

Objective Performance Metrics 

III. Nominal Group Technique ... a structured form of 
brainstorming 

QUESTION # 1 
What are the generic performance criteria that 
will most accurately and fairly evaluate the 
performance of the SDWTs in this DSEG area? 

QUESTION # 2 
How can we operationally define each criterion so 
that it can be clearly communicated and understood 
by the teams? 

STEPS 

1. Individually write criteria 
2. Compile group list 
3. TIMED clarification/discussion of ideas 
4. Narrow the options 
5. Repeat #3 and #4 until reached desired number of 

items 
6. Individually weight each criterion (Question # 1) 
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FOR REVIEW 

~ AWARD 

Criteria for assessing work teams' development and empowerment 

1. KNOWLEDGE / SKILLS: Teams demonstrate that they are 
taking responsibility for Knowledge and Skills related 
to their business 

Understand what training they need? 
Taken ownership for plan to get that 
training? 
What level of cross training needed? 
Understanding of business concepts? 
Have knowledge to take on responsibility 
outside core work? 

2. ACCOUNTABILITY / RESPONSIBILITY: Concepts of ownership 
and latitude teams have in running their business 

Understanding of boundaries? 
Freedom to express ideas and opinions and 
valuing of those ideas and opinions? 
Consensus decision making? 

3. INFORMATION MANAGEMENT: Access to and timely use of 
relevant information 

Understanding of goals of business? 
Understanding of what success means to 
business? 
Understanding of how to track progress? 
Ability to use timely information to make 
decisions and set goals? 

4. PROCESS IMPROVEMENT 

5. CUSTOMER FOCUS 
Identified internal and external customers 
and established contact with them? 
Involved customer in problem solving? 

6. COORDINATION: Development of partnerships with 
customers and others, and management of relationships 
with suppliers, other teams and upper management 

7. PLANNING / EXECUTION: Working toward a vision and 
measuring progress along the way 

participating in developing a vision and 
goals, and plans for attaining them? 
Anticipating future customer requirements? 
Peer reviews? 

8. NEW...CONTEXT CATEGORY: LEADERSHIP ASSESSMENT: What 
are leadership and the organization doing to support 
empowered teams? 
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JUNE 28, 1993 

TO: "MANAGER GROUP" 

FROM: DAWN ROOT 

RE: OPERATIONAL I ZING CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING SDWT PERFORMANCE 

THANK YOU I I am very pleased with the outcome ,i our meeting. 
Because of your efforts, I will be able to come up with valuable 
insights and interesting information for you and the employees 
and management in your area. I just wish the process were over. 
I'm anxious to see the results! 

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING PROCEDURES AND PLACE THESE PAGES IN 
THE ATTACHED ENVELOPE ADDRESSED TO DAWN ROOT. 

CAN I HAVE THIS INFORMATION RETURNED ON WEDNESDAY. JUNE 30. SO I 
CAN SPEND JULY FOURTH WORKING ON IT? I'M SERIOUS, 

I need and want 5 additional bits of information from you, 
please. 

1. Your input on OPERATIONAL definitions for the criteria we 
came up with in our Friday meeting. 

2. What INFORMATION, reports, etc. could the team and its 
managers LOOK AT TO EVALUATE the team's performance on these 
cr i ter i a? 

FIRST... FYI 

RESULTS ON CRITERIA WEIGHTS 

COST SCHEDULE QUALITY GOAL TEAM CYCLE 
SETTING EMPOWERMENT TIME 

23. 18'/* 22.27'/* 22. £7*/. 11.36'/. 10.^+5% 9.5 V/. 
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SECOND 

If you would be willing to identify which were your weights, 
I could come up with a comparison of 
participants' views. IF VOU DO NOT MIND IDENTIFYING YOUR 
WEIGHTS, CIRCLE the line that is your input. 

COST SCHEDULE QUALITY GOAL TEAM CYCLE 
SETTING EMPOWERMENT TIME 

25 25 25 10 10 05 
20 20 20 10 10 10 
30 30 30 0 0 10 
05 05 05 <•0 4 0 05 
20 30 30 10 10 0 
20 20 30 10 10 10 
40 20 20 05 10 05 
20 20 20 30 10 0 
20 20 20 10 15 15 
25 25 25 0 0 25 
30 30 20 0 0 20 

...BACK TO BUSINESS 

I need and want 2 additional bits of information from you. 

1. Your input on OPERATIONAL definitions for the criteria we 
came up with in our Friday meeting. PLEASE MAKE CORRECTIONS 
DIRECTLY ON TEXT. 

I envision having criteria with bullet points beneath to be 
evaluated on a 5-point scale ranging from performance well 
below average to performance well above average. 

2. What INFORMATION, reports, etc. could the team and its 
managers LOOK AT TO EVALUATE the team's performance on this 
cr i ter i a? 

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM PERFORMANCE 

1 . COST 

Team meets customer (internal and external) requirements 
Team controls product costs 
Team stays on budget 
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Team shows improvement on measures such as 
Actua1/Earned 
Hours Per Unit 
Overhead Costs 
Support to Direct 

What information, reports, etc. could the team and its managers 
look at to evaluate the team's performance on this criterion? 

2 . SCHEDULE 

Team meets 
Team makes 
Team shows 

customer (internal and external) requirements 
on-time delivery(s) 
improvement on measures of on-time delivery 

Wha^; information, reports, etc. could the team and its managers 
look at to evaluate the team's performance on this criterion? 

3. QUALITY 

Team meets customer <internal and external) requirements 
Team meets with customer to define customer expectations 
Team measures how well it meets the customer-defined 
expectations 
Team shows improvement on measurement of Defects Per Unit 
(DPU) 
Team shows improvement on measurement of Defects Per Million 
Opportunities (DPMO) 

What information, reports, etc. could the team and its managers 
look at to evaluate the team's performance on this criterion? 
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GOAL SETTING 

Teams and management interact to create goals which are 
alignment with Corporate and V H H P g o a 1 s 
Team develops short-term and long-term goals 
Team defines road map towards goals 
Team sets and meets milestones on road map toward goals 

or 
Team makes plans and executes those plans to meet goals 
Team measures continuous improvement towards goals 

) n 

What information, reports, etc. could the team and its managers 
look at to evaluate the team's performance on this criterion? 

5. TEAM EMPOWERMENT 

Team 
Team 

Team 
Team 
T earn 

accepts responsibility for its product(s) 
is capable of doing its work 
Team members have the knowledge, skills, and 
necessary to do its work 
has the authority necessary to do its work 
is moving through its Training Matrix 
is growing 

ab i1i t i es 

What information, reports, etc. could the team and its manaqers 
look at to evaluate the team's performance on this criterion? 

6. CYCLE TIME 

Team shows improvement in Cycle Time in terms of percentage 
improvements and/or movement towards 2 X Theoretical 

What information, reports, etc. could the team and its managers 
look at to evaluate the team's performance on this criterion? 
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DATE: JULY 15, 1993 

TO; SELF-DIRECTED TEAM FACILITATORS / LEADERS 

FROM: DAWN ROOT 

RE: SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM STUDY PHASE II 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

PLEASE CONTACT YOUR SUPPORT TEAMS. OR YOUR MANAGEMENT TEAM (IN 
— 1 OR YOUR SDWT MANAGERS f I N ^ | P — E H TO OBTAIN THE 
INFORMATION AND/OR DATA NEEDED TO RATE YOUR TEAM ON THE SDWT 
PERFORMANCE CRITERIA. 
The attached SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM SELF-RATING form is the 
second and final part of the research on self-directed work teams 
which you began a few weeks ago by filling out the TEAM 
QUESTIONNAIRE. The SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM SELF-RATING form asks 
you and your SDWT to rate your team on the basis of criteria that 
a "Manager Group" has established. 

If members of your team do not understand some of the data or 
information that is provided, please explain it to them. If you 
do not understand some of the information, please ask your 
support teams, or Management Team C I H H B f c ) o r your SDWT 
Managers ( i n f o r a n explanatTo^xn advance of your SDWT 
meeting. 

The same six (6) people who participated in Phase I will take 
part in this Phase II evaluation. It should take 15-20 minutes 
for you to evaluate your team. THE EVALUATION NEEDS TO BE DONE 
IN A TEAM MEETING WHERE ALL SIX (6) PARTICIPANTS HAVE ACCESS TO 
THE SAME INFORMATION, AND CAN ANSWER ONE ANOTHER'S QUESTIONS. 

TEAMS SHOULD BE EVALUATED BY LOOKING AT JUNE 30, 1993 NUMBERS 
(SECOND QUARTER NUMBERS). 

DUE DATE...FRIDAY, AUGUST 6, 1993 

All teams participating in the study will receive written 
feedback on the study. 

If you have questions, please contact Dawn Root at 
Thank you. 
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DATE: JULY 15, 1993 

TO: SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM MEMBERS & FACILITATORS / LEADERS 

FROM: DAWN ROOT 

RE: SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM STUDY PHASE II INSTRUCTIONS 

The attached SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM SELF-RATING form is the 
second and final part of the research on self-directed work teams 
which you began a few weeks ago by filling out the TEAM 
QUESTIONNAIRE. As you recall the research is being done (1) to 
determyie the mos' .-ppropriate team design elements for teams in 
thefiMBJarea, and (2) to examine different perspectives on fair 
and accurate methods for evaluating SDWT performance. All teams 
participating in the study will receive written feedback on the 
study. 

The SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM SELF-RATING form asks you to rate 
your team on the basis of criteria that a "Manager Group" has 
established. The self-evaluation of your SDWT will be used to 
identify if there is a certain team design type that functions 
best in this environment, so it is important that you rate 
fairly and accurately. One of the questionnaires you completed 
in Phase One categorized what design type your team is. 

After you evaluate your SDWT on the performance criteria, you 
will be asked to give feedback on that criteria. This will help 
point out if there are differences in perspectives as to how the 
performance of SDWTs can be fairly and accurately evaluated. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM SKT.F-
RATING FORM 

The same six (6) people who participated in Phase I will take 
part in this Phase II evaluation. It should take 15-20 minutes 
for you to evaluate your team. THE EVALUATION NEEDS TO BE DONE 
IN A TEAM MEETING WHERE ALL SIX (6) PARTICIPANTS HAVE ACCESS TO 
THE SAME INFORMATION, AND CAN ANSWER ONE ANOTHER'S QUESTIONS. 

TEAMS SHOULD BE EVALUATED BY LOOKING AT JUNE 30, 1993 NUMBERS 
(SECOND QUARTER NUMBERS). 

Your team facilitator or leader or your supprt teams should be 
able to help you get the recommended information and/or data to 
use for evaluating your SDWT. If there are parts of that 
information you do not understand, please discuss it with them or 
with your fellow SDWT members. Then GIVE YOUR OPINION. 

DUE DATES FRIDAY, AUGUST 6, 1993 

If you have questions, please contact Dawn Root at 
Thank you. 
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TEAM # 

NAME 

TEAM NAME 

TO BE COMPLETED BY SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM MEMBERS 

IN1 

AND 

FACILITATORS AND LEADERS l' 

SELF-DIRECTED WORK TEAM SELF-RATING FORM 

PLEASE ANSWER THE APPROPRIATE QUESTION(S). 

1. How long have you been a MEMBER of this SDWT? 

. years months 

2. FACILITATORS, how long have you been the facilitator of this 
team? 

years months 

How many previous facilitators has this team had? 

3. LEADERS, how long have you been the leader of this team? 
years months 

How many previous leaders has this team had? 
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A "MANAGER GROUP" 

your team's performance. You will notice that next to each 
criterion, there is a weight that indicates the level of 
importance the MANAGER GROUP assigned each criterion. 

Your facilitator„ team leader, and/or support teams should have 
the data/information that the Manager Group recommends to use to 
measure the criteria they developed. Please ask your 
facilitator, leader, support teams, or fellow team members for an 
explanation if you do not understand any of the criteria, or if 
you need help in interpreting the data or information. THEN GIVE 
YOUR INDIVIDUAL OPINION. 

TEAMS SHOULD BE EVALUATED BY LOOKING AT JUNE 30, 1993 NUMBERS 
(SECOND QUARTER NUMBERS). 

The six (6) performance criteria developed are listed below. The 
percentage listed next to each is a weight which indicates the 
importance of each from the Manager Group's perspective. 

COST 

SCHEDULE 

QUALITY 

23.38% 

22.47% 

22.47% 

GOAL SETTING 11.46% 

TEAM EMPOWERMENT 10.56% 

CYCLE TIME 9.65% 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

Please rate how vou think your team performs on each of the six 
(6) criterion. 

NOW please go to the next page. Read the DEFINITION of the 
criterion and the INFORMATION TO LOOK AT before answering the 
questions at the bottom of each page. 

When you finish this form, place it in the return envelope that 
is provided. DUE DATE FRIDAY, AUGUST 6, 1993 

Thank you. 
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WAIT1 DON'T START RATING UNTIL YQP KKftH THTSI 

COMMON RATER ERRORS 

Because your co-workers anc^^have put a great deal of effort, 
and time into this research project, we want your ratings to be 
as reliafclu as possible. Did you know that, as a rater, even 
your personal qualities can contribute to inaccuracy? 

There will be a natural tendency to want to rate your own team or 
the team(s) that you manage, as EXCELLENT. Please remember that 
the purpose of this research is (1) to determine the most 
appropriate team design elements for teams in the^^Bft area, and 
(2) to determine different perspectives on fair an^e^urate 
methods for evaluating teams. That can only be done with 
accurate ratings. 

Your input is important to us, so BE AWARE of common rater errors 
and do vour best to AVOID THEM: 

1. HALO EFFECT: Letting one quality overshadow all others. 

2. LENIENCY: Rating too high or too low. 

3. CENTRAL TENDENCY: Using middle scale points when rating. 

4. SIMILAR—TO—ME STEREOTYPING: The more similar to you, the 
higher the rating. 

5. CONTRASTING ONE SUBJECT AGAINST ANOTHER RATHER THAN AGAINST 
A STANDARD. 
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Please read the DEFINITION of COST and the INFORMATION TO LOOK AT 
before answering the question at the bottom of the page. 

1. COST 

I. DEFINITION OF COST AS A CRITERION 

TEAM 

Meets or exceeds customer (internal and external) 
requirements. 
Actively controls product costs: 

(a) Know actual cost of product. 
(b) Knows cost drivers of product. 

Stays on budget. 
Sets aggressive cost goals and is moving toward them. 
Shows improvement on measures such as, Actual/Earnedf 
Hours Per Unit, Overhead Costs, Support to Direct. 

II. INFORMATION TO LOOK AT 

Use the following five INFORMATION ITEMS (when applicable) 
to rate your team on COST. 

1. Actual/Earned Hours 
2. Hours Per Unit: Direct Hours/Unit, Support Hours/Unit 
3. Overhead (OH) Reports including OH/Person 

4 * 
5 . V H c o s t r e p o r t s 

QUESTION: CIRCLE the best answer. 

IN RATING COST PERFORMANCE, HOW "ON TRACK" IS YOUR TEAM? 

WELL BELOW / BELOW / O N / ABOVE / WELL ABOVE 
EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS TRACK EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS 

1 2 3 4 5 

FTNATiTiV • 

CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE INFORMATION ITEMS (IN II ABOVE) THAT YOU 
USED TO MAKE YOUR RATING DECISION. 
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Please read the DEFINITION of SCHEDULE and the INFORMATION TO 
LOOK AT before answering the question at the bottom of the page. 

2. sCFraniTT.K 

I. DEFINITION OF SCHEDULE AS A CRITERION 

TEAM 
Meets or exceeds customer (internal and external) 
requirements. 
Meets with customer to define requirements. 
Schedules the utilization of resources (people and 
equipment). 
Plans schedule as well as delivery of parts and 
materials needed to execute schedule. 
Makes on-time delivery(s). 
Shows improvement on measures of on-time delivery. 

II. INFORMATION TO LOOK AT 

Use the following seven INFORMATION ITEMS (when applicable) 
to rate your team on SCHEDULE. 

1. Line of Balance: LOG 
2. On-time deliveries by line item 
3. flM Product shipments 
4. W^^ram schedules and deliveries 
5. Deliveries vs planned deliveries 
6. Schedule changes vs actual schedule performance 
7. Predicted schedules vs customer inputs that drive 

schedule 

QUESTION: CIRCLE the best answer. 

IN RATING SCHEDULE PERFORMANCE. HOW "ON TRACK" IS YOUR TEAM? 

WELL BELOW / BELOW / O N / ABOVE / WELL ABOVE 
EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS TRACK EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS 

1 2 3 4 5 

FINALLY: 

CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE INFORMATION ITEMS (IN II ABOVE) THAT YOU 
USED TO MAKE YOUR RATING DECISION. 
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Please read the DEFINITION of QUALITY and the INFORMATION TO LOOK 
AT before answering the question at the bottom of the page. 

3. QUALITY 

I. DEFINITION OF QUALITY AS A CRITERION 

TEAM 

Meets or exceeds customer (internal and external) 
requirements. 
Meets with customer to define customer expectations. 
Measures how well it meets :he customer-defined 
expectations. 
Shows improvement on measurement of Defects Per Unit 
(DPU). 
Shows improvement on measurement of Defects Per Million 
Opportunities (DPMO). 

II. INFORMATION TO LOOK AT 

Use the following ten INFORMATION ITEMS (when applicable) to 
rate your team on QUALITY. 

1. Defects per unit (DPU) charts 
2. Defects per Million Opportunities (DPMO) 
3. Action towards DPMO reduction 
4. Pareto of top defects (over time) 
5. Customer survey results 
6. M M reports 
7. lH^"established and is following a plan to reach Six 

Sigma 
8. success rate 
9. Requirements compared to measured performance 
1 o • a n d f H B report s 

QUESTION: CIRCLE the best answer. 

IN RATING QUALITY PERFORMANCE, HOW "ON TRACK" IS YOUR TEAM? 

WELL BELOW / BELOW / O N / ABOVE / WELL ABOVE 
EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS TRACK EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS 

1 2 3 4 5 

FINALLY; 

CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE INFORMATION ITEMS (IN II ABOVE) THAT YOU 
USED TO MAKE YOUR RATING DECISION. 
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Please read the DEFINITION of GOAL SETTING and the INFORMATION TO 
LOOK AT before answering the question at the bottom of the page. 

4. GOAL SETTING 

I. DEFINITION OF GOAL SETTING AS A CRITERION 

TEAMS 
Teams and management interact to create goals which are 
in alignment with organizational and flllPgoals. 
Team develops short-term and long-term goals. 
Team develops short-term and long-term goals relating 
to continuous improvement, customar satisfaction, and 
people involvement. 
Team defines road map towards goals. 
Team sets and meets milestones on road map toward 
goals. 
Team measures continuous improvement towards goals. 

II. INFORMATION TO LOOK AT 

Use the following seven INFORMATION ITEMS (when applicable) 
to rate your team on GOAL SETTING. 

1. Roadmaps which include both short-term goals or 
milestones and long-term goals are in place. 

2. Roadmaps embody charter statement. 
3. Roadmaps include annual plan and goals presented and 

agreed upon by Management Team M H M ) . 
Regarding Execution of Goals 
4. Are plans in place for percentage improvement? 
5. Is there a checklist for completion of action items? 
6. Do action items move toward quantifiable measures such 

as DPU / DPMO / CT? 
7. Are reports on four major indices of cost, quality, 

schedule, and cycle time used to evaluate performance 
towards goals? 

QUESTION: CIRCLE the best answer. 

IN RATING GOAL SETTING PERFORMANCE. HOW "ON TRACK" IS YOUR TEAM? 

HELL BELOW / BELOW / O N / ABOVE / WELL ABOVE 
EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS TRACK EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS 

1 2 3 4 5 

FINALLY: 

CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE INFORMATION ITEMS (IN II ABOVE) THAT YOU 
USED TO MAKE YOUR RATING DECISION. 
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Please read the DEFINITION of TEAM EMPOWERMENT and the 
INFORMATION TO LOOK AT before answering the question at the 
bottom of the page. 

5. TEAM EMPOWERMENT 

I. DEFINITION OF TEAM EMPOWERMENT AS A CRITERION 

TEAM 

Accepts responsibility for its product(s). 
Is capable of doing its work. 
Members have the knowledge, skills, and 1 lities 
necessary to do its work. 
Has the authority necessary to do its work. 
Is moving through its Training Matrix. 
Is progressing towards higher levels of capacity. 

II. INFORMATION TO LOOK AT 

Use the following nine INFORMATION ITEMS (when applicable) 
to rate your team on TEAM EMPOWERMENT. 

1. Certification matrix 
2. Cross-training matrix 
3. Matrix of tasks owned by team compared to those team 

plans to own 
4. Training plan completion 
5. Self assessments 
6. Customer feedback reports 
7. • • • • • P H H B U M & s s e s s m e n t Matrix 
8. Observation 

9. Measure against annual goals and action plans 

QUESTION: CIRCLE the best answer. 

IN RATING TEAM EMPOWERMENT PERFORMANCE. HOW "ON TRACK" IS YOUR 
TEAM? 

WELL BELOW / BELOW / O N / ABOVE / WELL ABOVE 
EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS TRACK EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS 

FINALLY: 

rTPPT.K THE NUMBER OF THE INFORMATION ITEMS (IN II ABOVE) THAT YOU 
USED TO MAKE YOUR RATING DECISION. 
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Please read the following DEFINITION of CYCLE TIME and 
INFORMATION TO LOOK AT before answering the question at the 
bottom of the page. 

6. CYCLE TIME 

I. DEFINITION OF CYCLE TIME AS A CRITERION 

TEAM 

Shows improvement in Cycle Time in terms of percentage 
improvements and/or movement towards 2 X Theoretical. 
Team has plan in place to meet^B^pcycle time 'a. 

II. INFORMATION TO LOOK AT 

Use the following four INFORMATION ITEMS (when applicable) 
to rate your team on CYCLE TIME. 

1. Team has defined how it will reach 2 X theoretical 
cycle time. 

2. Team is plotting actual to goal performance for 
attaining 2 x theoretical cycle time. 

3. Cycle time reports 
4. reports or other mechanisms to generate 

cycle time 

QUESTION: CIRCLE the best answer. 

IN RATING CYCLE TIME PERFORMANCE. HOW "ON TRACK" IS YOUR TEAM? 

WELL BELOW / BELOW / O N / ABOVE / WELL ABOVE 
EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS TRACK EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS 

FTNAT.T.Y; 

CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE INFORMATION ITEMS (IN II ABOVE) THAT YOU 
USED TO MAKE YOUR RATING DECISION. 
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NOW that you have seen the performance criteria suggested by your 
Manager Group 

If you were asked to establish the basis on which your self-
directed work team's performance could be fairly evaluated, 
what basis (measurements/criteria) would you use? 

Please LIST. Please weight (ie.. 10%. 15%. etc.) vour 
suggestions. Remember vou total should be 100%. 

You don't have to limit your choices to the performance 
criteria referred to above that was developed by the Manaqer 
Group. 

B. 

C. % 

D. % 

E. % 

TOTAL 100 % 

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTION BASED ON THIS SCALE 

To a Very / To a / To some / To a great / To a 
Little Little Extent Extent Very Great 
Extent Extent Extent 

QUESTION: CIRCLE the best answer. 

How much more satisfied would you be in your current job if 
your team's performance were evaluated by your criteria? 

THANK YOU. 
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Table 14 

Five Team Design Models and Definitions of Their Dimensions 

INPUT MODELS 

I. Job Design: Designing motivational jobs. 

1. Self-management: Autonomy from management 
control. 

2. Participation: Degree to which members 
participate in decisions. 

3. Task Variety: Extent to which each member gets a 
chance to perform a variety of tasks. 

4. Task Significance: Belief that work has 
significant consequences for internal and external 
customers. 

5. Task Identity; Degree to which a group completes 
a whole and separate piece of work. 

II. Potency (Spirit)/Interdependence: Potency and 
interdependence in a group are factors of group 
effectiveness. 

6. Potency: Group's belief it can be effective. 
Similar to "team spirit." 

7. Interdependent Feedback and Rewards: Outcome 
interdependence where individual feedback and 
rewards are linked to group's performance. 

8. Goal Interdependence: Group's goals are critical 
to group effectiveness. Individual members' goals 
must be linked to group goals. 

9. Task Interdependence: Members have to interact 
and depend on one another to complete their work. 

III. Composition: Group composition and/or the proper fit 
of people into groups. 

10. Membership Heterogeneity: Abilities, experiences, 
and personality diversity are valued, especially 
when tasks require diversity in competencies. 

11. Relative Size: Staffed to the smallest number of 
persons needed to do the work. 

12. Flexibility in Job Assignments: Members can 
perform each other's jobs. 

fTable continues) 
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IV. Context/Resources: Supportive organizational context 
and resources. 

13. Training: Training is a determinant of team 
performance. Training content such as teaming 
philosophy, group decision making, and 
interpersonal and technical skills. 

14. Managerial Support: Facilitative leadership. 
Management makes available resources such as 
information and materials that are required to 
make group functioning possible. 

15. Communication/Cooperation Between Groups: Groups 
manage boundaries and integrate work with rest of 
organization. 

PROCESS MODEL 

V. Process: An input-process-output perspective: Concern 
with process, or those things that go on in a group 
than influence the output. 

16. Social Support: Positive social interaction with 
people helping one another. 

17. Workload Sharing: Members believe that their 
individual performance can be distinguished from 
their groups, and there is a link between their 
individual performance and the group's 
performance. 

18. Communication/Cooperation within the Group: 
Contributes to group's effectiveness. 

19. Preference for Group Work: Those who prefer group 
work may be more effective in group settings (not 
tied to preference to work in a specific group). 

Note. From "Relations Between Work Group Characteristics 
and Effectiveness: Implications for Designing Effective 
Work Groups" by M. A. Campion, G. J. Medsker, and A. C. 
Higgs, 1993, Personnel Psychology. 4,6. 
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Table 15 

Work Group Design Measure: Relationships of Design 

Dimensions to Human Resources Functions 

I. Selection and Staffing 

1. Membership Heterogeneity: Diversity in abilities, 
experiences, and personality are valued, especially when 
tasks require diversity in competencies. 

THEORY 
One can learn from another. 
Heterogeneity can have a positive effect on group 
performance. 
Homogeneity may influence better outcomes when 
satisfaction, conflict, communication are considered. 

2. Relative Size: Staffed to the smallest number of persons 
needed to do the work. 

THEORY 
If too large", groups may be dysfunctional because of 
high coordination needs and reduced involvement. 

3. Preference for Group Work: Those who prefer group work 
may be more effective in group settings (not tied to 
preference to work in a specific group). 

THEORY 
Employee preference may influence reaction to job. 

II. Training 

4. Training: Training content such as teaming philosophy, 
group decision making, and interpersonal and technical 
skills. 

THEORY 
Training is a determinant of team performance. 

5. Flexibility in Job Assignments: Members can perform each 
other's jobs. Cross-training, job rotation, job switching 
are used. 

THEORY 
Flexibility in job assignments increases 
effectiveness. 

(Table continues) 
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III. Performance Management 

6. Goal Interdependence: Group's goals are critical to group 
effectiveness. Individual members' goals must be linked 
to group goals. 

THEORY 
Clearly defined purpose is critical to effectiveness. 

7. Workload Sharing: Members believe that their individual 
performance can be distinguished from their group's 
performance, and there is a link between their individual 
performance and the group's performance. 

THEORY 
Workload sharing increases effectiveness. 
Prevents social loafing or free-riding. 

IV. Reward Systems 

8. Interdependent Feedback and Rewards: Outcome 
interdependence where individual feedback and rewards are 
linked to the group's performance. 

THEORY 
Motivates goal-oriented behavior 

Job Design 

9. Self-management: Autonomy from management control. Group 
makes own decisions on how tasks are performed, and who 
performs them. 

THEORY 
Increases sense of responsibility and ownership of 
work and enhances quality. 

10. Participation: Degree to which members participate in 
decisions. 

THEORY 
Increases sense of responsibility and ownership of 
work and enhances quality. 

11. Task Variety: Degree to which each member gets a chance 
to perform a variety of tasks. 

THEORY 
Both interesting and dull tasks are shared. 

12. Task Significance: Members belief that work has 
significant consequences for internal and external 
customers. 

(Table continues1 
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THEORY 
Increases sense of responsibility and ownership of 
work and enhances quality. 

13. Task Identity: Degree to which a group completes a whole 
and separate piece of work. 

THEORY 
May increase motivation and facilitate cooperation 
within group. 
May increase control by keeping variances within 
group boundaries. 

14. Task Interdependence: Members have to interact and depend 
on one another to complete their work (a defining 
characteristic of self-directed work groups). 

THEORY 
Increases motivation by enhancing sense of 
responsibility for others* work. 
May increase group effectiveness. 

VI. Employee Relations 

15. Potency: Group's belief it can be effective. Managers 
have potential to strongly impact. 

THEORY 
With potency (spirit), team members are more 
committed to work hard for the group. 

16. Social Support: Encourages positive social interaction 
and encourages people to help one another. 

THEORY 
A group maintenance behavior. 
Social support is arousing and therefore sustains 
energy on mundane tasks. 

17. Managerial Support: Facilitative leadership and support 
of changes in work design and processes. 

THEORY 
Management makes available resources such as 
information and materials that are required to make 
group functioning possible. 

18. Communication and Cooperation within the Group: Managers 
can promote. 

THEORY 
Increases group effectiveness. 

(Table continues! 
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19. Communication and Cooperation Between Groups: Managers 
can influence this employee relations activity. 

THEORY 
Helps manage boundaries. 
Integrates work group with rest of organization. 

Note. From "Delineation and Validation of Design Dimensions Related 
to Work Group Effectiveness" by M. A. Campion and G. J. Medsker, 
(1992, May). Paper presented at the Society for Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology, Inc. annual conference, Montreal. 
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Table 16 

Means. Standard Deviations. Reliabilities, and 

Intercorrelations among the Work Group Design Dimensions 

Model/Dim eosio«« M* SD «« l« 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Job Design Model 

I) Self-Management 3-33 .79 .76 .41** .24** 

2) Participation 3.44 .11 .St . 5 4 " .20• .55 

3) Task Variety 3.14 .76 .71 . 43" -.03 .34 .44 

4) Talk Significance 4.24 .56 .74 .26* .07 .21 .33 .27 

5) Task identity 4.03 .56 .71 -.03 .20 .24 as J S 

Potency/Interdependence Model 

6) Potency 3.67 .77 . to .66*- J 3 M .27 .39 J 1 .43 .23 

7) Interdependent 
Feedback ic. Rewards 3.05 .75 .59 .16 .11 .20 .26 .21 .14 .10 .11 

1) Goal Interdependence 3.37 .77 .61 .03 .12 .21 .33 .31 .34 .23 .22 .29 

9) Task Interdependence 3J4 .66 .61 .04 .05 .06 .17 .19 .15 .09 .10 .11 

Composition Model 

10) Membership 
Heterogeneity COS .51 .74 .04 .15* .09 .01 .04 .24 .14 .05 .09 

11) Relative Size 2.44 .69 .4C** .06 .13 .01 .12 -.02 .00 .12 .02 

12) Flexibility is 
Job Assignments 3.05 .79 .66 .33 •• .11 .21 .25 .37 .17 .21 .35 .16 

Context/Resources Model 

13) Training 3-39 .SI .11 J9* # JQmm .19 .21 .29 jn .24 .34 .11 

14) Managerial Support 4.00 .62 .74 .14 .11* .27 .30 .21 .42 JO .21 .16 

15) Communication/ 
Cooperation Between 
Croups 3.46 .67 .47 J2\* .15* .13 .13 .14 .20 .01 .11 .01 

Process Model 

16) Social Support 3.SS .64 .71 . 4 4 " .14 .22 .45 .37 .50 .25 J 5 .14 

17) Workload Sharing 3.22 .92 .14 .51 •• .19 .26 .24 .23 .10 .45 .17 

11) Communication/ 
Cooperation Within 
the Croup 3.17 .65 . I t -57 •• .20* .11 .40 .29 .42 .11 .57 .15 

19) Preference for 
Group Work 3.14 .7« .90 5 3 - .30*# .12 J 7 M .40 .24 JO .19 

(Table continues) 
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Model/Dimensions t 9 10 U 12 13 14 15 16 17 JS 

Job Design Model 

1) Self-Management 

2) Participation 

3) Task Variety 

4) Task Significance 

5) Task Identity 

Potency/Interdependence Model 

6) Potency 

7) Interdependent 
Feedback & Rewards 

8) Goal Interdependence 

9) Task Interdependence .12 

Composition Model 

10) Membership Heterogeneity .04 .11 

11) Relative Size .02 -.02 -.14 

12 Flexibility ia 
Job Assignments .14 .04 ' .05 .11 

Context/Resources Model 

13) Training . lg .07 .03 .16 .21 

14) Managerial Support .26 .07 .27 -.03 .19 .34 

15) Communication/ 
Cooperation Between 
GrouP* .10 .03 .05 .11 .20 .25 .17 

Process Model 

16) Socul Support .25 .20 .21 .01 .2S 34 JI J 2 

17) Workload SWwf .16 .05 -.04 .07 J 2 J 4 .23 .14 J J 

IS) Communication/ 
Cooperation Within 
l h e G , ~ P • « •»« 13 -.01 .21 J 2 J J M .62 .41 

19) Preference for 

Croup Work .29 .21 .16 -.02 .22 J 2 .29 .16 .51 .29 .46 

Note. From MDelineation and Validation of Design Dimensions 
Related to Work Group Design Effectiveness11 by M. A. Campion 
and G. J. Medsker (1992, May), Paper presented at the 
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Inc. 
annual conference, Montreal• 

• 391 employees and 77 manages*. 

^Internal consistency reliability. 

cintnclass correlation. 

'^Correlation between employees and managen. 

Stereorrelations of .OS significant at g<.05. one-tailed. 

•ft<.10, ••£<.05. one-tailed. 
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Table 17 

The Balanced Scorecard: Categories and Factors 

Z. CUSTOMER PERSPECTIVE: How doma thm customer mmm thm company? 

1. Time: Timeliness in product development and delivery 
Metrics included: Schedule, line of balance (LOB), 
cycle time 

2. Quality: Defect levels, yields 
Metrics included: Yields, defects per unit (DPU), 
defects per million opportunities (DPMO), Six Sigma, 
thruput, scrap 

3. Cost: Unit and contributing costs such as overhead, 
ordering expenses, schedule disruptions 

Metrics included: Costs, actual/earned (A/E),^design 
costs 

4. Performance and service: How value is created for the 
customer 

II. INTERNAL PERSPECTIVE: What must thm company mxcml at? 

TEAM DEVELOPMENT 

1. Goal setting: Goal clarification, understanding, 
alignment 

2. Teamwork: Participation, involvement, commitment, 
cohesion, satisfaction, support, loyalty, pride, 
cooperation, trust, reliability, responsibility 

3. Communication: Dispensing information, listening, 
feedback 

4. Conflict Resolution: Negative feelings and tensions 
surface and are confronted in the team; Conflict seen as 
potentially creative energy 

5. Problem Solving: Creativity, risk-taking, developing 
procedures for analyzing and solving problems 

6. Locus of Decision Making: Autonomy, taking-
responsibility, accountability, empowerment within th6 
team 

7. Leadership: Distribution of leadership, motivating, 
delegating, managing performance, securing and allocating 
resources, expediting employee development 

8. Using Resources of Team Members: Talent, skills, abilities 
9. Continuous Improvement: Examining process and procedure 

Includes Team Level certifications 
10. Training: Qualitative training 

(Table continues) 
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TEAM TECHNICAL/ADMINISTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

1. Job Knowledge: Cross-training, multiskilled worker, job 
rotation 

2. Tracking Skills: Measurements, metrics, team matrix 
3. Administrative Tasks: Performance appraisals, attendance 

reviews, attitude surveys, team meetings, safety, 
retention levels, SDWT implementation 

III. INNOVATION AND LEARNING PERSPECTIVE: How can company continue 
to improve and create value? 

1. Strategic Implementation and Execution: Establishing 
clear goals, strategies and informing others; Congruency 
of goals of team and company, directives and policies 

2. Product and Process Innovation: New product development 
and improvements on existing products 

3. Specific rates of improvement (Had to include the word 
"rate") 

IV. FINANCIAL PERSPECTIVE: How does the company look to 
shareholdera? 

1. Growth: Increase market share, bring in new customers, 
market new products 

2. Profitability: Improvements translated to bottom line, 
cash flow, operating income 

3. Shareholder value 

Note. From "The Balanced Scorecard - Measures that Drive 
Performance" by R. S. Kaplan and D. P. Norton, 1992, Harvard Business 
Review, 70. 
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Table 19 

Performance Ratings; Means and Standard Deviations 

Team Level Analysis (N = 30) 

Overall Site D Site M 

Facilitator/Leader 

Mean -.17 -.24 -.04 
Std. Dev. .59 .60 .56 

Sample Team Member 

Manager 

Mean -.19 -.26 -.08 
Std. Dev. .56 .63 .44 

Mean -.15 -.29 .11 
Std. Dev. .58 .53 .58 

Global 

Mean -.16 -.26 .01 
Std. Dev. .52 .53 .49 

Note. Bipolar scale (well below expectations, -2; below 
expectations, -1; on track, 0; above expectations, +1; well 
above expectation, +2). 

*E < .05, **£> < .01, two-tailed. 
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Table 20 

Performance Ratings Correlations 

OVERALL RATINGS 

Ratings Facilitator/ 
Leader 

Sample 
Team 
Member 

Manager Global 

1. Facilitator/ 
Leader 

1.00 

2. Sample Team 
Member 

.75** 1.00 

3. Manager .68** .76** 1.00 

4. Global .90** .92** .90** 1.00 

*E < .05, **e < .01, two-tailed. 
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Table 21 

Job Satisfaction Means and Standard Deviations 

TEAM LEVEL OF ANALYSIS (N = 30) 

Overall Site D Site M 

Facilitators/Leaders 

Means 3.70 3.63 3.82 
Std. Dev. .99 1.17 .60 

Sample Team Members 

Means 3.29 3.27 3.33 
Std. Dev. .61 .68 .48 

Managers 

Means 3.60 3.53 3.72 
Std. Dev. .30 .31 .26 

Upper Managers 4.50 
(N = 2) 

Note. Unipolar scale: (1) to a very little extent, (2) to 
a little extent, (3) to some extent, (4) to a great extent, 
(5) to a very great extent. 
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Table 23 

SDWT Demographics 

Team Level of Analysis 

Overall Site D Site M 
(N = 30) (N = 19) (N = 11) 

SDWTs 

Team Age 

Years on 10/1/93 1.87 1.53 2.46* 

Primary Team Members 10 10.53 9.09 

Gender 
Female members 5.77 7.32 3.09* 
Male members 4.23 3.21 6.00 
Team's Prior Team Experience 
Yes 23.3% 21.1% 27.3% 
Years 3.75 3.75 N/A 

Turnover/Year (N = 28) (N = 17) 
27.93% 36.47% 14.73%* 

Team's Time Usage (N = 28) (N = 17) 
Work on Product/Service 69.93% 66.47% 75.27% 
Formal Team Activities 12.54% 15.35% 8.18% 
Informal Team Activities 11.18% 11.00% 11.45% 
Training Classes 6.96% 7.94% 5.55% 

Mgrs Told SDWT How 
They're Evaluated 29.75% 31.19% 27.27% 

Note. Data based on facilitator/leader information. 

*E < .05, two-tailed. 
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Factors Correlating with Performance 

316 

Team Level of Analysis (N = 30) 

Performance Rating 

Demographics 
Facilitator/ 
Leader 

Sample 
Team 
Member 

Manager Global 

SDWT Demoaraphics 

Team Age++ .11 .18 .22 .20 
Team Size -.45* -.38* -.24 -.38* 
Turnover/Year -.17 -.32 -.18 -.25 

How Team Spends Its Time 

Work on Products/ .29 .47* .47* .46* 
Services 

Formal Team -.26 -.34 -.49** -.40* 
Activities"1" 

-.40* 

Informal Team -.06 -.38* -.22 -.24 
Activities 
Formal Training -.35 -.42* -.48* -.46* 

Sample Demoaraphics 

Faci1itator/Leader 
Prior Team .34 .23 .42* .37* 
Experience 

Sample Team Member 
Higher # Years Team .45* .45* .42* .48* 

Member"1"4* 

Note. Significant differences between sites: +e < .05, + +p 
< .01, two-tailed. Site M teams are older and SDWT members 
have been team members longer. Site D spends more time on 
formal team activities. (Please see Table 10, Sample 
Demographics, and Table 11, SDWT Demographics.) 

< .05; **p < .01, two-tailed. 
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Table 25 

Current Team Metrics: Frequency of Usage 

Team Level of Analysis (N = 30) 

Metric Overall Site D Site M 

Cycle Time 90. 0% 89. 5% 90.9% 

LOB (Schedule) 76. 7% 73. 7% 81.8% 

Defects Per Unit 
(DPU) 

70. 0% 78. 9% 54.5% 

Training 70. 0% 73. 7% .63.6% 

Customer Service 56. 7% 52. 6% 63.6% 

Defects Per Million 
Opportunities (DPMO) 

46. 7% 36. 8% 63.6% 

Six Sigma 36. 7% 36. 8% 36.4% 

Other 33. 3% 21. 1% 54.5% 

Actua1/Earned 
(A/E) 

30. 0% 26. 3% 36.4% 

Note. Data based on facilitator/leader information. 
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Table 27 

Self-report Measures: Job Satisfaction. Performance 

Evaluation and Support of SDWT Movement 

Team Level of Analysis (N = 30) 

Overall Site D Site M 

1. The longer I'm involved with SDWTs, the more satisfied 
I become with SDWTs. 

Facilitator/Leader .63 .11 1.55** 
Sample Team Member .35 .09 .79** 
Manager"1"1" 1.08 .55 2.00** 
Upper Managers 1.50 

++Manager significantly higher than SDWT members (p < .01). 

2. I am satisfied with the way my SDWT's (under my 
authority) performance is being evaluated by management. 

Facilitator/Leader .17 .05 .36 
Sample Team Member .00 -.09 .16 
Manager -.84 -1.00 -.54 
Upper Managers .00 

3. My (the) SDWT's performance is being evaluated fairly. 

Facilitator/Leader"1" .66 .56 .82 
Sample Team Member .13 .07 .26 
Manager -.52 -.42 -.68 
Upper Managers .50 

+Facilitators/leaders significantly higher than managers 
(E < . 05). 

4. My SDWT's performance (the performance of the SDWTs 
under my authority) is being evaluated on a team basis. 

Facilitator/Leader .33 .68 -.27* 
Sample Team Members .33 .24 .49 
Managers -.39 -.25 -.64 
Upper Managers 1.50 

(Table continues! 
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Team Level of Analysis (M = 30) 

Overall Site D Site M 

5. I understand the basis on which my SDWT (the SDWTs 
under my authority) is being evaluated. 

Facilitator/Leader .38 .39 .36 
Sample Team Member -.01 -.01 .00 
Manager -.48 -.40 -.64 
Upper Managers 1.00 

6. Understanding the basis on which my SDWT is being 
evaluated affects my job satisfaction. 

Facilitator/Leader++ 3.67 3.53 3.91 
Sample Team Member 3.08 3.18 2.91 

Understanding the basis on which my management 
of the SDWTs under my authority (within my 
management authority) is being evaluated 
affects my job satisfaction. 

Manager 3.10 3.00 3.27 
Upper Managers 5.00 

++Facilitators/leaders significantly higher than SDWT 
members and managers (p < .01). 

Understanding the basis on which the Management 
QIT Teams (Site D), Managers and QITs (Site M) 
within my management authority are being 
evaluated affects my job satisfaction. 

Upper Managers 5.00 

7. Understanding the basis on which my SDWT is being 
evaluated affects my support of the SDWT movement. 

Facilitator/Leader 3.43 3.26 3.73 
Sample Team Member 3.22 3.28 3.13 

(Table continues) 
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Team Level of Analysis (N = 30) 
Overall Site D Site M 

Understanding the basis on which my management of 
the SDWTs under my leadership (my management authority) 
is being evaluated affects my support of the SDWT 
movement.' 

Facilitator/Leader 3.77 3.63 4.00 
Manager 3.21 3.11 3.36 
Upper Manager 5.00 

Understanding the basis on which the Management/QIT 
teams (Site D), Managers and QlTs (Site M) within my 
management authority are being evaluated affects my 
support of the self directed work team movement. 

Upper Managers 5.00 

8. Understanding the basis on which I should be evaluating 
the teams under my management or supervision affects my 
support of the SDWT movement. 

Managers 3.33 3.31 3.36 

9. Before SDWTs began how satisfied were you with your 
job? 

Facilitator/Leader 3.68 3.94 3.20 
Sample Team Member 3.80 3.88 3.67 
Managers 3.93 4.10 3.64* 
Upper Managers 4.00 

10. Now that SDWTs are operating in your area, how 
satisfied are you with your job? 

Facilitator/Leader 3.70 3.63 3.82 
Sample Team Member 3.29 3.27 3.33 
Manager 3.60 3.53 3.72 
Upper Managers 4.50 

Note. Questions 1-5 are bipolar scales (strongly disagree; 
-2; slightly disagree, -l; neutral, 0; slightly agree, +1; 
strongly agree, +2). Questions 6-10 are unipolar scales (to 
a very little extent, 1; to a little extent, 2; to some 
extent, 3; to a great extent,4; to a very great extent, 5). 
*E < .05, **E < .01, two-tailed. 
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m in ^ n o in O ON 
• • • • • • R- r- in if r> 

*-*» >-«» w • • • • • 

w w 
* • 

CM in FM in ON in 00 CM CM H vo oo o VO m rH 00 ^ • • • • • • • • • • • 
^ N N ^ r> N n r» r> 

rs r> in in CO fH 00 i n n m ^ n VO r> m 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

S^WWWWW w w w 
WW 

in o> &\ a\ in m o PH rH \o in 
^ «* CM oo in in CM o r> F CM 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

n n n n n n r> O RN r» r> 

P* ON CM n o oo r» 
o m ^ H \o O o in O vo 
• • • • • • • ON ov oo r-

«H w w w h w rH • • • • w w w w w 
WW 

O ^ ON VO 00 00 o ON CM CM n r* ^ ON in in r» in r> ^ in • • • • • • • • • • • 

en r> fn n n m r> n o m r» 

j—̂  j—̂  J—̂  J—̂  J—L l—̂  ov r» n r̂» <* rH fH m ON VO 
^ r> n ^ n VO r> r» • • • • • e • • • • • 

WWWWWW w w w 

H o ff* N N in in r» r- o 
in vo ON vo vo vo o n r» 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

n n n n (i n r> n n r» n 

o ON o in o <<r r» rH CM fH "«f o in r* oo o vo •H ON 00 00 vo 
• • • • • • 4) • • • • • 

n o co h n id 
no on 5f <M in r* 

o o ^ n n 

a) 
a 

«P c 
c <o 
4) c o >. 
e o >i-h ,p 
Q) -H 4-> <M *H 
0N.p 0) -H 4J 
<0 <0 *H C C 
c a u cr © a> 
(Q *H (Q •*« *0 <P 
£ U > CO M -H 

•H U) 
O 

rH u 0) « U) a 
V M M E 
W Oi H H H O 

a 

•o 
o 
£ 
4) 
U 
C 
4) 
•o 
c 4) Q 
4) 
•O 
4) 
«P 
C 

> 
o 
c 
4) 
•P 
O 
CU 

vO O r» 

(0 
V 

-P 
C to 
4) * 
TJ 4) 
C DC 
4) ^ 
a * 

>. 4) U 
O *0 * 
C Wi u 

4) 
0 
c 
4) 
tJ 
c 
4) 
a 
4) 
*D 
U 

ON vo 
in ^ 

0) 
2 
C 
•H 
-P 
C 

in fH ^ CO 0 n ^ fH 0 
W WW 0) 

rH 
o ON H A 
ON ON in 

A 

fH 
n CM n n 

o 
00 

vo 

in r* iH 

o 
o 

CO *• 
in ^ 

in r- in o 
CM in ^ r» 
• • • • w w 

W W 
VO o ^ o 
00 ON 
• • • • 

n CM n n 

»H VO *r vo 
ON 00 f̂ 
• • • • 

«W» w w w 
n in «H r> 
ON ON 
• • • • 

n CM r> n 

ON FH ^ vo 
CM in ^ CM 
• • • • w w 

WW 
r- o VO CM 
00 ON 
• • • • 

n CM n n 

vo VO CM n 
00 VO 
• • • • w w 

WW 

00 ON *r 
• • • • 

ri CM n r» 
A 
0 

4) 
o 
c 
4) 
XJ c 
4) 4) 
a<P 
M *H 

4>4>'0'H4>.*4><fl 
4J<P<l)<C«PW4JO 
o c 4 ) o c < o c a 
^ H f e O H H w g 

o 
CJ 

o 
0 
1 
o 

>. *H .p 
•«H >1 

a 4) 4-> «u 
•H c -H c 
£4I4)H4I 
W 0* >-H g 4) 
14 O'Hfl CP 
4) 0*-H 
.Q 4) <0 X *H W 
e ^ J H a) w o 
a) v a) H to a 
s sc a fa < g 

o 
a 



3 2 8 

0) 
• P 
• H 
CO 

O 
RO 

II 

55 

(0 
> . 

RH 
<TJ 
C 

O 

0) 
> 

0) 

B 
(0 
0) 

Q 
CO 

0) J-( 
0J 

A E X I 
G <D G S 
(0 0) FL) 

W H S 

O 
4 J 
(D 

4 J U 
0) 

RH T J 
H (0 
O 0) 

CT. 

Q 
03 

0) 

Q 

CO 

H B O ) 
A (A *Q 
B O S S 
( O H O ) 
CO £ 

Q 

0) IT — * 
- P O Q 
• H «P CO 
CO (Q B W 

4 J 0) 
• H X> 
RH (Q 
• H Q ) £ 
O J 
(0 

tu 

D 
CO 

0) U ^ 
RH 0) 
A E X I 
6 I Q E S 
(D A) A) 
C O H S 

RH 
RH 
(0 L4 
*H 0 — 
0 ) - P A 
> <0 CO 
O . P W 

• H B 
RH 0 ) 
• H T J 
A M AS 
<0 A> 
FE« » J 

P* «H O I N CO O O CO CO 
CM CM CM RH CM I N CO CO CM 
• • • • • • • • • 

W W W W W W w W W 

« * * * 
* * * * * * 

CO CO O as CO CO VO I N CM 
R - CO CO R* CO CO as R* R* 
• • • • • • • • • 

CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO 

—«IK ( N CM <*-* 
EN VO CO CO CO O ^ CM 

• • CM as I N I N CO 
• • W W • • • • • 
^ W N - * W W W W 

* * * 
CRI CM VO VO RH RH 
R* M O O as CM CM CM as 
• • • • • • • • 0 

CO ^ 5F CO CO RF CO 

RH 0 \ RH RH O ^ 
CO CO CM CO I N I N CO 

• • • • • • « • • 
W W W W W W <W W W 

O I N RR CO O O CO CM 
M as VO I N RH CM CO 
• • • • • • • • • 

CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CN en 

* 

CO H CO I N *r r* CO RH CO CO O RH RH CO O 
• • a\ CO • • • • • 

W H • • RH RH RH RH RH 
W SM* <W W W W W 

RH O VO VO I N CM VO R* 
VO VO I F I N *r as CM CM 
• • • • • • • • • 

CO CO CO CO CO CM CO CO CO 

—% 
CO • * CO O CM CO CO CM GO 
CO CO CO <N CO I N I N CO 
• • • • • • • • « 

W W W W W W w W W 

CO RH as CM CO CM rr 
I N a\ I N VO VO RH VO ^ TT 
• • • • • • • • • 

CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO 

* * O *3* CM M O CO — * C O 
R* O CO R - CO RH O CM as 
• • • • • • • • • 
' RH W W W H RH RH W w w 

RH R*» «R I N \o RH RH RH 
R* CO VO VO O VO I N 
• • • • • • • • • 

CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO 

CN 

<D 

UJ 
A 
2 
O 

O 

C 
O 

• H C 
«P O 

D > - H - N . O «P 
C JH 4 J * H (0 

"4 <v u c u 
C ( T 0 3 « . 

• H (0 A G A 3 
<O C A G O 4 J 
U FL D O O fl) 
9-4 S CO O O GQ 

C 0) 
0 ) 4 J 
<D - H 

W 
O 
A 
A 
o 
a 

«P - H 
u u 
O <O 

Q*XZ 
A C O 4 J 
A 
CO 7 3 

(D 
RH O 
(0 • H M G 

C 
O 

C 
O 

<D - H 
A P 

tO 
JH 
0) 

J-I 
O 

A < U 
3 

0) J * 
O u 

o u 
o o 
CO £ A 

O 4 J 0) 
O - H M 
O 3 : CU 

O 
3: 0) 

4-> 
A - H 
2 CO 
O O 
M A 

O 

T 3 

C 
<G 

• < * 

0) 
A) 
u 
0 ^ 
CO 

CO 

0) 
0 ) 

U 
TP 
(0 
ML VJ 

• H 

V 
u 
0 
0) 
0 ) 
u 
0 * 
<0 

u 
Q> 
A 
U 
• H 
0) 
C 

CM 

0) 
0) 
u 
0 > 

10 m 
• H 
• O 

RH 

A) 
0) 
^4 
0 * 
(0 
RN UI 

• H 
7 3 

RH 
0 > 
C 
0 
>H 

4 J • 

10 
W a 

CO 
0) 

H • 
<A ^ C 
O I N O 
03 • H 

<K 4 J 

U 9 (D 
(D ® • H 

RH U > 
0 CP 0 ) 
A <D Q 

• H 
NO 

T J 
0) 

<0 
4 J 
I 
O 
£ 

- P 

0 * 
G 
O 
u 
4J 
09 

U m 
*o 
C 
<D 

• P 
CO 

A * 

* 

I N 
O 

A * 



329 

C I 
0 

• H 

0 
(0 

<W 
W 

• H 
«P 
(0 
CA 

* 0 
0 
t-D 

no 
c 
<0 

a> 
0 
c 
<0 
e 
u 
0 

l l 1 "H 
JH 
0) 

Pk 

x : 
«P 
• H 

w 
c 
0 

• H 
(0 
0) 
D 

g 
<0 
0) 

E-» 

0 

Cfl 
c 
o 

• H 
o 
m (d 

r H 
a) a) 
H VH 
A u 

0 u 

c 
o 

•H 4J 
O 
10 
<4H 
(0 

•H 
<P 
<0 
CO 

X) 
o 
l-J 

0) 
0* 
<0 
c 
<0 
se 

0) ^ 
h 6 0) 
a (0 j q 
B 4) B 
( O H « 
CO T, 

U 
O 
4J 
<0 U 
<p a) 
h *a 
-H <0 
•h a) 
0 i J 
m 
b« 

o 
c> 

II 
rH 

Z <0 
JQ 
0 

08 rH 
•H o 
(0 
>» 
rH 
<0 v-i 
c 0) 
< ON 

(0 
c 

0 (0 
£ 

u 
a) a> 
TJ 0 
(0 c 
05 10 0) 1-1 
•J 6 r-4 6 a) 

u a <o j a 
6 0 g 0) 6 
(0 <W <3 E-. Q> 
a) u c/) £ 
^ a 

cu 

u 
o 
p 
<o u u 0) 

•H V 
rH (0 
•h q> 
a -3 
<o 
fe« 

c 
o 

•H 
(0 
c 
0) B 

a) 
T3 
o 
£ 

a* vo n vo on 
CM O O O rH 

* * « « « « « 
vo n n H 5f 
cm ^ i n 

oo i n cm on r> 
cm o o o o o 

* * * * 
« * « * « 
h O vo CM H h 
^ t n vo i n i n 

0) 
T3 
O 
S 

c 
0 

•H 
(0 
0) 
a 
£ 

o »-> 

n 
o 

* 
* 
i n 
vo 

o> 
CM 

• « * « « « « « « 
VO ON O 00 VO CM 
r> r> i n ^ i n 

* * * 
« 4t * * 
o n vo h n h 
i n n cm vo «r i n 

* * * 
* * * * 
CM vo ON O CM o 
t r> cm m i n i n 

a 
o 4J c C <0 

0) C O > i B O >i-h *) 
Q ) * H 4 J < U * H 
0N4-> 0) -H 4J 
(0 (0 *H C C 
c a Jh o* a> 
<0 -H (d -H 'Q 
E O > W H 

-H 
<w «p . * X X 0> 
H u « i m i ) 4 J 
0) <0 <0 <0 10 -H 
w a h h H W 

o a 
a 
o 
o 

a) 
T3 
o X 
V 
u 
c 
a) 
TJ 
c 
a> 
Q 
0) 

T3 
>H 
0) .p 

c 

CM 

« 
* 
00 

m 
O 

o 
n 

o vo 
o o 

* * 

VO O 
n vo 

O rH 
CM CM 

* * 
* * * « 

o in "T i n cm 
i n i n ^ vo 

• • 

* * * * 
« * * * 
i n m 00 CM 
i n i n n 5f VO 

• • • 

* * 
< * * * « « 
o CM vO 00 
i n n i n 

• 

« 
* * * « 

n CM o P- rH 
m i n r> i n 
• • • • • 

w 
73 a) 0) 

-P M 0 a 
C (0 c c 
0) 5 a) 0) 

T3 0) 73 T3 
c oc c C 
0) ^ 0) a> 

a a 
> 1 0 o a> 
0 * 0 10 TJ TJ 
c u £X u M 
0) 0) T3 rH Q) x a> a) 
4J 4J a) <0 4-> W 4J 
o C 0) 0 C (0 c -H 
CU M fc- o M 6-« w (0 

CM 
O 

i n oo 
o o 

vo 

o 
n 

oo 
o 

CM 
o 

m 
CM 

* 
00 
n 

r> r» 
CM rH 

on o 
CM CM 

I I 

ON ON ON 
rH O 

ON 
O 

r> on 
rH O 

oo i n 

a B O 
CJ 

O ON 00 fH 
CM CM rH O 
• • • 

1 
• 

1 

<0 
c +> 

> . a) - h c 
rH 4J N 0) 
0) H H > i 0 
XJ a o) w 4J c 
0 •H c -H on 
£ X: 0) 0) rH -H 

to o* > -*H w 
c M O ' H j ) W 
0 0) *4 4J -H < 

-H A a) io x a> 
4-> e ^ J H a .Q 4J 
•H # # « H O •H 
(0 w 
o o 
Q a 
6 6 
O O 
O u 

M| 
0) 
3 
C 

•H 
-P 
c 
o 
o 

a> 
rH 

<G 



3 3 0 

V4 
a) 
a* 
(0 n * vo 00 CM 00 CM 00 
c (N O OH H r) H CN fN <d • • • • • • • • • 

£ 1 

a) m 
c H g (D * * * 
0 a (o jq * * * * * 

•H g a) g *r r* h on co vo in ^ 
4J <0 EH 0) " t o n i n n r> in i n 
0 CO s • • • • • • • • • 
<d 

<4-1 
CO 

•H 
-P 
<0 0 * * 
CO -P in in co r* in in r* cm on 

<0 U h o n CM cm o n r> cn 
XI 4J 0) • • • • • • • • • 

0 •H *0 l 
H (0 •H 0) 
O t-3 
(0 
Cn 

o 
r» 

II rH 
2 1 (d * * 

j a * * * * * 

CO 
0 ifl h r* vo o> i n o> in on 

CO H CM iH CM m t m r» 
j •H a • • • • • • • • • 

CO 
a 

>1 

1 (0 
j 

c a> 
< CP * * * * * 

(0 * * * * * 
<u c in «h m on in co p* oo as 
0 (0 h o r» CM in t i n 

1 £ • • • • • • • • • 

Ui 
<D 

TJ 
to 
0) 0) 0) M 
J a ^ g 0) 

c a to a * * * 
1 6 (0 g <D g cn on r* co h r> vo m ! . *3 g ( O H O ) P* O H CM •<r rn cm | 0) b eft £ • • • • • • • • • 
i H 0 ' 

! <M 
U 
0) 
04 

o 
-P « 
<d V4 H CO ON O i n in in cm 
4J a) n h h ^ n r> cm cm n 
-H T3 • • • • • • • • • 
rH <d 

-H 0) O .4 rH •p 
(0 0) IH 

TJ O 0> 
j 0 a co c 
j s Ou*^ 0* «P -H ^ ^ 

3 C 3 U U C 0 
i en W O C 0 o (0 o a < u 
l a •H O V4 a x : H c d 
| c a H 4 J H O a w u o o o ) ^ 
i 0 1 0 ( 0 4-) 3 <o - h u a u 
1 •H 3 D>-H O <0 C -4 W O O P O C O 
j en O c U-H V4 0) 0) (C -H (c a> £ 

c 10 •H Q) c a) 0) T3 H O C h C ^ 
0) 0) c cp3 a s o IQ H 3 0) -H 0) a 

1 6 (X •h <d g o «p a) se •h ^ g c u x : <« 3 a) 
! 'H (d c g o a) 4J U ^ g O U fl) o u 
j Q -P ^ (d o u cq h co O O O OH M kH 
| X H S U CO V) W S U U S ^ U CO 
| rH 0) o a) o 
1 a) 4J a o a 
J T3 C g o g 
j 0 0 O o 

s a U Cu a 

(0 
4J 
<0 

T3 

SH 
0) 

g 
Q) 
g 

g 
(0 
a) 
<P 

0) 
fH 
a 
g 
(d 
CO • 

*0 
c a) 
0 rH 

•H 
T3 (0 
a) 
(0 1 
<0 0 

JQ 

CO 
•H 
CO rH 
>1 O 

<H • 

(0 
c V 
<d 

a 
c * 
DN * 

•H 
CO 
0) •«. 
a in 

a v 

1 s-



331 

Table 31 

Team Design Model Correlations 

Models 1 2 

1. Job Design 1.00 

2. Potency/ .68** 1.00 
Interdependence 

3. Composition .32 .27 1.00 

4. Context/ .60** .50** .18 1.00 
Resources 

5. Process .55** .75** .24 .50**. 1.00 

Note. *£ < .05; **£ < .01, two-tailed. 
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Table 35 

Suggestions for SDWT Performance Evaluation 

Individual Level of Analysis 

Categories of 
Suggested Criteria 

Facilitators/Leaders Team Members 
(N - 30) (N « 152) 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Rating Rating Rating Rating 

Customer Perspective 

Time 87.7% 83.3% 69.1% 76.3% 
Quality 56.7% 83.3% 54.6% 73.0% 
Cost 23.3% 70.0% 11.8% 51.3% 
Performance & Service 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Internal Perspective 

Team Development 
Goal Setting 0% 30.0% 0% 40 .8% 
Teamwork 40.0% 63.3% 26. 3% 56 .6% 
Communication 0% 0% • 7% 2 .6% 
Conflict Resolution 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Problem Solving 0% 0% 0% .7% 
Locus of Decision Making 0% 0% • 7% 0% 
Leadership 0% 0% 0% .7% 
Use Resources of Team 0% 0% 2. 0% 0% 
Continuous Improvement 0% 6.7% 0% 0% 
Training 16.7% 0% 34. 9% .7% 

Team Technical Development: 
Technical/Administrative 

Job Knowledge 3.3% 3.3% 6. 6% 4 .6% 
Tracking Skills 6.7% 0% 4. 6% 0% 
Administrative Tasks 3.3% 0% 1. 3% 1 .3% 

Innovation and Learning Perspective 

Strategic Implementation 
and Execution 6.7% 3.3% 2. 0% 1 .3% 

Product and Process 
Innovation/ Improvement 3.3% 3.3% • 7% 4 .6% 

Specific Rates of 
Improvement 6.7% 0% 0% 0% 

(Table continues) 
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Individual Level of Analysis 

Facilitators/Leaders Team Members 
(N = 30) (N = 152) 

Categories of Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Suggested Criteria Rating Rating Rating Rating 

Financial Perspective 

Growth 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Profitability 0% 0% .7% 0% 
Shareholder Value 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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Table 36 

Suggested Metrics: Matches with Manager Group SDWT 

Performance Criteria 

Individual Level of Analysis 

Manager Group Performance Criteria 

Schedule Quality Cost Goal Empowerment 
Cycle Time Setting 

Team Members' Rating Suggestions fN = 152) 

Time One Matches 69.1% 54.6% 11.8% 0% .7% 
(Pre-performance 
rating) 

Time Two Matches 76.3% 73.0% 51.3% 40.8% 0% 
(Post-performance 
rating) 

Facilitators/Leaders1 Rating Suggestions (N = 30) 

Time One Matches 86.7% 56.7% 23.3% 0% 0% 
(Pre-performance 
rating) 

Time Two Matches 83.3% 83.3% 70.0%* 30.0% 0% 
(Post-performance 
rating) 

*E < .05, two-tailed. 
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Table 37 

Suggestions for Evaluating Manager Performance 

Individual Level of Analysis 

Facilitators/ Team 
Leaders Members Managers 

Categories of (N • 30) (H = 152) (N = 30) 
Suggested Criteria 

Customer Perspective 

Time 3.3% 5.3% 43.3% 
Quality 10.0% 6.6% 23.3% 
Cost 10.0% 3.9% 36.7% 
Performance & Service 0% 0% 0% 

Internal PersDective 

Team Development 
Goal Setting 0% 0% 13.3% 
Teamwork 60.0% 45.5% 30.3% 
Communication 26.7% 20.4% 6.72% 
Conflict Resolution 0% .7% 0% 
Problem Solving 3.3% .7% 0% 
Locus of Decision Making 3.3% 0% 0% 
Leadership 16.7% 9.2% 3.3% 
Use Resources of Team 0% 0% 3.3% 
Continuous Improvement 0% 0% 20.0% 
Training 3.3% 4.6% 0% 

Team Technical Develooment: 
Technical/Administrative 

Job Knowledge 3.3% 5.9% 0% 
Tracking Skills 0% .7% 3.3% 
Administrative Tasks 3.3% 8.6% 16.7% 

Innovation and Learning PersDective 

Strategic Implementation 
and Execution 36.7% 11.2% 40.0% 

Product and Process 
Innovation/Improvement 0% 2.6% 10.0% 

Specific Rates of 
Improvement 0% 1.3% 10.0% 

(Table continues) 
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Individual Level of Analysis 

Facilitators/ Team 
Leaders Members Managers 

Categories of (N = 30) (N = 152) (N - 30) 
Suggested Criteria 

Financial Perspective 

Growth 6.7% 2.6% 10.0% 
Profitability 0% 0% 6.7% 
Shareholder Value 0% 0% 0% 
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SDWT Members: Qpen-Ended Questions 
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QUESTION 

What specif ically about the transit ion to self-directed work teams makes 
you l ike your job MORE? 

OVERALL 

Teams make decisions 
Teamwork 
Teams take on more responsibil ity 
Setting / meeting common goals 
Expanded opportunities 
Individuals have input 
Empowerment 
Improved communication 

N 
Answering 
B1 ank 
"Nothing" 

175 
89% 
11% 
10% 

SITE-D SDWT MEMBERS 

Better understanding of what 
affects their jobs 

More responsibil ity for job 

Being own boss 
Involved in decisions 
Having input 
Teamwork 

Training gives f l e x i b i l i t y 

Better communication 

SITE-M SDWT MEMBERS 

Teamwork 

Ownership of the work 
process 
More responsibi l i ty 
Involved/ business & people 
Making decisions 
Training expands job 
f l e x i b i l i t y 
Can work without constant 
direction 
Sense of how the business 
works 
Better communication 

N 
Answering 
Blank 
"Nothing" 

109 
85% 
15% 
14% 

N 
Answering 
Blank 
"Nothing" 

66 
94% 

6% 
6% 

(Table continues) 
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QUESTION 

3 4 1 

What specifically about the transition to self-directed work teams makes 
you l ike your job LESS? 

OVERALL 

Co-workers not getting along 
Too many meetings 
Not enough time to do work 
Increased stress and tension 
Lack of motivation in others 
Those who don't-want teams 
Management ignores team input ' 
Management won't give up control 
Teams given responsibil it ies Before they are ready 
Selective enforcement of policies 
Policies and procedures do not support team concepts 
Time needed to make decisions is too long 

N 
Answering 
Blank 
"Nothing" 

175 
86% 
14% 
4% 

SITE-D SDWT MEMBERS 

People not getting along 
Time constraints / getting 

behind on work 
Too many meetings 
Stress and confusion 
Management not taking advantage 

of others' SDWT experiences 
Management resistant to let t ing 

teams progress 
Management overrides decisions 

Lack of motivation 

Lack of adequate policies 
and procedures 

N 
Answering 
Blank 
"Nothing" 

109 
83% 
17% 

5% 

SITE-M SDWT MEMBERS 

Too many meetings 
Time away from work 

More responsibil it ies 
No pay incentive 
Problems with teamwork 

Communication problems 

Management overrides 
decisions 
Lack of management direction 
in SDWT transit ion 

Policies and procedures 
don't support teams 

N 
Answering 
Blank = 
"Nothing" 

11% 

66 
89% 

5% 

(Table continues) 
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QUESTION 
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What speci f ical ly would INCREASE YOUR SUPPORT of the self-directed work 
team movement? 

OVERALL 

Early training and reinforcement of that t ra in ing 
Create and nurture teamwork 
More empowerment 
More time for work and fewer meetings 
Clearer i n i t i a l guidelines 
Policies that support team success 
Less management / more management 
Measure team, not individuals 
Get r i d of those who denot support teams 
Select people with group-work orientation 
Teams need to work with departmental level management 

N 
Answering 
61 ank 
"Nothing" 

175 
82% 
18% 
5% 

SITE-D SDWT MEMBERS 

Up-front rea l i s t i c preview 
& conf l ic t resolution training 

Reinforce training 

Management not override 
team decisions 

Management support SDWTs 
Management needs to correct 

some mistakes 
More leadership &/or supervision 
Set groundwork for SDWT 

transi t ion 
Guidelines on teaming 
Fewer meetings 
Improvement in teamwork, 

motivation, & attitudes 

N 
Answering 
Blank 
"Nothing" 

109 
83% 
17% 
7% 

SITE-M SDWT MEMBERS 

Less management; more team control 

Less upper level management & more 
departmental/branchrlevel 
Team ownership & control 

Guidelines on important issues 

Policies supporting team success 
How to handle nonperformers 

More feedback & communication 

N 
Answering 
Blank 
"Nothing" 

66 
82% 
18% 

2% 
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Managers Open-Ended Questions; Transitioning to a SDWT 

Environment 

QUESTION 

What specifically about the transition to self-directed work 
teams makes you like your job MORE? 

OVERALL 

Time for new things 
Easier job 
Synergy of group process 
Involvement in "big picture" 
Assisting others achieve potential 

N = 2 8 
Answering = 86% 
Blank = 14% 
"Nothing" = 7% 

SITE-D MANAGEMENT TEAMS SITE-M SDWT MANAGERS 

Teams becoming responsible/involved 

My job is easier 
Time for other things 
Involvement in business of the company 

Pleasure in others' 
development 83% 

Teams more empowered 

N = 2 3 
Answering = 87% 
Blank = 13% 

N = 6 
Answering = 100% 

fTable continues) 
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QUESTION 

What specifically about the transition to self-directed work 
teams makes you like your job LESS? 

OVERALL 

Slow decisions & slower at getting things done 43% 
Knowing who is responsible for what 
Feeling "not entirely in control" 
Job is "less efficient and defined" 
Nonsupport of teaming 
Training is too slow 
Meetings too process rather than accomplishment-oriented 
Empowerment without authority 

N = 28 
Answering = 96% 
Blank = 4% 
"Nothing" = 7% 

SITE-D MANAGEMENT TEAMS SITE-M SDWT MANAGERS 

Slow decisions & getting things done 

Job is changing 

Training is too slow 

Confusion over responsibility 

Old thinking / 
barriers / rules 
Teams not 
accountable 
Converting "dinosaur 
mentalities" 
Consulting with many 
before making 
decisions 

Nonperformers 
Increased stress in buy-in stage 
No accountability 
People-getting-along problems 
Teams struggling in cost-centered functional organization 

N = 2 3 
Answering = 96% 
Blank = 4% 
"Nothing" = 9% 

N = 6 
Answering = 100% 
"Nothing" = 17% 

(Table continues) 
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QUESTION 

What specifically would INCREASE YOUR SUPPORT of the self-
directed work team movement? 

OVERALL 

Already support 25% 
Suggestions for management: 

Get barriers out of the way 
Support teams 
Incorporate team thinking 
Hold teams accountable 
Consistent application of teaming principles 

New compensation / reward / recognition system 
Want to see positive results 

N = 2 8 
Answering = 89% 
Blank = 11% 
"Nothing" = 0% 

SITE-D MANAGEMENT TEAMS SITE-M SDWT MANAGERS 

I'm fully committed 30% 

Consistent application of policies 

Hold Teams accountable 

Clarify responsibilities 

Goal-focused behavior 

Measure TEAM performance 

Management take active role in teaming 

Want to see positive results 

N = 2 3 
Answering = 87% 
Blank = 13% 
"Nothing" = 0% 

Remove management 
barriers 
Implement 
empowerment 
New compensation 
system 
Improve 
communication 
Management and team 
goal setting 
JIT training 

Upper management 
demonstrate team 
thinking and acting 

N = 6 
Answering = 100% 
"Nothing" = 0% 



APPENDIX C 

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS: TRANSITIONING TO A SDWT ENVIRONNENT 

346 



347 

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 

SDWT MEMBERS 

OVERALL RESPONSES 

LIKE JOB MORE 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour iob MORE? 

One hundred fifty-six (89%) of the 175 SDWT members 
completed the question which asked what is involved in the 
transition to SDWTs that makes you like your job more. 
Eleven percent (11%) did not answer, and 10% said "nothing." 

The most frequently cited factor was the teams7 ability 
to make decisions. The ability to make decisions 
encompasses, "having a say in what happens," "being able to 
express my ideas," making decisions "without having to get 
multiple levels of approval." Some indicated the comfort of 
a team working together to make "big" decisions. Others 
stated simply that "the team has to come to an agreement 
when making a decision." 

Respondents frequently cited teamwork as a contributing 
factor to liking their jobs more. Teamwork included 
support, satisfaction, cohesion, flexibility, helpfulness 
and sharing responsibilities, and the interaction of working 
together as a team. Taking on more responsibility "for 
successes and failures," and "for the survival of our 
organization" was also emphasized. In tandem with the idea 
of teams taking on more responsibility is the idea of taking 
ownership of processes and products. SDWT members also 
enjoy setting and meeting common goals. 

Team members also saw the transition to SDWTs as 
offering numerous opportunities. Workers, through cross-
training. develop a versatility and have exposure to a wider 
variety of jobs. There is the opportunity to learn about 
indices, about "how the business operates." about the 
customer and how to satisfy the customer, and "to understand 
more why we do what we do." The opportunity for more 
training is seen as a plus because "it can lead to various 
other opportunities." 
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SDWT members have input in improving methods, more 
control and involvement in operations, processes, 
scheduling, work flow, and ordering materials. 

Various aspects of empowerment and autonomy were also 
mentioned. "I'm my own boss," and I am "free to exercise my 
expertise." "No one is looking over my shoulder." "I'm on 
my own to get the j ob done." 

One respondent liked the idea of "being able to run the 
area. As workers we know what is going on inside the area 
better than a supervisor who is only in the area a few times 
a day for short periods." 

Numerous respondents liked the improved communication 
which to them meant being "more open," and being able to 
express themselves "without holding back." 
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SDWT MEMBERS 

OVERALL RESPONSES 

LIKE JOB LESS 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour job LESS? 

Fourteen percent (14%) of the respondents elected not 
to answer what specifically is involved in the transition to 
SDWTs that makes them like their job less. 

The most often cited reasons for liking their jobs less 
involved co-workers not getting along, in particular, lack 
of cooperation and participation, conflict, anger, 
disagreements, sabotage, and lack of trust increased by 
teams members monitoring one another. 

The second most frequent response referred to too many 
meetings. Respondents said meetings were "too long." 
"There are more meetings than work." 

Many cited "not enough time to do work." as a major 
negative factor. Too many meetings, too much training, 
paper work, etc., are combined with the constant pressure to 
make more product. "More is expected of us," along with 
"moving production as usual." Workers "have to work 
harder," and state that they are not compensated for the 
extra duties, pressures and stress. 

Increased stress and tension was listed as another 
negative aspect of teaming. Facilitators/leaders mentioned 
the "stress team members seem to be under when it's time to 
make decisions." Team members mentioned being "pressured 
into doing tasks that I don't feel comfortable with." 
Another said members "learn so many things, plus having to 
keep up with work." Some referred to the discomfort of 
having to get up in front of others at meetings and 
presentations. 

A lack of motivation was also cited. Lack of 
motivation encompasses a person's failure to pull his/her 
own weight. It also addresses a lack of motivation because 
of those who are "not capable" of doing what is needed. A 
couple of people said that teams bring out the worst in lazy 
people. 
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Others expressed a lack of patience with those who 
don/t want teams, and for those who think that the SDWT 
movement is just another fad. 

Numerous comments were directed towards management and 
management practices. 

Management ignores team input. 
Overrides team decisions (even those within 
TI policies). 
"Management makes decisions for you and acts 
like you did it yourself." 

Management will not give up control and allow the team 
to make decisions. 

"Management buy-in is superficial 'self-
directed ' in name only." 

Team facilitators/leaders act like supervisors, so 
there is no real change. 

Management "plays favorites." Group leaders have 
become team leaders. 

"No one addresses line problems, and there are lots of 
problems with team members since the supervisor is 
out." 

Management is giving teams responsibilities before they 
are trained, especially in areas of peer evaluation, 
hiring and firing. 

There is "selective enforcement" and unequal 
application of policies, along with changing criteria. 

Many policies and procedures do not support the team 
concept. 

"There is a tendency to fall back to the 'old 
supervisor' because there is not another method for the 
team to handle performance-related issues. Teams are 
not always accountable and being held responsible 
because of this." 

Finally, even though they want more empowerment to make 
decisions, team members comment on the length of time needed 
to make decisions, the "inability to reach intelligent 
consensus towards important issues, and stagnating in a 
'group think' atmosphere." Others complain that they can't 
make decisions without consulting the team. 
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SDWT MEMBERS 

OVERALL RESPONSES 

SUGGESTIONS FOR INCREASING SUPPORT 

What specifically would increase vour support of the SDWT 
movement? 

Of the 175 respondents 18% elected not to answer the 
question which asked what specifically would increase your 
support of the SDWT movement. Five percent (5%) said 
"nothing." Another 5% said they already fully supported the 
SDWT movement. 

Training was a major area addressed by respondents. 
SDWT members want early training, before teams are "pushed 
into new areas of responsibility," training that addresses 
teamwork, how to deal with those who don't pull their 
weight, computer training, Six Sigma, and letting those to 
be trained select what is most important to them. Some 
suggested training reinforcement/follow-up which included 
allowing sufficient time for the team to move along the 
learning curve, while others suggested teams be "graded" on 
how well they were using what they had learned. 

Creating and fostering a sense of teamwork was 
mentioned. Teamwork included support, cooperation, and 
involvement. One said, "If we were working together, 
everyone pulling their own weight, we would all get raises." 
Another saw teamwork as having "one goal which is to be 
successful." 

SDWT members want more empowerment. They want freedom 
to pursue their objectives and to make decisions which 
management will not override. Some want more responsibility 
and ownership. Others stress the importance of team 
accountability. A number of respondents advocated "measure 
the team in order to make them accountable for each other. 
Individual performance reviews do not promote teams." 

Respondents need more time for their work, to "keep 
focused on the job to be performed." As expected because of 
the frustration expressed about too many meetings, 
respondents advocated fewer meetings. 

Even though respondents want more empowerment, many 
asked for stronger, clearer initial guidelines. and 
guidelines for solving important issues. "People are so 
bogged down now—overwhelmed with so much to learn." Some 
see guidelines as a way of minimizing anger and frustration 
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among team members, as well as a way of motivating. "I will 
follow leaders who clearly communicate where they are 
going." Also included in the idea of guidelines was the 
clarification of team and managerial boundaries. 

Policies that support team success were also advocated. 
Employees want recognition/reward for the increased amount 
of work they are doing. Foremost, they want "more money for 
more work," pay for knowledge, while a few said they would 
like some form of recognition, even if it were only a "pat 
on the back." 

There were numerous suggestions for management. 

Less management! 

Let teams be self-directed. 
Don't override team decisions..."If only 
they'd try our ideas once to see that we are 
right some of the time." 

More management! 

Bring back some level of supervision. 
"I've never seen so many people do so 
little work." 
Perhaps supervision "will reduce some 
stress." 

Stop the "hurrv UP atmosphere." Management is pushing too 
fast. 

Management said it would not put up with those who did not 
participate and pull their own weight, but they have not 
done anything. 

"Get rid of those people who do not pull 
their own weight." 
"Test people for group work orientation." 
because "forcing group involvement is 
futile." 

Other specific suggestions include: 

Teams need to work with managers at the immediate 
department level (as opposed to higher management) 
to make decisions on team makeup, operations, and 
measurement criteria. 
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Implementation of a performance feedback system 
will allow teams to become accountable and handle 
personal performance problems. 

"Management Teams need to recognize and admit that 
some mistakes were made in setting this whole 
thing up and correct them. They've received a lot 
of feedback (positive and negative), and I have 
yet to see much corrective action being taken." 
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SITE-M SDWT MEMBERS 

LIKE JOB MORE 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour job MORE? 

There were 66 SDWT members in the site-M sample. Six 
percent (6%) did not answer the question which asked what 
specifically is involved in the transition to self-directed 
work teams that makes you like your job more. Another 6% 
said "nothing." 

The most frequent responses cited teamwork or concepts 
complementary with teamwork such as interaction and support, 
common goal setting and achievement. The team is producing 
"a particular output rather than the sum of individual 
outputs." "Fellow employees are getting along better, 
working together on a project to complete it to the 
customer's satisfaction." 

Team members liked having ownership of the work process 
and products, and more responsibility for their job, and 
specifically for their successes and failures. One 
mentioned appreciating the balancing of responsibilities 
among team members. 

Respondents liked increased personal involvement with 
both products and people. "We know what is going on more 
now. It is up to us to keep business, and we are in the 
middle of things instead of on the end." They liked the 
opportunity to make decisions, "to have an input on how 
things are done," to make decisions "formerly made by 
management," or to make decisions "without multiple levels 
of approval." 

SDWT members appreciate the availability of training. 
They specifically cited cross-training, more flexibility and 
a wider variety of jobs available because of the training, 
and having learned other aspects of the job. 

Many cited the freedom to do their job without constant 
direction. They appreciated having input on ordering 
supplies, having interaction with customers, and scheduling 
work flows which they think contributes to a more realistic 
time schedule. 
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Others mentioned having a better sense of hov the 
business works. "Our (cross-functional) team is like a 
minicompany." Others cited better communication as 
contributing to a less stressful environment. Another cited 
better communication leading to a better relationship 
between manufacturing and engineering. 
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SITE-M SDWT MEMBERS 

LIKE JOB LESS 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour nob LESS? 

Eleven percent (11%) of the 66 respondents left this 
question blank. The question asked what about the 
transition to self-directed work teams made them like their 
job less. Five percent (5%) responded "nothing." 

Too many meetings was the most frequently cited reason 
for liking their jobs less. A second major theme was time 
away from work. Meetings were mentioned as a contributing 
factor to the time constraints, as were training, classes, 
paperwork, "meaningless" activities, and "stuff like this 
survey." "There is not enough time to get production work 
finished and train which adds to the difficulty in 
transitioning responsibilities and training team members on 
new responsibilities." 

Respondents stated that they had to take on more 
responsibilities. Teams have to take on more 
responsibilities (ie., hiring/firing) before they are 
properly trained." Teams are sometimes given more 
responsibility without the authority to carry it out, for 
example, having the responsibility of disciplining others 
without the matching authority. One mentioned that being 
"pressured into doing tasks I feel uncomfortable with" had 
increased stress. "More responsibility with no pav 
incentive for the extra work involved," was also mentioned. 
Others merely cited that they were doing more work for the 
same pay. 

Problems with teamwork were mentioned. There is a lack 
of involvement, less cooperation and support, and a "lack of 
team spirit" and motivation within the teams. Some members 
"fail to pull their own weight." Others have an "I don't 
care attitude." Teams, one respondent said, "bring out the 
worst in lazy people." Some complained that "problem 
people" are not being removed like management said would be 
done. 

There were comments regarding communication glitches in 
general, and specific comments such as having to "get up in 
front" of groups" and "no longer having a say in the way 
things are run." 
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Many comments were directed toward management: 

Management "changes our minds about things." 
Management changes the decisions teams make. 
Management has not given solid 
direction/leadership in transitioning to 
teams. 

Not established boundaries. 
Not clarified what is a team, 
management, or facilitator 
decision. 

No real changes in the number in management. 
No real role changes: supervisors are called 
facilitators. 
Managers give "default" answers like "let the 
team decide." 
Management needs to "let loose of control." 

Several comments were made about policies and 
procedures: 

"Policies and procedures don't support 
teams." 
Evaluation criteria do not fit the 
multifunctional makeup of (manufacturing and 
engineering) teams. 
There is a tendency to fall back on the old 
supervisor because there is no other method 
of handling performance-related issues. 

Finally, one asked that management be aware of 
"cultural differences." Some "who enjoy working with their 
hands" find it difficult to take on administrative functions 
and paperwork. 
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SITE-M SDWT MEMBERS 

SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE SUPPORT 

What specifically would increase your support of the SDWT 
movement? 

Eighteen percent (18%) of the sample elected not to 
answer the open-ended question asking what specifically 
would increase their support of the SDWT movement. Six 
percent (6%) said they already give their support. 

Teams want less management and more team control of 
teams. They want management to accept team decisions and 
refrain from overruling team decisions. Teams say that 
"managers force issues instead of fostering ideas." 

Specific suggestions include: 

The teams want to restrict the power of cost 
center and upper level managers. 
Teams want facilitators to have no more power 
than any team member. 
Upper management needs to support acquisition 
of new machinery and tools. 

Teams also suggested lines or areas of management 
responsibility: 

"Less upper management (division head or 
above) forced rules or guidelines." 
Teams work with immediate management at 
department level for decisions regarding team 
makeup, operations, measurement criteria. 
Let operating departments or even branches 
customize their team operations. 

Teams want more ownership and control of their team, 
and they appear willing to take on more responsibility and 
accountabilitv for making and following through on 
decisions, scheduling, and disciplining. 

Teams want guidelines on important issues such as what 
teams are required to be, what are the manager/team 
responsibilities, and information on proven practices and 
methods. 
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Respondents want policies that support team successes 
such as measuring and rewarding team, rather than individual 
performance, to increase motivation and accountability. 
Some suggested pay for knowledge would increase 
satisfaction. Some merely wanted more pay, or at least some 
form of recognition, for more work. 

SDWT respondents want to know how to better handle 
nonperformers. people who are resistent, and individuals who 
are not doing their job and for whom the team is 
accountable. They specifically ask for the ability to "kick 
these people off the team," as management said could be done 
when the teaming effort began. 

Feedback was another area cited. Teams want feedback 
on how well they are doing, and also want a performance 
feedback system that would allow teams to be accountable and 
handle personal performance problems with teammates. 

Teams want more and better team communication. and 
especially communication and involvement across shifts. 

Additionally teams want more involvement with and 
support of teams, more consideration, cooperation, and 
support from fellow team members, and more goal-focused 
behaviors. 

Watchouts for Managers include: 

Move carefully on issues regarding team pay. 
Regarding peer evaluation: Remember that 
team members have a limited, not a "big 
picture" perspective. 
It takes time to become a team. 
Give teams enough time to begin using what 
they learn in training. 
Evaluate an individual's preference for group 
work because forcing group involvement is 
futile. 
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SITE-D SDWT MEMBERS 

LIKE JOB MORE 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour nob MORE? 

Fifteen percent (15%) of the 109 respondents to the 
question asking what about the transition to self-directed 
work teams made them like their jobs more left the question 
blank. Fourteen percent (14%) of the respondents said 
"nothing." 

Respondents cited a better understanding of the overall 
aspects of what affects their jobs as a major factor 
contributing to why they like their job more. They 
mentioned not only learning processes on the line, but also 
learning about their customers and what was meant by 
customer satisfaction. Their awareness has been extended to 
what is involved in planning, process and production, and 
contracts, and into what is involved in goals, operations, 
and rework. "You know your job and how to do it better." 

SDWT respondents said they have more responsibility for 
the job from start to finish. They are involved and have 
more to say about the production. They see less need for 
management and see teams taking more responsibility for the 
survival of the organization. Team members feel like they 
work without a "watchful eye," and enj oy being their own 
boss. 

Respondents like the fact that everyone is involved in 
decisions, and that decisions are made by team members 
coming to agreement without a supervisor, and sharing in the 
decision making rather than making decisions individually. 

SDWT members like having input into and control of 
ideas and solving problems, "really fixing the problem," 
scheduling product flow, improving quality and quantity, 
determining overtime, and planning and hiring. 

Teamwork was listed as a positive factor. Respondents 
like the togetherness, equality, trust and respect for 
others which is fostered by teamwork. 

Training was listed as another positive. Cross-
training on others' jobs was touted as was the idea of 
achieving flexibility in other areas. 



361 

Better communication was also cited. Better 
communication includes the exchange of ideas with SDWT 
members, engineers, expressing oneself about both personal 
thoughts and about work. 

Other points listed include: 
Understanding metrics. 
Setting and working towards common goals. 
More challenges. 
I can make a difference. 
Meeting and knowing other people. 
"I have more confidence in myself." 
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SITE-D SDWT MEMBERS 

LIKE JOB LESS 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour job LESS? 

Seventeen percent (17%) of the respondents to the 
question asking what specifically about the transition to 
SDWTs made them like their jobs less left the question 
blank. Five percent (5%) said "nothing." 

The most frequently cited negative factors involved 
interpersonal issues. specifically team members not getting 
along. The prevalent lack of cooperation creates a 
stressful atmosphere. Not getting along involves 
disagreements, conflicts, lack of trust which is increased 
by team members monitoring one another, and dealing with 
difficult team members and different personality traits. 
"There are lots of problems with team members." 

Respondents also cited time constraints caused by extra 
duties, which has the outcome of getting behind on work. 
Teams have "extra duties and are expected to increase 
production in less time." Teams are not compensated for the 
extra work and responsibilities. Teams feel "pressured to 
make product without enough time to finish." "It's hard to 
keep cycle time down when you are always in a meeting or 
preparing for one." "Some don't know how to do other 
responsibilities along with their regular work." One said 
she or he was "trying to learn that other responsibilities 
are now part of my job." 

Many said there were too many meetings, even saying 
there are "more meetings than production." In regards to 
meetings, the off shift respondents want to schedule monthly 
meetings on the off shift, and cited the inflexibility of 
the teams and facilitators in setting meeting times "which 
almost guarantees less third shift support." 

Stress and confusion was frequently cited. According 
to respondents, stress is created by having to take on more 
responsibilities, having to reach consensus, "having to 
learn so many things and keep up with work," "jobs being 
dumped on teams when no one has the experience, knowledge, 
or training to do them," "being made to do something I am 
not comfortable with," and "not having an immediate 
supervisor to combat line problems." 
"We are expected to understand so much." 
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There were numerous negative items associated with 
management: 

"Management is 'brailling' (they're blind) 
their way in areas they don't need to — 
other sites / businesses have already done 
hard work, but they are not taking advantage 
of it." 
"Much of the team structure and tasks are 
dictated by management," resulting many times 
that "teams are not made up of the right kind 
of people and tasks are a waste of time." 

Others commented that the "real authority" was still 
kept by "the previous chain of command." Management is 
still "resistant to letting teams progress." "They give us 
the reins and take them back" by doing such things as 
overriding our decisions. Team leaders were criticized for 
talking against team members. Facilitators "are not 
neutral—they are supervisors." Management still has their 
"chosen leaders," and group leaders have become team 
leaders. "It makes us afraid of retribution." 

Lack of motivation is a concern. Team members do not 
have a team attitude, and are not carrying their load, not 
participating. "People who did little before do less now." 
Some make no effort to learn, and "pull the team down." 
Others "take advantage of the team and put on a good show 
for management." 

A lack of adeguate policies and procedures was 
addressed. There is "a lack of understanding (by all team 
members) of transition plans, and implementation thereof." 
There is a "lack of ground rules, and criteria set by 
management at the onset of team formation." Criteria that 
was put in place is changed. There is short notice of new 
job requirements and responsibilities. There is "selective 
enforcement of policies," and many policies "don't benefit 
everyone on the team." Management Team guidelines are "too 
rigid and have too many extra tasks to be concerned with." 

Other comments include: 

Length of time needed to reach agreement. 
Public speaking and management presentations 
cause uneasiness. 
Training classes that don't seem to help, and 
poor cross-training. 
Teams are not being supported as well by 
support teams as they previously were by 
individuals. 
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"Can't talk about your job and job-related 
problems because no one understands about 
your job." Therefore the "team talks about 
attitudes, write-ups, etc., instead of 
solving problems." 
Poor communication. 
Not goal focused. 
Peer review. 
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SITE-D SDWT MEMBERS 

SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE SUPPORT 

What specifically would increase vour support of the SDWT 
movement? 

Seventeen percent (17%) of the respondents did not 
answer the question which asked what would increase their 
support of the SDWT movement. Seven percent (7%) of 
respondents said "nothing" with a subgroup of those 
responding "nothing" saying that SDWTs were something they 
were "made to do" rather than choosing. Three percent (3%) 
said they "totally supported" the SDWT movement. 

Comments ranged from general to specific issues 
regarding the implementation of SDWTs. Training was 
specifically addressed. Up-front realistic preview training 
before team implementation and before teams are "pushed into 
responsibilities," along with more training on how to work 
together and how to work through disagreements were 
suggested. Other suggestions included a "graded 
progression" through training courses, a follow-up to 
reinforce what was learned in training, and specific 
training to "revive" teams and the teaming philosophy. 
Respondents specifically mentioned that all members needed 
Facilitative Leadership and team responsibilities training 
so they would know what to expect and what would be expected 
of them. More computer training available to everyone on 
Windows and Lotus was recommended, as well as the need for 
Six Sigma training. One suggested individuals need to 
choose what would be most helpful to them. 

Several suggestions were presented for Management: 

Management must not override team decisions. 
Management must begin treating all team 
members as equals. 
Management needs to be more supportive of the 
SDWT movement and of team ideas. 
Ease up on "pressuring us on everything we 
do," and "don't push us too far in a hurry." 
There are too many mistakes. 
Less Management Team inputs and more 
empowerment. 

"We have more of an understanding 
of our area and can solve problems 
faster." 
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Management needs to "guide" teams on their 
roadmaps. 
Management Teams need to correct some of the 
mistakes that have already been made and 
specifically those they are already aware of 
from feedback. 
Management Teams need to cut down on 
"homework" assignments and let teams be more 
empowered and self-directed. 
Eliminate job grades. 
Separate quality control, process, production 
control and assembly into separate teams. 

Numerous suggestions focused on leadership. Teams want 
leadership and a "good team leader." They also want the 
team leader to stop talking about other team members when 
those team members are not there. Some respondents are 
asking for more supervision. Bring back the supervisor, or 
give the team leader or facilitator the authority to make 
decisions was suggested as a possible way of reducing stress 
levels. Have someone on the line to direct the work 
because, "I have never seen so many people do so little 
work." 

Suggestions regarding facilitators and team leaders 
included moving the facilitator to another team (away from 
original team) to allow the facilitator to make the 
transition on a more neutral basis, and changing to a 
"pooled" facilitator who has responsibility for several 
teams with the idea of reducing the facilitator's fear of 
loosing her or his job. Another suggested that the Level 
Certification process could be eliminated because the 
facilitator should be aware of what the team can handle, and 
should get the team help in the areas where it is weak. 
Also, the team leader position could be rotated among status 
meeting team representatives (attendees) to keep team leader 
"from becoming a supervisor." 

Respondents offered other implementation guidelines 
which focus on an orderly transfer of information in setting 
the groundwork for transition. Teams want "a better 
understanding of the requirements of the 'new' system that 
will replace the 'old' management regime," "more 
understanding and assistance from management on implementing 
culture change, breaking management barriers, and on new 
methods of conducting business." Teams want guidelines on 
methods of teaming to alleviate what seems to be "a 
bottleneck" in terms of moving forward. "Having to make a 
lot of our own guidelines when most of the people on the 
teams have never had to go to meetings or work on computers 
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before, and are already bogged down with learning this to 
begin with" seems to be overwhelming. 

Comments include: 
Management and Human Resources set up some 
guidelines before teaming starts in hopes of 
reducing anger and disagreements among team 
members. 
Better roadmap of the process. "I will follow 
leaders who clearly communicate where they 
are going." 
Perhaps "management could set goals then 
allow teams to decide how to organize and 
what tasks need to be performed by whom." 
The ideas then might "follow more natural 
lines and teams and members would be 
comfortable with one another." 
Standardization of policies across teams, 
specifically having one policy regarding 
vacation, code 33. Another said more 
flexibility on code 33 would reduce people 
taking advantage of code 21. 

Asking for fewer meetings continued to be a frequent 
topic. Teams asked for fewer meetings and more work time. 
They want meetings to stay on the agenda. 

Wanting improvements in teamwork, motivation, and 
attitudes continue to be concerns. Team members want to see 
cooperation, involvement, goal-focused behavior, 
truthfulness, commitment of members, "everyone getting 
along, working together, taking initiative," as well as 
people keeping an "open mind" and not initially reacting 
negatively to suggestions and ideas. Team members 
specifically want management to better understand team 
issues and functions. Teams also want to remove people not 
interested in or committed to SDWTs. 

The off shifts want more consideration in scheduling of 
meetings and training, and want monthly meetings off shift. 

Finally, other comments include better raises and more 
pay for more responsibility. 
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OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 

MANAGERS 

OVERALL RESPONSES 

Twenty-eight SDWT Managers consisting of five SDWT 
"managers" from Site-M, and representatives from four 
Management Teams at site-D were asked to complete three 
open-ended questions addressing the SDWT movement. The 
questions asked what about the transition to SDWTs made them 
like their jobs more, less, and what would increase their 
support of the movement. 

LIKE JOB MORE 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour ~iob MORE? 

Twenty-two (79%) out of 28 SDWT managers commented on 
certain factors in the transition to SDWTs that made them 
like their jobs more. Two (7%) indicated "nothing," and 
four (14%) elected not to respond. 

Managers cited personal factors such as "more time for 
new things." and having an "easier job" as teams take on 
more ownership and responsibility. Managers acknowledged 
the positive feelings in the "svnerav of group decision 
process." and the "feeling of involvement and participation 
in the 'big' picture." 

Managers mentioned pleasures derived from assisting 
others "achieve their potential." Other factors included 
the teams' accepting ownership and responsibility, learning 
problem solving and decision making, and learning how to 
"run their own business." 

One indicated the belief that SDWTs "will make TI 
stronger in the long run." 
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MANAGERS 

OVERALL RESPONSES 

LIKE JOB LESS 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour job LESS? 

Twenty-seven (96%) of the managers listed factors in 
the transition to SDWTs that made them like their job less. 
Two of those responded positively by saying, "nothing." One 
manager did not respond. 

Forty-three (43%) cited concerns with slow decision 
making for such reasons as needing to get others' approval 
before decisions can be made. One stated that "decisions 
are the ones everyone will accept, not necessarily the best 
decisions." 

Another group cited the confusion as to who is 
responsible. "There is a lot of confusion about who has 
responsibility for what," and further, "sometimes it is hard 
to locate a point contact for acceptance of responsibility." 
One respondent took the issue of acceptance of 
responsibility a step further by saying that there is "no 
accountability." 

Managers also acknowledged feelings of "not being 
entirely in control." of frustration at having to hold back 
answers when a team is struggling for an answer, and of 
feeling "my iob is less efficient and defined." 

Other factors cited include the following: 

Nonsupport 
Frustrating "dealing with folks not 
supporting teams." 
Old rules and "dinosaur thinking" get in 
the way. 
Conflicts between SDWTs and the old 
cost-centered oriented functional 
organization. 

Training 
Teams can not be trained fast enough to 
keep up with the new responsibilities. 
Lack of training for those empowering 
others to take on their 
responsibilities. 
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Meetings 

Other 

Boring...too administrative and 
organizational for technicians. 
Too caught up in "process" instead of 
worthwhile team accomplishments. 

Empowerment "given" without authority. 
Increased stress levels in the buy-in 
stage. 
No strong leadership. 
Information flow is not directed at 
Management Teams. 
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MANAGERS 

OVERALL RESPONSES 

SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE SUPPORT 

What would increase your support of the SDWT movement? 

Twenty-five (89%) offered opinions regarding what could 
be done to increase their commitment to the SDWT movement. 
Twenty-five percent (25%) of the respondents indicated that 
they already had high support and commitment to the SDWT 
movement. 

Suggestions for management ranked next in frequency and 
include the following: 

Management needs to get barriers out of the way. 

Need a major reorganization to define 
reporting lines within the team, and the 
organization with teams built around business 
processes. 
Need to "reassert the SDWT philosophy 
(similar to the way we have progressed in 
winning the Malcolm Baldridge Award)." 

Upper management needs to give more than "lip service." 

Managers need to incorporate team thinking, to work as 
teams. 

Upper management appears to support teams but has left 
supervisors and lower level management with the 
responsibility of initiating teams. 

Management needs to hold teams accountable. 

There needs to be consistent application of teaming 
principles because inconsistency, like reverting to the 
"old way," negatively impacts morale. 

The need for a new compensation, reward, recognition 
system was mentioned by several respondents. One warned 
that progress on these issues was too slow and teams were 
losing motivation. 

Finally others wanted "to see positive results" and 
"improvements in company profits." 
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SITE-M MANAGERS 

LIKE JOB MORE 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour iob MORE? 

When asked what about the transition to SDWTs made 
these site-M SDWT managers like their job more. 83% of the 
group cited the pleasure they derived from seeing others 
develop. They said they enjoyed "helping others learn more 
and broaden their skills," and "seeing others learn new 
things about business and management." They also enjoy 
seeing people become more "interested and involved in their 
work." 

"People feel good about themselves when they have done 
something new and are successful," and "success breeds 
a very motivated team." 

Others enjoy seeing teams become increasingly more 
empowered to handle responsibility. Empowerment seems to 
lead to "increased self-reliance" for the individual both 
inside and outside the team. 

Another likes being able to let go of some of the tasks 
and having time to work on other issues. 
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SITE-M MANAGERS 

LIKE JOB LESS 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like your nob LESS? 

Managers reported that having to deal with "old" 
thinking, barriers, and rules which get in the way of team 
development, as well as trying to deal with and convert 
those with "dinosaur" mentalities are reasons they like 
their job less. Additionally some managers, they say, are 
still trying to direct/control in areas where it is 
inappropriate. 

Another mentioned that teams were not holding 
themselves accountable and management is not requiring them 
to be. Another said having to consult with more people 
before making changes or decisions makes them like their job 
less. Finally, one said "nothing." 
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SITE-M MANAGERS 

SUGGESTIONS FOR INCREASING SUPPORT 

What would increase vour support of the SDWT movement? 

Suggestions from site-M SDWT managers regarding ways to 
increase their support of the SDWT movement included the 
following: 

Remove management barriers. 

Come up with a new compensation system with 
timely rewards and recognition because teams 
are loosing motivation. 

Everyone needs to learn the true meaning of 
empowerment and implement it. Allow teams to 
become more autonomous. 

Improve communication between teams and 
management. 

Goal setting with management and teams 
working together. 

Mandatory JIT training to match phases of 
team development. 

Upper management needs to demonstrate team 
thinking and acting. 
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SITE-D MANAGEMENT TEAMS 

LIKE JOB MORE 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour jobs MORE? 

Thirteen percent (13%) of the 23 site-D Management Team 
respondents left blank the question asking what about the 
SDWT movement made them like their jobs more. 

Management teams enjoyed seeing SDWT members take on 
more responsibility and increase their involvement and 
participation. They like seeing teams doing things once 
considered out of their realm of responsibility, having 
ownership of the processes that they execute, and solving 
problems that would never have even been identified in the 
"old" way of operating. Others commented on liking helping 
others achieve their potential. 

Respondents stated that their jobs were easier now that 
teams have taken over more responsibilities. One commented 
on having more "time for new things." 

Others like feeling more involved in the business of 
the company, and feeling "more a part of it all." Another 
liked working with teams to achieve common goals. 

Finally, one commented on liking the job more because 
of the "belief that SDWTs and empowerment will make TI 
stronger in the long run when teams take more ownership...We 
should see significant improvement in customer satisfaction 
and profit." 
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SITE-D MANAGEMENT TEAMS 

LIKE JOB LESS 

What specifically about the transition to SDWTs makes vou 
like vour jobs LESS? 

Many comments centered around the general theme of the 
increased amount of time needed to get things done. Some 
cited that decisions take longer because of having to get 
others' approval before taking action or making a decision. 
Another expanded on the idea of team decisions and said that 
"team decisions are ones that everyone can accept, not 
necessarily the best decisions." 

Management Team members acknowledge that their job is 
changing, "they are not entirely in control," and that they 
are "less efficient1' at a job that is "not as well defined." 
Also it is difficult for them to "hold back" when a team is 
struggling to find an answer. 

Training was addressed. Teams "can't be trained fast 
enough to keep up with their hunger for more 
responsibility," and there is a need for more up-front 
training. One commented on a lack of training for those 
empowering others to take over their duties. 

Confusion over who has responsibility for what was 
cited as a negative factor. At times "it's hard to locate a 
point contact for acceptance of responsibility." 

Frustration with nonperformers of the SDWT movement was 
cited as another negative factor. The meeting procedures 
put too much emphasis on "process" and not enough emphasis 
on "worthwhile accomplishments." Also meetings tend to be 
too administrative for technicians. 

Respondents also cited increased levels of stress in 
the buv-in stages, and the "hectic" atmosphere as other 
reasons for liking their job less. 

Others factors cited: 
No accountability. 
People-getting-along problems. 
Conflicts between the team organization and 
the old cost-centered functional 
organization. 
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Information not directed to Management Teams. 
Differences of opinions between teams and 
Management Teams regarding team 
implementation strategies and ideas. 
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SITE-D MANAGEMENT TEAMS 

SUGGESTIONS FOR INCREASING SUPPORT 

What specifically would increase your support of the SDWT 
movement? 

Thirteen percent (13%) did not respond to the question 
asking Management Teams what would increase their support of 
the SDWT movement. Thirty percent (30%) of respondents 
stated they were "fully committed." 

Regarding policies and procedures, respondents called 
for consistent application of teaming principles to 
alleviate "reverting back to the 'old' way," which 
negatively affects morale. Management needs to hold teams 
accountable and to clarify "responsibilities and 
interrelationships of various teams." There needs to be 
"more focus on goals and worthwhile accomplishments," rather 
than on "process and procedure." 

Measuring team performance by "teaming skills/results," 
was suggested, as well as having monetary rewards for "team 
performance versus team accomplishments," and for 
"percentage of profit versus budget." 

Respondents want management to take a more active role 
in the teaming movement. They want "more than just 'lip 
service' from upper management," fewer upper management "go 
do's" so they can have more time to properly support the 
teams. One commented that although it appears upper 
management supports the movement, it has been "left up to 
the supervisor to initiate it." 

Others want to see positive results such as "improved 
profits tied to work teams," and seeing teams progress, 
"taking ownership and trying to be the best," being "caught 
up in the teaming concept." 
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