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The purpose of this study was to determine whether the

teams that received interpersonal training would function

more effectively as a team than the teams that did not

receive training. Individuals from a large division of a

major defense contractor in the southern part of the United

States served as subjects.

Data were collected using the Team Effectiveness

Profile designed to measure team effectiveness. This survey

measures the overall score as well as five sub-scores.

It was hypothesized that the teams that received

training would function more effectively than the teams that

did not receive training. The hypotheses were not

supported. Results were explained, among other things, by

the internal and external changes that hampered the

transition towards self-managed work teams.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Why should companies in the United States change? Many

companies are finding that they have to change to keep up in

a rapidly changing world. The United States has lost its

place as the pre-eminent economic power in this constantly

changing world (Cheney, 1990). The U.S. has watched Japan

and other countries take over a large share of world market

place. As the traditional mainstays of American businesses

have collapsed, companies have begun searching for ways to

become more competitive, stay alive, and revitalize

themselves to compete in this ever-changing global

marketplace (Musselwhite & Moran, 1990). Peters (1987)

states that worker involvement must become a national

priority if companies are to develop the competitive

strengths necessary to improve and maintain our national

economic well-being.

The current competitive marketplace requires

organizations that have flexibility and speed. Companies

must restructure themselves from their current condition to

develop the ability to quickly adapt to meet customer needs.

Companies have traditionally been structured to compete in a

stable marketplace. Fisher (1993) notes that the key to
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success in this constantly changing environment is to tap

into the vast, underutilized resource of knowledge within

our work forces. U.S. companies must re-enter the race by

creating a highly productive, involved work force. Peters

(1987) states that the key to rebuilding the U.S. as the

economic superpower is self-managed teams. Self-managed

work teams must become the basic organizational building

block if we are to once again become a pre-eminent economic

power.

The purpose of this paper is to explore the need for

fundamental changes in the way companies are organized,

structured, and managed. Through a restructuring process,

the author suggests that the most effective response to

survival is self-managed work teams. The process of a

company's evolution toward self-management ordinarily takes

at least 3-5 years. This study examines interpersonal

training as a key element in creating effective self-

managing work teams.

Changing Environments

A continuously changing environment is here to stay.

The business world is marked by fierce global competition,

technological advances, and increasing customer demands. As

we enter the mid-1990's, companies are immersed in a

constantly changing world, where stability, certainty, and

predictability are things of the past. Organizations must
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continually renew, reinvent, and reinvigorate themselves in

order to survive.

The methods that allowed the United States to become a

pre-dominant world superpower may now create one of its

largest pitfalls. Fisher (1993) notes that "the classic

hierarchical work cultures, which functioned efficiently

through the 60's and 70's, have often become uncompetitive

in the 1980's and 1990's, in the wake of increasing global

competition which was quicker, more flexible, and more

innovative" (p. 11). The old organization was built on

management control, but the world has changed. The world is

now moving at such a rapid pace that the control that once

ensured bottom line success has now become a limitation

(Tichy & Sherman, 1993).

Organizations are discovering that the old systems and

cultures that once made them successful are now becoming

their own worst enemies. Companies are now organized in

such a way that they lack the ability to be effective in a

rapidly changing work environment. Stepp (1987), former

undersecretary of the U.S. Department of Labor, says this

about traditional organizations:

There are too many rigidities that have slowed us down

and hampered our effectiveness. We see top-down

decision making. We see overly prescribed tasks and

narrow job definitions.. .Our industrial relations

system is hampered by too many restrictions; too many
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inhibiting work practices, work rules, and personnel

policies.

Historical Perspective

Many companies in the United Sates are organized and

managed on principles developed by Frederick Taylor in the

early 1900's (Braverman, 1974). Frederick Taylor is called

the Father of Scientific Management. He had a new way of

structuring and organizing companies to make them more

efficient. Taylor (1911) believed that every single act of

every worker can be reduced to a science. He also believed

that people should be fit into their job and that people

should work individually so as not to be distracted. To

Taylor, organizational adaptation to external changes--such

as dramatic changes in customer needs, new competitive

pressures, sudden trade restrictions--was clearly a

secondary and minor consideration (Belgard, Fisher, &

Rayner, 1989).

Taylor provided a majority of the detail for managing

manufacturing organizations in the United States. Companies

believed that authority and decision making were supposed to

rest at the top, while the lower-level participants were

asked to focus not on thinking but on doing. Thinking,

coordinating, and controlling were to be left to management.

This approach to designing work ultimately resulted in the

assembly line and its tremendous productivity gains.
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Taylor's scientific management led to increased worker

productivity and improved financial success for the company.

Taylor (1911) began experimenting with job design at

the turn of the century. He believed that dividing

production work into small subparts and delegating a simple

repetitive task to an individual would result in greater

productivity. This led to a competitive advantage for the

United States, as it allowed organizations to obtain a high

level of productivity while utilizing unskilled, low-wage

employees.

In many respects, the assembly line and the concepts of

Frederick Taylor were ready-made for an American force that

was made up of poorly educated immigrants who, in many

cases, did not speak English. In addition, his concepts

were well suited for huge mass production lines. This

approach flourished in an environment where the market was

stable, tasks were relatively simple, all customers had the

same needs, quality was not critical, and little foreign

competition existed.

For decades after Taylor's original work, the United

States dominated worldwide thinking about how organizations

should be managed. Many American firms, such as General

Motors, were seen as models of effective management. A fear

existed in the European countries that American

organizations would continue to dominate because of their

managerial skills and structures (Lawler, 1992).
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Many companies in the United States found themselves in

very favorable positions for several decades after the end

of World War II (Dertouzos, Lester, & Solow, 1989). The

U.S. was considered one of the wealthier countries in the

world, with a domestic market that was rapidly growing.

American companies were assisted in their development and

growth by the educational level of their employees. Many

companies were receiving access to a well-educated work

force (Lawler, 1992). Additionally, the United States was

building a solid infrastructure. Companies were able to

communicate more effectively through advanced technology in

telephone and electronic communication systems.

There was also little competition from other countries,

as many of the Asian and European countries were struggling

after World War II. These countries had little

manufacturing ability, and much of their trained and skilled

work force had been killed in the wars. The U.S.

subsequently faced several decades with little competition

from foreign countries (Lawler, 1992). Many companies in

the United States were highly successful in manufacturing

products for the domestic market. The only chance for

foreign competition to break through was through placing an

emphasis on building top quality products and services.

The Need for Change

Taylor's approach was very successful during dormant

times. However, as the economy developed global dimensions,
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companies began to realize that Taylorism was not as

effective in an environment marked by instability,

unpredictability, and little growth. Companies began to

recognize that technology alone is not enough to remain

competitive, and that our employees' contribution must be

greater than a narrowly defined set of repetitive tasks.

Our work structure has developed far beyond the high volume

assembly line mentality that made Taylor's scientific

management principles appropriate.

The U.S.'s past success in a different environment has

now led them to significant struggles in the 1970's and

1980's. Drucker (1987) states that flexibility, speed, and

quality are the keys to success in today's current market.

As companies suffer tremendous losses in the marketplace,

they are finding numerous business reasons to change the way

their organizations are managed. Some of the key reasons

for companies to search for alternative methods include

increasing global marketshare, advancing technology, meeting

growing customer demands, improving innovation and

creativity, rapidly increasing the flow of information and

knowledge, and adapting to a changing work force.

In 1967, only eight percent of U.S. industries faced

foreign competition (The Quality Journal, 1993). In the

1950's and 1960's, the U.S. had a 90% share of the world

market in television sets and an 80% share of the world

market in automobiles. In addition, the educational testing
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scores of the U.S. students were the highest in the world.

However, by the 1980's, the U.S. had the lowest productivity

growth of any industrialized country; 50% that of Germany,

33% that of France, and 25% that of Japan. The U.S. market

share in television production fell to 30%, the U.S.

marketshare in automobiles fell below 30%, and U.S. students

consistently scored in the bottom third internationally by

comparison (The Quality Journey, 1993). The marketshare

will continue to get tougher as more and more countries are

able to produce quality products and respond quickly to

customers needs.

Technology is changing at such a dramatic pace that few

companies in any industry have been able to keep up. Eighty

percent of our technological inventions have occurred over

the past twenty years, and it is predicted that more changes

will occur from 1985 to 2000 than in the preceding 85 years

(Pritchett, 1993).

In the past, economies in the U.S. were based on

standardized mass production. However, stable technologies

no longer exist today. As technology continues to advance

at tremendous rates, many theorists believe that work will

be replaced by robots, automated equipment, and a few

unskilled workers (Fisher, 1993). This is not the case. In

fact, advanced technology increases the need for a more

skilled worker. The worker needs to have the knowledge to

make decisions, solve problems, and deal with a variety of
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issues. Weisbord (1991) has found that, with the rapid

technological changes that are occurring, the old fashioned

problem-solving methodology no longer works. Managers

cannot attempt to solve all of the problems and provide all

of the solutions to their employees. To keep up with

changing technology and increasing customer needs, products

and services must continually improve and companies must

begin using their most underutilized resource--their people.

Research indicates that American manufacturers have

become less innovative and creative than European or

Japanese manufacturers (Turner, 1993). Japan is producing

more new products than the U.S., and Japan's percentage of

revenues generated from new products versus existing

products is 44% compared to 28% in the United States

(Turner, 1993). Companies must strive to improve on their

current products and continually conduct research and

development activities in an effort to generate new

products.

Organizations are currently being bombarded by higher

customer demands than in the past. Customers in today's

market want products/services that meet strict

criteria--high quality at a reasonable price. The rapid

rise in the number of women in the work force and two-wage

earner families leads to new needs, such as convenient goods

and services (Peters, 1987). Fisher (1993) notes that

companies today are unable to meet those demands, because
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they are hampered by layers of organizational hierarchy,

restrictive job duties, and very traditional ways of

managing. Customer requirements today change so quickly

that organizations need the intelligent contribution of all

their employees just to keep up with the competition.

Another challenge companies are facing is the rapidly

increasing level of information and knowledge in industry.

The creation of computer systems has allowed for information

to be available instantaneously. Information is said to

double every five years (Pritchett, 1993).

Over the last thirty years, there have been major

changes not only in the marketplace, technology, and

information, but also in the work force. The attitudes of

the work force have become more demanding as organizations

are dealing with a better educated group of employees

(Hackman & Oldham, 1980). The baby boom generation came to

maturity during a period of unparalleled prosperity and

social turmoil. As a result, this group brings far

different expectations to the job than the generation who

grew up during the depression. Employees will not tolerate

being seen but not heard. Workers want more responsibility,

authority, skills and training, decision making power,

information, and rewards (Harper & Harper, 1992).
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Participative Approaches

The need to empower the work force is not a new

phenomenon to the 1990's. Bobbitt (1993) describes the

historical impetus for empowerment that was triggered by

World War II. Managers supervised employees through

autocratic methods that were driven by the power of fear,

similar to the way that the military was structured. In the

1960's through the 1980's, many theorists, managers, and

researchers began using different approaches to move away

from the traditional style of managing. They believed it

was unlikely that any dramatic improvements in employee

morale or productivity would result from the use of

traditional approaches. Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly

(1991) recall a powerful statement by Murrow that displayed

his strong belief about the power of employee involvement

programs:

The results provided convincing evidence that open

communication, greater self-direction, and broadly

based participative approaches were a considerably more

practical and profitable way to use human talent than

the traditional approach, in which management decides

what employees should do and then orders them to do

it...Productivity is high, costs are competitive, and

the employees are gratifyingly satisfied. (p. 128)

Participative approaches came from a major paradigm

shift in managers' beliefs about their employees. The
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traditional philosophy, often associated with Taylorism, is

Theory X, which supports the autocratic approach to managing

people through control (Hellriegel, Slocum, & Woodman,

1989). This is in direct opposition to Theory Y, which was

created by Douglas McGregor.

Theory Y is a humanistic and supportive approach to

managing people, and is based upon a fundamental belief that

people have a tremendous amount to offer (McGregor, 1960).

McGregor and others believed that the traditional style of

managing had debilitating consequences. Giving people

simplified, standardized jobs was found to have a negative

impact on productivity, efficiency, morale, and motivation

(Lawler, 1992). Beginning with this fundamental belief,

employee involvement programs began to flourish; companies

began to believe that employees could significantly add to

the overall effectiveness of the organization.

Some of the different types of participative methods

that have been tried in the last thirty years include

quality circles, employee survey feedback, and job

enrichment. A review of some of these approaches will

demonstrate that a need still exists for a more dramatic

approach like self-managed work teams.

Quality Circles

Quality circles began to be utilized in the United

States in the 1930's with problem solving groups. They

became popular in the 1970's after their widespread use in
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Japan. Much of Japan's success with quality circles was due

to the work of Joseph Juran and W. Edward Deming. Juran

focused on the advantages of using groups to solve problems,

while Deming emphasized statistical quality control (Cole,

1979).

Quality circles involve workers meeting on a regular

basis to solve problems. The goal of this process is to

improve the quality of products, increase productivity, and

reduce costs. Quality circles, which are ordinarily

dictated by members of upper management, encourage employees

to make recommendations and offer solutions to problems.

Using the information obtained in the quality circles, the

managers then decide what steps to implement.

Lawler (1986) feels that the American experience with

quality circles establishes several things:

Employees want to participate in problem solving to

improve quality and productivity. Secondly, in many

cases employees can come up with ideas that are

potential cost savers. Finally, quality circle

programs tend to eventually self-destruct; they are

usually not a viable long-term participative approach

for organizations. (p. 63)

Quality circles have provided some definite gains for

organizations, such as improving the upward flow of

information, providing employees with basic problem solving

skills, and generating cost saving suggestions. However,
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because quality circles represent a parallel, separate

structure to the traditional hierarchy, they will continue

to have numerous problems with employees becoming frustrated

with their relative inability to affect decisions. This

involvement approach alone will therefore not enable an

organization to meet current demands necessary for survival.

Yet, it is still an effective starting point for companies

as they begin the road toward more intense employee

involvement programs.

Employee Survey Feedback

Organizations began using attitude surveys prior to

World War II, and they became more prominent in the U.S. in

1950's. These surveys were initially used for opinion

polling. Companies such as General Motors, Sears, AT&T, and

IBM used these instruments to provide management with

information about how people in the organization felt about

policies and practices and, in general, how satisfied they

were with the jobs (Lawler, 1986). By the 1970's and

1980's, almost half of all organizations were using surveys

for polling, while only a small percentage were using them

for participative management purposes. Many companies used

the surveys as a temperature gauge to assess the general

feeling of the people in the organization.

To gain the true benefits of using surveys, the

information gathered from the surveys must be fed back to

the employees. After the survey is administered, the
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information is fed back to large functional groups in one

session.

The use of survey feedback can be utilized in

companies' efforts to build employee involvement. The

greatest benefit may be in the area of suggested

improvements for work methods and procedures. The upward

flow of communication from the feedback creates an

opportunity for employees to have their ideas and

suggestions heard. The group setting allows employees to

talk as a group about problems and share possible solutions.

While a survey feedback instrument can have a positive

impact, the true effect on employee satisfaction and

organizational effectiveness is usually minimal (Nadler,

1977). Survey feedback, like quality circles, does not

represent a major change in the power structure of an

organization. The power of making changes and implementing

new ideas lies solely with the manager of the particular

work group. As is the case with quality circles, this

manager may choose to do nothing except feed the data back

to employees. If this occurs, the impact can often be

extremely negative as employees now have raised expectations

about possible changes in the organization (Lawler, 1986).

Job Enrichment

Argyris (1957) believed that designing specialized,

standardized, and simplified work leads to jobs that are

boring and repetitive. This creates an atmosphere where
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employees are dissatisfied, less productive, and less

concerned with quality. Programs for enriching jobs became

popular in 1970's and 1980's. Hackman and Oldham (1980)

stated that job enrichment gives individuals a whole piece

of work to accomplish and holds them accountable for duties

surrounding that task.

Herzberg (1966) describes job enrichment as making an

employee responsible for more than just a single task. The

two types of enrichment are vertical and horizontal (Lawler,

1986). Vertical enrichment refers to giving employees

responsibility for tasks that require decision making.

Horizontal enrichment refers to expanding employees' roles.

For example, employees on an assembly line would be

responsible for additional steps. Hackman and Lawler (1971)

believe that for job enrichment to be effective, both

vertical and horizontal enrichment must be included.

Job enrichment programs affect knowledge, information,

and power at the lower levels in an organization. Employees

are able to make more decisions, better understand how tasks

are accomplished, and obtain access to more information.

Many companies, such as Ford and AT&T, have found success

with job enrichment programs. Some of the benefits include

an improvement in work methods, better decision making from

an increase in knowledge and information, a decrease in

absenteeism, and better quality products (Kopelman, 1985;

Locke, 1980).
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Lawler (1986) notes that many job enrichment programs

do not involve changing multiple systems within the

organization. The programs focus on altering a job, and not

on management systems and operational issues.

Like quality circles, job enrichment deals with a

relatively small percentage of people in the organization

and with just one aspect of the organization. However, it

does begin to make a fundamental change in the way work is

completed within the organization. Yet, just like with

quality circles, if nothing is done to change the other

systems in an organization, job enrichment is limited in its

effectiveness. In order for the programs to be lasting,

other systems must be changed to reinforce the authority and

decision making power given to employees.

Many studies show that employee involvement and

participatory management programs have a positive impact on

a company's performance (Denison, 1984; Guzzo, Jette, &

Katzell, 1985; Miller & Monge, 1986; O'Dell & McAdams,

1987). Freund and Epstein (1984) estimate that 14% of all

companies with over 100 employees have some form of major

human resources program. In companies with more than 500

employees, their survey found that 15% have a job design

(enrichment) program and 14% have quality circles. While

this indicates that many organizations have begun to

implement some type of employee involvement program, there

has not been a widespread application of any approach.
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American corporations are desperately searching for

ways to maximize the performance and efficiency of their

entire work force (Fisher, 1991). Companies know that in

order to be competitive in today's environment, they must

re-enter the race with a highly productive and motivated

work force. Easton (1990) believes that companies must

become significantly more people-oriented and managers must

begin to understand the needs of their employees.

Companies must alter their work systems in an effort to

develop a process of working more intelligently. This means

tapping into the potential of every employee in the work

force and using the synergy that creates a powerful

organization. The most current and successful approach used

to respond to a tough and ever changing marketplace is self-

managed work teams.

Self-Managed Work Teams

Self-managed work teams are different from the other

described participative approaches in several ways. The

first deals with the amount of decision making authority

given to employees. With self-managed work teams, the teams

make a variety of decisions relating to work methods and

procedures, quality, compensation, and employee selection.

Self-managed teams also force organizations to analyze their

management systems and structures rather than simply

focusing on the work of the employees. Without this

alignment of management systems, self-managed work teams
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will fail in their effort to significantly impact the

organization.

Easton (1990) states that self-managed work teams focus

on satisfying customer requirements for quality, cost,

scheduling, and provision of service with minimum

organizational supervision. Commitment, ownership, and a

thorough understanding of the existing business provides the

necessary motivation for the teams to strive toward

excellence in all areas of performance. With this approach,

self-managed teams become the answer for survival.

More and more organizations are looking into self-

managed work teams to flatten their management structures,

streamline their work forces, become more competitive, get

employees involved in quality initiatives, and ultimately to

survive (Moran & Musselwhite, 1991). Self-managed work

teams differ from the other types of involvement methods in

many ways. The key differences lie in the transfer of power

from management to the employees and self-control or

empowerment (Cummings, 1978). Moran and Musselwhite (1991)

declared that of all the efforts to increase productivity

and improve quality in the work place during the last few

decades, none have held more promise than self-managed work

teams. This concept involves highly trained teams of

employees who are fully responsible for the completion of a

product or service.
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Bobbitt (1993) states that there is no stronger force

currently at play than the transition of the work place

power to the new and emerging work force. The competitive

gains from this empowerment will provide the basis for the

resurgence of America as the pre-eminent manufacturing power

in the world. This occurs because the work is redesigned to

place the decision-making authority in the hands of those

who are able to understand and act upon it (Cohen, 1991).

Bobbitt (1993) believes that the key to the transfer of

power lies in defining the different responsibilities

between management and the teams. Management will retain

the power over what happens, and teams will be given the

power to determine how things will occur. Self-managed work

teams empower employees to be responsible for how the work

is completed. This approach differs dramatically from that

of work groups. Work groups are organized around job

functions. Employees focus on performing specified tasks

and follow the classic chain of command. Daily operational

decisions are referred to and acted upon by upper

management. Self-managed work teams are organized around

complete outputs. The teams are accountable for producing

specified end results and have flat, informal structures.

The teams are responsible for daily operational decisions.

Bobbitt (1992) believes that by empowering the employees

with the variables of work process management, providing

them with clear goals and work objectives, and providing
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resources, the company can expect high productivity,

outstanding quality, and positive morale.

Self-managed work teams began in Europe, with the early

accounts at a British coal mine (Trist & Bamforth, 1951).

Research was performed on the coal miners, who had created

their own team. The research indicated that productivity

and motivation was much higher than in the traditional

settings. Work teams gave employees responsibility for a

large portion of their work place and allowed them to make a

number of decisions about how and when work would be

accomplished.

Self-managed work teams did not begin in the United

States until the 1960's. Companies such as General

Electric, Procter & Gamble, and General Foods first began

experimenting with the concept of teams. In the last ten to

fifteen years, many more corporations have followed suit.

One of the main reasons that self-managed work teams have

become increasingly popular is the realization that

organizations need to restructure to survive, and that self-

managed teams have been providing more consistent results

than other participative methods (Fisher, 1993).

Moran and Musselwhite (1991) stated that self-managed

work teams during the past decades have moved closer to an

acceptable strategy, because many large corporations have

been hit by global competition and have recognized that

their rigid organizational structures were dragging them
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down with bureaucracy, inflexibility, and the inability to

innovate their employees. For companies to improve their

quality and become more productive, they need to a find a

way to create work units which are smaller, more committed,

and more responsive in an ever-changing marketplace.

Self-managed work teams also have continued to utilize

the idea of worker involvement to its fullest extent.

Organizations have come to realize that only through worker

involvement will they impact quality or productivity.

Workers want more involvement in their jobs. Moran and

Musselwhite (1991) quoted a self-managed work team employee

as saying "before we had work teams I only read the sports

section. Now I read the front page, too, because what

happens around the world affects the company - and that

affects my job" (p.5).

Definition of Self-Managed Work Teams

Musselwhite and Moran (1990) define a self-managed work

team as a group of employees, ranging from 8 to 15 members,

who are fully responsible for a well defined segment of

work. Team members take on many of the planning and

coordinating responsibilities of management. Metlay and

Kaplan (1992) identify 14 key duties as follows:

maintaining safety and housekeeping, assigning daily tasks

to work team members, working with internal customers and

suppliers, working with external customers and suppliers,

addressing quality concerns, and having the authority to
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stop production lines, perform routine equipment

maintenance, handle vacation scheduling, implement process

improvements, set production/team goals, conduct performance

appraisals, handle performance issues, address compensation

issues, and manage cost budgets. The team members have an

increased set of responsibilities in their role as a self-

managed team.

Results Achieved with Self-Managed Work Teams

Goodman, Devadas, and Hughson (1988) reviewed the

literature on the overall effectiveness associated with

self-managed work teams. Some of the studies included the

Topeka pet foods plant (Walton, 1972), the Ruston Mine

(Goodman, 1979), and a confectionery plant (Wall, Kemp,

Jackson, & Clegg, 1986). Overall, they concluded that self-

managed work teams do have an impact on overall

productivity, even though some of those gains were modest.

A meta-analysis by Beekun (1979) found that self-

managed work teams modestly improved productivity and

impacted a decrease in turnover rates and absenteeism.

However, some large companies have reported significant

productivity gains with self-managed work teams.

Musselwhite and Moran (1990) list some of the following

success stories with self-managed work teams: Xerox

Corporation showed 30 percent higher productivity at its

team-based plants, Procter & Gamble showed 30 to 40 percent

higher productivity at its team-based plants, Tektronix,
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Inc. reduced cycle time from 14 days to 3 days, General

Motors reported 20 to 40 percent higher productivity at its

team-based plants, and the Aid Association for Lutherans

raised productivity by 20 percent and cut process time by 75

percent.

Fisher (1993) states that a study by Cotter found the

following results with self-managed work teams as compared

to their traditional organizations " Ninety-three percent

reported improved productivity, eighty-six percent reported

decreased operating costs, eighty-six percent reported

improved quality and seventy percent reported better

employee attitudes" (p.22). Overall, Fisher (1993) states

that unlike many other employee involvement approaches that

promised great results but failed to deliver, self-managed

work teams have improved many key operational measures by

thirty to fifty percent.

There has not been a decisive decision on whether or

not self-managed work teams are the answer for every

organization. Much of current literature explores how

companies utilizing self-managed work teams have achieved

success and discovered what the obstacles are to avoid.

What most companies have found is that while the promise of

increased productivity, better quality, and reduced turnover

and absenteeism is inviting, it is a long, hard road to

achievement of success in those areas.
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A study by Wellins et al., (1990) found that of those

surveyed, the biggest barrier to implementing self-managed

work teams was insufficient training. Other barriers

included incompatible organizational systems (compensation,

etc.), first-line supervisors' resistance, failure to plan,

and lack of management and union support.

Training Required with Self-Managed Work Teams

Wingfield (1992) stated that training is a key success

factor in implementing self-managed work teams. Many

organizations struggle with two central issues during

implementation of teams: what types of training are needed

to move from a traditional environment to a team

environment, and when the training should be conducted.

There is significant training required for both the leaders

and the team members. This paper focuses on the types of

training required by team members, specifically

interpersonal training.

Types of Training

Organizations have realized that the traditional

"individual" roles are not sufficient in the self-managed

work team environment. The types of skills that employees

will need utilize to be successful team members are

different from their current skills. Orsburn, Moran,

Musselwhite, and Zenger (1990) stated that there are three

types of skills training necessary for team members as they

transition to self-managed work teams: technical,
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administrative, and interpersonal. In addition, employees

will also need training to help them cope with numerous

changes. Moran and Musselwhite (1989) describe the

environment during the implementation process as:

Everything is chaotic. In fact, in many ways things

seem even worse than before. There is anxiety

concerning job security, and confusion over roles and

responsibilities. Work team members struggle to

communicate clearly with each other, and with

departments that their supervisors used to deal with.

(p.14)

Defining the necessary skills and providing this type of

training to organizations is vital to the successful

implementation of self-managed work teams.

Technical training enables all team members to

understand the whole process. A complete understanding by

each employee is accomplished when all members can perform

all the tasks in the process. Additionally, team members

need to understand all the tasks involved in the process so

they can hold each other accountable (Yeatts, 1992). This

type of training is essential because it holds the key to

the effectiveness of self-managed work teams--decisions are

being made by the employees who actually do the work.

Team members will be responsible for a variety of the

administrative tasks that were formerly conducted by the

supervisor. Some of the skills they will need to learn over
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a period of time include record keeping, scheduling,

materials purchasing, reporting, selection, and evaluation.

Team members will need as much interpersonal training

as technical training. Team members will be interacting

much more than in their traditional roles. In order to

interact effectively, they must be able to communicate with

each other, as well as with other key members within the

organization. Orsburn et al. (1990), concluded that team

members must learn to collaborate in order to obtain the

right information, send the information, and use the

information to increase productivity.

Teams need to have a clearly defined mission and goals.

A clearly defined purpose that is compatible with an

organization's strategic plan is necessary for effective

teams to exist (Donovan, 1988; Eden, 1985; Hughes,

Rosenbach, & Clover, 1983; Sundstrom, Demuse, & Futrell,

1990). Without a clear understanding of why the team

exists, the team members will often flounder in

accomplishing their goals and may eventually wish to disband

the team concept. Shonk (1982) described group

effectiveness as how clearly members understand their goals.

Group roles are the behaviors team members exhibit

within the team. Larson and LaFasto (1989) state that a key

ingredient in building successful teams is clear role

definition and accountability by all team members. Team

members need to understand their roles in problem solving
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and decision making sessions. Groups without this clear

understanding might suffer from process problems (Hackman,

1990). The effects of relationships between role conflict

and role ambiguity, and worker attitudes and behavior, have

been studied extensively (Greene & Organ, 1973; Johnson &

Graen, 1973; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964;

Lyons, 1971; Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970; Tosi, 1971).

These studies have found that the effect of role conflict

and role ambiguity have a large impact on turnover,

commitment, job involvement, and work performance. Johnson

and Stinson (1975) found that there is evidence that role

ambiguity and role conflict are often associated with lower

job satisfaction, as well as high levels of tension. Dyer

(1987) believes that without a clear definition, team

members are confused about other team members'

responsibilities and others' expectations for them.

Team members will need to have clear understanding of

their roles within the team. Varney (1989) states that

defining roles within a team is one of their largest

challenges. Without this role clarity, the teams may not

function as effectively in performing their tasks.

Teams must use their systems and processes to help

conduct their business. Some of the systems and processes

include how well team members use participation and

collaboration techniques in meetings, problem solving

sessions, and decision making sessions. Additionally, the
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way a group manages conflict between team members is

critical. Blake, Mouton, and Allen (1987) believe that

participation and collaboration involve using the full

resources of the team. Participation in the group process

and development of a collaborative approach are at the heart

of an effective team.

Teams will have numerous meetings and problem solving

sessions. Meetings are used by team members as a vehicle

for planning and implementing work (Glaser, 1989). Team

members need to be trained on how to effectively run

meetings and what the roles of the team members are in those

meetings. Without these skills, meetings may become

detrimental for team members.

Group problem solving techniques are something that all

members will need. In traditional organizations, a majority

of the problem solving was left to managers. Varney (1989)

offers a model that begins with defining the problems and

ends with continuous follow-up on action items to ensure

that the solution to the problem is implemented. Moore

(1987) also recommends training team members in nominal

group technique, idea writing, force field analysis, and the

delphi technique.

As team members learn to interact with each other, they

must constructively manage conflicts. Varney (1989) states

that one of the most common problems within groups is

unmanaged conflict between team members. Team members must
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view conflict as a vehicle aiding in group development, and

must learn specific techniques to resolve conflicts.

Finally, team members need to learn how to provide

constructive feedback to each other. Hanson (1981) stated

that " the process of giving, asking for, and receiving

feedback is probably the most important dimension in

training" (p. 45). Team members must be trained to provide

feedback that addresses issues rather than the person. A

healthy team environment is one in which communication is

open and opportunities exist for giving and receiving

feedback aimed at the development of trust within the group.

When to Train Team Members

Successful implementation of self-managed teams

requires training of the teams throughout the development

stages. Orsburn et al. (1990) believe that team member

training should begin during the start-up stage. Weisbord

(1987) states that when the roles for team members are

redesigned, it takes time to incorporate these revised tasks

into the current team. Team members should be trained on a

few critical items so they are not overloaded with too much

training. Team members will not need all of their skills at

once. Weisbord (1987) recommends that the tasks be phased

in over time, as teams gradually take on new

responsibilities and supervisors assist with the training.
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Training Required at Each Stage

Orsburn et al. (1990) lists five basic stages of

building self-managed teams, and the training required at

each stage:

Stage 1--Start-up. In this stage, no work redesign has

occurred. The organization does a readiness assessment of

its ability to move to work teams, and ensures upper

management commitment. At this stage, the organization

begins to communicate the plan to employees.

Training for team members involves developing an

awareness of what constitutes a self-managed team. The

training also focuses on the members developing basic

interpersonal skills such as giving and receiving feedback,

performing simple administrative tasks, and listening to a

technical overview of all team tasks.

Stage 2--State of confusion. In this stage, work

redesign has begun. There is confusion over new roles and

responsibilities, and team members are beginning to take on

a few of the tasks reserved for supervisors.

Training for team members focuses on learning how to

work together in areas such as communicating expectations,

taking on new assignments, and setting job standards.

Cross-training takes place between employees performing

technical tasks. Team members also begin to learn more

administrative tasks.
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Stage 3--Leader-centered work teams. At this stage,

team members are tired of confusion and chaos, and look for

strong members to take control of the team and resolve

conflicts. Members become proficient at their tasks and may

be resistant to taking on additional responsibilities.

Training for team members focuses on group leadership,

decision making, problem solving, and advanced technical

skills.

Stage 4--Tightly formed work teams. At this stage

team members are becoming comfortable in the group and are

assuming leadership duties. Internal competition with other

teams often occurs, resulting in increased productivity,

quality, and innovation.

Training for team members focuses on building

collaborative relationships, winning support, resolving

conflicts, and implementing technical cross-training in

other team member tasks.

Stage 5--Self-managed work teams. At this stage, team

members are now functioning at their peak. Production

decisions are made jointly, and the teams have the ability

and flexibility to reconfigure themselves in response to

changing markets and customer expectations.

Training for team members focuses on learning about the

marketplace, understanding customer expectations, dealing

with dissatisfied customers, and reporting financial

information.
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Orsburn et al. (1990), believes that training for team

members should be a continuous process. At the early stages

of training, team members will require different types of

training than at later stages. Technical training will vary

depending on the types of tasks performed by the team.

However, a majority of this training should be conducted

during the early stages. Administrative training should be

phased in over time as the team members take on more tasks.

Orsburn et al. (1990) recommends conducting interpersonal

training before the work teams begin, and moving to more

advanced topics in the later stages. In contrast, Turner

(1993) believes that during the first two stages, technical

and administrative skills should be heavily trained, with a

minimal focus on interpersonal training. Interpersonal

training must occur later in the process, after the teams

are working to understand their new duties and are

struggling to complete the tasks as a team. Turner also

believes that during the early stages, the team members are

norming and do not experience any interpersonal problems

with each other. This theory is further supported by

exploring early theorists' insight into stages of group

development.

One of the earliest models of group development began

with Tuckman in 1965, and involved four stages of group

development. Tuckman and Jensen (1977) revised the model to

five stages that groups experience as they fully develop;
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these stages are forming, storming, norming, performing, and

adjourning. Each stage focuses on two types of behavior:

task-oriented roles and relations-oriented roles.

Turner (1992) states that the more recent theories of

group development support the idea that the group will focus

initially on task productivity, followed by interpersonal

relations. Lacoursiere (1980) concluded that groups go

through five stages. The first stage is orientation, where

the group focuses on the group task. The second stage is

dissatisfaction. A decrease in morale is experienced at

this stage because of the discrepancy between the group

members' initial expectations and the reality of the

situation. The third stage is resolution. Resolution is

accomplished when the group members learn new skills and

improve their interpersonal relationships by developing

norms. The fourth stage is production, where high levels of

work are accomplished. The fifth stage is termination

(Turner, 1992).

Both of the models of group development describe the

different stages. The latter model states that in the

beginning stages, team members should be trained on the

learning of new tasks and responsibilities, and focus on

interpersonal training in the later stages.

Summary of the Introduction

Companies in the United States are struggling to find

ways to recover and once again become an economic
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superpower. Many factors are forcing organizations to

change the way that they are currently structured.

Companies are facing intense global competition, rapidly

changing technology, lack of innovation and creativity with

new products, increasing customer demands, increasing

information, and a better educated and more involved work

force. The methods that enabled companies to survive in the

past are currently preventing them from future success.

Companies have struggled to move away from management

structures that began with Frederick Taylor in the early

1900's. Many participative approaches have been attempted

in an effort to alter the way that organizations are

structured. Studies on methods such as quality circles,

employee survey feedback, and job enrichment have yielded

inconsistent results regarding their success in affecting

significant, long term changes in organizations. The

results of studies on self-managed teams have shown this

method to be dramatically more effective in achieving long

term success. Self-managed teams not only alter management

systems, but also force decision-making power to be shifted

downward. While many companies have experienced definite

success with teams, it is a difficult process to

successfully implement and maintain them. A significant

amount of training is required for teams to become and

remain successful. Much of the research indicates that

three types of training are required; technical,
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administrative, and interpersonal. The training is spread

out over the development of the teams, which spans between 3

and 5 years on average.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the present study is to determine

whether interpersonal training is a key element in the

development of self-managed work teams.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. The teams that received training will

have a better understanding of their team goals and mission

than the untrained teams.

Hypothesis 2. The teams that received training will

have clearer role definition between members than the

untrained teams.

Hypothesis 3. The teams that received training will

use policies and procedures to help them operate more

effectively than the untrained teams.

Hypothesis 4. The teams that received training will

have better interpersonal relations within the team than the

untrained teams.

Hypothesis 5. The teams that received training will

function more effectively with other groups and departments

within the organization than the untrained teams.

Hypothesis 6. The teams that received training will

function more effectively as a group than the teams that did

not receive the interpersonal training.
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METHOD

Sample and Setting

Data were collected from 136 employees at the command

and control systems division of a major defense contractor

in the southern part of the United States. The division

employs approximately 1200 individuals. One hundred and

eighty-nine employees were initially chosen to participate

in the study, and the final group was made up of 138 after

transfers and schedule conflicts in participation. They

represented different areas within the organization, and

were all making the transition toward self-managed work

teams.

The first group, designated as the experimental group,

was involved in the early stages of the transformation to a

self-managed work team. The initial group consisted of 92

team members with 69 team members participating in the final

study. Ten teams were involved, with an average group size

of 12 employees. The teams in the experimental group were

formed either by their natural work settings or by long term

project teams lasting three to five years. These teams were

in the early phases of development and had just begun to

37
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redesign their work responsibilities and duties. The groups

were to receive training to help them transition smoothly

through the changes that were going to be occurring.

The second group, designated as the control group, was

also attempting to redesign toward self-managed work teams,

but was not to receive any formal training for six months.

The initial group consisted of 97 team members with 69 team

members participating in the final study. Nine teams were

involved, with an average group size of 13 employees. These

groups were either formed by their natural work group, or

were placed on a long term project lasting three to five

years.

The initial experimental group consisted of 92 team

members. The response rate was 77.5% in the second survey

administration, with 69 team members participating in the

study.

The initial control group had 97 team members. The

response rate was 71.9% in the second survey administration,

with 69 team members participating in the study.

Data Collection Procedures

A quasi-experimental research design guided the data

collection. Pre-test data were gathered from the

experimental and control groups within a one month time

frame. A sixty item questionnaire was distributed to all

team members in both the experimental and control groups.

The design was a pre-test, post-test experimental and
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control group design. The experimental and control groups

were not randomly selected. The groups were selected based

on criteria set forth by upper management.

Two administrations of the survey were made for both

groups. Prior to the first administration of the surveys,

each group's manager gave a brief explanation of the study

based on information from the researcher. The team members

were told that participation in the study was strictly

voluntary, and that individual results would be kept

confidential. Only the researcher would see the raw data.

The researcher welcomed each group and thanked them for

participating in the study. The researcher read the

instructions of the survey and once again emphasized that

participation was voluntary and the results were

confidential. Subjects were given as much time as they

needed to complete the survey. However, all subjects

completed it in less than 20 minutes.

The first administration for the experimental group

occurred prior to the two day training session. The

subjects completed the survey before the training session in

the main conference/training center. The first

administration for the control group occurred within the

same time period, but was completed in their work units at a

main conference/training center. The second administration

for both groups occurred three months later, at the main

conference center with the complete work units. In order to
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minimize variances, both the experimental and control groups

were surveyed at the same time of day with their complete

work units.

Training

The experimental group, which consisted of complete

work units, underwent an intensive two-day team member

training workshop. Each workshop covered the following

information in detail: developing a charter, identifying a

clear mission and measurable goals, resolving conflicts,

gaining insight into feedback, listening, consensus

building, and team building. The workshop was an

interactive process that involved participation by the

employees through experiential learning.

Measures

Data were gathered from subjects using a revised

version of the Team Effectiveness Profile (TEP) Survey

(Glaser & Glaser, 1989). The survey consisted of ranking 60

Likert-type items on a five-point scale, in which

respondents describe their team in terms of five dimensions.

The Team Effectiveness Profile (TEP) was created in

1980 as a diagnostic instrument designed to assist work

groups in improving their output and work satisfaction

(Glaser, 1989). A second edition was developed in 1984.

The second edition added the intergroup relations component.

The TEP is recommended for intact working groups. This
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instrument was chosen because of its relation to the type of

training conducted with the groups.

The TEP is a psychometrically sound test which measures

an individual's opinion of how effectively their team is

functioning. The TEP has been administered to individuals

from a variety of industries, representing various levels

within the organizational structure. The normative data was

derived from a combined sample of 1,060 respondents from

several organizations, who completed the TEP in the time

period from 1987-1991 (Glaser & Glaser, 1989). Listed in

Table 1 are the means and standard deviations for the TEP.

The tables show data for the five categories of team

effectiveness and for total team effectiveness.

Table 1

Normative Data for the TEP

TEP Category Mean VAR SD

Mission, Planning, Goal Setting 25.85 38.87 6.23

Group Roles 30.58 49.99 7.07

Group Operating Processes 45.64 90.99 9.54

Group Interpersonal Rel. 25.70 39.86 6.31

Intergroup Relations 25.06 35.52 5.95

Total Team Effectiveness 152.81 991.07 31.48
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Glaser (1989) reported that the reliability data on the

TEP was tested using Cronbach's alpha coefficient. In a

combined sample of 408, drawn from various organizations,

the TEP achieved a reliability coefficient of .96. The

reliability coefficients for each of the five categories of

team effectiveness found in the sample of 408 are listed in

Table 2. Validity data are not currently available for the

TEP.

Table 2

Reliability Coefficients for the Five Sub-Scales of the TEP

TEP Category Reliability
Coefficient

(Cronbach' s Alpha)

Mission, Planning, Goal Setting 0.86

Group Roles 0.82

Group Operating Processes 0.89

Group Interpersonal Relationships 0.90

Intergroup Relations 0.86

The TEP focuses on five main categories. The TEP

provides an overall score team score, in addition to the

following five categories:

Category 1--Group mission, planning, and goal setting.

This dimension consists of ten items. These items measure
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the extent to which the teams maintain clearly defined and

well-communicated statements of purpose.

Category 2--Group roles. This dimension consists of

twelve items. These items measure how well the work is

organized to support the group's function, as well as how

clear roles, relationships, and accountability are to all

group members.

Category 3--Group operating processes. This dimension

consists of eighteen items. These items measure the extent

to which the policies and procedures, used to manage the

work of the group, support both task and maintenance needs.

Category 4--Interpersonal relationships. This

dimension consists of ten items. These items measure the

extent to which group members get along and work effectively

together as a team.

Category 5--Intergroup relations. This dimension

consists of ten items. These items measure the team's

relationships with other groups within the organization.

Data Analysis

The hypotheses being tested in this study state that

the interpersonal training will have an impact on the

group's Effectiveness. For all six hypotheses, the

independent variable is whether or not the teams received

training and the dependent variables are the dimensions of

group effectiveness as measured by the five sub-scales of

the survey instrument.



44

The data were analyzed using a analyses of covariance

(ANCOVA'S) with the pre-tests as covariates, and a

multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) with the pre-

test as a covariate, to detect differences between the

groups. Alpha level was set at .05.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The control and command division at which the survey

was administered employs about 1200 employees. Surveys were

administered to and collected from 138 employees. The

response rate was above 70% for both the experimental and

control groups. Confidentiality was maintained for all

employees involved in the survey process.

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics on all variables are presented

in Table 3 and 4. The mean and standard deviations are

presented for each sub-scale and overall score. The results

have been divided for the experimental and control groups.

The post-test means for the experimental group were

lower than the pre-test means on all scales except for Group

Organization (See Table 3). The Group Organization mean was

slightly higher following training.

The post-test means for the control group were lower

than the pre-test means on the Group Organization,

Interpersonal Relationships, and Intergroup Relations

Scales. Mission, Planning, and Goal Setting, Operating

Process, and TEP Total scales means were slightly higher

following training (See Table 4).

45
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Table 3

Descriptive Statistics for Experimental GroupsontheTeam

Effectiveness Profile

Group Categories N Mean SD

Pre Mission, Planning, Goal Setting

Post Mission, Planning, Goal Setting

Pre Group Organization

Post Group Organization

Pre Operating Processes

Post Operating Processes

Pre Interpersonal Relationships

Post Interpersonal Relationships

Pre Intergroup Relations

Post Intergroup Relations

Pre Total TEP

Post Total TEP

69

69

69

69

69

69

69

69

69

69

69

69

24.62

23.84

27.63

28.04

41.97

41.84

25.43

25.05

24.02

23.75

143.71

142.82

5.84

6.55

6.36

7.51

8.54

10.57

5.42

6.51

4.34

5.26

25.79

32.01
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Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for Control Groups on the Team

Effectiveness Prof ile

Group Categories N Mean SD

Pre Mission, Planning, Goal Setting 69 25.37 7.48

Post Mission, Planning, Goal Setting 69 25.39 7.45

Pre Group Organization 69 30.50 9.58

Post Group Organization 69 30.02 8.91

Pre Operating Processes 69 44.13 13.42

Post Operating Processes 69 44.87 12.65

Pre Interpersonal Relationships 69 28.18 6.66

Post Interpersonal Relationships 69 28.14 7.05

Pre Intergroup Relations 69 24.56 7.57

Post Intergroup Relations 69 24.43 7.69

Pre Total TEP 69 153.49 41.00

Post Total TEP 69 152.87 41.50
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Analysis of Covariance

ANCOVA results are presented in Table 5. The

independent variable is training and 
the dependent variables

are the dimensions of group effectiveness as measured by the

five sub-scales of the survey instrument. There are six

dependent variables. The pre-test serves as a covariate for

each of the six dimensions.

The Interpersonal Relationships scale was the closest

of the six sub-scales to being significant. The results of

the ANCOVAs failed to show any significant differences on

any of the five sub-scales or on the overall score.

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance

MANCOVA results are presented in Table 6. The

independent variable is training and the 
dependent variable

is the five combined dimensions of group effectiveness,

excluding the overall score. The pre-test serves as the

covariate for each of the five dimensions.

The results of the MANCOVA also failed to show

significant differences between the groups.



49

Table 5

Analysis of Covariance Results with Significance usin

Pretest as Covariates)

Source of Variance F Value Probability > F

Overall

Treatment .317 .574

Treatment

Group Mission, Planning, Goal Setting

1.325 .252

Group Roles

.008Treatment .928

Treatment

Treatment

Group Operating Processes

1.074

Group Interpersonal Relationships

1.498

Intergroup Relations

.715Treatment

.302

.223

.13 4
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Table 6

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Results with

Significance (using Pretest as Covariates)

Source of Variance F Value Probability > F

Wilks' Lambda .772 .571

Hypothesis One stated that the teams that received

training would have a better understanding of their team

goals and mission than the untrained teams. Results of the

analysis fail to support this hypothesis. Based on an

analysis of covariance, with the pre-test as a covariate,

there were no significant differences between the groups

F(1,135) = .252 (p > .05) (see Table 5) . The teams that

received training displayed less of an understanding of the

team goals and missions than the teams that did not receive

training. The mean post-test score for the teams that

received training was 23.84 (see Table 3), and the mean

post-test score for the teams that did not receive training

was 25.39 (see Table 4) .

Hypothesis two stated that the teams that received

training would have clearer role definition between members

than the untrained teams. Results of the analysis fail to

support this hypothesis. Based on an analysis of
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covariance, with the pre-test as a covariate, there were no

significant differences between the groups F(1,135) = .928

(p > .05) (see Table 5). The teams that received training

had less clear role definition than the teams that did not

receive training. The mean post-test score for the teams

that received training was 28.04 (see Table 3), and the mean

post-test score for the teams that did not receive training

was 30.02 (see Table 4).

Hypothesis three stated that the teams that received

training would use policies and procedures to help them

operate more effectively than the untrained teams. Results

of the analysis fail to support this hypothesis. Based on

an analysis of covariance, with the pre-test as a covariate,

there were no significant differences between the groups

F(1,135) = .302 (p > .05) (See Table 5). The teams that

received training used policies and procedures less in

helping them operate more effectively than the teams that

did not receive training. The mean post-test score for the

teams that received training was 41..84 (see Table 3), and

the mean post-test score for the teams that did not receive

training was 44.87 (see Table 4).

Hypothesis four stated that the teams that received

training would have better interpersonal relations within

the team than the untrained teams. Results of the analysis

fail to support this hypothesis. Based on analysis of

covariance, with the pre-test as a covariate, there were no
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significant differences between the groups F(1,135) = .223

(p > .05) (see Table 5). The teams that received training

had poorer interpersonal relations within the team than the

teams that did not receive training. The mean post-test

score for the teams that received training was 25.05 (see

Table 3), and the mean post-test score for the teams that

did not receive training was 28.14 (see Table 4).

Hypothesis five stated that the teams that received

training would function more effectively with other groups

and departments within the organization than the untrained

teams. Results of the analysis fail to support this

hypothesis. Based on an analysis of covariance, with the

pre-test as a covariate, there were no significant

differences between the groups F(1,135) = .715 (p_ > .05)

(see Table 5). The teams that received training functioned

less effectively with other groups and departments within

the organization than the teams that did not receive

training. The mean post-test score for the teams that

received training was 23.75 (see Table 3), and the mean

post-test score for the teams that did not receive training

was 24.43 (see Table 4).

Hypothesis six stated that the teams that received

training will function more effectively as a group than the

teams that did not receive the interpersonal training.

Results of the analysis fail to support this hypothesis.

Based on an analysis of covariance, with the pre-test as a
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covariate, there were no significant differences between the

groups F(1,135) = .574 (P > .05) (see Table 5). The teams

that received training functioned less effectively as a

group than the teams that did not receive training. The

mean post-test score for the teams that received training

was 142.82 (see Table 3), and the mean post-test score for

the teams that did not receive training was 152.87 (see

Table 4).

The results failed to support any of the six

hypotheses. The teams which received training failed to

score significantly higher on any of the five sub-scales or

on the overall score.

Multivariate analysis of covariance was computed on the

five sub-scales with the five pre-tests as covariates. This

test was conducted because it is a more powerful and

sophisticated means of analysis. The results also failed to

support that there were significant differences between the

groups (See Table 6).



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study has been to determine whether

interpersonal training would impact group effectiveness. It

was hypothesized that the teams that received training would

function more effectively than the teams that did not

receive training.

The results failed to support any of the six

hypothesis. The failure of this study to find support for

its hypothesis can explained in several ways.

Limitations of the Study

There were some weaknesses in the design of the study.

It was not possible to randomly assign team members to

either the experimental or control groups for the purposes

of this study. Instead, it was necessary to use a sample of

intact teams. The non-random sample drawn from the

population makes it difficult to generalize the results of

this study. However, a non-random sample was necessary due

to the research being conducted in an applied setting, which

unfortunately was unavoidable.

Results also might have been different if the timing of

the instrument occurred further into the study. The effects

of the training might have had a greater chance to impact

54
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the individuals' perceptions of their teams. Additionally,

the team members may have had a chance to fully utilize the

skills on which they were trained.

The survey instrument used in this study would not

differentiate between team members who answered truthfully

and those who did not. The Team Effectiveness Profile is

susceptible to "faking", as are many other self-reporting

instruments. The experimental group may have answered the

questions based on how they felt prior to restructuring into

self-managed work teams.

Additionally, only one instrument was used to assess

team effectiveness. While this instrument has been used

with numerous teams, in a variety of settings, validity data

is not available on the Team Effectiveness Profile. This

instrument may not have been measuring what it is intended

to measure or matched the training content.

Timing in the Transition to Teams

Another explanation may be associated with the fact

that the study was conducted too early in the transition

process from a traditional environment to that of self-

managed work teams. The pre-test means for the experimental

group were lower than the average means for the normative

group, as well as the control groups. When looking at the

means after the training (See Table 7), the experimental

groups' scores were lower than those of the control groups.
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In addition, the experimental groups' scores were lower than

the average means from the normative data.

Table 7

Mean Summary Table

TEP Category Norm Exp. Control
Post Post

Mission, Planning, Goal Set. 25.85 23.84 25.39

Group Roles 30.58 28.04 30.02

Group Operating Processes 45.64 41.84 44.87

Group Interpersonal Rel. 25.70 25.05 28.14

Intergroup Relations 25.06 23.75 24.43

Total Team Effectivenesss 152.81 142.82 152.87

The teams that received training may have been in a

state of confusion, as they were assessed early in the

change process. The team members in the experimental group

may not have started to see the impact of the changes that

were occurring. Activities in their work area may have

appeared similar to the way in which they traditionally

operated. Orsburn et al. (1990) state that the transition

to fully functional self-managed work teams takes at least 3

to 5 years. If the teams were still functioning in the

start-up stage, they may have felt that the organization had
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made the commitment to move toward teams, although no

structural changes had occurred.

A comparison of the means in the experimental group

before and after the training shows that the teams ranked

themselves lower in their effectiveness as a team following

the training than what they had ranked themselves prior to

the training. (See Table 3 and 4). If the teams were in a

state of confusion, they may not have viewed their new

structure positively. No improvement was shown on the

fourth scale of Group Interpersonal Relationships following

the training. This might be because the team members were

more focused on learning the technical aspects of their job.

This further suggests that training in the initial stages

should focus on technical training, and not as much on

interpersonal training (Moran & Musselwhite, 1989).

Transfer of Training

The study was designed to evaluate how much of the

training was transferred back to the job. Birnbrauer (1987)

states that the Kirkpatrick model is the most often used for

evaluation of training. Kirkpatrick states that there are

four levels of training evaluation. The four levels are

reaction, learning, behavior, and results. Kirkpatrick

(1959, November) describes the reaction level as measuring

the satisfaction of the trainees with regard to a particular

training program. Kirkpatrick (1959, December) describes

the learning level as the content of the subject
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discussed--how well the trainees understand the principles,

facts, and techniques that were covered. Kirkpatrick (1960,

January) describes the behavior level as the principles and

techniques being utilized on the job. Kirkpatrick (1960,

February) describes the fourth level as organizational

results that are measured by reduction in turnover and

absenteeism, improved morale, improved quality, etc.

This study measured training effectiveness at the third

level. Dixon (1987) believes that one of the most effective

ways to measure at the third level is through surveys.

Participants were asked to rate their teams before they

received training and after they received training.

Hamblin (1974) states that there are several things

that can impact the transfer of training: trainee readiness

for the course, trainee motivation, opportunities for

practice and feedback during the course, lack of

opportunities to apply the training on the job, lack of

similarity between the training setting and the job setting,

internal environment (boss, peers, organizational policies),

and external environment (fluctuations in the economy,

government regulations). Many of these factors may have

impacted how the employees rated their teams and their

ability to transfer the skills that they learned during the

training course.

Specifically, there were some significant external

events that impacted the company during the interim period
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between the initial survey to the second survey. These

events may have contributed significantly to the lack of

differences between the groups. A major financial contract

was lost during this period of time, which greatly impacted

the resources available to the teams making the transition.

In addition, many lay-offs were being announced as the

company downsized.

Internal factors may have also contributed to the

development of the teams. The design of the change effort to

move the company toward self-directed work teams was done by

the steering committee. The teams were to receive

additional support from champions appointed by the steering

committee, as well as from internal facilitators. The team

members and the team leaders were to receive training on how

to function in a self-managed work team environment.

Beer, Eisenstat, and Spector (1990) state that there

are four key steps to implementing a successful change

within an organization. The steps include obtaining a

unified commitment from the top to change, developing a

shared vision of how to organize and manage the change

process, fostering consensus for the new vision, and

developing new systems and policies to operate within the

new structure.

This researcher believed that commitment from the top

of the organization existed when the study initially began.

However, as the transition progressed, the steering
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committee appeared to be losing support for the new

approach, and subsequently discontinued all remaining

training for the teams members following the last survey

administration. Many of the team members were unsure of the

direction in which the company was headed with self-managed

teams. The team members expressed this concern to the

researcher and felt that the company was not committed to

the change process. While no formal assessment was

conducted to assess the team members' morale, it is

hypothesized that this perceived lack of commitment

negatively impacted the teams. Orsburn et al. (1990) state

that the steering committee needs to assess the feasibility

of making the transition to self-managed teams and provide

continued support and direction to the teams.

The champions of the teams varied in their support

throughout the transition process. The champions were

responsible for providing the necessary tools and resources

to the teams. While the commitment was initially very

strong, the commitment level from the champions appeared to

dwindle as time progressed. This was further evidenced by

their failure to attend team meetings.

The internal facilitators were to provide continuing

support to the team members outside the training course, on

teaming concepts. The facilitators were employees from

within the organization who continued to hold their regular

jobs, as well as helped to facilitate the teams. The time
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allotted for them to spend with the teams contributed to the

varied support that the teams received. Some facilitators

dedicated more time to spend with the teams than other

facilitators. The experience level between the facilitators

also varied. This may have had a negative impact on the

development of certain teams.

Goldstein (1974) stated that without management support

and an opportunity to practice the new skills, the

opportunities to transfer the newly acquired skills back to

the job are limited. The self-managed work team environment

requires a dramatic shift in the supervisor's role and

responsibilities. A study by Wellins et al. (1990) found

that one of the biggest barriers in moving to self-managed

work teams is resistance from first-line supervisors. The

role of the new team leader requires the traditional

supervisor to provide overall direction for the team,

provide the team with resources, provide needed business

information, coach team members in working together, and

recognize team contributions. This approach is often

dramatically different from their traditional role.

The supervisors did receive team leader training. The

study did not assess the effectiveness of the team leader in

their new role. If a team leader was still managing in the

traditional manner, this could have had a negative impact on

the teams.
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Alliger and Janak (April, 1989) believe that in order

for an employee to change their behavior on the job, the

individual must have a desire to improve and the

organization must provide a permissive atmosphere and the

opportunity for employees to try out new skills. The

employees desire to change, as well as the organizational

climate for employees to practice their skills was not

measured during the study.

Team members received only two days of training, and no

follow-up training was conducted. This may have impacted

the team members' ability to alter their behavior. The

limited amount of training may not have been enough for team

members to change their behavior. Team members may have

required more advanced interpersonal training, as well as

the opportunity to have those skills reinforced on the job.

Finally, the division, for numerous reasons, decided to

discontinue the transition toward a self-managed

environment. The result was that team members were placed

back into their traditional roles. This greatly limited any

additional research efforts into the organization.

Change Efforts

Several change theorists (Beer, Eisenstat, Spector,

1990; Kahn, 1982; Reece and Brandt, 1987) believe that

resistance to change is related to how large of a change

effort is occurring. The more significant the change

effort, the greater the resistance will be from employees.
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Faucheux, Amado, and Laurent (1982) state that the keys to

overcoming resistance to change are having the employees

involved in the change process from the beginning, and

helping them to understand the change process.

The team members from the experimental group may not

have been involved in the change process. The resistance to

a major change process can be minimized by soliciting input

and suggestions from team members, encouraging questions

about the process, and keeping team members apprised of

plans and upcoming steps in the work redesign. Research by

Coch and French (1948) and Lewin (1952) show the value of

including employees in the planning and implementation

phases of major change programs. The steering committee may

have benefitted by encouraging the team members to become

more involved in understanding the change process.

The team members' behavior will change throughout the

transition toward self-managed work teams. Flora and Elkind

(1991) state that employees go through four stages when

adjusting to a major change. These include: (a) denial--

refusal to believe that the change is taking place and

acting as if nothing is going to change, (b) resistance--

attempting to stop the change process, (c) exploration--

exploring various options around the change, (d)

commitment--focusing energy and commitment to the change.

They believe that significant training needs to occur with

team members and team leaders to help them understand the
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stages they will go through during the transition.

Additionally, tools are available to help people move

through the different stages. The team members did not

receive any formal training to help them deal with the

emotional aspects of going through a major change process.

This may have left the team members feeling frustrated in

the early stages of the process.

Another consideration is whether the team members had a

clear understanding of their roles within the new structure.

While the team members received a description of their

roles, their mean scores did not improve following the

training class (See Tables 3 and 4). Team members may have

required further role definition. The new team environment

is a major shift for the employees. Rees and Segal (1984)

state that clearly defined and understood roles, with

specific requirements, are a key dimension to building

effective teams. The employees from the traditional

organization are not accustomed to the autonomy and

responsibility inherent in teams. In the traditional

organization, management was responsible for the decisions,

while in the self-managed work team environment, team

members are responsible for making decisions and are held

accountable for those decisions.

Conclusions

In summary, the findings of this study suggest that

while no differences were found, further research is
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required to assess the impact of interpersonal training on

the evolution of self-managed work teams. The results of

the teams' assessments failed to show any significant

differences between those that received training and those

that did not receive any training.

For future research purposes, a more thorough study is

needed that assesses the following: trainee readiness for

the course, trainee motivation, opportunities for practice

and feedback during the course, opportunities to apply the

training on the job, and similarity between the training

setting and the job setting. These factors have a large

impact on the transfer of skills back to the work place.

In a major change effort, the internal environment

(boss, peers, organizational policies) and external

environment (fluctuations in the economy, government

regulations) must be assessed prior to embarking on the

transition to self-managed work teams. During this study,

the commitment toward teams failed, and the company

subsequently returned to the traditional method of managing

employees.

A training course to help employees deal with the

changes might allow them to be less resistant toward teaming

efforts. An instrument to determine whether or not

individuals were responding positively to the change would

be helpful in making a smoother transition toward teams.
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In short, the findings of the study did not support

interpersonal training as a key ingredient in developing

teams. However, many factors impeded the change process,

indicating that upper management commitment is critical to

developing self-managed work teams. Further research should

be conducted to study the effects of interpersonal training

with self-managed work teams.
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