
CHAPTER 1

INrRODUCTION
Organisational jobs are normally complex, multifarious, and seldom done by

Individuals in isolation (Pearson, 1991).

"reams" have become a key component in "workplace design. Despite the growing

preva.snce of teams In organisational settings, however, an extensive review of the literature

Indicates that the empirical evidence regarding the effectiveness of teams Is limited (Cohen &

Ledford, 19:34). The evidence that Is available Is primarily anecdotal and It Is therefore

believed that further empirical studies need to be conducted In order to Improve the theoretical

foundation of this growing trend. Teams are chiefly associated with boosting productivity. yet

not all companies can report success, As Eileen Appelbaum, author of rhe New American

Workplace, notes, "It's not that teams don't work. It's that there are lots of obstacles." The

Importance of Improving the theoretical understanding regarding teams Is highlighted by

Dumaine (1994):

"Yes, teams have troubles. They consume gallons of sweat and

discouragement before yielding a penny of benefit. Companies make the

Investment only because they've real/sed that In fast-moving, brutally

competitive economy, the one thing sure to be harder than operating with

teams Is operating without them."

The purpose of the present study is to examine three factors which may explain why some

teams are more effective (In this case, specifically productive) than others. An understanding

of these factors is considered to be useful for enhancing the effectiveness of all teams.

Factors selected for this study are Job satisfaction, Internal work motivation and psychological

participation, The reason For tnelr selection Is twofold, Firstly, the general literature available

on teams suggests that each of these factors Is Improved when teams are Implemented and,
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explored In the report together with the question of how team factors can Influence an

individual's perception of Job satisfaction. Serving as foundation for discussion is the

argument that Job satisfaction is an attitude which Is primarily ccqnltlvely-based. In addition, a

key focus of the discussion is that no significant relatlonshlp was found between Internal work

motivation and team prcductivlty or between psychological participation and productivity.

These findings and their theoretical and practical Implications are outlined. In addition, the

limitations of the present study are explained ai,d recomrnendattons for future research on

teams are made.



ABSTRACT
Teams have, over the last decade, become a popular feature of workplace design. The basis

for this trend Is the belief that teamwork allows Individuals to satisfy more of their work-based

needs and should therefore, ultimately, improve performance.

Despite the increased implementation of teams across a broad spectrum of organisations,

empirical research on teams is stHiln its formatlve stages and precisely what contributes to..'
iearn effectiveness rernalns elusive. Addresslr this need, the present study embodies an

exploratory emplrlcFlI investigation of teams as they are practised at the rock face of a gold

mine. The research involved examining a sample of these teams using three specific

variables whiL\ It was hypothesised, may explain the differences In performance between

these teams.

More specifically, this study Investigated the impact of Job satisfaction, internal work motivation

and perce'ved psychological participation on team performance. Each of these individual

variables was examined using a previously-validated scale. The variables were incorporated

Into a single questionnaire which was administered In a group session with each Individual in

the teams sampled. A team performance measure (m2/man) was obtained directly from the

min',;).

St~tistical analysis of this data followed a 10gicallJrogression. At the outset, a one-way

ANOVA was run to assess whether statistically there were significant differences between the

teams on each of the factors. Indicating that differences do Indeed exist, the results justified

the reduction of Individual scores In each team to a single aggregate of that variable for the

team. Correlation tests were then run between each of the varia hies and the team

performance measure.

The results of this study suggest that there Is a significantly positive relationship between Job

saflsfactlcn and team productivity (r=.6376). This runs contrary to much of the previous

research 6)(amlnlng Job satlsfactlon and Individual productivity, although it supports some

researchers' suggestion that performance should be more broadly defined. This notion is
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A number of quasl-experlrnents were conducted in response to the Tavistock normative

proposltlons' which helped to counter the concern that the propositions were premature and

empirically unverified. These research efforts, all of which were published at least 30 years

ago, lent further credence to the usefulness of designing work groups to exercise a degree of

self-control.

These early research efforts Included:

1. The reorganisation of the automatic weaving department of an Indian textile mill into

self-regulating work groups resulted in higher levels 0f "quality and quantity" over an

extended period of time (Rice, 1958).

2. Group decision mal<lng and leadersblp participation at Harwood Manufacturing

resulted in increased output and member satisfaction (Bucklew, 1966).

3. Group control of conveyc. speed resulted in significant increases In outPIJt and

satisfaction (strauss, 1956).

4. The reorganisation of the assembly line process at Non-linear Systems, lnc., of

l"clilfornla, resulted In a 30% Increase In output and satisfaction (Kurlloff, 1963).

6. The reorganisation of women In a Norwegian clothing factory Into work groups

resulted In an Increase In output and satisfaction (Killg, 1964).

One of the specific aspect'S of teams exarnlned experimentally are attitudinal and behavioural

outcomes. Soclotechnlcal system theorists have argued that self-regulating work groups have

a favourable lmpaot upon member attitudes and behaviour (eg. Emery, 1959; Herbst, 1974;

Pasmore, 1988). These predictions are consistent with those made within other theoretical

perspectives on work design for autonomous worl<ing arranqements (eg. Hackman, 1983;

1 The iavlstock Institute developed a set of four broadIY'sta,ed conclusions for establishing self·
regulating work groups:

; J) the group should be collectively responsible for a sub"1tE''1t1albut manageable piece of the
business.

b) The arrangement of work should facilitate social relationships lnl:lt foster co-operative Interaction.
0) Employees should have the opportunity to learn all Jobs Included wl:hln the orgal11salic ojlsegment,

18



are Introduced. For example, WOI'k technology may facilitate or Inhibit the Impact of self-

directed teams (Emery, 1980).

17



studies examined turnover, three found lower tumover, while one found higher turnover after

moving to selt-dlreoted work teams.

In their review of 134 studies of sociotechnlcal systems from the 1970s, Pasmore, Francis,

and Haldeman (1982) reported that 71, or 53%, of the studies described the use of self-

directed work teams. The .eams were extremely successful In terms of employee attitudes,

safety, and quality - 100% of the studies that measured these variables found improvements

In them. Considerable success was also demonstrated for other variables. Of those studies

that examined productivity, costs, absenteeism, and turnover, 89% found Improved

productivity, 85% showed decreased costs, $6% found decreased absenteeism, and 8'1%

demonstrated decreased turnover.

In his meta-analysis, Beekun (1989) reviewed studies that Involved the formation of teams, not

ali of which were self-directed. He divided the studies Into three groLlps, dependent on the

degree of autonomy given to the teams. Autonomous work teams had complete freedom In

the choice of work scheduling, work partners, and work tschnlques, Semiautonomous work

teams had much freedom but also had some external supervision. Non-autonomous work

teams provided little freedom, and ths workers were directed externally, seekun found that

studies, particularly t.hose conducted outslde of the US, Involving the establishment of

autonomous, rather that sernl- or non-autonomous, work teams demonstrated larger Increases

In productivity, Further positive InflUences on productivity were effected by Increases In

monetary Incentives.

Quasi~experimentalstudies
Virtually all of the quasi-experimental studies reviewed by Cotton (1993) showed Improvement

in employee attitudes and attitude-related behavlours SLIChas turnover and absenteeism. The

results for productivity were less consistent. It appears that self-directed teams did not

Increase productivity In a simple and direct fashion, Indirect Improvements often occurred,

however, through the elimination of one layer of management, for example, or through

changes In wor~ methods via employee suggestions, These findings Imply that productivity

improvements may occur but that these will be dependent on the environment In which teams
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beingworked on, and then moved to the next team on Individual carriers. Each team was

responsible for a particular, Identifiable, subassembly of the car- the steering gear, electrical

system, Interior, and so on (Katz & Kahn, 1970; Thompson, 1981). These changes also have

been Introduced Into other new Volvo plants and, In modified forms, In existing plants as well

(Gyllenhammar, 1977a, 1977b),

Volvo has open relatively silent about precise figures, but an Independent assessment of the

Kalmar plant Indicated increased productivity (Mroczkowoski & Champagne, 1(84). Another

report stated that the plant reduced direct manufacturing work hours by 60% from 1977 to

1988, and by 1988 Kalmar was Volvo's lowest cost assembly plant (Sel, 1988), Agllren,

Hansson, and Karlsson (1976, In Katz and Kahn, 1978) evaluated worker attitudes at Kalmar

In 1976. They found thell over 90% of the workers liked the teamwork and job switching within

the teams, In addltlon, these authors found that assembly workers perceived greater direct

Influence on the work than White-collar employees,

V()lvo opened another plant In 1989 at Uddevalla, where It employs teams of seven to ten

workers undertt'lklng the final assembly for Volvo 740s. Like i<almar, the plant has no

el!~semblyline, Recently, Volvo clalmE-.:that the Uddevalla plant already has demonstrated

higher productivity and quality with lower absenteeism and turnover than Its other plants

(~~apsteln& Hoerr, 1989), Other sources, however, have suggested that the plant Is not

producdve enough to be competitive (Prokesch, 1991),

Ci;lse study Reviews
In addition to the well-known examples outlined above, a number of writers have surveyed

oiher case studles examiliing the Impact of self-directed work teams, Cummings and Malloy

('1977) reviewed 16 vtudles, all of selt-dlreoteo work teams, and found that nine of the ten

studies measuring productiVity showed increases, while one demonstrated a decrease. Five

of the six studies that examined costs found decreased costs (one study had no change), Of

the eight studies that surveyed employee attitudes, five found Improved attitudes, one found

lower attitudes, and two found that some attitudes Improved though others worsened, Four
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(1953, 1958), who Introduced self-directed work teams In Indian weaving sheds and

demonstrated Increased product! Illy. Although Ihe findings were Impressive, so many other

changes (such as increased pay) also occur red that It Is difficult to Isolate the Impact of the

self-directed work teams.

In the wake of the success of Trlst and his colleagues in Great J!Jrlta~n,an:': of Rice In India,

followed a series of experiments involving soclotechntoal systems :n Norway (Emery and

The best-known application of self-directed work teams In the United States occurred at the

Gener€ll F'oods dog food plant In Topeka (Walton, 1977, '1982), This plant was conceived In

1968 and started up In 1971. From the outset, self-directed teams formed the foundation of

the production process, with teams designed to perform most production and support tasks, A

"team leader" was assigned to each team to facilitate group development and processes, ihls

was, to use Lawler's (1978, 1990, 1991) term, one of the first "new plant approaches",

.'
Thorsrud, 1964/1969, 1976). F'our demonstration projects, most dealing with self-directed

teams, were conducted In a variety of manufacturing settings (80lweg, 1976). Three of the

four Interventions were Judged to be successful, with Improved attitudes at two sites and

higher productivity CIt one location.

From an overall performance point of view, the Implementation of teams at the Topeka plant

produced positive outcomes. Walton (1977) cited savings In "the neighbourhood of a million

dollars annually, a figure slgnllicant In a plant with 100 or so personnel and Involving a capital

Investment In the range of 10·15 million dollars" (p. 423). Walton (1982) reported that, through

1977-1981, productivity had Improved every year except one, and product ql.lr~lItywas

consistently one of the best In the corporation.

Another well·known example of self-dlreuted worl< teams Is the work In Sweden of Volvo and

saab, aecause of high taxes, low unemployment, and generous, slck leave and

unemployment practices (Sednarek, 1990), these auto companies have had conSiderable

trouble In recruiting and keeping Swedish werkere, Volvo opened a plant at Kalmar In '1974,

with teams of 15 to 20 employees assembling s60tl0119of passenger cars. Rather than having

the oars move past the workers on the assembly line, the cars r, ad stationary while
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approach that attempts to optimise the relatlcnshlp between the social and technlca! systems

of an organisation (Beekun, 1989, p. 877),

All of the definitions presented may be applicable in specific clrcumstances and for specific

purposes, In actual organisational settings, however, the author contends that such a formal

process of defining teams seldom occurs. There are numerous reasons for this. In many

cases, teams as defined for the purposes of this study do exist throughout the organisation,

although they are not consclously designated as such, In other cases, although the team may

be formally constituted, dynamics within the group do not permit It to function as a team In the

true se11SO,To Incorporate this multltude of conditions would result in complicated definitions

and thus the author suggests that some degree of Inaccuracy In definition Is the only practical

solution,

In light of the above discussion, It Is clear that a review of the research on teams Is

problematic, Exactly what the research results are depends to a great extent on what the

definition of the team Is at the outset, Notwithstanding this limitation, It Is considered

Worthwhile to review the research to date,

Research on Teams
cotton's (1993) review on self-directed work teams divided the relevant research Into three

groups, dependent on the Information and the methodology Involved:

1, Classic case studies which are described In detail

2, Reviews that describe many other smaller case studies

3, Quasi-experiments,

Case studles
The Casestudy by Trlst and Bamforth (1951) of Bl'ltish coal mining teams and Its.findings by

the Tavlstock lnsfltute of Human REllatlonsIn London prompted additional studies of self-

dlreoted work teams, Several of these (Trlst, Susman, & Brown, 1977) were quasl-

experiments and 50 are reviewed later, Another of the earlier case studies was that of Rice
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Several factors influence what comprises a team, Time is one factor for consideration in

constituting teams, in that teams tend to evolve over time (Gersick, 1988; Morgan et al.,

1986), That is, both roles and norms evolve, and team members develop new skIlls and

attitudes, Further, tasks are modlfled, communication patterns unfold, goals are revised, and

personnel may chanqe (Tannenbaum et al., 1992).

"
names to specify the nature of the team, Dumaine (1994) suggests that there are flve

The variety of purposes, structures and types of teams has given rise to a number of different

'specles' of teams: management teams, virtual teams, problern-solvlrq teams, work teams

and quality circles, Even these can be further specified, For Instance, work teams are

variously called self-directed work teams, self-regulating work groups, self-mt:1naging teams

(although these may also refer to one of the other 'species'), autonomous work groLips or

sernl-autonon 10US work groups,

According to Dachler and Wlipert (1978), self-directed work teams Involve a formal system of

employee Involvement, direct employee participation, and a high degree of control. The

content of the Involvement Is on day-to-day work decisions, Incorporating gr')ups of lower

level employees and Involving all of the employees In a specific area, or those working on a

specific product or process (Cummings, 1978), the team may be any size but Is generally not

more than 12 to 15 employees, Essentially self-directed work teams can be defined as where

front line employees (typically blue-collar production or clerical employees) are given the

opportunity to make decisions (as a group) over their day-to-day work operations that typically

WOIJldbe made by a supervisor or foreperson.

Much of the theory regarding self-dlreoteo work tpams (especially the original theory) derives

from the soclotechnlcal systems framework, In particular work done at the Tavlstcck lnstltute

which Is renowned for Its soclotechnloal system specialisation, A number of authors (Herbst,

1962; Susman, 1976; Trlst, 1981) cite selt-dlrected work teams (autonomolls worl< groups or

semi-autonomous work groups) as part of the socloteohnlcal systems approach, It mt'']t be

noted, however, that socloteohnlcal systems theory Is a lot broader - It Is an open systems
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Salas et 01. (1992) have proposed a holistic definition. According to them a team is:

"a distinguishable set of two or more people who interact, dynamically,

interdependently, and adaptively toward a common and valued

goal/objective/mission; each of whom has been assigned specific roles or

functions to perform, and who have a limited life-span membership" (p. 4).

This definition has been shaped by the Input-of many authors, including Dyer (,1984), Hall and

Rizzo (1975), Modricl< (1986), Morgan, Glickman, Woodard, Blalwes, and Salas (1986), and

Nleva, Fleishman, and Rieck (1978), among others; and It is viewed as being sornewhrt more

appealing than the typical dictionary definitions.

However, since the teams which are being examined in this study are in fact "work teams",

which are constituted as permanent bodies, It Is clear that this definition is not appropriate.

Thus, for the purpose of this study, the author has slightly modified Salas et al's (1992)

definition to conform with the type of team under Investigation:

'~ team is a dIstingUishable set of two or more people who Interact

dynamically, interdependently, and adaptively toward a common and valued

goal/objective/mission; each of whom has been assigned specific roles or

functions to perform. "

The central premise of this definition Incorporates task orientation. That Is, the accurate

completion of a team task requires: (a) a dynamio sxchanqe of Information and resources

amon!) team members; (b) co-ordination of task aotlvltles; (c) constant adjustments to task

demands; and (d) organizational structuring of members. From this perspective, it Is clear that

some form of task dependency must exist among team members In order for them to Interact

dynamically and adaptlvely to aocornpllsf an objective. Member Interdependency Is a key

element In distinguishing teams from groups. Although teams are essentially groups of

Individuals, not all groups of lndlvlduals are considered teams (Driskell & Salas, 1992; Lewis,

Hritz, & Roth, 1983; O'Neil et al., 1992; Tannenbaum, Beard, & Salas, 1992).

11



Table 1: A Variety of Team Definitions.

Boguslaw & Porter
(1962)

Dieterly (1978)

Smillie, Shelnutt, &
Bercos (1977)

Thorndyke & Weiner
(1980)

Scan land (1980)

Daniels, Alden,
Kanarick, Gray, &
Reuge (1972)

McDavid & Harari
(1968)

Neva, Fleishman, &
Rieck (1978)

Klaus & Glaser (1968)

a retationship in which people generate and Use work
procedures to make possible their interaction with
rnachlnes, machine procedures, and other people i the
pursuit (If system objectives

a dist.nguishable set of individuals who function together
to accomplish a sp'~cific objective

small groups, usually two to eleven men, who normally
perform their tasks In an interactive and interdependent
manner. Position or member assignment within a team
must be formally defined.

set of lndlvlduals worl<lng co-operatively to achieve some
common objective

synergistic set of indiViduals, the sum of whose purposes
Is the execution of a desired function in whIch no IndIvidual
effort Is redundant of another member's effort, with no gap
In the total contrlbutk '1 of members In fulfilling the functlon
of the team

three or more persons working in concert toward Ci
common, Identifiable, and relatively Immediate goal

a standard set of role relationships among its members,
and has a set of norms that regulate the function of the
group and each of its members

two or more interdependent lndlvlduals performing
coordinated tasks toward the achievement of specific task
goals

teams are characterized by a rigid structure, organization,
and communication network, well-defined asslqnrnents
and the necessity for co-operation and co-ordination

From Knerr, Nadler, and Berger (1980).

10



teams being formulated and these are considered a suitable starting point for a review of the

literature,

Definitions of Teams
The Collins English Dictionary (1986) defines a team as "a group of P"'CP:d orqanlsed to work

together," As Swezey et al (1994) note, however, the Identification of just what comprlaes a

team is difficult. Team boundaries are often ~ebulous, with many overlapping memberships

and borders (Knerr, Nadler, & Berger, 1980), Additionally, the structure •.md composltlcn of a

team is often unstable, and typically varies according to changes in the problems that confront

the team (Glanzer, 1962), The number and Variety of definitions present in the earlier llterature

provide simple evidence of the difficulty inherent In clearly specifying the constltutlon of a team

(Knerr et aI., 1980). Table 1 lists several such definitions.
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productivity, an imperative to enhance that productivity has prompted South African

organisations to follow the world-wide trend of implementing tearr 3 as a solution to the

problem.

The changing nature of our workforce
External forces are not the only motivator for finding a new way of working. It is evident that

individuals employed in organisations are al~p changing. The reasons are largely external"

employees are generally better educated than they were a generatiun ago and, consequently,

they expect to be able to apply their intellect in their work. In addition, governments are

allowing their co ..atituents more of a say In their operation, yet most organisations disallow

democracy In their own functioning.

These forces of change do not operate in Isolation. They converge, simultaneously fuelling

and being fuelled by one another. Thus, the rapidly increasing prevalence of teams may be

seen to be dualistically driven.

Although it would seem that teams have only been prominent in the last decade, the original

study of self-dlreoted work teams dates back to an investigation of British coal mining teams

by Trist & Bamforth in 1951. The authors examined the Impact of a modern mine where

management had invested In large amounts of machinery and had designed specialist Jobs.

Contrary to management's expectation, these Improvements led to lower productivity than

found In an old-fashioned mine, not the higher productivity a"tlcipated. Trist and Bamforth

studied the WOI k processes at the "old fashioned" Durham mine and found that workers and

managers had devised a system of job rotation. In addition, because they worked together as

a group, the Durham miners could chart their fellow miners' progress and adjust their own Jobs

accordingly. Although no statistical tests were presented by Trlst and Bamforth, miners in the

newer, more specialised, roles appeared less satisfied, less productive, and more likely to be

absent than the miners employed In the traditional, selt-dlrected work teams (Trlst, 1981).

This fInding may be considered the catalyst for the Interest in teams, precipitating further

research on the subject. in-depth examination of teams has resulted in various definitions of
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secondly, the extensive literature regarding individual performance links these factors to

productivity .

This Introductory chapter will examine teams as a general concept, while the ensuing chapters

will explore work motivation, job satisfaction and psychological participation in more detail.

With reference to particular studies, the link between each of these factors and performance

will be examined within the context of the changing business environment identified by

Dumaine (1994), amongst others, as one of the primary forces encouraging the

implementation of teams.

The changing environment of business
Several powerful environmental forces are driving organisations \u "Ilango the way they

currently operate. Undoubtedly, a key feature of this changing business environment is that

competition is growing lncreasinqly fierce. Globalisatlon of the marketplace is one of the main

reasons for heightened competition. As a result, organisations need to be able to improve

productivity without expanding resources. Increasingly, teams are seen as a vital solution

(Cannon-Bowers, Oser, & Flanagan, 1992; Hackman, 1989; Lawler, Mohrman & Ledford,

1992; Dumaine, 1994; Hoer, Pollock, & Whiteside, 1986). According to Eloelng President,

Philip Condit (in Fortune, Sept. 5, 1994): "Your competitiveness is your ability to use the skills

and knowledge of people most effectively, and teams are tile best way to do that." This

opinion is corroborated by Tosi, Rizzo & Carroll (1986), who maintain that one of the ways that

lndustry can adapt to these challenges is through greater use of work teams, committees, and

task forcea within the workplace. It would seem that industry Is foliowin~1this advice - a survey

in 1994 of Fortune 1 ')0 cornpanles found that 68% use self-managed or high performance

teams (Dumaine, 1994), which Is up from 47% in 1992 (Lawler, Mohrman & Ledford, 1992).

While most of these authors base their findings on the United States experience, it is

undeniable that South African companies are impacted equally, if not to a greater extent, by

such forces. The seclusion of South African industry during the apartheid years, amongst

other factors, has contributed to a workforce which is particularly unproductive (a fact

confirmed In the World Competitiveness Report, 1995). Wr1att:lVerthe reasons are for low
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Nieva et at., 1978). Feedback enhances performance on that aspect of performance about

which feedback Is provided (Salas et el., 1992).

In addition to feedback Itself, the manner In Which feedback Is presented and sequenced may

have motivational consequences. Sequencing feedback on various aspects of a team task is a

useful method for training teams to enhance performance. Salas et al. (1992) have suggested

that 1.:::?dbClcl~should focus only on one aspect of task performance during early training

sessions, but on several aspects of task performance during later training sessions. Briggs

and Johnston (1967) found that when this sequencing strategy was employed, teams

attempted to enhance performance for all aapects of a team task on which they had received

feedback.

Critique of the current research on teamwork
The preceding review of the literature on teamwork confirms Cohen and Ledford's (1994)

assertion that the empirical evidence regarding the effectiveness of teams Is limited. Various

researchers have highlighted specitlo aspects which In their exposure Is limited. For Instance,

McCallum, Os~r, Morgan & Salas (19139)suggest that there Is a general lack of unc 1rstandlng

of the components of teamwork with regard to specific teamwork behaviours. Alternfltlvely

Oyer (1984) believes that the research Is lacking on team member Interactions and whether or

not Interactions vary over time, by situation, and/or by team experience, Another Issue which

has been highlighted Is how team produotlvlty or performanoe Is actually measured, as

Swezey et al (1994) point out. Close eXamination of the literature Illustrates that Initially the

spotlight fell on performance, but during the 1980s this emphasis has been superseded by a

greater focus on productivity (Akin & Hopelaln, 1986; Armitage, 1984; Griffin, WGI~\ &.

Moorhead, 1981; Schilling & sr-mer, 1985). This Interest has not been matched with a

commensurate examination of group effectiveness Issues (Pritchard et al, 1988). Also, the

considerable research on Individual performance has often been for relatively simple tasks

(frequently In quasi-work climates) and, although valuable, the findings have IImlt6(1ons

because organisational jobs are normally complex, multifarious, and seldom undertaken by

Individuals In Isolation (Pearson, 1991). This membership Interdependence, task Integration,
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behaviour, as, too, does the rank of a given team In relation to other teams, According to

Morgan and Lassiter (1992), a team's perception of Its own role, status, and value to an

organization Is an Important factor In determining the way a team Interacts and performs,

EValuation
The presence or absence of potential evaluators has been shown to Impact on team

performance (e,g" Harl<lns& Szymanski, 1987; Jackson &, Williams, 1985), cottrell (1972),
, .'

for example, has reported that potentlal for evaluation may produce arousal which facilitates

performance on simple tasks, but Impairs performance on more complex tasks. Extending

this notion, Harklns and Szymanski (1987) found that In order to evaluate cerfcrmance, the

standard of performance must be known, In addition to performance quality, When an

Individual suspects that his or her performance may be evaluated, It Is likely that he or she will

be more highly motivated and will therefore perform better (Penner &, Cralger, 1992), The

potential also exists for self-evaluHtlon to Influence Individual performance, A study by Harkins

and Szymanski (1989) appears to confirm this potential, When Individual group members were

provided vVltha standard against which their group's performance could be compared,

Indl'/Iduals IncrElased!he quantity and qLlality of thalr performance, The motivating effect of

pO~l)ntl:;)1evahratlon, however, Is moderated by team size (Penner & Cralger, 1992), As team

size Increases, a [lIven Individual may feel that the probability that his speclfio performance will

be Identified and evaluated Is decreased, This, In turn, can result In both decreased Individual

and team performance. The complexity of evaluation Is Illustrated In Franl<"ln's (1994) study,

His data Indicate a reductlon in anxiety yet poorer performance In a high stakes evaluation, as

compared to training evaluatlon, for antisubmarine warfare alrcrews.

Feedback
The amount of feedback avallabl13to a team may have a motivational Impact. Feedback Is one

way to facilitate team member performance and demonstrates the contribution of that

performance to the performance of other members and to the team as a whole (Salas et al.,

1992), Among researchers there Is general agreement that feedback about the effe...:llveness

of task performance should be provided to team members 111 a timely manner (Dyer, 1984;
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As a result, de-Individuation can affect an Individual's motivation level and, presumably,

performance (Penner & cralcer, 1992). finally, with regard to motivation specifically, several

studies have Indicated an Inverse relationship between group size and motivation (e.g.,

Barker, 1960, 1968; Thelen, 1949; Wicker, 1969),

Task Characteristics
The Influence of the task type on team performance and motivation has been documented by

several researchers (Gladstein, 1984; Goodman, 1986; Steiner, 1972). Tannenbaum et ai,

(i 992) have reported that task complexity Is related to task performance and that task difficulty

accounts for a significant amount of variance In team performance. Sevol'al researchers have

also shown that task organisation and task type can Influence team effectiveness (Kabanoff &

O'Brien, 1979; McGrath, 1984), Task demands appear to have a moderating Influence on the

Impact of team homogeneity or heterogeneity. If successful task completion requires smooth

and tImely team member Interactions, then homogeneity of personalities, abilities, attitudes,

etc. will result In better team performance. Heterogeneous teams, by contrast, tend to perform

better when the task Is relatively complex and/or requires a creative solution (Morgan &

Lassiter, 1992),

Organisational Context and Environment
The organisational context and envlronrnsntal surroundings In which the team funotlons also

merit oonslderation with respect to team performance and motivation, Organisational culture

may motivate teams, The degree of formalisation In a team has profound effeots on

performance (Pugh, Hickson, Hlnlngs, & Turner, 1968). If a high degree of formalisation exists

In team structure, team performance tends to be procedural and routlnlsed Highly formalised

teams are therefore better suited to performing routine tasks that require little creativity

(Morgan & Lassiter, 1992), while tess formalised teams respond more effectively to less

predictable situations. Sundstrom, Perkins, George, Futrell, and Hoffman (1990) have

reported that supportive organisational cultures are associated with higher perforrnlng teams,

Other organisational variables, such as reward systems (Hackman, 1983: stelner, 1972) and

the nature of intergroup or lateral relations (Brett & Rognes, 1986), may also Influence team
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specifically, that performance enhances cohesion. AI1derson (1975), as a case In point, has

demonsttated that within task-oriented teams cohesion can increase when teams are more

successful. Detractors also exist from the position that team cohesion is strongly related to

team performance (e.q., Stodglil, 1972). Indeed, team cohesion may Influence motlvatloll and

performance through the phenomenon known as de-Individuation. Delndlvlduatlon refers to a

psychological state in which a person has a decreased sense of personal Identity and

responsibility (Penner, 1986). Among factorsthat can produce de-Individuation are excessive

levels of physiological and psychological arousal and ~ ~cng feelings of attraction to one's

team (Penner & Cralger, 1992).

Team Size
In addition to the structure of a team, Its homogeneity or heterogeneity, and Its coheslveness,

team size has also been shown to affect motivation and performance. As team size Increases,

so does the size of the pool of performance resources (Shaw, 1976). According to Morgan

and Lassiter (1992), larger teams have more resources available to them which, In turn, can

lead to Increased creativity, varieties of Information proceSSing, and Increased team

effectiVeness. There Is, however, a tradeoff. Increasing the size of a team may prove to be a

double-edged sword, since Increases In team size beyond a certain point may produce

diminishing returns and can hinder team performance. Larger teams face problems associated

with the greater number of team member Interactions necessitated by size, more difficulty I...

co-ordlnatlon and potential decreases in member participation. Increasing team size has also

resulted In Incressed co-ordination demands and communication workload (Shaw, 1976),

decreased communication (Indlk, 1965), and reduced oartlclpatlon among team members

(Gerard, Wilhelmy, and conolley, 1968). Another study (Glbb, 1951) found that as team size

Is mere ..lsed, members report Increased Inhibition to participate. The heightened complexity

and difficulty of communication, along with changes In the team's social structure, may lead

some Individuals to decrease their Involvement In team communications (Morgan & Lassiter,

1992). Tho phenomenon of de-IndividUation (described earlier) may also pose a problem as

team size expands. According to Penner and Cralger (1992), de-Individuation makes the

Individual r'-' tlvely Inattentive to previously-held principles, and self-regulation breaks down.
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that general abilities can produce various effects on group performance. Firstly, the abilities ~f

team members may be combined In an additive fashion to Increase overall team performance

In proportion to members' ability levels. Secondly, Individual abilities may also be combined

so as to produce an overall loss In team efficiency; and, finally, the Individual abilities of team

members might be combined so that team performance Is higher than the levels predicted on

the basis of additivity. In an examination of three-member tank crews, Tzlner and Eden (1985)

reported that abilities appeared to have an additive eff~ct when teams were heterogeneously

able. SpeCifically, uniformly low-ability teams performed poorly, while uniformly high-ability

teams appeared to perform well. Not surprisingly, stu fles on the relationship between task-

relevant abilities, team members and team performance have generally Indicated that team

performance Is Improved by selecting Individuals with high levels of task-specltlc skills

(Morgan & Lassiter, 1992).

Cohesiveness
Along with homogeneity and heterogeneity, cohesiveness may playa role In a team's

motivation and performance. Tannenbaum et al. (1992) suggest that cohesiveness - which

reflects a team's feeling Of )elonglngness and sense of teamness -Is related to team

performance. Highly ccheslve teams tend to have members who: (a) are greatly Involved In

the team's activities; (b) have less tendency toward obsenles'Jm; nnd (c) display high levels of

co-ordination during team tasks. The effects of cohesion have been related to team member

Interactions, satlsfaotion, and team performance (Shaw, 1976). A significant positive

relationship between team cohesion and team member Interaction has been reported by Lott

and Lott (1961). Also, positive relationships between team cohesion and member satisfaction

have been found. In general, members of cohesive teams tend to be more satisfied with tt'elr

jobs and their team situations (Morgan & LaSSiter,1992). Manning and Fullerton (1988) have

reported that members of highly cohesive army units tended to Indicate greater Jobsatisfaction

than did members of less cohesive units.

Although the general consensus, with regard to cohesiveness and performance, Is that group

cohesion enhances performance (Shaw, 1976), the reverse has also been shown -
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Driskell et al. (1987) have proposed a taxonomy of six personality traits (intelligence,

adjustment, ambltlon, prudence, sociability, and likability), which they believe Impact team

performance: "different personality types will perform better In different task groups, because

different behaviours are required In different task situations" (p. 106). Morgan & Lassiter

(1992) recommend this taxonomy as a guide for selecting team members on the basis of

personality, and as a framework for designing Investigations of the performance effects of

personality In teams.

(e,g" Shaw, 1976). McGrath and Altman (1966) have reported that factors such as age,

Biographical Diiterences
There is evidence to suggest that biographical variables such as age, gender, race, sex, and

socio-cultural background, among others, are Important factors In the performance of teams

gender, and education level, among others, are predictive of team performance, and Shaw

(1976) has reported that gender-mixed groups tended to be more conforming and spend more

time and effort on Interpersonal Issues than on task-relevant behaviours, Members of non-

mixed teams, by rontrast, tended to be more task-crlented, Individualistic, and competitive

(I<ent & McGrath, 1969; Wyer & MalinOWski, 1972). Evidence also exists to suggest that the

chronological age of team members may Impact on team performance (McGrath & Altman,

1966). When generalized to teams, findings on the effects of aging on IndlvlduFlls suggest that

younger teams will perform better than older teams on tasks requiring sensory/perceptual

sClnsltlvlty, speed of responding, fine motor responding, or complex cognitive processing,

Additionally, teams that are homogenous In age are more likely both to Interact among

themselves and to perform more effiCiently th&" Me teams that are heterogenous with respect

to age (Morgan & Lassiter, 1992).

Ability Differences
A thlre! cate~Jory of IndiVidual-difference variables that Impact on team performance Includes

general and task-related abilities of members. Laughlin, Branch, and Johnson (1969) found

that teams that were heterogeneous In ability performed better than homogenous teams on

Intelligence tests. Tzlner and Eden (1985), In summarizing the results of prior research, noted
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military aircraft, to lend itself to an autocratic style of leadership with inherent motivational

effects similar to those found by Lewin and his colleagues (Swezey, 1992).

Group Homogeneity and Heterogeneity
Team makeup appears to bear some Influence on performance. Compatibility Is an Important

factor when considering team composition and Its relationship to performance. It Is not

uncommon for high-ability teams that contain Incompatible members to experience difficulty In
,.",

maintaining effective communlcatlons and Interactions among members and, consequently,

collateral difficulty In attaining goals (Bass, 1982). Indeed, Gunderson and Ryman (1967) have

Indicated that team makeup (which lnclcdes homogeneity) Is related to performance. Issues

of team homogeneity and heterogeneity embrace such factors as personality differences,

biographical differences, and Individual differences In abilities.

Personality Differences
Personality Is one of the Individual characteristics Influencing team characterlstfcs and work

structure, as indicated 111tile model of team effectiveness presented In Figure 1, and Is a

factor Involved In the homogeneity or heterogeneity of a team. The magnitude of the role that

personality characteristics play with regard to team performance Is, however, a contentious

polnt (Morgan 8< Lassiter, 1992). Some researchers have argued that findings on the subject

have been Inconclusive (Kahan at al., 1985). According to Morgan and Lassiter (1992), this

position IS based on the notion that personality traits represent constructs that are too broad to

be of use In predicting specific team performance. For example, In Butler and Burr's (1980)

InVestigation of locus of control personality types In military teams, only one of the three

personality types examined was fount,! to be related to performance, and only weakly at that.

Other research has shown that the combination of personalities within a team can exert an

Influence on a team's performance (Driskell et 131.,1987; Hackman & Morris, 1975). Schultz

(1955), for Instance, found that more productive teams were homogenous with respect to

several perscnallty traits (dependence, assertiveness, and personalness). Research by

Helmrelch (1984, 1987) and by Chidester (1987) has Indicated that attitudes and co-ordination

behaviours among members of aircraft crews may be predicted from personality measures.
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(h) the nature and sequencing of performance feedback provided to members (Swezey et

al.,1994).

A brief overview of some of the research exarnlnlnq these characteristics follows.

Group Structure/Leadership
Power distribution within a team usually relates to the team's hierarchical structure. (Nleva et

aI., 1978). From the leadership literature, tw~. dimensions can be Identified that apnear to

produce substantial effects on team performance. One Is autocratic versus democratic

leadership. Generally, teams with autocratic leaders perform better than teams with

democratic leaders, while members of democratic teams tend to react more positively to their

team (Morgan & Lassiter, 1992). A classic study that provides such group motivation data was

conducted by Lewin, L1ppett, & White (1939) ahd examined the effects of power distribution on

performance. A field experiment was performed on clubs of 10· year-old boys, exposing them

to thre.; different styles of adult leaders: autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire. Members of

the autocratic group demonstrated the highest short-term productivity while the democratic

group scored highest for motivation as mea! .ed by continued work after the leader had

departed,

Another leadership dimension that appears to affect team performance is the social distance

between the leader and other team members (Kahen, Webb, Shavelson, & Stolzenberg,

1905). Teams with greater social distance between leaders and followers usually perform

better than teams where the SOCialdistance Is smaller. In addition to the constructs of team

upon team members Which, In turn, may affect team performance as a whole (Morga" &

Lasslter, 1992). Foushee and Helrnrelch (1988), for Instance, found team role structure to be a

powerful Indicator of aircraft crew Interaction. The Ingrained chain of command within a cockpit

leadership and social distance, rank structure within a team has both motivational and

performance Implications. Different rank structures Impose different Interaction requirements

may present a significant communication barrier for crew members who are often reluctant to

question superiors or to assume control of the aircraft In emergency situations (Foushee &

Helmrelch, 1(88). Potential exists for the rank structure present In cockpit crews, especially In
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Figure 1: Team E:ffectiveness Model (from Tannenbaum, Beard, and Salas, 1992)
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General Characteristics Affecting Teamwork
Several characteristics of teams can be Important for understanding their effectiveness,

according to Tannenbaum at al, (1992), These factors Include the team's

(a) structure;

(b) homogeneity and/or heterogeneity;

(c) cohesiveness (I,e" Its sense of "teamness");

(d) size;

(e) the characteristics of Its task (l.e, task difficulty);

(f) the organizational context and environment In which It operates;

(g) the presence of potential evaluators; and
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3. Environmental-level factors: the nature of the task, the level of environmental stress,

and reward structure.

Figure 1 presents a recent model Of team effectiveness. Included as inputs to the model,

among others, are Driskell et al's three Input factors. In this model, team performance is the

outcome of dynamic processes reflected in the co-ordination and communication that teams

develop over time (Salas et al., 1992). It should be noted that In the model motivation appears

as both an input and output. On the input side, motivation is one of the individual

characteristics that influence team characteristics and work structure, On the output side,

motivation Is one of the individual changes that influences team performance, the team's

performance serves as feedback affecting individual and task characteristics, According to

Hackman (1987), teams will evaluate their performance as they work, These evaluations

ultimately affect team processes and, In turn, Influence future team performance,
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teams, each consisting of eight to twelve members. They concluded that it is possible to

discriminate the more effective from the less effective teams on the basis of type, frequency,

and relationship of observable behaviours. More effective teams displayed more intra-team

reinforcement behaviours - characterized by thanking other members for correcting errors

and praising work well done. According to McCallum et al. (1989), these behaviours may

have fostered a sense of task competency among team members. These findings are

consistent with Hackman and Walton's (1986) suggestion that providing reinforcement for

good task performance, and giving assistance to members, lead to effective task performance.

Effective teams also tended to exhibit intra-team monitoring behaviours. Specifically, effective

teams exhibited increased levels of communication and co-operative behaviours oriented

toward detection and acknowledgment of errors (McCallum et al., 1989). oser at al. (1989)

extended the work of McCallum et al (1989). Again, their purpose .vas to identify critical team

behaviours that can be used to differentiate more effective from less effective teams. Their

results provided additional support for the findings discussed above. One of the oritical team

behaviours they Identified was team reinforcement. Team relnforoement refers to the

motivational and reinforcing statements made between team members. Effective teams had

members who praised one another for a job well done, made positive statements to motivate

each other, and thanked others for catching mistakes (Oser et al., 1989).

A ModeJ of Team Effectiveness
From the preceding review of the researoh on tclams, It iE:..:le!:1 e issues of team

performance and effeotiveness are important ones. Team effectiveness, however, differs

vastly from Individual effectiveness (e.g., Yetton & Bottger, 1982). Three Input factors that

may define a team's performance potential have been Identified by Driskell et al. (1987, p. 95):

'I. Indlvldual·level factors; member skills, knowledge, personalities, and status

characterlstics.

2. Group-level factors; group size, group structure, group norms, and cohesiveness.
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Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The quality of the empirical research supporting these assertions

has, however, often been called Into question (Lawler, 1971; Pasmore, Francis, & Haldeman,

1982; Wall, Kemp, Jackson. & Clegg, 1986). and a major longitudinal study of autonomous

work groups (Wall et al, 1986) has failed to support fully claims of positive attitudinal and

behavioural outcomes. Although that study found clear links between employee perceptions

of work group autonomy and intrinsic Job satisfaction, It was also found that the operation of

autonomous work groups "did not demonstrably affect reported levels of Job motivation,

organisational commltrnent, mental health, work performance, and voluntary labour turnover"

performance variance (Cummings, 1978; Susman, 1976), while soclal learnlnq theory

(Wall et al., 1986).

Self-managing teams are hypothesised to be effective and contribute to employee quality of

work life for two major reasons. Firstly. they permit employee self-regulation or self-control

over changing conditions facing the group. The socloteohnlcal perspective emphasises the

structural properties of self-managing teams that enable employees to control key sources of

indicates that self-managing teams encourage self-regulation through cc'griltlve and

behavioural mechanisms, such as self goal setting (Manz & Sims, 1987). Secondly, the work

and organisational designs for self-managing teams are motivating. Work high In task variety,

autonomy, identity, significance, and feedback foster Internal work motivation which, In turn,

leads to high performance and satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham. 1975). Organisations help to

motivate team members to perform well by sharing power and reward: .. Jlth them (Lawler.

1986; Hackman, 1987).

Several studies (MCCallum, oser, Morgan & Salas, 1989; oser, McCallum, Salas & Morgan.

1989) have attempted to Identify behavioural constituents of teams and the effects of team

evolution and maturation over time. The basis for these studies lies In the notion that

successful teams exhibit specific Interaction, communication. and co-ordination behaviours

that enhance performance. whereas less successful teams display different types of specific

behaviours. McCallum at al, (1989) analyzed critical team behaviors from a sample of 13

d) The groups should have the authority, materials. and equipment necessary to perform their Jobs,
and the feedback required to evaluate their performance.
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receive performance feedback on both individual and team levels (Matsui, Ka~,uyarrla, &

Otlglatco, 1987), and the provision of team feedback by Itself can be dangerous WI.~ ,th<l

good performance of 0,1e team member can compensate for the poor performance of a

teammate (Salas et al., 1992). Members performing below their Individual goal level who

receive only team feedback may not attempt to Improve their performance If the team Is

succeeding. Alternatively, Individuals performing satisfactorily with respect to their Individual

goals who receive only Individual level feedback may not Improve If their group Is failing.

Research On Team Motivation
As mentioned earlier, much theory and research on 1I\0tivation has focused on the Individual,

while there Is a dearth of theory and research on team motivation. One of the most useful

theories Is provided by Katz and Kahn (1978).

Theoretical Research of Katz and Kahn
Grounding their research In the field of social psychology I<atz and Kahn (1978) have

Identified three types of motivational patterns or frameworks in teams: rule enforcement,

external rewards, and Internalised motivation. In the case of rule enforcement, team members

obey rules because they arise from legitimate sources of authority and can be enforced by

legal sanctions. Rule ~ompllance causes the acceptance of legitimate edicts and regulations

to be of value within the team (Katz & l<al1n, 1978). Hare motivation bears a limited

relationship to the activity beln~l performed, since legal bases are notoriously defiCient In

affecting performance beyond narrow role prescriptions for quantity anti quality (Katz & ~~ahn,

1978). Further, the potential exists for rules to become more important than the goals they

were designed to accomplish, causing members to follow the rules for the sake of the rules

themselves (Hall, 1991). The members In such a system may become Increasingly unable to

operate on their own Initiative. in such cases, it is unlikely that Individuals within a team will

perrOfl"1 above and beyond the call of duty (H.JlI, 1991).

Within tf1~ Elxternal rewards framework, Incentives are typically linked to deshed behaviours

(Katz & Kahn, 1978) and actions become Inslrumentalln achievln~ external rewards. This

framework appeal's to share similarities with earlier instrumentality based models of Individual
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towards attaining the team goal and, as such, the team goal appears to have exerted a strong

motll'''tlng affect. Although th~ team goal was unattainable for any Individual, subjects In the

team goal condition stili strove toward It, even after having accomplished Individual goals.

Another effect of team goals can be found In an examination of what occurs when a group falls

to achieve Its gllals. In particular, responses to failure In groups tend to be the oppoelta of

those usually round with individuals (ligen et al., 1987). Zander, Forward, and Albert (1969)

examined team member attitudes as a function of the success of the team and found that

Ineffective teams continually set goals higher than previous performance Indicated they

should.

The role of feedback in goal·driven performance
As Is evident from this discussion, effacts of performance goals on Individuals are well

documented, When Individuals hold speoltic goals, performance tends to be hIgher than when

these goals are absent (Locke et al., 1981: Locke, 1994), Further, knowledge of results (I.e.

feedback) plays an Important role In goal-setting, Just as feedback Is crucial to Individual goal-

setting, so It Is when goal-setting Is appUerl to teams,

Performenoe goals may act to structure work situations by making It possible for individuals to

receive feedback about their performance relative to their goal (ligen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979),

This feedback may serve as a source of accomplishment and may create other effects that

are Interpreted as being beneficial (lIgen et ai" 1987), Indeed, Nadler (1979) has noted that

team feedback provides motivational effects Which Influenoe the effort expended by team

members. The comp',"'son between the team goal and team performance feedback, may

Influence members' cognitive processes whloh, In turn, Impact on behaviour (O'Leary-Kelly,

undated). According to O'Leary-KellY, Individual team members may engage In social

comparison aimed at measuring their own performance levels against those of other team

members In order to Interpret the personal Implications of team ieedbacl<,

Thera are caveats, however, when It comas to examining the motivat1onal effects of feedback

In team situations, According to Salas at €II. (1992), team level feedback provides little direct

Information about the quollty of Individual performance. It Is Important for team members to
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exist between team and Individual goals, as well as among the goals of Individual team

members.

The motivational effects of goals on teams may also differ from the Impact of goals on

Individuals. In teams, goals affect Individual as well as team-level phenomena (ligen et al.,

1987). Factors such as size, social pressure, and structure may also exert an Influence on the

motivational properties of goals.

NotwlthstC'lndlngthese co-varying factors Influencing the effect of goals 011 team motivation,

overall research In the area of goal-setting appears to provide an opportunity for generalization

ftom Individual to team motivation. To reiterate, key Ideas can be highlighted. Goals serve

WoIO motivational purposes. Firstly, they rouse people to acl,•.lJI. That Is, they Influence an

Individual's willingness to Invest time and effort in an attempt to accomplish a speolflo goal.

Secondly, they serve to channel an Individual's time and energy In a particular direction.

The general finding with regard to goals and performance can be Viewed In terms of goal

speclf1clty.The more difficult and specific a goal is, the greater the motivational Impact.

Motivational effects of goals, however, appear to be moderated by task complexity, With a

simple task, the energizing fllnctlon of goals Is of primary Importance (ligen et at, 1987). In

this case, difficult goals are more beneficial. On complex tasks, where task methods are

ambiguous, difficult goals may hinder performance (ligen et al., 1987). In this case, goal

specificity becomes critical.

Goal perceptions of Individual team members are Important to consider In light of the fact that

goal perceptions of Individuals as team members may be different to those of Individuals

working alone because of tile presence of a group goal (ligen et ai" 1987). A study by Matsui,

Imalzuml, Onglatco, and Kal<uyama (1987), for Instance, exarnlnad the effects of differing

perceptions on performance. Matsui at al, (1987) had subjects work alone under one of two

experimental conditions. In one, subjects had an Individual goal. In the other, In addition to an

Individual g()a!, each subject had an aSSignedpartner and a team goal to be attalno" 'oVlththat

partner. Matsl;1et al. (1987) foun~ that Individuals In teams performed better than those

working in Isolation. Individuals with team goals perceived their Individual goal as one step
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Ht~rzberg, 1966; Locke, 1994; Maslow, 1943; Vroom, 1964), certain aspects of goal-setting

theory (e.g., Locke, 1968; Locke, 1994) may be applicable to the Issue of team motivation

(Swezey at al, 1994). Perhaps some insight Into this issue lies In the examlnlr.g of various

complexities Involved In motivating both Individuals and teams In the context of goal-setting

theory.

According to Locke, Shaw, Saari, and Latham (1981), a goal Is "what an Individual Is trying to

accomplish; It Is the object or aim of an action" (p, 126). Goals escentlally represent standards

of behaviour (ligen, Shapiro, Salas, & Weiss, 1987). Research on the effects of goals on

Individual performance has shown that goal specificity and difficulty have a motivational

Impact. In particular, as ligen et al, (19S7) point out, goals that are challenging and specific,

lead to higher performance than those that are not. ligen et al. (1987) also Indicate that goals

serve two motivational purposes at the Individual level. Firstly, they stir the person to action, In

other words, they serve to influence a person's willingness to Invest time and effort In an

attempt to accomplish the task at hand. Secondly, they serve to guide time and effort In a

particular direction. At the Individual level, It Is clear to whom a goal applies. The Individual

typically Is assigned, or participates In defining, a goal, and then proceeds to accomplish that

goal.

At group level, however, the question as to whom the goal applies, Is less clear (ligen et al.,

1987). The goals In question may apply to several members of a team. Further, goals In team

settings add at least three levels of complexity when compared to goals for Individuals (ligen

et al., 1987). Firstly, the Issue of goals (or multiple IndlvldLlals needs to be addressed, At least

two sets of goals am present: the overall goals of the team, and the goals I')f the Individuals

who make up the team. Secondly, the source of the goals Is more complex, In the case of an

IndiVidual, goals could originate from the Individual, or they could be assigned by an outside

agent (1,13" management). 90th sources also exlst In a team setting althoLlgh Individual

members may not sham the same goals as the team, Conflict and disagreement can result,

which does not pose a problem at the Individual level. Finally, multiple Interdependencies
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motivation Is assumed to be good and vice versa, Kreitner and Klnlckl (1989) take a different

stance, however, and propose the following formula for performance which, they maintain,

places motivation In proper perspective:

Pertormence= Level of ability x Level of skill x Motivation x Knowledge

about how to complet» the task x Facl//tatlng and Inhibiting conditions not

w:der the individual's control

In this context motivation Is viewed as a necessary but Insufficient contributor to Job

performance (Kreitner & Klnlckf, 1989).

A funriamental question to address with regard to motivating teams (as opposed to Individuals)

concerns the nature of the term team. The failure of the theoretical literature to address this

question adequately has created confusion and prevented the systernatlc accumulation of

knowif.,dgeVII t~lesubject (Salas, et ai, 1992), Even after 60 years of research on the subject

of teams, few principle,) and guidelines are available for composing or managing teams

(Swezey & Salas, 1992), for distinguishing good and poor teams (Drlskel, Hogan, & Salas,

1987), or evaluatlnp teams (O'Neil, Baker, & Kazlauskas, 1992).

Individual Versus Team Motivation
Mcln~/re (1988) provldes Input to an understanding of what team motivation Is. Team

motiVation refers to the extra-task characteristics of the team that make It competent, Including

team spirit, leadership, Interpersonal sl<III,communication skill, work performance norms,

values, and other attributes that serve to facilitate or Inhibit team performance. This makes

t:,e empiriCAlmeasurement of team motivation particularly difficult. Clearly, many of these

oharacterlstlos would result in behaviours which can be observed, but, as already highlighted,

Inferring motives from behavlours Is problematic.

A major Issue of Interest to this study Is the dlffemnce between team rnotlvatlon and InciivlUlJal

motivation. In line with Swe7.eyat ai's (1994) suggestion, however, understanding of this

difference proves particularly evasive. Although most theories of motivation attempt to explain

the motivational process at the Individual level (e,g., Alderftlr, 1969, 1972; Graham,1994;
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Theories of Individual Work Motivation
Notwithstanding the Inherent difficulty In appraising motivation, understanding the nature of the

concept has been of keen Interest to students of human behaviour for centuries. The Greek

philosopher Eplcurus, for instance, proposed the hedonistic view that people are motivated to

seek pleasure and avoid pain, a position which, according to Franken (1982), continues to be

the cornerstone for various current theories of human motivation. In the 19305 and 19405 the

study of human motivation attracted a great deal of Interest among psychologists, resulting In

the emen~Mc~ of a variety of theories, Including need-based conceptualizations (e.g ..

Maslow, 1943), and cognitive formulations (e.g" Lewin, 1938; Tolman, 1932), among many

others. Later, In the 19505 and 1960s, psychologists began to focus on the role of motivation

In the work place, specifically In the areas of Job satisfaction and Job performance, resulting In

a variety of equity-based (e.g., Adams, 1965), Instrumentality-based (e.g., Porter & LaWler,

1968; Vroom, 1964), and goal-setting (e.g., Locke & Latham 1968) orientations, Much recent

work has attempted to co-ordinate various theories of motivation by placing an emphasis on

the diverse effects of goals (e,g" Graham, 1994; Kanter, 1990; Locke, 1fI94),

Work motivation theories fall Into one of two cateqorles - content and process theories.

Historically, content theories emerged first, and sp~r)lf'l the correlates of motivated behaviour,

I.e. states, feelings or attitudes associated wltl, motivated behaviour as described by Maslow

and Herzberg. Process theories, by contrast, concentrate on variables predicting work

behavlour, Valence-expectancy theory, organisational behaviour modification, and goal

setting (\0 a lesser extent) typify this approach. In brle: as Nicholson ('1981) states, content

theories are concerned with what behavlcurs J.lrl;..motivated, while process theories focus on

how behaviour Is motivated.

The Link between Motivation and Performance in Individuals
Within the parameters of this study, motivation Is limited to how an Individual's perception of

hl:'5own motivation Is 11r11<edto the productivity/performance of the team to Which he belongs,

10 reiterate, motivation must be Inferred from observed behaviour, All too often, motivation

and performance are assumed to be one and the same. Thus, when performance Is good,
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Table 2: Definll/ons of Worl<Motivation.

... the contemporary (Immed!ate) Influences on the direction, vigour, and persistence of action
(Atl<lnson,1964) .

." how behaviour gets started, is energised, Is sustained, Is directed, Is stopped, and what
kind of subjective reaction Is present In the organism while all this Is going on (Jones, 1955).

.., a process governing choice made by persons or lower organisms among alternative forms
of voluntary activity (" '.')om, 1964),

... motivation has to do with a set of Independent/dependent variable relationships that explain
the direction, amplitude, and persistence of an Individual'S behaviour, holding constant the
effects of aptitude, skill, and understanding of the task, and the constraints operating In the
environment (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976).

... Internal work motivation may be defined as the degree to which an employee is self.
motivated to perform effectively, It refers to the extent to which he or she experiences positive
feelings when doing well and negative reactions when working poorly (cock et al., '1981).

". Motivation represents "those psychological processes the cause the arousal, direction, and
persistence of voluntary actions that are goal directed" (MltGIIl:?II, 1982).

A number of worthwhile deflnltlons (presented In Table 2) have been selected from the

IIteratLlreand these appear to have three common denominators which may be said to

characterise the phenomenon of motivation: what energises human behaviour; what directs

or channels such behaviour; and how this behaviour Is maintained or sustaned, The difficulty

In understanding motivation Is highlighted by each of these characterlsncs- that Is, that

motives must be Inferred from observed behaviour. Sxpandlng this point, Hllgard & Atkinson

(1967) have Identified at least five reasons why this Is difficult:

of certaln motives,

1, any Single act may express several motives,

2. motives may appear In disguised forms,

3, several motives may be expressed through similar or Identloal acts,

4. similar motives may be expressed In different behaviour, and

6. cultLlral and personal Variations may significantly moderate the modes of expression
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Like any other theory of applied social science, a theory of work motivation must account for

the control and prediction of behaviour (l.awler, 1973), and fulfil three criteria:

1, It must account for the phenomenon of voluntary behaviour being Initiated, In other

words, It should Identify the energlsers of voluntary worl< behaviour,

2, It must explain how human behavlour Is channelled In a particular direction, In this

respect, a theory of work motivation would obviously need to predict how effort Is
.'

channelled In a constructive direction,

1979),

3, It must account for the maintenance of work-related behaviour (Steers & Porter,

The measurement of motivation Is hampered by the fact that motivation Itself Is not directly

observable, As a result, motivational processes can only be Inferred based on behavioural

observations, Attempting to delineate motivation Involves concern with the question of what

arouses and energizes behaviour, The direction of behaviour, the Intensity of action, and the

persistence of behaviours over time provide raw dat~ from which Inferences about motivation

can be made (Kanfer, 1990; Vlnacke, 1962),

Towards defining motivation
Before discussing motivation and its effects on performance, an understanding of what

'motivation' means Is necessary, The term "motivation" was originally derived from the Latin

word movere, which means "to move," As a definition, however, tills single word Is obviously

Inadequate for the purposes of this study, Vroom (1964) explains motivation as referring to the

Intra- and Inter-Individual variabilities In behavlour that are /Jot attributable to differences In

ability, or to environmental demands, that coerce or force action, Vroom (1964) has further

pointed out, however, that this statement Is Insufficient as a deflnltlo . ""o::lUSeIt falls to

speolfy what Is Involved In motivation,
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factors, a full und'erstanding of work motivation is crucial to obtaining maximal

performance.

3. Attempts at classifying individuals In terms of demographic characteristics which may

relate to performance, such as one's rate of advancement (Barling & Neall, 1976)

have not contributed much to the Understanding, prediction or control of work

performance.

4. The lmpact of mecnanlzlnq the workforce. Although rnechanlzatlon was supposed to

revoh'tlonlse productlv-y, It reinforced the role of lndlv .ual behaviour In productivity.

Most of the prevailing theories of work performance. however. are concerned with Individual

motivation. They prescribe various techniques intended to stimulate, reinforce, or lure

Individuals Into working harder. Little Is said about the Individual's limits of t~sk ability,

predisposition for working hard. or the general energy or activity level of the employee.

Somewhat naively. existing .neortes maintain that performance is under the complete control

of the Individual. EVen though there are major individual differences affecting the quantity or

quality of work produced, It has been assumed that If the employee really wants to perform

better. his performance will naturally Improve (staw, 1986),

Performance may not be restricted merely by the Individual's level of ability and effort.

however. Jobs themselves may be designed so that performance Is not under the control of

the Individual, regardless of ability or' effort .. Certainly, there Is an awareness of the fact that

an assembly line worker's output Is more a product of the speed of the line than any personal

preference. In administrative Jobs, too, nerformance may be constrained by the work cycle or

technical procedures. There may be many employees with Interlocking tasks so that an

Increase In the performance of one employee does not mean much If several tasks must be

completed sequentially or simultaneously In order to Improve productivity (Staw, 1986). Thus,

the nature of the organisation, combined with the abilities and efforts of Individuals to

manoeuvre within the organisation, may serve to constrain changes In Individual performance

(Staw, 1986).
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CHAPTER 2

WORK MOTIV A.TION
Introduction
A key reason for the attention directed at motivation centres around the pervasive nature of

the concept itself, Motivation represents a highly complex phenomenon that affects, and Is

affected by, a multitude of factors in the organizational milieu (Steers & Porter, 1991),

Given the ever-tightening constraints placed on organizations by governmental regulations,

Increased foreign and domestic competition, citizens' lobbies, and the like, management has

had to look for new mechanisms to Increase - and, in some cases, just to rnalntaln- Its level of

Because of this, management must ensure that it is deriving full potential benefit from those

resources - Including human resources - that it has at its disposal. Thus, organisational

effectiveness becomes to some degree a question of management's ability to motivate Its

employees to direct at least a reasonable effort towards the goals of the organisation (Steers

Ii
s:

organizational effectiveness and efficiency, Much of the "slack" that organizations could

depend upon In the past has disappeared ln the face of these new environmental constraints,

& Porter, 199'1).

Research Into this subject abounds, In fact, It Is estimated that work motivation cornprlses

25% of the industrial psychology literature (Staw, 1986), Barling (1983) proposes a number of

reasons why work motivation theories are so important:

1, Even though the manaqerlal function Is not synonymous with work motivation,

motivation nonetheless remains a crucial determinant of work performance and

productivity, Lawler (1973) states that: worl< performance = fx (motivation x ability),

2, The Increasing restraints placed on the organisation In the form of union activities,

government legislation and social pressures. Given the combined effects of these
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The greatest concern regarding the research presented is highlighted by Pasmore et at

(1982). They comment that reports on self-directed work teams "have tended to report on

successful projects almost exclusively, leaving the literature almost void of data concerning

the potential pitfalls of the sociotechnlcal approach" (pp. 1197-1198). In addition, even with

successful projects it Is not always clear whether ,;(ner variables were measured but not

reported because the data were disappointing.

Teams and Motivation
Although there is a realization that teams may, in some situations, perform better than

individuals on specific tasks (Miller, 1991), there Is also some evidence to suggest that work

team problems can impede performance (DeMeuse & Liebowitz, 1981). In light of the

Increasing Importance of teams to organizations throughout the world, an improved

understanding of how teams function Is essential. Accordingly, the motivation of teams with

regard to their performance and effectiveness has been Identified as an important avenue of

research, especially given the relationships Identified between indivldt'~1 motivation and

performance.
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and the difficulty to accurately Isolate Individual contributions determines that the

measurement of productivity must be group based (Chowdhury, 1986; Schoeder, Anderson, &

Scudder, 1985; Sink, 1986; Tuttle & Romanowski, 1985), Although some suggestions are

offered (Cohen-Rosenthal, 1985; Odsn, 1986; Riggs, 1986; Rosenberg & Rosenstein, 1980;

Sink et al, 1984), and organisational effectiveness has been measured in several different

1. The Internal dvnsmlcs of the team.

ways, there is no universal system.

Specifically, with regard to the Issue of teamwork and performance, the results of the research

reviewed indicate that the implementation of teams does 110tnecessarily always lead to

improvements In performance and attitudes. However, there are a numbs: of reasons why

this may be the case:

2. External constraints on the team.

3. The environment In which the team operates.

4. The amount of autonomy the team has.

5. The measurement of the team's performance (as highlighted above).

Pasmore et al, (1982) noted that although self-directed work teams were employed by a

majority of the studies, many oharactertstlcs of these teams were not lncorpcrated. For

example, feedback on performance, providing Interaction with customers, P' ·jvld1ng

managerial Information \0 team members, allowing team members to choose their peers, and

allowing team members to equip themselves were mentioned as features In fewer than 10% of

the studies. It appears, then, that many of the self-directed teams may not have experienced

extenslva autonomy.

Clearly there are a multitude of factors which affect and are affected by the team's

performance and attitudes, a notion which provides further support to a multidimensional

model of team effectiveness such as that presented In Figure 1.
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Figure 2: Schamatic Representation of Two Assumad Relationships bstween Environmental Features and

Mental Health

High

.:
lL,__ ~ ,

Low Low Hlgll

Environmental Feature

CF = constant effect, AD::: additional decrement.~------------------
InWarr's opinion, there are, however, certain environmental attributes that will not cause harm

even in overabundance. These are called CE factors and are analagous to the harmless

vitamins C and E. Other variables, called AD factors, will cause a decrease In emotional well-

being. Here Warr draws a par!:lIlelwith vitamins A and D which may cause toxic reactions In

the event of overdosage. The precise effect of eaCI1variable Is listed In Table 4.

Few t~leorles propose that too much of a vartablo may be prcblematlc, For lnstance,

Herzbsrg, Mausner & Snyderman (1959) Implied that an excess of motivator or hygiene

factors has no effect beyond some critical value (Landy, 19136), while Instrumentality TheolY

proposes that greater rewards yield more effort. Warr'? theory "Iso differs from Equity Theory

whloh states tllat Individuals compare their Input~ and outputs (al1dproductivity rewards) to

those or others, If an IndlvlrJual's outputs or rewards are disproportionate to those of co-

workers relatlvl~ to tile efforts they have made, dissonance or tension will result. Warr (1987)

has a completely dlffers"t approach to emotional distress. His suggestion that particular

variables cause "toxic reactions" contrasts with Equity 1neory which sUl:lgests that an

lmbaienee causes tension (Landy, 1989).



diagrammatically represented In Figure 2. He believes that several work variables (listed In

Table 4 below) cause differences in job satisfaction, similar to the way In which several

vitarr.;,s actin!:} together affect health (Warr, 1987 cited In Landy, 1989). Like vitamins, a

minimum dally dosage of these variable Is required.

Table 4: effeots of worl<variables aooording to Warr"s Vitamin Modal.

High levels of CE variables

High levels of AD variables

Money Constant offeet at high levels

Physical security Constant effect at high levels

Valued social position Constant effect at high levels

Externally generated ... 1.:0 Overload; stress
Q

Variety Low concentration and
achievement

Clarity Little control or opportunity for
development

Control Overlvad; stress

Skill use Overload; stress

Interpersonal contact Lack of personal control:
overcrowding

·t·_"""'__'"

Where Warr (1987), breaks with conventional thinking Is In his suggestion that an overdose of

some variables will lead tv toxic reactions,
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cognitions (beliefs) and affects (feelings), Not unreasonably, therefore, job satisfaction

measures are assumed to reflect cogl'ltlons and affects In roughly equal proportion, In this

context, further examination of Locke's definition should prove worthwhile, He states that job

satisfaction Is "a pleasurable or positive emotional state [affect] resulting from the appraisal

[cognition] of one's job or job experiences," Similarly, Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) regard

job satisfaction as "feelings or affective responses to facets of the situation," but also

"hypothesize that these feelings are associated with a perceived difference between what Is

expected as a fair return .., and what Is experienced". " (Smith, et al., 1976, p. 6). Both Locka

(1976) and Smith et al. (1976) seem to Imply that responses of job satisfaction directly reflect

affects but, because cognitions are such a direct determinant of these feelings, both

components of attitude are represented strongly In responses.

Causes of Job Satisfaction
Defined as partly an affectlve and partly an emotlonal response to various facets of one's job,

Job satisfaction cannot be viewed as a unitary concept. Rather, It Is antlolpated that different

Individuals will report different levels of satisfaction with different aspects of the job, It follows,

then, that the causes of job satisfaction cannot be discovered solely In the Job or in man, but

appear to lie In the relationship between them (Locke, '1976). To date, attempts to determine

the causes of job satisfaction have taken two baslc forms. On the one hand, some scholars

have sought to develop comprehensive models and theories of job satlsfaotlon- frameworks

for understanding not only whIch factors Influence job satisfaction, but also wh~ they exert

such effects. On the other hand, certain researchers have adopted a more empirical

approach, focusing primarily on the task of Identifying variables responslble for positive or

negative reactions towards work (Baron, 1986; Baron & Greenberg, 1986). A brief review of

various approaches to understanding Job satisfaction will provide some Insight into the

complexity of this seemingly simple concept.

The Warr Vitamin Model
Departing from conventional thlnl<lng, Warr (1987) proposes a theory of job satisfaction that Is

analagous to the way In which certain vitamins affect physical health. The theory Is
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As a starting point, Robbins' (1989, p.11) broad definition of the concept Is useful. He states

that

''job sat/sfaotion refers to an individual's general attitudes towards the job. A

person Wltl~ a high level of job satisfact/on holds positive attitudes towards the

job, whlfe a person who is dissatisfied with his or her job holds negative

attitudes about the job. When people speak of employee attitudes, more

often than not, they mean job ,sat/sf;~tion",

".'. the pleasurable emotional state resulting from tile appraisal of one's job,

as achieving or faollitatfng the achievement of one's job values, Job

dissatisfaction Is the unpleasant emotional state resulting from the appraisal

of one's job as frustrating or blocking the attainment of one's job values or as

entailIng dlsvalues. Job satisfaction and dissatisfaction are a function of the

perceIved relationship between what one wants from one's job and what one

perceives It as offering or entailing" (Looke, 1976, p, 1300),

Of the definitions reviewed, however, Locke's (1976) would seem to be the most

comprehensive, He notes that since Job satisfaction is an emotional, affective response, the

concept's meaning can only be discovered and understood by a process of Introspection,

Accordingly, Job satisfaction Is defined as

As an alternative Warr, Cook and Wall (1979) define Job satisfaction as "the degree to Which a

person reports satisfaction with Intrinsic and extrinsic features of the job", Job satlefactlon IS

the extent to which Individuals are satisfied with their Jobs, Cook, Hepworth, Wall and Warr,

(1981) and reflects a positive emotional state resulting from the perception of one's Job as

fulfilling (Locke, 1976). This notion of It being a perception as highlighted by Locke will receive

further attention later In this chapter.

Almost by convention, the term "Job satisfaction" and "Job attltudes" are used Interchangeably,

Measures of Job satisfaction are based on the techniques of attitude scale construction and

psychologists (e,g., Herkowltz, 1980) have long defined attitude In terms of constituent
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CHAPTER 3

JOB SATIS~':ACTION

Introduction
Job satlsfactlot1 as a construct has attracted more research than any other variable In the field

, .'
of Organisational Behaviour, Interest In job satisfaction Is Inspired by the Intuitive belief that If

employees are satisfied there will be a concomitant satisfactory level of performance to the

employer's benefit. I=urthermore, a high level of Interest Is understandable considerIng the

amount of time an Individual devotes to work and the effects that feelings about the Job have

on all aspects of the Individual's life. This viewpoint Is Immersed In a capitalist approach to

cuslness - the pursuit of the happy/productive worker could be viewed as an Impossible dream

from the Mr:.rxlst perspective of Inevitable worker-management conflict. Such a goal could

also be seen as natve from the traditional Industrial relations view of outcomes being a product

of necessary bargaining and compromise, Yet, from the psychological perspective, the pursuit

of the happy/prcducdve worker has seemed a worthwhile though difficult endeavour and one

that might be achieved if our knowledge of work attitudes and behaviour Is greatly Increased,

In the ensuing discussion, eXisting definitions of Jobsatisfaction will be outlined as a backdrop

for examining the construct In more detail. In particular, research examining the relationship

between Job satisfaction and performance will be considered, In addition, theory which may

explain this relationship In a team setting will be discussed,

Definitions of job satisfaction
The concept 'Jobsatisfaction' Implies an Individually-based attitude and, typically, the

definitions provided In the literature convey this orientation, Although the focus In this study Is

Jobsatisfaction as It pertains to teams, It Is consldered worthwhile to examine these definitions

based on the premise that the Individual may be Infl~lenced by the teem In which he works,
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functions proposed by Nleva •• oJ 78), particularly the team motivational function, whleh

Involves defining a team's objectives and energizing the team towards those obJectives.

The motivational effects of goals on teams has received considerable attention. The exlstence

of a team goal In addition to individual goals may prove to be more motivating than the

existence of Individual goals alone. This motivational effect Is further enhanced when failure to

achieve a team goal occurs. Teams that fall to achieve a team goal will tend to set higher
.'

goals than would appear warranted based upon previous performance. With regard to goal·

setting, however, a systematic model for looking at effects of goals In tea: 1settings Is lacl<lng

(lIge.:1et al., 1987). This may be due In part to the difficulty Involved In obtaining and

measuring team constructs (Dyer, 1984; Hall & Rizzo, 1975). Recently, It has been suggested

that the concept of shared mental models might be lIseful for the Understanding and training of

teamwork skllls (Cannon- Bowers & Salas, 1990; cannon-sowers et al., 1991). The greater

the accuracy and overlap among the mental models of team members, the more likely team

members will predict, adapt, and co-ordlnate with one another (Salas et al., 1992). This

construct may be Important In light of the team reinforcement behaviours demonstrated by

effedlve teams (McCallum et al" 1989; oser et al., 1989). The shared mental model construct

may be useful as an organizing concept' for understanding team processes, however,

considerably more work needs to be ,i.,' 3 before this construct can be applied to training

teamwork behaviours (Salas et al., 1992).

Thus, It may be concluded that empirical research covering motivation at the team level Is

scant and a gap exists for further Investigation. Additionally, although the Individual has been

the focus of much research. little theory exists explaining the role and nature of team

motivation. Given the Increasing reliance on work groups and teams by organizations and

Industries, theories addressing the motivation of teams need to be developed and

Investigated.
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Conclusion
Team motivation, and the various factors which affect It, has been the focus of this chapter.

The topic Is complex because a considerable variety of motivational theories and definitions of

teams exist, a problem that Is cornpounded by the fact that the majority of motivational

theories deal with Individual, rather than team or gl'oup motivation. Differences between

Individual and team motivation were illustrated via goal-setting theory. The utility and functions

of goals appear to be generalizable from Individuals to teams. Goals In team settings are

considerably more complex than those for Individuals. Issues Involving multiple goals, Internal

conflict and disagreement, and Interdependencies among team member's contribute to this

complexlty, Factors such as team size, social pressure, and structure may also have ai,

Impact on the motivational properties of goals, Potential motivation losses can occur due to

social lOafing and free-riding phenomena, Team norms were shown to have a motivational

Impact on team members. The norms of a team can both foster and Inhibit Individual

performance, The liI<ellhoodof soclalloaflng and free-riding behaviours are atrt::lltedby the

size of a team. In large teams, social pressure to perform Is diffused, thus potentially reducing

an Individual's motivation to perform.

Empirical research on this subject has addressed mainly the motlvatlon of Individuals within

teams. A review of this research, however, Indicates the possible Impact of such factors as

team structure, homogeneity/heterogeneity (with regard to biographical, personality, and ability

differences), and cohesiveness on motlv~ltlon. Likewise, the size of a team, the characteristics

of Its tasl<, the culture/climatt:l of the org~I'lzatlon, and the presence of potential evaluators

may bear an Influence on team mcfvatlon. In addition, feedback and its sequencing have

been shown to Impact on team motivation.

Reseal'ch on teamwork has Identified behaviours that differentiate more effective teams from

less eft'ectlve teams, Of particular Interest from a motivational perspective is the Idea of team

relnforcement behaviours, These behaviours refer to the motiVational anc rdiiif()IC:jf'.I.

statements made by team membere. Team reinforcement behaviours are more prevalent In

effective teams, These team reinforcement behsvlcurs are compatible with the four team
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Table 3: Examples of Team Motivation Guidelines (from Swez:ey I.~Salas, 19.92).

Motivated teams will "stretch" themselves to achieve beyond what Individuals, thinking about

the capability of the team, might deem possible (ligen at al., '1987).

Team members who do not feel central to the team's success will not feel as satisfied as

members who feel central to those successes (ligen et al., 1987),

Good team leaders tend to Identify common factors that Inhibit team member motivation

(Mclntyte, Morgan, Salas, & Glickman, 1988),

EnthusIasm and the "right" attitude are often viewed by Instructors as the most I·nportant

differences between good and poor teams (NATO, 1980).

LII<e-mlnded Individual team members can often work together more easily, but are likely to be

less creative. Members with diverse attitudes will generate more conflict, but will also more

often hammer cut more creative solutions (Bass, 1982).

Team members should be encouraged to shew verbal and physical (I,e. verbal compliments

and "pats on the back" ) signs of support for other members and the team as a Whole (Morgan

et al., 1986; Oser, McCallum, Salas, & Morgen, 1989).

Members of euccessfut teams tend to praise the accomplishments of fellow teammates

(Morgan et al., 1986).

Team member'S should be supportive of teammates when the latter make mistakes (Morgan et

al., 1986).

Effective team members make positive statements to motivate the team (Oser at al., 1989).
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of teammates will vary as a function of the individuals who comprise the team (Cannon-

Bowers at al., 1891). Based on these expectations, a team member may alter his or her

behaviour so that It Is consistent with how he or she thinks the other team members will

perform, Therefore, a team member's mental model of his team's tasks and operations could

determine individual behaviour and team effectiveness (Tannenbaum et aI., 1992).

Consequently, mental models of team tasks and operations, by virtue of their ability to

determine Individual behaviour, can be seen as having motivational Implications for the team.

Empirical Research
Relatively little empirical research directly addresses the Issue of team motlvatiol1, Much of the

existing research Is aimed at Investigating the motivation of individuals within those teams or

groups. Indeed, despite a SUbstantial review of relevant literature, Swezey and Salas (1992)

Identlfie,d only a few prescriptive guidelines to team motivation, several of which appear In

Table 3. These guidelines were originally complied for use In response to a scarcity of

behavioural guidance recommendations developing and modelling team training programs

and devices, Based on these guldolines, Swezey and Salas (1992) offer some concrete

suggvstlons for motivating teams. They propose: (a) providing opportunities for each team

member to take major responsibility for designing and directing a task-related activity that

affects the entire team, (b) employing positive reinforcement techniques and developing a

system of rewards for those who exhibit supportive behaviours towards teammates, and (e)

establishing both homogenC'l.Is and heterogeneous groupings of team members for some

teamwork aotlvltles (thls provides team members with a chance to work with Individuals of

different capabilities and backgrounds),
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Free-riding
Closely related to social loafing Is free-riding. In essence, the free-rider phenomenon explains

social loafing as being a rationally or economically. .sed decision to decrease one's effort.

According to Penner and Cralger (,1992), the mechanism that explains this behaviour Is an

Individual's belief that since a team member Is but a single part of a team (with several other

people also working on the task" relatively little actual work needs to be done while stili

reaping the benefits of the team's performance. other members of the team may find

"carrying" the free-rider to be aversive and, as a result, may reduce their own contrlbuilons to

the team rather than play the so-called "sucker role" (Kerr, '1983; Orbell & Dawes, 1981).

Carrying the free-rider is repugnant because it violates a number of social norms (Orbell &

Dawes, 1981), such as (a) the equity norm which calls for one's ratio of outcomes to inputs to

be the same as other team members; (b) th., norm of reciprocity, where one is obligated to

reciprocate those contributions they have received and; (c) the norm of social responsibility

where every member of the team Is obllqated to contribute to the team.

According to Kerr (1983), rather than play the sucker role, other team members may reduce

their own efforts. Support for this "sucker effect" was found through laboratory experimentation

(Kerr, 1983), Individuals who were lead to believe that their partner was able to perform the

task but was consistently failing, reduced their effort and their performance subsequently

dropped, From this it Is clear that one consequence of free-riding Is a negative motivational

effect on other team members, This negative motivational Impact may turn Into a vicious,

escalating cycle (Mulvey, Klein, .& Sterling, 1991) with perceptions of free-riding causing

Individuals to reduce their efforts which, In turn, may lead to Increased perceptions of free-

riding and further reductions In team motivation and performance.

source of the Individual's expectations, In a team setting, one's expectations of the behaviour

Mental models
A final Issue to be addressed In this chapter Is the concept of mental models, Again, referring

back to the model of team effectiveness illustrated In Figure 1, It Is evident that mental models

are subsumed under Individual characteristics on the Input side of the model and under

Individual change on the output side, According to Wickens (1984), mental models provide a
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of an immediate work group, an individual is motivated to perform at a sub-optimal level.

Diving can take several potential forms. In one case, team norms may discourage

performance excellence by any Individual member (Penner & Craiger, 1992) and team

members may tend to socialize their co-workers to this norm, punishing violators (Penner &

Cralger, 1992). For example, a new employee may perform his task faster (out of sheer

exuberance or a desire to 10Clk good) than the team norm permits. As a result, other team

members may express disapproval In an attempt to get the new member to conform to

existing production norms. In the other case, the team may determine whether or not excellent

performance is acceptable for a particular member (Muller, & Baumeister, 1987). For instance,

Junior members may be influenced to underachieve by members with more seniority. In such a

case, excellence In performance by Junior members Is not acceptable based l.>;' ..;roup

norms with senior members determining appropriate performance levels for lower status

members.

Social Loafing
The concepts of social loafing and free-riding are factors which affect team motivation

negatively. The concept 0' • ')cialloafing derives from social Impact theory (Latane, 1981)

which describes a process by which the motives, behaviours, feelings, etc., of an Individual

are changed by the presence or actions of others In a social setting. According to this theory,

the impact of social forces that Impinge upon an Individual Is determined by the strength (I.e.,

status, rank, etc.), Immediacy (l.e., closeness In time and space), and number of other

Individuals. As these factors Increase, there Is a corresponding Increase in their social Impact,

As Penner and Cralger (1992) point out, when the size of a team Increases, the social

pressure on anyone Individual to perform well Is diffused. As a result of this diffusion,

motivation to perform wen may also be reduced, Social loafing, then, refers to thl.: tendency to

decrease the amount of effort one expends on a task when one Is a member of a team, in the

absence of any explicit demands to decrease that effort (Latane, 1986; Penner & Craiger,

1992). This social loafing effect tends to Increase as team size increases, and the consequent

ability to Identify anyone particular member decreases (Jackson & Williams, 1985; Kerr, 1983;

Kerr & 8ruun, 1981; Latane, Williams, & Harkins, 1979).
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motivation (e.g. Porter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964). Thus, the existence and nature of group

and IndivlLlual rewards can Influence the level of co-operation or competition between team

members, which in turn may also affect team effectiveness (l.awler, 1981; Pritchard, Jones,

ROllI, 8tuebing, Ekeberg, 1988).

Finally, Katz and Kaht I'S internalised motivation framework addresses both intrinsic Job

satisfaction and the internallsatlon of team goals as part of an Individual's value system. Within

this frameworl<, motivation is enhanced In two ways. Firstly, an Individual Is motivated through

performing can provide a potent source of rrf)ilval!Cd. Secondly, motivation may be enhanced

the satisfaction derived from role performance, for example, a doctor gains satisfaction from

the knowledge that he or she Is helping people. The Intrinsic satisfaction one derives simply by

The goals of the group become incorporated as part of the indIvidual's value

through Internalization of a team's goals.

system or conception of self. As a result, satisfactions accrue to the person

from the expression of attitudes and bel1aviour reflecting his or her cherished

beliefs and self-image. The reward is not so much a matter of sociai

recognition or monetary advantage as of establishing aile's self-identity,

confirming one's notion of the sort of person one sees oneself to be, and

expressing the values approprla,~e to this self-concept (I<atz and Kahn, /978,

p.407).

The norms of a work group or team can have a motivating effect on Individual members,

Norms act as standards cr guides for IndiVidual's behaviour and beliefs (Penner, 1986), and

teams can establish norms for their members, as well as methods for encouraging compliance

with these norms (Flelshrmn & Zaccaro, 1992; Hackman, '1976: Nieva et al., 1978: Penner &

Craiger, 1992).

The Diving Phenomenon
Norm-driven motivational effects, ec alrlJeldy noted, may not neosssa :Iy Iacllltate the

attainment of a team's goals. One clear example of this Is the diving phenomenon described

by Mullen and Baumeister (19[! I). Diving refers ;0 oj sltuatlon In vihich, because of the norms
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Despit;~ the reasonably convincing empirical evidence reviewed, researchers have continued

to be fascinated with the satisfaction-performance hypothesis. As Gannon & Noon (1971) and

Katzel! & Yankelovich (1975) suggest, this probably derives from the discomforting

discrepancy between the empirical record and the apparently strong Intuitive belief among

practitioners. A key argument against empirical evidence is that "~erformance" has been

Inadequately defined or measured and, In the context of this dissertation, It Is considered

worthwhile to review this alternative proposal.

An Alternative Definition of 'Performance'
Nearly two decades ago, Organ (1977) suggested that the discrepancy In the satisfaction-

performance hypothesis lies in the various meanings that might be attached to the concept

"performance." Conceivably, the practitioner ascribes multiple meanings to this term, Including

such non-productivity or extra-role dlmenslons as co-operation, informal modes of ilelping co-

workers and superiors, and generalised tendencies toward cornpnance, Research measures

of performance may not capture adequately the variance In some of these qualltatlv d

meanings adequately. Organ (1977) drew upon social psychological exchange theory (e.g.,

Blau, 1964) to offer a defensible rationale why job satisfaction might account for Increased

variance In Informal helping and compliance than in more narrow measures of productivity or

In-fole performance.

Bataman and Organ (1983) used the term ur-1tl7.ensl,lp behavior" to denote helpful,

constructive yestures eXhibited by organization members and valued or appreciated by

officials, but not related directly to Individual productivity. They cited two rationales, both of

which could support conceptually a link between job satisfaotlon and Individual citizenship

behaviour. The first, drawr, from social exchange concepts (e.q., Blau, 1964), s(~ggests that

Individuals will feel bound by the norm of reciprocity when given resources, treatment, and

opportunities that Induce satisfaction. Furthermore, given the constraints exerted by

technology, work flow, and Individual skills on productivity, they frequently will choose to

reciprocate In the form of such citizenship behaviours as co-operation, supporting the

supervisor, helping behaviours, and gestures that enhance work Unit reputation Internal and
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Oldham (1980) argue that satisfaction can be Increased by Improving a job In terms of Its

variety, identity, responsibility, feedback and significance, In the opposing camp are

advocates of social Information processing, These researchers arpue that jobs are often

ambiguous entitles subject to multiple Interpretations and perceptions (Salanclk & Pfeffer,

1978), Advocates of social information processing have noted that the positive or negative

labelling of a task can Influence job attitude, and that Important determinants of this labelling

are the opinions of co-workers who Voice positive or negative views 0' the work, These

researchers have shown that It may be as easy to persuade workers that their Jobs are

interesting by Influencing the perception of a job as It Is to make objective changes in the work

role (Staw, 1986).

the debate between Job design and soclal lnforrnaticn processing has produced two recent

shifts In thlnl<ing about Job attitudes, Firstly, organisational psychc)logy now places greater

emphasis on the role of cognition and subjective evaluation In the way people respond to jobs,

This Is probably helpful because, even though job conditions have generally been measured

with perceptual scales, these perceptions are often confused with objective job conditions, It

should be remembered that perceptions of job characteristics do not necessarily reflect reality,

yet they can determine a response to that reality (Staw, 1986).

The second shift in thinking about job attitudes Is a move towards, sltuatlonallsm, stressing

how even slight alterations In Job context can Influence Job perception. It Is now believed that

job attitudes may be Influenced not only by the objective prcpertles of the work, but aliso by

subtle cues given off by co-workers or supervisors that the Job Is dull or Interesting, Staw

(1986) argues that this view Is mistaken since It overstates the role of external Influence In

determining job attitudes (Staw, 1986), The reality may be that Individuals are quite resistant

to change efforts, with their attitudes arising more as a function of personal disposition than

situational Influence,

While the focus of this study Is not on changing attitudes, the literature on this subject Is useful

for understanding the effects that team dynamics may have on the attitudes of team members,
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Research supporting the effect of teamwork on job
satisfaction
There Is some research which has examned the effect of teamwork on Job satisfaction and

productivity. In particular, the Topeka plant (as lntroduced In Chapter 1) produced positive

outcomes. Studies by Schrank (1974), Lawler, Jenkins, and Herline (1974), and Walton

(1977) found high levels of worker participation, Involvement, satisfaction, and sUbstantial

production savings. Lawler et al (1974) reported "the highest levels (of satisfaction and
, ."~

Involvement) we have found In any organisation we have sampled" (reported In Walton, 1977,

p.423). Walton (1977) cited savings In "the n' ~hbourhood of a million dollars annually, a

figure significant In a plant with 100 Of so personnel and Involving a capital Investment In the

range of 10·15 million dollars" (p. 423). Walton (1982) reported that, through 1977·1981,

productivity had Improved every year except one, and product quality was consistently one of

the best In the corporation. This research suggests that job attitudes can be changed.

Changing Job Attitudes
Although organisational psychologists have accepted the notion that Job satisfaction and

performance do not necessarily co-vary, they stili consider job attitudes as something easily

changeable. This "blank state" approach to Job attitudes derlves from prevailing psychological

views of the Individual as a creature who oonstantly appraises the work sltuatlcn, evaluates

the merits of the context, and formulates an attitude based on these conditions. As the work

situation changes, IndiViduals are thought to be sensitive to the shilts, adJLlstlngtheir attitudes

In a positive or negative dlreotion. GIVe!l this approach to attitudes, It Is easy to see why Job

satisfaction has been a common target of organisational change, and why attempts to

redeSign work have evolved as a prlnolpal mechanism for Improving Job satisfaction (Staw,

1986).

Currently, the major debate In the job design area concerns whether Individuals are more

sensitive to objective Job conditions or social cues (Staw, 1986). In one camp are proponents

of job redesign who propose that Individuals I:lre highly receptrvG to concrete efforts to Improve

working conditions. The research on effects of teamwork supports this camp. Hackman and
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fable 5: Paths to the happy/product/ve wOl1<ar

The Pursuit of Excellence

Socia-Technic Systems

Organisational Commitment

High Performing Systems

Theory Z

Strong Culture

Worker Participation

Supportive Leadership

9·9 Systems

Job Enrichment

BehaViour Modification

Goal Setting .'

staw (1986) suggests that none of the theories tabulated above have Inherited the

hElppy/productlve worker hYPothesis In the simple sense of believing that Jobsatisfaction and

performance generally co-vary ln the world as It now exists. l3utthese models all make either

Indlr(~ctor direct assumptlcne that It Is possible to achieve a world where both satisfaction and

performance will be present. Some of the theories focus on ways to lncreaL,:,jjob satisfaction,

with the Implicit assumption that performance will necessarily follow; some strive directly to

Increase performance, with the assumption that satisfaction will result; and some note that

satisfaction and perforrnanoe will be a Joint product of Implementing certain changes In the

organisation.

Causality between job satisfaction and productivity
A point of concern In the satisfaction-productivity Issue Is the direction of the causal arrow.

Most studies on tile relationship used research designs that could not prove cause and effect.

Studies that have controlled for this possibility Indicate that a more valid conclusion Is that

productivity leads to satisfaction rather than the other way arour.d (oreene, 1972; Lawler,

'1973; Petty, McGee, & Cavender, 1984). Despite these generally negative conclusions by

revlewers, Investigations Into the ccnneotlon between these two variables explored various

evenues, One area that has received much attention Is the questlon of causality between

satisfaction and performance (cf. Porter & Lawler, 1968; Organ. 1977; Schwab & Cummings,

1970; (SIegel& Bowen, 1971).
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hypothesis, in fact, over the last thirty years, a wide variety of theories have attempted to

show how .,.'anagers can reach the promised land of high satisfaction and productivity, The

theories, shown In Table 5 below, constitute only an abb, ,;,vlated list of recant attempts !o

reach this positive state.

,.'
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Indeed, both management and union representatives generally endorse the notion that greater

productivity would result If workers were more satisfied (Katzel! & Yankelovlch, 1975). Thus,

the fil1dlngs that these WIOvariables arc not highly correlated questions the assumptions

Implicit In most organisational programs and policies, research endeavours, and even In the

expectations of those who review tile satlafaoticn-perfcrmance literature (laffaldano &

.'

Muchlnsky, 1985).

Katzell & Yankelcvtoh, (1975) exemplify this Implicit assumption In thelr review of pollcy-

related ~atlsfaction.performance research. Their Intention was to determine how productivity

and Job satisfaction could be Increased Jointly. Although they conclude that this goal could hot

usually be achieved, they lament their failure to find strong satisfaction-performance linkages

(Iaffaldano & Muchlnsky, 1985):

We wish we could announce that our search flad been comp(etely successftll,

that It had clearfy dfsclosed the secret of motivating people so that they are

both satisfied with theIr work and productive In it. UnfoHunately ... the facts

are stll/.too Incomplete and equivocal to parmlt that (Katzelf & Yankelovicll,

(1975).

It Is almost as If the satisfaction-performance relation Is Itself what Chapman and Chapman

(1969) called an illusory correlation, a perceived relation between two variables that are

logically or Intuitively thought to interrelate, bllt In fact do not. Although the possibility that

future architects of organisational structure may develop methods of designing work that result

simultaneously In high productivity al1d worker satisfaction ShOllld not be precluded, It may be

concluded that such a covariant relation does not exist to any SUbstantial degree In the

literature published to date (Iaffaldano & Muchlnsky, 1985). As Staw (1986) suggests,

organisational psychologists have come to accept the argument that satisfaction and

performs nee may relate to two entirely different Individual decisions which he sees as

decisions to participate and to produce,

Though psyc:hologlsts have acknowledged the fact that satisfaction and performance are riot

tightly linked, this has not stopped them from pursuing the happy/productive worker
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Relationship between satisfaction and performance in
research on individuals
A review of the literature indicates that the elusive relationship between job satisfaction and

job performance has Intrigued organisational researchers for more than 50 years. Indeed, in

their classic review of early literature In this area, Brayfield and Crockett (1965) credit

Kornhauser and Sharp's 1932 study as the initial Investigation I)f attitudes and productivity In

an Industrial setting. Although the flurry of r~~earch on this topic has abated somewhat In

recent years, the current literature continues to be peppered with reports of new theoretical

ar"i empirical developments. To keep pace with this ever-expanding volume of research,

several summaries of the job satisfaction-Job performance literature have appeared, both frorn

an empirical perspective (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson & Capwell,

1951; Srlvastva et al, 1975; Vroom, 1964; Fournet, Distefano & Dryer, 1966) and a theoretical

orientation (Schwab & Oummings, 1970). These reviewers have attempted to reconcile the

lnccnslstenolos among Individual study results. Their general conclusions are that there Is no

strong pervasive relation between workers' job ~:atlsfactloil and productivity. Specifically,

Vroom (1964) reports a median correlation of +.'14 from the 20 studies he reviewed, and

8rayfield and crockett report that there Is Insufficient evidence that employee attltudes"~ ar

any simple ... odor that matter, appreciable .... relationship to performance on the job" (1955,

p.408). By' contrast, Herzberg et al. (1959) were somewhat more optimistic, and although the

correlations they complied were generally low, they concluded that further attention to

satisfaction In relation to worker output was warranted,

One Impetus behind researchers' proclivity for studying the satisfaction-performance relation

appears to be the assumption that the two variables should be related, and that further

research will reveal this as-yet-undiscovered truth, However, according to laffaldano &

Muchlnsl<y (1985), the new studies often served only to Increase the existing data base in this

area to the point where It Is now highly fractlol1ated.

The conclusion that Job satisfaction and job performance are only sll~Jhtly related has many

praotlcal lrnpllcatlons. The Ideals of high job satisfaction and high productivity are valued In

our society, and attempts to design work so as to jointly achieve these goals are continuous.
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Equity Theory (1965), Blal' (1964) has argued con, clngly that any expectation - whether

based on social comparison, past experience, tr ",c.Jtngrate, or prlor implied promise - can,

and often does, function much like a standard of Justice with a quasi-moral character. More

recently, Leventhal (1980) has broadened our awareness of alternatives to the contributions

ru'e, noting that needs, equality, conventional agreement, or status - but more typically some

mix of the foregOing ~ can operate as rules of Justice,

, ....
1 nlnking about Job satisfaction In this fashion establishes a useful paint of contact with

Fu,ger's (1986) theory and experimental research concerning "referent cognitions," FOlger

argues that dlssansfaotlon is "inherently referential," in the sense that outcomes are compared

with a referent cognition (p, 147). The psychologIcal closeness or availability of a referent

copnltlon Is a fUnction of the ease with which It can be Imagined. The referent cognition, or

"what the outcomes might have been," may derive from social comparison, but could also take

I.
i

the form of a previously held expectation or a promise made to the subject alone [In fact, In the

experiments reviewed by Folger (1986), the manipulation of referent cognition always takes

the form of a stated or Implied promise of what tho probable outcomes would be), Folger has

found that dissatisfaction Is an Interactive function of (a) the discrepancy between actual

outcomes and the referent cognition; (b) the perceived likelihood of amelioration of outcomes;

and (c) the perceived Justification for the events or actions that caused the outcomes to fall

short of referent cognition. He concludes that the combination of these factors influences

p. 151). Folger raises as a problem for future research how responses to unfairness go

beyond verbal expressions of satisfaction/dissatisfaction. Perhaps In organisations an

Important overt response Is the extent of Organisational Citizenship Behaviour.

whether outcomes determine "mere discontent" (affel';t) or a sense of injustice (Folger, 1986,

Of pnmary Interest to this stuC:y Is the relationship between Job satisfaction and productivity

when people work in teams. Since teams are a relatively recent concept In organisation

psychology research, most of the research eXamining this relationship has been conducted on

Individuals,
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(1964) when subjects were asked to render psycho-physical judgements of various stimuli

when accompanied by an anchor or reference stimulus. The distribution of responses is

negatively skewed, and subjects' judgements are less variable as well as more accurate In the

vicinity of the anc ;Jr stimulus value. Helson (1964) has suggested that the same

phenomenon that underlies subjective perception of audible tones, colour, and other physical

stimuli might also characterise judgements of social stimuli and attitudinal objects.

Indeed, Smith et a!. (1969) drew upon Helson's adaptation level theory In developing the

theoretical basis of the JDI as a measure of Job satisfaction. They regard responses to the JDI

items as resulting from comparisons of job circurnstanoe to some anchor point. 1hey also

comment frequently on the respondent's "frame of reference." It seems that they Implicitly

regard this frame of reference as functioning like a standard of fairness, as they conclude that

(Smith et ai., 1969, p. 166).

"satisfaction can be regarded as an evaluation of equitableness of treatments or conditions"

Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman's (1959) analysis of secondary or Internal states,

correlated with critical Incidents of satisfaction and dissatisfaction, revealed that "feelings of

fairness or unfairness" were the psychological state related to dissatisfaction. Fairness was

seldom referred to In connection with satisfaction episodes.

al, (1969) find the dfstriblJtlon "... sloping off steeply toward the satisfied end and gently toward

the dissatisfied end" (pp, 79 ~ 80). This echoes Siau (1964), who marshals considerable

support for the premise that outcomes that bring an Individual's !:3ltuatlon up to the normatively

expected level are more Important than those that cause it to be surpassed.

There Is some basis, then, for thinking that Job satisfaction measures reflect more cognition

than affect and that the cognition In question Is an appraisal of the situation with a standard of

fairness. The empirical distribution of scores, when coupled with Herzberg et al.'s (1959)

analysis, suggests that most of the available scale or range of responses Is used by subjects

to appraise outcomes IJP to the approxrnate point regarded au fair or equitable. Thus, Smith et

To Interpret job satisfaction responses as largely representing judgments of falrness Is not to

Imply any specific rule of fairness, such as the proportionate contributions rule In Adams'

58



theories. In recent years it seems that job satisfaction researchers have had little Inclination to

qualify or interpret th0.ir findings in light of some of the characteristic "behaviours" of job

satisfaction scores, or to consider possible distinguishable referents of such scores. Some

data and relevant theoretical frameworks do exist that permit elaboration upon such referents.

Campbell (1976) has reviewed a series of "quality of life" studies that show satisfaction

measures behaving quite differently from happiness measures. Andrews and Withey (1976)

factor analyzed 12 global subjective measures of well-being, finding that satisfactlon-type

measures load on a factor suggestive of "cognition" (i.e. a controlled assessment of external

circumstances). Happiness-type measures load on what appears to be an "affect" factor, or

the Individual's internal emotional state. The two sets of measures correlate around .50, but

correlate differently with other things; for example, the cognition measures correlate positively

with age, whereas the effect indicators correlate negatively Organ and Near (1985), reviewing

these findings, :;l.!!jgested that job satisfaction measures capture more cognition than affect.

In support of this argument, Brief and Robertson (1987) found that a separate Job-cognitions

measure was far superior to measures of positive and negative affect in accounting for unique

variance In the Job satisfaction scores of 144 subjects.

Thus, consistent with recent work by ZaJonc (1980), it appears that cognition and affect are

not as tightly conjoined as once thought. They can operate in semi - Independent fashion.

And, to the extent that they are separable, it appears that job satisfaction measures refiect

more cognition than affect, not necessarily affect as a direct result of cognitions. But what

kind of cognition? To confront this question requires drawing upon some observations about

tile behaviour of job satisfaction responses - how they are distributed and broken down - and

the developing theory of social cognition (Folger, 1986).

The distribution of job satisfaction scores is almost Invariably negatively skewed. Smith et at.

(1969) reported this finding in the large samples with which they developed the JDI, even after

weighting the neutral response closer to the dissatisfied response; presumably the skewness

was even more pronounced with the neutral response given a value midway h ,j-I11eenthe

positive and negative responses. This is precisely the type of distribution fo~ "'le <on
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Figure 3: The Lawler Madel of Facet Satisfaction.
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Focuslno as they do on the Individual, neither of these theories can fully explain why job

satisfaction should Increase, nor mdeed what enhances job satisfaction when Individuals work

in teams. The author proposes that a more systemic approach needs to taken when

considering the multitude of factcrs (of which teamwork is one) Impacting on an individual's Job

satisfaction. However, the author suggest~ 11,;:,' theory on job design (e.g. Hackman &

Oldham, 1980) contributes some understanding of what contributes to job satisfaction when

people work in teams.

"Satisfaction" as fairness
A recent trend In the theoretical vnderstandlng of Job satisfaction Is the contribution of

cognitions (such as a perception of fairness) to an Individual's perception of Job satisfaction.

This Is particularly believed to be relevant when individuals work in teams. There are well-

developed theories of job satisfaction (e.g., Locke, 1976) and some measures of job

satisfaction (such as the JOI) that are well-grounded and systemabcally developed from such

56



The Lawler Model of Facet Satisfaction
The Lawler model (represented In Figure 3) is intended to provide an understandinq of what

determines an individual's satisfaction with any facet of his job (steers and Porter, 1986). This

is a discrepancy model in that it shows satisfaction as the difference between (a) that which an

Individual believes he should receive and (b) that which he>perceives he does in fact receive

(Steers & Porter, 1983). According to the model, and simply stated, if an individual's

perception of his outcome level is in agreement with what he perceives it should be, he is

satisfied. If the individual perceives his outcome level to be lower than he believes it should

be, he will be dissatisfied. When the individual's perceived outcome level exceeds what he

believes it should be, feelings of guilt, inequity and discomfort result (Steers & Porter, 1983).

satisfaction, with facets contributing to overall satisfaction according to their importance to the

Thus perception, as suggestf'd earlier by Locke (1976), is the most iml"Jrtant process in

Lawler's model (Landy, 1986). As may be seen in the model, an individual's perception of

what his outcomes should be are influenced by what the Individual perceives his referent-

others' inputs and outcomes to be (Steers & Porter, 1983). Finally, Lawler believes that the

combination of the feelings that a worker has about all facets of the job defines overall job

individual (Landy, 1983).
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Guzzo et al. (1987) also found that the size of the orGanls~tlon, type of organisation, and type

of worker Influenced the overall effects. Across tile 11 types of psychological Interventions,

larger effects were found in smaller organisations, In government versus private and nonprofit

organisations, and with sales and managerial workers Versus blue-collar and clerical workers.

Spector (1986) presented a review and meta-analysis of 88 studies lhat examined tile impact

of employe,,;)' perceived control on a number of outcomes. He found that, in his sample of
, ....

studies, pmployee participation was associated with an Improvement In general satisfaction,

as well as satisfaction with the work, supervision, pay, opportunities for promotion and growth,

and organisational Involvement. Participation was not related to improvements in satisfaction

with co-workers or with greater commitment. Employee participation was associated with

higher mctlvatlon and performance, fewer Intentions to quit, and lower turnover, but

partiCipation was not related to fewer physical complaints and less emotional stress,

All of the above reviewers found considerable heterogeneity 11\their reviews: studies

!;Ixamlnlng the same outcomes revealed tot~lIy different results. In addition, Guzzo et al

('1985) and Spector (1986) found vastly different and far more positive outcomes for employee

pmrticlnC:1t1onthan did Locke and Schweiger (1979),

Contextual factors affecting participation
Regardiesil of their views on its efficacy, all of the writers on employee participation agree that

contextual factors bear al1 Influence on the Impact of that partlclpallon. Factors which have

been found to affect the Impact of employee partiCipation are: personality, participation

processes, methodology, and form, each of which have been the focus of some research.

Personality
Individual differences have been Ignored by most theorists and researchers of employee

pa ')Ipatlon, As Singer (1974) notes, "to assume that all workers desire [Involvement]

opportunities Is to lack sensitivity to Individual nesda- the antithesis of the humanlsatlon that

ardent proponents '" advocate". Vroom (1959) was at the forefront of research on the effect

of personality on reactions to employee partlclpatlon, He found that Individuals with weak

78



"

The final category, controlled experimental field studies, Includes studies that had some tYPI:!

of control or comparison, rhls format would allow the reader to conclude that any results

would have been due to the employee participation. Of the 17 studies In this group, few

effects were found for productivity, but Increased satisfaction was found In the majority of

cases.

Overall, Locke and Schweiger found that employee participation had little consistent effect on
.'

productivity. However, about 60% of the studies they summarised did find more positive

satisfaction with employee Ii' :ilclpation. They also emphasised the need to examine

contextual factors that may determine the effectiveness of employee participation.

Schweiger and Leana (1986) extenr.led this review to compare laboratory and field research

concerning employee participation. Their review found similar effMts from both settings and

overall results comparable to Locke and Schweiger's (1979).

Further positive :indlngs were reported by Katzel! and Guzzo (1983), who conducted a review

of 207 studies employing one or more of 11 psychologically-based methods of Improving

productivity. Their review found that 87% of the studies reported Improvement In one or more

measures of productivity.

In a later analysis, Guzzo, Jette, and Katzeil (1985) employed meta-analysis to examine the

relative Impact of 11 types of psychologically-based organisational Interventions In 98 etudles.

Guzzo et 091 (1985) examll1ed go9lnsharlng programs, work redesign, and sociotechnlcal

Interventions (self directed work teams), In addition to eight other types of Interventions.

These authors employed msta-analysls to compute average effect sizes for the various

Innovations, Guzzo, Jackson, & Kat!ell, (1987) determined that the different Interventions

produced lmprovements In productivity, overall, about half of a standard deviation.

Considerable differences were also found across tha various types of fJ .rarns,

Soclotechnlcallnterventlons tended to show greater than average Impact, followe by Job

redesign, Galnsharlng programs, however, did not have a significant effect on productivity,
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Research on Participation
Possibly the best known review of employee participation was presented by Locke and

Schweiger (1979). They divided the broad literature Into four general subsections on the basis

of methodology: laboratory studies, correlational field studies, multivariate experimental field

studies, and univariate (controlled) eXperimental field studles.

the laboratory studies Include studies that examined participation In an artificial situation.
"

From a sample of 18 studies, Locke and Schweiger (1979) found no advmntage for

partlclpEltlonIn terms of productivity or satisfaction when compared to an autocratic 01' more

directive leadership. Of course, generalisability of these results Is questionable. Firstly, they

primarily, but not exclusively, employed students as subjects. Secondly, the experiments

employed a variety of tasks, Including 20 questions, mechanical tasks, role plays, mazes,

decision making, and problem solving. Thirdly, the experiments were of short duration, so the

partiCipation lasted no more than an hour or so (Cotton, 1993).

LOCKeand Schweiger's second groLlp, ccrrelatlonal field studles, examined employee

participation by correlating outcomes (such as productivity and satisfaction) with some

measure of participation. Of the 25 studies In this category, Locke and Schwelgar found no

effect on produotlvlty but did find a tendency for satisfaction to be higher when employee

particlpatlon W~iS greater. Of course, It Is Impossible to determine causality from these

studies. The question can be posed: Are more Involved employees more satisfied, or are

more satisfied employees given mora opportunities for participation?

Multivariate experimental field studies In the Locke and Schweiger review refers to

experiments where partlclpatlcn was manipulated but additional factors were aiso varied. For

example, If self·dlrected work teams were Introduced Into a factory, and If pay Incentives also

were changed, the study would fall Into this category. Locke and Schweiger reviewed 12

studies tlla! they classified In this way but do not summarlse these results. AlthoLlgh they

acknowledged tl1at most of the studies demonstrated bet1eficlal results, they correctly pOinted

out that It Is Impossible to determine whether the posltiv€1results were solely due to greater'

employee invclvement,
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Informal participation refers to examples where orgarllsatlons do not have formally established

partlolpatory systems or groups Involved In the decision-making process. Yet, participation

may stili occur Informally through the Intel'personal relationships between managers and

subordinates.

employee ownership can be categorised as formal and Indirect participation. It Is formal

because the employee has the formal "right" to participate as any stockholder does. It Is..'
Indirect because, although most of these organisations are owned by employees, they are

operated conventionally (mana~ers make both dally and strategic decisions). There Is

substantial evidence, Including a series of studies by Long (19788, 1978b, 1980), that such

attitudes as general satisfaction, Involvement, commitment and motivation are higher In

employee-owned firms (see Table 6). Long also found that Job attitudes of employees In

companies converted to employee ownership Improved In proportion to tlie average

percentaga of total company's stock held by nonmanagerial employees. While research

supports the proposition that perceived partlolpatlon Is greater In employee-owned firms, the

evidence Is not as strong as for other Job (;1ttltudes. In general, workers believe tha change In

ownership Increases their influence, although management stili holds greater Influence.

Representative partiCipation refers to situations where employees do not participate directly,

but through representatives elected to some body such as a workplace forum or the board of

directors, It Is therefore, formal, Indirect and of medium to low InflUence. This type of

participation generally covers all areas of content because workplace forums or the board of

directors can focus on any issue.

Cotton et al's (1988) results Indicate that different forms of partlclpatlon are associated with

marl<edlydifferent outcomes. For example, Information partlclpatlon and employee ownership

are effective In ten ns of both productivity and satisfaction, whereas short-term participation Is

IneffectiVeon both criteria. Not surprisingly, they conclude that participation Is a

multidimensional or mUltiform concept.
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Improvements In satisfaction, this Improvement was of statistical significance I,l only two. One

study (Latham & Yuki, 1976) found a decrease In Jobsatisfaction.

Table 6: Gffects of different totms of partlc/pot/on or) performance and sat/sfar:t{on (from Ootion at 131.,
1988)

._...._...~

Form of Performance Flndln s Satisfaction Findings
Partlcleatlon Positive Negative Neutral PosltlvEl Negative Neutral
Participation In 11 1 3 4 1 3
Work
Declslorls
Summary 67% p.Qsltlve 50% Mixed

Consultatlvo 4 3
Participation ~
Summary 80% Inconcluslv~ 75% Inconclusive

Short·term 10 2 5
Participation
summary ~ No effect 29%. No.§ffect

Informal 5 17 3
Partlclpatlon
Summary 80% E.Qsltlve 85% Positive

Employoe 3 4
Ownership
Summary 1Q'o'Vo Positive 80% Positive

Ropl'osontatlva 2 4 2 2
Participation
Summary 0% No effect Overall: 50% No effect

f~eprese!lliJ1lve: 100% Posltlv~

~ Despite being posltlvu, these effects are labolC,ldIncont;luslve bar.llu$e the ml3thdology of tM posilive studies Is
poor.

Consultative partloipatlon refers to situations where employees engage In long-term, formal

and direct participation, and the partiCipation content focuses on Job Issues. The only

difference between conSUltative participation and participation In work declelona Is that the

former Involves a lessar level of employee Influence. Employees give their opinions but,

typloally, they do not have a veto or complete declslon.maklng power.

Si)ort-term pE!rtiolpat/ol1 l!:lcharacterised as {ermal, dlrGct and concerned with work ltself;

however, It Is of limited duration.
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(1970) quite accur£ltely states, "Worl<ers' participation has become a magic word In many

countries, Yet almost everyone who employs the terms thinks of something different." This

can prove problematic In research, For example, Locke and Schweiger (1979) noted

conceptual distinctions among forms of participation, but Ignored such differences In their

review. They distinguished studies only In terms of "more" or "less" participation and,

consequently, they concluded that participation has a negligible effect on productivity and

mixed effects on Job satisfaction (Cotton, Volirath, Froggatt, Lengnicl<-Hall, & Jennings, 1988),

1, Participation In work decisions

2, Consultative partlclpatlon

3, Short-term participation

4, Informal participation

6. Employee ownership

6. Repni.'sE';ntative participation

In an attempt to understand the breadth of 1M concept, It Is useful to examine "participation"

under the headings proposed by Cotton e, s six-level classification:

Part(ofpatfon tn wort<decisions Includes formal participation schemes In which workers exert

considerable Influence In decisions focusing on the work Itself. In terms of Cotton et al's

classification scheme, this form of participation Is formal, direct and long-term. Participants'

Influence Is high (workers have a veto or make the final decisions), and the participation

focuses on the work, typically dealing with how It Is organised, what Is done, who does what,

and so forti). Several studies examined the effects participation has on both work and pay

Issues (Fleishman, 1966; Neider, 1980), According to the analysis conducted by Cotton et al

(1988), this form of participation has relatively consistent and positive (see Table 6) effects on

productivity. Several studies have examined the effects of participation on both worl< and pay

Issues (Fleishman, 1965; Neider, 1980). Of 15 stlldles, 11 found Increases In

performanoe/productlvlty, whereas only one found a decrease. The effect participation In worl<

decisions has on Job attltLldes Is Inconsistent. Although four of six studl€ls found
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CHAPTER 4-

P'SYCHOLOGICAL PARTICIPATION

Introduction to Psychological Pariicipation
Almost a century ago, John Dewey (1899) e!gquently argued for the common man's need to

participate In his owrl destiny. Soma 46 years later, Allport (1945) pointed out that

participation Involves more than mere activity, that the ego needs to be engaged to prevent

the Individual from becoming reactionary. More recently, Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958)

offered a continuum of decision-making behaviours which outlined Increasing levels of

freedom for subordinates' participation, and Vroom and Yetton (1973) described group

participation as one method of decision making.

As research on the subject has prOliferated, the concept of employee participation has come

to carry (subtle) nuances, with terms like 'involvement' and 'empowerment' accepted as

synonyms. Terminology aside, a common thread running throuqh the literature Is that, by

Involving workers, by having them participate In decision making, by making the workplace

more dernooratlc, and by empowering employees, certaln outcornes (such as attitudes and

productivity) may Improve. Although Individuals have argued that employees should be

Involved for ethical reasons (Sashkin, 1984, 1986), many behavioural scientists have tried to

establish Its efficacy In attaining a wide variety of manag~ment goals.

Often, Interest In participation, the Intervening variables, and Joboutcomes has been pursued

at the Individual level of analysis, Since the 19505, however, work designs which promote the

acceleration In the adoption of group work practices (Griffin, 1988; Lawler & Mohrman, 1985).

workteam unit have become more prominent and In recent years, there has been an

Towards an understanding of Participation
Participation, though applied as If it often refers to a single concept, has been defined

conceptllally and operationally In many different ways (Dachler & Wllpert, 1978). As Schregle
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Addressing these questions would seem to require, at a minimum, the use of separate

measures of affect as experienced at work and indices of fairness cognitions in respect to

outcomes (Organ, 1988),

The Introduction of moderating variables has, however, improved the relationship (e,g.

Herman, 1973; Petty, McGee, & Cavender, 1984). For example, the relation" t,,) is stronger

when the employee's behaviour is not constrained or controlled by outside factors. An
, .....

employee's productivity on machine-paced Jobs, for Instance, is going to be more greatly

Influenced by the speed of the mar' line tharl his or her level of satisfaction.

Job satisfaction is said to be an individual attribute and as such may not be 50 appropriate for

the purposes of this study. However, the author searched in vain for literature p .ling a

team satisfaction construct. For this reason, theories of Job satisfaction based on Individual

attitudes need to be applied in a team context.

Job satisfaction appears to be a construct with multiple inputs. None of the existing theories

or models seems able to encompass the breadth of these Inputs and thus the author

advocates adopting an eclectic approach to understand the causes and impact of this

concept, not only In the current team context, but also on an Individual basis.

71



toward positive evaluation of the various dimensions of job circumstance. More convincing

evidence that fairness cognitions temporally precede OC8 is required before theoretical

frameworks can confidently be developed within this area (Organ, 1988).

Another problem that arises Is how to fit the person within the issue. SChneider and Dachler

(1978) and Staw, HeU,and Clausen (1986) have marshalled impressive data arguing that

satisfaction could be largely a dispositional variable. Does it seem plausible to think that this

represents stable tendencies to perceive fairness or unfairness? Or is it more reasonable to

anchor dispositional causes of satisfaction in something like Watson and clark's (1984)

concept of negative affectivity as a trait? A recent study (Atlch, Hrief, Hurke, Robinson, &

Webster, 1987) found a correlation of only -.24 between negative affectivity and job

satisfaction, but the correlation was -.46 with life satisfaction, suggesting that this trait may be

less influential In satisfaction measures as the domain or satisfaction becomes increasingly

circumscribed.

Whether the disposition accounting for stability In measured job satisfaction Is primarily

affective or cognitive, It presents a serious challenge to researchers trying to sort out causal

paths between the individual, environment, and OOB. Almost certainly there are feedback

loops among those variables: for example, OCB has consequences that might well augment

any disposition to exercise 008, and, conversely, to withhold OCB.

If cognitions are taken as the major influence on OOB, what then do we make of the extensive

social psychological research implicating affect as the cause of helping behaviour (Brown,

1985) - research that apparently Inspired much of the work examining the correlation between

Jobsatisfaction and OCB? Perhaps a distinction should be drawn between one-shot episodes

of helping In non-organisational contexts versus sustained patterns over time of OCB in the

work environment. Conceivably, more refined measures of CCB In the future would show that

affect Is more influential in certain types of OCB (e.g., helping a co-worker in a direct, personal

way), whereas falmess cognitions (net of affect) have more to do with less personal forms of

006,
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the individual Is able to consider the organisation as a microcosm of a just world (Lerner,

1980). If the long-rl:!n dynamic is toward fairness, the ambiguity attendant to the here-and-now

discretionary contribution Is tolerable. Indeed, there comes to mind a possible advantaqe to

organisational reward systems that strive for long-term, global appraisals of fairness rather

than one-to-one correspondence of micro-reward for micrc-contrlbution, The inherent

ambiguity of such a system frees the Individual to contribute In discretionary fashion without

thinking that this will be acquiescence to exploitation; on the other hand, there is enough

cognitive slippage in attribution of the cause of the behaviour to permit the person to Infer

some degree of Intrinsic causation (Oecl, 1975).

Interpreting the correlation between OCB and satisfaction as essentially a functional

relationship between OCB and fairness cognitions finds support in a study by Soholl, Cooper,

and McKenna (198'7). They constructed a 1a-Item, self-report measure of "extra-role

behaviour," based on examples elf SUC!l discretionary behaviour as offered by Katz and Kahn

(1978). Items inchided suggestions for Improvement, helping others with problems, taking on

extra responsibility, and continuing education. Scores on this measure correlated .41 with a

measure of the Individual's report of perceived pay equity vis-a-vis others with a similar Job. A

smaller, but still stOltistlcally significant (p < .01) correlation was found between the extra-role

behaviour and report of pay equity In the context of the larger organisation as a system, These

correlations are quite In line with the trend of relationships reported elsewhere between OCB

(or Pro-social Behaviour) and the more general measures of Job satisfaction.

Critique
Although recasting the satisfaction-performance hypothesis In terms of a faim';>c;s-OCB

proposltlon has a reasonable logical basis and some degree of emplric''''1 s pport, and possibly

resolves certain Issues, there are still some loose ends.

Arguably, the correlation could reflect OCB as a cause of satisfaction, either because OC8

often elicits at the very least Informal reinforcements from co-workers or superiors or because

It brings satlsfactlon in Its own right. Additionally, the Justification phenomenon must also be

considered: having rendered OCB, an Individual might well experience a cognitive strain
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Taking into ace .unt what practitioners Include in their concept of performance, the empirical

record provides some support for the "common sense" notion that satisfaction is related to

performance.

Organisational citizenship behaviour as a function of fairness
One rationale for restraining Organisal."nal Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) In response to

cognitions of u,:f:airness would make use of the ten ns drawn from Adams' (1965) Equity theory
.'

(i.e., a form of reducing Inputs in order to effect equity). However, it Is not necessary to

{I

endorse the proportionate contributions rule as the definitive criterion of Justice in order to

suggest that Individuals perceiving unfairness will withhold something. But are they Iikel)1to

diminish performance in terms of explicit job requirements? To do so invites potentizl

sanctions and/or sacrifice of the incremental rewards provided by the system, and such a

responding to perceived unfairness lies in a calculated, discriminating withholding of

tactic probably would be painful for professionals and skilled artisans whose egos and self-

esteem are so closely bound to pride in performance. A ler.s painful, more flexible means of

discretionary gestures of the sort suggested by OCB.

Yet to characterise this response as merely an attempt to re-establish equity somehow seems

to miss the point. It does not seem likely that an Individual, perceiving himself as a victim of

Injustice, really believes that the situation is corrected by any degree of'

even though the response is elicited by conceptions of just! .

01 "CB,

.ed is that

perceived unfairness evokes a fundamental redefinition of t~. _,dtionshlp between the

IndiVidual and the organisation. The change is interpretable as one deriving from social

exchange theory, described by Blau (1964) as consisting of diffuse obligations and precise

terms of exchange. Contributions are now limited to those of a contractually-binding character.

In contrast, someone Who senses general fairness in a social exchange relationship with the

organisation need not quibble over whether this or that mundane contribution tips the balance

of equity, In any given instance, there Is ambiguity about the value of the gesturr' and what

should represent its appropriate recompense. Similarly, there is ambiguity concerning What

degree of reciprocation is binding for any specific valued outcome. What is Important is that
\
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external to the organisation. The second rationale, drawn from extensive naturalistic

experiments on pro-social and altruistic behaviour (e.g., as summarised in Brown, 1985, pp.

56-60), notes the accumulating evidence for a "mood-state" or "positive-effer;t" explanation of

many forms of helping behaviour. Thus, If job satisfaction represents the chronic or modal

mood state of an organisational member, then prefiumably those most satisfied should nave a

charaoteristlc predisposition toward pro-social gestures within the organisation environment,

and among those pro-social acts would be various forms of citizenship behaviour.

Significant relationships between measures of Organisational CItizenship Behaviour and job

satisfaction h<ve bep" sported in five published studies (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith,

Organ & Near, 1983; Puffer, 1987; Motowidlo, 1984; Motowldlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986)

using varied subject fjrOUps and procedurally independent assessments of the important

variables. Correlations range from the teens to over .40, with a waighted mean In the high

twenties to low thirties - somewhat greater than Vroom's (1964) estimate of .14 from studies of

satisfaction and traditional performance measures, or the .15 of laffaldano and Muchlnsky's

(1985) meta-analysis.

Interestingly, laffaldano and Muchinsky (1985) found that correlations were significantly higher

when performance measures used In past studies were either subjective or global In nature. It

seems probable that those performance measure types WOUldbe the ones most likely to

capture variance in some forms of organisational citizenship behaviour. Katzell and

Yankelovich (1975), reporting the results of a survey of 563 managers and 69 union leaders.

noted that respondents In both groups attached to the def1nition of "productivity" such

attributes as "loyalty" and "less tangible features such as the absence of disruption ... " (pp. 19

- 20) and other factors "even when their Impact on output cannot be measured easily" (p.

103). It therefore seems likely that subjective, global ratings of subordinates' performance or

productivity will reflect varying but substantial estimates of their tendencies to render

organisational citizenship behaviour,
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The final Item asks Individuals to Indicate how they feel about their Job as a whole. Responses

are recorded using a seven-point Likert format which ranges from "I'm extremely dissatisfied"

(1) to "I'm extremely dissatisfied" (7).

The scale was developed from a literature review, a pliot study, and two Investigations with

samples of 200 and 390 male blue-collar workers In the United Kingdom. Coeffiolent alphas

were observed to be 0.85 and 0.88 fOl' the two samples (N=200 and 390 respectively). The

combined mean value (N=590) was 70.53 (s.d, 15.42)

Internal Work Motivation Scale
Work motivation was measured using the Internal Work Motivation scale (Hackman and

Oldham, 1975). The scale consists of six Items, with a sevel1-polnt response dimension. A

mean score is taken and one Item Is reverse-scored. It Is part of the Job Diagnostic Survey

which Was developed over a two-year period, during which It was administered to some 1500

Individuals In more than 100 Jobs In 15 different organisations. The empirical evidence Is

based on the final version of the measure which was administered to 658 employees In seven

organisations. The overall mean score was 5,3...;(s.d, 0.96) and a spearman-srown Internal

reliability coefficient of 0.75 was obtained.

Psychological Participation Scale
Psycholoqlaal participation '.Jafl measured using Vroom's (1960) Psyohologlcal Participation

scale. The scale contains four Items, each with a five-point response dlmenelcn, A total score

11'\calculated, ranging from 4 to 20 - the higher the score the higher the amount of Influence

which an Individual perceives himself to possess. Vroom's (1960) validation of the Instrument

was conducted on '108 supervisors and managers. In this study the median lntei-ltern

correlation was 0,05 (range -0,07 - 0.26), the test-retest reliability over seven months for 77

respondents I'srrtalnlng In the same job was 0.63 and the mean value for the sample of 108

was 12,7,

Productivity Results
Since productivity Is only measured on a team basis, there are no Individual Indicators of

productivity. Thus each Indlvldualln a tearn was given the one productivity score. i'he
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Table 8: Distribution of Individuals in teams,

TEAM tV

KDM32

KEM23

WFAM23

WNSC20

WNSC24
e'

WSBM21

WSCM20

W$NA21

WTBM24

rOTAl.

8

13

46

10

4

17

8

7

24

137

A 'team' consisted of all groups whose total ~frort contributed to the achievement of production

goals In the particular area where the team was working, Thus a team Included people who

worked on day shift and those who worked on night shift In the same area,

Instruments

Quel~tionnaire
The opinIons or perceptions of each of the members of the teams were surveyed using a

questionnaire, The questionnaire Incorporated:

1. Three previously validated scales testing the factors selected. These are detailed

below,

2, l3lographlcal data considered relevanl by past research,

Job Satisfaction Scale
Job Satisfaction was measured using the Overall Job Satisfaction scale (Warr, Cook and Wall,

1979), The scale consists of sixteen Items tleslgned to measure the satisfaction with both

Intrinsic and cmtrlnslc Job features, The first filtl" 'In Items describe specific features such as

rate of pay, opportunltles for promotion, physloal work conditions, and respondents are asked

to Indicate the extent to which they are satisfied or dissatisfied with each of these features,
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HYPOTHi:SIS 2 Null Hypothesis:

Alternative Hypothesis:

HYPOTHESIS 3 Null Hypothesis:

Alternative Hypothesis:

Method

The productivity of a team will not be

different for different levels of internal wor/<

motivatfon.

The productivity of a team will be different

for different levels of Internal work

, " motivation.

The productivity of a team will not be

different for different levels of psychological

participation.

The productivity of a team will be different

for different levels of psychological

partiCipation.

Subjects
Tile subjects In this study were workers on a gold mine In Oarletonvllle, More specifically the

sample Incorporated:

1. 'Worl<ers' who perform various Jobs considered to be a similar level. They may

collectively be known as team members. Their Paterson grading ranges from 2-5.

2. 'Team leaders' whose Paterson Grade ranges from 6·8.

These two levels made up the teams which were the focus of this study. The teams to be

Included In the study were sampled randomly by picking their numbers out of a hat containing

the numbers of ali of the teams on the shaft. Ten teams were selected, however, due to

constraints only nine teams were finally surveyed. The nine teams lncorporated 137

Individuals. The spilt of these Individuals between the teems Is depicted In Table 7
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CHAPTER 5

RATIONALE AND PROCEDURE

Aims Of The Research
GIven the overall lack of conoluslve evidence In the ourrent literature regarding team

performance, the Intention of this research was to examine three factors which have been

linked to pr ductlvity, both for individuals and teams, In previous studies. Thus the more

speclflc aim was to examine whether any of these factors Gob satisfaction, Intetnal work

motivation and perceived psychological participation) do In fact affect the productivity of teams

in this particular setting.

1. Does higher ovorell job satisfaction within a team contribute to higher levels of

productivity?

The Investigation was therefore primarily conoerned with the following questlons:

2. Does higher Intl1rnal work motivation within a team contribute to higher levels of

produotivlty?

3. Do higher levels of perceived psychological partIcipation within a team contribute to

higher levels of productivity?

HYPOTHESIS 1 Null Hypothesis: The productivity of a team will not be

different for different levels of job

satisfaction.

These questions lead to the following statistical hypotheses being examined:

Alternative Hypothesis: The procluctlvity of a team will be different

for different levels of job sat/sfaction.
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Koch, 1979), although others (Jackson, 1983; Schaubroecl<, Cotton, & Jennings, 1989) have

reported equivocal findings for the participation-role stress connections. Also, a proposition

(Mitchell, 1973) that In a participative system motivation would be linked with performance has

been given some support (Schuler, 1980; Schuler & Kim, 1978). Independently, the role

stresses have been Inversely related with performance (Jamal. 1985; Schuler, Alday, & Brief,

1977), and job satisfaction (Brief & Alday, 1976; Hamner & Tosl, 1974). However, an

understanding of these precesses and their connectlons with pt'oductlvlty Is incomplete

(pearson, 1991).
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From an examination onable 7, which summarises the models, it is apparent that It Is diffidult

(If not Impossible) to Integrate the various models (Cotton, 1993). One problem is that the

models focus on different outcomes of the participative process. Lowln (1968) focused on

attitudes about the process, Strauss (1982) on the Impact on society, Sash kin (1976) on

commitment to change, and conger and Kanungo (1988) UI ihe perception of empowerment.

It Is unlikely that a common process would lead to so many different outcomes.

That tlie models all employ different theoretical perspectives Is the second difficulty. Of those

authors explicitly examining the participation process, Sash kin followed a psychological need

approach, Schuler employed role and expectancy theories, and TJosvold examined It from a

group problem-solvlng perspective.

A third problem Is that many of the authors differ about how they define participation. Leana

(1987) narrowly defined It as "Joint decision making" (po228); Sash kin (1976) described

"several different types of participation as well as different methods of participation" (p. 76),

and Conger and Kanunqo (1988) distinguished between partlcipatlon and empowerment.

As cotton (1993) comments, the different theories given

"beg/nls] to sound like the story of the blind men describing an elephant ... All

of the men are accurately describing what they feel, but each has only a

portion of the elephant Trying to develop a single model of employee

Involvement may be as fruitless as the blind men describing the elephant ...

To say that one model Is correct is not to say that tile others are wrong.

Althou!:/11some may have greater generalisablilty, all of them are probably

correct to some extent. II

Conclusion
It Is likely that employee participation has been encouraged by reasonable theoretical and

empirical relationships between participation In decision making, role ambiguity and conflict,

job satisfaction, and better work outcomes. For Instance, partlclpatlon In decision making has

been found to be a salient predictor of both role ambiguity and role conflict (Norris, Steers, &
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Table 7: Summary of Participation Models (from Cotton, 1993)

Lewin (1968)
Process
Leads to

Outcomes

SashJan (1976)
Process

Leads to

Outcomes

Locke & SchweIger
(1979)
Process
Leads to
Leads to

Outcomes

Sc/wler (1980)
Prccesa
Leads to

Outcomes

Strauss (1982)
Process
Leads to

Outcomes

Leana (1987)
Process
Leads to
Outcomes

Tjosvofd (1987)
Process
Leads to
Leads to
Outcomes

Conger & KcJnungo
(1988)
Process
Leads to

l.eads to
Outcomes

Participative decision making
Satisfaction of subordinate's and managers' motives (dependent on
personality and attitudes, the extent, Importance, and visibility of the Issues,
and the clarity of the process)
Subordinate's and manager's behaviour and attitudes towards participation

Participation and psychological need (control over own behaviour, task
closure, positive relationships)
Means of effect (psychological ownership, Information flow, development of
skills, development of shared norms and values)
Acceptance and commitment, quality, support, adaptive capacity of
organisation

Joint decision making
Value attainment
Cognitive effects (Increase In knowledge, Information, and creativity In solVing
problems) and
Motivational effects (greater trust, gre&ter feeling of control)
Satisfaction and productive efficiency

Participation
Role clarification (reduced role conflict and role ambiguity) and
Enhanced expectancy perceptions (performance-reward)
Satisfaction with work and supervisor

Participation on Issues (multiple forms and many different possible Issues)
Degree of centre! (from Jointconsultation to self-management) and
Ownership (from none to completely owned)
Impact on society, survival of organisation, productivity, and worker
satisfaction

Joint decision making
Sharing of authority, not passing of authority
Subordinate satisfaction and performance

Opportunity \0 dlscuss problems
Constructive Interaction (cooperative context and productlva controversy)
Eff~ctlve problem solving (quality solutlons, commitment to Implementation)
High productivity and high morale

Participative management
Self-efficacy Information (enac\lve attainment, vicarious experience, verbal
persuasion, emotional arousal)
Strengthening belief in personal efficacy (empowerment)
Initiation/persistence of behaViour to accomplish task ob.lectlves
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Table 7: Summary of Participation Models (from Cotton, 1993)

Lowln (1968)
Process
Leads to

Outcomes

Sashkln (1976)
Process

Leads to

outcomes

Locke & SchWeiger
(1979)
Process
Leads to
Leads to

Outcomes

Schuler (1980)
Process
Leads to

outcomes

Strauss (1982)
Process
Leads to

Outcomes

Leana (1987)
Process
Leads to
Outcomes

TJosvold (1987)
Process
Loads to
Leads to
Outcomes

Conger & Kanungo
(1988)
Process
l.eads to

Leads to
Outcomes

Participative decision making
SatiSfaction of subordinate's and managers' motives (dependent on
personality and attitudes, the extent, Importance, and visiblllty of the Issues,
and the clarity of the process)
Subordinate's and manager's behaviour and attitudes towards participation

Participation and psychological need (control over own behaviour, task
closure, positive relatlonshlps)
Means of effect (psychological ownership, Information flow, development of
skills, development of shared norms and values)
Acceptance and commitment, quality, support, adaptive capacity of
organisation

Joint decision making
Value attalnrnent
Cognitive effects (Increase In knowledge, Information, and creativity In solving
problems) and
Motivational effects (greater trust, greater feeling of control)
Satisfaction and productive efficiency

Participation
Role clarlflcatlon (reduced role contlict and role ambiguity) and
Enhanced expectancy perceptions (performance-reward)
Satisfaction with work and supervisor

Partlclpatlon on Issues (multiple forms and many different possible Issues)
Degree of control (from Joint consultatlon to self-management) and
Ownership (from none to completely owned)
Impact on society, survival of organisation, productivity, and worker
satisfaction

Joint declslcn making
Sharing of authority, not passing of authority
Slibordinate satlsfactlort and performance

Opportunity to discuss problems
Constructive Interaction (cooperative context and productive controversy)
Effective problem solving (quality solutions, commitment to Implementation)
High productivity and high morale

PartIcipative management
Self-efficacy Information (enactlve attainment, vicarious experience, verbal
perauaslcn, emotional arousal)
Strengthening bellef ln personal efficacy (empowerment)
Initiation/persistence of behaviour to accomplish task objectives
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Although this incorporation allows for a more precise examination of participation, It also

excludes many of the more popular (and powerful) forms of employee Involvement.

Form
It can be argued that much of the confusion regarding the effectiveness of employee

Involvement exists because the reviews are comparing apples with oranges (Cotton, et al

1988).

Opposing this suggestion, Leana, Locke, and Schweiger (1990) argued that the Cotton et al,

(1988) six-level classification was inadequate and that the sample was arbitrary, and went on

to present a separate classification and sample, with disparate findings. In response, Cotton

et al. (1990) countered that differences In definitions and study samples led to the divergence

In findings. What is clear form these arguments, then, Is that how the form of partloipatlon Is

defined will, by and large, determine the results.

Models of Employee Involvement
Employee participation (or employee Involvement, or worker democracy, or ..• ) Is a relatively

slippery concept. Given the range of meanings the term embraces, It Is not surprising that

many models of how employee participation operates also have been developed,
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satisfaction, a difference that Is probably due to employing a meta-analysis, as well as

somewhat different study samples (Cotton, 1993).

Methodology
In a meta-analysis of research studies published between 1950 and 1985, Wagner and

Gooding (1987a) examined the impact of time and methodology on research findings

concerning employee participation. It was found that a number of research aspects changed

over time, mirroring changes in societal issues and overall liberalism-conser .atism in the

American culture.

As a first step, Wagner and Gooding examined the Impact of time on research methodology

employed, contrasting studies that had only perceptual data (questionnaires) of the outcomes

versus studies that had objective measures, or different respondents for participation and

outcome measures, or a longitudinal break between measures of participation and the

outcomes. It was revealed that methodology changed over time. Specifically, researchers

were more likely to employ only perceptual data during the 1961-1975 period than the 1950-

1960 or 1976-1985 periods.

The second (and more Int~resting) finding from Wagner and Gooding's meta-analysis Was that

studies employing only perceptual data tended to find stronger effects for employee

partlclpadon than studies using more objective measures. These authors suggest that the

shift In societal Interests, the focus of research questions, the Use of methodologies, and the

presumed success of employee Involvement are all intertwined. They argue that growing

liberalism during the 1960s led researchers to use a methodology that focused on more

popular outcomes (employee attitudes rather than productivity) and also tended to find more

favourable results for employee involvement.

Wagner ar-d Gooding's results are disturbing for those who favour employee lnvolvernent, It

should be p<;inted out, however, that a number of employee Involvement studies were not

Included In their review, Excluded were studies involving sociotechnical interventions (self

directed work groups), Scanlon plans, employee stock ownership, and board representation.

As they pointed out, these studies often incorporate more that Just employee participation.
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desires for Independence were unaffected by participation, while those with strong

independence needs showed increased satisfaction when involved. Vroom's results stand in

Isolation, however, since Tosl (1970), was unable to replicate them using the same

instruments.

The remainder of studies examining personality have tended to focus on job enrichment,

researched.

typically examining growth-need strength wl!~in the Hackman and Oldham (1980) job

characteristics model, leaving the issue of lndlvldual differences as yet greatly under-

Participation Processes
Miller and Monge (1986) conducted a meta-analysis to examine which variables might

moderate the relatiol1ship between employee participation and the outcomes of satisfaction

and productivity. They focused on three general models: cognitive models, affective models,

and contingency models. Cognitive models suggest that participation Is effective because It

enhances the flow and use of important Information In organisations. Affective models argue

satisfaction and morale. Contingency models propose that participation will affect satisfaction

and productivity differently for different people and situations.

that participation !e; effective because It satisfies workers' needs and thereby increases

Miller and Monge (1986) found no support for contingency models; neither job type nor

evidence '.'{as found ~~ISL e cognitive models; the relationship between participation

organisational tYf,Jewas a :' 'flcant moderator of employee participation outcomes. Some

and productivity was strongt1r than that between participation and satisfaction. Affective

models, however, also found support Strong correlations were discovered between

satisfaction and participative climate, suggesting that widespread participation was better (in

terms of satisfaction) than participation on a single issue.

The research setting (laboratory vs. field) and type of subject (employees vs. students) were

found to be significant moderators In the Miller and Monge (1986) study, Their laboratory

versus field findings contradict those of Schweiger and Leana ('19B6), who as previously

mentioned found little effect of partiCipation on productivity and only some effect on job
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Guzzo et al. (1987) also found that the size of the organisation, type of organisation, and type

of worker influenced the overall effects. Across the 11 types of psychological interventions,

larger effects were found in smaller organisations, in government versus private and nonprofit

organisations, and with sales and managerial workers versus bf1JF\·~1 ',l'.r and clerical workers.

Spector (1986) presented a review and meta-analysis of 88 stuou,.: :,\,',' L~arnlned the impact

of employees' perceived control on a number of outcomes. He found that, in his sample of
, .....

studies, employee participation was associated with an improvement in general satisfaction,

as well as satisfaction with the work, supervision, pay, opportunities for promotion and growth,

and organisational involvement. Participation was not related to improvements in satisfaction

with co-workers or with greater commitment. Employee participation was associated with

higher motivation and performance, fewer intentions to qult, and lower turnover, but

participation was not related to fewer physical complaints and less emotional stress.

(1985) and Spector (1986) found vastly different and far more positive outcomes for employee

participation than did Locke and Schweiger (1979).

All of the above reviewers founal considerable heterogeneity in their reviews: studies

examining the same outcomes revealed totally different results. In Addition, Guzzo et al.

coniextuel teeters affecting participation
Regardless of their views on i1 lcacy, all of the writers on employee participation agree that

contextual factors bear an Influence en the impact of that participation. Factors which have

been found to affect the impact of employee participation are: personality, participation

processes, methodology, and form, each of Which have been the focus of some research.

Personality
Individual differences have been Ignored by most theorists and researchers of employee

participation. As Singer (1974) notes, "to assume that all workers desire [involvement]

opportunities is to lack sensitivity to Individual needs - the antithesis of the humanlsation that

ardent proponents ". advocate", Vroom (1959) was at the forefront of research on the effect

of personality on reactions to employee participation. He found that individuals with weak
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Figure 7: Plot of mMn Internal work motlvat/oll per team against productivity
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Ffgure 6: Plot of mean psyoll()/og/ca/ parl/c/patron per leoll1 against productivity
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Flfjure 5: Plot 01mean Job slltlsfact/on par team against producllvlty
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, Tab/e 12: tabla of Means and Standard Oavla/lons tor (lacll of/lie scales per team

TEAM PRODUCT~ JOB SATISFACTION I INTERNAL WOHK PSYCHOLOGICAL PARTICIPATION
IV/TY MOT/VA nON'

MIEAN Sro.DIEV TOTAL. TOTAL MEAN STD. MIEAN STD, TOTAL rOTAL,
MeAN MJEANS.D. DEVIATION DEVIATION SCORE S.D.

KDM32
,

'11.860 3.891 2.093 62.250 13.625 6.457 0.633 3.250 0.700 13.000 4.781
KEM23 16.000 4,571 ~.412 73,143 9.976 6,398 0.606 3.327 0.913 13.308~O47
WFAM23 10.140 3.642 1.979 58.267 20.747 6,507 0.480 3.448 0,586 •..---~'13.792 3,549
WNSC20 17,820 2,744 1.494 43,900 4,654 6.567 0.393 1.800 0.497

--_,,_..,.
7200 2.31)0

WNSC24 10.000 2.688 1.349 43.000 6.976 6,833 0,204 2.625 0.520 10:'500 1.91'5
WSBM21 8.220 2.195 '1.115 35.118 18.911 4.863 0.794 2.809 .. 1.190 11.23fj-3.993
WSCM20 17.820 4.743 2.467 75.889 9.740 5.375 2.616 2,000 2,000 8.000 0.000
WSNA21 11.350 2.777 2.111 44.429 7.850 6.500 0,548 4.071 1.027 16.286 4.030
WTBM24 7.110 2,505 1.715 40.083 11,209 6,285 1.163 3.198 0,987 12.792 2.813-
WHOI.E 12.258 3,306 1.859 52.898 '11.521 f).198 0,826 2.948 0.936 11,790 3.047
GROUP - =-=====-<



Descriptive Statistics Results
The means and standard deviations for each of the variables being examined (productivity, job

satlsfactlon, Internal work motivation) per team are presented In Table 12. As Indicated by the

table, the productivity score does not have a standard devlatlon since the measure of

productivity Is on an overall team basis. Job satisfaction Is presented with both a 'mean' and a

'total mean' score. The mean Is the average of the average response given by each team

member, while the 'total mean' Is the average of the total response given by each team

member. According to Warr et al (1979), the Job satisfaction scale rneasures the total

response. Internal work motivation Is presented with only a 'mean' and Its standard deviation

as directed by Hackman &. Oldham (1975), the authors of the scale, PsyChological

participation Is presented with the mean (and Its standard deviation) and the total mean with

Its standard deviation. Vroom (1960) directs that a total score should be calculated for this

scale.

In order to more easlly See what the trends In the results in Table 12 look like, each of the

factors Is plotted against each other and presented In a bar chart format, as may be seen In

Figures 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
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Table 10 present the analysis of variance conducted on all of the teams for the factor Internal

work motivation, These results are also significant for each level,

rabia 10: ANOVA • Internal Work Motlvat/on

8 33,73431 128 3,749764 8,99638 0,000000

12 40 9,60017 640 2,724708 3,52337 0,000000

2 5 28,39516 640 _, 2,724708 10.42136 0,000000

Table 11: ANOVA· Psychological Partlclpatlcm

rable 11 presents the analysis of variance conducted on all of the teams for the factor

Psychological participation, These results are also significant for each level.

2 3 23.43447 393 2.175313 10.77292 0,000000

12 24 10,12694 ~93 2,175313 4,65539 0,000000

The results of each of these ANOVA's allows the researcher to conclude that there are

slgrlficant dlfferf,;mces both between and within the teams on each of the factors and that It is

th~ .I.(o~e I;t'lllsli.:.:ally valid tv reduce the: I~dlvldual scores for each of these factors to a',

r.lggregate score on each factor for each team,
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Correlation
Correlation tests are used to assess whether a relationship exists between two variables and

to get an Indication of Its direction and strength (McCall, 1986). The fundamental Idea behind

the correlation coefficient Is that the square of the correlation coeffiCient represents the

percentage of variability In the Y1 that Is associated with differences In the variable X. The

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was used. Statlstica statistical package was

used to run the analyses. , _.

Cronbach's Alpha CoeffiCient
In order to assess the reliability of the scale used, Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient was

calculated for this set of data. Anastasi (1982) and Nunnally (1967) recommend a reliability

cut-off estimate of .60.

Results

ANOVA Results
Table 9 presents the Analysis of Variance conducted on all of the teams for the factor overall

Job satisfaction. As may be seen, the F-statlstic Is highly significant for both effects.

T~blo 9: ANOVA· Overall Job Sal/sfaatlon

:2 15 229.3346 1935 3.18204 12.07162 0.000000

12 120 15.2988 1935 3.18204 4.60786 0.000000
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The one-factor analysis of variance rests on a number of assumptions. The first assumption Is

that !I'le variances of the populations from which the groups are drawn are equall,e.

homogeneity of variance. The second assumption is that the groups Involved comprise

randomly sampled subjects and are completely Independent of each other. The third

assumption is that the population distributions are normal In form. The factors In the study

must be fixed by the experimenter and are not randomly selected. Finally, the number of

observations In each group Is equal and greater than one.

The F-test which examines variance under the assumption of the null hypothesis Is fairly

robust as It survives certain violations of the basic assumptions, It Is tolerant of violations of

the assurnptlons of normality of distribution and homogeneity of variance. A certain degree of

heterogeneity of variance Is tolerated provided the same number of observations are present

In each treatment (Edwards, 1968), Violations of the assumption of normality may be

tolerated If the departure Is not severe and a lal'ge number of cases Is sampled (failing to do

so results In having to perform non-parametric tests) (Myers, 1980; McCall, 1986),

The deslqn of this Investigation with its categorical data disposed the study to analysis using

the one-factor analysis of variance, The purpose of the study Is to analyse If the factors

selected do appear to have affected the differences In productivity between the teams,

Given that the InvestlgEltlon was exploratory In nature and that the sample size was small, a

0,95 level of significance was considered a suitable cut-off point.

Statlstios statistical package was used to run the analyses, The overall purpose of conducting

the ANOVA was to Identify If there wel'e statistically slgnlfic~nt differences between the teams

on each of the factors, A statistically slqnlficant difference is a necessary but not sufficient

oondltlon for using the Indep~I,Jent variables as expianatory variables, Having run the

ANOVA and findllng statistically significant results for each of the Independent variables,

means and standard deviations were calculated for each of the teams on each factor, This

was done as preparation for running correlation tests.
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CHAPTER 6

DATA ANALYSIS

statistical Techniques
The nature of this study Is exploratory and thus the selection of statistical techniques Is based

on this premise, The dr"dn of the present study is comprised of 9 Independent groups

(dlfferentteams) with ."aasures for each Individual In each group (team) on 3 independent

variables Gob satisfaction, Internal work motivation, psychological participation). The

Independent variables have been measured on an Individual basis. However, the dependent

variable Is measured on a team basis, Thls research design Is represented In the diagram

below:

Figure 4: Des/on of study

Inospendent Variable::> Dependent Variable

Job satisfaction

ProductivityInternal Work Motivation

Psychological Participation ~

measured. The appropriate technique for this purpose Is the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA),

The first step In analysing this data was to assess If It Is valid to reduce the Individual

responses within each team to a single number for the whole team, on each of the variables

ANOVA
When there is a single variable and several samples to be compared, Me Call (1986) directs

the use of the F-test from a one-factor analysis of variance, The purpose of the analysis of

variance Is to determine the probability that the means of several groups of scores deviate

from one another merely by sampling error (McCall, 1986).
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All participants who completed the questionnaire were provided with refreshments at the end

of the session.

Nature Of Data Yielded
The above procedure yielded scores for each question from every Individual. The set of

individual responses were then grouped by their respective teams, Within the teams the

overall responses were then grouped for each scale,

Coding Of Data Yielded
E:ach of the possible responses in the questionnaire was coded with a number, The numbers

given to each response are shown In Appendix 2, For each of the standard instruments used,

the scoring Is as specified for the Instrument.

2 The lingua frallca In common use on the mines Is clliled Fanakalo ("like this"), The larger proportion
of the vocabulary of Funakalo Is derived from Zulu, and In addition to English It also contains
elements of Xhosa and Afrikaans,
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their shift underground, Thus one session did not necessarily Include all members of a team

as some may work in the day shift and others In the night shift.

During the period leading up to the actual research, a research assistant was trained to

conduct the :..dsslons with the teams. A research assistant who could act as a translator was

necessary since the people at this level In the mine are mostly illiterate and not conversant in

English or Afrikaans Thus, for the purposes of the study, Funakelo" was used as the
. _.

communication medium. The same research assistant/translator was used to run all of the

management to hear how they felt about their work and that there could be no negative

sessions to ensure that the research conditions were as similar as possible for evelY session.

Once all of the team members and team leader had arrived In the training room, the purpose

of their being paraded was explained. The subjects were Informed that a questlonnalre was

being administered to establish their opinions on a number of Issues related to their work and

how they felt about it. They were further told that the exercise was being undertaken by an

outside company and they could therefore be assured of total confidentiality although the

overall findings would be given to management. It was therefore an opportunity for

repercussions. This type of reassurance was considered necessary for people at this level of

the mine since trust levels are generally believed to be low. Following this Introduction, the

translator extended the opportunity to anyone who wished to leave to do so, thus ensuring that

the sessions were entirely voluntary.

A questionnaire (as In Appendix 1) was then handed out to each person present. The same

questionnaire was copied onto ;.or' overhead transparency, The translator explained that he

would go through each question which had to be answered one at a time, pointing to It on the

overhead projection and then giving them an opportunity to answer It. Each question was

explained and the possible responses explained one at a time. This process ensured that

those whose literacy level was low could graphically see what to do. Those subjects who felt

unable to write anything were Individually assisted by additional research assistants.
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productivity data for each of the teams was gathered from production records at the mine.

These production records keep track of various Indicators of productivity. For the purposes of

this research, the productivity indicator "meters square per man" was considered the most

suitable ali-encompassing indicator. The exact calculation of "meters square per man" is not

revealed by the mine, however It is standardised for each of the teams and is therefore

consldc od an equal basis against which to measure different teams.

Design And Procedures
l3efore the actual research was undertaken, a pilot study was conducted in another mine using

5 people at a similar level to those intended for the study. The procedure to be used in the

actual research was followed for this group. However, after completing the questionnaire the

researcher Was then able to discuss with these pilot subjects (with the aid of a translator) what

they found difficult to understand. This enabled ambiguous and dlfficult-to-translate wording to

be improved and the questionnaire format to be finalised.

With the design of the study reasonably clarified, a meeting was arranged by the researcher

with the General Manager and Production Manager of Blyvoorultzlcht mine. The purpose of

this meeting was to explain firstly the purpose of the research and the potential benefits It

would bring to the mine, and secondly, to secure their permission to conduct the study and to

provide the necessary commitment to It. Commitment was obtained at this senior level and

the General Manager then sent C"uta letter to all staff members stating that the study Was to

be undertaken surveying opinions from underground team members and urging the SUPPOI't

and commitment of those whose subordinates were Involved or who were personally involved.

The shift bosses responsible for the teams that had been selected were contacted and asked

to Inform their Personnel Assistants that the researcher would be liaising with them In artier to

arrange a suitable time to 'parade' (Instruct to attend a meeting) the team. Tile researcher

then prepared a schedule to collect the data, The Personnel Assistant responsible for each

team was contacted and asked to make the necessary arrangements to ensure that all

members of the team (or SUb-team where the team included bot'" day and night shift

personnel) had been paraded at the time and venue arranged. The teams were paraded after
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The relatlunshlp between job satisfaction and productivity found In this study provides support

for sooloteobnlcal systems meorv- that the two factors examined cannot be seen as distinct

on their own.

This triadic conceptualisation nlghllghts certain Iimitatlorl of Lawler's model in the team

context. As proposed In the diagram, the team, job and person characteristics are

Interdependent. Lawler's model, however, sees the perceived personal jOb Inputs, perceived

Inputs and outcomes of referent others, and perceived job characteristics as being

Independent and each ultimately contributing to the perceived amount that should be received.

There Is much theoretical support for the Importance of managing the perceptions that

employees have. slau (1964), for example, argues tnat any expectation ~whether based on

social comparison, past experience, the going rate, or prior Implied promise. can, and often

do's, funoiton like a standard of Justice. That Is, the standard of Justice that employees use In

deriving the'r perception of job satisfaction is to a large extent derived from the expectation

that they have. GIven that expectatlcn, are based on social comparison, past experience, or

prior Implied promise, It Is evident that the team dynamics and, in particular, the team leader's

behaviour can contribute significantly to the expectation that his team members have,

Similar to this theory Is Folger's (1986) theory of referent cognitions. He argues that

dissatisfaction Is 'Inherently referential', In the sense that outcomes are compared with a

referent cognition. Again, this suggestion highlights a leader's role In defining the referent

cognitions of his team members, Generally, the result suggests that theory on social

Information proceSSing will playa vltai r'lle In understanding the reiatlonshlp : ~tween jon

satisfaction, productivity and teams.

The results of this study may also tentatively contribute to the debate about whether

Individuals are more sensltlve to obJactlve job conditions or social cues, While teamwork Is

seen as an improved Job condition, the diagram suggests that social cues arising from the

team are vitally Important In detem,inlng Job attitudes,
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them. Linking these two proposals, the relationship between these three factors can best be

represented diagrammatically as follows:

Team

Job .....- ..... Man

This diagram suggests that ea ~, u.ese factors Is affected and In tum affects each of the

other factors. Thus, the team characteristics Impact on the Job: If someone Is dOing the szrne

Job, but Is In 0 different team, there may be significant differences as to how that Job Is

perceived. Similar explanations can be made for the relationship between each of the other

factors.

Heison's Adaptatlon Level Theory (1964) provides support for this conceptualisation of the

li1terrelatlonshlp between the team, Individual and Job. According to this theory, perceptions

are to a large extent determined by comparison to an anchor pUlnt, which leads to the

proposition that wIthin a team setting, perceptions of job satisfaction can be managed to a

certain extent by the setting of the anchor pOint. This highlights the role of the team leader In

controlling the anchor point within the team.

As discussed In the literature revlew, much of the theory regarding work teams derives froll'

the soototechnlcal systems framework. It Is apparent that this triadic conceptualisation

embraces the soclotechnlcal approach- particularly the Interrelationship of subsystems, In this

case, the team, Job and person, Soclotechnlcal systems theory highlights the need to

examine organisational Issues from an ocen systems point of vlew - thus this

concaptuallsatlon must be viewed as only a SUbsystem of a ",H'ger system .. It IS not a model

which aCI<t10wledges the multiplicity of factors that also affect each of the three components,
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definition was suggested by the author to be the most comprehensive. to reiterate, he defines

it as "... the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the rumS.slsal of one's job as achieving

or facilitating the achievement of one's job values. Job dlssatlsfactlon Is the unpleasant

emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's Job as frustrating or blocking the

attainment of one's job values or as entailing olsvalues, Job satisfaction and dissatisfaction

are a function of thl.) perceived relationship between what one wants from one's job and what

one perceives It as offering or entailing" (underlining by the author). From this definition It

would seem that job satisfaction Is derived to a large extent from a cognitive process. Indeed,

as was suggested In Chapter 3, 'responses of job sadsfaoton directly refiect affects, but,

because cognitions are such a direct determinant of these feelings, both components of

attitude are strongly represented In responses.'

One of the proposals regarding the cognitive process leading to a feeling of job satisfaction or

dlssatlfaction Is the perception of fairness. Smith, Kendall & Hulin (1969) suggested that Job

satisfaction refers to feelings associated with a perceived difference between what Is expected

as a fair return and what Is experienced. Their theory relating job satisfaction as perceived

fairness was extensively reviewed In Chapter 3. Another theory which Is valuable In

understanding the fairness perception proposal and for Interpreting this result Is the Lawler

Model of Facet Satisfaction. According to the model. satisfaction Is the difference between (a)

that which an Individual believes he ShOllld recelve and (b) that which he percelves he does In

fact recelve,

When an Individual appraises a situation. .e usually appraises It against some measure. That

'measure' may be a subjective perception (eg. soolal comparison) Of It may be reasonably

objective (eg. past experience. the going rate, or prior Implied promise). It Is that measure

which may be Influenced by the team- In partloular, the .eam leader or person Influencing tile

team dynamics.

Building on tills relationship between the tesm and an Individual's perception of Job

satisfaction, it Is worth adding Locke's (1969) assertion that the causes of job satisfaction

cannot be discovered solely In the job or In man, but appear to lie In the relationship between
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and Muchlnsky, of research to that date found that nothing had changed In twenty years - their

median correlation was +.15. There are, however, some theoretically and methodologically

based reasons that may be proposed as to why the result of this study Is so much stronger.

Previous studies referred to In the IIter~ture review examined the relationship between job

satisfaction and individual productivity. The result obtained in tb." present study suggests that

It Is the measure of productivity which may elucidate why the empirical evidence Is contrary to

practitioner's intuition· productivity In this study was measured on a team basis while that of

previous studies was on an individual basis. rhls result therefore provides support for Organ's

(1977, 1988) proposal that an alternative definition of performance may explain the

discrepancy in the satisfaction-performance hypothesis. A team setting, Which forms the

context of this study, Is considered a good platform for examining 'performance' from a wider

perspective. Indeed, as proposed by numerous authors, team effectiveness Is dependent on

a number of factors, not least of which are the co-operative behaviours exhibited by team

members towards each other, A performance measure based on overall teamwork Includes

not only what each Individual can 00, but how the teams function together, This complies

closely with the concept of organisational oltlzenshlp behaviour, a term defined by Sate man

and Organ (1983) as "those helpful, constructive gestures exhibited by organiZational

members and valued or appreciated by officials, but not related directly to Individual

productivity". From an organisational point of view, It Is apparent that jobs can se::fom be

accomplished by individuals In Isolation, and thus a measure of job performance needs to take

cognisance of this dependency. A team measure of performance, the author proposes,

lnoludes not only this constructive type of behaviour but also the productivity of the team,

Thus, the study Indicates that a team measure of performance Is related positively to an

Individual's job satisfaction.

A further reason which may contrlbute to understanding the stronger job satisfaction"

productivity relationship obtained In this study, Is the effect of the team on an Individual's 'job

satisfaction', To explain this proposal I! Is necessary to start by looking at how Job satisfaction

Is defined or what the construct of job satisfaction Is actually referring to. Locke's (1976)
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CHAPTER 7

DISCUSSION OF RESUL rs
Many organisations are currently Implementing teams as a strategy to Improving productivity.

Although reasonably well established In European countries, and to a lesser extent In the

United states (Stewart & Manz, 1996), teams. may be considered relatively new In South

Africa. Despite the extent of their practical Implementation, the ernplrloal understanding of

teams Is limited both nationally and IntE3rnationally. While It Is accepted that research efforts

from other countries can contribute to an overall understanding of teams. each country with Its

broader contextual factors Is likely to experience the Implementation l'iilghtly differently.

Concerns of this nature suggest the necessity for Increased research directed towards

determining factors that affect team performance, particularly in the South African context.

It was with this in mind that the present research analysed three factors affecting team

performance. More specifically, the effect of Job satisfaction, internal work motlvatlon, and

perceived psychological participation on team productivity were examined.

The findings of the study will be discussed Initially In relation to the relevant literature. Leading

on from this will be an examination of the Implications, both practical and theoretical, of the

study. The limitations of the present study will then be outlined, followed by some

recommendations for future research.

Ke}' Issues

Job Satisfaction
As will be recalled from the results presented In Chapter 6, there Is a high correlation between

Job satisfaction and productivity (r=.6376; p<,Q65) allowing the null hypothesis that the

productivity of a team will not be different for different levels of Job satisfaction to be rejected.

This result Is considerably more positive than those from previous studies. For Instance, as

mentioned In Chapter 3, Vroom (1964) conducted a meta-analysis of twenty stUdies examining

this relatlonehlp and found a median +.14 correlation. A similar study In 1985, by laffaldallo



cronbach's Alpha Coefficient Results

rable 14: Cronbach's alpha coefficient results

1, Job Satisfaction ,S30523631

3. Psychological Participation ,34G,147276

2, ",ternal Work Motivation .432463512

Summary Of Results
Table 15 below summarises the significant and Insignificant results,

Table 15: Summary ofresulls

SIGNIFICANT RESUL T5

1, Correlation between job satisfaction and productivity = +,6376 (p<:,065)

INSIGNIFH ,~NTRESULTS

1, Correlation between Internal work motivation and productivity = +0,034 (p<,931)

2, Correlation between psychological participation and productivity = ·,5369 (p<,136)

3, Correlation between Job satisfaction and Internal work motlvatiotl = ·,0041 (p<,992)

4, Correlation between Internal work motivation and psychological participation = '1,,2721

(p<.479)
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Figure 12: Bar ohart showing distribution of responSes for intemal worl< motivation soala
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Table 13: Correlations between variables (n=9)

PRODUCTIVITY .6376 .0340 -.5369

p<.065 p<.931 p<.136

JOB SATISFACTION
._-

-.0041 -.0619

,,'
p<.992 p<.874

INTERNAL WORK .2721

MOTIVATION
p<.479

PSYCHOLOGICAL
PARTICIPATION

Figure 11: Bar chart show!, g distribution of responses for job satisfactio/1 s(;ale
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Correlation Results
Finally, the correlation between each of these factors is presented In Table 9, As may be

seen In the table, job satisfaction and productivity are correlated most highly in this data set,

The correlation coefficient between these two factors is +,6376 with a less than fJ,5% chance

of the result occurring uy chance alone. The next strongest correlation Is that between

psychological participation and productivity. This correlation coefficient Is ·,5369 with less

than 13,6% chance of It being by chance alone. This probability level Is gre>ater than would

normally be desirable, however, for the purpose of this exploratory research, It Is considered

an acceptable level. Internal work motivation is correlated a negligible +.034 with productivity

and an extremely high chance (p<,931) of this result occurring as a result of chance. The

correlation between Job satisfaction and Internal work motlvatlcn Is negligible (-.0041) and

again there exists a high probability that the result Is by chance alone (p<,992). Tt.sse two

results for Internal work motivation highlight that there may be something wrong with this

analysis, With this concern a bar chart Indicating the distribution of responses for this scale is

presented in Figure 12. Similarly, a bar chert for the other two scales Gob satisfaction and

psychological participation respectively) Is shown In Figures 11 and 13.

PsycholoGjlcal participation is correlated -.0619 with Job satisfaction. The probability level for

this statlstlo is <.874 - a high probability of the result being by chance. Psychological

participation Is correlated .2721 with Internal work motivation and the probability that this result

Is by chance Is <.479.
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Figure 10: Plot of Internal wotk. mot/vat/on against psychologIcal participation
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Figure 9: Plot of mean Job satlsfact/on versus psychological partlclpat/on
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Figure 8: Plot of total mean job sal/sfaat/on per team versus mean Internal wor!< motivation per team

80 7

70 6

60
5

50 s::
0~r:: 4 :~~

0 0
J!! 40 E
:¥l .lo:.
<0 5
I/)

3~..0
0 OJ.., 30 E

.f!
.5

2
20

10

o
1(DM32 WNSC20 WSSM21 WSCM20 WSNA21 WfBM24WNI'l\J'24KEM23 WFAM23

!1DmIiI Job satisfaction -a-Internal work rmtlvatlon I

101

..J



Indeed, Cheadle (1995) suggests that "The most important innovation introduced by the ':Q95

Labour Relations Act is the workplace forum. It draws its mandate from the RDp3, lnsplratlon

from eouth African practice, and the modern labour market policies of other societies that

promote employee participation in decision-making at the workplace" (Cheadle, 1995). The

Increasing importance of participation in the workplace is highlighted by the following two

quotes, yet neither of these considers the enormous hurdles in the achievement of

participative work practices:

'effective joint consultatiun over the basic strategic decisions affecting the

long-run Iuiure of the enterprise and the industlY. In a global economy it is

these strategic decisions regarding investment, effective use of technology

and the development of alliances with other organisations within the country

and around the world that determine the long-run viability of the enterprise

FJndthe futUre employment possibilities and threats to the Workforce. Thus, a

modern industrial relations system at the enterprise must provide for effect/ve

shared governance and participation .... at the workplace, In negotiations of

basic employment and in consultation over the long-run Issues of common

Professor Kochan pointed out, In his address to the 1994 Labour Law Conference In Durban,

lhat modern labour market polley must encourage:

concern'.

3 Paragraph 1.4.10 of the White Paper on Reconslructlon and Development WDJ/1994: "Negotiations
and partlc!palive structures at .... Workplace level will be created to ensure that labour plays an
Elffecllve role In the reconstruction and development of our country." Paragraph 3.2.1 spells out the
government's economic pollcy goals and objectives, one Qfwhlch Is to 'dernocratlse the economy
and empower the historically oppressed, particularly workers and their organisations, by encollraglng
broader particlpalion In decisions about the economy In both the private and public sector'.
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Authoritarianism
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employ.e. do.
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Within this result lies an Important lesson for South African org'lnlsatlons: the principle of

partlclpatlon needs to be more clearly understood by all employees, To this end a culture

change Is necessary within orqantsatlons before effective participation can be achieved, This

Is particularly Important given the principles Which are being promulgated in the new Labour

Relations Act. ,
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had the effect of producing 'hewers of wood and drawers of water' - people who are frequently

Inadequately educated or skilled. The process has gone full cycle, with products of this

system of education now constituting the teacher core. One of the survival strategies created

to cope with this apartheid legacy may be thought of as "shrinking to fit the constrained space"

Individuals find themselves In - physically, psychologically, politically, economically, and

IntellectuallY, With underachievement as the norm, a process of lowering expectations of self

and of others was legitimated to protect Individuals psychologically against a sense of failure

and disappointment. Self·esteem and respect for the human dignity of fellow community

members was compromised, because those who were treated like 'boys' ended up behaving

like 'boys' (Tucker & scott, 1992). In South African society, with workers having bel>' so

dlsempowered and Industrial relations being adversarlal, the perceived opportunity to

Influence or show power In the relationship makes workers show tl1elr power by reducing

effort. The problem with this history of South Africa, Is that social victims are Individually

demoralised, yet they see themselves as collectively entitled to redress the Injustices of the

past. This arises naturally from the struggle for liberation, where 'collectlvlsatlon' and

'adherence to the party line' are seen as essential to the struggle. indiVidual responsibility and

initiative are repressed (Tucker & Scott, 1992),

South African organisations seeking to be world competitive have little choice bLlt to embrace

the legacy of the past and address Its structural and behavioural consequences If performance

is to Improve. As Tucker & Scott (1992) note, "the real challenge for South Africa Is how to

redress the legacy of apartheid while at the same time re..establlshlng Individual self-

re'1Ponslblllty and the Institutional fabric of society", Indeed, the challenge Is enormous, Not

only do organisations need to address the transition tensions In the move from

authoritarianism to partlclpatlon (as depleted In tile diagram below), they also need to address

broader environmental Issues.
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The problem with authoritarian structures is that they entrench superior I subordinate

relationships among people. They create chains of command that Isolate people and often

make positions more lrnportant than performance.

In authoritarian systems, citizens, employees, and even customers are essentially subservient

or, worse, disenfranchised and dlsempowered. The relationships between authoritarian

leaders and their constituencies can either be dependent or hostile (McLagan & Nel, 1995) ..'
The difficulty with trying to change workplace structures Is that governance does not exist In

the workplace In Isolation. It Is shaped by, and It shapes, all the governance structures In the

environment around It (McLagan & Nel, 1995).

South African society In generalis stili marked by authoritarian and autocratic governance, a

situation which is probably even more prevalent In the mining industry. While Increased

participation In decision making Is high on the employees' agenda, they remain constrained by

the system which has nurtured them. Despite a superficial desire to participate, and due to

ingrained preconceptions, when given the opportunity to partlclpate In decisions employees

may perceive the system or organisation as weak and Ineffectut.ll, feel the control has been

loosened and sc slleve that they can get away with less effort.

These consequences are of great concern. Th,e literature confirms the benefits of participation

and employees gener,llly deslre It, yet the shackles 'If the past prevent Its successful

Implementation,

McLagan & Nel (1995) note that whatever form partlclpatlon takes, "everyone expects

revolutionary changes In motivation and productivity. Yet tlm~j and time again, energy and

effectiveness dwlndle~3 .,' and what started as a good Idea becomes a target of sarcastic pub

talk and proof that Involvement does not really work",

South African SOCiety, like the country's political and economic systems, Is a product of

colonial conquest and apartheld, There can be little doubt that repression retarded the

development of the majority of the population, Deliberately differentiated education through the

'Bantu EdUcation' system, Introduced by the architect of apartheld, Dr. H,F. Verwoerd, has
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pursuing this line of research, Guzzo et al (1987) found that certain contextual factors such as

the size of organisation, type of organisation and type of worker influenced the effects of

teams (and other participative Interventions) c.: productivity. Akin to Guzzo et ai's findings, It

Is reasonable to assume that the result of this study may have been affected by these three

factors. The Impact of contextual factors can be examined further. In this particular part of the

research, the Issue is what contextual factors may contribute to the effects of participation on

productivity being negative. In the South African context, there are a number of olauslble

contextual factors which act aqalnst the benefits of participation.

To explore this result, the author recommends the adoption of an open-systems framewori

such that the multitude of contextual factors which Impact on participation are recognised,

sashkln's (1984) model of participative management provides some Input here, He suggests

that there are three contingency factors which Impinge on the process of participation, namely

Individual, organisational and environmental factors, However, from the result of this study, It

may be suggested that tne Impact of environmental contingency factors Is not the flnal stage

of the process before performance, Rather, It Is the very first 'filter' through which the process

passes,

An eXamination of world history will confirm that for over thirty centuries, authoritarianism has

been the major form of governance, With the passage of time, Its expressions have changed,

The methods of authoritarian control In Egyptian and Roman times differs from those of the

feudal middle ages, The Imperial and colonlal poiloles of the 18\h and 191h centuries differs

from the authoritarian capitalist or socialist command-and-control methods of the recent past,

What has emerged, however, are deeply-embedded authoritarian values that are profound

and often Invisible controlling forces within an organisation, More than any other element,

they determine the nature of governance, They are often grounded In unconscious and deep-

seated assumptions about the world In which we work. Governance vatues have been

shaped over decades, even centuries of experience, learning and reinforcement. The deeply

Ingrained governance values have often become conscious only when they are challenged or

tl1reatel1ed (Me Lagan & Nel, 1995),
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,
reaches a certain point (goal). However, not one of the teams surveyed has reached that

point. On the mine It Is generally thought that a major reason for this is tnat the teams do not

actually know or understand what this 'goal' Is. Accordln(l to goal-setting theory, It can be

argued that a goal Which has been set too hlg" for a team will demotivate the members and

thus lead tl \ worse productivity.

Overall, the result of this part of the stur:ly suggests that team factors are the most important

factor Influencing team productivity and that team motivation is a different process to Individual

motivation. While there has been some research looking at the overriding effect of group

factors, therl:. are unique dynamics within teams which necessitate a special examination of

those team factors which override individual factors.

Psychological Participation
From Table 12 It will be remembered that the perceived psychological participation of the

subjects Is correlated -.5369 with nroductlvlty In the teams. Although the confidence level

(p<.136) is not partlcularly strong, for the purposes of an exploratory study such as this It Is

sufficiently strong to make some comments around this result. Such comments must be

treated with caution, particularly In :Ight of the alpha coefficient for this scale using this sample

(,35),

Simply stated, this result suggests that those Individuals who perceive themselves to have

greater flexibility to participate In work decisions are not members of highly productive teams -

Increased participation In decision-making does not benefit overall team productivity,

This stands In stark contradiction to most research regarding the positive effects of

participation on performance (Bragg & Andrews, 1973; each & French, 1948; Juralewlcz,

1974; Latham & Yuki, 1975; Neider, 1geo, amongst others), Similarly, It counters Locke and

Schweiger's (1979) conclusion that employee participation has a negligible effect or.

productivity. Slgnltlcantly, however, their conoluslon highlighted the Importance of examining

contextual factors that may Influence the effectiveness of partlolpetlon,
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This explanation fits In with Mcintyre's (1988) definition of team motivation. He describes It as:

"those extra-task characteristics of the team that make it competent, Including

team splrit, leadership, interpersonal skill, communication skill, work

performance norms, values, and other attributes that serve to facilitate 01

Inhibit team performance."

Nowhere In this definition is there any reference to Individual characteristics. Thus It seems

that each Individual's perceived interllal work motivation has little to do with the team

motivation.

Katz and Kahn (1978) proposed thrE' types of motivational patterns or frameworks of which

the Internalised motivation framework Is relevant to this study, Within this framework,

motivation Is enhanced In two ways. Firstly, an Individual Is motivated through the satisfaction

derived from role performance. Secondl~I, motivation Is enhanced through lnternallsatlon of a

team's goals. However, this lnternallsed motivation does not appear to be a predictor of team

performance, which corroborates the assertion that "these motivational effects mayor may not

facilitate the attainment of a team's goals".

This part of the research confirms that individual factors (perceived Internal work motivation) is

not a gooa predlctor of team motivation. In order to understand team motivation and its

relationship to the performance of different teams, it Is necessary to consider other factors.

Team fUnctioning dlfferf1 vastly from Individual functioning. Employeras need to understand the

difference between performing as Individuals and performing as a team.

In the case of Internal work motivation, the Individual characteristic can be overridden by the

team. This Is not the same with Job satisfaction because, as was proposed, job satlsfact{on Is

more Influenced by the team. Internal work motivation Is seen as an Inherent characteristic of

an lndlvldual,

Another explanation of the result Is grounded In goal-setting theory. The Importance of goals

fOl' team motivation was highlighted In the literature review. It Is known that on this particular

mine-shaft, there Is a new Incentive scheme which 'kicks In' once the team production level
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For the purposes of this study It Is important to attempt to understand hawaII these factors

interrelate and ultimately contribute to overall team effectiveness. The result of this stu"

suggests that the Individual factor (particularly, In this case, Internal work motivation) ...s llttle

to do with the overall productivity of the team. This relationship, It Is conceptualised, may be

depleted as follows:

Man __ ........ Team.·---- ...· Performance

That Is, whatever an Indlvidu6JI's internal work motivation, the effect of It on performance will

be overridden by the team characterlstlos, There are several theoretical explanations for this

1, The diving phenomenon. DlviNJ refers to a situation In which, because of the norms of an

Immediate work group, an Individual i3 motivated to perform at a eub-optlmai level (Mullen

& Baumeister, 1987). Diving can take the form of members socialising each other to a

lower level of performance. This suggests that In order to fUlly understand why one team Is

performing better than another an examination of the team norms In operation needs to be

conducted. In the present study 'diving' may occur as a result of the relatiollshlp between

the team leader and his members or the relationship between the team leader and the

OVArpow0rlng effect of learn nharacterlstlos:

,
miner to whom he reports, If either of these relationships Is poor, the response may be to

Influonoe others In the work-group to performance at a lower level.

2, Soc/a//oaflng. This describes a process by which the motives, behaviours, feelings, etc,

of an Indlvldllal are changed by the presence or actions of others In a social setting. More

speclflcally, It refers to the tendency of Individuals In teams to decrease the amount of

effort expended on a task In the absence of any explicit demands to decrease that effort,

This effect has been found to Increase as til team size Increases, although, for this

research It Is not possible to say whether team size has contributed to the affect because

not all team members were necessarily surveyed,

3. rree-rldinc. This phenomenon explains social-loafing as being a rationally- or

economically-based decision to decrease effort that can be a self-perpetuating cycle,
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related vocabulary). Building on that argument, it may be Guggested that these individuals do
\

not understand what it is to be intrinsically motivated. Added to this, the Jobs which they

perform have little intrinsic motivation potential. Another argument could be that the questions

In the internal work motivation scale may result in individuals answering what they believe is

right, rather than the truth - giving socially desirable a..ewers ("I must say that I want to work

hard, whereas for job satisfaction, I can say how I feel if I believe that I still make my best

effort"). rhus, overall, the scale itself and the construct which the scale Was measuring may

no! have been SUitable for this study.

Alternatively, If It is assumed that this low correlation is in fact a fair indication of the

relationship between individual perceptions of their internal work motivation and the

productivity of the team they are Ih, the result may be interpreted using various theoretical

propositions to SUbstantiate It.

It should be stressed at the outset that ~hls result should not be seen to Imply that more

productive teams are not motivated. As was mentioned In Chapter 2, motives must often be

Inferred from observed behavlolJr. From the observed behaviour of the better-performing

teams, it may be inferred that they are more motivated. Hence the result suggests that an

individual's perception of his Internal work motivation Is not what actually affects the

productivity of the team. This leads to the questlon as to why it Is that a team member who

perceives himself to be highly Internally motivated Is not part of a highly productive team. As

has already been suggested, the scale may not have been suitable for the sample. Or it may

be suggested that the measure Is dealing with a perception which may be distorted for varying

reasons, some of which may have to do with the lack of understanding as discussed earlier.

An alternative theoretical explanation may be that the productivity of a team is dependent on a

multitude of factors. This explanation appeals in that it Is self-evident that the effectiveness of

a team Is dependent on a multitude of factors as proposed in Tannenbaum's model depicted

in Figure 1, an opinion that Is corroborated by Kreitner & Klnlckl (1989). Their formula

Indicates that motivation Is a small part of the performance equation.
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that both productivity and job satlsfactlon are independent affected by team factors. Clearly,

therefore, it is Vitally important to understand better the impact and nature of the team factors

which affect the relationship between productivlty/perfo,'mance and job satisfaction.

In concluding this section, it can be sald that the results of the present study suggest that the

satisfaction-performance hypothesis is not an 'illusory correlation' and that certainly there is

scope to design work that results simultaneously in high productivity and worker satlsfactlon.

Wcrk Motivation
Referring to the results section, the reader will be reminded that the Individual's perception of

his internal work motivation was negligibly correlated with productivity(+,034). A certain

level of the correlation was <.931. This suggests that there Is an extremely high probability

amount of caution must be exercised In interpreting this result, however, since the probability

by the very low alpha coefficient for the work motivation scale (0.43). In addition, reference to

that the result WaS obtained by chance. The necessity to exercise caution Is further reinforced

Figure ?, showing the distribution of responses to :l1i$ scale, indicates that the response rate

was not normally dlstrlbuted, thus refuting the legitimacy of the ANOVA and in so doing (he

rest of the statistical analysis. Notwithstanding these methodological problems, it is

nevertheless considered worthwhile by the researcher to examine :., more detail why the

result Is as It is. A number of possible reasons' are proposed.

Initially, it was apparent In the administration of the questionnaire that this scale was not as

easy to understand as the job satisfaction scale. A superficial examination of the response

patterns as the data was captured gave further evidence to support the feeling that the

individuals In the study had not understood the questions. There are a few plausible reasons

why the scale or the concept being investigated in the scale was not understandable. One

argument could be that the questions were examining a construct that these Individuals could

not relate to. For example, "I feel good about myself when I do this Job well". The nuances

Implied In this statement may not have been understood, purely on an intellectual level, or

conversely, may not have been understood on a linguistic level since Funakalo as a medium

of communication is known to be limiting (due to It containing a small and spE.clfically work-
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expectation that exceptions to the norm can often lend greater understanding to relationships,

than the norm in fact does.

At the first level effect, the ANOVA shows that the job satisfaction which has an F-statistic of

14.15 is the highest, implying the greatest ra:1tionship in the team. Because the team

explains most variation in job satisfaction, it may be concluded that team effects have the

largest impact on job satisfaction. Although, from the ANOVA tables, the team effect is high

for Internal work motivation and psychological participation, it is not as high as that for job

satisfaction. This further suggests that individual factors may explain I lore of the differences

for these two variables.

The most important difference between this study and previous research examining job

satisfaction and productivity Is the introduction of the team concept, and thus it must be one of

contributes to understanding this result. Shaw (1976) notes that the effects of cohesion in a

the major contributors to the different result. Although, as previously highlighted, the literature

on teams Is not comprehensive, there is some evidence from the research on teams which

team have been related to team member Interactions, satisfaction and team performance. This

e.uggests another dynamic of team behaviour which deserves closer examination In order to

understand more fully the factors which affect productivity in teams. Morgan and Lassiter

(1992) highlighted that a team's perception of its own role, status, and value to an organisation

is an important factor in determining tho way a team interacts and performs.

One of the 'Team Motivation Guidelines' in Table 3 was that proposed by NATO ('1980).

From its studies NATO suggests that "enthusiasm and the 'right' attitude are Ohld '.IeW<9dby

instructors as the most Important differences between good and bad teams", However, NATO

does not elucidate what is meant by the 'right' attitude. If the right attitude is the attitude to the

Job i.e. job satisfaction, then this research may well support this assertion,

The team factors highlighted may all contribute to explaining why the correlation between Job

satisfaction and productivity are particularly high in the present study. There may, hOW6VElf,

be a number of other team factors which also contribute to the relationship between Job

satisfaction and productivity, The research highlighted in the IIteratul'e review does suggest
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There is little doubt that all the job satisfaction theories can provide explanatory value t, \

certain aspects of this result For example, application of Warr's (1987) Vitamin Mod~\'!to job

satisfaction suggests the importance of understanding the internal team dynamics. Accordlnq

to this model, the variables which are most likely to be affected by the team (eg. variety,

clarity, control, interpersonal contact) "Ire the one's which can ultimately have a toxic effect.

The strong relationship indicated by the correlation coefficient in this study gives no indication

of the,causality in the relationship. Thus, the study does not answer the question as to

whether it is those teams which are highly satisfied who are therefore more productive or if

those teams wnlch are more productive are more satisfied. In addition, this study does not

Indicate what is causing the differences between the teams, a question which may be

answered by more qualitative andlor longitudinal research. Nevertheless, the results meet the

needs of the present exploratory study.

It Is considered worthwhlie to examine why this result is so rnucn more significant than the

other results in this study, One of the reasons may be methodological and relates to the scale

used. The Overall Job Satisfaction scale (Wart, Cook & Wall, 1979) was designed for use

with blue collar workers. Although they were blue collar workers in the United Kingdom who

may be considered to be different to the workers included In this study, the scale appears to

have been appropriate for this sample. This is confirmed by the Cronbach Alpha Coefficient

for the scale based on this sample (.83). Additionally, observation of the participants while

administering the questionnaire indicated that they understood the questions. The wording of

the questions may also have contributed to honest answers. I: is possible that the participants

felt that it Is acceptable to say that they are dissatisfied with certain facets of their jobs

because they believe that they are working hard nevertheless.

it may be noted from Figure 5 that the tef' r. WNSC20 is an 'outlier' in this relationship, In fact,

If it Is removed from the correlational analysis, the coefficient shifts to 0,91. In order avoid the

complexities of statlstlcal'y Justifying such a removal, the researcher notes that it would be

worthwh'le to examine further the dynamics within this team. The reason for this Is the
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members of teams. The results of the present study provide support for the notion that

members of teams behave differently to Individuals on their own and thus knowledge

regarding individuals cannot be transferred directly to teams.

In addition, the results of the present study attest to the complex interaction of factors affecting

team performance. Indeed, the author concludes that the state of empirical research on

teams Is understandable since to really understand teams necessitates more ca ..e study
......

investigation rather than empirical analysis which cannot take Into account the multitude of

factors that Impact on a team's performance.

The findings obtained In the present study confirm Pearson's (1992) assertion that

organisational jobs are normally complex, multifarious, and seldom undertaken by individuals

In isolation. Consequently, there remain many questions which need to be answered before

teams can be fUlly understood and optimised. Nevertheless, the findings of this study do

represent a small step in the direction towards understanding and clarifYing this complex

phenomenon.
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Recommendations For Future Research
Based on the limitations and implications of this research, a number of recommendations can

be made for future research. A significant part of the discussion examining the relationship

between job satisfaction and tearn performance centred around the issue of the management

of perceptions. This highlighted th 1 vital role that a team leader plays in the overall

performance of a team Thus, future research aimed at understanding the role of the team

leader in the performance of teams may enable a better understanding of what contributes to

the differences in performance of teams.

Further, the present study made use of Funakalo as the medium of communication. Future

research using the mother tongue of the subjects would ensure that subtleties being examined

are in fact understood.

GIVen the lack of Instruments/measures for understandinq team processes specifically, there

Is a clear need for future studies to develop such instruments.

The complex multidimensional nature of team performance directs the value of using a case

study or more qualitative approach to examining the interaction of factors contributing to the

productivity of teams. Qualitative research will contribute to an understanding of why the

situation Is as it is, while longitudinal research will contribute to an understanding of causality.

Clearly, as this report has highlighted, team productivity Is affected by a multitude of factors.

This study isolated three such factors and as such contributes a small part to building an

understanding of teams. There Is certainly a need for further research to develop an effective

research model.

Conclusion
For most of Industrial Psychology's past, the Individual has been the focus of research effort.

If Industrial psychology Is to remain a contributor to the understanding of people in

organisations, it Is clearly going to have to keep pace with the practical trend towards

Implementing teams. This means that, Instead of attempting to understand people as

Individuals In organisations, researchers must focus more effort on understanding people as
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Methodological:
• From a statistical point of view, the three hypotheses of this study were bi-directlonal.

GIven the conclusions from previous research, it may have been appropriate for the job

satisfaction analyses to have used unl-dlrectional statistical techniques Unl-dlreottonal

tests would have strengthened the level of significance.

G There may have been a tendency for the subjects to give soclaliy-deslrahle responses In
.'

fear that there would be negative repercussions.

• As has already been highlighted, the internal work motivation scale may have been

unsuitable for the subjects of this study (confirmed by the extremely low alpha coefficient).

the psychological issues being examined in such a study- indeed it was designed within

the authoritarian system as a medium for giving Instructions and thus the vocabulary Is

limited.

• Further, Funakalo as a medium of communication Is not the most suitable for conveying

• Finally, a greater humber of teams, possibly from a number of other mines, would be

needed to take this study beyond an exploratory level.

focused on the Individual since the beginning of this area of research. However, as Is

apparent in organisations currently, more and more teams are becoming the focus of the

Conceptual:
• This study was limited by the nature of the debate. Industrial psychology has primarily

organisation. From a systems point of view, It Is clear that there are a multitude of factors

which subsume the Individual In a team. At this stage, research on these factors and new

factors which do not exist when the focus is on the individual is scant. Thus, as a function

of the current state of research on the subject of teams, the present study had to examine

notions of team performance using Individual measures. The shortcomings of these

measures (particularly psychological participation and work motivation) for the purposes of

eXamining team performance have already been discussed.
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• The study provides support for a conception of performance that incorporates not only the

in-role but also the out-role activities that almost any Job requl. es. Thus this study

indicated that a measure of team productivity provided a suitable measure of performance

that incorporated both of these aspects of an employee's role.

extrinsic factors, particularly, as proposed In this study, the team effects ..'

• The internal work motivation of this blue collar work sample Is primarily overridden by

• An individual's perception of his psychological participation has a negative effect on

performance.

Practically, there are also some valuable insights to be gained:

• With regard to teams, It is clear that there needs to be effective training particularly for

team leaders who can playa pivotal role In affecting their members' perceptions and

ultimately their performance.

.. Work motivation needs to be approached from a broader point of view, not at the individual

level, but rather at a team level.

forums, need to be extremely carefully lrnplemented,

• The requirements within the new labour dispensation, particularly with regard to workplace

The present study highlights some important considerations both for theory and practice. In

particular, the present finding regarding the relationship between Job satisfaction and

productivity of teams contributes to a better understanding of both teams and productivity as

the discussion as highlighted.

Limitations
The process of this study has revealed certain weaknesses In the research design which not

only limit the generalisabliity of these results but, more Importantly, highlight where the

research can be built on In future,
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The US Commission on the Future of Worker-Management Relations identifies employee

participation as one of the goals for the twenty-first century:

"Employee Participation and labour-management partnerships are essential to

improved productivity, enhanced quality and economic pertormenco, and an

increased voice and higher living standards for American workers. It is in the

national interest to see participation and partnerships sustained and

expanded to cover a larger proportion of the American workforce and

workplaces, and to address the full range of issues critical to improving

't'orkplace performance and advancing workers' economic oositions and

quality of working lives"

A further reason which may contribute to understanding the negative relationship obtained in

this study between psychological participation and productivity is the nature of the 'teams' on

which this research is based. Participation Is generally considered an inherent component of

teamwork, however, in this study the author cautions that the teams cannot be considered

teams in the true sense of the word. The 'teams' are In fact more like work-groups who hae a

common purpose but who are not aware of their common purpose. They have not been

formally constituted as teams although they are commonly referred to as teams.

In conclusion, it Is apparent that although the result of this study is not significant, the

implementation of participation In South African organisations needs to be monitored

particularly cr.,·efully in light of the negative contextual factors Impinging on it.

lmptlcetk. "'5
Both theoretical and practical irnpllcatlons can be derived from this study.

Theoretically:

• The proposal that job satisfaction is to a large extent coghitlvely derived is supported by

this study. Job satisfaction appears to have been affected to a large extent by team

dynamics, although these were not assessed In the present study.
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I would like you to tell me how satisfied (If dissatisfied you feel with each of these

features of your pres9tltjob. Please Indicate the appropriate answer wltl1 an 'X'.

1. The physical working condlttons,

2. rhe freedom to plan your own job:

3. Your fellow workers,

4. The recognition you get for good werle,

5. Your Immediate supervisor.

6. The amount of responsibility you are given.

'7. Your rate of pay.

8, Your opportunity to use yow' abilities,
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Home Language:
" 1 3 42

English Afrikaans Zulu Xhosa

5 6 7 8
Tswana North Sotho South Sotho Venda

9 10 11 12
Tonga Tsonga Ndebele Shangaan

13 I-- 14 15 16
Sitswa Nyasa Swazi Pad I

Other: .!tlltH 17.n, I\IIIH til II ''''lltH III!' 11,*' 111I11I11J.l111 "'''"' UH '"' If II It II I 1ft

Formal Education.
1 2

~
3 4

None 5 years or less 5 to 7 years 7 to 9 years

- . (lIP to Std.3) (up to Std. 5) (up to Std. 7)
5 6 7 Any 8

'10 years 11 years 12 years tertiary
(Std. 8) (Std. 9) (Matrlc) qualification
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APPENDIX 2 ..Coding used for analysis of questionnaire
Thank you very much for participating In this study. I would like to take this opportunity to

assure you that whatever Information you give in this questionnaire will remain anonymous.

This Is part of a research project which Is intended to benefit your work but at the same time

is being conducted independently by another company.

Plees» would you give me the foJ/owing biographical Information:
Job: ,."1""",,,

1 Winoh driver
2 Team member
3 Team leader
7 Machine Operator
8 Orilier
9 Water Jet Operator
10 Loco Driver

Team: '1"""'·'.".1"."'1"""""'1111"""'11111'·'1111"1",,'1111111'11"1·'11111"1,,'11,1

Are you in the same gang you were In last year? Yes 1 I No 2

When did you start working at Blyvoorultzicht? 19......

Please mark the correct bloc/< with a 'X'.

Age (in years):
1 -2 3 4

21·25 26·30 31 ..35 36·40

5
61

7 a
41·45 46·50 51·55 66·60
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24. Do YOLI feel you can Influence the decisions of your immediate superior
regarding things about which you are concerned?

I can Influence him:

To a greatextent To a considerable
extent

To some extent To a very little extent I cannot Influence him at
all

25. Does your Immediate supervisor ask your opinion when a problem comes up
that Involves your work?

He always asks my He often asks my
opinion opinion

He sometimes asks Ho seldom asks my He never asks my
my opinion 0 Inion 0 Inion

26. If you have a suggestion fot Improving the job or changing the setup In some
way, how easy Is It for you to get your ideas across to your immediate supervisor?

It Is very difficult It Is somewhat difficult It Is not too easy It Is fairly easy It Is very easy to Getmy Ideas
across.
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16. Now, taking everything Into consideration, how do you feel about your job as a
whole?

tn« fol/owlng set of statemants has to do with how you feel about your cutrentlot» I

would like you to fndt'l:ate the extent to which you agree or disagree with th(1statement.

, "

'17. I feel good about myself when !do this [ob well.

Disagree I bl~agrei
stron£1lL__ '......,_

Disagl£;
ollghtly.

Agree slightly Agree strongly

Agree slightly Agree I Agree strongly

18. I feElIa great mse of Ilel'~1onalsatisfaction when Ido this job well.

19. I fcel unhapP'l when: dlscover ~hat I have performed poorly on this Job.

Olsagree
slightly

Agree silghtly Agree strongly

20. My own feelings glaner:allyare not affected much one way or the other by how
weill do I''I1Y je b.

Agree sllgl\\ly Agree strongly

21. Most people on this job feel It great sense of personal satlstactton when they do
their Job well.

Disagree
strongly

Disagree
slightly

Agree slightly I Agree I Agree strOngly

22. Most people In this job feel unhappy when they find they have performed the
work poorly.

A very 9roat eleal of A great (lal.1lof
Influence Influence

Quite a bit of
Influence

Some Influenco.! Little or 110Influence

23. In general, how much ~ay or Influence do you feel you have on what goes em In
your team?
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7. Your rate of pay.

8. Your opportunity to Useyour abilities.

11. The way your mine Is managed.

9. Industrial relations between management and workers in your company.

10. Your chance of promotion.

12. The attention paid to suggestions you make.

14. The amount of variety In your job.

13, Your hours 9f work.

15. Your Job security.
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Formal Education:

None 5 years or less 5 to 7 years 7 to 9 years
(up to std.3) (up to Std, 5) (up to Std, 7)

Any
10 years 11 years 12 years tertiary
(Std,8) (Std,9) (Matric) qualification

I would like you to tell me how satisfied or dissatisfied you feel with each of these

ff.latutes of your present Job. Please indicate the appropriate answer with an 'X',

1. The physical working conditions,

2. The freedom to plan your own job.

3, Your fellow workers.

4. The recognition you get for good work.

S, Your immediate supervisor.

6. The amount of responsibility you are given.

[
I'm extremely
dissatisfied
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1.Questionnaire
Thank you very much for participating In this study. I would like to take this opportunity to

assure you that whatever Information you give In this questionnaire will remain anonymous,

ihls Is part of a research project which Is Intended to benefit your work but at the same time

Is being conducted Independently by another' company

Please would you give me the following biographical information:
Job:

Team:

Are you In the same gang you were In last year? Yes I No

When did you start working at BlyvOOfUltzlcht? 19 ......

Please mark the correct blook wIth a ,)(',

Age (in yean,):
~

21-26 26-30 31-35 36-40

41-45 46·50 51-55 56-60

Home Language:

English Afrikaans Zulu Xhosa

Tswana North Sotho South Sotho Venda

Tonga Tsonga Ndebele Shang~",:,

Sitswa Nyasa Swazi Pedl

Other: ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,1'1""'1"1,.1'"1'111"'1'111"1'""I'III"IIIII'llt'IIII"IIII"
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25. Does your immediate supervisor ask your opinion When a problem comes up
that involves your work?

A very great deal of A great deal of Quite a bit of
Influence 5 Influence 4 Influence

Some Influence Little or no Influence
3 2 1

26. If you have a suggestion for improving the job or changing thl:!setup in some
way! how easy is it for you to get your ideas across to your immediate supervisor?

It Is very difficult It Is somewhatdifficult It Is not too easy It Is fairly easy It Is very easy to getmy Ideas
1 2· .' 3 4 across 5
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The following set of statements has to do with how you feel ebout your current job.

would {ileeyou to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement.

17. I feel good about myself when I do this job well.

Disagree
strongly

Disagree
slightly 3

18. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when Ido this job well.

Disagree
strohgly

Disagree
slightly 3

Agree slightly
5

Agree strongly
7

19. I feel unhappy when I discover that I have performed poorly on this job.

Disagree
strongly

Disagree
slightly 3

Agree slightly
5

Agree strongly
7

2il. My own feelings generally are not affected much one way or the other by how
weill do my job.

r)lsagree
strongly

Disagree
slightly 3

Agree slightly
5

Agree strongly
7

21. Most people on this job feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when they do
their job well.

Disagree
Slightly 3

Agree sllghlly
5

Agree strongly
7

22. Mast people in this job feel unhappy when they find they have performed the
work poorly.

Disagree
slightly 3

Agree slightly
5

Aqree strongly
7

23. In general, how much say or influence do you feel you have on what goes on in
your team?

A very great ct~ A great deal of Quite a bit of Some Influence Little or no I"fluence
Influence _ ___!j_,::,:lnf1;,:.;u:,::e.:.;,;nc:,::e'--__ 4.:.....1....:;ln.:.:.;fI::;u;6::.n:;:;ce:._...__ ..:::3-1- -=-2..J.... ~1~

24. 00 you feel you can influence the decisions of your immediate superior
regarding things about Which you are concerned?

I can influence him:

A very graat deal of A great deal of Quite a bit of Some Influence Little or nc Influence
Influance 5 Influence __ ...:.4-'-'I~nf.:;:lu.::.:en.:.:c:::..e~_--=3=-L. , ~ 1
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9. Industrial relations betweenmanagementand workers in your company,

I'm extrem<:1ly -I
satisfied ~, ...

10. Your chance of promotion.

11. The way your mine Is managed.

I'm extremely I
satisfied "( I

12. The attention paid to suggestions you make.

13. Your hours of work.

14. The amount of variety in your Job.

15. Your job security.

16. Now, taking everything into consideration, how do you feel about your job as a
whole?
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