CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

' Organisationa! jobs are normally complex, multifarious, and seldom done by

Individuals in Isolation {Fearson, 1991),

"Teams" have bacome a key component in Workplace design. Desp'lte the growing

 prevaisnoe of teams In organisational settings, however, an éxtensive review of the Nteratura
indicates that the ampirteal evidence regarding the effectiveness of teams Is limited (Cohen &
Ledford, 19834), The evidence that is éwailab!e Is primarlly anecdotal and It Is thersfore
bel]éved.t_hat further emplrical studies need to be conducted in order td Improva the thecretical

' fqundatldn of this growlng trend, Teams are chIefIQ assaclated with bobstlng productivity, yet
not &ll companles can report sutcess, As Eileah Appslhaum, author. of The New American
Workplace, notes, "I's ot that teams don't work. 1t's that there are lots of obstacles.” The
Importance of improving the theoretical understanding regarding teams is highlighted by
Durrigine {1804}

"Yes, [earns have troubles. They :;‘onsume gallons of sweat and
d."_scour&gement before yieiding a penny of benefit. Companies make the
investment only because they've realised that in fast-moving, brutally
compeliiive economy, the anae thing sure lo he harder than operafing with

teams Ie operating without them.”

The purposs of the present study s to examine thres factors which may explain why some
teams are more effactive (In this case, specifically preductive) than athers. An understanding

of these factars is considered to he useful for enhancing the effactiveness of all teams.

Faotors selacted for this study are Job satisfaction, internal wark motivation and psychologlcal
participation. The reasan far thelr sefaction is twafold, Firstly, the general literature avallable

on teams suggests that each of these factors Is Improved when teams are implemented and,
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explorad in the report together with the question of how team factors ¢an influence an

individual's perception of job satisfactlan, Serving as foundation for discusslan is the 5 .
argument that job satlsfaction is an atfitude which is primarlly cognitively-based, In addition, a -
kay fogus of the discusslon [s that no significant relatlonshl'p was found between internal work ] L

motlvation and team productivity or between psychologleal participation and praductivity,

~ These findings and their -thebretlcaIZ and practlcéi implications are outlined. In addition, the

Imitatians of the prasent study are explained and recommendations for future research on

o

teams are made,




ABSTRACT

Teams have, over the last decade, become a pogular feature of workplace design, The basls
for this trend Is the belief that teamwork allows Individuals to satlsfy more of thelr work-based

heeds and should therefore, ultimately, Imprave performance.

Desplté the increased Implemantatloﬁ of teams agross 8 broad spectrum of organisations,
empirlcal research on teams is stifl In Its formative stagés and precisely what contributes to
igam effectivenass 1emains elusive, Addraséip-., this need, the present study embodies an
' 'axﬁloi'atory empltical Investigation of teams as they afe practised at the rock tace of a gold
mine. The research im}o!ved axamining-a sample of the_se teams uslhg three speclfic
_ variablas_ whlt.h_, it was hypotheslée'd, may expialn the differences in petformance betwaen

these tearns,

Mure spacifically, thié study Investigated the Impact of job satisfaction, itternal work mativation
énd percelvad psychotogical _particlpétlnn oh team performance. Each of these indlvidual
vaﬂables was examined using a previously-valldated scale. The variables wera incorporated
Into a single questionnaire which was adminlstered [n a group session with each individual In
fhe tearns samplad, A tearn performance maasure {m¥man) was ablalned directly from the

mina,

Statistical analysis of this data followed a logical progresalon, At the outset, & one-way
ANOVA was run to assess whether statistinally there were slg_nlﬁdant differences between the
-~ terms on each of the factors. Indleating that differerces do indesd exist, the results justified

 the reduction of Indlvidual scores In each feam la a single aggregate of that varlable for the
team. Correlation tests were then run between eaah aof the variahlas and the taarﬁ

perfamianca measure,

The results of this study suggest that there s 2 significantly posltive relatlonship between job
satisfaction and team productivity {r=8378), Thls rung conirary to much of the previous
| research examrnlng Job satisfaction and Individual pro'ductlvlt'y. githough It supports sofe

researchers’ suggestion that performance should ba more broadly defined. This notion is

_.-;._-_:._ - . °
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~ Anumber of quasl-experiments were conductad in response to .the Tavistock normative

propositions! which helped to counter the concern that the propositions were premature and -

émplrlcaliy 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 degres of

self<control,
These early reseatch efforts Included:

1. The reorganisation of the autoratic weaving department of an Indlan textlle mill into
self-regulating work groups resulted in higher levels of ‘guallty and quantity" over an

extended perfod of ime (Rloe, 1958),

2. Group declslon meking and leaderskl: participation at Harwood Manufaciuring

resuited in Increased output and member satisfaction (Bucklow, 1066},

3. Group tohtrel of conveyw: speed resulted in sighificant incraases In output and

satlsfaction (Strauss, 1968),

4, The reotganleatich of the assembly (Ine process at Non-linear Systems, (nc., of

wallfarnia, resulted in a 30% Increase In output and satisfaction (Kuriioff, 1863),

8. The reorganisation of woren In a Norwaglan clot'hlng factory into work groups

residled In an incraase n output and satisfactien (King, 1984},

Orie of the speclfic aspacts of teams examined expsrimentally are attitucinal and behavioural
outcémea, Scclotachnleal system theonsts have argued that seif-ragulating work graups have
a favourable Impact upan member attitudes and behaviour (eg. Emery, 1968; Harbst, 1974;
Paafnore, 1088}, These predictions are consistent with those macde within other theoretical

perspectlves on work deslgn for autonomous worki.ng arrangements (eg. Hackman, 1883;

" 1 The Tavistock Inatliute davelopad a set of faur broadly-sta.ed cancluslons for establishing self-
ragulating work groups:

i} Tbhe group should ba sollactively responsitile for g subrientlal but manageabla plgca of the
Usiness.

k) The arrengement of wark shauld facilitate soslal ralatienahips thet fostar co-oparativa Interaction,
&) Emplaysas should have the opportunlly to learn sl Jobs included within the erganisatic: Al segment,

18



are infroduced, For axamp!e. work technalogy may facilitate or Inhiblt the impact of self«

directed teams (Emery, 1980).

17




studles axamined tumover, three found lower turnover, while one found higher turnover after

moving to self-diracied work teams.

It their review of 134 studles of soclotechnical systems from tha 1970s, Pasmore, Francls,
and Haldetman (1982) reported that 71, or 53%, of the studles described the use of self-
dlrectad. work feams. The (aarms were axtremely successful in terms of smployee aftifudes,
safety, and quallty - 100% of the studles that measured these varlables found [mprovements
In them, Considerable success was also damanstrated for other varlables, Of thoss studles
'_ that examined preductivity, costs, absentesism, and turnover, 88% found improved '
 productivity, B5% showed décreased costs, 86% found decreased absanteslsm, and 81%

- demonstrated decreased turnover,

I his meta-analysls, Beekun' (1889} reviswed studles that involved the formation of teams, not |

all of which were ssli-ditacted, He divided the Studies Into three groups, depandent on the
degree of autonomy giveh to the teams. Autonamous work teams had complete freedom in
the choelee of wark schedulitig, work parthers, and werk technlgques. Semiautonomaus wark
tearmns had much freadom but alse had some external supeivision. Non-autonomous wark

" teams provided little freadam, and tha workers were directed axtarnally, Baskun found that
studies, particularly those conducted outslde of the US, Involving tha establishment of
autonormous, rather that semil- or non-autonomous, work teams dermonstrated larger increases
* In productivity, Further positive infiluences an preductivity were effected by increnses In

monetary Incentlves,

Quasi-experimental studies

Virtually &l of the quaskaxperimental studies reviewad by Cotion (1983) showad Improvement

_ in employes atifiudes and attltude-relaled behaviours such as turnover and absenteelsm. The
resulte for productivity wera lass consistent, It appears that salf-dlrected tears did not
incréase productivity in a simple end direct fashlon, Indirest Improvements often occurred,
howevar, through the elimination of ona layer of maneagement, for exampla, or thraugh
changes h work methods via emp_lnyee suggestions. Thesa findings lnply that productivity

Impravemeants may occur but that these will be depandent on the anvirenmant In whigh learms

16



being worked on, and then moved to the next team on“ Individual cartiers. Each team wes
respdnsibte for a particular, identifiable, subassembly of the car « the steering gear, alectical
system, Interlor, and so on (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Thompson, 1981). These changes also have
baen Introduced I.nt'o other new Valvg .plants and, in modifled farms, in éxlsting_ plants as well

(Gylanhammar, 1977, 1977b).

Valva has hean relatively sllent about pracise figures, but an Independent assessment of the
Kalmar plant Indicated increased productlvlts't'(Mroczkowmkl & Champagrie, 1084}, Andther
report stated that the plant reduced direct manufacturing work hours by 60% from 1877 to
1988, and by 1988 Kalmar was Valvo's lowest cost assembly plant (Sel, 1988), Aguren,
Han#spn. and Karlsson (19786, In Kaiz and Kehn, 1878) evaluated worker attitudes at Kaimar
 In1978, They found that o#er 80% of the workers fiked the teamwork and Job switching within
the teams. In addition, these authors found that assembly workers percelved grester direct

Influence an the werk than white-callar employess.

. -Volve opaned anathet piant In 1989 at Uddevalla, where it employs teams of seven to ten
workers undertaking the final assembly for Volva 740s. Like Kalmar. the plant has no
assambly fing, Recently, Velvo cialme: that the Uddevalla plant already has demonstrated
higher productlvity and quallty with lower absenteelsm and tumovar than its other plants
(Kapstein & Hoerr, 1988), Other souraes, however, have suggested that tha plant Is not
ptoductive enough to be competitive (Prokesch, 1894),

Case Study Reviews
In addition to the well-known examples outiined above, a number of writers have surveyed

other sase studles examining the Impact of self-directed work tesms, Cummings and Malioy .

(1977} reviewad 16 tudies, all of self-directed work te_arn"s. and found that nlne of the ten

studles measuring productivity showed Incraases, while one demonairated a decrease. Five

of the alx studles that examined costs found decreased costs {ona study had no change). Of
- the eight studles that surveyed employee sttitudes, five found Improved attitudes, one found

lower attltudes, and two found that some aftitudes improvad though others worsaned, Four

16




(1983, 1958), who introduced self-dlirected work teams in Indlan weaving sheds and
tlemonstrated Increased produch /iy, Although the findings were impressive, so many othar
changes (such as increased pay) also occurted that it Is difficult to Isolate the Impact of the

salf-directed wotk teams.

in thé wake of the sucosss of Trist and his solleagues In Great Firltain, an« of Rice |n Indla,
followed a serles of expetiments lhvolving soctotecﬁntcat gystems .n Norway (Emery and
Thorsrud, 1964/1989, 1976). Four demonstration projects, most deallng with sélf~c_llrected‘
~ {eams, wére conducted in a verlety of manufacturing settings (Boiweg, 1578}, Three of the
four Interventions were fudged to be swecassiul, with Improved attitudes at two sites and

 higher productivity e ane location,

The best-known application of salf-dlractadi work teams In the Unlied States ccourred at the
Generst Foods dag foed plant in Topeka (Walton, 1977, 1982), This :plant was concalved In
1968 and started up In 1974, From the outsat, self-dlracted teams formed the foundation of
the prcductibn procegs, with teams deslgned to perform most production and support tasks, A
“tearn leadsr* was assigned to each team to facllitate group development and processes. This

was, o use Lawlet's (1978, 1990, 1981) lerm, ane of the first *ew plant approaches”,

From an overall parformatios palnt of view, tha Implementatlon of teams at the Topska plant

produced positive outcomes. Walton {(1877) clted savings In "the nelghbourtiosd of 2 million

doflars snnually, a figure significant In a plant with 100 or sa personnel and invoiving a capltal

Invesiment In the range of 10«15 millton dollars® (p. 423), Walton (1882) raported that, through
19?7«-_1 881, produativity had Impraved avary year except ons, and product guallty was

canslstently ane of the best In the sorporation.

Another well-known axample of salf-direuted work teams s the work In S\Ir.raden of Valvo and
Saab. Beocause of high taxss, low unemploymant, and generous slok leave and
unemploytment practicee (Bednarek, 1990), these aute companles have had considerable
frouble [n recrulting and keaping Swadish workers, Volvo openad a plant at Kalrﬁar In 1974,
with teams of 15 to 20 amployeas assembling sactions of passenger cars, Rathar than having

the cars move past the workers on the assembly ling, the cara ad statienary while

14




approach that atternpts to aptimise the relationship between the soclal and technlcal systams

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

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

" purposes, in actual organisational setings, however, the authar contends that such a formal

: p'mcess of defining teams seldom sacurs. Thers are numerous reasons for this, tn many

cases, teams as dafined for the purposes of this study do exlst throughout the organlsation, -

although they ara not consclously destgnazéd a8 such, In other cases, atthouh the team may

be formally constltuted, dynamios withln the group do not permlt It to function as a team In the

"trUe: sensa, To Incorporate this multitude of conditions would result in complicated definltions . -

and thus the author suggests that soma degres of Inaccuracy in definlton Ia the only préctical

solution,

- [ri fight of the above disoussion, It ls clear that & review of the ressarch on teams Is
problematic, Exactly what the reseasch resuilts are depends to a great extent on what the
deflnition of the team Is at the outset, Notwithetanding this limitation, It is considerad

worthwhlle to review tha research to date,

Research on Teams
Cotton's (1993) raview on self-diracted work teains divided the relsvant reseerch Into three

groups, dapendant on the information and the methodology Involved:
1. Classlc cage studies which are dascrlbed in detall
2. Reviews that describe many other smaller case studles

3, Quaslexperiments.

Case studles
The case study by Trist and Bamforth (1961) of British coal mining teams and Its findings by

the Tavistock Institute of Human Relatlons In Lendon prompted additional studles of self-
. dirapted work teamns. Several of thess (Trist, Suaman, & Brown, 1677) were quasl-

" exparimants and 50 are reviewad later, Another of the sarlier caga studies was that of Rioe
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Saveral factors influence what Eomprises‘ a tsam, Time is one factor for conslderation in

constituting teams, In that teams tend to avolve over time (Gersick, 1988, Morgan et al.,
1886). That is, both rales and norms evolve, and team mambers develop new skills and

attitudes. Further, tasks are modified, communldation patterns unfold.' goals are revised, ahd

personnel may change (Tannenbaum et al,, 1892).

| The varlety of pﬁrposas. structures and types of teams has given rise to & number of different
names to specify the natutre of the team. D'u';naine (1984) suggests that there are five
'species’ u'_f teams: management teaims, Virtual teams, problem-salving teams, work teams
and quality clrcles., Even these can be further spacifisd. For instance, work teams are
varlously oalled _self-dl.rectad wark teams, aalf»regulaﬁng work groups, self-managing teams
{although these may also.refer to ohe nf the otﬁar 'speélas'), autenomous work groups or

saml-autononious work groups,

. According to Dachler and Wilpert {1978), self-directed work teams Involve a formal system of
employee Invelvement, diract smpioyee particlpation, and a high degree of contral, The

) .content of the invelvemant Is on day-to-day work declslons. Incarporating graups of lewer
level smployees ahd involving all of the employeas in a spaecific area, or those working on a

- gpeclific product or pi‘ocesé (Cummings, 1978), the team may be any size but is genarally not
triora than 12 to 16 employees, Essentlally self-directed work teams can be defined as where

_ front line employees (typically hlua-collar produtetion or olerlcal employees) are given the

apportunlty to make decislons (as a group) over thelr day-to-day work opetations that typically

* wonld ba made by a-supervisor or foreparson,

Much of the theory regarding self-directed work tsams (especially the orlginal theary} derlves
frbm the sociotechnloal systams framework, In particular work dahe at the Tavistack Institute
which [s renowned for Its soclotechnleal system spaciallsation, A number of authors {Herbst,
1962; Susman, 1676; Trist, 1981) clte self-directed work teams (autonomous worl graups of
semi-autonomous wotk groups) as part of the sociotechnical systems approach, |t mut be

nctad. howevar, that sociotechnical systams theory Is a ot broader - i is an open systems

12




ks D .

Salas et al, (1982) have proﬁosed a holistic definttion. According to them a team is!

" distinguishable set of two ar more paople who interact, dynamfc'af!y. '
Interﬁebehdentry, and adaptively toward a common and valued
goallobjective/mission; each of whom has been assigned specific roles or

{functions to petform, and who have a ffmfted_ﬂ‘fe-spa'n membearship” (p. 4).

This definition has besh shaped by the Inpiitof many authors, Including Dyer (1984), Hall and
Rizzo (1976}, Madrick (1986), Morgan, Glickman, Woodard, Bialwes, and Salas (1986), and
Nlava, Flelshman, and Rleck (1978], among others; and It is viewed as belng somewh:t more

. appealing than the typloal dictionary definitions.

However, since the teams which are heing examined in this study are in fact “work teams",
which are constituted as pertnanaent bodies, 1t s ¢lear that this deﬁnjtlon Is not appropriate.
Thus, for the purpose of this study, the author has sfightly modified Salas et al's (1992)

 defirltion to conform with the tyha of team under investigation:

"A team /s a distinguishable set of two or more pecple who Interact
dynamically, Inferdependently, and adaplivsly toward a common and valued
goal/objsaﬂvefnﬂssfon; each of whom has been assighed specific roles or

funations lo perform.”

The central premise of this definftion Jncorporates task orientation, That Is, the accurate
6ompletlon of a team task requires: (a) e dynamic exchange of information and resources
among team merﬁbers; (b) co-ordination of task activitles; (c) constant adjustments to task
daménds; anq {d) arganizationa! structuring of members, From thls perspactive, it is clear that
sdme form of task dependency must exlst among team members in order for them to iﬁteract
dynamically and adaptively to accomplish an objective, Member Interdependency s a key
element In distingulshing teams from groups, Although teams are essentially groups of
Indlviduals, net ail groups of individuals are consldered teams (br!skell & Salas, 1992; Lewis, |

Hrltz, & Roth, 1863 O'Nell ot al,, 1992; Tannenbaum, Beard, & Salas, 1982).
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Bogusiaw & Porter
(1962)

Dieterly {1878) -

Smillie, Shelnutt, &
Bercos {1977)

| Thomdyke & Weirier -

(1980)
Seanland (1980)

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

McDavid & Harari
(1968)

Neva, Fleishh'ian. &
Rieck (1978)

Klaus & Glaser (1968)

Table 1; A Varety of Taarn Definitions,

in whict people generate and use work
procedures to make pogsible thelr Interaction with
machines, machine procedures, énd other people ! the

pursuit of system objectives

& dist.nguishable set of Indwtduals who function together
to accompllsh a speciﬁc objective

small groups, usually two to eleven men, who normally
perform thelr tasks |n an interactive and Interdependent
manner. Position or member assignment within & team
must be farmally defined,

set of individuals working conOperativer te achleve some
comman abjective

synergistic set of Individuals, the surn of whoss purposes

Is the execution of a deslred functien (n which no individuat
effart s redundant of ancther meimber's affort, with no gap
in the total cémtributicm of members in fulfilling the funhction

- of the team

thrée or more pérsons working In concert lbward a
catmmon, identifiable, and ralatively immediate goal

a standard set of role relaticnships among Its membérs,
and has a set of horms that regulate the funiction of the
group and each of its members

two or more Interdependent individuals performiirig
coordinated tasks toward the achiavermnent of spacific task

. goals

teams are characterized by a rigid structure, organization,
and communication network, weil-defined assignmants
and the necessity for ca-oparation and co-ordination

From Knerr, Nadler, and Berger (1980},
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tearms being formulated and these are considered a sultable starting peint for a review of the

{lterature,

Definitions of Teams
The Collins English Dictionary {1988) defines a team as “a group of pacye organised to wark

together." As Swezey et al (1994} note, however, the identification of just what comprizes & '
te_am is dlfﬂbﬁlt. Team bolndaries are often nebulous. with many cverlapping memberships

and borders (Knerr, Nadler, & Barger, 1980), Additionally, the structure und composltlbn ofa

| team Is often unstable, and typlcally varies according to changes in thé problems that confrdnt

the team (Glanzer, 1962), The riitmiber and vatiety of definitions present in the earlier literature

~ provide simple evidenge of the difficulty inherent In clearly specifying the constitution of a team

* (Knerr et al., 1980}, Table 1 lists several such defintions,
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- productivity, an In‘1paratlve to enhanca that productivity has prompted South African
organisations to follow the world-wide trend of Implementing tearr 3 as a solution to the

problemm,

The changing nature of our workforce
External forces are not the ohly motivatar for finding a new way of working. It Is evident that

Indlvidualé. employed In organisations are g[gp changing. The reasans are largely external -
ampioyees are generally better educated than they .were a generatiup ago and, consequently,
they expact to be able to apply their inteflect Iﬁ tﬁair work, In addltlon. governments are
allowing their co,, stituents mofe of a say In thelr operation, yet maost organisations disallow

. democracy In their own functioning.

These forces of chang_é_ da not operate In [solation, They converge, simultaneously fuelling
and being fuelled by one ancther. Thus, the rapidly increasing prevalénce of teams may be

" seen to be dualisticaily driven,

Although it vmﬁ!d seem that teams have only been prominent In the last decade, the origlnal
study of self-directed work teams dates back o an investigation of British coal mining teams
by Trist & Bamfarth In 1851, The authors exaniined the impact of a modem mine where
management had invested In large amounts of machinery and had designed specialist Jobs,
Gentrary io management's expectation, these improvements led to IoWer productivity than
found in én old—faéhloned mine, not the hl.gher pfoductivity aticlpated, Trist and Bamforth
studied the woik processes at the "old fashioned" DUrharn. mine and found that workers and

managers had devised a systam of job ratatlon, In addition, because they worked logether as

a group, the Durham miners couid chart their feflow miners’ progress and adjust their own [obs

accordingly. Although no statistical tests were presented by Trist and Bamforth, miners in the
newer, mare specialised, roles appeared less satisfled, less productive, and mere likely to be

absent than the miners employed In the traditional, seif-directed work teams {Trist, 1981},

This finding may be considered the catalyst far the interest In teams, precipitating further

research on the subject, In-depth examination of teams has resulted in varlous definitions of
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secondly, the axtensive literzture regarding individual performance links these factors fo

productivity,

This Introductory chapter will examine teams as a general concept, while the ensulng chapters
will explore work motivation, job satlsfaction and psychelogleal participation In more detall,
With reference to particutar studies, the link between each of these factors and performance
wlii be examined within the context of the changing business environment ideniiﬂed by_
D_umaine (1994}, amongst athers, as one o'f‘t.he ,tirfr_na:j,J forces shcolraging the

implementation of teams.

The changing environment of business
Several powerful environmantal forces are driving organisations w wiange the way they

currently operété. Undoubtedly, a key feature of this changing business environment is thiat
competitfon Is growing Increasingly fierce, Globalisation of the mérketplace' is one of the maln.
reasons far helghtehed co.mpetition. As & result, organisations need to be able to improve _
produstivity without expanding resources, Increasingly, teams are seen as a vital solution
(Cannon-Bowers, Oser, & Flanagan, 1992; Hackman, 1989; Lawler, Mohrman & Ledford,
1982; Dumalne, 1994; Hoer, Pollock, & Whitaside, 1988). According to Boeing President,
Philip Condit (in Fortune, Sept. §, 1994): “Your competitiveness Is your ablllty to use the skills
and knowledge of people most effectively, and 'teams are the best way to do that." This
apinlon is corroborated by Tosi, Rlzzo & Carrol (1988}, who malntalﬁ that one of the ways that
Indﬁstry can adapt tn these challenges is through greater use of work teams, committees, and
task forces within the workplace, |t would seem that Industry Is fallowing this advice - a survey
in 1994 of Forturie 1 20 gompanles found that 88% use self-managed or hlgh' performance

_ teams (Durmaine, 1994), which is up fram 47% in 1892 {Lawler, Mchrman & Ledford, 1992),

While most of these authars hase thelr findings on the United States experience, It Is
undeniabie that South African companies are impacted equally, If not to a greater extent, by
such forces. The saclusion of South African industry durlng the apartheld years, amangst
other factors, has contributed to a workforce which s particularly unproductive (a fact

confirmed in the World Competitiveness Report, 1995). Whatwver the reasons are for Jow

.
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Nleva &t al.; 1978). Feedback enhancas performance on that aspect of performance about

which feedback s provided (Salas et al,, 1982).

In a_ddltlnn fo feédback ltself, the manner Ih which feedback s presented and saquenqed may
have motivational cohsequences. Sequencing feedback on vatlous aspects of a teamtaskls a
useful methad for tralning teams to enbenoe parfo_rmanée. Salas et ah (1992) have suggasted
that fzardback should focus ohly on ahe aspact of task performance during early tralning
sesgions, but on several aspacts of task par;‘;)r'mance durinyg later training sesslons, B_ﬁggs'
and Johnston (19’67) found that when this sequencing straitgy was employed, teams
atterpted o enhance performance for all aspects of & team task on which they had retelved _

fesdhack,

Critigue of the current research on teamwork
The preceding review of the litarature on teamwaork confinms Cohen and Ledford's {1984)

assertion that the empircal evidencs regarding the effeativeness of tsams Is limited, Various
researchers have highlightad specific aspects which in their exposure Is imlted. For Instance,
WMcCallum, .Osar, Mﬁrgan & Salas {1948) suggest that there is a general tack of unt rstanding
of the companents of teamwork WIth regard ta speclile teamwark hehaviours, Altematively

_ Dya__r‘ {1984) helevas that the research s l1acking on team member Interactlins and whather or
not Interactions vary over tima, .by situation, ar;dior by taam experlence, Another lssue which
has been hlghlightéd Is how {eam 'produdtlvlty or parformanss Is actually measured, as
SWez_a? et al (19294) paint out. Close examination of the fiterature lustrates that Inltially the
spotlight fell an parforménca. but during the 1980s this emphasis has been superseded by a
greater focus an productivity (Akin & Hopelain, 1686; Armitags, 1984; Griffn, Weish, &
Mocrhead, 1984; Schli!lnd & Bramar, 1988). This Interest has not baeh matched with a
cammansurate examination of group effectiveness issuas (Pritohard et al. 1988). Also, tha
considarable research on individual perfarmance has often been for relatively simple tasks
(frequently th quaskwark climatas) and, altheugh valiable, the findings have limitaions
because organisational jobs are normally compiex, multifarious, and seldotn undertaken by

Indlviduals In [sotation (Pearson, 1881). This membershilp Interdependence, fask intégration.'

30

i i v 1




behaviour, as, too, doas the rank of a given team In relation to other teams, Acuording ta
Morgan and Lassiter (1692), a team's perception of lts own role, status, and value to an

organization is an Important factor in determining the way a team interacts 'ar_ld performs.

Evaluation : _ _ _
The presiehce or absance of potential avaluators has heen shown Lo Impact on {eam

peﬁofman'cé (2.9. Harkina & Szytmanskl, 1967; Jackson &, Willlams, 1985). Cotirelt (1872), .
for example, has repartad that potential for é;aluauoh may prodlce arousal which faclitates
parfarmance an sirple tasks, but impalrs performance on more complex tasks, Extending
_this- hotion, Harkins and Szymansid {1987) found that In order to evaluate performance, the
| standard of performance must be known, In addition to performance quality. When an .
individual sUspécis_ that his of her performance may be avaluafad. it i titcely thet he or she wit
~ ba more highly motivated and wlll thetefore petform better {Peniner &, Cralger, 1982}, The
potential also exists for self~evaluation to Influence individual perfarmancs, A study by Harking
and Szymansid (1989) appears to confirm this patentlal. When individual group members wers
provided with a standard agalnst which thelr group's performance could be compared,
IndAduals Increased the quantity and quality of thelr performance. The motivating effect of
poiaﬁtlal-avaluaﬂon. howevér, {s moderated by tedr slze {Panner & Cralgar, 1982), As team
alza !ndreas‘as.' a givan Individual may fesl that the probabiiity that his specifle performance will
be |dentlfled and evaluated Is decreased, This, In trm, can result in both decreased indlvidual
end teamn perforrﬁance. The complexity of evaluation is Illustfatad in Franiin's (1984} siudy. |
His daia (ndicate a reduction In anxiety yet poarar performanca In a high stakes evaluation, as

compared to rélning evaluation, for antsubmarine warfare airorews.

Feedback
The amount of feedback avallable fo & team may have a motlvational Impact, Feadback |s one

way to faclltate team member parformance and demanstrates the contribution of that
perfarmance tb the performance of other members and to the team as a whole (Salas et al,,
1.992}. Among researchers thars is general agreement that feedback abaut the effe Jiveness

of task performanae should be provided to team membars in a timely manner (Dyer, 1984;
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As a rasult, de-individuation can affect an individual's mutis)a_f.ion level and, presumablit, '
performance {(Panner & Cralger, 1962), Finally, with regard to maotivation specifically, several

studies have indicated an Inverss relationship between group size and motivation (&9,

Barker, 1960, 1968; Thelen, 1948; Wicker, 1888},

Task Characteristics _
The Influence of the task type on leam petiormance and metlvation has been documented by

several researchers (Gladsteln, 1984, Gooﬂ;':an.. 1986; Stelrier, 1872), Tannanbaum et af.
(1982} have feported that task ccmﬁtexlty Ié. refated fo task perfonnande and that task diffioulty
© " accounts for a slfg'nlﬂcant a_mount of varlance In team performance. Sevaral researchers have
alsa shown that task organisétion and 1&sk type can [hﬂuenaé taam effectivenass {Kabanoff &
O'Brien, 1879; McG'rath, 1' 984), Task demands appear to have a 'modér‘attng influance on the
| itmpact of team hamogenalty or hetafogensity. if suscassful task campletion requiras smooth
and tmely tearn me.rﬁbar interactions, then homageheity of persorialities, abllities, attitudas,
- efo. will restlt In better team parformanca. Heteroganaeous teams, by contrast, tend to perform
bettar when the task is relatively complex and/or requires a creativa selution (Morgan &
© Lassitar, 1982), '
: Organiaéti'onal Context and Environment
The erganisatlaral centext and environmental surraundings In which tha taam funstions alst
merlt consideratian with respact to teem performance and motivation, Organisational culture

may molivate tearns. Tha degree of formafisation In a team has profound affacts oﬁ

- perfarmance (Pugh, Hickson, Hinlngs, & Turner, 1988), If a high degree of formallaation exists

in team structure, team performance tends to be procedural and routinised nghly formalised
tearns ars therefaore bstter suited to parfarming routine tasks that require lltle creativity
{Morgan & Lassiter, 1992), while less formallsed teams respond mare effactively to less
predictable sifuations, Sundstrom, Perking, Gaorge, Futrell, and Hoffman (1880) have
repbrted that supporfive organisational cultures are assoclaled with higher performing teams.
Other organisational varlabies, such as reward systems {Hackman, 1983; Steinar, 1972) and

the natura of Intergroup or iateral relations {Brett & Rognes, 1088}, may also influenca team
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specically, that performance enfiances cohiesion, Anderson (1876}, as a case In point, h;s
demonstrated that within task-orlented teams cohesion can increase when teams &re more
suecessiul. Detractors also exist from the position that tearm cohesion Is strongly related to
team performance (e.g., Stodglll, 1872). indeed, team cohesion may tnﬂuéhce motjvation and
parformance through the phenotmanon known as de-individuation. Delndlviduation refers to
psycholagleal stata in which a person has a decreased sense of parscnal identity and
- responslbillty (Penner, 1888), Among factofs‘that can produce de-lndivlduatioﬁ are excessive
levels of physiologleal and psychological arausal and ¢ rong féeliﬁgs of atfraction to one's

team (Penner & Cralger, 1962),

Team Size - | ;

In addition to the structure of a team, lts hamogenalty or heteragenally, and its coheslveness,
-~ tesm siza has also baen shown to affect motivation and parformance, As team slze Increases,
- s0-does the size of the poot of performance resoutces {Shaw, 1978). According to Morgan
and Lasslt:ar (1982), larger teams have more resatrees avallable to them which, it furn, can
lsad to Increased craativity, varletias of iInfermation pracessing, and Incraased team
effectivaness. There s, however, a tradeoff, Increasing the slze of a team may prove to be a
touble-edged sword, slnca Increases In team size hayand a certaln point may produce
¢iminishing returns and can hinder team parformance; Largar teams face problams associated
with the greater number of team member Interactions necessttated by size, more difficulty »
co-brdlnatlon. ahd pofantiat decreases in member participation, Incraasing team size has slso
resulted in increased so-ordination demans and communleation workload (Shaw, 1978),
decraased communication (Indlk, 1965), and reduced varticipation among team members
(Gerard, Wilhelmy, and Conolley, 1988}, Anothér study (Gibb, 195%) found that as team size
I8 increaged, members report increased Inhlbitlon o particloate, The helghtened complexity
and difficuity of communication, along with changes in the team's seclal structurs, may lead
same Individuals ta decrease thelr lnvelvement in tearn communications {Morgan & Lasslter,
1362}, The phenocimanan of de-Individuation {desoribed earller) may also pose a problem as
foam elza expands. Acoording to Penner and Cralger (1992), de-Individuation makes the

Individual r~ “tively inattentive to previously-held princlples, and self-ragulation breaks down,
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that general abilities ean produce varlous effects an group performance. Firstly, the abllities ?f
" team members may be combined I ah additive f4shion to Increase cverall team performance
. In propartion ta members' ability lavels. Secondly, Individual abliities may alsa be cambined

50 08 to prodice an overall loss in team efficiency, and, finally, the Individual abiiitles of team

© “membars might be combined o that taam perfarmance is higher than the levels predicted on

the besis of addiivity. In an sxamination of thrse-mamber tank crews, Tziner and Eden (1986)
reported that' abi!ftieé appeared to huve an edditive affact wha_n teams were haterogeneously
abla, Specifically, unlfofmly low-abllity teams parformed poorly, white unlformiy high-abliity
tezains appearad to perfbm'i well, Not surprisingly, studles on the relationship be‘tweeh task-
relevant abilities, team members and team performance have generally Indlcated that. team
parfbrnianca s improvad by salecting indlviduals with high Tevels of task-spaclflc skille

(Morgan & Lasslter, 1992), -

~Cohesiveness : _ _
Aleng with homagereity and heterogenelty, coheslveness may play a role in & team’s

mntl_iiz‘itlon’ and perfonviange. Tannanbaum st &, (1992) suggest that cohasivenass - which
reflects a teant's fasling of selonglngnese and sense of tleamnass - |s related to team
pérformance. Highly cohesive teams tend to have members who: () are greatly Invalved th
the team's activities; {b) have less tendency toward sbsantee, .m; snd (c) display high levels of
so-ordination during team tasks, The effects of coheslon have been related to tearn member
Intetactions, satisfaction, and team performance ('Shaw. 1978), A significant positive
relationship between tearm coheslon and team member Interaction has been reported by Lott
and Latt (1961). Also, positive relatfonships between team coheslon and member satisfaction
hava been found, [» general, members of coheslve teams tend to be moare satisfled with thelr
fobs and thelr team situations (Morgan & Lasslier, 1892). Menning and Fullerton {1888) have
reportad that members of highly eehesive army units tended to Indicate greator jab satisfaction

than did members of less coheslve units,

Althaugh the general consensus, with regard to cohes[véness_ and parforiiiarncs, is that group

¢oheslon enhances parformance (Shaw, 1876), the reverse has also baen shown -

26




Dr;skell at al, (1987) have proposed a taxonomy of six pers’ohallty fraits {intelligetice,
adjustmerit, ambltion, prudence, saclabliity, and kabliity}, which they belleve Impact taam
perfornjancé: "different persanality types will perform batter In different task groups, because
different behaviours are required in different task situztions” (p. 108). Morgan & Lasslter
{1982) _recbmmend this taxonomy as a gulde for salecting team mermbers on the basis of
 personallty, and as a framework for designing investigatlons. of the performahce effects of

personality In teams.

Blographical Differences |
There is evidence to suggest that blographical variables such as age, gender, race, sex, and

aoclo-cultural background, among others, are important fastors In the performance of teams
{8.0,, Shaw, 1976). McGrath and Altman .(19661 have raported that factars such as age,
gender, énd education leval, among othars, are pradictive of team performance, and Shaw
{1978) has reported that gender-mixed groups tended to be more conforming and spand mors
Hima and effort on Interpersonal Issues than on task-refevant behaviours. Members of nori-
| mixed teams, by rontrast, tented to be more task-oriented, individuailstic, and competitive
{Kent & MoGratt, 1969, Wyer & Malinowskl; 1972}, Evldetice also axi.sts to suggaét that the
chronaloglcal age of team members may impact on team performance (MoGrath & Altman,
1966). When genaralized to teams, findings on the effects of aging on individuals suggest that
you.nger teams will perform better than oldar teams on {asks requiring sensory/percaptual
sensitivity, speed of responding, fina motor rasponding, or complex cogritive pracessing.
Addlonally, teams that are homogenaus In age are mare (lkely both to interact among
themaalves end to parform more sfflclently ther are teams that are heterogensus with respect

to age (Morgan & Lassiter, 1992},

Ability Differences
A third category of individual-diffarence variables thut Impact on team perfotmance includes

general and task-reiated abllities of membars, Laughlin, Branch, and Johnson {1988) found
that tearns that wers heterogensous I abllity parformed better than homogenous teams on

Inteuigenee tesis, Tziner and Eden (1988), In summarizing the results of prior research, noted
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mliitar? alvaraft, to lend Itself to an attoseatic style of leadership with inherent motivational

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

Group Homogeneity and Heterogeneity
Team makeup appears to bear samea Inﬂuence on performance, Compatlbillty Is an important

 factor when sonsidating team composition and its relationshlp to performanca, It 1s net

N uncommon for high~ability teams that contain Incompatible members to experience difficulty In -

malntalning effestive commtinications and iﬁ“{eractlons among members and, consequently,
.collamral.dlfﬂculty I attalning goals {Bass, 1982), Indeed, Gunderson and Ryman (1967) have
 Indlcated that team makeup (which [nclades homogerisity) Is retahed te performance. lssues
of teatn homogenaity and hetemgenalty embrace sueh factors as perscnality dlffersnces.

blographical differences, and Individual dlﬁerences in ablitias,

Personallty Differences _
" Pergonallty is one of the Individual characteristios influencing team charactaristics and work _

atructure, as indicated in the model of team effactiveness prasantet In Figure 1, and Is a
factor lovolved In thé homagenelty or heterogeneity of a team. The magnltude of the rale that

- personality characterlstios play with regard to team parformance is, however, a contentlous
paint (Morgan & Lasslter, 1982), Some rasearchers have arguad that findings on the subect
have basn lncaﬁclualva {Kahan af al,, 1685}, According to Morgan and Lassiter (1992), this
position is kased on tha notlon that personality tralts represent constructs that are tao broad to
be of use In pradioting specific team performance, Fer exampls, In Butler and Burr's (1980)
In.\*estlgation of locus of control parsonality types in military tesitns, anly one of the three
personallty types examined was found to be related to parformance, and only weakly at th_at.

- Other research has shown that the combination of parsonalities within a team can akert an
Influence on a team's performance (Driskell et al,, 1887; Hackman & Morris, 1976). Schultz
(1955). fot Inste_unée. found that mora productive tsams were ho’mcgénuus with respect to
sev_efal pursonality tralts (dependence, assertlveness, and parsonalnass), Research by
Heimreich (1984, 1987) and by Chidester (1987) has indicated that sttitudes and co-ordination

behaviours gmong members of alreraft srews may be predictad from personallty measures,
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- {h) the nature and sequencing of performance feedback pravided to frembers (Swezey ot

al,, 1994),

A brief overview of some of the research examining these charactesistios follows,

Group Structure/Leadership
F’G'Wel' dlstribution within a team usually ralates to the leam's hierarchical structure. {Nle\ra et

al,, 1978). From the Ieadership fiterature, lwg dimenslons can be identifled that apnear to
prodce substantizl affects on team perfonﬁance. One is autocratic versus demiocratic
Ia_adérshlp. Gerierally, teams wt{h'autooraﬁc leaders perform better than teams with
démocfaﬂc leaders, while mémbers of democratic teams tend to react more positively ta thelr

" team (Mor'gan & Lassitar, 1992), A classlc study that provides such group motivation data was

conductad by Lewin, Llppett. & White (1839) and examined the effects of power distibution on

perfbrmance. A field experiment was pei‘formad on clubs of 10- year-cld boys, exposing them
to threa different stylés of adult leaders: autocratic, democratic, and lalssez-falre, Members of
the autocratic group demmonstrated the highest short-ten productivity white the democratic
group scored highest for motivation as meas .. ed by continued work after the leader had

deparied,

Anather leadership dirension that appears to affect team performarioe is the soclal distance

. batween the leader and other team members (I|<'ahan. Webb, Shavelson, & Stalzenberg,
1986), Teams with greater social distance between leaders and followers usually perform
better than teamns where the eocial distance is smaller. In addltion to the constructs of team
leadership and soclal distance, rank structure within a team has both motivational ang
performance impllbations. Differant rank structures impose different inferaction requirements
Apon tea‘rﬁ membars which, i turh, may affect team performance as & whole {Morgan &
lassiter, 1892), Foushee and Helmreich (1988), for instance, faund team role structure to be a
powerful indieator of elreraft crew Interaction, The ingrained chaln of command within & cockpit
may present & signiflcant communication bartier for erew memmbers who are often reluctant to
gquestien suparlors or to assume controi of tha alreraft in emergency situations {Foushes &

Heltmrelch, 1988). Potantial exists for the rank structure presant In cockplt crews, especially in
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Flgurs 1: Team Effsotiveness Model (from Tannenbaum, Beatd, and Salas, 1992) ' ,

~_ ORGANISATIONAL AND SITUATIONAL _ _
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General Characteristics Affecting Teamwork
Saveral characterlstios of teams can be Important for understanding thelr effectiveness,
"accord_lng to Tannenbaum et al, {1892), These factors include the team's

(&) structure:

(b) Homoganeity andfar heteragensity;

(c) cohesivaness (i.e,, its sense of "teamness");

{d} slza

(e} the characteristics of {s task {i.a., task difficuity);

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

(g) the presence of potentlal evaluators; and
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3. Environmentaleve! factars: the nature of the task, the level of environmental stress,

and reward structure.

Figure 1 presents a recent model of team effectiveniess, Included as inputs to the model,
among others, are Oriskel et al's three Input fastors, in this model, team performance |s the
outcome of dynamic praocesses reflected in the co-ordination and communicatian that teams
develop over time (Salas et al,, 1992). it should be hoted 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 characteristios and work sfructure, On the output side, i . ..
motivation is one of the Indlvidual changes that influences team performanice. The team's _ -

performance serves as feedback affecting Individual and task characteristics, According to
" Hackman (1987}, teams will evaluate their performance as they wark, These evaluations

ultlniately affect team procasses and, In turn, influence future team parformance,

LS
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teams, each conslsting of elght to tﬁelve membars. They oor'icludad that it is possible to
discriminate the more effactive fram the less effective teams on the basis of type, frequency,
and relatlonship of observable behaviours. More effective teams displayed more intra~team
relnforcement behaviours — characterized by thanking other members for cbrrecting eryors
aﬁd prals_ing wark wé!l dorie, According fo McCaIIum etal (1939}. these behavlours. may
_héve fostered a sense of task competency among team mepnbers, These findings aty
 consistent with Hackman and Walton's (1986) suggestion that providing reinforcement for

- good task performance, and glving assistance to members, léad to effective task performance.

Effective teams also tended to exhibit intra-team monitoring behaviours, Spectfically, sffective
teams exhibited 1ncreésed levels of communication and co-operative behaviours orlented
toward détectlon and 'a'cknaw!edgment of errors (McCallum et al,, 1989). Oser at al. {1989)
.extended the work of Mccailum etal (1989). 'Agatn. thels purposé vas to Identify critical team
behaviours that car be used to differentiate more effective from less effective teams. Thelr
resdlts provlded additional support for the findings discussed akiove. One of the aritical team
behavloufs_ they identified was team reinforcement. Team reinforcement refers to the
mofivatlanal and reinforcing statements made batwaen team members. Effectlve teams had
members who pralsed one another for a job well done, made posltive statements to motivate

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

A Model of Team Effectiveness _
From the preceding revlew of the research on teams, itls lea . e issues of team

performance and effectiveness are important ones. Team effectiveness, however, differs
vastly from individual effectiveness {e.g., Yelton & Bottger, 1982). Thiree Input factors that

may dafine a team's performance potential have baen ldentified by Driskelf et &i. (1987, p. 85):

4, Individusi-evel factors: member skills, knowledge, personalitles, and status

characterlstics.

2, Group-level factors; group slze, group structure, group norms, and ecoheslveness,
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Hackman & Ofdham, 1976}, The quallty of the emplrical research su-bporting these assertions
has, however, often been called Into question (Lawler, 1871; Pasmore, Franc!s, & Haldeman,
1982; Wall, Kemp, Jackson, & Clegg, 1986), and a majar longitudinal stidy of autonomous
work groups (Wall et al, 1986) has failed to support fully claims of positive attitudinal and
behavioural outcarnes, Atthaugh that study found clear links between employee perceptions
of work group autonomy and intrinsic job satistaction, It was also found that the operation of
altonamaus work groups "did not demonstrably affect reporied lavels of job motivation,
orgahisational commiitment, mental health, work parformance.. and voluntaty labour turnover’

(Wall et al., 1986),

Self-managing teams are hypothesised to be sffective and contribute to employee quality of
work fife for two major reasons. Firstly, they permit employes self-regutation or self-conrol
over chaniging condliions facing the group. The soclotechnical perspective emphasises the
structurat properties of self-managlng teams that enable employees to control key sources of
perfo'n-nanca varlance {Cummings, 1878; Susman, 1976), while soclal fearning theory
indlcates that self-managing teams encourage self-regulation through cogriliive and
beha\(loural mechanisms, such as seif goal setting (Manz & Sims, 1887). Secondly, the work.
and organisational designs for self-managing teams are metivating, Work hlgh in task varlety,
.. autonomy, identity, significance, and feedback foster internal work motlvation whigh, In tum,
leads to high performance and satlsfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Organisations halp to
motlvate team rembers to perform well by sharing power and reward. .vth them (Lawler,

1986; Hackman, 1287),

Several studies (MeCallum, Oser, Morgan & Salas, 1989; Oser, McCallum, Satas & Morgan,
1989) have attempted to [dentify behavioural constituents of teams and the effects of team
evolution and maturation aver time, The basis for these studies Jies In the notfon that
successful teams exhibit specific interactian, communication, and ce-ordination behaviours
fhat enhance performance, whereas less suceessful teams display different types of specific

behaviours, McCallum et &l, {1989) anaiyzed critlcal team behaviors from a sample of 13

d} The gfoups should have the aﬁthorlty. materials, and equipment necessary to perfom thelr jobs,
and the feadhask ragulrad to svaluate thelr performance, .
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receive performance feedback on both individual and team levels (Matsul, Kakuyama, &
Dnglatco, 1987), and the provision of team feadback by ltself can be dangerous m:: & .ithe
goad performance of cae team member can compansata far the paor parformance of &
teammate (Salas at al,, 1992), Members performing below thelr Indlvidual goal level wha
recelve only team feedback may not attempt to Improve thelr performance If the team is

- stiogeeding. Altarnatively, Indlviduals perfarming satlstactorily with respact to thelr individual

goals who recelva only (ndividual level feedback may not improve if thelr group is falling,

Research On Team Motivation
As mentlonad earlier, much theory and research on motivation has focused on the Individual,

while there 1s m dearth of theory and rasearch on team moilvation, Gre of the most useful

theorles is provided by Katz and Kahn (1878).

Theoretical Research of Katz and Kahn
Grounding thelr research ih the fleld of seclal psychology Katz and Kaha (1978) have

identifed three types of mottvational patterns or frameworks In taams: rule enforcement,
extarnal rewards, and internalised motivation, In the case of rule enforoement, teatn menibars
obay rules because they arlse from legltimate scurces of authorlty and can be énforcad by
legal sanctions. Rula  empllance causes the acceptance of Jegitimate edicts and regulations
to be of valua within the téam (Katz & Kahn, 157&). Hera motivation bears a imited
relatlanshlp to the éctlvlty halﬁg performed, sinca legal bases are notorlously deflalent In-
affecting performance heyand narrow role prescriptians for quantity and quallty (Katz & Kahn,
{9?8)-. Further, the potenilal exists for rules to become mere Impartant than the goals they
wara desfgrad to accomplish, cauélng membaers {o follow the rules for the sake of the rules
thetmselves (Hall, 1991). The members In such a system may became increasingly unable to
oparats on thair own Initiative. In such cases, It is unllkely that Individuals within a teat wil

perform above and bayond the call of duty (Hall, 1981},

Within the external rewards framework, Incentives are typically linked to desired behavieurs
{Katz & Kahn, 1978} and actlons become Inslrumental In achleving extarnal rewards, This

framawork appaars to share simitarltles with eartler instrumentality based models of indlvidual
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towards attaining the team goal and, as such, the team goal appears to have exerted a strong
mothiing affeat. Alﬂiough the team goal was unattainable for any Individual, subjects [ the

tasm goal condition stilt strove toward It, even after having accomplished Individuat goals,

+ Anothier effect of team goals can be found In ah sxamination of what cccurs when a group fails
_to achleve It guals, In particular, responsas te failure in groups tend to be the opposits of
thoge usUally tound with Individuzls (Ngen et al, 1987), Zander, Forward, and Albett (1969)
_exarined téam snerabar att[tﬁdes ash funét;én of the sticcass of tha teath and found. that
' fn_efféctlve- teaims continually set goals higher than previous performance indloated they- '
~ ghould.
The role of feedback In goal-driven performance
As {5 evident from this discussion, effects of performance goals on individuals are well
_ docurﬁente_d. When Individuals hold spaciilc goals, parformahca' tends to be higher than when
these goals dra a_bsent (Locke at al,, 1981: Locks, 1994}, Further, knowledge of results (i.e.
faatback) plays an important rolé In goal-setting. Just as fepdback is.crucial to indlvidual goal

setting, so It is when goal-setting ls applied to teams,

Perfarmanoe goals may aot to structurs work situations by making It posslble for individuals to
teceiva feedback about thelr parformance :rela'tlve to thelr goal {llgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979).
Thig faédback Mmay serve as a source of accomplishment and may areate other affects that
are Interbretad as baing henaficlal (llgan st al,, 1887). Indead, Nadler (1979) has noted that'
team feadback provides motivational effects which Influence the affort expanded by team
memhbars, The comy-risen batwaen tha team goal and taam parformance feedback, fnay
Influgnce members’ cognltive processes which, In turh, Impast on behaviour {O'Leary-Kelly,
unc_taled). According to O'Leary-Kally, Individual team members may engage In soclal
comparlson almed at measuring thelr own performance levels agalnst those of other team

mambers In srder to Int'erprat' the parsonal Impllcations of team feedbask,

There are caveats, howeavet, when It comas to examining the motlvational effects of feedback
in team situations, Accarding to Salas et al, (1892), team level feadback provides ithe direct

information about the qualty of Individual perforrance, It Is Important for team members to
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axist between team and Individual goals, as well as émong the goals of Individual team

members,

' The motivationai effects of goals on teams may also differ from the Impact of goals on
ndividuals. In teams, goals affect individual as well as team-level phenamiena (ligen et al.,
1987). Fastors such as slze, socief pressure, and structure may alse exert an Influsnce on the

- thotivational propettias of goals.

Notwithstanding these co-varying factars [nﬂuanclng the effect of goals on taam motivation,
ovarall research in the aréa of goal-setiing appears to provide an opportunity for generéllzatlon

from Individual to team motivation. To ralterate, key ideas can be highlighted, Goals sarva

o motivational ptir_poses. Firstly, they rouse peaple to action. That I3, thay influence an

Indlvidual's willingnass to Invest time and effort in an attempt to accomplish a specfic goal '

Secu.ndly, they sarve to channel an individual's ime and energy I & particular dirsction,

‘The ganeral finding With regard to goals and performance can be viewsd In terms of goal
spacifichy, The mare diffioult and speclfic a goel is, the greater the inotivational impact,
Motivationat affatﬁts at gosls, howsver, appear to be moderated by task cumplekity. Withe
simplle task, the enargizing function of goals Is of primary (mportance (tigen ot al., 1987), In
this case, diffisult goals are mora beneficlal, On compleX tasks, where lask methots are
ambiguous, 'dlfﬂcul't goals may hinder perform;mcé {ligen et al., 1887), In this case, goal

specificly beaomes oritical,

anl‘ percaptions of individual teéim members ara important to consider In light of the fact that

" goal parcaptions of individuals as team members may be diffarant to those of Indlviduals
working alona bacause of the presance of 3 group goal (ligen et al,, 1987). A Study by Matsul,

-. Imaizﬁml. Onglstco, and Kakuyama {1987, for Instance, examinad the offects of diffaring
parcaptions on perlormance. Matsul et al, (1987} had sublects work alone under one of iwe
sxperimentat conditiohs. 1n one, subjects had an Indlvidual goal. In the other, In addition to an
Individual goal, @ach subjasct had an assigned parinet and a leam gaal to be attalne with that
partnar. Matsul et af, {1 98?) founs that Individuals In teams performed better than those

_working In Isclatlon. Individuals with taém goals perceived thelr Indlvidual goal as one step
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Harzberg, 1966; Locke, 1994; Maslow, 1943; Vroom, 1964), certaln aspects of ﬁoal-settlng
theoty (e.g., Locke, 1968 Locke, 1994) may ba applicable to _the lssue of tearm motivation
- (Swezey st al, 1884), Parhaps some Inélght Into this tssue Hes in the éxamlnlng of various
coniplexties Invoived i motivating bath Individuals and teams In the context of goal-setting

theory,

According to Locke, Shaw, Saari, and Latham (1881), a goal Is "what an kdividuai Is trylng to .

| accomplish; it is the eblect or alm of an action” (p. 126). Goals essentially reprasant standardé

_ ot behaviour {ligen, Shapiro, Salas, & Welss, 1987), Research an'_the effects of goals on
individusl performance has shown that goal spesificlty and difficuly have a motivational
im_péct. In pa'rticular. as ligen et al, (1967) point aut, goals that are challenging and specifie,

- |ead to higher perfarmanse than those that ara nat. figen et &, (1987) also indicate that goals
serva iwo mativational purposes at the individual Iéval. Flestly, théy stir the pefson to action, In
other words, they serve to influence a pérson’a willlngnéss to Invest time and effort in an
atternpt to accomplish the task at hand. Secandly, they setve to gulde time and affort in a

particular direction, At the Individual fevel, It s clear to whom a geel applles, The Individual

typically |s assigned, or participates In dafining, 8 goal, and then prdceeds to accomplish that

goal,

At group level, however, the question as to whom the goal applles, I less clsar (llgen et al,,

_ 1987}, Tite goals In guestion may apply 1o séveral_ members of a team, Further, goals in taam
.settings add at least thres Isvels of complexity when compared lo gosls for indlviduals {llgen
etal, 1087), Flrstly, the lssua of goals for muliple Individuals needs to be addressad, At lesst
twa sets of goals are presant: the overall goals of the taam, and the goals nf the Individuals

. who mizka up the team. Secondly, tha sourse of the gﬁals ls moere camplex, In the case of an

- indlvidual, goals could otiginate from the Indlvidual, or they could be assighed by an cutside
sgent {le., manégam‘ant). Both solrces also axlst in a team setting although Indlvidual
rn'efnbera may not share tha same goals as the twam. Confilet and disagreement can result,

 which does nt pose a problern at the Individual level, Finally, multiple intardependencies
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motivaition s asstimed to be good and vice versa, Kreltner and Kinicki (1980) take & différent
stanos, howaver, and propose the followlng formt_:ia for performance which, they maintain,

- places motlvation in praper perspective!

| Performance = Level of abillty x Level of skif x Motivation x Knowledge |
about how to complets the task x Facilftating and Inhibiting conditions not

tder thie Individual's controf

 Inthis context motivation s viewed s a hecessary but Insufflcient contributor to Job

performance (Kreitnar & Kinloki, 1988),

-A fundiamental question to address with regard to motivating taama (as opposed to Individuals)
. concerns the naiure of the term team. . The fallure of the thearstical Merature to address this
guestion adequately has crested confuslon and'p'ravanted the systematic accumulation of
knowietige wir the sUbject (Salas, et al, 1992), Even after 50 yeare of research an the subject
of teams, fow prlnﬁlplea and guldelines are avallable for composing or managing teams
{Swezey & Sélas. 1882), for distinguishing good and poor taams {Driskel, Hogan, & Salgs,
1987), or evaluating teams (O'Nell, Bakar, & Kazlauskas, 1892}, -

Individual Versus Team Motivation
Mclintyre {1988} provides Input to an understanding of what tearn motivation Is. Teamn

rctivation tefers to the extradask characteristios of the team that make it compstent, neluding

team spirf, feadership, Ihterpersonal skill, communication skill, work performa‘nbe rorms,
values, and other attributes that serve to facilitate o Inhibit team performance. This makes
the emplrical measurement of team metivation particularly difficult. Clearly, many of these

" churacteristios would result In behaviours which can be obsefved, but, as dlready 'hlghllghted.

inferring motives from behaviours Is prablematlc,

- A major [ssug of Inferest to this study Is the difference batwaen tesm motivation and Individual
motivation. [n kne with Swezey et al's (1994) sUggestion, howaver, understanding of this
differanca proves particutarly evasive. Although most thearies of motlvation attempt to explain

the motlvational pracess at the Individual level (2.9., Aldariar, 1989, 1972; Graham, 1994;
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Theories of Individual Work Motivation _
Natwlmstainding the Inherent diffieulty In appraising motivation, understanding the nature of the

concebt has beeh of keen interest to studants of human behaviour for centuries, The Graek
philosopher Eplourus, for instance, prapased the hedonistic view that paople are motivated to
seek pleasure and avoid paln, a pasltion which, according to Franken (1982), continues to be
the cornerstone for varlous current theorles of human motivation, in the 1630s and 16408 the
study'of human motivation attracted & great deal of interest among psychaloglsts, resulting In
the emergencs of a va.r.tety of theorles, ncluding naed-b_aséd conceptualizations (8.9,

Maslow, 1843), and cognltiva formulations (e.g., Lewin, 1838; Tolman, 1932), among many

others. Later, In the 1960s and 1960s, psychologists began t focus oh the role of motivation -

o ~ In the work placs, speclfically [n the areas of job satlsfaction and job performance, resulting In

a varlaty of equlty-based (8.g., Adarms, 1965), Instrumentalty-based (e.g. Porter & Lawler,

1968; Vroom, 1964}, and goal-setting (e.g,, Lotka & Latham 1868) otientations, Much recant

work h_as atterﬁpted to co-crdinate varlous theories of mallvation by placing an emphasis on

the diverss effects of goals {e.9., Graham, 1994; Kanfer, 1980; Locke, 10134},

_ Work mﬁtlvatlon theorles fa_ll- inte one of two categories - canteat and process thaarles,

Histotically, contant theorles emerged first, and spesity the corralatas of motivated behaviour,

1.8, states, faelings or étﬁ:udas assoclated with motivated behaviour as descorlbed by Masiow

" and Herzbirg, Process theoties, by contrast, concentrate an varlables predicting work
behaviour, Valancé-expectancy theory, organisational behaviour modification, and goal

aetting (o a lesser extant) typify thls approach, In trle! as Nichelson {1981) states, contént

. theorles are concerned with what baehavinurs sre motivated, while procesa theories focus on

how behavtcdr ls motivated,

The Link between Motivation and Petformance in Individuals
Within the patametars of this study, motlvation s [Imited to how an individual's percaption of

his own mativation Is linked to the productivity/performance of the tsam 1o which he belongs,
To relterats, motlvation must be Infarred from observad behaviowr, All ko often, motivation

and performance are assumed to be one and the same. Thus, whan perfermance Is geod,
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Table 2.'. Pefinifions of Work Motlvation.

- the contemporary (immediate) Influsnces on the direction, vigour, and parsistence of action
{Atkinson, 1864). _

... how. behavlour géts started, is energlsed, is sustalned, is diracted, |s stopped, and what
klrlcl of subjective raactlon is present In the organlem while all this {s going on (Jones, 19588).

... @ process govarning cholce mads by parsonn- or lower organisms among alternative forms
of voluntary‘ activity (¥ hom, 1964), .

... mativation has to do with & set of independant!dapendent varlable ralationshipa that explain
the direction, amplitude, and perslsterice of an individuai's behavlour, holding constant the

| effects of aptitude, skill, and understanding of the task. anhd the aonglraints oparating in the
environment (Oamphau & Pritehard, 1976),

... ntsmal wark. motlvation may be defined as the degree to which an employee Is self-
| motivated to perform effectively, It rafers to the extent to which he o she experlences posltive
fealings when dolng well and negative reactions when working poorly {Cook et al,, 1981).

.. Motlvation represents “these psychologleal processes th: - sause the arousal, diraction, and
persistence of voluntary actions that are goal diracted" (Miteisall, 1982),

A numbér of warthwhile déﬂnltions {presented in Table 2} have been selacted from the
litarature and these appear to have thres commen denominators which may be said to
characterise the phenomenan of motivation: what energises humen behaviour;, what directs
or channals such behaviour; and how thls behaviour Is malntained or sustairied. The diffioulty
in understanding motivation is highlighted ky each of theze characterlstics - that Is, that
fiotives must be (nferrad from observad behaviour, Expanding this point, Hllgard & Atklhsnn
(1987) h;we idantlfled at laast five reasona why this Is dificult;

1. any single act may express several motives,

._2. motives may appear In disguised forms,
3. several moflves may be expressed through simllar or Identlaal acts,
4. simiiar motives may be axprassed In different bahaviour, and

5, cultural and personal variations may significantly maderate the modes of expression

- ofcertaln motives.
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Like any other theory of applled saclal scierce, a theory of work motivation must account for

 the control and prediction of behaviour {Lawier, 1973}, and fulfil three critaria

4, It must account for the phenomenon of voluntary behaviour being inilated, In other

words; it sheuld [dentify the energlsers of voluntary werk behaviour,

_ 2. Itmust explain how human behaviour s channelled n a partioular direction, ih this
| respect, a theary of wark motlvation would obviously need to predict how effort Is

¢hannelied In a constructive direction,

éf 1t must accaunt for the mainlariancé of wnrk-related behaviour (Steers & Porter,
1979). '
The measkifemant of motivation Is hampered by the fact that motivation fseif Is ot directly
obsarvable, As & rasult, matlvational processes can only be inferrad based on behavicural
observations. Alternpting to dellreate motivation Invalves cancern with the question of what
- mrouses and energizes behaviour, The direction of behaviour, the intensity of action, and the
pérsjstenca of bahavldﬁr# aver time provide raw data from whloh Inferences abut motivation

. can be made (Kanfer, 1990; Vinacke, 1962),

Towards defining motivation |
Befora discussing matlvation and its effects on parformancs, an understanding of what

‘motivation’ means Is necassary, The tarm "motivation’ was originally derlved from the Latin
word movers, which means “to move,” As a definition, howaver, this single word ls obviously

inadaquate for the purposéa of thie study. Vroam {1964) explalns motlvation as referring to the

. Intra- and Inter-Individual varlabiities in behaviour that are not sttributable ta differences In

abllity, or to environmental damands, that goerce or faree action, Vroom (1984) has further
polnted out, however, tat this statement is insufficlent as a definitle. -~ *~ause It falls to

spaolfy what Js Invalved In motivation,
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factors, & full understanding of work motivation Is crucial to abtalning maximal

parformanoa

3. Aftempts at classifying Individuals In terms of demographic characteristics which may
relate to performance, such as ohe's rate of advancament (Barling & Neall, 1976}
hiave not contributed much to the understanding, prediction or cantrat of work
performangs, '

4, The Impdct of mechanizing the work force, Altiough mechanization was supposed to

revolrtionise productivay, ft refnforced the role of indiv Lual behaviour In produtivity,

Most of the prevaiting theories of wark performance, however, are concerned with Indlvidual
motivation. They presatibe various techniques intended to stimulate, relnforcs, or lure
Individuals fnto workirig harder, Litte Is ssid about the individuat's imlts of rask abliity,

_ | pradlspoéﬂion far working hard, or the general anargy or activity level of the employes.
Somewha_t naively, existing Jheorles maihtain that performance is under the complets control
of the indlvldual. Even tﬁough theré are major fndividual differences affecting the quantity or
quality of werk produced, it has been assumed that if the employee really wanis to perform

better, his performance will naturally improve (Staw, 1986),

Performance m’éy not be restricted merely by the Individual's level of ablity and effort,
| however, Jobs themselves may be designed sa that performance Is hot under the control of
the l'ncllv_idual. regardless of ablllty ar effort. Certalnly, there ls an awareness of the fact that
an assembly Hné wbrker's output is rhore & produst of the speed of the line than anQ parsonal
preferance, In adminlstrative jobs, too, nerformance may be canstralned by the work cycle or
technical procedisres. There may be many employees with Interlocking tasks so that an

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

completed sequentially or simultaneousty in order to Improve productivity (Staw, 1586). Thus,

the nature of the organisation, combined with the abilities and efforts of individuals to
manpelvre wIthI_n the organlsation, may serve fo constrain changes In individual performance

(Staw, 1986).
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| | ~ CHAPTER2
 WORK MOTIVATION

~ Introduction _
~ Akey reason for the attention directed at motivation centres around the pervasive nature of

-

the concept [tself, MutIVat_Ion represents & highly complex phenomenan that affects, and (s

~ affected by, a muliitude of factors in the organlzational milieu (Steers & Porter, 1991).

| Given the ever-tightening coﬁs_traints placed on organizations by governmental regulations,
lndre‘ased farelgn and dornastlc compatlﬁon. ciilzané’ lobbies, and the llke, managament ha_s
had to look for. new mechanisms to Increase - and, In sﬁme cases, just to maintaln - is levet of
organizational effectiveness and efficlency. Much of the "slack" that organizations could
depend upo'n'in the past has disappeared In the face of thesa new environmantal constralnts.,
Ber_:_?ausa of this, management must ensure that it is deriving full potential benefit from those
resources - (ncluding humai 'rasourdes - that it has at its disposal. Thus, organisational

efiectiveness becomes ip some degree a question of managemant’s abllity to motivate Its

employees t9 direct at least a reasonahle effort towards the goals of the organisation {Steers

& Parter, 1991).

Research Into this sublect abounds, In fact, it Is estimated that work motivation comprices
25% of the Industrial psychology literature (Staw, 1988), Barlng (1983) proposes a number of

 remsons why waork motivation theorles ara so important;

1. Even though the mahagerfal function |s not synonymaus with wark motlvation,
motlvation nonethelass remains a crudtal determinant of work performance and
preductivity. Lawler {1873} states that; work performance = fx (motivation x ability),

2. The Increslhg restraints placad onthe organisation n the form of urion aﬁtlvttias.

governimant legislation and sooial prassures. Glven the comblnsed affects of these
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The greafast soncerm regardlng the research presented is highlighted by Pasmare et al.
(1-982), They éomment that reports on self-directed work teams "have tended to report on
successful projects almost exclusively, Igaving the literature almost void of data concerning
the po_tentlal pitfalls of the soclotechnical approach” (pp. 1187-1198). In addition, even with
successful projects It Is not always clear whether siner varlables were measured but not

reported becalise the data were disappointing,

Teams and Motivation
Although there |s a realization that teams may, In some situations, perform better than

Indlviduals on specific tasks (Miller, 1991), thete is also some avidencs to suggest that work
taam problems catt impede parformance (DeMeuse & Lisbowliz, 1981). In ight of the
incraasing importance of teams to arganizations throughout the world, an improved

" understanding of how teams furictior Is essential, Accordingly, the motivation of teams with
regard ta thelr performance and effectiveness has baen identlfied as an Impartant avenue of
re'saafc_h, especially glven the relationships Identlfied betwean Individval motivation and

o parformance,
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and the difficulty to accurately lsolate individual contributians determines that the

measurement of productivity must b graup bassd {Chowdhury, 1986; Schoeder, Anderson, &
Scudder, 1955; S!nk, 1986; Tutlle & Romanowski, 1988), Although some suggestions are
offered (Oohen-Roéenihai. 1986; Oden, 1988; Riggs, 1988; Rosenberg & Rosenstein, 1950;
Slnk et al;, 1984}, and urganisﬁtlonél effectivenass has been measured In Saveral. different

ways, there is ho universal systam,

Speciﬂéalt_y. with regard ta the Issue of teaﬁmwark and performance, the results of the research
re#iewad indlcate that the implementation of teams does not necessarily always lead to

Improvernents In performance and attitudes, However, there are & numbe. of reasons why

this may be thie case:

1, The tntern_ai dvitamics of the team,

2. External constraints an the team, -

3, The enviranment in which the team operates,

4, The amaunt of autonomy the team has,

5. The measure‘ment of the team's performance (as highlighted above),

Pasmore &t al. (1982) noted that although self-diracted work teams were emplayed by a

majority of the studles, many characteristics of these leams were not incorporatad, For

exampie‘ faedback an perfarmance, providing Interaction with customers, pr sviding

ménagerial Information to team membirs, allowing team members to choose thelr peers, and
allowlng tearn members to equlp themselves ware mentlaned as features In fewer than 10% of
the studies. It appears, then, that many of the self-directed teams may neot have experienced

axtensive autonomy,

Cleatly there are a multitude of factors which affect and are affected by the team's
performatica and attitudes, a notlon which provides further support to a multidimenslonal

model of team efiectivaness such as that presanted in Figure 1,

oy |

S T




Figurs 2: Schematic Reprosentation of Two Assumed Relationships botween Environmental Featuires aiid

Mantal Health
* High _
\\ CE
i .
B
5
=
W | | High
Environmental Feature
CF = constant effsct, AD = addltlonal decrement,

In Warr's opinlon, thete are, however, certain envitonmental atirlbutes that wlil not cause harm
even in overahundance, These ars called CE factors and are analagous to the harmless
vikamins C and E. Other variables, called AD factors, will cause a decrease In aroticnal well
* belng, Here Wairr draws a paratiel with vitamins A and D which may cause toxla réactions In

the evant of overdosaga, The preciss effact of easn variable ls fisted In Table 4,

| Faw theorles propose that too muph of 3 varlabla rmay be pioblematie, For nstance,
Herzberg, Mausner & Shydarman (1959 implled that an excess of matlvator or hygiene
factors has no effsct beyond some orltical valus {Landy, 1866), while instrumentaifity Theary
hropases that greater rewards yleld more effort, Ware's theory =lso diffars from Equlty Theory
which statas that Individuals compare thelr Inputs and outputs (and productivity rewards) to
thoss of athers, If an Individuat's outputs or rewards are disproportionate to those of GO
warkers telativa to the efforts thay have made, tlssonance or tenslon wilt resuft, Warr (1687)
has = completaly differant appraach to amotional distress, His suggestion that particular
variables gause *taxic regotions” contrasts with Equity Tneery which suggests that an

[mbalence causes tenslon (Landy, 1689).



diagrammatically represerited In Figure 2, He believes that several work variables (listed in

Tabia 4 balow) cause diffarances In job satlsfaction, simllar to the way In which several

vitan:is acting together affect health (Ware, 1987 ofted in Landy, 1986). Like vitanilns, @

mintmum dally desége of these varlable Is requirad.

Tabie 4: Bffavts of work variables according to Warr's Viiamin Modal.

High levels of CE variables

High lvels of AD variables

Maney
Physlcal security

Valued soclal position
Extarnally génerated T
Varialy

Clarly

Cofitral
Sklll use
Interpersonal contact

Constant effect at high leve
Censtant effect at high lavels
Constant effect at high javels
Overload: stress

Low concentration and
achlevement

Liftie control or opportunity. for

development

Qvarluad; stress
Overload, stress

Lack of personal controk;

- overcrowding

Where Wair (1987), bragks with conventianal thinking is in his suggastion that zn overdosa of

sorie varlables will fead to toxic reactions,
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cognltlan_s {bellefs) and affects {feelings). Not unreasanably, therefore, job satisfaction
measures ars assumed fo raﬁect cogtiitions and affects in roughly aqual propartion. In this

| contait, further exarmination of Locke's definition should prave worthwhile, He states that Job
sai.‘.lsfaotlon.lé "a pleasurable or posltive amotional state [affect] resulting fram the appralsal
[coghition] of one's job or job experlences.” Slrﬁi!arly. Smlth. Kendall, and Hulln (1969) regard
Job satistaction &s "feslings or affestive responses to facets of the situation,” but also

' "hypothesiZa that these fealings afe éssaclated with a perceived differehce between what Is

- expected as a falf return... and what Is experlencad.., ® (Smith, et al,, 1976, p. 8). Both Lacks

{1976) and Slth st al, (1878} seem to Imply that responsesof job satlsfaction directly reflect |

 affects but, because coghltions are such a direct determinant of these feellngs, both

 aompenents of atifude are rapresented strongly in responses.

‘Causes of Job Satisfaction |
Deflned &8 parly an affactive and partly an stotienal respanse to varlous facets of ane's job,
job satisfaction cannct ba viewed as a unltary concept. Rather, it s anticlpated that different
iﬁdeuaIs will repart differeht levals of satisfaction with different aspects of the Job, 1t follows.
then, that. the ¢ausas of job satlsfaction cannot be dlscoverad solely in the Job or In man, but
_ appear to iie |n the relatlonship batwesn them {Lacke, 1978). To dale, attempts to determine
the causes of job 'sattsfa_ction have taken twa basic farms. On the one hand, seme scholars
have sought ta develop comprehensiva modals and theorles of job satisfaction - frameworks
for understanding not only which factors Influence Job sétlsfactlon, but afso why thay axert
such effects, On the other hand, certain researchers have adopted a more smpirical
~approach, foousing primarlly on the task of Identifying varlables responsible for positive or
hegative raactions towards work (Baron, 1986, Baron & Gresnbarg, 1988). A brlef review of
varlous approaches to undarstanding job satisfaction will provide some Ingight into the

complaxity of thls seemingly simple consapt.

The Warr Vitamin Model |
Dapariing from convantional thinking, Warr (1987) prnposes a theory of job satlsfaction that is

analagous to the way In which cartaln vitamins affect physical health. The theory is
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* As 4 siarting point, Robbins' (1989, p.11) broad dafinition of the concept is useful. He states
that

“fob satisfaction refers lo an individual's gene_raf atiikudes towards the Job, A
person With & high level af job satisfaction halds pasitive atftudes towards the

" job, while  person who is dissatlsflad with his or her job holds negative
attitudas about the job. When peopis speak of amployee attftudas, more

often than not, they mean Jois saﬁsfa-t;tfon".

Of the definltions reviewed, however, Lucke's (1876) would seem to be the most.
comprehensive, He hotes that slnce job satisfaction Is an emotional, affective response, the
congepl's rne_anl'ng can only he discovered and undarstocd by a process of Infrospection,

Accordingly, job satisfaction Is defined as

.\ the preesurabfe embﬂonaf state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job,
a§ achieving or faa!ﬁtaﬂng the achievemént of one's fob values, Job

| dissatisfaction /s the unpleasant emotionei state rasu!ﬁng from the appraisal
of tna’s job as frustraling or blockiny the attainmant of one's job values or as
efitalling disvalues. Job sati_afactfon and dissallsfaction are a funclion of the
perveived refatlonship batween what one wants from one's Job and what one

: percefvés it as offering or antalling” (Locke, 1976, p. 1300},

Aé an eliernative Warr, Goak and Wall (1979) define Job salisfaction as "the degree to which a
person reports satisfaction with Intrinsio and exirinsic featurds of the job", Job satisfaction s

- the extant fq which Indlviduals are satisfied with thelr jobs, Cook, Hepwarth, Walf and Warr,
{1881} and reflects & posltive emotional state resuiting from the perception of ane's job as
fulflling {Locke, 1976). This netion of it being & percaption as highlighted by Locke wili recaive
further attention later In this chapter, '

Almast by convention, the tarm *job satisfaction” and "job attitudes” ars used Interchangeably, -
Measures of job satlsfaction are based on the techniques of attitude scale construction and

psychologists (e.9., Herkowitz, 1880) have long definad sititude In terms of constituant
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N CHAPTER 3
JOB SATISFACTION
Introduction | .
. Job satisfaction as a construct has attracted mare research than any other varlable in the field
of Organisational Behaviour, .fntenest in JoE ;atisfaction Is Inspired by the Intultive bellef that If
N é_mpicyeas ara satisfled there Will be a concomitant satistactory level of performarice to the
“amplovar's henefit. Furthermore, a high level of inferest is understandable considering the
amount of time an individual devotes to work and the effects thet feellngs about the lob have
an ai aspacts 'of the Indlvldua_l's life, "This viewgalnt is immersed In a capltalist approach to
. buslness - the pursult of the happy/productive worker could be viewed as an Impasslbie dream
from fhe Ma:xlst'perspactlve of Inavitable worker-mansgement contllet, Such & goal could

E élso be saeén és naive from the traditional industrial relations view of outsomes being a product

of necessary bargalning and compromise, Yat, from the psychaloglsal perspective, the pursuit

of the happy/productive warker has seemmed a worthwhile thouigh difficuiit endeavour and one

that might be achleved if our knowtedge of work attitudes and hehaviour i greatly Increased,

In the ensutng discussion, axisting definltions of job satisfaction will be outlined as a backdrop
for examnining the construct in more detall. In particular, résearch examining the relationship
hatwaen job satistaction and patformance will be consldered. In addition, theory which may

explain this refationship In a team sefting will be discussed.

Definitions of job satisfaction
The conoept 'Job satisfaction' Implies an individually-based atfitude and, typlealy, the

dafinitlons provided In the lltarature convey this orlentation, Althougk the focus in this étudy s
Job satlsfaction as it pertalns to teams, It1s cunsiderad_ worthwlile to examine these definitions

based on the pramise that the Indivldua1 mey be Influenced by the team in which he works,
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functions proposed by Nle\}a . ..478), particutarly the team mativational funation, which

Invalves defining 2 team's ohjectives and snerglzing the team towards those abjectives,

The mofivational effects of goals on teams has recelved considerable attentlon, The existence
of g tearn goal in additien to Indlividual goals may prove to be more motivating than the
axistence of Individual goals alons, This motivational effest Is further entianced when faliure to

achieve a team goal oeolrs, Teams that fall to achleve a taam goal wil tend to set higher

| Qoal_s thaﬁ would appear warranted besed thn previous parfortance, With reg‘a‘fd to goal-

getting, however, a systarnatlc medel for lnoking at effects of goals In tea:n settings is lacking
(Hg;n_ etal,, 1987), Thi_s may be due [n part to the dififcully Involved ih sbiaining and
'maésurlng team canstructs {Dyer, 1984; Hall & Rizzo, 1976). Recehﬁy. it has been suggested
_fhaf the cchce.pt ﬁf sharad mental madals mighit bs useiul for the understanding and tralning of
~ teamwork skills (Cannon- Bbw‘ars & Salas, 1990; Cannon-Bowers et al,, 19@1). The greater
tha acouraey and overlap among.the mental models of tea'm mefnbers, the more likely team
mambers will prediet, edapt, and ca-ordinate with che another {Salas et al., 1892), This
construct may he Important In light of the team relnforcement behaviotrs demonstrated by
effactive teams (McCallum et al., 1589; Oser et al., 1989), The shared mental modsl construst
may be useful as an arganizing 'cancapr for undarstanding tsam processes, however,
consldarably more wark needs ta b i » a before this construst can be applied o tralning

teamwork behaviours (Salas et al., 1992),

Thus, It may be concludad that smpiricat research covering motivation a't the team level ls

| scant and a gap exists for further Investigation, Addifenally, although the kdividuat has been
the focus of much ressarch, [litle thaory exists explalining the role and nafure of team
motivation. Glven the Increasing reflance on work groups and teams by organjzations and
In'dustrlaa, thearles addressing the motivation of teams reed ta be developed and

Investigated,
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Conclusion
Team miotlvation, and the various factors which affect it, has been the focus of this chapter.

“The toplc Is contplex because a considerable varlaty of motivationa! theorlas and definltions of
teams exist, a problem that Is compounded by the fact that the majority of motivational
thaotles deal with Individual, rather than team or graup motivation; Differences betwean
indfvidual arid team mativation were lfustrated via goal-setting thaary. The utlily and .functlons
of goals sppear to be generalizable from Indlividuals to teams, Gosls in team seltings are
conslderably riore complex than thase for Individuals, lssues invalving multiple goais. Intarnal
confict and disagreemeant, and Interdependencies amohg tearn mesnbers contribute to this
camplexity. Factors such as team slze, soclal prassute, and structure may alse have ai

- Impact on tha motivational properties of goals, Potential motivation losses can oceur due to
soclal loafing and fres-riding phen’omena_. Team norms were shown to have a motivatioral
Impact oﬁ team members. The norms of a team can both fostar and inkibit Indlvidual
performarice, The fikellhood of saclal [oafing and free-iding behaviours are afrsutad by the
glze ofa téam. In large teams, soolal pressurs to pérfarrh s diffused, thus polentlally raducing

an individual's motivation td parfarm,

Ergirical research o this subject has addrassed malnly the motivation of Individuals within
teams. A review of thls researeh, howavar, indicates the possible impact of such factors as
 team structure, homogenelty/hetarogenelty (with regard to blographical, parsonality, and abllity
diffarences), gnd cohssliveness on motivation, Likawlse, the size of 4 team, the charaoteristics
of lts Eask. the culture/climats af the argan!'zatiah. énd the pragence of'putentlai avaluators
"may bear an Influence on team motivation, In addition, feadback and its saquencing have

beer shown to Impact on team motivation.

Research on teamwork has Identifled behaviours that differentlate more effestive teams from
less éﬂhctlv:-: tearis, Of partiowlar interest from a motivational perspective is the ldea of team
telnforeemeant behaviours, These bahaviours refer to the mativational anc' raiiifareing
statements made by team mambars, Team reinforoament behaviours ars mere pravaleht In

effactiva taams. These team reinforcement bahaviours are compatibla with the four team
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Table 3: Examiples of Team Motivaticn Gutdafines (from Swazey & Salas, 1992),

EXamples.af Team o Guidelines

M_otivated teamms will "stretch” themselves to achieve beyond what individuals, thinking abott

the capabillity of the team, might deem possible (ligen et al., 1987).

Team mernbers who do not feel central to the taam‘é suecess will rot fesl as satisfied as

' members who feel central to those successas {ligen et al., 1987),

Good team leaders tend fo Identify common factors that Inhiblt tears mermber motivation
 (Molntyre, Morgan, Salas, & Gllokman, 1986) | |

En-thu'sias'r_n' and ihe "right* attltude are aften viewed by Instructors as the most important

differences bem_!eah good and poor teams (NATO, 1980).

1 Like-minded individual team members can often work together more easily, but are [Ikely to be
| lass creative, Members with diverse attitudas will geniarate mare confiict, but will also more

often hammer out more craative solutlons (Bass, 1982),

Team members should be ancouraged to sty verbal and physloal (1,8, verbal compliments
| and "pats on the back" ) signs of support for other members and the team as a whole (Morgan

et al,, 1886; Osar, MaCallum, Salas, & Morgan, 1989),

Members of successful teams tend to praise the accomplishments of fellow teammates

(Morgan et a),, 1986),

‘Team members should be supportive of teammates when the latter make mistakes (Morgen et

al., 19863,

Effective taam members maka posliive statemants to motivate the taam (Oser et al,, 1989),
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of teammates will vary as a function of the Individuals who comprise the teani {Cannon-
Eloweré st al, 1.991 ). Based on these expectatione, a tsam memmber may alter hls.or her
behaviour so that it |s consistent with how he or she thinks the other team members wﬂ!
perform, Therefore, a team member's mental morel of his team's tasks and operations could
determine individual behaidour and téarn effectiveness (Tannenbaum et al,, 1992),
consequ'enﬂ_y'. mental modlefs of team tasks and opeations, by virtue of thelr abiity to

determine individual behaviour, can be seenas having motivational Implications for the feam.

*  Emplrical Research
Ra_laﬂvaiy litthe emplrical research directly addrasses the issue of team motivation, Much of the

sxisting research Is aimed at investigating the motivation of Individuals within thoss teams or
groups. Indaed, despite a substantla'i review of relevant iiterature, Swezey and Salaé {1982)
idanﬁﬂe‘d. oty @ féw prescriptive guldalines to téam_' motivatlon, several of which appear [n
' Table 3. These guldelines wera oﬂglnaliy complled for use in -rasponse to a scarclty of
hehavioural guldé'nce re'commeﬁdatians developing and modeling team tralning programs
and devices. Rasad dn these guldelines, Swezey and Salas {1992) offar some concrete
- suggostions for motivating teame, They propose: (a) providing opportunities for each team
. ‘member to take major rasponalblly for designing and directing & task-related activty that
affects the entlre taam._(b) emplaylng positive reinforcement techniques and develeping a
system of rewards for those who exhiblt supportlve behaviours towards taamfnates. and (c)
astabllshlng bqth hofnogancus and helerogenesus graupings of team rmembers for some '
N tearmwork activities (this provides team membaers with a chance ta work with Individuals of

different capabilitles and backgrounds),
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Free-riding
Closely related to sacial loafing Is free-riding. In essence, the free-—rlder phenomenon explalns

soclal loafing as being a rationally or economically . -sed decision to decrease one's effort.
Accdrd_lng fo 'F’ennar and .Graiger (1992), the mechanism that explains this behaviour [s an
Indlvidual's _baﬁf that since a team member Is but a single p'art of a team (with several other
people also working on the task), relatively little actus! work needs to be done while stil
- reaping the benefits of the team's performance. Other members of the tesm may find
- Vgarmying" the free-rider to be averstvé. and, as & result, may ’reduoe thelr own confrlbutions to
the team rather than play the so-called “sucker role? (Kerr, 1983; Orbell & Dawes, 1981),
Carrying the free-rider Is repugnant becauss it violates a number of soclal norms {Oroell &
- bawés,"'} 881), such a_'s' {a) the equity norm which calls for ona’s ratio of outcomes to inputs to
be the same as other tsam members; (b} the norm of reciproclty, where one Is obligated to
reciprocate thbse contributions they have recelved and; (¢) the norm of social reSpoﬁsibllity

where every member of the feam Is obligated to contribute o the team.

According to Kerr (1988), rathet than play the sucker role, other team mermfers may reduce
thelr own aﬁbrfs. Suppart for this "sucker effect’ was found through laboratory experimentaition
(Kerr, 1283}, lndiviﬂu'als wha .were leget o believe that their partner was able 16 perform the
task but_ was conaistently faillng, reduced thelr effort and thelr performanca subseguently _
dropped, From this it Is clear that ane consequence of ﬁ'eenridlng s 3 negative motlvaﬁonal
affoct on other team h‘lehbers. This negatlve molivational Impact may turn Inta é vigkius,
escalating cycle (Mulvey, Kiein, & Sterling, 1991) with perceptions of free-riding causing
individuals to reduce their efforts which, In turn, may lead to increzsed percentions of free-

riding and further reéductions In team motivation and performance.

Mental models
A final Issue to be addressed [n this chapter is the concept of mental models, Agalr, referring

heck {o the model of team effectiveness fllustrated in Figure 1, It Is evidant that mehtal modsls
ara subsumed under Indlvidual characteristios an the input sida of the model and under
individual change on the output slde, Atcording to Wickens (1984), merital models provide &

source of th.e Indlvidual's expectations, in a feam setting, one's expectations of the behaviour
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of an rrﬁmediata w;'ork group, an individual is motivated to performt at a sub-optimal level,
*'Dlving can take several potential forms. in one case, team norms may discourage
parformance excallence by any individual member {Penner & Craiger, 1992) and team |
membefs tnay tend 1o soclallze thelr co-workers to this norm, punishing violators {Penner &
* ' Craiger, 1892}, For example, a new employae may perform his task faster {out of sheer
exuberance or a deslre to ook good) than the feam norm permits, As a result other team
members may express dlsappm\éa'i In an attempt to get the new member ta conform ta
‘existing production norms. In the other case, the team may determine whether or ho't excellent
- performance is éccaptabla for a particuler memmber (Muflen & Baumeister, 1887). For in.stan_ce,
J_U_i_"llur membérs may be influenced io underachieve by members with more senlotily. in such a
- case, excellence In parformance by junior members Is not acceptable based u: . roup
norms with senior members determining appropriate performance fevels for lower stetus

members,

Saclal l.oafing
The concepts of sacial loafing and free-riding are factors which affect team motivation

' negatively. The coricept of * clal loafing derives from soclal Impact theoty (Latane, 1981}
‘which describes a procass by which the mutivos, behaviours, feelings, ete., of an Individual
are chahged by the presance or actlons of others in a sodlal setting. Accarding fo this theary,
the Impact of soclal forces that Impinge upon an Individual is determined by the strangth (L.e,,
status, rank, etc.), Immediacy (i.é‘, closeness In tine and space}, and number of other
individuals, As thesa factors Increase, there Is a corresponding Increase In thelr soolal impact,
As Penner and Craiger (1992) point ouit, when the slze of a team increases, the soclal
pressure on any one indlvidual to perform well is diffused, As a result of this diffuslon,
motivation to perform w:_au may also be reduced, Soclal loafing, then, refers ta the tendency to
decraasa the amount of effort ane expends on a task when one is a member of a team, In the
absence of any exbilclt dermands to decrease that effort (Latane, 1986; Penner & Craiger,
.. 1992}, This s’pcis‘tl loafing effact tends to Increase as team size Increases, and the consequent
ablitty to ldentlfy any one particular member decreases (Jackson & Willlams, 1986; Kerr, 1983;

Karr & Bruun, 1981; Latane, Willlams, & Harkins, 1979),
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‘motivation (e.g. Parter & Lawlar, 1988: Vroom, 1964), Thus, the existence and nature of group
and Individugl rewards can Influence the level of co-operation or competitian'bgtween team
‘mémbers, which in turmn may also afféct team sffectiveness {Lawler, 1881; Pritchard, Jones,

Roui, Stusbing, Ekeberg, 1888},

Finally, Kétz and Kahn's Infernalised motivation framework addresses both Intrinsle Job

satisfaction and the Internalisation of team goals as part of an individual's value system. Within

thls framework, motivation Is enhanced In b‘u'o ways. Firstly, an Individual Is motivated thrbugh

the satisfaction derived from role performanics, for example, 2 doctor gains. satisfaction from

he knowledge that he or she Is heiping people. The intrinslc satisfaction ane derives simply by

performing can provide a potent source of rsivataz., Secondly, motivation may be enhanced

* through intermalization of a team's goals.

The goais of the group hecome Inédzporat‘ad as part of the Individual's value
system or cohception of seff. As a result, safisfactions accrue (o the person
f:ﬁm the expression of aﬂﬂud&s and behaviour reflscting his or her cherished
bellafs and self-image. The reward Is not so much 8 malter of soofal
mcoénff!an or monetary advanlage gs of establishing o}re‘s seif-ldentity,
cohﬂrmfng ong's notlon of the sort of person one sees onessif fo be, and
éXpresa!ng the vajues 'apprapda.'s fo this self-concept (Katz and Kéhn,‘ 1678,

p. 407),

The norms of a wotk group or team oan have a mativating affect on indlvidugt members.

. Norms act as standards ¢r guldes for individual's behaviour and bellsfs {Panner, 1986}, and
teams can establish norms for their members, as well as methods for ercouraging complianse
with these norms (Flelshman & Zaccaro, 1992; Hackman, 1878; Nieva et al,, 1978, Penner &
Cralger, 1802),

The Diving Phenomenon
Narm-driven motlvational effects, as alrsady noted, may not necasaz ly fecllitate the

attalnmant of & tearm's goals. Ona clear exampie of this Is the diving phenemenon described

by Mullen and Baumelster (19&/). Diving rafers o o itustion in vihich, bacause of tﬁe nonns
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Despit the reasorably convincing empirical evidence reviewed, researchers have continued

ta be fasalnated with the satisfaction-parformarica hypothesls. As Gannon & Noon (1871) and

Katzell & Yankelovioh (1975) suggest, this probébly darives from the discomforting
discrepancy between the smplrical record and the apparently strong intultive befief among
pracitioners, A key argu'meni agalnst empirlcal evidence Is that *performance” has been

. Inadequately defined or measurad and, In the context of this dissertation, It Is considered

worthwhile to review this alternative proposal,

~An Alternative Definition of ‘Performance’
Nearly two decades age, Organ (1977} suggested that the discrepancy In the satisfaction-
‘perfarmance hypothesis fles In the various meanings that might be attached to the contept
"parformande." Goncaivably, the practitioner ascribes multiple meanings to this term, including
' ~ such non-produictivity or extra-tole dimensions as co-operation, informal rrodes of helping co-
workers and superlors, and generalised tendencles toward compnance. Research maasureé
of performance may not capture adequately the variance In some of these qualitativa
meanings adaquatel?. Qtgan (1977) drew upon soclal psychologleal exchange theory (e.g.,
Blaw, 1864} to offer a defensible rationale why job satisfaction might account for Increased
varlance [ informat halping and compllance than in more narrow measures of productivity or

r

* In-role psrformarce,

Batéman and drgan {1983) usad the term *~izenship behavior to denote helpful,
achsiructive dastures exhiblied by organization members and vailued or appreclated by
officials, but.nm‘. retatad directly to Individual praductivity, They cited two rationales, Eoth of
which cautd suppart conaeptually & link betwesn job sutlsfaction and Individual cittzenship

behaviour, The flrst, draw, from sacial exchange cancepts (e.g., Blay, 1864), suggests that

_ Individuals wilf feel bound by the norn of reslprocity whan glven resources, treatment, ana
' opportunities that Induce satisfaction. Furtharmore, given the constraints exarted by
tedhnology, work flow, and Individual skiis on praductivity, they frequently wil choose to
reclprocate in the form of such cltfzenship behaviours as co-oparation, supporting the

supervisor, helping behaviours, and gastures 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 ts
vatiety, ldentlty, responsiblity, feedback and significarice. In the opposing camp are

' adv:@ateé of social information procassing, These researchers argua that jobs are often
arﬁblguous entities subject to mutiple Interpratations and perceptions (Satanclk & Pfeffer,
1978). Advouates of soclal informatlon processing have noted that the poslﬁve_or negative
labelling of & task can Influgnoe job attitude, and that Impartant determinants of this tahaliing
ara the opinjons of ca-workers who voloe poéitive or'nagatlve. views ¢f the work, These

reéaarchars have shown that it m:a.sar be as easy fo persusde workers thet thelr jobs are

interesting by Influaﬁclng the perception of a Job as It is to make objective changes In the work

role (Staw, 1986).

The debate 'batwaan. jdb deslgﬁ and soclal Infb;matl'oh procassing has produced two recent
shifts i thinking abaut job attitudes, Firstly, organisational psyshology now places greater
smbhasis on the role of cognition and sublective evaluation In the way paople raspond to jobs.
Thié is probably heIprl hacguss, aven though job conditions have generally been measured

- with perceptual scalas, these percaptions are often confused wilth objéctiva Job canditions. It

shauid be remembered that perceptions of job characteristics de not necessarlly reflact realty, |

yet they can determine a response to that reallty (Staw, 1888).

The ssootid shift in thinking about job attitudes |s a move towards situationallsm, stressing
haw even sfight alterations In Job context can Influsnca job perception. It Is now belleved tﬁat
Joh attitudas may be Iniluenced not only by the objective properties of the work, but alse by
subtle cues glven off by co-werkars or supervisors that the Job Is dull or Interesting. Staw
{19886). argues that thls view [s mistakan since It overstates the rale of external !nﬂuence.ln
determining Job attltudes (Staw, 1988}, The reslity may be that Individuals are qulte resistant
to change efforts, with thelr altitudes erlsing mote as a function of personal dispesltion than

situational Influence.

- Whils the focus of this study is not on thanging attitudes, the herature on this subject |s ussful

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
Thers Is some resedrch which has examined the effect of teamwork on job satisfaction and

productivity. In particlfar, the Topeka plant (as introduced In Chaptar 1) producer positive
outcarﬁe‘é. Stu_dies by Schrank (1974), Lawler, Jenkins, and Herline (1874), and Walten
(1977) .found high lavels of worker partlclpation, Involvement, sat!sfaotion. and substantial
producﬁon savings, Lawler et al (1974) repql:tad “the highest lavels (of satisfaction and
inQoIvafnent} we have found In any organts;tl_an we have sampled" (reported In Wallon, 1677,
p. 423), Walton {1877) citad éavlnga In “the n-- ghbourhaod of a milllon dollars annuially, &
fiyure signiﬂﬁan’t in & plant with 100 of so personivel and involving a caplital nvestment In the
range of 10-15 miilion doltare” (p,423), Wailton (1982} reported that, through 1_97‘?-1 881,
pro'du'ctl'vllty had Inproved every year except one, and product quallfy Waly .oohslstently one of

the bés't. in the corporation. This research suggests that job attitudes can be changed.

Changing Job Attitudes
~ Athough arganisationat psychologists have accepted the notlon that job satisfaction and

- parfarmance do not nacessarlly co-vary, they stil consider Job attitudes as something easlly

- charigeable, This "blank state” approach to job attitudes derives from pravalling psyohologlesl

- views of the Individual as a creature who gonstantly appralses the wark sltuation, evaltatas
*{he metits of the context, and formulates an atitude based o these conditions. As the work
.altuatiun changes, indlviduals are thought to be sensitive to the shilts, adjusting thelr ettitudes
~ In @ posifive or negative dirsction. Given this appreach to attiticias, 1t i easy to sse why Job
satlsfactl.on_ hias bean a common targat of organisationat changs, and why attempts to

" redeslgn Wofk have evolved as a principal mechanlsm for improving job satisfastion (Staw,
1488,

Currently, the majar dabate In the job deslgh area concerns whether individuals are mure
sensltive to objective Job condltions or soclal cues (Staw, 1888). in one camp are proponents
of job redesign who propose that Individuals wee highly receptive to concrate efforts to Improve

working conditions. The research on affscts of teamwork suppotts this camp, Hackmian and
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Table 8: Pathe to the happy/productive wamar
; R PATHS s THE HM&’PW; RODUC

"Worker Partlclpatlon B ' The Prsuitof Excellanca

Suppottive Leadership Soclo-Tachnic - Systems
-9 Bystems Organisational Gommitment
Job Enrichment High Performing Systems
Behaviour Modification TheoryZ

Goal Setting " Sfrong Culture

Btaw (1988) suggesis that none of the theorles labulated above have Inherited the
happy/productive worker hypothesis in the simple sanse of believing that job satlsfaciion and
periormance genorally co-vafy- in the warid as it now exiéta. But these mddais alf make elther

" indirect or direct assumptions that It Is _posé!bla i achleve a world where both satisfastion and
performance will be present, Some of the theores focus on ways to Increass job satisfaction,
with the ifnpliclt assumption that parformance will necessarlly fﬁllnw: some strive direstly {o
Increase parformancs, with the assumption that satlsfaction will rasult; and gome note that
gatisfactian and pérformance witl be a Jolnt product of Implementing certaln changes in the

orgunisation,

Causality between job satisfaction and productivity
A paint of concern |n the satisfaction-productivity lssue Is the ditsction of the causal arraw,

Most studies an'the relationship used ressarch designs that eould not prove cause and effeat.
Studles that have controlied far this possibliity indicate that & mere valld conclusien Ié thet
producti\)ity laads to satlsfaction rather than the othar weay arourd (Greene, 1972; Lawler,
1978, Pét_ty. McGes, & Cavender, 1984). Dasplie tﬁese generally negstive aoncluslons by

~ ravlewars, investigations Into the aonnection betwean these two variables explored varloys
evenues. Ong area that has reselved much attention [s the quastion of causallty batwaen
saflgfaction and performance (cf. Parter & Lawlar, 1888; Organ, 1877, Schwab & Cummings,
1870; Glegel.& Bowen, 19713,
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hypothesis, in fact, over the last thirly years, a wide varlety of thaorles have attesmpted to
show how Managers can reach the promised land of high satisfaction and protuctivity, The
theories, shown In Table & below, constitute only an abb, cviated list of recent attempts to-

redch this postive state,
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" ndeed, both management anid unlon repressiatives generally endorse the notion that greater
- productivity would result If workers were more safisfled (Katzell & Yanketovich, 1678}, Thus,
the findings that these two varlabies are not highly correlated guestions the assumptions |
_irnpﬂcit It fnost or’ganisational programs and policies, research endeavours, and evan.lﬁ the
| expedtations of those who review the satlsfa_c:tloh~performanca Iterature (laffaldano &

Mu_chinsky. 18886),

_ Katieii & Yaﬁké[ovluh, (1 9_?5) axerriplify thlé'.i‘mplicit assumption In thelr raview of polidy-
related satléfactlon«paﬂofmance research. Thelr intention was to determine how productivity
ant o satistaction coufd be Increased jolatly, Although thay cohciude that this goal could not
usually be achlaved, they lament {h'al_f faliute to find sirong satiafaction~performa_nca_ linkages

' (taftaldano & Muchinsky, 1986): |

Wo wish we bnufd amnaunce that our search had besn cdmpfe’ta!y successiul,
that If had clearly disclosed the sscret of motivaling pecple so that they are
both sallsfied with thefr work and productive in It Unfonunatss'y . the faols
are stil too incomplete and equivocal to permit that (Katzell & Yankelovich,
(1978),

it is almost as if the aatisfact!on-perfqrmance r?latlon Is tself what Chapman and Ghapman
(1968) called an Wusory correlation, B percelved ralation between two variables thet are
logically ar Intultively thought to Interrelate, but in fact do not, Although the possfbl_lity that
future aroﬁltects of 6rganlsatfonal struntﬁre may develop methods bf daslgning work thak rasult
simultanaously in high productivity and worker satlsfaction shoutd not be praciuded, It may be
cohciuded that suoh_ a covariant relation does not exist to any substantial degres I the

" Iherature publishad to date (laffaldano & Muchinsky, 1986). As Staw (1986) sugoests,
nrganls.atlo_nal psycholagists have come to accept the argument that satisfacton and
parformance may ralate to two entlrely differant Indlvidual decislons which he sees as

declslons o pariiclpate and to produce,

Though psycholagists have acknowledgad the fact that satlsfaction and performiance are not
Hightly linked, this has not stopped them from pursuing the happwproductwe worker
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'Relationship between satisfaction and performance in
research on individuals .
A taview of the literature Indlcates that the elusive refationship betwaan job satlsfaction and
Job pe'rfdrma‘nﬁe has Intrigued organisational researchers for mora than 60 years. Indesd, .in
: thelr classie raview of early literature i this area, Brayfleid and Crockett {1858} credlt
Komhauser ard Sharp's 1932 study as the Inltial lnvestigation of aftitudes and productivity In
 an industrial setting. Although the fiurry of Fggearch on this toplc has abated somewhat In
recent years, the current literaiure continues to be peppered with reports of new theorstical
_ ar.! empiricél developrients. To keep pace with this e\ier»e'xpanding voluma of research,

several summarles of the job satisfaction-fob performance Merature have appeared, hoth frarn

-~ an smplrical parspactive (Brayfleld & Crocketf, 1986; Herzbery, Mausner, Peterson & Capwell

1957, Srivasiva et al, 1875, Vrd&m, 1984, Faumet, Distefano & Dryer, flseé)'and a theoretical
orlentatian (Schwab & oummings, 1970j. These reviewers have a{tempted to recongile the
Inconsistendlss among Indlvidust study results, Thelr general conclusipﬁs are that thers Is no
~ strong per_vasive relation between wofkars' Job vatisfaction aﬁd productivity, Speclfically,

Vroom (1984) ré’purts_ a madlén gorrelation of +.14 from the 20 studles he reviewad, and

Hrayfield and Crookstt report that there [s insufficient evidence that employes attitudes * or

any simple .., or for that matter, appreciabla ..., relationship to performance on the Job" (1866,
p. 408). By contrast, Herzberg et al, (1959) wera samewhat mare optimistic, and although the
correlations they complled were generally low, they concluded that further attention o

satlstaction In refation to worker outputwas warranted,

One Impetys hehind researchers' proclivity for studying the satistaction-performance relation
#ppears to be the assumption that the two varlables should be related, and thet further

~ research will reveal this as-yet-undiscovered truth. However, according to iaffaldana &.
Muchinsky {1988}, the new studias often served only te increase the existing data base In this

area to the point where i is tow highly fractionated,

The concluston thai Jeb satlsfaction and job performance are only _slightly retated has many
pr'actlc_al Implications, The Ideals of high job satistaction and high productivity are valued in

“our soclely, and altermpts to design work eo gs to jointly achieva these goals are continuaus.
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. Equily Theory (1965), Blat [19134) has argued con. - clagly that any expectation — whether
hased on soctal co'm'parisan, past experiencs, th - yuing rate, or prior impfied promise - can,
and often does, funcion much like & standard of justice with a quasi-moral character, More
raceiitly, Laventhal (1980) has broadened our awareness of alternatives to the contrlbutions
mﬁé, notlng that needs, equallty, ccnventlﬁnal agreament, ar status - but more typically some

mix of the foregoing ~ can _cperate- as rules of justice,

I ninking abott lab satlsfaction In this fashlé;:. establishes a useful polnt of contact with
Fu.ger‘é (1956) theory énd éxper[méntai research conceming "referent cognitions.” Folger
argues that dissatisfactinn Is “inherently referential,’ In the sense that cutcomes are compared
8 with u referent cognition (p. 147). The psychologlcal claseness or avallabllity of & referent

cognition Is & function. of the esse with which It can be imagined. The referant cognition, or

what the 'outc‘miﬁes mitght have been,* may darive from soclal compatison, but could also take-' .

the fotrn of a previously held expectation or a promisa made to the sublect alone [In fact, in the

expéﬂé‘nan&revle»ved by Folger (1988), the manlpu!aflon of refererit cognlfion always takes
- tha form bf a stated or impiied promiss of what tha probabla outcomes would be], Folger has
found that dissatisfaction (s an Interactive function of (a) the discrepancy betweaen actual
outeomas and the referent cognitlen; (b) tha percelved Ykelihood of amelioration of autcomas;
and (cj the percelved justifioation for the avents or actions that caused the outcomes to fall
short of referent sognition. He concludes that the combination of these factors Influerices
whether vlteomes datermine "mere dfsountant".{affect) of a sehse of Injustice (Folger, 1986,
1. 161), Folger ralses as a probiem for future research how responses to unfalrmess go
heyond varbal expressions of satisfaction/dissatlsfaction, Pethaps In organlsatlohs aﬁ

Important avert respanse Is the extent of Organisational Citizenship Behaviowr,

Of primary Interest ta thls stucy la the relatioriship between job satlstaction and productivity
whan paaple work In teams, Since teams are & ralalively recent concept in organisation
psychology research, most of the research examining this relatlunship has been condustad on

Individuals.
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{1964) when subjects were asked to render psysho-physical Judgements of various stimul
when accompanied by an anchor or referencs stimulus, The distribution of responses Is_
negatively skewed, and subjects’ [udgements are less variable as well as more accurate in the
vlcinity of the anc: ur _stimulu's value, Helson {1964} has suggested that the same -
phanomenon that underfies subjective perception of audiisie tones, colour, and other physical

stimull might alsa sharactetise judgements of soclal stimull and atiituding) objects.

Indeed, Smith et al. {1968} drew upen Helsb;-;‘s adaptatlon level theory in developing the
theorstical uasls of the JDI as & measure ofjob satisfaction, They regard response to the JI
lterns as resulting from comparisons of {ob cireumstance ta some arichor point. They also
' commeht fre_q.uent_ty on the respondent’s “frame of reference,” It seens that they Implicitiy
regard ths frame of reference as functioning Iike = standard of faimess, as they concluds that
'sa_tlsféctloh can ba regarced ae an evaluation of equitableness of treatments or onditions® -

(St et al,, 1969, p. 186),

" Herzherg, Mausner, and Snyderman’s (1958) analysis of secondary or intemal states,
comelated with critical inclderits of satlsfaction and dissatisfaction, revealed that “fesiings of
falrhess ot unfalrness” wera the psychological state related lo dissatlsfaction, Faimess was

seldom referred to in cannection with salisfaction eplsodes,

.Theré fa some basls, then, for thinking that jot; satisfaction measures reflact more cagnition'
than affect and that the cognition in question |s an appraisal of the situation with 2 standsrd of

fakness, The empirical distribution of scoras, when coupled with Herzberg at al.'s (1959)

_ anslysls, suggests that most of the avallable scale or range of responses {s used by subjects
to appralse outcamies up to the appraximate point regarded as fair or equitable. Thus, Smith et
al, (1989) find the distribution *... sloping off steeply toward the satisfled end and gently toward
the dissatisfiad end” {pp. 79 - BO). This achoes Blau (1964), who marshals considarable

- support for the premlse that autcomes that bring an individuals situation up to the narmativaly

expacted level ara more Important than those that cause It to be surpassed,

Ta interpret job satlsfaction responses gs largely representing judgments of faimess Is hot to

imply any speclfic nile of falmess, such as the proportlonate contributions rule In Adams'

&8

é




theorles. In recent years It seems that job satisfactlon researchers have'had [ittle inciination to
qualliiy .gr interpret their findings in light of some of the characteristlc "behavlours” of job
safisfaction scores, or to consider possible distinguishable referants of such scores, Some

data and Televant theoreticat framewarks do exist that permit elaboration upon such referents.

| Sampbell (1976) hés reviewed a series of "quality of fife” studies that show satisfaction
| measurés behaving quite differently from happiness mezsures, Andrews and Wlthev (1876)
. factor analyzed 12 global subjective measu;';s of well-belng, finding that satisfacﬂon-iype
_ _meaéttres load on a facter 'sugg.esﬁ\."e of "cdgnltioﬁ" {L.&. a controliad assessmant of extarnal
oircumstances), 'Héppmess-typ'e mieasures load on wh_ét appesrs to be an *affact” factor, or
the I'Iridl.vi_dual‘s Internal emotioha_t state. The two sels of measures corralate around .50, but
_ caorrelate .d.lff'erently with other fhings: for exémpie, tﬁe cognition ieasdres correlate posltively
© - with age, whereas the affect Indlcators corra!éte negatively Organ and Near (1985), reviewing
_ these findings, sungesied that jub satisfaction measures capture more cognitlon than affect,
In stpport of this argumeht. Brief and Robsrison (1987) found that a separate [ob-cagnitions
measure was far stuperlor to measures of pasitive and negetive affact In accounting for unlque

vatiance In the job satisfaction scores of 144 sublects,

' Thus; consistent with recent work by Zajonc {1980}, it appears that cugniflon and affect are
not as tightly conjoined as once thought. They can operate In semi - lndspendent fashlon,
"And, to the extent that they are separable, It appears that Job satisfaction measures reflect
~ more cognition than affect, not necessarily affect as & direct resut of cognitions. But what
kin:d of cognition? To canfront this question requires drawlng upon some observations abous
the behavlour of job sat{sfaction responses — how thay are distributed and broken down ;-and

. the daveloping theory of soclal cagnition (Folger, 1986},

The distribution of job satlsfaction scores Is _alrﬁost invarlably negatively skewad. Smith et al,

(1969) reporte.d. thie finding In the jarge samples with which they developed the JOI, even after

welghting tha neutral respchse closer to the dissatisfled respoﬁse; presumably the skewness
~Wwas even more pranounced with the nauwal response glven a value midway b hvgen the

positive and negative responsss, This is precisely the type of distribution fo. He on
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Figure 3: The Lawler Model of Facet Satlsfaction.
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'Focﬁsing a5 tﬁay do on the individuat, nefther of these thearies can fully explain why Jok

gatisfaction should increase, nor indeed what enhancas job satisfaction when individuals work

In teams. The author proposes that a more systarnic approach needs (o taken when

consldering the muitifuds of factors (of which teamwork Is one) impacting on an individual's job
_ satlsfactlon. Howwer. the author suggests fiwa' theary on fob design (e.g, Hackman &

Oldham, 1980) contributes some understanding of what cantributes to Job satlsfactivn when

neople work [n teams,

“Satisfaction” as fairmess
A racent trend in the theoretical understanding of job satisfaction Is the contribution of

cognitions (such asa perceptidn of faitness) to an Individual's perception of job satisfaction,
This is particularly belleved to be relevant when indlviduals work in teams, There ars well-
developed thearies of job satlsfaction (e.g., Locke, 1878) and some measures of job

satlsfaction (such as the JDI) that are well-grounded-and systematically developed from such
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The Lawler Model of Facat Satisfaction
The Lawler mocdel {rapresented in Figure 3) Is intended to provide an understanding of what

determings an individualfs' satlsfaction with any facet of his job (Steers and Parter, 1988). This

is a discrepancy model I that it shows satiéfactinn as tﬁe dlifference betwean (a) that which an

Individual befieves he should receive and (b) that which he parcaivas he does In fact receive

. {Slears & Porter; 1953}. According to the model, and slmply stated, if an individual's

| perc_eptloh of his outcame leval is I.n agreemenfwith what he perceives It should be, he Is

. safisfied. If the individual percelves his cutcome levet ta be tower than he believes it should
be, he wlll be dissatisfied. When the individual's perceived outcome level éxceeds what he
befleves it should be, feefings of gullt, inequity arid discomfort result (Stéers & Parter, 1983).
Thus pefceptién. as sugg'_ested'earlier by Locke (1876), Is the most tniartant process In
Lawler's model (Landy, 1986), As riay be seen In the mode), an individual's perception of
what hls uutcameé should be are influenced by what the Indlvidual perceives his referent-

: .éthérs' Inputs and outcomes to be (Steers & Porter, 1983), Finally, Lawlsr belleves that the
comblnation of the feelings that a worker has about all facets of the job defines ovérail jab

satistaction, with facets cohtrlbu'tlng to overall satisfaction according to their importance to the

Indlviduzi (Landy, 1933).
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Guzzo et 4l, (1987) aldo found that the slze of the organlsaﬁdn. {ype of organisation, and type
of worker influenced the averall effects. Across the 11 types of psycholegical interventions,
larger iaffeéts were found in smaller organisations, In government versus private and nonproft

organisations, and with salés and managenial workers versus biue-coltar and elerical workers.

Spector (‘iQBB) présented a raview and. meta-analysis of B8 studias that exﬁmlned the impact

. ofemployess' perceived control on a number of outcomes. He found that, in his sample of

 studles, »mployee participation ivas assmlé;ed with an Improvement in geneval satisfactlon,
as weli as satisfaction with the waork, supervislon, pay, oppurmnities for pruniotlan' and growth,
and organisational Invalvement, Pariicipation was not rélated to Impravements In satlsfaction
with co-workers or with greater commitment. Employee parficipation was assoclated with
highar motivation and performance, fewer Intenttons to qutt, and lewat tUrnaver, buf

participation was not related to fewer physical compiaints and less emotional stress.

All of the abova reviawers found considerable hetsrogenalty it thelr reviews; studies
examining the same oufcomes revealed totaily different results, In addition, Guzzo et al,
{1885) and Spactor (1986) founid vastly ditferent and far more posltive outeomes for employee
parﬁdlpatlon than did Locke and Schweiger {1878}, '

Contextual factors affecting particlpation
Regardlass of thelr views on its efficacy, all of the writers on employee panlicipation agres that

cohtextual factors bear ah Influence on the impact of that particlpation. Factors which have
been found to affect the Impact of emploves participation are! personallty, participation

nrocasses, methodelogy, and form, each of which have been the foous of some research,

Bersonallty _
Individua diffsrences have baen ignored by most theorlsts and researchers of employee

P c_lpatlon. As Singer (1874) notes, "to assume that all workers deealre [Involvement]
opportunities Is to lack sensitivity ta Individual needs - the antithesls of the humardsation that
ardent proponents ... advacate”, Vroom (1859) was at the forefront of ressarch an the affect

of parsonality on reactions to employes participation, He found that individuals with weak
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The firial category, controlled experimental fleld studies, Includes studies that had some type
of control or comparlson. This format would allow the reader to conclude that any results
would have beeni due to the employes participation. Of the 17 studles in this group, few
effects were found for productivity, but increased satisfaction was found In the ma]ori{y of

casas,

Overall, Laake and Schwelger found that amgloyee participation had little carislstent effect on
productivity,  However, about 80% of the studles they summarised did find more postiive
satisfaction with employee p» icipation, They also emphasised the need o examine

contextual factors that may determiine the sffectiveness of employee partlclpatlon. :

Séhweigar and Leana (1986) extended this review to cumpafa Iébcratorsf_ and field research
'concar_ning emiployes partldipatloﬁ. Thelr teview found simifar effacts from bath settings and

~ overall results comparable to Locke and Schweiger's (1978},

Further pasltive Indings were reported by Katzell and Guzzo (1988), who conducted & raview

of 207 stwdles employlng one or mora of 11 peychologicafly-based mathods of Improving

' prbduotivlty. Thelr review found that 87% of tha studies reported Improvement in one or more .

measures of productivily.

' lh a later analysls, Guzzo, Jelte, and Kalzell (1985) employed mata-anelysls to examing the
relative impact _af 11 types of péycho!oglcally-based organisational interventiens & 28 studies.
Guzzo st al (1985} sxamined galnsharing programs, work redesign, and sociotechnical
Interventions (self directed work taams), In addition to sight other types of Intervantions,
These authors émployad meta-analysis to compule average effect slzes for the varlous
Innovations, Guizo. Jacksan, & Katzell, (1987) determined that the dlfferent intervantions
produced Improvements In proguctivity, overall, about half of @ standard deviation,
Gcnsidér_abla differences were also fount across tha varous types of p rams.
Sociotaohnical !nterventi_ons tended to show greater than average mpac, followe by job

redesign, Galnsharing pragrams, howsver, did not have a significant effect oh productivity.

77

A e e T b = e . - S .



Research on Participation

Posslbly the best known review of employee patficipation was presented by Locke a_nd

- Sehweiger (1979). They divided tﬁa hroad fiterature into four general subsections on the basls
of mathodology: laboratery studles, correlational fleld studles, multiveriate experimental fleid

studles, and univariate {controlled) experiments; field studies,

The taboratary sidles Include studies that examined partisipation In an erticlal situation
- From a sample of 18 studles, Lacke and Schwalger (1979) found no acdvantage for

participation in terms of produ::tlvfty or satisfaction when cornpai'ed to an autectatic or more

dlrective teadership, Of pourse, generaisabllity of these results Is questionable. Flrsty, they

primarlly, but not sxclusively, employed students s subjects, Secondly, the experiments
eraployed a variely of tasks, including 20 questions, mechanical tasks, role plays, mazés.
decizlon making, snd problem solving. Thirdly, the experiments wera of short duration, so the

participation lasted no moare thah an hour or so (Gotton, 1893),

LocKe and Schwelger's second group, coirelational fleld studles, examined employes
participation by correfating outeomes (such as pmduc&vlfy and satlsfactlon) with some
magsura of particlpation, Of the 25 afudles in this category, Locke and Schwelger found no
effeot an praductivity but did find a tendency for satlsfact_iun to be higher whan employes
paﬁiclpéﬂon weis greater, Of cbu'rss. lkls Impés‘slbie to detafmine causality from these
étudlas. The gquestion cah bea pesad: Are mora Involved employess more satlsfled, or are

more satlsfled amployeas given mora apporiunities for participation?

Multlvariate experimental field studles in the Looks and Schweiger revlew' rafars to
oxperiments whare participation was manipulated but additional factors were aise varled, For
example, if salldlractad work teams were Introduced Into a factory, end If pey Incentives also
were changed, the siudy would fall inte this category. Locke and Schweiger reviewed 12
studias that they classtfied in this way but da nat surmmarise these resulls. Although they
*acknawletged that most of the studies demonstrated benaficlal rasults, they corractly paited
out that [t |s Impossible to determine whether the positive results were solely due to greater -

employea involvement,
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Informel participation refers 1o exampias where orgarisations do not have formally established
parﬁclpaiofy systerh_s or groups Involved In the declsion-making process, Yet, participation
may stil oscur informally through the Interpersonal relationships between managers and

subordinates.

Employee ownership can be categorlsec as formal and indirect paftlcipatton. Itis to'rrnel

! Eacauée'the ampl&yaa has the formal "rlght"_;o participate as any stookholder does. s
Indicect tecauss, although most of thase o@anlaations are owned by amployees, they are I T

' cpgratad c_ionventlonéily {managers make both dally and strateglc dacisions), There s -
.su.b'stani.lal evidence, Including a sarles of studles by Lang {19782, 1978b, 1980), that such
‘sitiudes as genera satistaction, nvalvement, commitment and Mmotivetion ara higher n

. empiuyaia”-uwﬁad firme (2ee Table 8), Long also found thaf Job attltudes of employees In

cotpanies convarted to employee ownerahip Improved In proportion to the average

percantaga of tolal company's stock held by nonmanagerlal smployees. While research ' ' |

supports the proposition that percalved partlc}pat’lon is greatef In amployea-owned firms, the

‘avidence Is not as strong as for other job attitudes. Hh general, workers belleve the change in _ e

ownership increases thelr influence, aliiough management stlil holds greater Influsnce.

| _Repressn_fatwe participalion rafers to situatlons whare employees do not particlpate directly,
but through reprasentatives elected o some b'ody uch as a workplaee forum or the board of

directors. Itls therafore, formal, Indirect and of medium to low Influence, This type of

directors can focus on any lssue,

]
|
H
[
!
. particlpation generally covers all araas of contant because workplsice forums or the board of ‘ .
;i
Colten ot af's (1988) resulls indlcate that differant forms of partlcipation ars assodlated with !
markedly different outeomes. For exampla, information parilclpation and employee ownership !
. i
are effectiva in tarins of both productivity and satlsfaction, whersas sharterm participation Is ]
Ineffentive on both eriterla, Not surprisingly, thay conclude that participation is a

multidimanelanal or multiform goncept,
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impravarnents in satistaction, this Improvement was of statlstical significance [y only twa. One

study (Latham & Yukl, 1878) found = decrease In joh saﬂsféctlon.

Tﬁbfs 8 Effacts of dilferent forma of parficipation on performance and salisfastion (from Cofton ét al.,

Bunimay 'Q_“é

 1046)
Form of .. Performance Findings ____ Selisfaction Findtngs

. _Particlpation  ~ Poslive Nagative Neutrat { Pasitive =~ Negalive  Neubral
Particlpaticn in i 13 4 1 3
Work o

- Daclslons
Summary 87% Posltlve 50% [¥e
Consultative 4 1 3 1

- Partlgipation ® _ _ _

- Summary 0% Insonclysive 76% [neonclusive
Shori-tsrm 1 10 2 B
-Participation _ ;
‘Summary 8% No sffest 28% No effect
Informal § 1 17 3
Particlpation . .

- Summary 80% Posltive B5Y% Posltive
Employes - 3 4 1
Ownerstifp '

Summary 100% Pogilve 80% Bosliive
Representative 1 1 2 4 2 2

" Porticipation _

No effaat " Overall: 50% Na effact

Regresentative: 100% Posltive

A 'Daépue tiaing poeilive, theae effects ars [abaled inconglusive hasausa the methdglogy of the positive studias ls

poor.

Congullative particlpation refers to sltuatlons whera employess engage In long-term, formal

~ and direct particlpation, and the patticipation content focuses on Job lssuea, Tha only

differance betwean cansultative participation and garticipation In wark decisions ls that the

former Involves a lasser level of amployas influsnce. Employees give their oplihlons but,

typically, they do niot have a velo or complete decialo‘n-maklng pawer,

- Shert-term partiolpation s characterised as formal, direct and canaerned with work Itself

howaver, [t [s of limited duration.
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{1970) quite accurately states, "Workars’ particlpatiott has become a magic word in many
countries, Yet ailmnst averyorte who employs the terms thinks of something different” This
aan prave problematic In research, For axampla, Locke and Schwaiger (19878} noted
cbnceptual distinetions among forms of participation, but ignored such differences In thelr

E révlaw. They distingulshed studles only in tarmis of *mare’ or "lass” participation and,
uonseq_ueintiy. they concluded that participation has a negligibls effect on product!v[ty and
mixed effects on Job satisfaction {Cotton, Volirath, Fmgga&, Lengnlck-Hall; & Je'nni'ngs, 1988).

~ In an attempt to understand the breadth of the concept, itis useful to examine “participation”

under the headings proposed by Cotlon e, 3 six-level classification:

P Partl&lpati’on In w‘ork declslons
- 2. Consultative partisipation
3, Shortterm participation
| . 4, nformal paﬂicip.atlon
" 6, Employee ownershlp

8, Representative particlpation

Participation In work daclsfons Includes formal participatlon schames In which workers exert
cansiderable Influsnce in decislons foousing on the work ltself. In termé of Cotton et al's

. classification scheme, this form of participation [s foremal, ditect and long-tarm.” Partleipants’
Infiuence s high (workers have a veto or make the final decisions), and the participation
focuses on the wark, typleally dealing with how It s organised, what Is done, who does what,
and so forth, Sevaral étudles examined the effects participation has on both wark and pay
lssues (Flelshman, 1886; Neldar, 1980). According to the analysis conduoted by Cottan et al
(1868), this form of participation tias relatively conslstant and poaltive {see Table &) effects on
productivily. Several studles have examined the effects of participation an both wetk and pay

- issues (FIeI_Shma'n. 1986; Nelder, 1980). OF 16 studies, 11 found Incraases In
performance/productivity, whereas only one found a decrease, The effact participation In work

declelons has an [ob attitudes i3 inconslstent, Although four of six studles found
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| CHAPTER 4

- PSYCHOLOGICAL PARTICIPATION

Introduction to Psychological Participation

Almds_t a cettury ago, Johin Dewey {1899) eloquently argued for the comivian man's need to
pariicipate ir his own destiny. Some 48 years later, Aliport (1945) pointed outthat
particlpation involves more than mere éctlvity, that the ego needs to be engaged to prevent
the I_ndlvidual from becorming reactionary, More recently, Tannenbaun and Schmidt {1958)
- offared a continuum of dectslon-making behavlours which outfined Increasing levels of
treedom for suhordinates’ partic/pation, and Vroom and Yetten t1973) desuribed group

perticipation s one method of decislon making.

.As fesearch on the subject has prolfférated. the éoncapt of employas participation has come
to catry (subtle) nuances, with terms like ‘involvement and ‘empowerment' accepted as

'. synonymé. Termlnoln'gy aslde, a commen thread runrilhg through the fiterature is that, by
Invalving workers, by having them participate In decision making, by making the workplace
more democratie, and by empowering employees, certain outcomes (such as aifitudes and

. pmduct[vlty] may improve, Atthaugh Indfvldua'ls have arguad that employees should be
invalved for ethical reasens (Sashkin, 1984, 1886), many behavioural sclentists have tried to

establlsh |ts aifleacy in attaining 2 wide varlety of management goals.

Often, Interest In partislpation, the Intervening varlables, and job outcomes has hean pursuiad

at the Individuel level of analysls. Since the 19508, Howaver, work designs which promote the

workteam unit have bacame more prominent and In racent years, there has been an

acceloration in the adoption of group work practives (Griffin, 1988; Lawler & Mohrman, 1985).

Towards an understanding of Participation
Participation, though applled as If it often refers to a single concept, has baen defined

conceptially and oparationally In many different ways (Dachler & Wilpart, 1878). As Schregle
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Addressing these questions wauld seem to require, at a minimum, the use of separate -

measures of affect as experlénced at work and indlces of falrmess cognitions in respact to
outcomes (Organ, 1988),

. “Ttie Introduction of moderating variables has, however, improved the relationship (e.g,
Hermman, 1873; Peity, McGes, & Cavender, 1984), For exampie,_ the relation.. - 4 is stronger
when the employee’s behaviour is not oonstn:glned or controlled by outside factors, An

_ ern_ploye_e’s productivity on machine-paced }obs. far instanes, is going to be mere greaﬂy

Influeniced by the speed of the mac fine thn his or her leval of satisfaction,

~Job satisfaction appears to be a construct with muttiple Inputs, None of the axisting theorlas
~_or models seems able to encompass the breadth of these Inputs and thus the author
advocates adn_pt!ngl an etlectic approach to understand the causes and impact of this

concept, not only in the current team context, but alsa on an individual basls,

Job satlsfaction s said to be &n Individual attrlbute and as such may not be 56 appropriate for
the purposes of this study, Hawever, the authar séarched It vain for literature » ~ 4ng a

team satlsfaction construct. For this réason. thearles of job satisfaction based on Individual

attitudes need to be applied In a team context,

v
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. toward pdsiﬁve evaluation of the various dimensions of job circumstance, More convincing
videnca that falrness cognitions temporally precede OGB Is required before theoretical

frameworks can confidently be developed within this area (Organ, 1888).

Andther problem that arises ls how to it the person within the Issue, Schnelder and Dachler
(1978) and Staw, Hel, and Clausen (1386) have marshalled impressive data arguing that

} 5atiéfacﬁon could be largely a dispositional variable. Does it seem plausible to think that this
reprasents stable tendericies to peroelvé fal'f;ress of unfairness? Or Is i more reaschable to
anchor dis'pdsltlnnal causés of sallsfaction In something ke Watson and Glark's (1984)

_ cﬁncept of negative affectivify as a tralt? A recent study (Atich, Hrief, Hurke, Robinson, & -

© Wabster, 1_§£_57} folind a corvelation of only —.24 between neg'ativa- affectivity and job |
_satlsfaction.' but the correfation was —.46 with (Ifs satlsfaction, sugg'es‘iin.g that this trait may be

- lass infiuential in satisfaction freasures as the domain of satisfaction bacomes lncreésihgly
ciremsctlbed,

Whether the dispositioh accounting for Stabiilty In h'la_ésurad job satisfaction Is primarily .

affsctive or cogniﬁvé, it presents a serious challenge to reseaschers trylng to séri out causal
| paths between the indlvidual, environment, and OCB, Almost certainly thete are feedback

loops a.mo_ng those \}ariables: for example, OCB has consequentes fhét might well augment

‘any disposltion to exeraise OCB, and, conversely, to withhold OCB.

|f cognitions are taken as the majer Influence on OCR, what than do we make of thé extensive
sociat psychologloal ressarch Implicating affect ae the cause of Helping behavlour {Brown,
1885} — reaearch that apparently insgired much of the wark examining the cortalation between
job satisfaction and OCB? Perhaps a distinctlon should be drawn batween one-shot episodes
of helping In non-crganisational contexts versus suatalnéd.pattarns over time of OGS in the
work environiment. Conceivably, more refined measures of QCB in the future would show that
affect Is more influential in cartain types of OCB (&.g., helping a co-worker In a direct, persanal

way), whereas falimess cognltions (net of affect) have more to do with less personai forms of

ocBi
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the Individual Is able to conslder the organisation as a milcrocosm of a Just warld (Larrier.
1980), If the long-rin dynatmnic is toward fairmess, the amb'qgutty attendant to the here-and-now
discretionary conirlbution Is tolerable. Indeed, thera comes to mind a possible advantage fo
organlsatlbnal reward systems that strive for long-term, global appralsals of fairness rather

" than one-to-one corraspondence of micro-reward for micre-contribution, The inherent
ambiguity of sﬁch a system frees the Individual to céntribut'e In discretlonary fashion without
thinking _tﬁét‘ this wii be acquiescence to axploitation; o the other hand, there Is anougﬁ
cognitive slippage in a&ribution of the cayse of the behaviour to parmit the person to Infer

same degree of intrinsio causation {Dedl, 1978).

interpreting the correlation between OCB and satlsfaction as essentially a functional
relatlonahih hetween OCB an& faimess ccgnitlons ﬁn'ds support In & study by Scholi, Cooper,
and McKenna (1987). They constructed a 10-ttem, seff-raport measure of "extra-role
behaviowr," hased on examples of such discretionsry behaviour as offered by katz and Kafhin
{1978), items included suggestions for Improvement, helping others with prnbléms, taking on
oxtra responslbility, and continulng education, Scores on this measure correlated .41 with a
measttre of the individual's report of perceived pay equity vis-3-vis others with a simlia‘f loh. A
smaller, but sti statistically signiflcant (p < ,01) correlation was found betwean the exira-role
béhavfour and report of pay eqully in the cohtext of the larger organisation ae a system. These
coyrelations are quita in line with the trend of relationships reperted elsewhere between OCB

{or Pro-social Behéviour} and the more general measures of job satisfaction.

Critique |
Although recasting the satlsfaction-performance hypothesis in terms of a falrmsss-0CB

proposition has a reasonable logical basls and some degree of emplrient . pport, and passibly

resolves osrtaln Issues, there are stit some luose ends,

Arguably, the correlation could reflact CCB as a cause of satlsfaction, elther because OCE
often eliclts at the very least informal reinforcements from co-warkers or superlors or because
it brings satisfiaction In its awn right. Addittonally, the Justifieation phenomenon must also be

considered: having rendered OCB, an Individual might well experience & cognitive streln
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Taking Into acc .unt what practitieners include In their concept of performance, the, empirl'cal

record provides some support for the “common sense” notion that satisfaction is related fo

- performance.

Organisational citizenship behaviour as a function of fairness
One rationale for restraining Crganisal..nal Cltizenship Behaviour (OCB) in response fo

cognitions of uitfairness would rnake use of t_l3e lerins drawn from Adams’ (1965) Equity theory
(8., & form of reducing Inputs In order to effect equity). However, it is ot necessary to
andarse the proportionate contributions ruie as the definitive criterion 6f]us‘tlcé in ordar to

~ suggest th_iit inciividuals perdat\l_ing hnfaimess will withhold something; But are they likely to
diminish perfarmanca in terms of explictt job requirements? To do-'so_invités potentll
sanctions and/or sacrifice of the Incremental rewards provided by the system, ahd.su::h a
tactlé prbbabiy would be painful for professlonals and skilled artisans whose egos and self-
gsteem are so Closely bouind to ptide In performance. A lens painful, more flexible means of '
‘résponding to percelved unfaimess lies In a calculated, diseriminating withholding of

discretionary gestures of the sort suggested by OGB.

" Yet to characterlse this respanse s merely an atlempt to re-establish equity somehow seams
to miss the point. It does not seem lIkely that an individual, perceiving himself as a vlcti.m of
Injustice, really belleves that the situation is corrected by any degres of ‘o “CB,
aven though thé response Is elleitad by conceptions of jus#- 2 s that
perceived unfalmess erkés a fundamental redefinition of t:.  _.ationship between the
individuai and the orgenisation, The change Is Interpretable as one derlving from saclal
exchange theory, described by Blaw {1964) as consisting of diffuse obligations and precise

tarms of exchange. Contributions ara new limited to those of a contractually-binding character.

in contrast, someone who senses gene_.ral faitmess In a.scrcia? exchange relationshlp with the
organisation need not quibble over whethar this ar that mundane contribution tips the balance
of aquity. In any given instance, there Is amblgulty about the value of the gesture and what
should represant Its apprbpﬂate recompense. Similatly, thers ls ambigulty concarning what

dagrae of reciprocatian is binding for ény speclfic valued autsome, What Is important is that
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externa! to the crganisation. The second raticnale, drawn from extensive naturallstic
| experiments on pro-soclal and alfruistic behaviour (e.g., as summarlsed in Brown, 1985, pp.
-58-80}, notes the accumulating evidence for a “mood-state” ar *positive-affent” explanation qf

* many forms of helping behaviour, Thus, if job satisfaction rapresehts the chronle ar modal

mood state of an organisational member, then presumably those most satisfied shotild have a
characteristic pradisposition toward pro-social gestures within the organisation environment,

and among those pro-social acts would be vérious forms of citizenship behaviour,

: Signiﬁcant relétiﬁnsﬁips between measures of Orgaﬁisatlonél Ciﬂzenshlp Behaviour arid job
saﬂsfﬂctl.cm heve bee~ aported In five published studies (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, \
* Orgah & Near, 1883; Puffer, 1987 Motowidlo, 1984; Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1988)
uslng varie_-,d gubject groups. and pr’écedu'rauy indspendent a,ssa’ssrﬁents of the important |
varlables, Corrélations range frorn the teens to over .40, with a welghted mean In the high
twerntles to low thirtles — somewhat greater than Vecom's {1964) estimate of .14 from studias of
sallsfaction and traditional performance measures, or the .15 of tafaidano and Muchinsky's

{1985) mata—analyéis.

Intérastlhgly. laffaidanc and Muchinsky (1985) found that correlations were significantly higher

when pelformance measures used In past studies were either subjective or global in nature, It
‘seams probable that those performance meastire types would be the ones most likely to - o
cupture varlance In sore forms of organlsat.ional clilzenship behaviaur, Katzell and | :
‘Yankelovich {1875), reporting the results of  survey of 563 managers and 69 union leaders. | ' ‘{
noted that respondents In both graups attached to the deflnition of "productivity” stich : 0

attrlbu_tes &g "loyalfy” and “jess tangible féatures such as the absance of disruption... “ (pp, 18
- =20} and other factors “ev_en when thelr impact an output cannot be measured easily” (p. -

103). It therefore seems likely that subjective, globa! ratings of subordinates’ peﬁonnénce oF

productivity will reflect varying but substantial estimates of their tendencles to reiider

organisatlonal sitizenship behiaviotr, |
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The fina ltem asks Individuals to Indicats how they feel about their job as a whole. Responses
* are recorded using a seven-point Likert format which ranges from "'m extremely dissatisfied’

(1) to *'m extremely dissatisfiad" (7).

The scala was developed fram a literaturs review, a pilat study; and fwe Investigations with
samples of 206 and 380 male blus-collar workers in the United Ktng'dom. Coefflolent alph'as
were observed to be 0,85 and 0.88 for the two samples (N=200 and 380 respectively). The
combined mean vaile (N=550) was 70,53 (4. 16.42)

internal Work Motivation Scale _
* Work motivation was messured using the Internal Work Motivation scale (Hackman and

Oldham, 1875). The scale cbnsist's of sl items, with & seven-polrit response dimenslon, A
mean score is taken and one ltem is.reversa-scored. It Is part of the Job Diagnostic Survey
which was dava‘lopad overa Moéyear period, during which it was adminlsterad to sorms 1500
Incividuals In mara than 100 jobs In 15 differant organisations. The empitical evidence Is }
hased oh the final varsion of the maasura which was administered to 658 employees In seven
organisatlons. The ovarall maan score was 5,34 (5.d, 0,96) and a Spearman-Brown Internal

reliabliity coefficlent of 075 was obtained,

Psychological Participation Scale .
Psychologinal barticipation was measurad using Vroom's (1950) Psycho[cglcal Parflclpation

‘scal, The soale cortains four ltems, each with 8 five-paint responga dimenslon, A total seare
is cafeulated, ranging from 4 to 20 « the higher the score the higher the amount of Influance
which an Individual percelves himeelf to possess. Vroom's (1980) validation of the Instrumant
was conducted on 108 supervisors and manageré. In this study the madian Intet-ltem

- aotrelation was 0,06 (range ~0.07 - 0,26), the test-relest rellabilty over sevan months for 77

 raspondents remalning in the same job was 0,82 and the maen value fbr the sample of 108

was 12,7,

Productivity Results
Since productivity is only measured on a team basis, there are no Indlvidual Indicators of

productivity. Thus each individual In & feam was given the one produciivity score, The

'
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~ fable 8 Disiibution of individuals in teams.

TEAM TN
KDW32 )

KEM23 18
WFAMZ23 46
WNSG20 10
WNSEC24 4

WSBM21 17
WsCiMze . 8

WSNA21 7
WTBM24 24

- TOTAL | 137

A 'taain’ cangleted of all groups whose total effort contributed to the achisvement of production
- goals In the particular area where the tsam was working, Thus a team Included people who

. Worked on day shift and thase who worked on night shift in the same area,

-lnétram_ents

Questionnaire
The eplnfons or parceptions of each of the members of the teams were surveyed using &

Yuestionnaira, The questionnﬁlra Insarporatad:

1. Thres previously validated soales taating thé factors sefected, These ere detalled
heiow.

2, Blographical data considered relevam by past research. -
Job Satisfaction Seale |
Job Sallsfaction was measured using the Qvarall Job Satisfaction scale (Warr, Gook and Wall,
1878). The scale consists of sixteen Itéma deslgned to measure the satisfaction with both
Intrinsic and exirinsic job features, Tha first fiftr 3n ltems deseribe specific featuras such as
rate of piay, oppartunties for promotlon, physloal wark conditions, and ra_sﬁond'enta ara asked

~ ta Incicate tha axtent to which they are salisfled or dissatisfied with each of these featurés.
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HYPOTHESIS2  Null Hypothesis: The productivity of & team wii not be
' different for different lavels of intemel work

maotivation,

Altetnative Hypothesls:  The productiviy of & team wil be diferent
for different lavels of internal work

molivalion.

HYPOTHESIS 3  Null Hypothesis: © The productivity of a team will riot be
different for different levels of psychoiogical

- pafﬁcfpatfon.

Aternative Hypothesls:  The productivity of a team wil ba different
for different levals of psychological -
participation, |

Method

Subjects
“The subjects In this study were workers on a gold mine in Carletonville. More specifially the

- sample nocorparated;

1, ‘Workers' who perform various jobs cohslderecl to be & simllsr level, Thay may

collectivaly be known as team members, Thelr Patersan grading ranges from 2-8,
2, 'Team leaders’ whose Paterson Grade ranges froim &-8,

These two fevals made up the teams which were the focus of this study, The teams to be
Included In the study were sampled randomly by pioking their numbers out of a hat containing
the numbers of all of the teams on the shaft. Ten teams were selacted, however, due o
canstraints only nine teams were finally sutveyed. The nine teams Incorporated 137

Individuals. The spilt of these Individuals between the teams Is deplctad In Table 7
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| CHAPTERS
RATIONALE AND PROCEDURE

Aims Of The Research

Given the overall lack of conctusive avidence in the current literattire regardlng team
parformance, the intantion of this research was o examine three factors which have been
| linked to pr- ductivity, both for indlviduals and teams, in previous studies. Thus the more
sﬁec’lﬂc alm was to exatmine whather any of these factors {Job satlsfaction, Internal work

| motivatlon ang parcelved psychologicat particlpatlon) do In fact affect the productivity of teams

“Inthis partlcular aeuing
The Investigation was tharafore primarily concarned with the following questions;

1. Does higher overall joh salisfaction within a team contributa to higher levels of
produetivity? |

2. Does higher internal work motivation within a team contribute to higher levels of
productivity?

3. Do higher lavels of percelved psychological parficipation within a taam cantribute to
hlghér lavels of productivity? |

These questions lead to the following statistical hypotheses heing examined:

HYPOTHESIS 1 Nult Hypothesls! Tha productivlty of a team wil not ba
' differant for different levsls of job

salisfaotion.

Alternative Hypothesls:  The productivity of @ team wii be different

for different levels of job salfsfaction.

88

et o s e

o i i e i B g et i



Kouh, 1979), although others (Jackson, 1683; Schaubrosck, Cotton, & Jennings, 1988) have
reported equivocal findings for the participation-role strees conhections, Also, a proposition
{Mitchell, 1973) thatin a participative system mottvatlbn would ba linkad with perfermance has
baen glvenh soms support {Schuler, 1980; Schuler & Kim, 1978}, Indepandantly, the role

' s{réssas have been inversely related with performence (Jamal, 1988; Schufer, Alday, & Brief,
1677), and Job satisfaction (Brief & Alday, 1976; Hamner & Tosl, 1974}, However, an
.un.darstanding of these pracesses and thelr conhestions with productivlty Is Incomulete

{Pearson, 1994 1)

84

P



From an examination of Tébla 7, which summarises the modals, it is apparent that it |s difficult
{if not imposslhle) to integrate the various inodels {Cafton, 1983}, One problam s that th_a
models facus on differant outgomes of the participative process, Lowin (1968) focused on

_ atlitudes about thé process, Strauss (1962) on the Impact on society, Sashkin (1976} on

. commitment to change, and Conger and Kanungo (1 988): v the parcaption of em{:owennent.

1t Is urlikely that a commion process would lead to so many different outcomes,

That the modets all employ different theoratical perspectives is the second dificully, Of those
authors exglicitly examining the particlpation process, Sashkin followad a peyehological need
' app_foach; Schuler amployed role and expectancy theorles, and Tlosvold examined it from a

group prablem-solving perspective,

A third problem is that many of the authors differ about how they dsfine participation. Leana
(1987) narrowly defined it as “jblnt declsion making” {p, 228); Sashkin (1976) desoribed
- *seversl differant fypes of participation as well as differant metheds of participatian® {p. 786),

and Conger and Kahungo (1988) distinguishey betwean parﬂcipa'tlon and empowerment,
A (‘nttcm (1993] comments, the different theorles glven

"begh[s] to sound fike the story of the biind men describing an elephant ... Al
of the men ate accurately describing what they feel, but each has only a
portion of the efephant Tryinglto develap a single modal of employee
- Involvement may be as frulllass as the blind men deSGrfbing the elephant .,,
To say that one model Is corract Js not lo say that the others are wrong,
Althouyh some may have greater generaﬁsab!ﬂty, alf of them ere probably

correot o some extent.”

Conclusion
1t is liksly that employee particlpation has been encouraged by raasanable theoretical and

emplrical refatlonships between partisipation in desislon making, role amblguity and confllet,
Job satisfaction, and better work sutcomes. For inatanbe. participation in declslon meking has

baen found o be a sallent predictor of both role ambigulty and role canflict (Norris, Steers, &

a3
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" Yaple 7: Summary of Participation Modals (from Cotton, 1993)

" Lowin (1568
Process
Leads fo

Outdomes

-] Sashkin (1978)

Process
Loads to -

Outcomes

Lotke & Schwelgor
{1375} :
Procass

Leade to

Leads to

Qutcomes

Scintlor (1980)
Pracess
l.eads to _

Outaomes

Strauss (1982)
Process -
‘Leads to

Qutcomes

Leana (1987)
Procass
Leads to
Cutcoines

Tlosvoid (1987)
Procass

l.eads to

Leads to
Quttomes

1 Conger & Kanungo
- (1988)
Pragess
Leads to

Leads to
Outeames

Particlpative dacislon making

Satisfaction of subardinats’s and managers' motives (dependent on
parsonallty and attitudes, tha extent, Impartancs, and visibiity of the issues,
and the dlarity of the process)

Subordinate's and maneger's hehaviour and atttudes towards participation

Parficioation and psychologleal naad (control over own behaviour, task
closure, positive relaticnships)

Means of effect {psychologleat ownershlp, Information flow, daVelopment of -
skllis, developrient of shared horms and vakias) _

Accaptance and comimitment, quality, support, adaptive capacity of
organtsatlon

Jalnt declslon making

Value attalnmient

Cognltiva effects {ncrease [n knowladge, Informatlon. and craativity In salving
problems) and

Mativetionat affects {graatar trust, grester fasling of control)

Satisfaction and productive afflclency

F’adfcipaﬂan

Role clarification (reducad rofe eenfllet and rale amblgully) and
Enhanced expectancy parceptions (performance-taward)
Satlsfaction with work and supervisor

Participation on issties (multlple forms and many diferant possible jssuss)
Degres of contrel {from jolnt consultation to self-managament) and
Gwnarship {from rione o completely owned)

Impact on saclety, strvival of arganisatlon, productivity, and worker-

satisfaction

Jolnt declsloh making
Sharing of authorily, not pagsing of authority
Subordinate satlsfaction and perfarmance

Cpportunity to dlacuss problems

Conatructive inferaction (cocperative comtext and producﬂva geritraversy)
Effoctive prablem solving {quality sclutions, commitment to implementation)
High productivity and high marala

Parficipative managemant

Salf-afflagey Information (anactiva attainment, vicarous experfence, verbal
parsuasion, emotiona) arousal)

Strangthening bellef In personal efflcacy (empowerment)

_Initiation/parsistence of behaviaur to acsomntish task objectives
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Table 71 Summary of Participation Modsls {from Cotion, 1993)

“["Lowin {1968)
Procass
Leads to

| Outcomes

Sashkin (1978)
Procass

Leaﬂs to

Dutcomas

 Locie & Schwe!ger
{1978)

Process

Laads to

Leads to

Qutcomses

Schuler (1980} -
Pracega
Leadsta

Cutsomes

Strauss {1982)
Process
Leads to

Outcomes

Leane (1987)
Protess
Lauds to
GQuicomes

Tiosvold {(1987)
Proguss

Leads to

Lends to
Qutcomes

Conger & Kahungo
{1988)

Procass

Leads to

Leads to

" Partlcipativa declslon making

Satisfactlon of subordinate’s and managers’ motives (dependent on
petsoriallty and atiitudes, the extent, Importarice, and visibillly of the |ssues,
and the clarity of the process)

Subordinate’s and manager's behavlour and attitudes towards participation

Parﬁcipatlon and payshofogleal need (control aver own bahavfcur. task
glosure, positive relationships)

Means of sffect {paychological cwnership, Information flow, development of
skills, development of shiared norms and veluas)

Accaptahce and commiiment, guality, support, adaptive capaclly of
argamisation

Jalint dealsion making

Vaiue altainment

Cognitive effects (Increasa In knowledge, (nformation, and ureattvlty In solvlng
problenss) and

Motlvational effects {greater trust, greater fealing of control)

Satfsfaction and praductive efficiency

Farticlpation
Role larlfication {edusead rele gonfilet and rale ambigulty) and

- Enhanced expectancy perceptions (performance-reward}
" Setlsfaction with werk and supervisor

Paricipation on issues {multiple forms and many differant possible issues)
Dagree of control {from Joint consultation to self-management) and
Owriership (from hone to compistaly owned)

Impact on soclety, survivai of organisation, productlvity, and worker
selisfaction

Jolnt dectslon making
Sharing of authorily, not paseing of authority
Subardinate satisfaction and parformance

Cpportunity lo discuss problems

Constructive intardction {conperatlve cotitext and produnthre cohtroversy)
Effective problam saivirg (qualily solutions, commitment ta Implementation}

High praductivity and high morale

Parditipative management
Self-effioacy Information (enactive altalnment, vicarlous experience, verbal

“persuasion, emotienal arausal)

Strengthening bellef In petsonal effcacy {(empowsrment)

Outsomes

Initlstion/persistence of behaviour o accomplish task sblectives
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Althaugh thls incarparation allows for a more precise examination of participation, #t also

excludes maty of tha more papuiar (and powerful) fofms of employee'in\falvernent.

Form
It can be argued that much of the confuslon regarding the effectiveness of employee

Involvement exlsts because the reviews are camparing apples with oranges (Cofton, et al

1988),

Opposing this suggestion, Leana, Locke, and Schwelger (1880) argued that the Cotton et al
'(1'988) six-level classification was Inadequate anid that the sample was arbltrary, and went on

o present a s‘ap'arata'olasslficatldn and sample, with disparate _ﬂndlngs. It fesponse, Cottort

‘etal. (1990) countered that differences In definiions and study samples led to the divergence

: ih findings. What (s clear form thess arg_uments. then. Is that how the fcrm of participation Is

defined wil, by and large, determine the resuls,

Models of Employee Invoivement |
Employes participation (or employee invoivement, or worker demacracy, or ..,) Is a refatvely

slippery concep't. Glven the range of meanings the term embraces, It Is not surprising that

- many madels of how employse participation operates alse hava bean davelopead,

3}




satisfaction, a difference that is probably due to employing a meta-analysis, as well as

somewhat different study samples (Cottan, 1993),

Methodology
In a meta-analysis of research studies published between 1950 and 1985, Wagner and

Gaoding (1987a) examined the impact of ime and methedelogy on research findings
concerning employee participation. It was found that a number of research aspects nhangad

over time, mlrroring changes in societal issues_ and overall liberalism-conser /atlsm In the
Ametican _cuitisra- .

As a first step, IWagner and'Goodlng examined the Impact of time on research mathodology
employe_d. contrasting studles that ad only perceptual data (questionnairas) of the outcomes
veraus studlgs that had cb[ebtl\re measures, or different reapcndenfs for p'art_icipatllon and’
otitcome measﬁres, ér a iong[tﬁdllnal break betwesh measures of participation and the
oltcomes. It was revealed that methodology changed aver ime. Specifloally, researchers
were more likehf Yo empiay only percaptual data during the 1861-1875 perlad than the 4950-

1960 or 1976-1985 pariods, -

The second (and more interesting) finding from Wagner and Goading's mata-analysis was that
studles emplaying only perceptual data tenr:lec.l fo find stronger effects for employee
partielpatlon thah studies using more objective measures. These suthors suggest that tha.
shift in societal Interests, the focus of research guestions, the use of methedologles, and the
presumed sticcess of employee invalvement are all intertwined, They argue that growing
liberalism during the 1960s led researchers fo use a methgdology that focused on more.

popular outcomes {smployee attitudes rather than productivity) and also tended to find more

favourabla results for employee Invalvement,

Wagner ad Gaoodling's results are disturbing for those wha favour émpioﬁrea fnvolvemant, [t
showd be puinted out, howevar, that a nimber of smployee Involvement studles were not
includiad in their review. Excluded wera studies invelving soclotechnical Interventions (self
directad work groups), Scanlon plans, employee stock ownarship, and board repras'entation.'

As they pointed out, these studles often Incorporate mors that just emplayee particlpation,
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deslres for independence wete unaffected by participation, while thase with strong
Independence needs showed Inareased satisfaction when invoived. Vroom's results stand In

- isofation, however, since Tosl.(19T0}. was unabie to replicate thern using the same
instruments,

The remalnder of siudies examlnln.g persohallty have terded fo focus on job enrichment,

typlcally examlrﬁng growth-rieed strength wIEI:tln the Hackman and Oldha_m {1980) job
 characteristics mod_eL leaving the lssue of iﬁdlvidual differences as yef greatly under- '

rese_afc_hed. | |

Psirticipafion.l'-.'rocesses _

Miller and Monge (1986) conducted a meta-analysis to examine which variables might
moderate the refaticaship _Eetween employes participation and the outcomes of satisfaction
and-praductivity. 'fhey focused an thres genaral moedels: cognltive models, affective medels,
and contindency modéis. Cognitive models suggast that participation Is effective because i
enhances the fiow and use of Impertant informatior ' organlsations, Affective models argue
that participation 's effective because it saﬁsﬁes workers’ needs and thereby iricreases
satis_faci'.on and morale. Contingency models propose that participation will affect satisfaction

and productivity differently for different people and situations.

* Miller and Menge (1986) found no support for contingency models; nefther job type nor

b'rga'n'lsaﬁo'nal typé was » * ‘ficant moderator of employee participation ottcomes, Some

sviderios was found o 81 - e coghitive models; the relatlonship between particlpation
and productivity was strongey tian that between particlpaticn and satlsfactlon, Affective

| models, howsver, also found support Strang cotralations were discovarad between

satisfaction and paricipative climate, suggesting that widespread participation was better {in

ter_nis of sétisfactlon) than particlpation an a single issue.

The research setting (laboratory vs. field) and type of subject (employess vs, studenis) were
found to be slgnificant moderators in the Milier and Monge (1986) study, Their laboratory
versis field findings contradiet those of Schwaiger and Leana (1986}, who as previously

mentloned found little effect of particlpation on productivity and only scme effect on job

i
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Glizzo et &, (1987) also found that the size of the organlsation, type of crganisation, and type
of worker influenced the overall effects, Acyoss the 11 types of psychological intervenilons,
larger effects wera found In smaller organisations, in govermmant versus'prlvate and nonprofit

organisations, and with sales and managerlal wotkers versus bitia-as+e and clerical workers,

Spector (1986) presént'ed a review and meta-analysis of 88 studic s u .« eramined the impact
of amployess’ perceived cantrol on a numbear of outcomes. He found that, In his sample of

studles, emptoﬁéa harﬂd[pation was assoclated with an Improvement In general satisfacton,

as well a3 satisfaction with the wurk;- supervislon, pay, opportunities for prometion and growth, _

arid organisational Involvement. Participation was not related to impravements in salisfaction
with co-workers or with greater con‘imitment._- Employee participation was assaclated with
 higher motivation and perfarmanee, fewer Intentions to quit, and lower turnover, but

participation was not related to fewer physical complainis and less emotlonal stress,

- All of the above reviewers faund considerable heterogenelly In their reviews: studles
examining the same outcomes revealed tbtally different results, In addition, Guzzo at al,
{1885} and Spector (1986) found vastly different and far more positive sutcomes for employse

participation than did Locke and Schwelger (1979).

‘Contextual factors affecting participation
Regardless of their views on if.- - Teacy, all of the writers on emplayea participation agree that

contextual factors bear an Influence on the impact of that particlpation. Facters which have
been found to affect the impact of employes particlpation are; personality, particlpation

processes, methadology, and form, each of which have buen the focus of some research,

Personality
Individuai differences have been Ignored by most theorlsts and researchers of employee

participation, As Singer (1974) notes, *to asstme that all workers desire [invoivement]
opportunities Is to lack sensitivity ta individual needs - the antithesis of the humanisation that
ardent proponents ... advocate®. Vroam (1959) was at the forefront of research an the affect

of parsonallly on reactlons to employee participsition. He found that Individuals with weak
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Eleure 7: Piot af mean Intermial work motivation per feam against productivly
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Figure G: Plot of mean psychoiogleal porficipalion per team against produclivily
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Figura 8! Piot of mean job satisfaction par team against productivity
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Tablg 12! Table of oans and Stendard Deviations for sach of the soiles por loarm

1,850

52,808

11.521

TEAM  |PRODUGT- "JOB SATISFACTION INTERNAL WORK PSYCHOLOGICAL PARTICIBATION
| MY _- | | MOTIVATION _ L |

S MEAN STD.DEVY TOTAL TOTAL MEAN - STD. MEAN 5TD, . TOTAL TOTAL
s . N e MEAN  MEAN S.0. DEVIATION  DEVIATION SCORE 8.0,
KDM32 T19.880]  3.801 2,093 62.250  18.605| 8,457  0,683]  3.250 0,700  13.000 4781
KEM29 18.000] 4571 2412 73143 0.076]  6.468  0.608  a.827 0,913 13.308 A4047| -
WFAM23. 10.440] 8,642 . 1.570 58,967  20.747]  6.507  0.4B0] 3448 0.686 13,792  3.540
WNSC20 17.820| 2.744 1,494 43900  4.664 6,567 _ 0.308] _ 1.800 . 0.487 7200  2.300
[WNSC24 "10.000] 2.688 1.040 43.000  6.076]  6.833  0.204] 2825 .  0.520 10.500 1.915
WSBM21 B.220| 2.6 1.4156 86118  16.011]  4.868  0.794] 2,809, 1190  11.235  3.993
WSCMZ0 17.820| A.743 2,467 75880  O.740,  5.875 2,816  2.000 _ 2.000  8.000  0.000]
WSNAZ] 91,850 2.777 2,111 44420  7.850|  6.500  0.548| 4071 1.027  16.286 4,030
WIBM24 7410|2506 1.716 40085 11,009  6.285  1.163|  3.198 0,987 12.702  2.818
WHOLE 12.258] 8.306 f.108  0.826|  2.948 0.936  11.780 3,047
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Descriptive Statistlcs Restults
The metins and standard deviations for each of the varlables being examined {productlv[ty joh

satlsfaction, intemal wark mativation) per team ara presented in Table 12. As Indlcated by the
table, the produc'tlvily s60F8 does not have a standard deviatlon since the measure of
- productiylty /s on an overall team basis, Job satisfaction Is preserited with both a 'mean’ and e
 Yotal meant scora, The meaan [s the a(!arége of the averags response given by each taam
member, whils the ‘total mean' [s the avarage of the total response glven by each team
mem_ber. According to Warr et al (1978}, the Job satisfaction scale meésuras t'ha total
reaporisa. Internal work rnotiva.tion s presented wlth_ only a 'mean’ and lts standard deviation
_  asdirscted by Hackman 8, Oldham (1976), the authors of the soale. Psycholaglesl
: paﬁlaipation s presehted- with the mean {sind its standard deviation) and the total mesn with

lts standard devlation. Vronm (1860) directs that a total score should be caloulated for thls

soals,

In arder to more easlly ses what the trends In tha rasulis n Table 12 look like, each of the
factors s plotted agalnst each other and presentsd In & bar chart farmat, as may ba seen in

Flgures &, 8,7, 8, 8, 10,
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‘Table 10 present the analysls of varlance conducted on aif of the teams for the factor Internal
wark motivation. These resulis are alsa significant for auch level,

Tabla 10; ANOVA - Internal Work Motivation

N Etfcot | CaFEffect. - MSEifect.... df E " pedove) e

0,000000

e s a1 128 8740764 889630
2 8 B3I €40 .. 2724708 1042136 0.000000
2 40 . BEGOIY 640 4724708 852387 - D.00OOO

* Table 11 presents the analysls of varlance conducted on aif of the teems for the factor

Peychological Participation. Thess results are also signifioant for each fevel,

 Table #1: ANGVA - Psycilogioal Portojpsiion

gt 2.053686  7.38549
2 s 2043447 393 2476313 1077202 0.000000
12 24 10.12604 = 593 217813 4.66530 0.000000

The results of each of these ANOVA's allows the researcher to conclUdé that there are
significant differonces both botween and within tha teams on each of the factors and thet K Is

th efore stetstically valld b reduge the individual scares for each of these factors to an

aggregate scora on each factor for azch teamm.
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Correlation
Correlation tests are used to assess whether a relationshlp sxists between two vartables and

to get an Indication of its direction and strength (McCail, 1988). The fundamental idea behind
the corralation coefficlent is that the square of the sorrelation coefficlent reprasents the
percantage of varlability in the Y, that Is dssoclated with differences In the varieble X. The
Pearsan praduct-mamant corretation coefficient was used, Slafistica statistical péckage wa$
- itsed to run the analyses.
* Gronbach’s Alpha Coefficlent
{n order {6 assess the raliabiilty of the scale used. Cronbach's Alpha Goefﬁclent was

calqulated for this sat of data, Anastas {1982) and Nunhally (1 967) recommend a reflability

out-off estimate of .60,

Results
AMOVA Results -

Tab!e 9 presents the Analysls of Varianca conducted on all of the teames for the factor averalf

job saﬁsfactlon. As may be seen, the F-statistlc |s highly slgnlﬂcant for both affects,

Tebig B: ANOVA ~ Overai Job Selisfaction

1838767 . 12.88310 14.14737 .

2 15 228.3348 1936 3,18204 T2.07182 ,000000
12 120 15,2988 - 1938 3.16204 _4.80786 0.000000
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© The one-factor anaiyais of vatlance rests on a numi:er of assumptlons. The first assumpfion is
that the varlances of the popullations from which the groups are drawn are eqdal Le,

| homegeneslty of vatience, The secand assumption Is that the groups lnvolved -combrlse

randaraly sampled subjects and are complately Independent of each other, The thitd

assumption (s that the populatien distributlons are ﬁonnal In form, The factors In the study-

must Ee fixed by the axpérimentar and are not fandomly selected. Flnally, the number of

observations In ezch group ls equal and gredter fhan one.

The F-test which examines varlance under the 535um.plion of the null hypothesls is falrly
robust as it survives certaln violations of the basic assumptions, it Is tolerant of violations of
the assumptions of narmallty of distribution and homogenelty of varlance. A certaln degree of
'halsfﬁgenelty of varianee ls tdlaratéd brovided the same number of ohservations sre present
'tn gach t_reatfnent {Edwards, 1988}, Violatlons of the assumpﬂdn of normality may be
tolérated If the departure is not severe and & large number of cases is sampled {falling to do

so results in having to perform non-parametric tests) (Myers, 1980; MeCall, 1588),

The desigh of thls Investigation with its categorical data disposed the study to analysls using
tha oné-factor analysis of variance. The purpose of the study |s to analyse If the factors
selected do appear to have affected the differences in productivity between the teams.

Glven that the Invastigation was sxploratory In nature and that the sample size was smal!, a

0.65 Joval of slgnificance was considered a sultable cut-off palnt,

Statlstiog statlstloal package was used to run the analyses. The overall purpose of conducting

the ANOVA was ta Identify If there ware statistically significant differances between the teams

on aach of the factors. A statlstically Slgnificant differance is a necessary but not sufficlent
gondifion for using the Indepw.aent varfabies as explanatory variables. Having run the

- ANQVA and findling stalistically significant results for each of the Independent variables,
means and standard deviations were calculsted far each of the tleams on each factar, This

was done s praparation for running cotralation tests.
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- o CHAPTER 6
DATA ANALYSIS
_ Statistical Techniques
The natura of this study is exploratoty and thus the selection of statlstical tachniques fs based
on this premise, The dr+'s of the present study Is comprised of 9 Independent grotps
(dlfferent teams) with wiagsures for each Individyal In each group (team) an 3 indapandant
varlables (job satisfaotlon, internal work motivation, psychologleal part[clpat[nn) The
indenendent variables hava been measured on an individuat basls, However, the dependent
varfable is maasured on a team basis. This research design is raprasented in the dlagram _

he!uw

Figure 4: Design of study

Inazpendent Variables - Dependent Vartable
Job saflsfaction

Internal Work Motivation ————————> Productivity

Psycholog_tr‘:al Participation

The first step in analysing this data was to assess if it Is valid to redue the indlvidual -
' naéponsas within each team to a single number for the whole tea, on each of the varlables

measured, The appropriate technlque for this purpose is the Analysis of Varlance (ANOVA),

ANOVA
When there is a single variable and several samples to be compared, Mc Call (1988) directs

fhe usa of the F-test from a one-factor analysls of varlance, The purpose of the analysis of
varlance is to determine the probabiiity that the means of several groups of scores deviate

 from one another merely by sampling ercor (MeCal, 1986).
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All participants who completed the guestionnaire were provided with refrcshments at the end

of the sassion,

Nature Of Data Yielded
-The above procadure yielded scores for edch question from every individual. The set of

Individual responses were theh grouped by thelr respective teams. Within the teams the

overall responses were then grouped for each scdle,

Coding Of Data Yielded o
* - Bach of the posslble responses in the questionnaire was coded with & number, The numbars

- given to each response are shown In Appendlx 2, For each of the standard instruments used,

" the scoring ls as specified for the Instrument.

2 The lingua franca In commen use on the mines is called Fanakalo (‘Iika Hils™. The larger propartian
of the vocabulary of Funakelo la derived from Zulu, and In addition to English It also cantains
elemants of Xhosa and Alrlkaans,
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thelr shift underground, Thus one session did not necessarily Include all members of a team

a5 same may work (n the day shiit and others In the night shift.

During the period lgading up to the actual research, a research assistant was trained to
conduct the essions with the teams. A research asslstant who cauid act as a transtator was
negessary since the pecple at this Ie\tei In the mine are mostly {(lterate and not bcnversan_t i
: Engllsh or Afrkaans. Thus, for the purposes of the study, FunakatoF was Used as the
communicatlon medium, The same research assistant/transiator was used to run all of !he

| sesslons to ensure that the research condltions were as similar as possible for evety sassicn.

 Onoe all of the team members and team leader had arrived in the training room, the purpose

: of thelr belng paraded was explalned. The sublects were Informed that a questionnalre was

" being administered to estabiish thelr opinions an & nuirber of issuas related to thelr work and

' how they felt about ft. "They were further told that the exercise Was being undertaken by an
outside company and they could thersfore be assured of total confidentiality although tie _
overall findings would be glven to management. 1t was therefore an opportunity for
management to hear how théy falt akout thelr work and that thetg could be ho negative
i'eparcussions. Thls type of reassurance was considered hecesaary for peogle &t this lavel of

' the mine slnce trust leﬁals are generally beflsved to be low. Fallowing this introductlon, the
translator extended the oppartunity fo anyone whe wished to leave to do so, thus ansﬁring that

the sessions were entirely voluntary,

A guestionnaire (as in Appandlx 1) was then handed out to aach person present, The same
quesiionnaite was copled onto ar overhead transparency, The translatar explained that he
.would ga through each question which had to be answerad one at a time, pointing to it on'the
overhsad projection and then glving them an opportunity to answer ft. Each question was
explained and the possible responses explalned one ata fime. This process ensured that
those whose literacy level was low could graphicaily see what to do, Those subjects who felt

Uneble to write anything were Individually assisted by additional research assistants.
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productivity data for sach of the tearné was gathered from production records at the mine.
These produstion records keep track of various indlcators of producttv[ty. For the purposes of
this research, the prﬁduclivity indicator *meters square pér man" was considered the most
: sultabla éll‘-en_cumpasslng Indicator, The exact caloulation of “metars square per man® is not
fevealed by the mine, however itis standardised for sach of the teams and s therefare

conside’ ad ah equal basls agalnst which to measure different teams.

Design And Procedures |
Before the ectual research was undertaken, a pllot study was conducted in another mine using

5 paople at a simifar Jevel to those Intended for the study. The procedure to be uged In the
actual research was followed for this group. Howaver, after completing the questionnaire the

researchar was then able to discuss with these pllot sublects (with the aid of a translator) what

-~ they found difficult to understand. This enabled ambiguous and difficult-to-translate wording to .

be Impraved and the questionnaire format to be finalised.

~ With the design of the study reasanably clarified, a meeting was arranged by the researcher

' with the General Manager and Production Manager of Blyvooruitzicht 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 secura their permission to conduct the study and to
provide the necessary commitment to it. C.crnlmltmanl was obtalned at this senior level and
the General Manager then sent out a letter to all staff metnbers stating that the study was lo
be undertaken surveying opinions from underground team members and urging the suppart

and commitment of those whose subordinates were invalved or who were personally invalved,

The shift bosses responsible for the teams that had bean selested were contacted and asked
{o Inform thelr Parsonnel Assistants that the resgarcher would he lialsing with tham in arder to
arrange a suitable time to ‘parade’ (instruct bo attend a meeting) the team. The researcher
then prepared & schedule to collect the data, The Personnel Asslstant respansibie for each
team was contacted and asked to make the nacessary arrangeamants ta ensure that all
members of the team (or sub-team where the team included both day and night shift

personnel) had been paraded at the time and venue aranged. The teams were paraded after
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" The relatiunship betwesn Job satlsfaction arid productivity found In this study provides support
- for soclotechnical systems theory - that the two factors examined cannot be seen as distinct

an thelr own,

This trladle sonceptualisation hghlights certain Iimltéﬁorl nf_l.a’wier’s model In the team
context, As proposed In the dlagram. the team, |ob gnd person charaotesistios are
interdependent. Lawlar's modal however, seas the percalved persanal joh Inputs, perceived

Inputs and outcomes of refarent othars, and peraelved Jeb charactetistics as being

indapendent and each ultimately contributing to the percelved amolint that should be recelved,

Theie [s ruch theoratical support fo_r tha importance of managing the parcsptions that
emplayees have. Blau (1984), for exarnple, arguas tnat any expactation - whether bésed an
sociél comparlso_n, past e#paﬂencé, the gaing rate, or prior mplled promlss - can, and often

- to”:3, function Jike & standard of Justice. That I, the standard of justica tha smployees use In
deriving -fha‘:r parceﬁttnn of job satisfaction is to a large exwent derlved from the expectation
that thay'have. ‘Glven that expectation: are based on soclal comparison, past exparience, or
priar implled promise, It Is evident that the team dynatics and, In particular, the team leadar's

bahaviour can contribute slgnificantly to the expectation that his taam manibars have.

Simllar ta this theory |s Folyer's (1286) theory 91‘ raferent ccgntilons. He argues that
dissafisfaction Is ‘Inherently referantial’ In the sanse that outcamas are comgared with a
reféra'nt cogniion. Again, this suggestion nghllghts 4 lender's role In_ defining tha _referent
cognitions of his team members, Generally, the rasult suggests that theory on soglal
Information processing will play & vitai :le In understanding the relationship - stween Joh

satisfaction, productivity and teams,

The results of this study may also tentatively contribute to the debate about whether
Individuals are more sensltive to objective Job conditions or soclal cuss, Whlle teamwork (s
seen se an improved job condition, the diagram sliggests that soclal cues arlsing from the

team are vitally important in determining job attitudes,
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ther. Linking these two proposals, the relationship between these three factors oan best be

represerited diagrammatically as follows:

Team

Job a—rp Man

This diagram suggests that ea . 4,eas factors is affacted and In furn affects each of the -

_ other factors, Thu_é;. lhe téam c.ha'ractéﬁstlcs Impact on the jobs: i someone |s dolng the szme
 Job, butis In & different tearn, there may be significant differences as to how that ob ls
parcel\}d. Simllar éxplanatlons can ¥4 made for the relatlonship betwsen eéch of the other

factors,

Helson's Adaptation Levei Theary (1964) ptovides stppart for this conceptualisation of the
Interralationship batwaen the team, Individual an.d Job, Actording ta this theary, perceptions
are to & large extent determined by comparison to an ancher pumt, which jeads to the
praposition that within a team setting, parceptl'nns of Job satlsfactlon can be managed to a
gartaln extont by the satting of the anchor polnt. This highllghts the role of the team leader in

contralling the anchor paint within the team,

As dlachssed In the literature raview, mﬁch of.the theory: regarding wark teams derives from
the soslotachritcat systams framework, It ls apparent that this triadic eoncaptuallsation
embracas the soclotashnical approach - particulatly the Interretationship of subsystems, .in this
onee, the team, Job and parson, Soclotechnical systems theory highlights the nead to
examine organisational fssues from an oven systems point of view - thus this
aonceptualisation must be viewed as only a subsystem of a larger systern « It s not & model

which acknowladges the multipliclty of factors that also af'rsct gach of the thres componants.
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detinition was suggestsd by the author to be the most comprehensive - to relterate, he defines
ltas"... the pleasurable emoticnal state resuiting from the appralsal of one's Jobr as achleving
or faclitating the achisvemant of one's job vaiues. Job dissatisfaction Is the unpleasant
emotional state resuiting from the appralsal of one's Job s frustrating or blocking the
attainment of one's job values ot as entslling disvalues, Job satlsfaction and dissatisfaction
are a futiction of thu parcsived relatlonship between what one wants from one's job and what
one percelves It as offering or entaling” (undarining by the author). Fram this definition it
would seem that Job satisfaction Is derlved to a (arge extent fram a cognitive process, Indeed,
s was suggested In Chapter 3, ‘responses of fob satisfaction directly refiect affects, but,
becaﬁsa coghitions are such a ditect determinant of these feefings, both components of

.- affltude are sirongly reapresentad In responses.' )

One of the proposals regarding the cognitive process leading to a fealing of job satisfaction or
_ diesatifaction le the perception ﬁf falmess. Smith, Kendall & Hulln (1988) suggested that job
séllsfactlen refers fo faslings associated with a perceivad difference between what Is expected
as a falr raturn and what (s experienced, Thelr.thea'ry relating Job satisfaction as percalved
- faimass was extensively reviswed in Chapter 3, Anather theory which is valuable In

uhderstandlng the talmess perception propasal and for Interpreting this rasult is the Lawler

Modei_cf Faaet Gatisfaction, According to the model, satlsiaction s the difference betwaen (a)

that which an individua! belleves he should receive and (h) that which he perceives ha does It

fact recelve.

When an Individual appralses a sttuation, e usually appralses it agsinst soma measure, That
'measure’ may be & subjectiva parcaption (eg. soclal comparison) or It may be reasonably

ohlectiva (ag. paat experlence, the going rate, or prior Impiied promise), it Is that measure

which may be Influenced by the team « In particuiar, tha wam leader or persan Influancing the

tearm dynamics,

Bullding on this relationship hetween the tesm and an individual's perception of job
satlsfaction, i is warth adding Locke's {1969) assertion that the causes of job satisfaction

cannot be discavered solely It the job or in man, but appear to lla in the relationship between
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and Muchinsky, of research to that date found that nothing had changed in twenty years - their
median corralation was +.16. There are, however, some theoretically and methodologically

based reasons that may be propased as to why the result of this study Is 50 much stronger,

Pravious studies referred to In the Merature review examined the relationship batwsen Job
saiistaction and individual productivily. The result obtalned in fhe present study suggests that
itis t_ﬁ_e measure of prbducﬂvlty which may elucidate why the empirical avidanca. ja contraty to
- pfactltioner‘s intultloh - productivity In this sid;iy wag meastirad on & team basls while that of

* pravious studles was on an Individual basla, This result therefore provides support for Organ's
(1977, 1968} praposal that an alternative definition of performance may explain the |
discrepaﬁcy in the salistaction-performance hypothesls. A team setting, which forms the

context of this study, Is considerad a good platform far exaralning 'performance’ from a wider

perspective, Indeed, 'aa proposed by numarous authots, team effectiveness Is dependant on

a number of factors, not least of whioh are t};e"co-cperatwe behaviours exhiblted by team
members towards éach other, A petformance measure based on overall tearmwork includes
not ohily what each indivlctual can do, but kow the teams function together. This camplles
closely with the .concapt of organisational clizenshlp behaviour, a term defined by Bateman
and Organ (1983) as "those helpful, constructive gesturas exhibited by organizational

- mambers and valued or appra#lated' by offlclais, but not relatad diratly to individual
bfodﬂotlvity". From an organisatianal paint of viaw, t is apparent that jobe can seidom ba _
aocomp[iaﬁed by Individuals In Isolatlon, and th_ua a messura of job performance needs fo take
cognisance of this depandeney. A team measure of performancs, the author proposes,
Inblude_s nbt anly this constructive type of behaviour but alsa the praductivity of the team,
Thus, the study Indicates that a team measure of performance is refated posttively to an

individual's [ob satisfaction,

A furthar reason which may contribute to understanding the stronger Job satlsfaction -
prdductivit? relationship obtained In this study, fs the effect of the team on an indlvidual's 'job |
satisfaction’, To explain this proposal It is necessary fo start by teoking at how job satisfaction
{s deflned ot what the construct of Job satlsfactlon Is actually referring to. Locke's (1876)
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| CHAPTER 7
OISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Many organlsations are currently impletnanting teams as a strategy to improving productivity.
Although r’aasonéhly well establishad in European ccuntrtas. anid to a lesser extent n the

" United States (Stewart & Nanz, 1995}, teama may he consldered relatlveiy new in South
Afrlea, D.espite the extent of thelr practical Implerhentation. tha emplrical understanding of
teams [s imited both nationally and lnterationally. While it Is accapted that research efforts
from other c.ountrlas can contribute to an overail understanding of teams, each county with Its

broader contsxiual fectors s ikely to experlsiice the Implementation silghtly differently.

" Gortcems of this nature suggest the necesslty for Increased research directed towards

detarmining feictors that affect team parformance, particularly In the South Afrlean context,

It was with this Jn. rrilnd that the prasent research analysed thres factors affacting team
performance. Mare speclfically, the affact of job satisfaction, Internal work mativation, and

sd_aroalved psychological partlelpation on team produstivity were examined.

The findings of the study will be disoussed Initlaily Tn refation to the relevant ltarature. Leading
on from this will be an examination of the Implications, both practical and theoretical, of the
- study, The limltstiens of the present study will then be outl_lned. followed by some

resammendations far future research,

Key Issues

Job Satisfaction
As will be recalled from the results presented in Chapter 6, there s & high correlation betwesn

job satisfaction and productivity {r=,6376; p<,088) allowing the nult hypothesls that tie
productivity of a tedm will not be different for different levels of job satisfaction to bie rejected,
Thia result s conslderably more posltive than thase from previous studles. For instence, as
mentionad in Chapter 3, Vroom (1884) conductad a meta-analysls of_ wanty siudies examning

this relationship and found & median +.14 correlation. A simfiar study in 1886, by laffaldaria




Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient Results
Table 14; Cronbach’s afoha coeffidlent results

Satlsfactio o 830623631
2. internal Work Mativation 432483612
3. Psychologleal Participation 345147278
Sumimary Of Resuits

Table 16 below summarises the significant and Insignificant resuits,

Tabls 15: Summary of rasulls .

SIGNIFICANT RESULTS
1, Odrralaﬁon betwaer job satisfaction and producti#lty = +,6378 (p-:.OBS)
INSIGNIFIC ANT RESULTS

1, Correlation batwean Iintemat work motlvation and praductvity = +0.034 (p<,931)
2. Correlation betwean psychelaglcal parfieipation snd productivity = -,5380 (p<.136)

3. Correlation hatween Job satisfaction and intarnal work motlvation = -,0041 (p<,892)

{p=.479)

4, 'Con"elatlon between Internal work metivation and psychologlcai part!ctpation = 4,2721
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Correlation Results
Finally, the correlation between sach of these factors is presented in Table 8. As may be

seen In the table, job satisfaction and productivity are correlated most highiy In this data set.
The correlatlon coefficient between these two factors ls +.6376 with a less than 6.6% chance
ﬁf the result ocelrfing uy chance alone, The next strongest correlation |s that between
psycholagical participation and productivity. This correlation coefficiant Is - 5368 with less
than 13.6% chance of It being by chance alone, This probabiifty level i greater than would
" normally be desirable, howaver, for the purpésa of this exploratory rasearch, it ls considared
-an gcceplable level, Internal work motivation Is correlated a hegllgibte +,034 with productivity
. and an extramely high chance (p<.931) of this rasult oceurring as a resuli of chance, The
corvelation between job satisfaction and Internal wark metivaticn is negligible (~.0041) and
| agaiﬁ there exists a hlgh probabiity thet the result is by chance alorie (p<.692). These tm
_ results for lnterna! work motivatian highlight that thers may be something wrang with this
analysls. With this concern & bar chatt Indlcating the distrlbution of yesponses for thls scale is
presente_d In Figure 12, Slmilariy, a bar chert for the other two scales {job satisfaction and
psyg:holnginal participation respactively} is shown In Figures 11 and 13,

F‘éyoholog_lca! participation is comelated -,0819 with Job satlsfaction, The probabifity feved for
this stéﬁstlo 8 <,874 - & high probability of the resuft being by chance, Psychological

 participation Is carrelated 2721 with internal work mativation and the prabability that this result
Is by chan_cé Is <.479,
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Figure 10: Plot of Intemal work mdlfvaﬂén against psychologicaf parifcipation
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Figure 9: Plat of mean jab satsfactort versuis psyefiologleal periicipefion
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Indeed, Cheadle {1995) suggests that "The most important innovation Introduced by the %995
Labour Relations Act s the workplace forum. |t draws its mandate from the RDE®, inspiration
frotn South African practice, and the modetn labour market pollcles of other socleties that
pron-_nota smployee particlpation in decision-making at the workplacs® (Cheadle, 1085). “The
increasing importance of partiolpation tn the workplace Is Highlighted by the following two
quotes, yat nelther of thesa considers the enormous hurdies In the achievernert of |
participative _work practices:
Professor Kochan polnted ou, In his address to '§he 1894 Labour Law Conference in Durban,

that modam labour market palicy must encourage;

‘affective jo:ht consulatiun over fhe Iﬁasfo stratagic decisions affecting the
long-run future of the entarprise and the Indusiry. In a global adonomy itis

" these strategic dacislons regarding investment, effsctive use of lachnology
and the development of alfiances with other organisations within the country
and around the world that detarmine the long-run viability of the entetprise
and the future employment possibiliies and threats ta the workfores. Thus, a
madern Industiial refations systam at the enterprise must provide for effective
shared dovernance and participation ..., at the workplace, In negofiations of

basic empioyment and in consultation over the long-run issues of cormmon

coneen,

3 Paragtaph 1.4.10 of the White Paper on Reconstruction ahd Development W0.,/4894; "Negotiations
and panticipative struciures at ..., Workplaca level wiil bie craated to ensure that lakour plays an
affeclive rale In the recanstruction and develapmant of our country,” Paragraph 3,21 speils out the
gaverament's econosnic pelley goals and objactives, one af which is o ‘democratise tha ecenonty
and ampower tha kistorically oppressed, panlicularly warkera and thelr organisations, by encovraging

“brgadar particlpation In deglsiona about the acchioty In bath the private atd public sector',
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Within mfs_résult fies an. impottant iass‘cn for South African organlsations; the prlncif:ls of
pérﬂcipailon neads to be mare clearly understood by all employees, To this snd.a culture
ctiange is necessary within organisations befors effective participation an he achleved. This
18 particularly important given the princlples which are heing pramigated in the new Labour

Relatlons Act, |
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had the effect of producing 'hewers of wood and drawers of water' - pecple who are freqﬁently
inadequately educated or skiled, The process has gone full oycle, with products of this
| _ syétarh of education now ocnatttuiing the teacher core, One of the survival strategies created
o cope with this aparthald legacy may ba thought of as "shrinking to fit the constralned space”
Individusls find _ihemsalves In - physlcafly, psychologlcally, politically, econamically, and
intallactuélly. With underachleverment as the norm, a prodess of loweting expectatlons_ of salf
“and of othars was legiimated to profect IndIv_TduaIs paychologioslly against a senée of faiftire
-and disappd;nhnent. Self-est_eam_ and respect for the human dignify of foflow communtty
mambefs Wwas compromised, because those who were fr‘ea!ad like 'hoys' ended up hehavlng _
Ilke' ‘boys’ (Tucker & Scoff, 1992). In Scuth Afdcan sbciaty. with workers having bes+ 5o
disempowered and ndustrlel relations belng adversariaf, the pércéived opportunly to
“Influence or show power in the relatlonship makes workers show their power by reducing ;
effort, The problarn with this history of South Africa. is that social victims are lndlviduaiiy
demoralised, yet they sea themselves as collectively entitled to redress tha injustices of the

paet, This arises naturally from the struggle for iberation, where ‘cdlectlvisatlon.' and

 ‘adherance to the party ing’ are saen as assential to tha struggle. Individual rasponé!blilty and

initiative ara rapreased (Tucker & Soott, 1992).

South Afrlcan organisations sesking to ba warld competitive hava little cholee but to embrace

the legacy of the past and address lts strustural and behavioural consequences f performance

Is to Imprave, As Tusker & Scott (1982) noty, "the real chailenge for South Africa Is how to -

redrass the tegacy of apartheid while at the same time re-establishing Individual self- ° |

raepdnslhliity and the Inatitutionat fabrlc of soclely”. Indeed, the thallenge I2 enormous, Not

anly do organisations need to address the transltion tensions In the move from

authorltarlanism to participation (as depicted in the dtagram. balow), they also need to address
broader environmental Issues.

!:gg;ug 14: Transition-tensions in move from authomtaranism to patticipation (from MeLagan & Nel,
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The prol:'u.iem with atthorltarian structures |s that they entrench supertor 7 subordinate
relationships amang people. They create chains of command that isclate psople and often

make positions mors impariznt than parformance,

In authoritarlan systems, citizens, empln&eas. and even customers are essantlally subservient

_ ' or, warse, disenfranchised and disempowarad, The refationships hetwaen atthoritaran
|aaders and their cunstltuencles can elther be depéndént or hostlle (McLagan & Nel, 1988),

- The diffleulty with trying tq change workplaée structures [s that governance does not exist it
the workplace in Isolation. 1t Is shaped by, and it sha'pes, all tha govemahce structures In the

environment around It (McLagan & Nel, 1986),

South African soclaty In general ls st marked by authortarian and autocratic govemancs, a
-~ gltuatlon which Js pmbaEly sven more pravalent in the minlng Industry, While Inaréased |
particlpation In declsion making ia high on the smployees' agenda, they remaln consirained by
_ the system whlch has nurtured them. Desplie a superficial deslrs to participate, and due to
ingrained preconceptions, whan glven the opportunity to participate In declslons arnpioyaaé
may'psrcaIVa the system or organisation as weak and ineffectual, feel the coniral has been

loogened and 8¢ . slleve that thay can get away with less affort,

These consequences ars of great concern, The fiterature confirms the benefits of partlclpation
and employees generally desire it, yet the shackles of the past prevent Its successful

Implementation,

McLagan & Nel (1995} note that whatever form participation takes, "everyene expecls
revelutionary changes in motivation and productivity, Yet ime and time agaln, energy and
~ effectiveness dwindles ... and what started as a good ldea bucomes a targat pf saroastic pub

talk and proot that invaivemeant does nat really work",

South Aftlcan soclety, like the country's political and economle systems, Is a product of
colgnlal sonquast and apartheld, Thara can ba litle doubt that represslu.n retarded the.
developmeant of the majority of the population, Dellberately differentiatad education through the
"Bantu Eduoation’ system, Introduoed by the architect of apartheld, Dr. H.F. Venwoerd, has
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Pursuing this line of research, Guz2o e.t al {1987 found that certain contextual factors such as

*the size of organlsation, type of arganisation and type of worker influenced the ef_fagts of
teams {and other pérttclpatl’ve interventions) ¢.i pro;luctivity. AKin to Guzzo et al's findings, It
ls reasonable to assume that the fesut of thls study may have been affected by these three
factors. The Impact of contextual factors can be examined fusthier, In this particular part of the

- rasearch, the issus Is whét contextual factors tnay contribute to the effects of participation on
productivity being negative. In the South Aftfoan cuntext, thers are a numiber of olausible

" contextual factors which act sgainst the banefits of perticipation.

To explore this result, the author recommends the adoption of an open-systems framework
such that the multitude of contextual factors which Impact an_ participation are recogrised,
o Sashkin's (1884) mode! of participative managarrient pravides some input here, Ha_suggesis_
that there zre three contingency factors which impinge on the process of participation, narmely
' Indlvidual, organlsationa! and énv]ronmental factors. However, from the result of this study, 'It _
| may be suggested that ine Impact of snvironmental contingancy factors is not the finel stage
of the process before parformancé. Rather, itis the very first 'fllter’ through which the process

passes,

" An axamination of world history will confirm that for over thirty canturles, sudhorltarianism has
bgen'tha major form of governance, With the‘pasaage of time, Its expresslons have changed,

‘The methods of authatitarian control in Egyplian and Roman tlhes differs from those of tha
faudal mfddle ag.as. The Imperlal and colorilal policles of the 18" and 19" centuries diffars
frorm the authoritarian capitallst or sodlallst command-and-contral methods of the recent past,
What has smerged, howaver, are deaply-smbedded autho.ritaﬂan values that are profoﬂnd
and often Invisible controlling forsas within an organisation, More than any other element,
they determine the nature of governance. They are often grounded fn uncenscious and deep-
seated assumptions abaout the worid Ih which we work, Govarnancé values have been
shaped over decades, even centurles of experiance, learning and reinforcament. The deeply
ingrained govetance valuas have often bacome conscious only when they are challenged or

threatanad {MoLagan & Nal, 1986).
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.re'aches"a certaln point (goal). However, not one of ihe teams surveyed has raached that
polrit. On the mine itIs generally thought that a major reason for this {s taat thé teams do not
' ﬂﬁfU&"V know or understand what this 'goal’ is, According to goal-setting theory, |t can be
aryuad that a goal which has been set toa hign for a team will demotivate the members and

* thus ledd i worse productivity,

- Overall, the result of this part of the stucy suggests that team factors are the most fmportant

" factor Infiuencing team productivity and that team motivation s a different process to individual
motlvation, While theré has been some research looking at the overriding effect of group
factors, thers are unique dynamics within teams which necessliate a speclal examination of

thosa team facturs which cverrfde indlvidual factors,

Psychological Participation
From Table 12 [t will be ramemberad that the percelved psychological partlcipation of the

subjscts Is comalated - 5369 with nroductivity In the teams. Although the conﬂdanoe lavel
(p<.138) e not particularly strong, for the purposes of an éxplora'tary study such as thls it is
suffisiently strong to make some comments around thls result, Such commeants must be
treated with aaution, particularly In light of the alpha coefficient for this scals using this sample
(.55).

Slmply staléd, this result suggests .that those Iﬁdlviduals who percelve thamselves to have
greater flexibility to particlpate in work decislons are not membars of highly productive teams -

Increased participation in declslon-making does not benefit averall team proguctivity,

Thls stands In stark contradiction to.most research regarding the positive effects of
pariicipation on performance (Bragy & Andrews, 1673; Coch & Franch, 1948; Juralawicz,
1674; Latham & Yuki, 1876; Nelder, 1980, amangst others), Similarly, It counters Locke and
Schwelget's (1 9?9) concluslon that employes partialpation has a negligible effect o
productivity. Signiflcantly, hewever, thelr contlusion highlighted the Imporiance of examining

contextual factors that may Influence the effectiveness of partiolpatian,
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This explans;tlon fits th with Mclatyre’s (1888) definition of tearn motivation. He describes it as:

"those exira-task characleristics of the team that make it compelent, Inciuding
team spirit, leadership, interpersonal skil, communbaﬂon skill, work
performance norms, vaiues, and other aftributes that serve lo facilitate or

Inhibif team performancgs.”

Nowhera In this deflnition |s there any refsrence to individual characterlatics, Thus It seems
that each Individual's perceived fintervtal work motivation has fittle to do with the team

mativation. -

Kétz and Kahn (19?8)' praposed thre: - typas of motivatlonal patterns or framewarks of wiilch

the internalised motivation framework ls relevant to this study, Within this framework,

motlvatiar Is enhanced in two ways. Firstly, an Individual js motivated thraugh tﬁe satisfaction

derived from role performance, Secondly, motivation Is enhanced through Internauéatidn ofa
feam's goals, However, this Infernallsed motivation does not appear to be a pradictor of teafn
pérformanca. which corroborates the assertion that “these motlvational effects may or may not

' fachitate tha attalnment of a tean's goals“.'

This part of the research confirms that Indlvidual factors (parcaived Internal work motivation) Is
not a gooa predicior of team motivation, In urder to understand team motivation and its

relationship to the parformancs of different teams, it Is necessary to conslder other factors.

Team functionthg differs 'L*astfy from Indlvidual functioning. Ernployess need to understand the

differahce batwaen performing as individuals and performing as a team.

In the case of intarnal work motivation, the individual eharacterstic can be overridden by the
team, Thig Is not the same with job satlsfaction bevauss, as was proposed, job satisfaction is
more influenced by the team. Internal work metivation |s seen as an Inherent characteristic of

an Individua),

Anothar explanation of the result is groundad in goal-setting theory. The Imporiance of goals
for team motivation was highlighted In the literature review. Itis known that on this partioutar

mine-shaft, there Is a new insentive scheme which ‘Kicks In' ance the team production level
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Far the purposes of this study it I Important to attempt to understand how ail these fastors
interrelate and ultimately contribute to overall team effgctiveness. The result of th_lé sturt
éuggasts that the individual factor (particularly, in this case, intarnal work motlvation) . litte _
to do with the overall productivity of the team, This relationship, ltis conceptualised, may be
deplcted as follows: '

That is.. whatevar an individual's internal work motivation, the effect of it on parforﬁ\ance wiil
be overridden by the feam characteristics, There are several theqratlcal exp[aﬁations for this

ovarpowerlng effeot of team sharucterlstios;

1, The dfiffng phenémenon. Diving re'fafs to a situation In which, because of thé norms of an
immedlate work group, an indlviduat ia motivated to perform at 8 sub-optimat level (Mullen
& Baumelster, 1987), Diving can taks the form of membets soclalising each other to a
lower-lavel of perfbnnanca. This suggests theit in order to fully uriderstand why one team Is
p’erfonnlng better than another an examinatioh of the team norms in operation needs to be
conhducted, In tha'present study "diving' may occur as a result of the relatiotiship between
- the team leader and his members or the relationship batween the team leader and the
rhlnelf to whom he teports. If elther of these relatloriships Is poor, the response may be to

Influence athers I the work-group {o performance at a lower level.

2 Sooféf loafing. This describes a procass by which the motives, behaviours, faslings, ste.,

of an Individual are changed by the presence or actions of others in a soclal setting, More
spedlﬂcaﬂy. it refers to the tendency of individuals In teams to dearease the amount of
effort expended on a task In the absance of any expilclt demands to decrease that effort,
Thls affeat has hean faund to increase as a team size incregses, although, for this
resaarch it is not possibla to say whether team slze has contributed to the affect because

ot all tearn members were necessarlly sirveyed,

Free-riding. This phenomanon explaing soclalioafing as belng a rationally- or

Lo

aconomically-based declsion to decrease effort that can be a self-perpetuating oycle,
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related vosabtlary). Building on that s;(gumenl, It may be suggested that these inclividuals do
not understand what t s t be Infinsically motivated. Added to ths, the jobs which they
patform have little intrinsic mnﬁvatlon petential, Anotiier argument could be that ﬁ'ie guestions
In the lhtema) work motivation scale may result in Individuale answering what they belleva is
right, rather than the truth ~ glving soclally desirable a.swets ("'l must say that | want to work
hard, whereas for job satisfaction, t can say how | feel if | bélieve that | still make my best
_effbrt“). ‘Thus, uirerall, the scate Itself and thé construct whilch the scale was measuring may

not have been sultable for thls shry,

Alternatively, If It Is assumed that this fow correlation is in fact a falr Indication of the
relafionship between Individus! percepitions of thelr internal work motivation and the
prodﬁcﬁvlty of the team they are I, the result may be Interpreted using vasious theorstical

propesitions to substantiate It,

~ Itshould be stressed at the eutset that his result shauld not be seen to imply that more
productive teams are nat motivated, As was mentionad in Chapler 2, motlves must ofteh be - '
infarfed from-observed hahaviour, From the obsarved behavlour of the better-performing

teams, It may be infarred that they are more motivated. Hence the result suggests that an

Individual's parception of his Interna) work mativation Is not what actually affacts the
productivity of the team. This leads to tha question as to why It Is that a team member who _ _
perceives himself to be highly intemally motivated s not part of a highly productive team, As

hias already been suggested, the scale may not have been suitable for the sample. Or It may

be suggested that the measure Js deallng with a perception which may be distorted for varying
reasons, some of which may have to do wlth the lack of understanding as discussed earlier,
An aiternative theoretical explanation may be that the productivity of a team is dependent on a
multitude of factors, This axplanation appeals In that It Is self-avident that the effectiveness of
a team [s dependent on a multitude of factars es proposed in Tannenbaurﬁ's model deplotad
in Flgure 1, an oplnioh that | corrchorated by Kreltner & Kinleki £1989). Thelr formula

indicates that motivation Is a small part of the performance equation.
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-that both productivity and Job satisfaction are Fndependent affected by team factors, Cloarly,
therefore, it s vitally important to understand better the impact and nature of the team factors

which affect the relatiinship betwean pmductivity!pe:fo.‘mance'and Job satlefaction,

fn concluding this section, It can be sald that the results of the present study suggest that the
satisfaction-perfarmance hypothesls is not an Husory corrslation' and that certalnly thereis

scope to design work that results simultaneously int high preductivity and worker satisfaction,

Werk Motivation

Refarring tu the results section, the reader will be remindad that the Individual’s percaption of -

" his inférnal work motivation was negliglbly correlated with productivity{+.034), A certain
amount of caution must be exercised Iit interpreting this resulf. however, since the probability
lavel of the correlation was <831, Tis suggests that thete Is an extremely high probabiliy
that the resuit was-cbtained by chance. The necessity to exaralse caution Is further reinfdrced
by the very low alpha coeffictent for the work metivation scale (0.43). In addltlhn, reference to

Flgure 7, showlng the distribution of responses ta tiis soale, indicates that the respanse rate

- was not normally distributad, thus refuting the legitimacy of the ANGVA and In so daing the
rest of the statistical analysls, MNotwithstanding thesé methadological probté’rns. It és

nevertheless considered worthwhile by the researchar to examine ' more detall why the

result is as it Is. A number of possible reasons are proposed.

tnitlally, & was d@pparent In the admilnistration of the questionnaire that this scale was not as
easy to underatand as the job satisfaction scale, A superficlal examination of the response
patterns as the data was captured gave further evidence to support the feeling that the '
Indlviduafs In the study had not understood thé guestions, There ara a few plausible reasons
why the scale or the concept being investigated in the scale was not undérstandable. One
argument coutd be that the questions were exatmining a construct that these Indlividuals coutd
not relate _toL For example, 'l feel good about myself when | do this Job well®, The nuances
impllad in this statemaent may not have been understnod, purely on an intellectual (evel, or
conversaly, may not have been understood on a lingulstio level since Funakalo as a medium
of communlcation Is known to be limiting {due to It contalnlng small and specifically work-
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expectation that exceptions to the norm can often lend greater understanding to relationships,

than the narm in fact dogs.

. Atthe first level effect, the ANOVA shows fhat the job satisfaction which has an F-statistic of
14.15 Is the highest, implying the greatest re:ationship in the tsam. Bacause the team
explains most varlation in ]ob satlsfaction, i may be concluded that team effects have the
largest impact on Job satisfaction. Aithough, from the ANOVA tables, the team effect I= high
for Inkernal wark motivation and psycﬁologﬁ;;[ participation, It fs not as high as that for job
éaﬁsfacﬁbﬁ. This further sitiggesis that Individual factors may expialn » yore of the differences

* for these two variables.

* The most imp'o&ant difference betweien this study and previous research examining job

satisfaction and productivity is the iﬁtféducﬂon of the team concept, and thus it must&e one of

tha major contributors to the differsnt resuft. Although, as praviously highlighted, the literaturs
on teams Is not comprehiensive, there Is some evidence from the rasearch on teams which
contributes to understanding this resuit. Shaw (1578} notes that the effects of coheslon in a
tesm have been related to teai member interactions, satisfaction and team performance, This
gugyests anothar dynamic of team behaviour which deserves closer sxsmination in order {o
understand more fully the factors which affact producﬁvity in tearms. Morgan and Lassiter
.{1992) highlighted that a team's perceptlon of Its own role, status, and value to an grganlsation

Is an importaat factor in determining the way a team Interacts and performs,

One of the "Team Mafivation Guidalines’ in Tabla 3 was that propiosed by NATO (1980),

From its studles NATO supgests that *enthusiasm and the tight’ attitude are oftii viewed by
Instructors as the most important differences between good and bad teams®, However, NATO
toes not elucidate what is meant by the right’ attitude. If the right attitude is the attitude to the

fob Le, Job satisfaction, then this research may well support this assertion,

The team factors highlighted may all contribute to expiaining why the correfation between Jeb
satlsfaction and productivity are particitarly high in the prasent study, There may, however,
be a number of other team factors which also contribute to the relationship between [ob

satisfaction and productivity, The research highlighted I the fiterature review does suggest
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There Is litlle doubt that all the Job satlsfaction theories can provide explanatory value &
certain aspects of this result. For example, apptication of Warr's {1987) Vitamin Modei to job
satisfaction suggests the importance of understanding the internal team dynamids. Atcording
to tﬁis model, the variables which are most likely to be affected by the team (eg. varfety,

clarity, contral, Interpersenal contact) ara the one's which can ultimately have a taxic effect,

The stl_'oﬁg re!aﬁonship indicated by the carrefation coefficlant In this study gives na indicatich
~of thé, causality in the relationship. Thus, tH; study does not answer the question as to -
wheth’er it Is those tearhs which are highly satisfied who are therefore mare productive or If
those teams which ara more productive are more satlsfied. 1 additlon, this study does not
Indicata What Is causing the differences betWeéﬁ fhe teams, a question which may be -
\ answered by more qualitative and/or fongltudinal research, Nevertheless, the results mest the

needs of the present exploratory study.

It Is considered worthwhile to examine why thls result is so much more significant than the

cther. r‘es’uﬁs in this study.. One of the reasons. may be methodological and relates to the scale

used. “The Overall Job Safisfaction scale (Warr, Cook & Wall, 1978) was d_esigned for use

with blue collar workers. Although they were blue collar workers In the United Kingdom who

| . may be considered to be diffarent to the workers Included In this study, the scale appears to
have be_ari appropriate for this sample. This is confirmed by the Cronbach Alpha Goefiiclent
far the scale hasad_on this sample (,83), Additionally, ohservation of the participants while
adminlsteﬁng the questiohnaire indicated that they understood the questions, The wording of -

.~ the questlons may also have contributed to honest answers, |! is possible that the participants
felt that it is accaptable to say that they are dissatlsfied with certain facets of their jobs

because they belleve that they are working Hard nevertheless,

1t may be noted from Flgure § that the tez +. WNSG20 (s an ‘outfier in this relationship. In fact,
if It is removed from the correlztional analysis, the coefficient shifts to 0.91. In arder avoid the
complexities of statistically justifying such a removal, the rassarcher notes that it would be

' worthwh'le to examine further the dynarmics within this team, The reason for this s the
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members of teams. The results of the present study provide support for the notion that
members of teams bshave différently to individuals on thelr own and thus knowledge

regarding indivicuals cannot be transferred directly to teams.

In addition, the results of the present study attest to the complex Interaction of factors affecting
team performance. Indead, the author concludes {hai the state of emplrical research on
'team'.v.' {8 understandable since to really understand teams necessitates more case study
lnvasiigation: réfher than empirical analysls which cannof take into accetnt the multitude of

. factors that impactcn a team's performance.

' Tha findings obtained in the preéent study conflrm Pearson's (1992) assertion that -
orgaisational jobs are normially complex; multifarious, and seldom undertaken by individuats
In isclatlon, Consaquently, there remaln many quasﬂnné which need to be énswered before
tearns can be fully understood and optimised, Nevertheless, the findings of this study do
represent & small step In t'he direction towards understanding and clartfying this complex

phenomenon,
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Recommendations For Future Research
Based on the limitations and Implications of this research, a numbei of recemmendations can

be inade for futire research. A significant part of the discussion examining the refationship
bét\vEen-job satisfaction and team performance centred around the issue of the management
| of pérceptions. This highRghted th + vital role that a team leader plays in the overall
perfarmarics of a team. Thus, future research aimed at understanding the role of the team
leader in the performance of teams may ensble a better understanding of what coritributes to

* the differences In performance of teamms.

Further, the presant study made use of Funakalo as the medlum of communication, Future
research using the mother tongue of the subjects would ensure that sublleties being examined

| are In _fab.t understood.

Glven the lack of instrumentsfmeas‘ures for understanding team processes speclfically, there

is a clear need for future studies to develop such Instruments.

The complex multidimensicnal naturs of team parformance directs the value of using a case
study or more qualltative approach to e_xamlnlng tha 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 longltudinal resesrch will contribute to an understanding of causallty.

_Clearly, as this report has highlighted, team productivity ts affected by a multiude of factors,
This sfbdy isofated thyes such factors and as such cantributes a small part to building an
understanding of teams, There Is certainly a need for further resaédrch to deveiop an effective

research model,

Conclusion
Far most of Industrial Psychology's past, the Individual has baen the focus of research effort,

IFIndustrial Psychology is io remain a contribufor 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 tc undersiand people as

Individuals in organisations, researchers must foous mora effort on understanding people as
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Methodological;

From a statistical point of view, the thres hypotheses of this study were bi-directional,

~ Glven the conclusions from previous research, it may have been appropriate for the Job

satisfaction analyses to have usad unl-directional statisticat techniques Uni-directional

tests would have strengthened the level of significance.

There may have' bean a tendency for the subjects to gi\.ra soclally-desirahie responsas In

fear that thera wolld be negative repercissions,

As has already baen highlighted, the Internal work victivation scale may have been

unsuihable for the subjects of this study (confirmed by the extremely low alpha coefficient),

Further, Funakalo as a medium of communication is not the most sultable for conveying

the psycholagical [ssues baing examined in such a study - indead It was designed within

the authorifarian system as a medlum for g!vInQ instructions and thus the vocabulary is

limited,

Finally, a greater number of teams, possibly from a number of other mines, would be

needed to take this study beyond an exploratory level,

Conceptual: _
¢ Thig study Wa__s limitad by the nature of the debate, industrial psychology has primarily

focused on the individuat sitice the beglnalng of this area of research. However, as is

_abpareﬂt in arganlsations currently; more and mare teams are becaming the focus of the

' ‘organisation. From a systems point of view, It Is clear that there are a multlitude of factors

which subsume the individual In 2 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 funcilon

of the current state of research on the subject of teams, the present study had to examine
natlons of team perfornance usihg Individual measures, The shortocrhtn'gs of these

measures (particularly psychaloglcal partlcipation and work metivation) for the purposes of

* examining team performance have already baen discussed,
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"« The study provides support for a conception of performance that incorporates not only the
in-role but aiso the out-role activities that almost any Job requires. Thus this study
indlcated that & measuire of team productivity provided a stitablé measure of performance

. that incarporated both of these aspects of an smployee's role.

» The internal work motivation of this biue tollar work sampie ls primarily overridden by

extrinsic factors, particularly, as proposed in this study, the team effacts,

* An individual's perception of his psychological partisipation has a negative sffect an
 performance. ' ' o '
Practically, there are afso some vajuable insights to be gainéd:

_» With regard to teams', It Is clear that there needs io be effective traliing particularly for
team leaders wha can play a pivotal rofe in affecting thelr members’ perceptions and

ultimatsly their performance.

s Work motlivation neads to e approached fromi a broadet paint of view, not at the indlvlduél

 lavel, but rather at a team level,

« The requirements within the new labour dispensation, particularly with regard to workplace

forums, need to be extremely carefully implemented,

The ptesent study highlights some important considerations both for theary and practice. In
particuiar, the present finding regarding the relationshlp Estween job satisfaction and
productivity of teams confributes to a better understanding of beth teams and productivity ss

* the discussion as highlighted.

Limitations
The process of this stidy has revealed certain weaknesses in the research design which not

only limit the ganeralisabllity of these resuits but, more Importantly, highlight where the

research can ba bullt on in future,
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The US Commission on the Future of Worker-Management Relations identifies employee

perticipation as one of the goals for the twenty-first century:

"Employee Participation and labour-management partnerships are essantial fo
Improved productivily, enhanced quality and economic performange, and an
increased voice and higher living standards for American warkers. It is in the
national interest to sse partizipation e}ﬂd partnemhfps ststained and
expandad to cover a larger proporﬁon of the American workforce and
workplaces, and to address the full range of issues critieal o Impraving
workplace performance-and advancing workers’ economic positions and

quality of working lives”

A further reason which may contribute to understanding the negative relatiorishlp obtained In
this study between psychologicat particleation and productivity Is the natura of the ‘teams’ on
which this research is based, Participation Is generally considered an irtherent companent of
.te'amwork. hGWeﬁér, in this afudy the author cautlons that ihe_. teams cannot be considered
feams I the.trua' scnse of the word, The teams’ are In fact more like work-groups who hee a
common puspose but who are not aware of thelr common purpose, They have not been

farmally constituted as teams although they are commonly referred to as teams.

- In concluslon, It Is apparent that although the result of this study is net significant, the
implementation of particlpation in South African organisations needs o be monitared

particularly corefully In fight of the negative contextusl factors Impinging on it.

Implicatit. ns
Both thearetical and practical impiications can be derived from this study.

Theoretically:

« The propbsal that job satisfaction Is to & large extent cognltively derived is supported by
this study, Job satisfaction appears to have been atfected to a large extent by team

dynamies, although these wera not assessad in the prasant study,
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1 would Ilke you to teli me how satisfled ur dissatisfled you feel with each of these

fentures of your present fob. Please Indlcate the appropriate answer with an 'X',

1 The physical working condltions.

m extremtaul':.l Ttm very I'm T notsufe | vt I’ viry I'm extromaly
dissntlafled dissatisfied modarately madarajaly satlafied salisflad
1 - 2 | digsatlsfled 3 4 | sedlgflad 6§ —
2, the freedom to plan your own jol
I'm axtramary' I"m vary 'm P hét gure | ¥m m very {Tm extromely
tinsallsfiad dissatisfed modaraialy : modarataly . | satisfled sallsfled
1 ) 2 i dispatlsfled 3 4 ] satiafled & : . T
3. Yautf_elldw workers,
Ton exuemely | Im very Tm [T noreurg | I'm T very ~Tm axiromely
digsatiufied disaatlsfled mixaratoly madaraiely satlefied gotisflad
{ 2 | dissafisfled 3 4 | setlstied & _ {
4  Therecognition you get for good work.
[Texmansy T Ve T fm fictsura | im Tmvey -] 'm exiremaly
dlasatisfladl tlssatisfied modarately moderately satisflod satlsfled
o] _.2 ) disseilafisd 3 4 | satisfled 8
8, Your immediate supervisor,
¥ oxiremely | I'm very ’m Imnotsure [ I'm T'm vary V'rr extramaly
disasfiafled dlesatisfiacl rmaderataly moddraiely satiafiod gallafed
A 2 | diesatisfied 3 41 satlsflod ~_ 6 }
-8, The amount of responsibllity you are glven,
T axtrammely | v very Tt Fmnotsdre ] im Prii very T'm extremely
dlysatisied dissetisfied nitxlerataly micdarataly satafied - salislled
et 2 | digeatiofled 3 4 1 soffalied & A
7 Your rate of pay.
I'm extremely | I'm vary I'm fmnotaura | i'm i Yty ' exirematy
diasatiafad dlasatisfled moderataly modarately sotisfied aitlsfled
R | 2 | diseafisfled 3 4 |sotisfled 8 ) o 7
8, Yaur opportunity to nse your abllitles,
Tim oxtramely | imvery ] Im T oot sure | T Frvery T oxiremary
dissatisflad dissatisflad modarataly | madarataly satisfiod aatlofled
_ A 2 | dissatlsfiad 3 4 | sotisfiod 8 _ i
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Home Language:

_ 1 2T 3
English Afrilkaans Zutu Ahasa
B B 7 8
‘swana Narth Batho Bauth Sothe Venda
5 T e 12
. Tenga Tsohga Ndebala 8hangean
R . 16 18
Shswa Nyass Swazi Ped|
Other: llll”il1?."llali‘llllIntal.!ll“lllt’lllllllI|‘llIII.Il‘.ll'I|.llNllllttllllllll‘lll
~ Formal Education, o
' T ' ] 5 B
Nohe § years or less 6 to 7 years 7 to @ years
_ (up to Stel,8) {up to Std. 5) (up to Std, 1
£ § . 7 ' Any - 8
10 years 19 yenrs 12 years tertlary
. {Std, B) _{8ld, 8) {Matric) quatification
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APPENDIX 2 » Coding used for analysis of questionnaire
Thank you very much for participaling In this study. 1 would ike to take this opportunity to

assure you that whatever information you glve in this quastionnairs will remain anonymous,
Thls |s part of & research projact which Is intended to benefit your work but at the same time

1 belng canducted indapandently by another company.

Pleasa would you give me the following biographical information:
Job - '

Winch driver
Team maimbar
© Teamleadsr
Maching Oparator
Prillar
‘Water Jat Operator
0 Leco Oriver

=003 -1 -

TEam: L L R ey Ty T Y T E T N T N R LY N L L R LT TN R R T T SN RN NT L LT
~ Arayoy in the same gang you were In lastyear?  Yes '/ No?
Whah did you start working at Blyvoorulizleht? 4 %.eee

 Please mark the conct biock with & X'

~ Age (In years): | | _ _
7 2] 3 ' 3
21.28 2630 3135 36-40
_ — — _ - —
41-45 4650 6188 5680
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24. Do you feef you can Influence the decisions of your Irnmediate superior
regarding things about which you are concerned?

| can influence hitm:
To s great axient | 7o a conakiorable 7o 5ome SAERL | T4 a vary e axent | 1 Tannnt'mﬂ'uende im &t
extent — . N al :

25.  Does your immediate super\dsor ask your opitten when a problem comes up '
that Invoives your work?

Fie ElWays aska Ty | Flo ofien aske my | W somelimes asks | 190 s6idom asks my | Flo never asks my
inion L gpinlon 1y eplnlon _ oplnisn vpinfon )

26,  Ifyou have a suggestion for improving the job or changing the setup In some
way, how easy Is it for you to get your [deas across to your Immediate supervisor? -

13 very diffcit TrTs Sarmewhal GIIGAT | 1118 6% (60 687 | T8 oy easy l Tt I8 Vary aasy 10 Got ry iGoas
o . . L . | aaross.” )
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15. No\u’, taking everything into consideration, how do you feel about your job as a
whole? .

T exiramcly | Jmvery .| i Tmnotsura | m TTmvery T exiremealy
dissalisfled | dissalisfied modazalaly maoderately satlsfed satisflad
' dizantisfled sallsfled - _ .

- The following sat of statements has to do with how you feel about your .currentjob. i

. Would like jﬂau to Indicats the extent to which you agree or tisagree with tﬁu_ statement.

7. |feel good about myself whenh | do this Job well,

' ['Disagree | Dlsagras Dleagiens | Neutal Agres slignily | Agres |Agree stronigly
I_.—-E-’"."" Y oL KDY — : : -

18.  Ifealagreat ‘nse of petconal satisfaction when | do this Job wall,

Tieagres 'Dlsagraa |.Dlédgma ~TNewirar | Agrea sTghly | Agree | Agras strangly
. Sthgkty — . N

Bagngly

18, }feel unhuppy whes ! dlseover that | have petformed poorly on thisjob,

["Disagres [isopras | wisagrea . Neulra | Agres Sighay | Agres | Adrag syongly
srongy | sghly | | L |

.20, My own feallngs gonerally are not affected much one way or tha other by how
well | do my Jab. : :

Tisagee ~Disagren Dlsagms Neviral | Acrea sighly ] Agrea | Agrae sitongly
gtrongly — sllghily . : '

21, Most people on thls Job fes! 4 great sense of personal satisfaction when they do
thelr job well, S

T Tieagrae Disagrea Disagraa Neultar | AQres slignty | Agrea | Agras sironply
'Islrongly o 1 sliahly : : . . : —_—

22, Most people in this job feel unhappy when they find they have performed the
wark pooriy,

Dleagree | Diaagree | Dieagroa Nautral | Agrea slightly ] Agrae | Agrée sirangly
strangly . _ sllahtly . : .

23, In general, how much say or influence do you feet you have on what goes on In
- yout team?

["Avary gront daal of | A grost sl of Quite a bit of Some infiuerics Litie o 1o miienca
influénce inffuance influence :
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7 Your rate of pay.

Teh extramaly | ' vory Tm Imnotsure | vm Tm vary Fm exiegmaly
dissstisfled disgatisfled rmodarately . rodealely satlgfied salisfled

5 . disaatisfled satisfied . .
8. Your opportunity to use your abliities.
i atcomely | VI very m fmnatsure | 0m T vary i extramely
lssatisfled dlasatisfled medatately mcdarately satlsfTed gatiafled
- e o | diosntiafled aatisfled ' : :

9, Intlustrial telations between man'a'gement and workers In your company,

T oxvemely

© [Toedromely | rmvery M T notedre | T T vary _
dissatlsflod dissatlafied . | moderataly maderately gatisfled gatlsfled
N | diszatisfiad satisfied _ [
10,  Your chance of promotion.
T extrerely | Ten very “Tm Timnotaue | Tm Trver T T axrermely
dlagatisfiad diagatisfiad moderataly maderately aqtisfiod shtlsfied
i disantisfied eatisfied . _
11,  The way your mine ls managed,
[T axiremety | Tm very Tra ~YTmnoreue 1T [T vary T SreTRy
dissalisfied | disartlafiod moderalaly motsicataly satisfied aunsfud
' . dissallsfiad | satisfiad - :
- 12 The atfention pald to suggestions you make.
i exiremely | Tmvery T fmnotsure | Tm Tm vary fm axyemaly
tlzsatlsfiod dissaliafiad medarataly motfgrately aatlafled salisflad
. dlagatisfied satisfind
18,  Your hours of work,
Tem @xiramiely | Pm vary T Tranoradrs | T T very T sxtramaly
disgatiaflad dissatiafied modertzly modrratoly salisfied aatlafied
' dissatisfled satieth o
~14,  The amount of variety in your Job,
I'm extramely | I'm very I'm I'mnotwire | I'm V'm vary I'm énuamew
dlesiiiafiad dlsaatlafied moderalsly modafately satisfled satisfled
. digsalisfied saiigfied )
- 15.  Your Joh security,
T exuetnaly | vm very ™ Tmnotaute | vm P very Tt cxitermely
disaatisfiad dissollsfled raedasitely : modirately aotiaflod satlefleg
— _ disaatisfied | satifled |
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Formal Education:

None . 5 years or less §to 7 years 7 {0 © years
{up to Std.3) {up o Bid, 5) (upto B )
' Any
10yenrs 11 years 12 years {artlary
{Std, 8) (Std, B) {Matric) gualification.

 Lwould like you to tell me how satisfled or dissatisfied yau feel with each of thase

features of your present job, Please Indicate the appropriate answer with an .

1. . The physical working condlitiong,

[ Trexiremely | (m very T ' ot sUre | Tt T very T oxtramety.
dizeatisfiad dissatisfied madarataly moderately saiisfied satisfied
o dlzsatisflad sabshied .

2, The freedom to plan your own job.
T eRtremaly | T very Tm Tmngleure ] Pm .3y T extramaly
dsgatisfied disdatisfed moderately ' medarately satisfiag - sallsfied
B . | dissatiafled setisfied .
3 Your fellow workers.
[T extremaly | Trvary Tm Fm hot sure | Tm T very Tm extremely
dissatlsfled dlsaatisfied muderately moderatsly satiafled satlstied
- dlzgatisfled satisfled i
4, The recognitlon you get for good work,
T axiremey | 1 very Tm T ot s6re ] m T very Tm Aziremety
diasatisfied digsatiaflad modarataly medatately satlsfled satisflad
. diasatiafiad _salisflad .
&, Your immediate supervisor.
T exiramaly | Im vary o Trnat sure | 7 Tri very T extramely
dissatisflad tilzsatisfied muoddrately modatately satisfled satlafiad
. . dignatisfiod gatiaflad
8, The amount of responsibility you are given.
¥m @stramaly ) I'm very I'm . Tmnatsura | I'm Pmvery " I'mt axiramely
tilssatiafiad dlaaatisfled maderately modsrately saflsfied satiaflad
: issatizfed sotisfled .
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1 - Questionnaire
* Thank you very much for participating in this study, | would like to take thls opporiunity to

~ assure you that whatever Information you give in thls questlonnalre will remaln anonymous.

This s part of a research project which Is Intended ta benefit your work but at the same time '

js belng conducted independently by another company.

Please would you give me the following biographical Information:

vy : . .
Jobx I L L LT e L T P T P LT e F T PP T PP T T

+
Taaml L TR O T L T L T L T TR e LT N R T T YT N AT

Are you In the same gang you were In lastyear? Yes / No

Whin did yout start working at Blyvooruitzicht? 19

Please mark the correct biock with 8 X,

Age (in ysar_s): -

21-25 26-30 31-36 36-40

a4 880 51-56 - 86-60
Home Language:

English Af;lkaans Zulu Xhosa

Tsﬁvana North Sotho .Sc.'uth Sotho Venda

Tonga Tsonga. Ndebele Shangtw,

Sltss;'a Nyasa Swazl .Ped'l

Dther: ll!ll!).!i!llll.lili)lllll
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28,  Does your immediate supervisor ask your opinion when a problem comes up
that Involves your work? :

A Very Groatdsalof | A gresl dasl of Tuie sblier 1 Some mfdence TAlie o o Triienca
Influenga B jiniuenca - 4 ) influenca 3 2 o \

26. ff you have a suggestion for improving the job or changlng the setup in some
.way, how easy Is it for you to geof your {deas across to your immadiate supervisor?

il very‘d'l’rﬁoul: Tt 15 somawhat diicut | It ia nat 196 eaag T Tt 1B fainy aés;; 15 very easy to get my Weas
L 201 - 5

BCross
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The fofrow:'ng set of statements has to do with how you foel ahout your current job, |

would fjke you to Indlcate the extem‘.to which you agree or disagree with the statement,

17.  {eel good about myself when | do this job well.

Disagree Dlsagfee “Digagrea. . Nﬁutral Agret sllghtly Agrea l Agree stfongly

stiongly 1 2 jslighty 3 4 & 61 7

18, | feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when ) do this job well,

Disageas | Dleagies Disagree | Neutral Agree sightly | Agrea | Agree strongly
| strangly 4 2 | stightly 3 4| 5 @ 7

19, I feel unhapp'y when | discover that | have performed poorly on this Job.

Disagres | Disagres Dlsagres |Neulre'|' lAgrea shightly | Agree IAgree strongly
strogly 11 2 | slightiy 3 4] & | & _ 7

20. My own fadlings generally are not affected much one way or the other by how
well | do niy job,

Disagres ] Disagres Disagree ‘Neutml l”Agraaf slightly | Agrea | Agren strangly
srongly 1 2 [ shghly 3 4 & 5 T

21, Most people on this joh feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when they tio
their job weil, . '

Diergree Inls'agraa-' ~“T Disapree leuf.ral lAgréa‘ SNy | Agree | Agree strongly
{ strongly 1 2 | silahtly 39, 4 g 8 T

22,  Most people in this Job fee! unhappy wheti they find they have performed the
work poorly.’

Dleagree | Dleagme Disagrae Neutral | Agree siighty | Agres li\mas Strongly
strongly 1 2 S“ghﬂy 3 4 5 5] , 7

23, Ingeneral; how ruch say or influence do you feel you have on what goes on hit
your team?

A Very great deaiof | A great deai of Qulte 3 oR of Sorma Inftience Litle or o Influence
Infiuence 5 | Influstica 4 ] \nfluance 3 _ 2 ]

24, Do you feel you can Influence the decisions of your immedlate superior
regarding things about which you are concerned?

{ gan influence him;

Avaryg.réatdeam A great detl of “Quils & o of _' Sama Influance Littla or no Influence
influapnee _B_| influonce 4 | Influgnes 3 2l 4
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9, Industrial relations between manhagement and workers in your company.

T exiremaly | T very I'm mnotsura | f'm I'm vary I'm axtt‘émaly
 disnatisfied Y dissailsfied modarately moderalely satisfled satisfiad
2 | dissatisfied 3 4 | satlsfied 5 _ z
0. Your chance of promotion.
Tmextramely | Tm vary T ] Fmnetsura | im Prn very T exttamely
disaatisiled dissatishied modaratsly maderataly sallsfad asitlsfiad
1 _2 | dissatlsfied 3 4 | satisiled 51 7
11.  The way your inine Is managed.
[T edemely | Trmvery m T nat sure [ I'm T Fm vary fm extermely
dissatisfiad dlsgatisfied moderately imadarataly satlsfied sollsfied
1 2 | dissalisfled 3 4 ] sallsfied & _ N
12, The auttantion pald to suggestions you make.
T exgramel | vm very Fro Tm not sure | ¥ ey ] Tm exiremely
dissatisfied dlssatlsiled matarately moderately satlsfied satigliad
i 2 | dissatisfiad- 3 4 | sallsflsd 5§ P
13.  Your hours of work,
“Tm extramely | Tnrvary | Im fm not sure | ' Fmvery | ' exiremely
dissatisfind dissatisfled moderately | madarately callsfind satlsflad
11, 2 | dicsatisfied 3 4 | sallsfled B . I
14,  The amount of varlety in your Job,
T exGemely | rmvery ] 'm =T Tm rot aure | Tra T very “T'm exiremely
dizsatised dissatisflad modaraisly mode;ataly | satisfled satlsflad
1 2 | dissatleflad 3 4 | satlsflad &
15..  Your job security,
Trn extremaly | Y vary T T nat sure | fm Tmvery | i exiamely
dlssstiefled dlssatlsfiad modarataly miodarataly gatlafled sallsfag
1 2 | dlssatisfiad 3 4 | satisfied 5 .

16. Now, taking everything Into consideration, how do youi feel about yourjob as a

whole?
T exirernaly T I vty T Pr not gureJ T'm T vary T extremely
dlsgatisflad diaaatisfied maderately maderataly aatisfiad satisfied

1 . 2 dlssalfsﬂed 3 4 ) saflsfied & 7
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