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In an essay written to commemorate the fiftieth anniversary ol the WEII=

L NORMATIVE MODEL OF WORK TEAM EFFECTIVENESS!

known Hawthuvne studies at Western Electric Corporation, Harold Leavitt (1975)
observed:

Far and away the most powerful and belcved tool of appiied
behavioral scientists is the small face-to-face group. Since the
Western Electric researches, behavioral scientists have been
learning to understand, exploit and love groups. Groups attracted
interest initially as devices for improving the implementation of
decisions and to increase human commitment and motivation. They are
now loved because they are also creative and innovative, they often
make better quality decisions than individuals, and because they
make organizational life more livable for people. One can't hire an
anplied behavioral scientist into an organization who within ten
minutes will not want to call a group meeting and talk things
over... (p. 76)

Lezavitt's paper, entitled "Suppose We Tock Groups Seriously...," raises
the pcssibality that both people and organizations would be better off if
groups, rather than indiv:iduals, were the basic building blocks in the design
and management of organizations. Recent trends in organizational
practice--such as the increasing use of guality circles, autonomous work
groups, project teams, and management task forces--suggest that groups are

indeed becoming a popular way to get things done in organizations.

- ! This chapter will appear in the Handbock of organizational behavior, edited
: by Jay Lorsch (Prentice-Hall, forthcoming) under the title "The Design of

) Work Teams." 1t was prepared ac part of a research project on group

p: performance suppcrted by the Office of Maval Rasearch (Grganizaticnal

e Effectiveness Pesearch Program, Contract Ho. 00014-80-C-0555 to Yale

University). The helpful comments and suggestions ¢f Clay alderfer, Susan

Cchen, Fuss Eisenstat, Connle Gersaick, Judith Hackman, and Bill Kahn are

gratefully acknowledned.
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While groups can yield the kinds of benefits Leavitt discusses, they also
have a shady side, at least as thev typically are designed and managed in
contemporary organizations. They can, for example, waste the time and energy
of members,'rather than use them well. They can enforce norms of low rather
than high productivity (Whyte, 1955). They sometimes make notoriously bad
decisions (Janis, 1982). Patterns of destructive conflici can arise, both
within and between groups (Alderfer, 1977). And groups can exploit, stress,
and frustrate their members--sometimes all at the same time (Hackman, 1976).

Clearly, if Leavitt's vision is to be realized, we must expand what we
know about how to design, manage, and consult to work groups 1in organizations.
There is currentiy no well-tested and accepted body of research and theory to
guide practitioners in using groups to do werk, nor do we have a documented
record of success in using behavioral science technigues to help groups beccme
more efrective.

This chapter assesses what ve do know ahout the design and management of
work groups, provides a ccrniceptual model for integrating and extending that
knowledge. and offers some :Ction guidelines for structuring, supporting, and

manaying Groups in contemporary organlizations.

CERVIEW
The chapter is organized in three major sections. We begin by assessing
the f:ndings frem descriptive research on group behavior. Research in this
tradition seeks to generate xncwledge about what actually happens in groups
and to develop generalizations about the associations among varicus features
of the group and 1its context. To explore the implications of descriptive

research for work group effectiveness, we use an input-process-output

P




framework. This framework posits that various input factors (such as features
of the group, its task, and its work context) affect group interaction process

(i.e., the interpersonal transactions that take place among members) which in

bk ‘_MA.MAL.MAM‘MMJ

turn affects the output of the group. 1Ideally, one should be able to discover
how group interaction mediates between the way a group is set up and the
results of its work--including its performance effectiveness. It turns out,
however, that research in the descriptive tradition has produced neither a set
of empirical generalizations sturdy erocugh to guide managerial practice nor
interventions that reliably improve group performance.

hs an alternative, we next present and discuss a normative model of group

; . effectiveness. This model departs from the descriptive approach in two ways. 5
First, the focus is on a single (albeit multidimensional) outcome: work group E
effectiveness. Second, the model identifies potentially manipulable aspects
of the group (and of its work context) that are particularly potent in
promoting team effectiveness, thereby providing a basis for diagnosing the
strengths and weaknesses of groups as performing units. While based in part
on findings from descriptive research, the normative mcdel is essentially a
. theoretical statement in which existing knowledge is reconfigured to make it
more useful in improving work team effectiveness,
&
E ‘ The final secticn of the chapter draws out the implications of the
' normative model, and suggests the beginnings of an action model of group
‘ effectiveness. The focus here is on what one would actually do to create and
maintain an effective work team. Beyond its use as a guide for designing,
managing, and consulting to work teams, the acticn model also provides a means
for testing and revising the normative model on which it is based (i.e.. by
determining the degree to which changes suggested by the normative model

result in improvements in performance).
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DESCRIPTIVE RESEARCH ON GROUP BEHAVIOR AND EFFECTIVEMNESS

There have been literally thousands of research studies of group behavior
and performance. The great majority of them describe what takes place in
various Kinds of groups or map the empirical associations among variables that
characterize a group, its performance context, and its products. These
studies aim to develop and test generalizaticns that chart vhat happens in
groups reliably, validly, and relatively comprehensively.?

A general framework for organizing and systematizing this work has been
developed by McGrath (e.g., 1964) and is depicted in Figure 1. The framework
classifies both input and output variables into three sets: those that
describe individual ¢roup members, those that describe the group as a whole,
and those that describe the environment in wnich the group operates. In
principle, all relevant variables can be assessed at any two points in time
(1centified in the figure as t:.and ty), making it possible to trace changes
in the state of the system over a specified time period.

A Key assumptlon of the framework is that input states affect group
outputs via the interaction that takes place among members. If, for exarple,
a highly cohesive group (input at tl) were to perform better on some task
(output at t,) than a group low in cohesiveness, it should be possiblie to
explain the performance difference by comparing the interaction processes of
the two groups. Perhaps members of the cohesive group talked more about their

work, and encouraged each other to work hard and guickly. Or perlhaps they

2 For an early (but still useful) review and intecration of literature on
small group behavior, see McGrath and Altman (1$66). Current reviews are
provided by Hare (197&), licGrath and Krawitz (1982), Davis and Hinsz (1922),
and McGrath (1983). 1In addition, a book edited by Payne and Cooper (1981)
provides substantive analyses of a number of different types of groups
commonly used in organizations (e.g., policy-making Groups, projecti groups,
negotiating teams, and so on).

U SN
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An input-process-output framework for amalyzing group
(Adapted from McGrath, 1964)




simply spent more time together, and used part of that time for extra work on
the task. Whatever the explanation for this (hypnthetical) finding, it should
be discernible in the group interaction.3

Most research and theory in the descriptive tradition shares McGrath's
assumption that process mediates input-cutput relationships. Tais is not
surprising: group interaction 1is readily apparent in all groups, it is
interesting, we know some things about how to study it--and besides, something
has to mediate between input and output states. Yet, as will be seen below,
the input-process-output paredigm may have misdirected the search for useful
knowledge about group effectiveness. Contrary to what one would hope, the key

is not always under the lamppost where the light is brightest.

Eesearch on Group Behavior

Descriptive frameworks such as the one 1llustrated in Figure 1 are
helpful in organizing, summarizing, and 1ntegrating empirical research on
groug behavior. &And a review of the links and categories in this framework
reveals that we have learned quite a bit about group behavior over the last
few decades. For example, ve now have a reascnably good understanding of the

patterns of group process that are typical of various kinds of groups. &and

several useful descriptive models of the grovp development process have been

based on thece findings.® The input-process link 1n the framework also has

3 It 1s, of course, necessary %o select an appropriate time interval and to
focus on the most important aspects of interaction process 1f this kind of
analysis 1s to be successful. These decisions cften are far from
straightforwvard.

Research describing group interaction and charting 1t over time stemmed
primarily frem the Bales {(1950) method for coding group interaction. For a
description of the current, multiple-level version of the Eales
observaticnal methodelogy, see Bales anc Cchen (1979); other methods for
describing aroup process are reviewed by Hare (1982, Ch. 1-4). Group
development models ars reviewed by Hare (1976, Ch. 4) and Tuckman (19€5).

O Ittt T VY S 3 .
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received a good deal of research attention, with special emphasis on the
effects of group composition variables (i.e., group size and the attributes of

group members).® Research on process-outcome relationships has emphasized the

impect of group interaction on the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of
individual group members, and the ways that interaction shapes the outcomes of
group decision-making and problem solving.®

A great deal of research has been done on input-output relations in small
groups. These studies have examined the effects of many different input
variables on the subsequent behavior and attitudes of individual members, on
changes in the state of the group as a social system, and on group performance
outcomes. While input-output studies have not turned out to be as cumulative
as group researchers had expected (cf. McGrath & Altman, 1966), some important

findings and insights have emerged.’

5 Fer an early but still cogert review of findings on size-process
relationships, see Thomas and Fink (1963). For the seminal work cn group
composition and member compatibility, see Schut2z (1958). The relationship
between member personality and behavior in groups s explored in detail by
Bales (1970).

¢ For an overview of group influences on individuals in organizations, see
Hackman (1976). L.iterature on the way grcup interaction can result in
"choice shifts" (i.e., choosing riskier or more conservative courses of
action following group discussion) is reviewed by livers and Lamm (1976). an
overview of research on group decision processes is provided by Hagao,
Vollrath and Davis (1978). Jeanis (1852; provides a nistorical analyceis of
the effects of grous i1nteraction on policy decasions. Finaliy, a proagram of
research showing how solutions gain credence and eventual ucceptance as a
function of what transpires in group discussions 1s summarized by Hoffman
(1979b).

! For example, Steiner (1%72) has develcped an informative set of models
showing how the effect of group size on group productivity Jdepends on the
kind of task being performed. In the decision-making area, Davis and his
colleagues (e.g., Davis, 1972; Stasser & Dav:is, 1981) have devised and
tested sophisticated guantitative models that show how the prediscussion
preferences of grous members (1n i1nteractaon with other variables) combine
to determine both decisicn outcomes and members' postdiscussion preferences.
licGrath (1933, Cn. €) reviews 1ndput factors that influence group
performance on problem-solvirg and intellective tasks.

aliiing,

2
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Two characteristics of input-output research on group behavior merit
special note, as they have potentially important implications for the
development of an action-oriented model of group task effectiveness. First,
the relationships obtained appear to depend substantially on the properties of
the group task being performed. Findings for one type of task often turn out
not to hold for groups working on different kinds of tasks.® Second, while
research repcrts typilcally discuss how group interacticn process may mediate
input-output relationships, they usually do so inferentially--that is, by
specifying vhat members may have done, or logicallv had to have done, to
account for the results. Rarely has the mediating role cf group process been
assessed empirically. Horeover, few substantive findings have emerged that
are useful as guides for creating and maintaining effective work teams
\Hackman & Morris, 1973).

How are we to urderstand these gaps 1n the group performance literature?
Has the high cost of conducting process studies damperned the interest of
researchers 1n examining input-process-perfcrmance relationships? Gr have the
serious methodological proklems that pervede this kind of research? so
compromised its findings that one cannot be _ure what has been found? While

these possibilaties are credible, the problem may run deejer, as will be seen

below.

B For an excellent typology of group tasks, and a summary of what has been
learned sbout group behavior and performance for each of them, see McGrath

{1933).

% For example: choousing the proper categories for coding interaction, devising
appropriate analytic models for making sense of interaction patterns, and
dealing with anconsistencies in the behavior of groups across tasks and
settings (Hacxkman & iorris, 1575, pp. 56-G1).

|
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Implications for Team Effectiveness

If we had a robust set of generalizations that allowed us to predict, on
the basis of prior assessments of input and process variables, how well a
group would perform, then we should be able to translate these generalizations
into prescriptions for the design and management of work teams. This is
exactly what some scholars and practitioners mean by "applied social science':
collecting the products of b.sic research and theory and using them as action
guides in the world of prac:ice.

It 15 an inviting vi:w of the relationship between scholarship and
practice, and if I could have written this chapter in accord with that view I
would have been tempted to do so.!? It would have been a relatively
straightforward task of summarizing what has been learned in research on group
behavior, and then using those summaries Lo generate guidelines for action.

Unfortunately, the research literature reviewed above suggests that such
an undertzking would not be very fruitful. For one thing, existing
generalizations about group behavicr are neither strong enough nor stable
enough to serve as guides for managerial practice. The generalizability of
our findings appears to be gquite low, and we do not have a good understanding
of what 1s respcnsible for the seeming instability of our results across tasks
and settings (Vidmar & Hackman, 1971).

Moreover, when research has revealed statistically reliable asscciations
between group effect,veness and varlous input or process variables, those
associations have tended to be relatively weak and/or highly dependent on a
particular task and situational context. A mznager might think twice before

making a significant group or organizational change in hopes of realizing a

10 4 geod attempt to do this for group behavior, and one that acknowiedges the
limitat:ons of such an approach, is provided by Hoffman (1973a).
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barely discernible improvement in team effectiveness.

Firally, some of the variables that have been shown to relate to group
performance (e.g., certain aspects of group interaction process or the
culturai milieu within which the group operates) are not useful as points of
intarvention in designing and managing teams. In some cases, change of the
variable is impractical (it would take a long time, for example, to modify the
overall culture of an organization). 1In others, the focal variable itself is
more a sign than a cause of performance problems. As will be seen below, this
is the case for certain aspects of group interaction process.

The bulk of this chapter is devoted to an alternative, explicitly action-
oriented approach to analyzing the performance cf work groups in
organizations. Before proceeding, however, it 'nay be worthwhile to look a
little more closely at the reasons why the descriptive-empirical approach has
not given rise to an "applied social psychology of group e¢ffectiveness.” We
will give special attention to {a) the variables typically chosen for study 1in
aroup effectiveness research, and (b) how group interaction process typically
is conceived and measured. In these discussions we will find some clues to
quide the development of & normative model of team effectiveness,

The Choice of Variables

*

A great deal of research on small groups has been conducted in the
experimental laboratory. It 1is sometimes argued that laboratory research,
bezause cf 1ts inherent artificiality, is not useful in understanding
organizational phenomena. That argument is misplaced: «when appropriately
concelved and executed, laboratory research can generate powerful tests of
conceptual prepositions--including propositions about organizational phenomena

(Weick, 1955). The trick 1s to be sure that the phenomena of interest are
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actually created in the laboratery, and to make the right decisions about what
variables to manipulate (or measure), what variables to control, and what
variables to ignore (Runkel & McGrath, 1972).

Laboratory studies of groups have tended to focus on personal and

interpersonal variables, and to hold constant or ignore contextual variables.

Indeed, laboratory researchers learn quickly that one had better control

variables such as the group task, experimenter-subject relationships, reward
system properties, and the demand characteristics of the setting where the
research takes place. iiot to do so is to invite these variables to overvhelm
the more subtle intra- or inter-personal phenomena one is attempting to study.

The major contextual influence in the laboratory, then, is the
experimenter: it is he or she who decides where the study will be conducted,
recruits the subjects and forms them intc groups, selects and assigns the
group task, chocses what rewards will be available and admninisters them,
provides groups with the informaticn and they need to do their work,
and establishes the basic norms of conduct for the research setting. 1In all,
the experimenter serves as a powerful context for the group, and (if expert in
his or her role) makes sure that all groups are treated as nearly the same as
possible,

Thus, in the interest of good experimental practice, some of the
variables tha t ! 1ly affect vhat henpens in groups are fixed at

constant levels, thereby maxing 1t impossible to learn about their effects.

Ey contrast, the approach to work group effectiveness presented in this
chapter gives special emphasis tc the design of groups as performing units,
and to their relations with their organizational contexts--an emphasis also
seen 1n many stete-of-the-art action projects involving work teams in

organizat:ions (e.a., Foza & Markus, 19z0).
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The Role of Group Process

Developing usable knowledge about group performance may require some L
changes in how we deal with group interaction process--in research (by no
longer sufficing with descriptions of whatever interaction happens to develop 4,
naturally in work teams), in intervention (by reconsidering the viability of
process as an intervention target), and in theory (by reconceptualizing the
role of process in the causal chain that links input and output states).
These three possibilities are explored helow.

The descriptive emphasis. When social psychologists study group

interaction, they typically focus on group processes that develop naturally,
without direct process interventions. When competently done, these studies
help us understand how groups function in the laboratory or field settings N “;#{
where the data were collected. |

But what if the kinds of group processes typically observed were

dysfun:tional for group task effectiveness? Perhaps most groups operate in
ways that minimize the freguency of anxlety-arousing episodes, but in the
process avoid difficult task problems. Or perhaps group members generally are
not very adept at coordinat:ing their efforts, or at drawing out and using each
other's task-relevant knowledge and skill.

If this were the case, descriptive studies would document the
dysfunctiorality of group interaction, scholars would conclude that group

process serves mainly to impair group effectiveness, research attention would

focus on urnderstanding the nature and extent of "process ).sses" in task-
criented groups, and interventionists vould try to help groups solve their
process problems. and, in fact, this 1s approxima%tely .hat has happened in

social psychological reseavch on group performance. R
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Consider, for example, Steiner's (1972) model of group process and
productivity, which is probably the most widely accepted way of thinking about
process-productivity relationships. Steiner posits that the actual
productivity of a group is equal to its theoretical potential productivity
(i.e., what would be achieved if all existing resources were optimally used)
minus inevitable losses due to group process. No provision is made for any
"process gains'" that might result from the interaction among group members.

Few social psychological studies have addressed the possibility that
groups might perform better if members worked together in ways that differ
from typical interaction patterns. Argyris (1969) argues that this is a
serious failure of sccial psychological theory. To develop knowledge useful
in creating effective work teams, he suggests, it may be necessary to move
beyond descriptive research to a more normative and action-o-iented
approach--attempting to create and test novel patterns of group interaction,
Ways mewbe€ls cdn work together that not only reduce process losses but alse
foster synergistic prccess gaans.

Usefulness as a point of intervention. Although process interventions

are not often employed in social psychological research con group performance,
they are guite popular in consultative work with groups--for theoretical

reasons certainly (see Cooper, 1975), but also because process difficulties

nscives s6 vividly. It is e€asy to seé wasied time and eifort

uuuuuu 7

dysfunctional conflict among members, and a variety of other process pioblems
vhen observing e group that is having trouble with its work. A&nd it may be
very difficult for an interventionist to pass up the opportunity to provide

consustative help with such problems.

D
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A fairly extensive literature has developed on the effects of process
interventions as a consultative tool. These studies probe the effects of a
wide variety of intervention techniques, including eclectic process
consultation, systematic role negotiation, training in group relations skills,
and the use of structured procedures that minimize spontaneous group
interaction.!! Research findings on the efficacy of process interventions can
be roughly summarized as follows:

1. Interventions that focus directly and primarily on the quality of
relationships among members usually succeed in changing member attitudes,
sometimes atffect behavior in the group, but have no consistent effects on
group performance effectiveness (for reviews, see Friedlander & Brown, 1974,
Kaplan, 1979, and Woodman & Sherwood, 1980). The same appears to be true for
structured technigues aimed at improving group creativity.!?

2. Interventions that structure cgroup interaction to minimize
cpportunities for "process losses" do improve team effectiveness fcr certain
kinds of groups and tasks (Green, 19753; Stumpf, Zand & Freedman, 1979). Like

the rules of parliamentary procedure, such interventions aim to (a) limit the

1 “Process consultation' is a general term used to describe interventions
intencded to help grour members develop rnew, more task-effective ways of
working together. In 1ts most flexible form, the consultant and the grcup
work together to diagnose the state of the group and to plan changes based
on that diagiausis {Schein, 19€9). Four more focussed approaches to team
development are identified and discussed by Beer (1976): {a) goal-setting
ané prodblem-sclving consultations, (b) assistance in improving
interpersonal relationships among members, (c) role definition and
negotiation, and (d) integrated cornsultative approaches such as the
managerial grid (e.g., Blake & Ilfouton, 1969). Still other process
interventions involve the introduction of highly structured procedures for
doing the vork of the group--such as the Nominal Group Technique (Delbecq,
Van de Ven & Gustafsorn, 1975), and various creativity-enhancing procedures
(for a compilation angd review of these, see Stein, 1975).

12 The best-researchied of these techniques 1s brainstorming {(Osborn, 1957).
For evidence on the efficacy of brainsterming, sees Dunnette, Campbell and
Jaastad (1963) and the review by Stein (1973).

S
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amount of spontaneous interaction that can occur among members and/or (b)
structure the interaction that does take place so as to minimize the

opportunity for dysfunctional group processes to develop. Indeed, in the

Delphi technique (Dalkey, 1967; Delbecqy, Van de Ven & Gustafson, 1975) members
communicate only through summaries of their inputs compiled by a coordinator,
eliminating the possibility of any spontaneous member-to-member interaction.
In sum, research findings regarding process interventions suggest that
structuied technigues that minimize process losses (or reduce their effects)
can be lelpful. On the other hand, interventions that attempt to improve the

quality of interpersonal relations among members or to promote synergistic

"process gains" appear not to yield relijable improvements in group task

effectiveness,

The rcle of process in the causal chain. The findings about process

]
. 1
i interventions raise some difficult guestions about how group interaction |
{
. i ) ) . i
! relates to team ettectiveness. Why do process interventlons seem tc help only |
i
. when they constrain (or highly structure) interaction among members? Why do !
i i
% consultations that help members relate better to one another not result in |
. more reliable or substantial improvements in performance? Why do groups
r
% plagued with conflict and dissension sometimes perform better than those with |
b | | !
4 an abundance of warmth and mutual respect among members? What, indeed, 1s the
’ . . :
! role of Gioup 1nt raction process in transteorming input states into
W
2 performance cutcomes?
One way of dealing with these questions is proposed in the normative
¥

model of group effectiveness to be described in the second part of this
chapter. As background for that discussicn, let us look briefly at two
ressons why traditional conceptions of group process may have muddled

understanding about 1ts mediating role.
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1. & basic premise of the input-process-output medel is that input
states affect performance outcomes exclusively through their intermediate
effects on how members interact with one another. This model is so ingrained

in our thinking about group behavior that it is hard to imagine alternatives.

Yet there are some alternatives, as illustrated in Parts B and C of Figure 2. ,.

Part A of the figure shows the traditional model. The alternative in
Part B suggests that both group process and performance effectiveness are
consequences of the way a group is set up and managed. In this view, groups
that are well designed and well supported have a better chance of achieving
excellence in process and in performance than do groups with poor designs or
unsupportive organizational contexts. The quality of group interaction would
be correslated with group performance in this model--but would not determine
t.

Another alternative is 1llustrated in Part C of Figure 2. Here again,

variables also have reciprocal effects on each other. This model suggests
that group interaction doss medlate the impact of input conditions--but also
that performance outcomes influence group interaction. The latter proposition
may seem an impossibility, cince performance comes later in time than the
interaction it 1s said to affect. However, the impossibility applies only to
short-term, cne-shot groups of the type run in experimental laboratories.

Work groups 1n organizations typically proceed through multiple performarce
episodes, even in getting a single plece of work done, providing many
oprortunities for grsup interaction to be affected by how vell a quroup

performs.13

13 Reflection on one's own experilences in groups that are failing ("through no
fault of ours!"), or that are succeeding beyond anyone's expectation ('we
mus* be charmed!") w11l crovide some nonscientific evidence for the

existence of a performance-to-process causal link.
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Data are not currently available to determine whether these alternative

perspectives are better representations of what happens in task-performing

groups than the traditional view presented in Figure 1. They do, however,

prompt us to think about the determinants of group effectiveness in ways that

wve might otherwise overlook. They raise the possibility, for example, that

group interaction may be as useful as an indicator of how a group is doing in

its work (i.e, as diagnostic data) as it is as a point of intervention for

improving group effectiveness. BAnd the alternative models encourage us to

search for "inpput" factors (such as how a group is designed and linked to the

surrounding organization) that can foster both high quality group process and

effective task performance.
2. 1t may be that we have been looking at the wrong aspects of group

process and examining them at the wrong level of analysis. When consultants

or managers address the interaction process of a group, they usually focus on

the interpersonal transactions that take place withain the group: wnhou is

talking with whom {(or not doing so), who is fighting with whom, who is pairing

up vith whom, and so orn. Such interpersonal behaviors can tell a trained

observer a great deal about social and emotional issues that are alive in the
group, including issues driven by unconscious forces as well as those c¢f which
members are aware (see, for example, Colman & Bexton, 1975).

I1f, however, we are interested in group effectiveness, it may bc more

appropriate to focus on those aspects of interaction that relate directly to a

group's work on 1its task. It should be possible, for example, to assess

whether a gioup 1s using the energy and talents of i1ts members well (rather

than wasting or misagplying them), and to determine whether the group

i e e
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interaction develops and expands (rather than diminishes) members' performance
capabilities. Other ways group interaction contributes to task accomplishment
also can be imagined, and also are worthy of exploration. But whatever
aspects of interaction are examined, it seems highly advisable to examine them
at the group (rather than the interpersonal) level of analysis, and to
emphasize the 5355 (rather than the social and emotional) significance of what
transpires.li*

Conclusion. Group interaction provides the stage on which many dramas
are played out, from political intrigues to romantic encounters. Our present
focus on task effectiveness dces not deny the multiple purposes served by
group interaction--but it does direct our attention to two aspects of group
process that are particularly useful in understanding and influencing group
performance.

First, interaction process can serve as an indicator of how, and how

well, a group is proceeding with vork on its task--a window Lhrough which one
can view the grcup as 1t does its work. One can assess, fcr example, the
level of effort the group 1is applying to the task, the amount of knowledge and
skill members are bringing to bear on it, and the task-appropriateness of the
strategies they are using in carrying out the work. As will be seen later,
such data turn out to be very useful irn identifying the special strengths and
veaknesses of a group as a performing unit, and in guiding interventions
intended to help a group improve 1ts pecformance.

Second, group interaction is a potential source of "group synergy."
Synergy among members results in group outcomes that may be quite different

from those that woculd be obtained by simply adding up the contributions of
Y ¥ g up

14 We must reccgnize, nonestheless, that among the influences on task-focussed
interactior: are tie social and emotional dynamics that occur among members.
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individual members. Synergistic contributions can be either positive (e.g.,
development of a creative way of working that transcends some of the
limitations in a group's performance situation) or negative (e.g., a failure
of coordination within the group so severe that nobody knows what he or she is
supposed to be deing). Whatever their direction, synergistic effects have
their roots in group interaction process, and therefore attempts to alter
their direction or potency necessarily will involve attention to how members

relate to one another as they work together.

Summary

Descriptive research on group behavior has provided a good general
understanding of what takes place in groups that perform tasks, and has
generated a reasonable set of findings about the empirical associations among
various input, process and output variables. Research in the descriptive
tradition has been less successful, however, in generating knowledge that can
be used to design and manage work teams. In exploring the reasons for this
failure, we have unearthed some leads that may be helpful in developing an
alternative, more action-oriented approach to work team effectiveness.

That approach wi1ll be laid out in the next section of this chapter. It
gives special attention tc the basic design of groups that do work ang to
their relationships with the organizational contexts in which they function.
It moves group 1interaction process from center stage to a supportive (but
still important) role. &4nd, overall, the approach 1s normative rather than
descriptive, emphasizing these factors that can be used to improve performance
effectiveness--vather than focussing on descriptions cf how groups actually

behave 1n various circumstances.

. ————g
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A NORMATIVE MODEL OF GROUP EFFECTIVENESS

The model of work group effectiveness described in this section is an
attempt to bridge between understanding group behavior (the province of the

o descriptive approach just reviewed) and doing something to improve it (the

topic of the final section of this chapter).!S The intent of the normative

model is to identify the factors that most powerfully enhance or depress the

task effectiveness of a group, and to do so in a way that increases the :
possibility that constructive change can occur. This requires that the

variables used in the model be powerful (i.e., they make nontrivial

differences in how a group performs), potentially manipulable (i.e., it is

feasible to change them in an organization)}, and accessible (i.e., people can

-

understand them and use them). Moreover, they must be arranged sensibly: the ~;1
model is not a naturalistic chronological description of what leads to what as

a grecup goes about its work; yet if it is to be useful, it must be plausible.

e e, e
.

-

That is a reascnably tall order, and if we are to have a chance cf

filling it, we must be very clear about both the kinds of groups to which the

-

model applies and what we mean by 'group effectiveness."

s

TN Ty,

Scope of the Moudel

s
?

Domain

The normative model focusses exclusively on work groups in organizations.

B ol TR

(19581).

i

E This means that the mocel applies only to (a) real groups (that 1s, intact i
£ i
b social systems complete with boundaries and differentiated roles among |
V. 3
i members), (b) groups that have one or more tasks to perform, resulting in i
. :
: | - - |
f 15 The work of Cummings (e.g., 1973, 1931) on the design and management of !
’ vork grcups from a sociotechnical systems perspective has much in common

3 with what 1s presented here, although 1t comes from a rather different

3 intellectual tradition. For an overview of that tradition, see Trist

i

|
|
H
|
M
%
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|
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discernible and potentially measurable group products, and (c) groups that

operate within an organizational context. :

} This turns out to be a fairly inclusive statement. The model would _
apply, for example, to a group of executives charged with deciding vhere to 44
locate a new plant, a team of rank-and-~file workers assembling a product, a j
group of students writing a case assigned by their instructor, a health care ;
team tending to the needs of a group of patients, and a group of economists 1

analyzing¢ the budgetary implications of a proposed new public policy.

Nonetheless, many sets of people commonly referred to as 'groups" are

BRI STEE

excluded. Social groups are out (no task), as are reference groups (not an
intact social system), coacting groups (i.e., people who may report to the
same manager but who have their own, individual tasks to perform--no group 'lﬁ1§
tesk), and freestanding groups (no organizational context).

This statement of domain may seem relatively straightforward, but it '

...... &

"organizaticnal context." A more detailed discussicn of how these concepts
are used to define the domain of the normative model is provided in the
Appendix to this report.

Group Effectiveness Defined

In conducting experiments on group performance, researchers try to select

3 el
<

tasks for which it 1s relatively €asy to tell how well

Su
0
o
1
T
v
n

performed:

one can count the number of right answers, or measure how long it takes the

group to finich, or see 1f the group solved the problem correctly. For teams
in organizations, effectiveness criteria are more complex. Most
organizational tasks do rnot have clean right-or-wroang answers, for example,

nor do they lend . hemselves to quantitative measures that validly indicate how
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well a group has done its work. Moreover, one needs to be concerned about
more than raw productivity or decision quality when assessing groups in
organizations. Unlike participants in laboratory experiments (who come in, do
the task, and go home), members of work groups and committees usually continue
to relate to one another long after the group task is completed; what happens
in the work group can substantially affect their willingness (and their
ability) to do so.

For these reasons, we use three criteria to assess team effectiveness.
The first deals with the actual output of the group, the second with the state
of the group as a performing unit, and the third with the impact cf the group
experience on individual members.

First, the productive output of the work grouo should meet or exceed the

performance standards of the people who receive and/or review the output. If

a group's output is not acceptable to 1ts “clients" and/or to managers charged
with evaluating its performance, then 1t cannot be ccnsidered effective. in
effectiveness criter:on that relies explicitly on assessments made by
organization members or clients (rather than on "objective" indicec of
performance) was chcsen for two reasons. First, reliable and valid objective
-criteria are avallable for only a small proportion of work teams in
organizations; to deal only with thcse teams would radically restrict the
demain of the model. In addition, what Lanjens to & group and its members
usually depends far more on others' assessments of the grecup's output than on
any objective performarce index (even though such assessments may be based, in

part, on whatever objective measures happen to be available).1®

16 There are, hovever, occasions when 1t may not be sensible to rely on client
assessments of a group's output. Consider, for example, a situation in
which the lzgit:mate clients of the group are seriovusiy disturbed,
ethnocertric, or cempet:itive vith the group. The very meaning of '"good
performence" under these circumstances is problematac.

bbb
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Second, the social processes used in carrying out the work should

meintain or enhance the capability of members to work together on subsequent

team tasks. Some groups operate in such a way that the integrity of the group

as a performing unit is destroyed; the group “burns itsel)f up" in the process

of performing the task. ven if the product of such a group is acceptable, it

would be difficult to argue that the group has been a fully effective

performing unit.

Third, the group experience should, on balance, satisfy rather than

frustrate the personal needs of group members. If the primary effect of group

membership is tc keep individuals from doing what they want and need to do, or
if members' predominant reactichs to the group experience are disgust and
disillusionment, then the costs of gener.:ing the group product, at least
those borne by individual membars, are probably too high.

The :5ien of conial
effectiveness is a departure from tradition--as 1s the use of system-defined

(rather than researcher-defined) assessments of a group's output. Yet the

criteria themselves require neither extracrdinary accomplishment nor exemplary

soc.al processes. hkll that is necessary is output judged acceptaple by those

who teceive it, a team that winds up its work at least as healthy as wvhen it

started, and members who are at least as satisfied as they are frustrated by

vhat has transpired. The challenge for researchers and practiticners is to

develcp ways of understanding, designing, and manag:irg groups that help them

meet or exceed these modest standards of team effectiveness.




B e L T L

-23-

The Basic Proposition

The normative model presented in the pages that follow rests on the
validity of one lLey proposition. If this proposition is valid (and if its
implications are appropriately developed), it should be possible to explain
why some groups perform better than others, to assess the strengths and
weaknesses of specific groups in organizations, and to determine what needs to
b2 done to help a group become more effective.

Specifically it is proposed that the overall effectiveness of work
grcups in organizations is a joint function of:

--the level of effort group members collectively expend carrying out task
work,

--the amount of knowledge and skill members bring to bear on the group
task, and

--the appropriateness to the task of the perfcormance strategles used by
the group in 1ts work.!’

3l

d performance strategie

Y

We w11l refer to effcrt, Knowleddue aind 3Xill, an

as process criteria of effectiveness. They are the hurdles a group must

surmour:t to be effective. To assess the adequacy of a group's task processes,
then, we might ask: Is the group working hard enough to get the task done
well and on time? Do members have the expertise reguired to acccmplish the
task, and are they using their knowledge ard skills efficiently? Has the

thet ic fully appropriate for the task

[0

group developed an spproach to the work

being performed, and are they implementiing that strategy well?

117 For example, a gyroup might decide to divide 1tself into two subgroups, each
of vhich would do part of the overall task, with the final product to he
ascembled later. Or 1t might choose to free associate ahout task solutions
in the first meeting, veflect fer a week acout the ideas that came up, and
then meet to draft the product. Or It might decide to spend cons:derable
time checking and recnecrning for errvors after learning that its client
cares a ¢great d=al ebout product guility. All of these ave choices ahout
tack performance strateg

an
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Answers to these questions provide useful diagnostic data about a group's
strengths and weaknesses as a performing unit, and they should e¢nable us to
predict with some confidence a group's eventual performance effectiveness.
But, as strongly implied by research on interventions that focus exclusively
on improving group processes, direc- attempts to manipulate a group's standing

on the process criteria (e.g., by exhortation or instruction) are likely to
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fail.
A more promising approach is to desigrn and manage a group so that task- "
effective g1 .up processes emerge naturally. Several features of the group and
its context potentially can lead to imprcvements in a group's level of effort,
its application of member knowledge and skill, and the appropriateness of its ‘7;1
tack performance strategies. In particular, we will examine the impact of the
tollowing three classes of variaples on each of the process criteria:l®
--The design of the group as a performing unit: the structure of the
group task, the compscsition of the group, and group norms that regulate
member behavior.
--The organizaticnal ccertext of the group: the reward, education, and
information systems that infiuence the group, and the material

resources that are put at the group's disposal.

--Group synergy resulting from members' interactions as they carry out
P gY J
the task.1!?

Througnhout, we will emphasize aspects of group design, context, and

synergy that foster boili high gualily task behavior and eveontual team

effectivensss. after completing this analysis, we will explore ways of

18 For simplicity, feedback loops emong classes of variables in the framework
(e.g., how the organizational context may change in response to a team's
level of effectiveness) are not chown or discussed here.

19 s applied to greup behavier in this chapter, syneryy refers to group-level
i-henomena that (a) emerge from the 1nteraction emong members and (b) affect
how vell a group :5 able to deal with the demands and opportunities in 1ts 2
o-rformance situation,
1
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assessing the standing of a group on the variables in the normative model, and
speculate about the implications of the model for the creation and management

of work teams in organizations.2®

Conditions that Support Effort

Group members are most likely to work hard on their task if (a) the task
itself is motivationally engaging, (b) the organizational reward system
provides challenging rerformance objectives and reinforces their achievement,
and (c) interaction among members minimizes "social loafing" and instead

promotes a shared commitment among members to the team and its work. These

factors are illustrated in Figure 3 and discussed below. M

Design of the Group ' :‘!i

We would expect a grcup to work especially hard on its task when the i

following conditions are met:

v

--Ine group task regyuires membets LU use a variety of 1y

level skills. 1

o

P I Y
LCAQ Ve ve

ve
o

--The group task is a whole and meaningful piece of work, with a visible
outcome.

--The outcomes of the group's work on the task have significant
consequences f{or other pesnple (e.g., other organization members or
external clients).

--The task provides grcup membetrs with substantial autcnomy for deciding
about how they do the work--in effect, the group '"owns" the task and 1is

s mvmmiv e sl A Eame el . -1s It
respiinsioie I8Y Tat Word gulttemes.

--viork on the task generates regular, trustwcrthy feedback about how well
the group is performing.

If a group task ricets these criteria, 1t 1s likely that members will
experience their work as meaningful, they will feel collectively responsible

for thne precducts they create, and tney will ¥now, on a more or less continuous I

the material that follows 1c adapted from Hackman ind Oldham, 1980,

4
e —— . - B N |
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basis, how they are doing. And, extrapolating from Hackman and Oldham's model
of individual task motivation (1980, Ch. 4), a group task with these
properties should result in high built-in motivation for a group to try hard
to do well (see, for example, Wall and Clegg, 198l1).

This emphasis on the group task runs counter to traditional wisdom about
motivated work behavior. One often hears managers report that some group is
"filled with lazy [or hard-working] people," or that group members "have a
norm of not working very hard [or of always giving their best]." It is true
that people have different chronic energy levels, but there is not much one
can do about that. And while norms do emerge in groups that encourage
especially high or low effort, such norms usually develop as a reaction to how
things are set up, as a means of coping with the group task and work
situation.

Thus, 1f a group's work is routine and unchallenging, of dubious
importance, and wholly preprogrammed with no opportunity for feedback, members
are likely to develop anti-productivity norms. But if a group task 1is
challenging, important to the organization or its clients, "owned" by the
group, and consequential for group members, then a norm encouraging high
effort on the task 1s likely to emerce. Improving the design of a group's
work is usually a better way to foster high collective effort than directly
adcressing croup norms ébout productivicy.

Organizational Cerntext

Ak supportive organizational reward system can reinforce the motivational
benefits of a well-designed team task, and a poorly structured veward system
can urdermine and erode those benefits. Revard systems that support high

effort by work teams teond to have the fcllowing three features.
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Challenging, specific performance objectives. There is a great deal of

research evidence that goal-directed effort is greater when a group accepts
moderately difficult performance objectives and receives feedback about its
progress in attaining those objectives (Zander, 1971; 1980). When the
organization specifies a challenging performance target (e.g., a date by which
the work must be done, the number of items to be produced, a quality level to
be achieved), members often mobilize their efforts tc achieve that target.
Objectives, however, should supplement rather than replace task-based
motivation. A group is unlikely to persist in working toward challenging
objectives if its task is inherently frustrating and aliencting.

Positive consequences for excellent performance. A reward system that

recognizes and reinforces excellent group performance can complement and
amplify the motivational incentives of a well-designed group task. People
tend to engage in behaviors that are rewarded, and people in groups are no
exception (Glaser & Klaus, 1966). Which specific kinds of rewards will work
best, of course, depends on what group members value. Sometimes simple recog-
nition of excellence will be appropriate; other times, more tangible rewards
will be needed. But whatever the content of the conseguences, their impact
on team effort will be greater if members understand that they are contingent
on performance--i.e,, that the group will receive them only if it earns them
by performing well.

Rewards and objectaives that focus on group, not individual, behavior.

When rewardes are gaven to individuals based on managers' judgments about who
has contributed most to a group product, dissension and conflict often develop
within the group. This is the dilemma cf the athletic coach, who must try to

motivate the team as a whole while simultaneously cultivating and reinforcing
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individual performance. And it is a problem routinely faced by managers of
work teams in organizations where the reward system has traditionally focussed
on the identification and recognition of excellent individual performers.

The destructive effects of rewarding individual contributions rather than
team performance can be considerable. Therefore, if it is not feasible to
provide performance-contingent rewards to the group as a unit, it may be
better to base rewards on the performance of even larger groups (such as a
department or division), or not to use contingent rewards at all, than to
invite the divisiveness that can develop when members of a team are put into
competition with one another for scarce and valued rewards (Lawler, 1981).
Group Synergy

Group synergy can contribute to effective task behavior in two ways.
First, group members can find innovative ways to avoid '"process losses," and
thereby minimize vaste and misuse of members' time, energy and talent.

Second, menkters can interact synergistically to create new internal resources
that can be used in their work, capabilities that did not exict before the
group created them. Process losses and synergistic gains that affect how much
effort a group applies to its task are discussed below.

Minimizing coordination and motivation losses. There are always some

"cverhead costs” to be paid when groups perform tasks. The need to coordinate
member -ctivities, for example, takes time and energy away from productive
work, resulting in a Jlevel of actual productivity that is less than what
thsoretically would be possible with cptimum use of member resources (Steiner,
1¢72), 1In addition, group productivity often 1s compromised by what Steiner
terms "motivation decrements' and what latane (e.g., Latane, Williams &

Harkins, 137%2) has called ":social loafaing." As groups get larger, the amount
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of effort each member contributes to the group task decreases--perhaps because
each individual feels less responsible for the outcome than would be the case
in a smaller group or if one person were doing the task alone.

Some groups suffer much greater coordination and motivation losses than
cthers. And group members can cultivate process skills that help them behave
in ways that minimize such losses. But 1f the group 1s large or if the task
1s 111 defined or alienating, it may be impossible for the group to avcid
serious coordination and mot‘-.ation losses.

Creating shared commitment to the team and its work. Some groups show

great '"spirit": everyone is committed to the team, proud of it, and willing
to vork hard to make it one of the best. When individuals value their
membership in the group and find it rewarding to work collaboratively with
their teammates, they may work considerably harder than they would othervise.
ilanagers often engage in group-building activities (such as encouraging
memcers of an cngcing team to give the group a name, to decorate their work
area, or to participate 1n an athletic league as a team) in the hope of
increasing members' commitment to the group and their willingness to work
especially hard on the group task.?2!

Commitment to a team sometimes can result in high effort on the grcup
task even when cbiective performance conditions are highly unfavorable (e.g.,
a team that develops a 'can do" attitude and comes to view each new adversity
as yet another challenge to be met), It 1s questicnablie, however, whether
such commitment is sustainable 1f periormance cond:itions remain poor (e.g., a
frustrating or alienating group task, or a reward system that does not

recognize excellenze).

21 such activities are not risk-free. "Team spirit" can evolve into group
ethnocentrism and can prompt dvefunctional competitien and conflict between
groups.
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Conditions that Support Knowledge and Skill

34 group is most likely to bring sufficient talent and expertise to bear
on its task when (a) the group has an appropriate number of members with a
good mix of skills, (b) the education system of the crganization offers
tralning or consultation as needed to supplement members' existing knowledge,
and (c) group interaction avoids inappropriate '"weighting" of members'
contributions and instead fosters sharing of expertise and collective
learning. These factors are illustrated in Figure 4 and discussed below.

Design of the Group

A grcup's composition is the most important condition affecting the
amount of knowledge and skill members apply to their task. Well-composed

groups have the following four characteristics.

Individual merbers have high task-relevant expertise. The most cfficient

way to make sure a group has the expertise it needs for 1ts work is simply to
@ssign tale=nted individuals to 1t. 1his seemingly obvious principle, hLowever
1s not always straightforwerd in practice. Even when people with ample task-
relevant knowledge and skill are available, they may be overlooked--for
example, when groups are composed with only political considerations in mind.
This can result in a team whose members cover all the r-ght bases, but one
that is not capable of carrying out well the work 1t was created to do.

P I R
13 . aaty

L}

€ €ihouyn to O thie work. If a task regulres four

sets of hands, then there should be four people in the group--but no more than

that. The research literature offers abundant evidence documenting the

dysfunctions that occur in large groups (see Steiner, 1972, Ch. 4 for a




il L et b - - o e g TRy = i ey v e mire wm  mr  vy—p  —— p  wrv v— -
; ] - e~

¥JOM 3SE) Ul B513430x3 pue 1UD|eI JO 8SA BA11D3Y3 431S0) 83 SUOITIpUOY "% 3dnbiy

feescesccceccscsrsacrevmeenamen=-

|

{ 6uruseaj 8A1123(1100 pue

{ szaquow bBuowe buiuIeaI-SSOID

{ :po1¥dsd sureb 211516408VAS
_
_

1 {-1ybitam, alersdosddeur 311117

| TpZrwiulw $9Ss0| SS9I04d
!
| ADYINAS dNOYD

ﬁ #.ll'll'll'l-l-lllIll--lllll-'l'--l

{
I
I
“
SUOLINGIITIN0D J3qudw Jo ,buy 1
|
|
1
i
+

P e DL A S LR R Rl e &

fmemcmeccccmeccsanscacnnn}

| -
{ HJOM YT 404 pIpavy | )
l S110%S »sel oyl |}
| JAEBY OUA SJ9Quaw 40 )
| X1w pue saqunu ubras |
_ w:amco_>oLcac:u~
_
~
w

P L T

* $2316310418 BOUBWIOJNAd

P T T R

ro—

NO11 1S0OJWOD 4nOyo I
| -

e L R R TR

|
)
\
|
i
l
|
|
B R bt
I

Msel dnosb | |

ay3 01 payydde 1VINS ONY |<---==ccome-=onmas
IDAITMONA 48 ADUdI D 34NS “ "
{
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
!
|
+

|
)
)
|
|
|
|
|
(
gecmereemm—eec oot |
! | |
“ SSIN3AILD3443 4N0YD “Au-|||||uuu|"
(

|

|

|

|

l

{

!

|

|

|

+

Qn_.._"._"._"_.._"_._

NO1$30 d4N0u2

jermccreccremvanecr e}

¢ ————— ——

fereessiacemruaceensnensod

$ ———— e ——— e ) ————— — —

[ : 240343 :
4rmecvecccmccccoccnomoaod !
cecmenemmeecremses e —— e ase.
SSINIALLDIIII 30 | Us1323dXd Hsey
VIid3LIgD $S300ud | ,$40Qquaw usuwajddns
p— 01 U0 INSUOD pLE

Jbururesd sopracsd eyl
| W31SAS NOILIVONU3 Uy
1

R L R

IXIINOD TVNOLLVZ INVOYO




LaE TR T, T

-

‘. G Y .

h ahlhanah B BT 1Y

Y R de ol o]

-31-

review), and establishing the advantages of groups that are slightly smaller
than what the task technically requires (Wicker, Kirmeyer, Hanson & Alexander,
1976). Yet large work groups (especially decision-making committees) are
widely used in organizations. Often the decision to put additional people in
a group allows managers to avoid difficult personnel] choices or sensitive
political issues (e.g., how to involve a department in the work of a task
force on which it has no representatives), but the cost may be losses in the
quality of the group product and the efficiency with which it is produced.

lembers have interpersonal as well as task skills. If a group task is

well designed (i.e., it provides the group considerable autonomy in managing a
challenging piece of work), then at least moderate interpersonal skills are
required to bring the task skills of members to bear on the group's
vork--especially if members are diverse (i.e., they come from different
demographiic grcups, represent different organizational units, or have
divergent personal views on the matter at hand). Some individuals have Jittle
competence in working collaboratively with other people, especially if those
people differ from tnemselves in important ways. Even one or two :uch
individuals can significantly impede the akility cf a group to bring members'
expertise effectively to bear on the group task.

Membership is moderately diverse. Members of an excessively homogeneous

group may gJet along well together but lack the resources needed to perform the
task because the members essentizlly replicate one ancther. An excessively
he_erogerneous group, on the other hand, may have a rich complement of talent
within the group, but be unable to use that talent well because members are so
diverse in velues or perspective that they cannot vork tcgether e fectively.

“he aspiration in compcsing a group s to sirike just the right hbal nn2

A4 n
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between homogeneity and heterogeneity: members should have a variety of
talents and perspectives, yet be similar enough that they can understand and
coordinate with one another.22

Organizatiocnal Context

Sometimes a group has within its bounds all the knowledge and skill
needed for optimum task performance. More commonly, there are aspects of the
work for which additional talent or expertise would be helpful. The
educational system of the organization can play a useful role in helping the
group obtain the outside expertise it needs for its work.

For this potential to be realized, two conditions must be met. First,
relevant educational resources (which can include technical consultation as
well as training) must exist somewhere in the organization. Second, some sort
of "delivery csystem" must be :in place tc make those resources accessible to
the agroup. This may not be a simple matter for rank-and-file teams 1in
orgarizations where emplcyees have never had the right to call on staff
resources,

The particular kind of ascistance required will, of course, depend on
both the task reguirements and the specifin necds of the group. and the
appropriate form of the assistance will vary as well. Sometimes a cne-shot
technical consultaticn wWi1ll suffice; sometimes, a continuing consulting
relationship will be needed; and scmetimes a trainina program for group
members will be more apprcopriate, to build the relevant exXpertise into the
grouf 1tself. Whatever tul,2 content of the assistance and the vehicle used to

provide i1t the role of the educational system 1is the same: to help groups

22 A rumber of scholavs have examined the ampazt of member compatibility on
task behavior and gerformance. See, for example, Belbin (19381); Hewett,
C'EBrien and Hornix vi€74,; and Schutz (1958:; 1906l1).

—




~33-

that do not have the full complement of knowledge and skill required for

excellent task performance obtain 1it.

GTOUE S!nergz

Minimizing nappropriate weighting of member contributions. The

knowledge and skill of group members can be wasted if the group solicits and
weights contributizns in a way that is incongruent with members' expertise--as
when the credence given a member's idea depends on such task-ir.elevant
considerations as his or her demographic attributes (e.g., gender, ethnicity,
or age) or behavioral style (e.g., talkativeness or verbal dominance). This
process loss has been vell documented in the research literature (e.g.,
Johnson & Torcivia, 1957; Thomas & Fink, 196i; Torrance, 1954). Groups often
have trnuble assessing hich members have the special expertise needed for the
task, and they apcear toc have even more cdifficulty explicitly acknowledging
these differences and weighting members' contributions in accord with thenm.
To tne extent & group is able to minimize this problem, it will take better
advantage of the expertise that was put in the group wnen it was composed.

Fostering collective learning. When members of a group interact in ways

that help them learn from one another, they can increase the total pool of
talent svailable for task work--a synergistic gain from group interactioi.
The practice of '"cress-training," often enccuraged in autoncmous work groups
in irdustry, is an exantle of such behavior, as are moie in
that 1nvolve the sharing of knowledge, expertise, and experience among
members. & group that orients 1tself to collective learning and whose members
share what is learned with each other should be far better able to exploit the
educational resources of an organization than a group that takes a lalssez-

faire stance toward the development of 1ts internal talent.
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Conditions that Support Appropriate Performance Strategies

The likelihood that the group will employ a task-appropriate performance
strategy increases when (a) group norms support explicit assessment of the
performance situation and active consideration of alternative ways of
proceeding with the work, (b) the information system of the organization
provides members with the data they need to assess the situation and evaluate
alterrative strategies, and (c) group interaction results in little "slippage”
when performance plans are executed and instead prompts creative new ideas
about ways to proceed with the work. These factors are illustrated in Figure
5 and discussed below.

Design of the Group

Group members typically reach agreement about how they will go about
performing their task relatively early in their time together. 1Indeed, for
familiar tasks, members may not tall about their strategy a2t 21l, since 1t ic
obvious to everyone how the task should be done. Once a stirategy 1s agreed
to, whether implicitly or explicitly, members tend to behave in accord with 1t
and enforce adherence to it (March & Simon, 1958, Ch. 6). Performance
strategies thus become part of the fabric of the group, a "given" that is no
more open to guestion than the task of the group or who is in the group.
ic ctrategies that will be most appropriate for a given group
depends both on the task to be done and on the imperatives and resources in
the performance situation. lic "one best strategy" can be specified in advance
for most task-performing groups in organizations. It 1s possible, however, to
build group norms that increase the likelihood that members will develop task-
appropriate performance strategies and execute them well. Such norms have the

two properties discussed below, the first being a prerequisite for the
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Group norms support self-regulation. Behavior in some groups is so

f : chaotic and subject to individual whim as to approach anarchy. Such groups
are unlikely to be able to execute any performance strategy in an orderly

t - fashion, even one that has been specified in detail by management. Thus, a

normative structure that enables a group to regulate member behavior is

essential to the efficient execution of performance strategies. This requires

that hehavicral norms be sufficiently crystallized (i.e., members have

Cm——— b .

consensus about them) and intense (i.e., compliance results in substantial

AW

approval or avoidance of substantial cisapproval by other members) that

individuals will wish to behave in accord with them (Jackson, 196S5).

Group rniorms support situstion scanning and strategy planning. Groups
that actively assess the demands and opportunities in the performance
Si1tuation, and consider several alternative ways cf proceeding with the work,

tend to develop more appropriate performance strategies than groups that do

riot (Hackman, Erousseau & leiss, 1978; Maier, 1963). Yet such activities tend

T YW PR Y IV

not to take place spontaneously. Instead, it appears that the general

htane
R

disinclination of group members to "talk about precess" extends even to

discussions about how the work of the group will be carried out.2*

23 Following Jackson (136S), norms are conceptualized as structural features
of a group that summarize mempers' shared approval {or cdisapproval)} of
various behaviors. lorms simplify group influence processes because they
make 1t possible for members to count on certain things being done, and
other things not being done. For more detailed discussion of how norms
structure and channel behavior in a group, see Hackman (1976).

2% spontaneovs strategy planning does, of course, occur if a task is so¢ novel
that mexbers are at a loss about how to proceed with 1t, and 1s generally
more likely when the task is unfamil:iar.

[EPOVRE S
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For this reason, it is necessary somehot to prompt or encourage group
members to engage 1in situation scanning and strategy planning activities.
Group norms provide an efficient and powerful way to accomplish this. Such
norms focus attention on opportunities and constraints that might otherwise be
overlooked and make it difficult for members to fall into familiar or hsbitual
patterns of behavior that may be inappropriate for the particular task at
hand.2$

Group norms governing performance processes can be established when a
group is first formed or introduced during a hiatus in the work when members
are ready to reconsider how they operate as a team. Regardless of how and
when they are developed, the norms that guide a group's performance processes
are an important structural feature of the group--an aspect of group design

sted in

(13

that often has been overlooked by both scholars and managers inter
work team effectiveness.

Organizaticnal Context

The information system of an organization is critical to a group's
abllity to plan and execute a task-appropriate performance strategy. 1If a
group cannot obtain clear information &bout its performance situation, or if
1t does not have access to data about the likely outccmes of alternative
approaches to the task, it may develop a way of proceeding that seems

reasonable to group members but that turns out, when ezecuted, to be grossiy

inappropriate.

25 Thas analysis presumes that a team has at least come latitude for planning

its own strategy. Usually this 1s the case. 1In some groups, hovever,
behavier is so completely preprogrammed or closely supervised that members
have essentially ro stra.eygy cho:ces to make. For such groups, there iy

littie need for a norm suppolrting scarning and planning, since those
activitles are sommecne else's responsaibality. ALl that 1s needed is the
orderly erecut:ion of the strategy that has been supplied. The :mplications
of giv.ng a tear the authority to devise its own strategies (rather than
reserving that authority for management) are exglored later in this
chapter.
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Clarity about the parameters of the performance situation. To develop a

task-appropriate performance strategy, a group needs a relatively clear map of
the performance situation. Of special importance is information about (a)

task requirements and constraints that may limit strategic options, (b) the

material resources that are availabie for use, and (c¢) the people who will
receive, review, and/or use the group product--and the standards they are
likely to employ in assessing its adegquacy.

Access to data about likxely consequences of alternative strategies. The

information system also should make available to a greoup the data and analytic

tocls members need to compare and evaluate the probable consequences of

alternative performance strategies. Consider, for example, a manufacturing

team that is attempting to decide how to approach a complex assembly task.

Ure possibility might be a cyclic strategy, in which all members build
components for a period of time, then assemble final products (producing a
relative flood of output), followed by another component-building perind, and

so on. How would this strategy compare to one in which some members build

componeats continuously while otliers are dedicated to final assembly? Teo
choose between these strategies, the group needs information about the timing

of demand for their product, the availability of space for storing compcnents

and ccmpleted products, and the cost of obtaining and holding parts for use in

batzh component production. It would be guite risky for a group to choose a
P P 3 Group

strategy without data abou®t such matters.

How much irnformation a group needs depends in part on how much latitude )

i

it has to manage its own affairs. Grcups that have the authority to invent !
thelir own strategies and manage their own performance processes will need

2

|

i

2

i
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ce oz e

relatively complete data on both the parameters of the performance situation
k and the likely consequences of alternative ways of proceeding. Groups with
less authority for setting their own directions will have less need for such

data.

Managers who control access to performance-relevant information must make

sure that data needed by a team are realistically available to it. This is
not always easy: the relevant data may not exist, they may be costly to
obtain, or the manager may be unable to convince his or her colleagues that it
is appropriate to share with the group politically or competitively sensitive
information. 1In such circumstances, the group needs to know that--i.e., that
it will have to make do with imperfect or incomplete data.2® Care also must be
taken not to flood the group with excess or irrelevant information, data
members must process but for which they have no present use. Some

organizaticns minimize this risk by initially providing teams only with basic

A
aClie e

f cdata about the parameters of the performance situation and a guide to other

Ei information that is available. The group has the responsibility for deciding
vhat additional data 1t reguires and for determining when and how to obtain

at.

Group Synergy

Mirnimjzing slippage in strategy implementation. Plans are never

perfectly implemented--there 1s always a slip or two, sumething that wastes or

misdirects the time and energy of group members, compromising even well-

conceived plans. To the extent a group minimizes this process leoss, the

26 Particularly unfortunate are occasions vhen a manager deliberately

] withholds performance-relevant informaticn from a group, to make sure the
3 group rema:xns dependent cn him or her. Vhile this may preserve a manager's
f feelings cf personal power, it can recult in inappropriate performance

strategics arid needlessly poor team performance.
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opportunities provided by norms that foster strategy planning and by a
supportive information system can be well used. But if slippage is high, the
group may fail to exploit even a highly favorable performance situation.2?

Creating innovative strategic plans. On the positive side, groups can

develop ways of interacting that occasionally result in truly original or
insightful ways c¢f proceeding with the work. For example, a group might find
a vay to exploit some resources that everyone else has overlooked, it might
invent a way to get around a seemingly insurmountable performance obstacle, or
it might come up with a novel way to gernerate ideas for solving a difficult
problem. When group members get in the habit of thinking creatively about how
they will do their work, interesting and useful ideas can emerge--ideas that

did not exist before the group invented them.

Overview and Summary

An overview of the rormative model is presented in Figute 6. It shows
three major points of leverage for fostering group effectiveness: (a) the
design of the group as a performing unit, (b) the suppo!ts provided by the
organizational coitext in vhich the group cperates, and (c) the synergistic
outcomes of the interaction among group members. The contributions of each of

these classes of variables are summarized briefly belcw.

27 One partijcularly virulent form of this process loss bears special mention.
Members of some aroups collude with each other in a way that makes it
impossible ever to implement performance plans. Such a group may have
ample information about the performance situation, and develop a fully
task-appropriate performance strateygy. But once the plans are complete
they are ignored. When members reconvene, they develop new plans and a new
resolve, and the c¢ycle repests itself. The group acts as 1f a good
strategy is all that 1s necded for team effectiveness, and its inevitable
farlures are always well-wrapped in new and better plans for the future.
This k:ind of swvnergy often 1s driven by unconscious forces, 1t 1s not
uncommon 1n grcugs that have high-zressure vork environments, and it can be
lethal to team effectiveness.
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Design. The design of a group--task structure, group composition, and
group norms--should promote effective task behavior and lessen the chances
that members will encounter built-in obstacles to good performance. While a
good group design cannot guarantee competent group behavior, it does create
conditions that make it easier and more natural for task-effective behaviors
to emerge and persist.

Context. The organizational context of a group--the rewvard, education,
and information systems of the organization--should support and reinforce the
design features., & supportive organizational context gives a group wvhat it
needs to exploit the potential of & good basic design (although it probably
cannot compensate for a fundamentally flawed design). An unsupportive
organizational context can easily undermine the positive features of even a
well-designed team. Excellent group performance rejuires both a good desiyn
for the team ond a suppdrtive organizational context,

Figure 6 shows one 1mportant contextual feature rnot previously discussed:

the matevial rescurces reguired to dc the work. If a group lacks the tools,

equipment, space, raw materials, money, or human resources it needs, its
performance surely will suffer--even if it stands high on the process criteria
of effectiveness. A talented, well-motivated production team, for example,
will not perform well 1f the raw materials it needs to make its products are
not available, or i1f production tools are unsatisfactory. Similarly, a
committee formed to select a new agency manager cannot be successful 1f there
are no qualified cendidates available. A&nd a group that provides human

services to clients may have performance problems 1f members' work staticns

are 5o spread about that they cannot coordinate theilr activities, or if money

e a2 L N
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is so scarce that needed support staff cannct be obtained.28

Synergy. Group synergy "tunes" the impact of design and contextual
factors. Positive synergy--that is, when the synergistic gains from group
irteraction exceed group process losses--can help a group cvercome the
limitations of a pocr performance situation (e.g., a badly designed group task
or an unsupportive reward system). And if performance conditions are
favorable, positive synergy can help a group exploit the opportunities those
conditions provide, Negative synergy, when process losses exceed synergistic
gains, has opposite effects. It can amplify the negative impact of a poor
performance situation, and it can prevent a group from taking advantage of
favorable circumstances. The relationship between performance conditions
(i.e., the group design and the organizatlonal context) and group synergy are
illuctrated in Figure 7.2°

The ncrmative model that has been discussed in this section specifies a
number of factors that should be present if 2 group is to perform well. It
does not say how the strengths and weaknesses of a group can be assessed, nor
does 1t speciiy what managers can do to create an effective wWwork group. We

turn to these guestions next.

28 The importance of mundane aspects of the performance situation such as
these are increasingly being recognized as critical to effective work
pertormance (see, {or example, Peters & O'Conncr, 1930. and Peters,
O'Cennor & Rudolf, 12&2). To overlook them 1s to jeopardize the effort
erxpendec tc design a team well and provide it with appropriate contextual
supports.

29 Although performance conditions and group synergy are placed on separate
axes an the figure, they are not indeperndent: positive synergy 1s more
likely under favorable conditions, and negative synergy 1is more likely
under unfavorable condit:ions. Thus performance spirals can develop. For
example, good group performance can lead to management decisions that
improve the group's performance sttuation, which prcmotes positive synergy,
vhich resulits 1n even better perfcrmance, and so cn. Egually plausible :is
a negative spirval, 1ir which poor pzrfcrmance begets organizaticnal
"tigi:tening up," resulting in negative synergy, and so on.

sy
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TOWARD AN ACTION MODEL FOR IMPROVING GROUP EFFECTIVENESS

The normative model has helped us understand what should be present for a
group to perform well. We now turn to some issues that arise in attempting to
create those conditions. We will examine (a) the diagnosis of work teams,
with special emphasis on assessing group task demands and the amount of
authority groups have to manage their own affairs, (b) the creation and
development of new work groups, and (c) requirements for the behavior of group
managers.

Ultimately we need a theory of action that deals explicitly with
! implementing the prescriptions of the normative model (Argyris, 1980; 1983).

Such a theory would recognize the fact that many group phenomena are the
product of multiple, interdependent factors, a kind of causation not well

handled by traditional scholarly paradigms in social and organizational

psyctology. A theory of action would address the develogpment of task-oriented

LE

groups over time, and suggest ways to encourage seif-reinforcing spirals of

increasing effectiveness (and to avoid spirals of cecreasing effectiveness).

[ VRFTRN

And it would give explicit attention to ways authority can be used to empower
groups and support competent grcup behavior. While much remains to be
learned, the following discussion should at least provide some leads worth

pursuing in developing a true action model of group effectiveness,3®

plagrostic Use of the lcrmative Model

R R s

I1f a normative model is to be useful in designing, managing and

if 4

ipewmy

L

consulting to work groups 1in organizatiens, it must be possible to assess the

standing ¢f work teams on the model-specified concepts. The model described

e e

3¢ ror a skeptical v

by f the value of pursuing this objective, see Goodmar,
atlkin and Raviin ( )
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above, for example, allows one to determine what aspects of a group's design,
context and process are strongest, and where improvement is most needed. Such
an assessment can be made either informally (e.g., by a manager seeking a
quick diagnosis of the assets and liabilities of a team) or more
systematically (e.g., for research purposes, or in preparing for a planned
intervention).31!

This kind of diagnosis can point to possible interventiors for improving
group effectiveness. One mignt discover, for example, that a given group is
working hard on its task and using a fully appropriate performance strategy,
but that members frequently make substantive mistakes and errors of judgment
in their work. One would then look carefully at the composition of the group,
the educational and consultative resources available te it, and its methods of
assessing, weighting and applying the knowledge and skills cf its members.

Some additional information about a group and its work 1s required,
however, to make sure that an :intervention 1s appropriate. Specifically, one
needs to know (a) what aspects of the group's des.gn, context, and behavior
are most SEEE}EEE to effectiveness for the specific work being dene, and (b)
who has the authority to make changes in those aspects of the perfcrmance
situation. Without such information, cne risks taking actions that miss tae
mark because they deal with the wrong things or the wreng people.

Critical Tesk Demarnds

What 1s key to ¢roup effectiveness for one task can be totally irrelevant
for another. Consider, for example, a team of park maintenance worKers. Its

performance wiil depend mostly on the effort members put into their work. lo

.

31 a4 strategy for assessing the standiryg of & group on these ccncents using
multiple methods 1s under development; for a preview of these methods, see
Hackman (1%82).

FETCNT G A Y
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special knowledge and skill is required (the work is mainly raking and picking
up debris), nor is there much room for team decision-making about performance
strategy. The success of an advertising team developing an idea for a new
campaign, cn the other hand, may depend far more on petformance strategy and
on knowledge and skill than on effort. Different tasks have different
critical -“emands, and orient atiention to different process criteria of
effecty ::ess.32

Interventions should focus on the factors that ‘ost powerfully affect a

giroup's standing cn whatever process criteria are critical for the task being

performed. So, for the park workers, special attention should be given to the

« motivational properties of the group task, to the organizational reward '
{ system, and to group processes that affect member coordination and team :1
t spirit. For ‘he advertising workers, on the other hand, attention should

B focus on thiose aspects cf group cdes:ign, context, and synergy that can improve

E a group’s use of inowiedge and sxill and the appropriateness cof 1its

1 performance strategy.

E

i All three process criteria are salient, at least to some degree, for most

: tasks done by groups 1in orgarizations, et one or two of them usually are

A ) ) ) . .

N especially important to team effectiveness .. 3 particular case. By focussing

td . . ) :

P on the design and contextual factors associzited with these criteria, managers

£ can imgvove the yield from tire Zimlted time they have to spend on team design

¢

l and r:agement.

?

: 32 1i,e 1dea of characterizing tasks in terms of their critical demands
; criginated with Foby ard Lanzetta (19¢8). HKercld (1978) has developed a
strategy for :ssessing task derands that has direct implicazicne for

E interventions interded to improve group effectiveness. Irn brief, the
1 - approath anvolves separate neasurement cf the social complexity and the
i technical compleraty ¢f task vequirements. Interventione, which are
: selected on tne btas:s of the task anaivs:ic, heip the group dzal with the
mosb Cchi2ilerns.ng aspects of 1ts weik.
.
13
¢
! -
7 :
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It is not always simple, however, to analyze the critical demands of a
group task and to trace their implications for team design and management.
Thus, the present approach contrasts with the relatively casual and intuitive
style of team management often practiced in contemporary organizations. The
hope 1is that the extra thought and effort required will, in fact, result in
grcups that perform better than those designed and managed in traditional
vays.

Distributicn of hutheority

The appropriate focus of an intervention also depends on how authority 1is
distributed in the organization--specifically, vho is responsible for managing
what aspects of the performance situation. Who, for example, has
responsibility for the routine monitoring and management of group performance
processes? Who has respensibility for creating and fine-tuning the design of
the group? Who has respeonsibility for structuring and managing the
performance context?

The division of author:ty between the group and management varies from
crganization to organization, and from group to group within an organization.
Three typical configurations are illustrated in Figure 8., As will be seen,
the targets cof action intended to improve team effectiveness are guite

different for the three configurations.

lManager-led work tears. These teams have responsibility only for the
actual execu:iion of tunexr assigned work. llznagement is respcnsible for

monitoring and managing performance processes (1.e., taking any action needed
to change vhat 1s being dune or how 1t 1s being done): for designing the groun
as a performing unit (:.e., structuring the group task, cemposing the ¢reoup,

and setting bas:ic norms of acceptable behavior); and for structuring the
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organizational context in which the group functions {(i.e., establishing
supportive reward, education, and information systems).

Examples of manager-led groups include a military squad continucusly
provided with detailed instructions by the sergeant, and a crew of flight
attendants whose duties have been cnoreographed in advance by planners and
whose execution of these duties is monitored by an in-flight supervisor, How
vell a manager-led team performs depends much more on management than on
decisien~making by the group itself.

Self-managing work groups. For the:te groups, management has

respensibility for the organizational context and for the design of the group
as a performing unit. Group members are responsible for monitoring and
managing their own performance processes, as well as for actually executing
the task. Examples include a faculty search committee, many "“autoncmous work
teams" in incustry, and a manager:ial task force charged with the design of a
new compensation system. How well a self-maniging yroup performs depends both
oni the quality of the team design and organizatiornal context provided by

management and on the competence of the group i1n managing and executing 1ts
I S d

vork.

Self-desigring work groups. For these cgroups, management has

responsibility only for the team's organizational context. Group members are

responsible for the design of their team (1ncluding structuring their task,

deciding who will join or leave the grcoup, and evol:ing their own norms to
gulde decision making about performance processes), as well as for the
management and execution of work on the task.

Top management groups and beerds of directors usually are relatively

E

self-cesigning in charazter (althouyh the maisr portion of their performance
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context typically is external to the organization). Self-designing groups are

found less frequantly in the middle and lower regions of traditional

organizations. Examples include a mature autonomous work team that has earned

the right to revise its own design (e.g., to hire new members, to alter its
task if necessary, and so on), and a labor-management 'quality of work life

committee" with a broad mandate to bring some people together to generate

programs for improving organizational life., How well a self-designing group

erforms, obviously, depends much less on management than on the grou
F Y P g group

itself .33

Summary. An organization that chooses tc form manager-led work groups is

essentially betting that a manager can run things more effectively than group
members can; 1f it is believed that the group 1itself can do the job better, a

seif-desigring groiip would be appropriate; and if shared control over the

erformance situation and performance g ecces seams optimal, a self-managin
I 1 o4 ks

group would be chosen.

A manager or interventionist interested in improving team effectiveness

should attend carefully to the way authority 1s allocated hetween a work group

and its marager. 7Tc¢ alm an intervention properly, one needs tc know who has

authority over wvhat aspects of the performance situation. Moreover, 1t 1s

istribution of authority is for the

2

impsrtant to assess how approgpriate the
work tc be done, and for the organizational cuiture within which the group

exists. Sometimes the level of authority a group needs to do its work well

33 There alsc are a few groups, laruely 1in cooperative or worker-owned
enterprises, whose mambers have responsibality for all aspects of the

including deciding their cwn purpose and

£1lthough rarvely found in traditional

c1es, suzh groups are goosd labioratories

performance gituatien,
establishing their own werk contexzt,
induestrial firms or pubhlic bureaucra
for learning about the jooblems and opp
levels of group autonozmy.

2.
crlunities associated with very ligh
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will conflict with organizational norms or standard organizational practices.
In such cases, implementing a good team design may involve negotiating a
redistribution of authority within the organizational unit--something not to

be undertaken lightly.

Guidelines for Creating Work Teams

What are the implications of the normative model for zreating effective
teams? The guick answer, of course, is that teams should be set up so that
they rank high on each of the variables in the model. But that is more easily
said than done, and creating an effective tezam usually involves difficult
choices among design alternatives.

Four stages in creating and developing work groups are discussed below.
Wathin each stage, certain guestions must be answered, one way cr another, as
a group 1s designed and built. The ncrmative model provides some possible
answers Lo these gusstions, and we will refer to it freguentl
But the choice of the question format (rather than specifying fixed steps to
te followed, for example) is deliberate. There are many ways to structure and
manage a team, and one must actively think about and select among the
available alternatives at each choice point. It is both inevitable and
appropriate that these'decisions will be guided as much by cultural, political

es as by any normative model of team effectiveness,

Stage One: Prework

When a decision or task arises in an organization, managers often
reflexively form a comm:ittee or create a task force to handle it. 3ind the
group sometimes turns out not to be a very gocod device for doing what needs to

be done. A Exit of theught before a gioup is created can decrease the
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likelihood that a team will be formed when it should not be, and improve the
design of those teams that are created.

The objective in the prework phase is to establish the basic parameters
of the performance situation: the nature of the work to be done, the
feasibility of using a group to do it, and the appropriate partitioning of
authority and responsibility between the group and its managers.

Question 1: What is the task? Scmetimes nobody knows: not the group,

and not the person who created the group. It is, of course, virtually
impossible to design and support a group well if one does not know what it is
supposed to accomplish. And, for group memters, a vague and obscure task
invites frustration and conflict. 1It is hard to excuse a manager who creates
a group without a clear purpose.34

In some caseg, the group is a del:berate sham. It may have been formed
simply to give angry people a setting in vhich to blow cff steam, for examgle.
Or it may have been assigned a decision-making task to buy time while the real
decision-makers make their moves behind the scenes. Or it may have been
created solely to provide a platfcrm for a politically important manager to
have his or her say. 1In other words, groups often serve organizaticral
purposes other than getting work done. Such uses, of course, can lessen the
credibility of future greoups that do have Important tasks to accomplish. In
any event, we are concerned here only with groups created with the expectation
that they will achieve excelient performance. And to design and manage these

groups well requires that one be clear about what is to be accomplished.

This does 't imgly that one can always he ciear what needs to be done in
an orgarizziion. It -s gperfectly reascnable, for example, to ask a group
to "Figure out what 1s going on 1n area ¥, and give me your views about
it." That then beccmes the group task, arnd the group can be structured and
managed in a way trat helps it do a good job ¢f researching the question
and preparing a regort about what 1t learns.
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Question 2: What are the critical task demands? What must the group do

to accomplish its task well and on time? Does the task require great effort?
Complex knowledge or skills? Careful attention to choices about performance

strategy (as in a rapidly changing environment, for example)? The answers to
these guestions should have a significant bearing on the design of the group

and the focus of managerial attention once it is under way.

Question 3: Will the group be manage.-led, self-managing, or self-

designing? Given the task and its demands, how much authority does the group
need? Can that level of authority be provided, given the cultural and
political realities of the organization? Are group members willing and able
to operate on those terms? Might it make sense to start the group out with
limited authority and increase 1t 2as rerbers galn experiler..e and skills in

self-managerent?  Vhat are the :~plicaticons of these decisions for the decign

Q

of the teas manacer's rcole (cf., valteon & 5Schlesinger, 1S 3).

Cuesticn 4: Overall, how advantagecus i= it 'C 2ss.5n the vork ts a team?

How feac:ible 1s It* Whnat are the Lenefits of hav: - a team pericrm the task?

What are the rish. end liabilities? Givern that it tyzic:illy takes more
maznageriel srill! tv manage a team than to manage il 13.8.S wiTrFing wmore of
less on their ¢~7., ere the advantages worth the coste?

Villl 1t =« posc.ble to design anc sSuUDTITl o lie yr - w1117 Unat
compromlses wil. nheve to be made bece.ne of an Lr flemtuzle telhinology.
rigidities in personns L practices, an inusuifitier -y =€ me - _2l ressurces
other organizational f:ztcrs that car ge 2= t.e Wz 2f 2 g, .2 cesir.” Are
these compromlses s¢ nUMErTUS Or Sericus ti.al U .ey ... Siguif_cZant

anterfere with the group's workry
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When the compromises are substantial, or when a manager is unwilling to
make the effort to create a good group design, it usually is better to find an
alternative way to get the wcrk done than to clutter up the organizational
landscape with yet another unnecessary or poorly designed team.

Stage Two: Creating Performance Conditions

The objective in thils stage is to make sure that the group has an

appropriate design and a supportive organizational context. These structures

should make it easy for a group to do well, rather than require it to swim
against the current. This may be difficult in organizations that
traditionally have used individuals rather than teams as the basic unit for
accomplishing work. The two questions posed below, therefore, sometimes will
reguire creation of nontrad:ticnal organizational features--or the
circumvention of existing structures and systems that are inappropriate for
teams.

Question S: How shouid the group be composed and the task structured?

How can the task be designed to be as clear and as motivaticnally engaging as

possible? What can be done to make the work more chalienging and signifaicant?

Within the limits of the group's authority, how can task auionomy be

increased? What feedbpack channels can be opened to provide nembers with

£ the results of thejr work?

regular and reliable Kpow
How small can the grouy be and still have the human resources needed for

effective performance? HHow diverse should the membership be? Do members have
the interpersonal skills needed for collaborative work?

Question ©: What ceontextual supports and rescurces must be provided?

what materiel resourzes (e.g., tools, eguiprent, money, or space) will members

need 1n their work? Can these resources be secured? What organizational

i

L
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supports will help the group in its work? Will the reward, educaticnal, and
information systems provide the reinforcement, outside expertise, and data the
group will need to perform well? Will the group have contact with people or
groups in other parts of the organization (or external to it)? How will they
influence the group? Do links with external parties need to be restructured?

Stage Three: Forming and Building the Team

Because long-lasting effects flow from events early in the life of a
group, it is worth the trouble to help a work team get started on the right
foot. Specific steps must be taken to create a group that can manage its own
affairs competently.

Question 7: How can a team be helped to get off to a good stait? What

can be done, as members confront each other and their task for the first time,
to increase the chance they will be able to work well together? Building a
competent work tcam invelvee helming members (a) develop an appropriate
boundary for their group, (b) coume to terms with the task they will perform,
and (c) begin to develop the norms that will guide behavior in the group.3%

1. Forming boundaries. If group members are to work interdependently on
the task, it must be clear who is a member-~and therefcre shares
responsibility for group outcomes--and whe is not. IMembership often 1is
r in certain kinds of work groups, particularly temporary project and
decision-making teams. and when there is ambiguity about group composition,
members often becomz frustrated and performance can suffer. The grcup must be

able to say, at some point, “This is us" and proceed from there. When that

35 There are numercus programs avallable to guide team-building activities
(e.g., Eertcher & Maple, 1977; Cyer, 1977; Merry & Allerhand. 1877: Rubin,
Plovnick & Fry, 1977). While 1977 clearly was a very good year for team-
buiiders, these guides (understandably) are based on the experience and
cenceptual framevoris of their authors; they are not designed to address
systematically the three aspects of ¢roup life highlighted here.
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happens, the composition of the group, begun when members were assigned to the
team, will have been completed.

2. Accepting and redefining the task. There may be some people in
organizations who Lelieve that the task assigned to a group is the one that
the group actually performs. These people have not watched very closely vhat
happens as a group goes to work: often many tasks are being performed,
different ones by diffarent members, and none of them the one the manager
thought had been assigned. Misunderstandings about the task (whether between
the group and the task-giver, or among group members) can result in wasted
effort or a product that misses the mark. It is better to identify and deal
with such discrepancies when the group starts its work, rather than when the
group product is submitted.

Task redefinition is a natural part of the group performance process
(Hackman, 1909). By acknowledging that and dealing with questions of task
definition early in a group's life, corfusion and idiosyncratic
interpretations of what is required can be minimized. Consider, for example,
tasks that have multiple and conflicting performance objectives (e.g., speed
and perfection). The conflict among these objectives can be discussed by the
team and its manager, and either resolved or accepted as a tension the group
w1ll need to marage. When all parties have come to an agreement about wvhat
the task 1s and what it reguires, the process of task design, begun when tlie
work was originally conceived, will have been completed.

3. ©TDeveloping group rnorms and member roles. Although each member brings
to & group c2rtain assumptions about the kinds of behavior that will be
appropriate, such matters are rarely discussed explicit , .: the group.

Instead, group norms and memper roles dewvelop gradually as individuals seek
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their own niches, and as the group as a whole struggles to find a comfortable
way to operate. The proCess is a natural one, but the norms and roles that
develop may be heava’ influenced by forces of which members are unaware
{e.g., a shared wish to suppress anxiety-arousing issues). Moreover, the
norms that evolve may conflict with core management values about appropriate
and expected group behavior.

Groups are likely to function better if they give explicit attention,
early in their lives, to the kinds of behaviors that will be valued and the
ways work on the group task will be managed. 1If members are expected to take
responsibility for monitoring their performance situation and planning their
performance strategies, they should be encouraged to explore the implications
of that expectation and their willingness to accept it,

Morms evolve over the life span of any group, and changes in noims and
he cxception. Dy providing some a5sistance te
the group early in its life, managers can help get this ongoing process off to
a good start, and help members come to grips with both the extent and the
limits of their authority. As the group begins to move under its own power,
the manager can pull back and the process of designing the group as a
performing unit will have been completed.

Sta
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Once a group is functioning as a social system, it will control its oun
destiny to a considerable extent. HNevertheless, managers can ascist the group
by making it easy for members to renegctiate aspects of the performance
situation that turn out to impede performance, by ensuring that members get
the ongoing assistance they need to cperate well as a team, and py helping the

group learn from its experiences.
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Question 8: How can opportunities be provided for the group to

renegotiate itc design and context? Some features of the initial design of a

r group and its context are sure to be flawed--and scme groups simply accept
¢ those flaws as an unfortunate fact of crganizational life. How can a group be
encouraged to take initiatives to get unsatisfactory aspects of its

performance situation improved? While it would be inappropriate for a manager

R o

to take unilateral action to change a group's design or context (that would
undermine its responsibility for managing its own affairs), a manager can
provide occasions for explicit review and renegotiation of the performance
context. And when such discussions take place, he or she can help members
become more skillful, and more comfortable, in taking initiatives to confront
aspects of the rerformance situation (including the manager's own behavior)
that are impeding group perfcrmance. As a group mdtures and gamonstrates
competence in its work, it may be appropriate to empower 1t even
further--e.g., by giving it greater authcrity for self-management, by
arranging access to training activities that can help members imsrove their
skills, and so on.

Question 9: What process assjstance can be proviaed to promote positive

group synergy? These activities are closest to traditiocnal 'process

consultation," discussed earlier in this chapter. But they should emphasize
aspects of group life tnat directly relate to its vork on the task. Indeed,
it may be that one of the best ways to improve interpersosnal relations in the

aroup is to help members perform well on the task--a reversal of the

trad:itional view tlat task performance depends on the quality of interpersonal

relations.
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Two aspects of group task behavior warrant special attention. First,
efforts can be made to correct group process losses and cultivate synergistic
process gains. Is the group suffering from poor coordination, inappropriate
weighting ¢f member talents, or flawed implementatior. of performance
strategies? Are there unexploited opportunities to cultivate team spirit, to
encourage members to learn from one another, or to develop uniquely-
appropriate performance strategies? The ccnsiderable literature on process
consultaticn can provide ideas for useful activities and exercises~-but some
inventiveness by the manager or consultant also suvely will be required to
tailor what 1s done to the needs of specific groups.

In addition, the group can be helped to deal with developmental changes

,
——— Y
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and transitlions it encounters as it matures as a social unit. Al oh

research and theory useful in guiding such activities in task-per? ming

has Just started to become available (e.g., Gersick, 1%82; Heinen &

cacobson, 1%976; Katz, 1982), it is important that a manager be sensitive the
developmental issues a group wil :z:ze as it moves through its life cycle, and

that he or she be available to heip the group manage them and learn from them.

Question 10: ifow car the dgroup be helped to learn from it; experiences”
There ure many opportunlities for learning in a well-structured and well-
managed grcup. How can these opportunities be exploited? Unfortunately, the
press of task worr often keeps members £rom acting on any impulse they may
have to reflect together on their experience and learn from 1t. It is

necessary, therefore, to set aside some times for reflection and

learning--perhaps at a natural breaxpoint in the task work, and certainly when ,
a major phase of the effort has beer completed. The manager cof the group as i
1 a gooc posltion 0 encoursge members to taxe the time to learn from tneir !

!

experiences, and to asslst them i doing so.

At S Sl s

-
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Sumnary

The stages of the action model sketched above are summarized in Figure 9.
Clearly, considerable manaygerial skill and no small measure o hard wvork are
required to do a good job of creating and managing a task-performing team in
an organizaticn. I1f a manager wants a team task to be dore v:1ll, he or she
cannot simply call some people together, toss them a task, and hope for the
best.

That 1s the bad rnews. The good news 1s that as managers learn how to
design and manage groups well, and as members gain experience and skill in
functioning effectively in teams, the plodding, deliberate, step-by-step
process outlined above can become second nature, just “the way things are
done" in an organization. When that stage is reached, the considerable
investaent reguired to learn how to use work teams well Zan pay substantial

dividends--an work effectiveness and in the quality of the experierces of both

imglications for the Mansgemert of Teams

Since this cthapter represents a departure from traditicnal thinking absout
greup perfcrmance, 1t may De appropriate to conclude by briefly hichlighting

some of the brsader maragement implications of what has been proposed.

Cr. legdership. The reseairch li<erature Is rich with studies of

circumstences. Suzh guuwstions are dev:ivative in the approach taken here

sincze icaders are viewed as cxercising influence piimaraly through the
Z f Y 3
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decisions they make about how to frame the group task, how to structure the
group and its centexu, and how to help the group get startec up well and
neaded i1n an appropriate direction.

Indeed, we have not even discussed whether an internal group leader
sheculd be named--liet alone how he or she should behave. It often does make
sense to have such a role, especially when substantial coordination among
members is required, when there is lots of information to be processed (Maier,
1967), or when it is advisable to have one person be the liaison with other
groups or higher management. Yet it is not always a good idea to decide in
advance about the leadership structure of a work group. If a group has been

designed well and helped to begin exploring the group norms and member roles

it wishes to have, questions of internal leadership should appear naturally. R e

Ana while there invariably will be a good deal of stress and ctrain in the
group as lecdershib issues are dealit with, when a resolution comes it will
have the censiderable advantage of being the group's own.

The marnager's role, then, 15 te make sure a group confronts the
ieaderznip issue directly (even if members would prefer tc deal with it
implicitl)y or avoid it entirely), not to resolve it for the group. To do the
latter 13 %o short-circuit an impcrtant developmental task in the life of a
team, any to reb the group of a significant opportunity to organize and
GevsiGE its own ihternal resources,

Or creating redundant cconidiilons.  There are many ways for a group to be

effective ir performing a task, and even more vays for i te be ineffective.
Morecwer, different task and organizational circums*tances involva vastly
different demands and opportunities. Thus it 35 1mpossiniz Lo specify in

deta:l what specific behavicrs managers should exiiinit to hielp yroups perform
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effectively. There are simply too many ways & group can operate and still
wind up with the same outcome.36 Attempts to specify contingencies for
managerial behavior do not help much, in that they usually result in

prescriptions too complex for anyone to follow (Hackman, in press).

Thus, while many models of leadership call for the active manipulation of
"'causes' that are assumed to be tightly linked to “effects," our view of group
behavier suggests that the key to effective group management may be to create
redundant conditions that support good performance, leaving groups ample room _ 1
to develop and enact their own ways of operating within those conditions.

A manager interested in encouraging a group to work hard, for example,
would try to make the group task more motivationally engaging. &nd he or she

would try to provide more (or more potent) positive consequences contingent on

hard, effective work. And he or she would work with the group members to

. improve the efficiency of their internal processes and to build a positive

team spirit. And 1f there were other steps that could be taken to create
conditions supportive of high effcrt, these would be attempted as well.
Group performance does not have clean, unitary causes. To help a group
improve its effectiveness involves decing whatever is possible to create
multiple, redundant conditions that together may nudge the group toward more Q,‘

competent task behavior and, eventually, better performance.3’

36 systems theorists call this aspect of organized endeavor "eguifinality"
(Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 30). According to this principle, a social system
can reach the =ame outcome from a variety of initial conditions anc by a
variety of methods.

Y 37 We see rece a key difference between descriptive and action models of g
e behavior 1n organizations. A descriptive model parcels un the world for

’ concertual clarity: in contrast, a good action model parc:ls up the world

tc increase the chances that something can be created or changed. Rather :
than seeking to 1sola‘e unitary causes, an action model attempts to i
identify clusters of covarying factors that can serve as useful levers for

K change (see also Hackman, in press; Mohr, 1962; and Weick, 1377).
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On managerial authority.

The approach taken in this chapter clearly
favors the creation of conditions that empower groups, that increase their

authority to manage their own work. While this does not imply a diminution of

maragerial authority, it does suggest that it be redirected.

One critical use of authority, already discussed at some length, is in

creating organizational conditions that foster and support effective group

behavior. Managers must not view design and contextual features as '"givens" 1

over which they have little control. Instead, influence must be wielded

upwards and outwards in the organization to make organizational structures and

systems as supportive of team effectiveness as pcssible. If a manager does

not have the authority to initiate discussions about making such changes, he

or she should consider trying to get it, becayse it will be hard to be a good

Manager:ial authcrity also siwuld be used to establash and enforce

starniards of group behavior and acceptable perfurmance. When a manager

defines a piece of werk to be C.ne, sets performance standards, and is clear

about the bounds of acceptable group behavior, he or she 1s exercising

nanagerial authority--and, concurrently, empcwering the group that will do the

work. To be vague abcut what is required and expected can be just as

debilitating to a group &s traditional, hands-on supervision. To enable

ty well, managers must not be afraid to exercise

On knowing some things.

The management behaviors implied by the model of

team effectiveness explored in thls chapter will seem unfamiliar and awkward

to some managers, and may be hard for them to perform well. But any new
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endeavor can be difficult. Trying to make sense of a balance sheet, for
example, or figuring ocut a good design for a production process can feel just
as awkward and be just as hard for an unpracticed manager to do well. Yet for
some reason we are far more willing to acknowledge the need for training and
experience in these areas than we are in aspects of managerial work related to
the effective use of human resources.

Managing work groups is every bit as tough as fiquring out what to do
about the numbers on a balance sheet. To manage teams well, one needs to know
some things, have some skills, and have opportunities to practice. The sooner
those requirements are acknowledged, the sooner we will be able to develop a
cadre of managers whe are expert in creating work teams, developing them, and
harvesting the considerable contribytions they have to make to organizational

efiectivensss.

o TATDLL L Tomo e~ - A _ o

P



-62-

References

hlderfer, C. P. Group and intergroup relations. In J. R. Hackman & J. L.
Suttle (Eds.), Improving life at work. Santa Monica, CA: Goodyear, 1977.

Argyris, C. The incompleteness of social psychological theory: Examples from
small group, cognitive consistency, and attribution research. American
Psychologist, 19569, Z&, 893-908.

hrgyris, C. The inner contradictions of rigorous ~esearch. HNew York:
Acacemic Press, 1980.

Argyris, C. Action science and intervention. Journal of Applied Behavioral
Sc.ence, 1983, 19, 115-i35.

Eales, R. F. Interaction process analysis: A method for the study of small
groups. Cambridge, Mi: Addison-Wesley, 1950.

Bales, R. F. Personality and interpersonal behavior. New York: Holt,
Kkinehart & Winston, 1970,

Bales, R. F. & Cohen, S. P. SYMLOG: A system for the multiple level E
observation of groups. New York: Free Press, 1979.

Beer, M. The technology of organizaticn develepmernt. In M. D. Durnette
(gd.), Handbook of industrial and organizaticnal psychelogy. Chicago:
Rang-Mchally, 1976.

8]

elb R. M. Managemesnt teams: Why thev

v succeed or fail. Llondon- Heinen:ann,

in,
1981

Bertcher, H. J. & Maple, F. F. C(Creating grecups. Beverly Hills, Ca: Sag=,
1977.

Blake, R. R. & Mouten, J. S. Building a dynamic corporation ti.rough crid
organization development. Reading, Ma: Add:son-Wesliey, 1969.

Coimsn, A. D. & Bexton, W. H. Group relations reader. Sausalito Ca: GREX.
1575,

Cooper, L. L. (Ed.), Theorles of croup processes., London: wWiley, 1%75.

Cumm:rgs, T. G. Self-reculating work groupg

oLy ocio-technizal synthe-as.
Academy of llanagement Fewviev, 1378, 3, ©Z5 4

Cummings, T. G. Designing etle
Starbuck (Eds.), Handbocok ¢
Crnford Univ. Press, 1931,

ctive verk greups. In P. C. liystrom & W. H.
€ ¢:ganizaticnal design (Vol. 2). Lendon:

Dalsey, N. C. Delphi. Santa lon:ca, (A: Raud Corporation, 19¢7.

_____ . o . _
v T e X L emasreAlOR G, 2ot Pimca e, cvutlibiion, .. UL om— o -




-653-

Davis, J. H. sreup decision and social interaction: A theory of soc:al
decision schemes. Psychological Review, 1973, §9, 97-125.

Davis, J. H. & Hinsz, V. B. Current research problems in group performance
and group dynamics. In H. Brandstitter, J. H. Davis & G. Stocker-
Kreichgauer (Eds.), Group decision making. London: Academic Press, 1982.

Delbecq, A. L., Van de Ven, A. H. & Gustafson, D. H. Group techniques for
pregram planning. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman, 1975.

Dunnette, M. D., Campbell, J. & Jaastad, K. The effect of group participation
on brainstorming effectiveness for two industrial samples. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 196, 47, 30-37.

Dyer, W. G. Team bulilding: Issues and alternatives, Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley, 1977.

Friedlander, F. & Brown, L. D. Crganization development. In M. R. Rosenzweiy
& L. W. Porter (Eds.), Annual review of psychology (Vol. 25). Palo Alto,
CA: Annual Reviews, 1974.

Gersick, C. J. G. Life cycles of ad hoc groups. T. R. No. 3, Group
Effectiveness Research Project, School of Organization and Management,
Yale University, 1SZ3.

Glaser, R. & Klaus, D. J. & reinforcement analysis of croup performance.
Psychological Morographs, 1966, 80 (vhole No. &21), 1-23.

Goodman, 2., .tkln, R. & r2viin, E. G5ome cb:crva:;o.< on specifving models of
grouz performance, Parer Jelivered at a symposium on Preductive Work
Teams anc¢ Groups, American Fsychclogical Asscciation Convention,
Washington, D. C., 1¢&z

Green, T. B. An emgirizal a- l;

is of nominal and inte.acting groups.
Lcademy of Management Jour-a °

18, 63-73.

Hackman, J. R. Toward unders*tzr.ding the role of tasks in hbehavioral research.
hcta Psychologica, 1969, =i 97-128.

wals. In M. D. Dunnette (Zd.),

Hac=zman, J. R. Group influence: ivad
Z ©1cna) pnsychology, Chicago: Rand-

Handbook of 1industtial &ill
l'clally, 1376.

O
)l
J
3
-
<

Hacimun, J. R. A set of metnils for research on work teams. Technical Report
5. 1. Group Effectiveness Research Project, Scho2l of Organization and
Jlenagement, Yele University, 1982.

el of work team effectiveress. Technical
necss Research Project, School of

H ziman, J. R. A nornative -z
< e
, Yale University, 1983.

Re;~rt llo. 2. Group Eff:
Orcanization aind Managerne

-— N TP L
4_J.ﬂ-n---—-un-_-h-nnu-dlﬁﬁ._L LT e —

i

Ko |

PRESEY




o ——————s

-64-

Hackman, J. R. Psychological contributions to organizational productivity: A
commentary. In A. P. Brief (Ed.), Kesearch on productivity. New York:
Praeger, in press.

Hackman, J. R., Brousseau, K. R. & Weiss, J. A. The interaction of task
design and group performance strategies in determining group
effectiveness. Organizational Behavior and Fuman Performance, 1976, 16,
350-365.

Hackman, J. R, & Morris, C. G. Group tasks, group interaction prccess, and
group performance effectiveness: A review and proposed integration. In L.
Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychclogy. New VYork:
Academic Press, 1975.

Hackman, J. R. & Oldham, G. R. Work redesign. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley,
1980.

Hare, A. P. Handbook of small group research (2nd ed.). New York: Free Press,
1976.

Hare, A. P. Creativity in small groups. Beverly Hills, Ch: Sage, 1982.

Heinen, J. S. & Jaccbson, E. A model of task group development in complex
organizations and a strategy of implementation. Academy of Management
Review, 1976, 1, 98-111.

Herold, D. Y. Improving the performance effectiveness of groups through a
task-contingent selection of intervention strategies. &cademy of
lanagement PReview, 1978, 3, 315-325.

Hewett, T. T., O'Brien, G. E. & Hornik, J. The effects of work organizaticrn,
ieadership style, and member compatibility upon the productivity of small
groups working on a manipulative task. Organizational Behavior and Human

Perfq;mance, 1974, 11, 283-301.

Hoffman, L. R. Applying experimental research on group problem solving to
organizations. Journal of hpplied Behavioral Science, 1979, 15, 375-391,
(a)

Hoffman, L. R. (Ed.), The group problem solving process: Studies of a valsrce

model. Mew York: Praeger, 1979. (b)

JecKkson, J. Structural characteristics of norms. In I. D. Steiner & M.
Fisitbein (Eds.), Current studles in social psychology. WNew York: Huit,
1965.

Jeraas, I. L. Groupthink (2nd ed.). ©Sostcn: Houghton Mifflin, 1982.

Joanson, H. H. & Torcivia, J. M. Group and individual pergormance on a sirjle-
stage task as a furction of distribution of individual performance.
Journal of Perscnality and Sccial Psychology, 1967, 3, 266-273.




-65-

Keplan, R. E. The conspicuous absence of ev:idence that process consultation
enhances tisk pe. ormance. Jc .n . of hppl:-d Behavioral Science, 1979,
15, 346-300.

Katz, D. & Kahn, R. L. The social psychology of Ofgah;Zoulbnﬁ (2nd ed.). New
York: Wiley, 1978.

Katz, K. The effects of group longevity cn proiect communicaticn ard
performance. Administrative Scier.ce Quarterly, 1982z, 27, 81-

Latan;, B., Williams, K. & Harkins, S. Many hands make light the work: 7Te
causes and consequences of social loafing. Journal of Personality anc
Sccial Psychelogy, 1979, 37, 622-332.

-

lawler, E. E. Pay and orgarization developme.t. FReading, MA: Adi:son-Wesley,

T

1831.

Leavitt, H. J. Suppose we t2ck g:oups seriously... In L. L. Cass & F. G. ;-f
Zimmer (Eds.), Man and work in soclety. Kew York: Van Nestrancé Reanliold, ;
1875.

Maier, N. R. F. Problem solving discussions and conferences: Leadership
methods and skills. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1963.

Mzier, K. k. F. Asse's ars liab.livies in group prehlen soulvang: Tre reed for
arn integrative furnotisa. Psyohclozical Revlew, 1997, T4, £3%-249.
ans. New York: wWiley, 1958,
. brief ntroducticrn. liew Yorr: Holu,

Group task pe:fcrmance and swcaial

‘J Prentice-Haiil, 1683,

cup resear<h: & synthesis &nd critioue of

“p rescarch, Arnual Review or Psychology,

riand, M. B, Developing tesms and crgarizations. Reeding,
- .

liohr, L. B. Exgisining crcanizationa. beliavior. Sen Franciscoe: Jossey-EBass,

I

re groug ptlarization phenomenon. Psvchcoclogical

Myers, L. C.
Bulletan,

liagas, L. H., Vollratih, L. &. & Dawvis, J. il. Group decision making: Origins
nd current stetus. in K. brandetatter, J. Y. Davis and H. C. Sciiler ¢
tds.). Dynamics c¢f croup decosions.  Eeverl}ly Hilis, ChA: Sage, 13%7&.




~66~

Osborn, A. F. Applied imagination (Rev. ed.). New York: Scribner's, 1957.

Payne, R. & Cooper, C. L. (Eds.), Groups at work. Chichester, U.K.: Wiley,
1981.

Peters, L. H. & 0'Connor, E. J. Situational constraints and work outcomes:
The influences of a frequently overlooked construct. Academy of
Management Review, 1980, 5, 391-397.

Deters, L. H., O'Connor, E. J. & Rudolf, C. J. The behavioral and affective
consequences of performance-relevant situational variables.
Organizational Bel:avior and Human Performance, 1980, 25, 79-9%96.

Poza, E. J. & Marcus, M. L. Success story: The team approach to work
restructuring. Organizational Dynamics, Winter 1980, 3-25.

Roby, T. B. & Lanzetta, J. T. Considerations in the analysis of group tasks.
Psychological Bulletin, 1958, 55, 88-101.

Rubin, I. M., Plovnick, M. S. & Fry, R. E. Task-oriented team development.
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1977.

Runkel, P. J. & McGrath, J. E. Research on human behavior. New York: Holt,
1972.

A.._—h‘. - —————

Schein, E. H. Process consultaticn. Reading, MA: Rddison-Wesley, 1969. i

Schutz, W. C. FIRO: A three-Zimensicnal theory of interporscnal behavier, HMHew

York: Holt, 19%3, —

Schutz, W. C. Cn group composition. Journal of Abnormal and Social {!
Psychology, 1951, 62, 275-231. )

Stasser, G. & Davis, J. H. Group decision making and social influence: A “
social interaction sequence model. Psvchological Review, 1931, &8, :
523-551. o

Stein, M. I. Stimulating creativity (Vol. 2). MHew York: academic Press, 1975.

steiner, I. D. Group proc=3s5 and pro rity. New York: Zcademic Press, 1972.

ey =

Stogdill, R. if. Handbook of leadership. New YorKk: Free Press, 1974.

Stumpt, S. A.. 2and, D. E. & Freedman, R. D. Designing groups for judgmental
decisions. Acadery of Management Review, 1979, 4, 569-600.,

Thomas, E. J. & Fink, C. F. locdels of group problem solving. Journal of
abnormal and Social ¥sychology, 1961, €3, 53-b3.

Thomas, E. J. & Faink, €, ¥. Eiffects of group size. Psychological Bullecin,
1663, 69, 371-354,




Torrance, E. P. Some consequences of power differences on decision making in
permanent and temporary three-man groups. Research Studies, State College
of Washington, 1954, 22, 130-140.

Trist, E. L. The evolution of socictechnical systems as a conceptual
framework and as an action research program. In A. H. Van de Ven & W. F.
Joyce (Eds.), Perspectives on organization design and behavior. New York:

Wiiey, 1981.

Tuckman, B. W. Developmental sequence in small groups. Psychological
Eulletin, 1985, 63, 384-399. "“

Vidmar, N. & Hackman, J. R. Interliaboratory generalizability of small group
research: an experimental study. Journal of Social Psycholegy, 1971, &3,

129-139.

Wall, T. D. & Clegg, €. W. A longitudinal field study of group work design.
Journal c¢f Occupational Behavior, 1981, 2, 31-49.

Walton, R. E. & Schlesinger, L. S. Do supervisors thrive in participative
work systems? Organizational Dynamics, Winter 1979, 24-38.

Weick, K. E. Laboratory experimentation with organizations. In J. G. March
(Ed.), Handbook of organizaticnas. Chicago: Rané-McNally, 1965,

Weick, K. E. Organization design: Crgarnizaticns as self-designing systems.
Organizaticnal Dynamics, Autumn 1977, 31-45.

motivation: A analysis ¢f incentives in industry. lew

Wicker, A., Kairmeyer, S. L., Hanscen, L. & alexander, D. Effects of manning
levels on subjective experiences, performance, and verbal interaction in
groups. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 1976, 17, 251-274.

wWoodman, R. W. & Sherwcod, J. J. The role of team development in
organizaticral effectiveness: & critical review. Psychological Bulletin,
1930, 88, 165-186.

Zander, A. Mctives and goals 1n c¢roups. HNew York: academic Press, 1971.

Zander, /. The crigins and consequences of group goals. In L. Festinger
(Ed.), Retrocspecticns on sccial psychology. liew sork: Oxford Univ.

SROA-RGR D § 04

Press, 1%69.




-68-

APPENDIX

The Domain of the Group Effectiveness Model

The model of group effectiveness discussed in this report applies only to
groups that (a) are intact social systems, (b) have one or more tasks to

perform, and (c) operate within an crganizational context. As noted in the

T

P ' body of the report, it often is difficult to determine exactly what 1s a

"real" group, a '"group task," and an "organizational context." In ihis

appendix, we examine each of these ccniepts in more detail, in hopes of being

as clear a5 possible about the domain of groups to which the mcdel is intended

to apply.

~

The Group Is A Real Group

A group falls within our domain if it meets the following three criteria,
adapted from Alderfer (1377):

(17 It s perceived as a group both by members (who should be able to
distinguish reliably people who are members from those wha are not)
and ncn-members (who should be able to i1dentify and characterice tiie
Greup 1n relatively specifiic terms).

(2) Members have significantly -ntercepend:nt relaticns with one anocther.
Wrile this dues not necessarily imply that they have regular face-to-

face znteraction, it does require that they be dependent on one
another to achieve some shared outcome.

(3) Member have differentiated roles within the group. There is
agreement among members that differernt individuals are expected to
belave in different ways as the group goes about its business.

1f these criterza ave not met, ve would consider Llhe "gicup" to So 2

locse aggregation of indrviduals rather than an intact social system, end

exclude 1t from consideration here.l

Note that nothing 1s said @bout minimum or maximum number of members or
ab-:t the permanence of the croup. Only 1f ore of the above three criteria
1 s not met for a very lavge for small) group would 1t leave our domain.
Similarly, ewven a very siort-lived croup (e.g., a committee created 1o make
a guick decasion that dysbands 1wmecdiately thereafter) would be
incluged--again, so long as the three criter:a are met.




-69-

The Group Has A Task To Perform

The model applies only to groups that generate some potentially
measurable group output in response to a defined group task. The performing
unit must be the group, nct individual members. We exclude all cases in which
someone assigns tasks to individuals and holds them personally accountable for
the products--even if the individuals work in a group setting, and even if the
task-gilver subseguently aggregates the individuals' output into a “"group"
product.?

Tasks can be given to a group orally, ir written form, or even implicitly
(e.g.. a manager saying "Well, don't you pectle think you should do something
about the broken machine?"). But it must be clear what the task ii (or else
1t would be impcssible to trace 1ts 1mpact on the croup).3 The model is rot
intended to apply %o tasks that are so vague and unclear as to be literally
indescribable.

Finally, only t.sks requiring that some group-level output be generaied
are included. The output can pe a written or physical product, a service, a
decision, or even documentation that all reguired activities have been
satisfactcrily completed. But there must be some cutceme whose acceptability
(e.g., to the ciients of the group's work, or to managers charged with

reviewing the group's periormance) is potentially measurable.

2 Groups 4z, of course,

sometimes decide to Givide up the werk amor:g members
and assemble the pieces later. In such cases it continues to be the group,
not individual menmbérs, vho are responsible for the covevall product--and the

groupd would remzin in our domein.

w

for furthar discus

them, see hHackmzn

ke attributes of tasks and ways of measuring

o
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The Group Operates In An Organizational Context

The organizational context cof a group is one of the most important
factors in affecting group behavior and performance. A model of group
performance that did not address group-con.exi relationships would be a model
of little use in understanding work teams as iney exist in organizations. For
this reascr, our domain must be restricted to groups that have organizational
contexts. Specifically, groups ac:dressed by the model (a) have interdependent
relations with other groups and,or their representatives within a larger
social system, and (b) are subject to influence by organizational structures
and systems that have been put into place with the intent of guiding or
controlling the behavior of organization members ‘e.g., reward systems,

control systems, ard so on).*

4 In assessing contextual »rnfluences on & Work Grodp we must als~ rote those
that come from sxtra-organizational sources., Tn sone cases, outsice
influsrces 2re as strong or stronger ther thsse ar.sing from within the
organaczat:on ie.gy., powerfui reinfcrcenents fiom clients in an organizaticn
chat 31tself does ot provide performance-contingent rewards).
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