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. ABSTRACT

This study examines the effects p} feedback on thé job attitudes and
huhaﬁlor of ;emale sewing machine operators. Whlle sign;fi;nnt Imbrnvomonls
occurred in the cohesion and goal commitment of operators iﬁ subassembly
work téams; these improvements wer; especially likely to occur among long- -
term*opgrators;. Marked.imprgzggents"in product quality were associated

~with feedback from management. ' Turnover and absenteeism also decreaséd,
Eut overall satisfaction.didvnot increase and intrinsic job satisfaction
actﬁally decreased. .Operétor work expectations increased as a resplt of

their involvement in this field experiment. Findings are discussed with

reference to theoretical and practical issues in work systems redesign.
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'EFFECTS OF FEEDBACK ON JOB ATTITUDES
AND WORK BEHAVIOR: A FIELD EXPERIMENT

Experiments.in task and work systeh redesign have proliferated in
revent years. By one aceount, the number of cases reported in the period
1970-1975- is equal to the entire number reported over the 20-year porind

\}950—1970 (Taylor, 1975). 1In general, these experiments have the follow- .
ing cﬁaracteristits in comﬁon:A(l) they are directed at a search for
alternatives to task specialization;~hierarchy and bureaderacy as the
principle tenets of efficiency and control in work organizations~'(2)
they are directed at an effort to improve the relationship between indivi—
duals and their jobs or work organizations; and (3) they emerge out of a

recognition that traditional models of job and work system design have, in

- ‘most instences, failed to meet bot; economic and social eriteria of
effectiveness (Davis’and Cherns, 1975; Davis and»Taylor, 1972; Ferd, 1969; -
Maher, 1971; Lawler, 1969; Herzberg, Mausner and Snydermep, 1959). While
msny of these efforts have Dreduced éositive'attitudinal and perfnrmnnco
eutcomes their contribution to a cumulative body of theory is 1im1ttd hy
methodological weaknesses. . ‘ ¢

If theory represents a partially verified statement of cause-effect'
relationships, then tests of theoretical models in this area should meet

the following criteria: First, they should enable researchers and

practitieners to generate hypotheses regarding the effects of_specific




job design changes:on individual attitudes and behavioral nropensities.
Second, they should enable u§ to identify those’situatidnal and indi-
vidual variables which moderate the association between task design
fadtors and individual responses. And, third, they should demonstrate
predictive validity in field settings. |

Examining each of these critefia, in turn,‘suggests areas of strength
and weakness in current thecry. First, there is no absénce»of conceptual.l
models (Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman, 1959; Davis and Taylor, 1972; |
Hackman and Oldham, 1975; Schwab and Cummings, 19763.Steers and Mowday,
1976). But, specific components of these models are seldom examined in on-
éoing work settings. Insteéd a diverse array of cﬁanges are freqﬁently
undertaken simultanously and in suéh a way as to preclude an assessﬁent
of ﬁow particular factors'impact on employee responsgs'(e.g., Walton, 1972).
Second, a ;umber of investigators havé examineqlindividunF;1ttributos which
moderate»responseé to task design (Hackman‘andlLawleH, 1971; Hulin and
Blood, 1968; Wanous, 1974; Brief and Aidag, 1975; Koch and Morris, 1576).
But, most of these studies merely report differences in the magnitude of
survey—bé§ed'corrélational déta and, fof this reason, their external valiait
vis—a—vis fiéld studies is suspectk\\Moréover, Lhe mere reduétion in'magni-
tude of a correlation does not in itself undermine the utility of a par—.
ticﬁlar fieia iﬁtervehtion. Finally,'job design théory should enable us
to predict employee fesponées to actual task or work system changes.» I; is

in this area that our theory is weakest. The preponderance of empirical

work .to date is baced on correlational assessments of point in time survey
- . N o . .



data. >As a result, we know clearly that perceptio;s of task attritubes

are related to attitudes and in some instances, to behaviors such as turnover
or perrormance (Lawler, 1969; Cummings, Molloy, and Glen, l975 Koch and
Steers, 1976). But we know little about how obJectlve changes in spec;flc

job components affect work attitudes and behavior.

7 ) . ’ N

Research Objectives
The present research attempts to respond to the above crjtérir by
N examining the influence of actual task factor changes on cognitlve v nrlnblvq

{e.g., satisfaction, job chal lenge) in a field study employing a contrnl;

group design. Psychological and behavioral reactions are thus examined as \
outcomes which can oe associated with objective,'rather than perceived; task E
characteristics (Schwab and Cummings, 1976). .From a practlcal oiewpoint \
thls aoproach is‘especially useful since efforts,to‘redesing WOrk\lnvolve |
'manipulation of actualAtasks, rather than7perceptions of these tasks.

The objective factor which was manipolated in this case was feedback,
one of the dimensions identified b& Hackman and Lawler (1971) and Hackman
and Oldham (1976) as being of central importance in how people respond to
jobs,v According to theseAtheoretical models, a joo will prodoce deslred
psychological states (i.e., intrinsic untivation, satisfaction) only if 1t
- is high on all of the core dimensions (task s1gnificance, autonomy, feedback).
Recent studies, however, have failed to support this argument‘(Hackman and

Lawler, 1971; Brief and Aldag, 1975; Brief Wallace, and Aldag, 1976)

However, each of these studies employed perceptually-based measures of task

£
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~ttributes and, for this reason, their findings may be confounded by'
common methods variancé (Schwab and Cummings, 1976). . =
With rega;d to £he feedback intervention described below two
points should be kept in mind. First, feedback was given to'operators as
members of subassembly teams. These were nominal groupings Q:isd upon
the ‘sharing of common shop floor space and the intérdependence of‘operations
in determining overall garment quality.  However, all individuals héd
assigned jobs énd they did not coﬁceive‘of their roles as encoppassing a
group task. Secondly, given the highly structured, routine and repetitive
jobé it could be argued that operators were already receiving feedback from
the task itself. However, this intervention (feedback from ﬁanégement) .
prbvided unique information (team ‘and operation quality levels and ébstﬁé
variance information). | ~
The literature on task-goal attributes is inconclusive with reﬁard_to
the effects of knowledge of results, or feedbqu, on performance and
affective employee responses (Stéefs and Porter, 1974). Ho&evet, to the
degree that féedback simultaneoﬁsly inéreases gqal specificity it has.
" been consistentiy assbciated withlimproved pefformanceqi Factors ac- '
counting for atgitudinai respénses appear to be more complex, taking into.
. account not only feédback and‘goal specificity buttgoai difficulty, ac-
cepténce, and iﬁdiviaual valenées (Steers and Porter, 1974). Moreover,
from a practical job design pefSpective, feedback appears to be a re-
latively poor action levér in efforts to imbrove satisfactipn. Thé core

dimensions which seem to be most strongly linked to intrinsic motivation

9



"and satisfaction are those associated with increased autonomy and res—
ponsibility (Cumminés, Molloy, and Glen, 1975; Hackman and Oldhaﬁ;'1975).

The purpose of the present study is to determine the effect of changes
in feedback on performance and attitudes of shop. floor emplg&ees. This
specific job element was changed as an initiéi stage in the phase—iﬁ of
a larger work system redesign effort directed toward the ultimate develop-
“ment of semi-autonomous Qbrk teams.  Since the author was a participant
_observér in the p}aqt site for a l4-month period, Fhe theoretical inter-
pretation of these data is augmented by clinical observations. ?Egse ob-
servations and the data presented wiil also assess the uhintendednsoﬁégéuedces
of undertaking change in an bngoing job, and ﬁﬁe influence of changes in
management stylesgon the organizational climate vhich formed the context of
this jeb redesign effort.

./ *
METHOD
Reseérch Setting -

This reéeérch was conductea in a garmenf fac;ory located in a large
SouthweStern éity. There are four primary classifications of employees
" in this factory: hourly cutting foom emplojees; sewing ﬁachine oﬁerators
on piecework; sewing méchine mechanics; and, supervisors and(trainiﬁg
instructors. The focus of 5ob design efforts was on the shop.fioor
sewing operations.

Engaged in the manufacture of pants'in a lagée batch operatidn, oper-

ators are arranged in a line flow system with work passing serially from

one work operation to another. The assemblyAproceSs is Based upon a minute

10'_



subdivision of tasks with 34 operations involved in the total assembly and

inspect proc:ss. Average cycle-time in these operations is about 30 seconds.

-

At the time this fieid project began approximately 150 sewing machine

operators were employed in the experimental site. o
As is traditionally the case in this industry, their«quality is checked

by a full—time:contingent of inspectors who conduct 1002 inspections.

Their inspection work is, in turn, checked on a sampling basis by inde-

pendent auditors who report to a plant or regional quality assurance

officer. A variable number of_menders -is on hand to mend sewing errors.

_Feedback to operators only occors in extreme cases of negative performance.

If an excessive number . of errors is found in a 60—unit.bund1e due to work

on a particular operation a hundle may be returned to the responsible oper-

ator for repairs. . |
On the shop floor operators work inilarge foom and reoort to-super—.

visors who are: responsible for daily production scheduling, monitoring

quallty, trouble shooting and reporting machine difficulties, and

maintaining balance between operations. Their span of control-varies

from 30 to 50 operators and they are assisted by training instructors.

The garment industry is plagued by extremely high turnover rates, ap—
proachlng 100% on an industry—wide basis. The experlmental settlng was
experiencing about a 200% annual turnover rate at the .time this experiment
was initiated. Absenteeism was 9.4% on a daily basis.

The production process and the need to maintain a rapid and con-

tinuous pace to make incentive earnings results in operators feeling bound



Lo thelr positlons In the room. Physical: Tayout and normal product ion

noise (about 70 decibels) restrict communication. As a result informal

—_— A

social groupings emerge primarily during breaks and tend to be based on
age and length of service. 1In general, these observations corroborate
those of Lupton (1963) in his study of factors affecting behavior on the

shop floor of a sewing plant.

‘Subjects
The study. involved all piecework operators at‘the experimentnl_s{tv
und—n riandom sample ol 54 nperatnrs_sefectod from a slster plant of the
same manﬁfatturer. This control group site was . located approximately
10 mile; from the experiﬁental'plant. Nearly all operacors (95%)bwere
female. The average operator had from 6 months to i-year of tenure (a
reflection of the high turnover'rgfes). In this regard samples were

bimodal, abouf 30 percent compfised'of "long-term'" operators with

greater than 1 year of service; aﬁd, SOQpercent with 1ess than 5 months
of service and tenuous attachment to the orgaﬁizatién. ‘The évefage oper-
ator was between 26 and 30 years of age and, as with education, thefe was '

no difference between the samples on this demographic variable. For ﬁﬁrf

poses of the analysis reported here only thsse subjects who completed both

S

pre- and post test instrument are included. This permits subjects in the
experimental setting to serve as their own control group, thus augmenting
the sister plant control group. A large portion of the operatbrs in

both settings (abdﬁt 65%) were‘Hispanic.and 78% had completed high school.

-
 \]



Data Collection
A’lengthy questionnaire was cnmn’~ted by nearly all 0perators (94 percent)

in the experimental setting : ~onth beforeginitialvplanning began

for the subseouent-job redes iy, . . Those whoiobjected to"complettng |
" this survey, and those who could notlcomplete the survey at the site due to
language difficulties, Vere not pressured to participate; .Surveys‘were ad-
-ministered/in the plant cafeteria of both the experimental~ and control group

sites Pre-measurements were taken in October 1974 and post-measurements were

taken approximately one—year later (November l975)

In addition to perceptual and attiLudinnl survey data, benchmark and -

- post- intervention data were gathered on absenteeism, turnover, and product
- o , R .

. N : \ . ! . /
”'quality.‘ To smooth out month-'o—month distortions in absenteeism and -

-
'

fturnover a 6-month benchmark average ‘was compared with the same 6—month

wpostfinteryention period. Any improvement factor reported here cannot
“be attributed to:general.economic conditions as local unemployment de~
clined.slightly between pre-and'post-intervention periods (i.e,, if turn-

\ Y

over and absenteeism declined it was not due to greater difficulty in seeking
T ; '\
: » alternative jobs) 5 Benchmark data on quality (seconds) are reported for’ the

;Q—month period preceding the 1ntervention to’ smooth out the effect of

v or

“:excessively high second rates immediately preceding the interventlon;
Perceptual and attitudinal benchmark data had to be established at

“a very early stage because operatop elected representatives subsequently S

- became involved;inlplanning\all of'tAe interventions described_below. o - \\

.

MC | . ,, | | .' - — .' ‘;:‘“;#7_—".%__“'.—.—;
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The actual changes reported here were not. undertaken until 7-months after
; the pre—test Identical questionnaires were administered in the control

: group Setting at times coinciding with the experimental»site surveys.
Results were not reported to operaLors.

Because of the turnover problem only o+ of the 165 operators in the
/

experlmental setting completed both the pre- and post tests,.and 21 %f

. 54 operators in the control group setting were: on hand one yenr ]atu
/ r'/ . : ee .
/ \ e

Intervention - S . .

/

/l An elected Adivsory ﬁoard comprised of operators, the personnel

manager,plant manager and the investigator was established about: one week

after the.pretest. This group served as a sounding board for operator .

vviews of various job and work system redesign concepts throughout the

1

period coveqed by this study. This new role was an extremely .ambiguous

”one to operators and the initial weekly meetingsbencountered a large
- amount of inertia. ' { ' : '
The'enrly weeks of-this group's functloning,. howovor, did hrlny

agreement rcgarding the obJectiveq which were to guide thlq organl/uLlnnll

change program. During this time: operators expressed the greatest con-

" !

cern about physical conditions in the plant (the repair of air conditioning

"units, restroom cleanli:7ss, cafeteria food, and the absence of an open air
1

eating area) As a: result of these meetings the following actions were'

¢

: //)*" taken over the course of the time period covered by this study. All air

conditioning units were overhauled restrooms wvere completely remode1ed

pli

with sll new fixtures, a hot food installation was purchased for the

¢
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-efficiency (excessivL variances from standard costs) and the plant S

) the company to be one of the three-least:effective plants out‘of 60 1nSth:i//;T i

cafeteria, and a covered patlo was added adjacent to tlf- cafterii. ’Fhl"«c.
_phyqlcaD changes holpcd to estab]ish the lcgltlmacy o# tho Advisory nnurd
but they’did not fully resolve ambiguity regarding the appropriato role
and functioning of this group.l ‘ ' ' ' é : y
BeyOnd,these phv changes Adyisory Board;members expressed.a very o {fi
.strongvinterest i oo acturing costs of pants. This.interest emerged

\
\

out of the plant manager's expression of concern regarding poor plant

J ——— LR

reputation'for poor quality. At this time the plant was considered by : N

T

']htions. - . h "d ;111 o ; 'i“ » - ;*f'//r . ."‘ ﬁ\

The first shop floor intervention/involved 12 operators"in a sectfon B
-~ et - ' .

of the plant which was geographically separated from the larger sew1ng

P

floor. Most of. these operators were "1ong-timers (greater than- 1-year

of tenure). Many were crossftrained'on two.or more of 10 operations. :For

T
1
i

a period of 3 months they functioned as an autonomous;group,without super-

'Luision; Their . responsibilities included all the normal supervisory roles

(trouble shooting machine problems and reporting them.for'mechanical

service, scheduling, 1ine' balance, taking production, reporting at tendance,

'and granting guaranteed earnings. time to operators transferred to jobs

other than their primary sewing operation) 0n a daily basis elected

representatives received feedback on the team costs. Results of this
)

1 !
¢ It might be argued that these hygiene changes are a,potentially contaminatinp-
manipulation which proyide an alternative explanation for results. If this

were the case, however, we would expect an overall upward ‘bias in affective

‘response patterns  (6verall satisfaction, organization climate).- As Table 1,
2 and 4 indicate, 'this did not occur.. ’ " '
» ‘ - ) ) [N . .

2
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.ogperiment were promising andvreceived broad_publicity throughout tho | :l
company.- But thefremainder of the plant was bogged down with very serious-
pperating difficulties. Since this section relied on the ability of "

those next in the line to accommodate their added eff1ciency, they were
soon forced to take time off to avoid overstocking the sewing floor with

work in pro . ;3 seriously damaged the worale of the group, as

AN

did the jcuatousy. ot other operators and grudging concern'of some super-

2

- visors who felt these operators were prima donas,
The plant manager's resignation (4 months after the pretest) and an

‘appointment of a new plant manager brought a new set of prior'ties to

the experimental site. Shortly after arriving the new plant manager
halted this leot experiment and directed the. plant s full energies to R
resolving very serious production problems. During the next‘four months |
the(Advisory Board became unsettled regarding its ~le and'legitimacf:

As pressure nmunted to resolve immediate productio groblems”it became
increasizzly a conduit for operator complaints. . glant manager‘was

quick to respond to these complaints, but‘he was Lnder'growing home office
pressure to resolveia broad\webb of-plant,problems: Ingieasingly, the work
: s;stem redesign efforts were described as "on a bach burner". |
Tie investigatorfs focus during this four'month peLiod shifted‘to”longer
. -

term developmental planning and refining an integrated,model for semi-

‘acronomous team functioning 2 all subassembly sec:iohs. Advisory Board

~members sc¢.ved in a consultat1ve mode regard1ng prognam elements, but- the1r

enthu31asm and 1nterests were dampened somewhat by nowing there would be

lengthy delays before each of the following program elements were implemented P

/ . . . . S

b . o ‘ . 3“6 , .l ‘ . o - /,
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Variety: All trained operators would be eligible to leam additional
skills, With each additional operation learned they would receive a -
pay increase. . They: would also be e1igib1e,to become certified as

a mechanic's aide which would permit them to repair nearly 80%Z of

)
“their own machine breakdowns. Again, |, this skill would be rewarded
with a base rate jucrease. .
K _Task Identity: Operators wouid be grouped into subassembly teams with .

boundaries determined by the amount of functional interdependence

between operatJons, natural geographic factors, and the feasibility
" of work-ln-process banks. o ‘ ' s :

Ry

Task Sign. ficance: End—of—llneainspectors~would be dispersed at natural

points throughout the lineg and all repairs mould be the responsibllity
of te&m nembers.'iThere wouid'be.no-menders. Bonus rewards would ho
~ paid undler =2 modified Scanion pIan:for cost variance reductions.

Autonomy: SSuperwisors»would’monitor work flows'between teams, and-'
ultir'weiy Jave'responsibility for oniy exceptional problems arising
withir a semi—autonomous'group; ‘The initial pilot program strongly,'
suppotried the feasibiiity of'this shift in supervisory roles;
Schedx ing, hiring and training (beyon’ the vestibule stage) . would

i be th~ responsibllﬁty of team members. ?ﬁé}‘
Feedback Jn = daily basis each team would receive feedback on its quality

levels as z =roup and by operation. Cost.Variances would be reportedv“

on a week!l: .asis to all team members, and reductions | below an_ es—

tablishe~! =-andard would bé accumulated each week.. These would be




paid as a b0nus on a quarterly basis. If bonus earnings accrued in
one;week, but excesses occurred the following week the accumulated}
"bonus would not be diminished. This potential form of positive re- - - T
inforcement mas notarealized over the period.covered‘by this study
due to imbalanced staffing patterns within subassembly.groups.ﬁ
. Plant operating conditions and the obvious:priority of remedyinglthese
problems prevented implementation of any portion of this model until nearly
seven months aftcr:the pretest. Howevprb by this stage it wAS'in a yvry |
rcfintd form and had the enthusiastic support of p]ant management and top
‘ level executives including the highest'level corporate engineer.
;Bypthis time WOrkfflowfobstacleS'permitted.implementetion‘of only
o : : ' r
the feedbackﬂcomponent: Colorful ‘large. display boards were specially

constructed for displaying feedback to each of five subassembly groups as’

called fof in the proposal Unfortunately, the bewildering array of 1n—line

T El

. production‘problems had by this stage brought. about the plant manager's
resignation. -

His'successor'agreed“to continue full use of these feedback,bhnrds,
e . .
but addressed his - primary energy to problems of 11ne balance, cuLLLng

room schedullng, and the poor repa1r of mach1nery.‘ With this combination -

. of efforts he hoped to 1mprove production attainment from its low level
I

of 50%. Hezdid, however,»give his ‘full supportfto the feedback system.
For ‘four months priorlto-fhe post test and throughout the time following . d"“*y

.the post test:this has been a fully functioning part of operations in,the’,

“experimental site.”

i

-4



Research Questionnaire
The!questionnaire given to operators was a shortened version of_the
Survey of Organizatiqns Instrument (Taylor and Bowers, 1972).  Other

scales were added as indicated below.

Survay of Organizations Scales:

1 Organizational Climate--a ‘shortened version was adnn! tien

. . 4 ‘ \ .
'} inciudes 5 subscales (Human Resources Primacy; Communicat ton Flow,

" Decision Making Practices, Technical'Roadiness, and Lower lLevel

\,
\

Influence). \ ' _ \
4 o o
" 2. 'Menagerial/Supervisory Leadership——a factor assessing four

1components of effective leadership (Support Interagtioﬁ

. - Facilltatlon, Goal Emphasis, Work Facilitation) 4

/ 3. Peer Leadershlp——a iacror assessing peer leadershlp effectiveness L

‘within subassembly groups (Support Interaction Facilitation o 'é;

Goal Emphasis, 'wOrk 'Faci].itation) .

AN : .
b, Group Process-—the efiectiveness with which subassembly groups

fcoordinate their work toward obJectiVes and solve probles.

'

5. 'Satisfaction?=a scale-comprised of items indicating levels of
satlsfaction w1th rewards, supervision, the organization fellow -

employees, the JOb nd present_and futurecprogress within the o

company. = - ) ) o PR

6. Higher Level Need Fulfillment.

/o - R

’ | [ . e f

7. Job Challenge.




'()lll( r Scnled:

l.  Higher Order Need Strength. Items adapted from Hackman_nnd fawleoer

(1971) . Not'discussed in this paper.

2, Incidents of Psychosomatic Illness. Adapted from Turner :nd

Lawirence (1965)

3. perceived Organizational Effectiveness. .A.survey of organizations
scale comprised of 3 items. . . .

4 Job Descriptive Index.

- SatisZaction with work.
- Satisiaction with pay. .

- Both adjectirﬂ check lists (SmiLh Kendall, and Hulin, 1969)

5. Biographica- Informatiou 1nc1uding age, education, socio- “r\ o
economic status, ahd length of service..' '
In addition to'opera:orsiat the-experimentaljsite, questicnnaires WQreh‘
completed hy ail hourly p=rsonnel including—supervisors;‘instrpctors,'

mechanics, cutting room workers, material handlers, and office 'staff.

RESULTS AND-DISCUSSION

Effects of Feedback Changes on Perceived Organizational Characteristics

Mean ratings of organizational characteristics as perceived by .

)
i

operators before and after the?changes,described above are reported~1n"' o/

Table 1. Pontrol group subjects are 1ncluded to test for tempOral dif-

1
ferences wnich may not be attributable to-iﬁterventions. These data show
. . , _ . { - o -
that feedkack of product quality.and costjéariahce iﬂ{grmatibn tqﬂsubassembly

20




.groups\nad a significant positive effect on peer leadership. There nns
improvement.on all four scales. The change on intz:: tion facil{t tlov

(p <.01) suggests thntvrhotu waere significant incre:... in pecr ohuvior
which encouraged shop fioorroperators to develop close, cooperative working
relationships with one another. The change in goai emphasis (p < .055

indicates an increase in mutnally contagious enthusiasm for doing a.good job.

" Insert Table 1 About Here

Group proccases also improved within subassembly:tcnms. ALl of the
1tems In thiq 7-item scale=1ncreased three of them aignificantly.' Oper*
atore were more likely to indicate that their peers wanted to meet objectives:

(p< 05), they viewed their work’ group as more adaptable when unusual work

' ’
[

demands were placed upon it (p < ,001)*; and, they had more . confidence and

N trust in persons in their wofk group (p <v;01). All in a11, peer group )
functionlng 1mproved markedly over the period of this study However, it
‘should be pointed out that initial conditions indlcated an extremely nepattve
,starting position, a_factotvcorroborated by depth interviews and first hand
obeer?ation_of plant morale. Were it not fdf the specific nature of the
intetvention, these results® might be explained as arising oot’ofntegfesaionn
-ﬁi © toward the meani | | |
Tne oniy othet Significant changes'indicated by this broad set of
measures concetn two aspects of ofganizational'climate: Clinicalrobserv;

ations sUggest'that both of these negative changes can be attributed to un-.

met expectations. Operators were much less likely to feel that the organi-

zationwas quitk to use improved-work -methods-(p-< 05 ———fnrpart;this

21




i,-/,' R . 17

.respopée sec .., o oepn associated o uperator‘frustrution over
1engthy delays in efforts to implemeﬁt a full-blown semi-autonomous group
program. Over 8OZ>of_the eligible operaéors had indicated a desire to seek :

.multi-sk111 status 8 montls prior tb}ﬁﬂe éost—test, but none had pegun
ltheir cross—training. | |

The communication flow scale indicates that supervisors were some-

2

what less likely to ask group members forjfheir ideas and-opinionsxbefore
. . .- - 5 . - . ' . ) \ R
making a decision'(p < .01), aﬁdgthey were less likely to,meet_wlth thelr
| | ] N _ T o N
- subordinates as a group (p < .0l). Unmet expectations, again, mayiaccount

for thgse différencés. Clearly,'the e?eﬁts of-the'yeaf_led oéergtofs to
‘expect mo}e involvement than they.héd,been'accusto;ed-té. itvsho;ld'aISOLbéi.f,:
:hoted that both the'téchﬁdlogy:of‘thﬁ indﬁs;;y and tﬂe ";ew" plant manage;'g .,
o@n decision méking st}le we;é not coﬁduciv; tp consensﬁal_deci;ibn making:kse;

Table 5). = - .

Differentiai Effects of Changé§7for Lopg—-and ShdrthérmAQperétérs
“.Opérafor5'were dlvidea as close ko the médrgn Ecnufc‘nsipnéslhlv rb
examine the differential effects df inFervenFions-oﬂ}hdw théy experiﬁnécd
‘thei; work envirdnment“froh‘ﬁoth-a'perceptuéliand aLtitudiﬁal pegspgctiﬁei
Thig.analysié_wés,conddcted f;r ;everal clinically based :e;sénéz |
Firs;; iong—term opé?atoré had.been'mnré influen;ial in ﬁeveloping ek—
perimental plans (e.g., all advisory BOardlmgmberslcame/from thiéeg;qpp).
Secon&, it wés expected that peer Leaderéhipﬁwould be ﬁoﬁerlikelj to |
emerge éﬁong these individuals. Since the technology 1imits”shop floor

communication most informal groups were comprised of individuals with

e X -




U group.”

similar lengths service and common break times. Hence, long-term operators
were more likely to have developed some degree of cohesion, -a factor which
enhances the rate of adaptation in a context where group norms and atti-

tudes are changing (Argyle, 1972).

Insert Table 2 About Here - - . b

The results in Table 2 clearly indicate that peer leadership was more

likely to emerge among long-time operators. In addition to improved

patternsbof task interaction'and a stronger'goal emphasis, these'indi—
viduals Were more likely to find persona] support among their peers;. Qn
the work facilitation scale, they felt that their peers offered more help
in finding ways to do a better job (p < lO) 'in assisting in planring,

organizing, and scheduling work (p < Ol);'and in offering new ideas

for solving job related problems (p < .lO). They'exgerienced a significant

,improvement in overall“group prdcessses.(p < .01), while short-term

operators ‘did not. o - R o :

A

These findings are corroborated by clinically-based observations.

Perhaps the most significant fsctor accounting for these differences’is

t

the marked instability of the short term peer group. Only 22 percent of

those originally classified as short term employees were still employed

; e

at the time of the post-~ test,'compared with 62 percent ‘of "the long term

“

Taking thesekdifferenceS'in group processes~and peer:leade:ship:into;”

accoun:, we ‘would - expect to find differences in affective operator res-

”“““'pohses‘(EIEerE, 1967) A~ T 51“2‘iﬁﬁicate§;“tﬁi he—cases




., Job-related attitudes declined significantly[for the_short-term
operators, but only nominally for longéterm‘operators. Teken together,
the nature of the intervention; temporal aspectsrof work attitudes, and '
site obserpations suggest tenable explanations for this pattern.

Both Table 2_and 4 suggest that there is a natural proclivity‘for

o

operators to experience reduced job challenge over -time. By the time an
operator has been on the job for four months her learning curve 1s |
~virtually flat.- There is relatively little she can do to continue to

improve'job competencies beyond this early stage, and opportunities for

promotion are generally blocked by a high degree of employment stability

-
among supervisory staff. Despite this factor, there isa.countervailing

x

tendency for individuals in. all jobs to express greater satisfaction with

increasing tenure (Ivancevich and Donnelly, 1968). Thus, in both.samples

there was a marked decrease in job challenge but no significant decline

in overall satisfaction (Table 4).

.

N

The nominal grouping of operators into subassemhly‘teams and- the use -
‘of regular feedback clearly seems to haVe enhanced the social and task—
‘related interactions of long—term operators.l While this would normally
be eXpected to impro e work attitudes (Likert, 1967) it appears, instead,
to have increased resilience with regard to natural tendencies to ex-

perience reduced challenge"and interest in shop floor tasks VOverall

satisfaction remained ahout ' the! same, but- attitudes associated with in-
trinsic satisfaction declined. . Clearly, feedback on quality and cost'

’

‘varilance data alone i1s insufficient to.improve work attitudes and well being.

‘

.I': .‘ . o 4‘4 - ) N _k -

v
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There is, at best, a weak indication that increased'identification"hith sub=

assembly groups will arrest the tendency to experience greater job-attributed

1llness (psychosomatic illness, Table 2) with increased tenure. -—-

"The Effect obeeedback on Work Behavior

- Table 3 presents data for turnover, absentcelsm and quality levels
in the experimental site. -These data appear to=substantiate the prnctivnl
utility of the interventions but, again, site observations suggest a more

complex pattern of causality.

’Insert Table 3.About Here

 .To smooth out monthly fluctuations and present a representatiVe baseJif'

. .- o - N

.line/post—intervention'perspective on absehteeism and turnoyer 6 month

'averages are présented. _ The most startling fact here is that initial

a roadside lodée than an on—going manufacturing facility) Thirty—three ‘

conditions were characrerized by turnover at annual rate of 216 percont

and nearly 1 1in 10 operators absent on any given work day At the site,

it really appeared as though peoplg were just passing through (more like

perators had to be hired to get one who ‘would stay for a full year.
""" Under these conditions balancing the production 1ine was, perhaps

a possibility for a theoretical mathematician. "But for mortal super-'

visors and plant managers it was a'nightmare. _Top-level corporate officers

(many of whom'have risen through the plant managemént ranks) relate to a

temporal frame of reference when the labor market was immensely more stable.

&
o0ty
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They are not fuily emphatetic to' the difficnlty that thls degree of lns—
| tability presents, and this greatly increases the felt pressure of plant
managers.

- Given these conditions, most plant managers adopt the strategy of

3

building buffers in "headcount" across most 0perations. It is a strategy/,
which insures relatively high production‘attainment, but oﬂe‘which;also
causes sporadic layoffs due to line imbalances (about 5%). This crentes

an ironic twist in the reward system as individuals on operations with

1

high attainment are rewarded with sporadic layoffs. Since most workers =~ ¢
would rather have predictable total earnings than maximum hourly income

'(Lawler;¥1974), this creates an incentive to "make work last". ' -

.. . . o T o :
The changes which occurred in rates of turnover and absenteeism'during

this period merely brought the experimental plant into 1ine with ‘the control

v

group 3etting (average monthly turnover about 12 percent, average absent-

eeism about 7 percent). Since work attitudes tend to be associated with

<

turnover and ab8enteeism (Porter and Steers, 1973), the attitudinal data in

Tables 2 and 4 would fail to support even this degree of improvement.

1 em
ST

LR LSRRt o

From a theoretical perspective these improvements~can be explained -
with reference to expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964). The relationship of .
: sewing operators to their job is 1arge1y instrumental i. ,;; it is a
means of providing necessary family income. Two out of three came from;
; families witn a totai annualincome oflless than $8,000 (according to Labor

Department Statistics an urban'family of four reqnired, at the time of this

study; a minimum.income:of $8,500). Many-were-single,parents or sole

T _
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providersf By. improving plant efficiency (line balance, machine répair,
cutting room quélity) and opgnly assufing‘all operators of no la;offéﬁ
» ﬁhé plant manager who begép»in June 1975 gréatly improvedlfhe job attach-
,nfﬁ//’“/’;héhf of cperators. Both the expectancy of'effoft leéaing to ﬁerformand?;
and the'expectaqcy df that Eerforménpe.nq£ Being gssociatedlwith“tﬁelad—
verse consequence 6f layoffs were improved. f?rom én‘économic ﬁéréﬁéctivé
it was a "better" place to work... at least oﬁ a par_ﬁith'the sister plant
R -across tqwh. Between May 1975 and b;tober 1975 produétionvattainment roaeﬁ
from 48 percent to 90 ﬁgrcent and siﬁce Decemberllszé it has stabilized

N

it abouvt 100 percent. Thus, turnover and absenteéeism improvements must
/ ' . ' -

| "be atfributéd ta managemgﬁt initiatiQes, and not expérimentai interventidﬁs.
The qual Lty improvemeﬁts, however, can be'Qirectiy attrlbutéd to tho.fobdhnck
intervention.
Sewi;g'quaiity on the éhqp floor is nb;leasily accessib;gfto-management
" control. - It is a worker sélected cfiterion aﬁd, it is subiectlalmdsf e£;"
clusively to ﬁhe-oﬁgraﬁorfs judgment. End—of-line inspectors ;re geb--
graphically removed from oper;tors and; prior to the feedbéck intérvention,
the only féedb;ék an‘operétor'rééeived wés sporadic dﬁd unfocused; Accofd—
ingly, when work was retufned to the iine it was ﬁet with‘g feeling of
inequi;y (why mé?) or scépegoatiﬁg ("I did it this way because of the wa§'
the Qofk came,;o me"). | ' |
As Scﬁwaﬁ gnd Cumhingsl(1976) indicage expecta;cy perce?tions are pafti;

hich task performance can be defined

i

determined by "the specif:i :

and the extent to which the indiv -2l can control his/her own pec- srmance"

27
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~

(p.28); Increas}ng fhé clarity of feedback and the specificity of goals
(pripr t§~this Qé;;étors were merely'exp¢cted té d& their besf) served
to.provide operator efforts a clear.focus. At the site ?he_authdr“was,,

on severalgoccasions, ﬁaken aside by. operators whd.pointed tq ghe qualify
level of their 6peration‘on a 1arge_élekigiass graph. Ampﬁg_many‘tﬁere
geéﬁéd té(be a beqign spirit. of coﬁpétition tb'imp;ovefovgr the percentages
of other operation;, and nearly ail seemed concerﬁed if theif.qual¥ty 1evé1
moved outside of a céior-codeﬁ "good" area. These results are consisteﬁ;‘
with a large literature linking ihcreasing séecifieity of task goals to
increased employee effort (for‘a feview of this literature seé\Steers.and

_ Porter, 1974).

As the literature suggests, however, feedback and goal specificity
alone cannot be expected to improve work attitudes (Steers and Porter,
1974). This is largely .a fﬁﬁéfion_of the amo?nt of participation in

/

goal setting Istandards for "good",:"averaéeﬁ, and "

paof" were set by
management in this caée) and the work itself kresponéibiiity/éutonomy
task cémpbnents'were unchanged)._'It is inéeresting to'note,.howevér, that
'thelfesults‘of this?field.intétvention.are consiétent with a 1ab6ratory-
expefimgnt in ,which specific goalskwére positi;ely associated with goal ;
,éommitment, increased work—group cohesivéness, and greater ;aék iﬁ&erestwu'
(Ravén and ﬁietsema,\l957). , : L

Quality improvements trends in the exp;rimental sité coincided

precisely with the time-at which feedback of'progress toward specific

~goals was instituted. The amount of improvement in this area cannot be
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attributed tc h¢ . -ctors There was no change in superwision and the
plant manage~ » 4 his energies almost exclusively on production attain-

ment and cos vuzr:iactes. These improvements are all the more remarkable

when it is nc=el - .. over the periéa from May to Ocﬁober, 1975 broduction’
attainment ¢l ‘ 1 48 to 90 percent. Moreover, these results have‘
been sdstainec;ovz e first two quarters of 1976 (aﬁerage‘monthly secondé
:9 percent). 2t is now reputed to have the best quality level of any
plant making :hle product (about 40 plants) ’
As many p ‘nagers have indicated to the author, "you can't tnspcét

quality into the ¢ snt". It is an operator controlled criterion.

;

Effect of Changs: 'n Jperator Attitudes

Table 4 inc:-+ = that operator attitudes tended tc declihe over the
course of this st in both the experimental site and the control group

, setting. As inddic"t=d above, there appears to be a built-in proclivity

for shdp flocar ‘omest TS to gxperience less job phéilenge and satisfaction”
: witﬁ the wori _- -~ a8 fheir 1ength.of employment“increaséé. In fécf, '

the aégdlto s.ot o, rapid and continuous pace to maintain.incenéi;Q
'earhiﬁgs seem: iy e associate& with QSre wofk—attfiﬁuted headaches and

nervoqsness.

— e et G et 0 e

 Insert Table 4aAbout Here

About one month prior.to the post-test a wage increase of nearly

10 percent was granted. The effect of this increase is reflected in improved

29




zv  ztisfaction in the comtrol. group. but nc: the sxperime-tml site.

- . . . <
Ir === Teults can be =zxp'iainex within :an equi:i. framework. Tz the wage

' -~ . L

ar efif: - hargain ewperimex zzl operarors perczived —hemselves as con-—
v st auch more to thei: jobs (higher quali anéd increased plant
sorziinme ot). However, added bonus earnings had ¢ bheen —Tiggered under
~oie . plan because of the -high standards ini ially established. Thus,
w+ilz they received positive feedback with regary! to quality improvements

..n 2 d& .y basis, their weekly feedback on variance costs failed to result

in bonus earnings. Their new awareness of variiance cost data consistently

N,
\,

~ame in the f.o"rm of negétive (not p(mitive) feedback. While- ln am :Iibsolute>
ranpsEs g plént wasﬁmarkedly moreieffective tham a year earlier, opér‘ators. _.
‘md in> rmation they hadn't caown about back theu and they perceiv%d their -
"rgsmin:.:xt.i.o,n as 1esg effectiva (p < .01) Th/éy had benef.itéd‘ econ‘;;)nllca,lly

rrug# veduced layoffs, but they had not b‘e/r‘le‘fited psychologically {rom

/
!

imn. TQver: operating effecﬁive:nessr /
TiZferances between experim{antal site data in Table 4 and thht
pr=arnted in Table 2 can be explained from an expectancy perspective. ' For

lozyz-~erm operators the goals which were set were more likelj to,;be per-’

i,

c=ivwel @2s attainable.: Short-term operators were, in many instances, still

, } , o)
stmmzling to achieve consistent quality while maintaining their production
. . !
. : o
stansarzs. Moreovar, as has been found elsewhere, the nature o;'f the work

itself .3z the princ‘iple‘determi.nantof female work a,ttitudesor'l; the shop
flooc— v 1d, 1969; Lupton, 1963, Marrow, 1957). , / /

{

[ O ,-.._.__..__Jv.-_.,,._.k.,‘,

N . : i
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ManageT: wmceess! b and Peer Lezdarship A-. ng Supervisors
Tabls = rresentts what is largely an exp .coztory analysis o' :zhe

effects of .... chay; ®s in plact management ov:rr =12 one year cov-red by
this study. iwo 't. ‘ngs are evidgnt from this zable: the new mamzger was
much less camospret 7ith supervisory interaczlwns than resultsz amnd,
collaborativea ;ov . T peer leadership among wupervisors decreased

markedly .

Insert Table 5 About Her=

Accordiicsy — - :e popular the~y of orzanzzational beha:-.or, the‘declﬁne

in supervisoryy mes leadership irs: czted ir Table 5 shoulc’ ==ve a deliteriows
~effect on peeer iezz=rship amc=g opexrztors Likert, 196i). “4is does not
appear to have deem the case (see Tm=2hle 1). However, {t i possjblb that
pﬁ.s shift fn mrnmgement styleg had » dampeainz effect om ¢ dbwv[dphvni

0of shop fl»or -cer lezdershir.

. Within the -rmeext of a sewing operation peer leadershiip styles~are
readily tr= smitzzZ between plant management and suéerviscr: thmsugﬁ weekly
and sometime- dxiir meéfings. Thev are less readily trans:c..zted betﬁéen
superﬁisprs;and zTcups qf operators. Task-related communi:ations betweeh
supervisors :zmd onsrators terd to be straired (a police-anﬁ anforce ethos
is not uncommon), =nd the broad span.of gmzcrol.limits easy-yoing swcial
interzctions. Commmnications ar= .almost exciosively one op’ane, and group

meetings are s=lé:m if ever helc. Group faegback sessions were gencrally

>

ccnducted by the =iant mamager ¢v workfor:os developmentJoff;cer (the author).

I'I

.\)

ERIC | | -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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“or these reasons, the linking pin theory (Likert Wi which suggests

that 1eadersﬁip styles will be transmitted downwsz: . ““Tough each link of

the hierarchy may not bé appliééble at the shop fi-or Zzvel.

Based on clin%cal observations theAadverse gh-if: in peer leadership
among shpe:vigars reflects rolé ambiguity arisingcnut =7 serving under
three different méqagers’ove: the cqﬁrse of this e _zz:mperiod. It-
élso reflects 5 more task-oriented manager. dnE ceys 2rmad mo£e with
results and iﬁdividual accountability among his smpe=~z=ory staff than
camaraderie of pértiqipative decision making. Tromoa .ontingency.pers—
pective (i.e., given the existing techpology, sTetur= and prbcéés)-
this may-make sense. H;wever, if an alfernativr":rg@:izatiqnal'cllmnte
is desired. (Table 1),.if turﬁpver aﬁd ébsenteeisn are to be further
_ reduced (T&ble 3), and if the quality of workin: life¢ is to be improved
‘(Table 4), some degree of accommodation will ha== :cuumcur: Given the
strong Hispanic cultural influenée-(fespect for "strzmmg'" leadership) and
the contingenf'production envifdﬁment, it mayfbe‘znrs appropriaﬁe to |
~f6cus on.training-groué membefé in autdnoéous tesm.functioning than

training a plant manager in parti:ipative decisior making.
~ . e ‘ ._'v~. '&- .

-

Effect of Expérimental Status on Operator Norms == Expectations

Table 6 reflects a spillover effect, or what :som= organizational

~
f

development practitioners would call an unintende: conseguence,  Operator
norms about approﬁriatelleadership behavior both 3mong supervisors and

work peers increased across the board in.the experdimerral site.

o \
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Ine== =t Table & #About Here

- -

Tx=se data are both = plus =md & minus. Ther sppzpcsst gr=ater personal

misnwification with work—melates irter:actions am? ggresr o~ ommitment and

atravhment t> the organi-zztior =nd its goals; but, tiker wiso indicate a
Zreacer éropensity to experrier~s uomeEr expectatioms, ¢ e feeling of

t 2eing "let down" by the c-rranization. In the owsrzll :zcsfaction scéle,
only two items registered marksd ¢=clines: operzters ser= significantly
less satisfied "with the progr=ss tb.eyhad made mp_t wow”  p < ,001); and
t hew werebless 6ptim:isti‘c zbour their chance to get ad Iz the future

(o < .00D). .

At least one theorist has r=zised important questiwmm regarding the uaze
of satisfaction and related a.tti'..tudes”or criteria for =ssessing the quality
>f working life. (See Stanley E. Seashore, '"Defining =nd .~Measurir'1é the
Quality of Working Life," in i)avis & Cherns (eds.) 1975). P=rhaps Futt:'re

studies snhould more fully examine work norms and expectations as inmdicztors

of individual inveszments and identification with worrk —oles.

CZNCLUSIONS
This field experimeant cor.:z:zz‘cmrateé the resul:w of str=diesr which _ave
shown a rpcs}.'tive' ecfect of feedhack on performancs (Brammsrein, Klei::,
ard Pacia, 1973; Humdal, :969; =mith and Kmight, 195% We:izz. Antoimstts,
amd Wallace, 1954; Kim and Hammer, 7976 Latham ard Tukl , 1979), The=

cuwesiity improvement results repwrtad here have now bes=n swsteined for over



0-¢ seoor. Howewer, thes: ressults are algo consistert with recent fleld
¢ neruremts which indizzzs v {3 oratle effect of feedback on job relatdd

~riveucss {K4m and Hammsr 147763 Lat-am and Yukl, 1976).

i

I, @ tihdis field inz. - mticn wzs underzak-’n &s an initfal step in
g broguws effort o improwe 2 guality of working life, these results
pcaimt o7 <the 1imited effic. v of knowladge of -:sults alone. In this
regiard., —“hey raise serious zuesstinns about  pemsatory and disjunctivé
mc.dels of job enrichment wi-h suggest thaz zz izprovement of any single
tesic commomant will have fai.-—able attizudiry. effects (Brief, Wallace and
Al dzg, 1%¥7€). Becausa these =asults are ha=: 1 ¢~ the manipulation-of /an
acfual was¢ zttribute they =re not subject tu th= common metllmds erfor
w-ilch is 2 part of perceptu:szi?il_v-based correiat:omal studies.

Throwghowt the peribd zovered by this study the varlety, task tdentlvy,
tosk sZom L;_’i(czz,r,‘icu and autc aom jol; components remzined vnchanged. Tt
azpears that these and/ o~ rzlated work system-variables are crucial if
tre quality of wbrkimg life is to ;be snhanced satisfactorily. In the
wernacul zr of socio-zzcihnic . thinking, feedbacl appears to have barticula—.r.
value as z techniczl’acomomic intervencion, but —=zher li‘niited utility as
a sociizl ‘msycholog: szl -nrervemtion to improve zz—itudes. ‘Accordimgly,

't is approprizte Tha: exgsrimentatioz in this rrojec site is continuing..

TGhace the post—-test 7t day progressed in the Zoilowing ways: (1) all

vIFETnet man mow i eroiime thedr own starting and q'uitting ‘times wifh_in
e rme program; (2) cm2 original semi-autzaomous wilot group is dnce

gatn in operation; and (7 a "mini-lie" rﬁodei is being impleniéﬁted which

2
bl

g
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comprises a small group ol cress—trairmed operatcrs completing all assembly
work and rewarded by a2 muif'vzd Scanlon Plan. Particisation in each of
these experiments is wol.umtarr. |

Loowing back o~ r wie 14 aonths which =he authar s,par;t on the.shop
floor suggests some impcrtzcs ‘reccnnmendaticr.s to pt:ac:titi::mefs. Not the
l=ast of these is‘. the obs—s-.:rvat:f.on'_that setisfactory and endurimg changé’
tzkes a considerable amoumrC of time. Expectations (From: the shop (loor
to the executive suite) tremd to be out—oi~line with what -arn reasonably
te achZeved within, =zay, =wo cr thiree vears in zw on-going Eaciiimy.

At the shop fléor Zlevel tiis Iincreases the propensity to experience un-
met  expectations.

Job or work system redesign is not like "appy gazs”'. There are 'mo
ims”tamt or nexr-t¢ 'm results of a broad-gauwge nature. State-of-the-art
technology and tme orgmnizational climzte of manufactminé, processes
p‘resent onerous obs racles. Wnether these can be suXiciently = tered
to smbstantively im <7 the q;nalitir of ‘working 1ife r=mains to b: de-
monstrated. Semi-an -oncmous grwup concepts provode mme promising avenue
for =nlarging the z.znificance =1d meaning Of‘WUt:'.ic on time sgwing .flo.or,-
asperiall if hesz concepts ar” chc;;.;p“]:.e& ﬁith feedbz ck :-a‘nd_equitable
—ewards.

From a practical viewpoinz, feedBack appears to have been an \‘espe.—
cially useful imitdal stage in this ow—-goinp ¢, perimemnt. In this c¢ase it
uas enabliyy onafztors Lo sew mwve precisely what fx exmected of then, “md.

It haz stimulated 2 grestar amphmsis on goal acktevememc. This impact -
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was especlally likely to occur to more senior operaters, a finding -which — ——n
“is édnsistemt with tie body of litérature wihich indicates that organ-
izational‘commitment is associated witlh: tenure (Steers, 1976). Their

greater initial commitmgng, coupled with their greater ability, increased
their propeﬁsities to both accept and achieve target goals.

From a broader societal .perspective the author's clinical obéervaﬁjdns

on the shop floor are relativély consiztent with the comclmsions-dfFSeashore
and Barnowe (1971) regarding the lot of ;he:"Matriarch" (female, and é major _
wage earner for a household with one or more dépendents). He déscribed_

this grﬁmp as one of two groups w%th an especially high promensity to
experlence generalized dissatisfﬁction with life, alienation from society
and éocial roles, blunr-ed agpirations, zggressiwve feelings tbward other
kinds of people, a low sense o% molitical efficacy:, m?ld paranoiac reactions,
Eénd mild but debilitatin: hezlith reactioms. This Is -ot to suggest a>”
pervasive norm of hopelesmess, nor zm absence of lzwghitier or spontaneity.

In fact, the author's obsefvations suggest that twmo g¥ups ma& be'espéciélly
resilient vis-z-vis thesze propehsi:ies;_ﬂispanics idemrified with a
communally-based eﬁhnic éubculture, and women identified with exteqdcd
families. |

- Clearly, tha quzlicy of working jife is a highiy complex and inter-

dependent {ssu2. It must focus on myriads of factors witkin organizations,
and yet itz causal.texture extends bewvonc the boundariles of the'wpfkplace.

. , X 3
‘Limited intervenrioms swch as the ones described here:in can help to test

)

and refine theoretical models, but they are insufficfient as "solutions" to
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such a broadly based issue. Perhaps the next increments in this oxperl}wntal

site anc others will add further to our store of social leérning in ongoing

work operations.
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Table 1
Perceived Organization Climate, Supetvisory‘Style,
Peer Leadership and Group Processes

B \ ‘ \I
Experimental Group (n=57) ) \ Control Group (n=21) ' '/
Characteristic - Before hfter || \Before After
‘Mean S.D. Mean | S.D. || Mehn S.D. | Mean |.S.D.
Climate e . o : . :
Human. késources. Primacy - 8.66 | 2.32 8.12 | 2038 || 9.79 | 2.16 | 9.31°| 2.51
\ Decision aking Practices ‘ '9.78 | 3.14 | 9.85 |-2.87 11.29 | 3.55 .| 10.29 | 3.33"
\ Technical Readiness - 5.93 | L.75 '5.392| 1.67 5.81 |1 1.25 6.14 | 1.56
- Lower T,evel Influence 8.46 | 2.23 8.67A 2.56 . 9.00 | 2.15 8.81 2.82
Comnunication. Flow 7.85 | 3.23 | 6.67| 2.77 7.86 | 3.23 | 7.86 | 2.80
Superﬁisiou ‘ . o v A I B ’ .
Supporc ¢ - . 11.28 | 2.84 | 11.82 | 3.01 || 10.62 .| 2.82 9.76 | 2.64 "
Interaction Facilitation 5.14 | 2.39 5.35 | 2.15 4,67 | 2,22 5.43 | 2.25
Goal Fmnhasis : 7.93 |'1.79. |* 7.51 | 1.89 7.38 | 1.83 7.00 | 2.12
" Work Facilitation 9.35 | 3.58 8.95 | 3.93 "8.52 | 2.66 “9.14 | 3.21
Peers . | . oo
Support . | 10.49 | 2.88 | 11.03 | 2.96 || 11.62 | 2.65 | 10.29%| 2.53
Interaction Fac11itat10n ' 6.42 [ 3.00 7.44¢) 3,11 9.24 | 3.46 8.71 | 2.87
_ Goal rmphasis 5.70, | 1.90 | "6.18P| 1.90 7.29 | 1.55 | 6.81 | 1:60
Work Yacilitation ’ 7.12 { 2.90 . 7.71  3.24 9.62 | 3.65 8.33af 2,97
Group “rocasses - ’ 19.75 | 5.33 '21.§bc"5.58 24.24 | 5.43 23.90 4.35
a P <. .N5. two-tail t-testvof significance ﬁsed;because direction'is nbt;advancéd
b . ‘ .
" p<-.05. one-tail t-test of significance used because direction is. propositlonallv derived from
; previous research on goal setting and. feedback within a group: context.
c .-

‘P< .Cl, one-tail t-test of significance used because dlrection is propositionallv derived from
: previous research on goal setting and feedback within a group context. -

\
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Table

2

Comparison. of Responses For Long Term and Short Term Groups.

[

3

8

Experimental Site

Control Group

.

Less than ~ More than More than
Characteristic 1 Yr. (n=26) 1 Yr. (n=31) 1 Yr. (n=16)
Before After - Before After Before 1 Areer
Climate - = .o .
‘'Human’ Resources Primacy 9.06 '8.31 . 8.32 7.97 9.41 9.41
Decision iiaking Practices 10.24 . 9.50 9.39 10.14 10.38 10,31
Technical Readiness 6.19 5.46 5.71: - 5.32 5.81 6.25
Lower Level Influence 8.15 - 8.19 8.71- 9.06 | 9.19 9.50
Communcation Flow ©7.62 6.81 8.05, 6.55%| 7.81 8.3l
Supervislon ) , _ ‘
Support . | 11.08 12.00 11.45 '11.66 || 9.88 9188
Interaction Facilitation 5.19 ~ 5,23 5,10 5.45 4.63 5.69%
Goal Ewpnasis ' 7.61. 7.12 8.19 7.84 7.06 7.25
Work Facilitation. 9.50 8.77 . 9.23 9.10 8.69 9.56
Peers _
~ Support 10.69 | 10.06 10. 32 11.84*/| 11.69 | 11.06
-Interaction Facilitation 6.46 ~7.15 6.39 "7.68% 10.06" 8.63
Goal Empnasis 5.62 . .5.50 5.77 6.77% 7.50 7.25
" Work Facilitation . 7.65 7.38 6.68 7.98% 10.44 9.19
Group Processes 19.60 20.27 - | 19.87 22.72% | 25.31.| 24.81
‘Overall batlsfaetion 26.54 |.24.73 26.29 25.85 27.05- "27f63
Higher Leval Heed Fulfillment ' 17.47 15.62%% 17.61 16.65 17.44 | .17.22 .
Job_Challenge | 9.52 8.35% | 9.24 | "8.10 19.69 | 8.75
Psychosomatic Illness - 8.08 8.73% .| 9.13 - 8.90 8.56 .9.06
Perceived Jrg. 'Effectiveness 8.50 7.25% ‘8;32 7.61 9.31 9.19

*

Vote

lererence between before and after groups signlficant at p <
*% leference between before and after: groups signlficant at p <

comparlson with more than l-year subjects in the experlmental site

43»

.05 (two-tailed test).
.01 (two-tailed test).

‘For the control group only more -than 1—yegr subjects were included for purposes of
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Table 3 //

- Changes in work—Reiated Behaviors: Comparison
' of Base-Line Data With Post-Intervention Data

/
7

Absence:

//, : 7

Turnover: Average Monthly Turnover . i |
Base-Ling: May-October 1974 = . | 118.0%
Post~- Inxervention. May—October 1975 ’ /11.3%

Percent Decrease = 37% 1 o

| f/'. ,f

Average Dally Absence - j;
i 9.4%

Base-Line: May-October 1974 - N ’
Post—-Intervention: May—October 1975 P6.7%
Percent Decrease = 29% - ’ ' '

Qualit—: Average Mbnthly Seconds Due to
2.9%

Sewing
Base-Line: July 1974 - May 1975 o
. 1.0%

Post-Intervention: June 1975-October 1975
= 66% o

Percent Decrease

.Note: Throughout the period covered by this study the control group
setting experienced relativcly steady monthly turnover of abnut
12.percent and abqenteeism of 6 to 7 percent. Se(ondq nvurnyud

about 2 percent.
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Affective lesponses for Experimental and Contrql Groupé

Table 4

w

Experimental Group (n=57)

Control Group (n=21)-

Affectivé‘Responses Before ’ After ‘Before After
| | Mean | S.D.'| Mean |S.D. Mean | S.D. | Mean |[S.D.

Overall Satisfaction ~ 26.40 | 4.46 | 25.34 ' 5.45 “é6fés 4.02 '| 25.67 [5.60

Higher-Order Need Fulfillment 17.55 | 3.08 516118# 4.09 17.52 | 3.47 | 15.60 |4.79
" Job ché;leﬁge o 9.3 | 3.00 8,21k 3.78° 9.62 |"2.85 ;?:31*,I?{25j

Work Sa;isf;ctian (D1) 26.93 | .68 | 23.54%%|9.89 27.38 | 8.54 | 26.00 /'8,§gf

an.sétisfaction‘(JDI)‘ 13.75 | 5.97 | 12.96 éfoa 11.81 | 6.10 15054 5.7$f

péychosomacié'lllnéss 8.65 | 1.55 | 8.82 |6.63 8.33 | 1.56 | 9.38% [2.09:

?erceiyed Orgz. Efféétiyene;s 8.40 |.2.35 | - 7;45** 2.11 9.67 | 2.39 9.29 Z.éﬁy

* p .<.05, two—taii teSt..‘- - ‘M

** p <.0l, two-tail test,

. " ’
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 Table 5
'Managerial Succession at Experimental Site: Changes in Manageheﬁt
Style And Its Influence on Supervisory Leadership
Behavior and Attitudes

Supervi=zuf Sezsponses (n=8)
- : ‘ | » Before  After
. L e .
’ Characteri?;ic _ Interventiom | Intervention
Mean | S.hn. | Mean - | S.D.
[N .
) S Plant Management o : ' , |
~ Support o : ' . .8.75 | .77 . 75* 2.87
: ' Interacthg_ggpilitation o] 6,13y L.96 A,75 1.39.
Goal Empmasis o CTT5U38 7 2.207 %.50% {1707
Work Facilitation o 8.25 | 3.69 3.13 2.70
- Supervisors ,

‘Support . o o 10.13 | 2.36 8.13 1.64
Interaction Facflitation . ©6.50 | .62 | 7.25% | 1.49
Goal Emphasis 6.38 | _.77 5.25% |- (89
Work Facilitation" . 9.63 | 2.93 6.2 5** 1.67 -

Attitudes : )
'Overal|l Satisfaction 26.00 | 2.82 | 26.79 | 2.87
HigherlLevel Need Fulfillment .. 18.86 { 7.00 | 17.63 3.62

.. Job Challenge | 10.63-| .83 | "11.38 | 3.02 -
* . p _<.05,_twqftail. :

**"P"<101, two~tail.

46"
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-/ l o ' Table 6

Workplace Expectations
Regarding Appropriate Behavior

Experimental Group Control Group

Expectations n=37 a=21- -

: Pre ~ Post A Pre Post A

Re. Supervision - . 1 ' ' %
~ Support : ) | 13,52 {1379 |+ 13.48 | 12,487~
- Interaction Facilitation 8.I4 [ 8.51%* |+ .86 | 8.43 |-
..Goal Emphasis ] 9.TE 9.0&4 |- 8.95 | | 8.24%%|-
W%i? Fzcilitation I R ok 13.76 + 13.81 |-13.10 |-

- 4- & Pears N S L . .. e
Supporz | 12,670 | 13.44%%% 4 13.40 | 12.70 |-~
Interaction Facilitation A 12.15 12.68%* [+ 12.60 | 12.40 |-

Goal Emphasis ' - : 8.6.. 8.81 |+ 8.95 | 8.45% |-
work Facilitation 12.14 12.36 +. 13.15 | 12.25* |-
S$irn Testé, tontail' o i ' - p<.05 | o p<.0l
_ : e < : - .
.Notes:

o P <.10; one-tail.
*%  p <.05, one-tail
k%% p <.,01, one-tail."

aThe sign test is used to-establish that two conditions are different and it does
not make assumptions about sample or group distributions (Siegel, 1956). - -
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