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professor and students, organizational life was simulated for the classroom.
Decisions regarding texts, general content, and loosely structured
assignments were made by the professor with room for student input. Teams
implemented their own rules which were appropriate for members, and the shape
of assignments was decided by the class. Student ideas permeated the course
content. In their final evaluations, students reported having a positive
experience. Probably the most glaring weakness of this model was lack of
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Simulating Organizational Life, 2

During the past decade, many American companies have shifted their work styles from
classically controlling management styles to self-motivating teams. By shifting power from upper-
management to employees, organizations are finding ways to increase production in more efficient
and creative ways. (Eisenberg & Goodall, 1997; Kilman, 1984; Sashkin & Burke, 1987). Although
many businesses are recognizing weaknesses with their traditional systems, communication
educators have been slower at recognizing the same issues of control in their own systems. For the
most part, how students are prepared to enter the business world has not changed. The traditional
method of a teacher lecturing to students still exists in the majority. This model emphasizes
instructor control and decision making. Unfortunately, this form of teaching is inconsistent with the
trends in many business organizations.

For this reason, a few communication educators are exploring alternative models of
teaching. Faculty are looking for ways to involve and motivate students more in the learning
process. In traditional pedagogical approaches to organizational communication, professors
generally lecture on the material and students write down what they consider to be the important
points. In the most innovative models, students are asked to work in groups, participate in
experiential activities and/or analyze case studies to further explore ideas. Although these
techniques improve student involvement, students still memorize what is needed for the exam and
search for the “right” answer in a paper assignment.

While these teaching techniques transmit the content of organizational communication
adequately, they do not prepare students to deal with these same issues they are studying once they
enter organizational life. In my experiences teaching organizational communication, students are

genuinely interested in the topic because they understand they will or do experience the same issues
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Simulating Organizational Life, 3
in employment. This interest motivates students to work harder, but I find myself questioning
whether they truly understand the practical implications of the theories so dutifully memorized for
exams and/or applied to exemplar cases. For example as we discuss conflict management strategies,
we explore the strengths and weaknesses of different approaches, how they impact the greater
organization as well the individual relationship, and apply them to cases. Yet, I wonder when a
student is faced with a conflict situation outside the classroom whether they utilize any of the
strategies covered in the course. Personally, I believe they do what feels “right” paying little
attention to their course work which covered the complexities of the communication situation and
conflict management strategies. If students were faced with “real” and meaningful conflict
situations in the classroom, they may better understand the application of what they are learning,
and hopefully, be more likely to apply the concepts once in the work force.

I believe that if students have the opportunity to experience many of the concepts we
traditionally cover in organizational communication, they will be more likely remember the
information when faced with the same phenomena in the business world. This paper, discusses a
way to make the class “work” more meaningful through empowering students. By structuring an
organizational communication course around the concept of self-directed teams, students will take
responsibility for their work and communication, improve their performance, and experience many
of the facets of organizational communication. Students will not only discuss organizational
communication theory, but they will put many of the ideas into practice as they are asked to create
and execute their work groups in a larger organizational context, the class. This paper will briefly
discuss the concept of self-directed teams and what progress has been made in education. Then a

case study attempting to create a learning organization using self-directed teams in the classroom
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will show the benefits and difficulties of this approach from both the instructor’s and student’s

perspective. Finally, ideas for future implementations will be suggested.

Self-Directed Teams

In an effort to improve quality and production, many organizations are moving towards self-
directed teams (Barker, Melville, & Packanowsky, 1993; Fisher, 1993; Wellins, Byham, & Wilson,
1991). A self-directed work team is “an intact group of employees who are responsible for a
‘whole’ work process or segment that delivers a product or service to an internal or external
customer” (Wellins, et. al., 1991, p. 3). Team members join together to get the work done. They
mabke their own decisions on how the work will be accomplished, how to improve operations, and
how to handle the day to day problems. These are not groups brought together for a special project
or purpose. Self-directed work teams work together daily.

The idea behind these work teams is to give the team ownership of a product or service. For
example, at the Eastman Kodak Company, a team can be responsible for an entire product line.
Traditionally managed work forces organizational members to be focused on one specific part of the
overall process. Self-directed work teams generally share duties. Team members can usually do
everyone’s job. They take a more proactive role in shaping the organization (Fisher, 1993; Wellins,
et. al., 1991).

Taking this approach to organizational life gives managers different roles. Instead of
controlling and directing employees, managers now coach and facilitate teams (Fisher, 1993;
Wellins, et. al., 1991). This change in perspective and structure helps empower employees. By
passing on authority and control to employees, managers are helping them have more responsibility

and control over their work lives (Wellins, et. al., 1991).
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A Shift in Teaching

Currently, educators are asking questions about how to empower students in the classroom
so they take a more active role in learning (Boyer, 1990; Johnson, Johnson, Johnson, & Smith,
1991). Although a majority of teachers still use traditional teaching models which include
lecturing, many are changing their approach and considering more collaborative/cooperative
approaches in the classroom. A collaborative/cooperative approach to teaching believes that
“knowledge is constructed, discovered, transformed, and extended by students” (Johnson, et. al.,
1991, p. 1:6). Learning is not something that is done to a student, but an activity the student takes
part in. It is the teachers role to find ways for students to become an active participant in their
education.

Collaborative/Cooperative techniques help students get a better understanding of work in the
“real world.” Learning skills and concepts is not as effective if students cannot share and apply
them as they interact with their co-workers or other people. Students need the cooperative skills to
apply all the information they have learned in college. Yet, in the traditional classroom they are not
taught these skills. They are taught to sit and take notes while the professor lectures. This
experience does not model what the students will confront when they enter the work world.

Instead, cooperative/collaborative learning cultivates teamwork skills as well as individual and
group responsibility. Students get a better understanding of what awaits them after college
(Johnson, et. al., 1991).

But, collaborative/cooperative learning classrooms still fall short of simulating self-directed
teams. With cooperative/collaborative learning classrooms, the teacher controls how and what the
students think. Although students work in groups, their goals are still the same; learn the material to

get the grade. This approach encourages more discussion of ideas more frequently, but the teacher
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still is in control of what and how material is learned. In these classrooms, students still have very

little control or ownership over their education.

The Use of Self-Directed Teams in the Communication Classroom

Using self-directed teams in the organizational communication classroom is not a new idea.
A few people have attempted to use work teams with varied results (Driskill & Polansky, 1994;
Kellett & Smith, 1995). In these efforts, different degrees of responsibility have been given to
students ranging from allowing them to design all assignments and the content of the course
(Driskill & Polansky, 1994) to the teacher having ultimate control with students taking
responsibility for teaching on certain days (Kellett & Smith, 1995). Driskill and Polansky (1994)
note that students work suffered in this course due to the amount of control relinquished by the
professor. The amount of material covered during their class was not even close to what is typically
covered in a semester. Also, the quality of student work was less rigorous because of student
control over assignments and evaluation criteria. They felt students did not challenge each other
enough in fear of retaliation. In this course, it appears that too much power was relinquished too
soon in the face of the current academic culture. Students in Kellett’s and Smith’s course (1995)
seem to experience many of the same problems traditionally seen in team assignments such as
dissatisfaction with team composition, grading, feedback. These prior efforts at applying self-
directed teams shaped my efforts in implementing self-directed teams into the organizational
communication classroom. This effort attempts to improve on the problems of the other two by

finding a middle ground.
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Creating the Learning Organization

This model attempted to simulate organizational life. The idea was to create a learning
organization (Senge, 1990) where the students and professor would create the organization together
as opposed to just the instructor. The group as a whole would work together towards achieving the
shared goal of learning the about organizational communication. The group would create an
organization that wanted to adapt to its needs and continue to expand in creative ways.

The ideal scenario would have been to create an atmosphere with shared decision making for
every aspect of the course. But, this is not realistic when students have certain expectations about
their education and professors. Moreover, students do not have experience with the subject matter.
They are not experts in organizational communication. They cannot decide which topics are most
important to learn about and which texts are most appropriate. The confines of a semester do not
allow for the education necessary to take over some traditional teaching roles. Some sort of
guidance was necessary in areas where students were inexperienced.

Therefore, this organizational simulation actually mirrored reality in the sense that in
business the manager solely controls some decisions . No matter how empowering an organization
may be, ultimately, authority rests with someone up the hierarchy (Eisenberg & Goodall, 1997).
Our current structures do not allow complete empowerment. Therefore, I made decisions regarding
texts and general content as well as loosely structured assignments with room for student input. I
provided a brief syllabus which was to serve as a starting point. In an effort to empower students
and give up control, I discarded traditional rules usually found in a classroom such as attendance
policies, participation, and quizzes. My goal was for teams to implement their own rules which
were appropriate for members. For the semester, students were responsible for two exams, two

group presentations and a group project. The shape of these assignments was decided by the class.
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Althbugh students worked in small groups frequently while in school, few are ever trained in
team work. Students cannot be expected to work effectively if they do not know how to work
together. This course devoted the first three weeks of the semester to the rationale of self-directed
teams and team training. Pairing a discussion of the characteristics of effective teams with training
activities provided the students with both theoretical and experiential knowledge. In addition, time
was set aside throughout the semester for team meetings and further training sessions for topics such
as conflict resolution. Plus, students were asked to reflect on the group process. In order for self-
directed teams to be successful, the group process needs to be taken as seriously as the product
being created.

In addition to the structure I implemented, I also framed the course content within a
historical and contemporary context and facilitated discussions with the entire organization. Prior to
each week the team in charge of the material would meet with me to inform me on what they were
going to address during their presentation. I would then adapt my teaching to complement their
choices. In addition, the teams worked on case analyses each week which illustrated the topics
being discussed.

My goal as instructor was to serve as a consultant and facilitator. In addition, decisions such
as evaluation, examinations, and class rules were created by the organization as a whole. With the

exception of the beginning structure, the students had input into every decision.

The Successes of Creating a Learning Organization

The most successful aspect of this model was student interaction and knowledge. In
deciding issues such as grading and examination structure, students were forced to rely on lessons

learned in other courses. For example, students had to decide how they wanted to be graded on
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team projects. My inclination was to split the grade between group performance and individual
performance in response to student feedback in other courses. I laid out various options to the
students, but told them the decision was ultimately their own. As the students began discussing
their fate, many of them argued for a group grade on basis of material they learned in their small
group communication course. Applying principles of effective group communication, they felt that
sharing only a group grade would lead to more group cohesion. After voting on the issue, a clear
majority favored this approach. I heard few complaints about the group process throughout the
semester. When the subject of grading was broached mid-semester, no one wanted to change the
current system. This process allowed students to use their past course work as well as persuasive

skills to pass a class policy. One student summed it up nicely when they said,

I found it really interesting to see how the different groups worked together to
compose the final answer. It reminded me of how an actual organization would run .
.. What I found to be the most fascinating part of all this was the way in which all of
the groups stayed with their groups and were vocal about supporting what their other

group members suggested.

Although I do not think most students were as aware as this one of what they had accomplished, I
was pleased to see the organizational community at work.

Another area where the process excelled was in students having a voice. Student ideas
permeated the course content. Although I decided the general topics to include; students created
presentations and activities to teach the material. Generally, I would frame the topic historically and

then a team would take control of the contemporary issues and applications surrounding the topic.
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During the semester, we covered a variety of issues and topics I would not normally address. For
example, students discussed interviewing skills, effects of childhood socialization on organizational
socialization, and stress management skills. All of these topics are important, but they were not
ones I would normally cover in the confines of a traditional semester. They even addressed the
subject matter in interesting ways. The group discussing stress management used a Winnie the
Pooh video to illustrates different types of stress and social support. This structure allowed students
to have more of a voice in the topics they discussed.

Finally, most students had a positive group experience in this course. When giving small
group assignments, student feedback generally is mixed. However, these students reported having a

positive experience. As one student stated in her final evaluation,

the group presentations were the most beneficial learning tool in the class. For our
own projects, we were in complete control of how we wanted to present the
information we found, as well as what we wanted to focus our research on. This

really mirrored self-directed teams and allowed us to solve the problem creatively.

This is not to say that everything ran smoothly in the groups, but overall they saw the benefits of
working with their teams. The one rule I created was that teams could fire individuals who were not
performing in a satisfactory manner if they followed a grievance procedure. Only one group
expressed the desire to fire an individual and that person agreed they deserved the punishment. IN
the end, the group and the individual were still satisfied with the process. Part of the reason for
group satisfaction was the training at the beginning of the semester. Students got to know their

group members, they create group rules and policies, and discussed how they would deal with
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conflict. These are issues most student groups never address. On course evaluations, students

requested even more of this type of training.

Future Alterations to the Learning Organization

Although there were many noteworthy benefits to this model, it was a first effort and
therefore much was learned about the difficulties of implementing self-directed teams into an
organizational communication classroom. Probably the most glaring weakness of this model was
lack of student motivation. Idealistically, I assumed that learning the course material would be
enough of a motivator for students. Unfortunately this was not the case. Students did not come
prepared or ready to participate. One student pointed out, organizations have a shared goal and this
one did not. She stated, “[A]nother problem I saw with this class was the lack of goal for the
‘organization’ and definition of our organization. It was hard to know what the product for the end
and even during the semester was going to be.” Each student was defining the goal differently or

did not even see the goal. Another student said,

some students are there because they find the subject interesting, others are there as
non-majors to fulfill a communication[s] requirement. Other factors such as desire
for a good grade, year in school, and ability to work well with others factor in to the

general motivation of this class. . . .For me, my goal was to learn, not just to ‘get by.’

Although I believe that these same constraints exist in every organization, they certainly need to be

addressed in this course. Moreover, a more concrete goal may help create a shared vision.
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As many of the students pointed out in a written analysis they did of the course, having one
project for the entire organization to work on would help create more of an organizational feel.
Students suggested studying one organization or creating a single product. In future semesters, I
hope to implement a class project where the students are “hired” by an organization to study a
problem. By implementing a course wide service learning project, students can gain “real life”
experience and see the course material in action (Braun, 1997).

Another area for improvement in this model is encouraging more horizontal communication
between the groups. Students stated that in many respects this resembled other courses where they
worked in groups. There was plenty of upward and downward communication, but none between
groups. In Braun’s (1997) application of service learning to his course, he created a structure where
each student was placed in two task groups and the groups relied on each other for information. So,
different groups worked on different aspects of the project and were forced to share information.
Some modification of this could work well with this model. Although it is not clear whether Braun
(1997) had his students making course decisions and taking responsibility for course material in
addition to the project, his ideas would start to address some of the difficulties we experienced.

Finally, students struggled with the ambiguity presented with the change from traditional
course structure. Since they had never experienced this type of structure, they did not know how to

handle it. One student said,

It was such a change from anything I had experienced on the St. Thomas campus.
The culture at St. Thomas is very conservative, and as students and teachers, I think
its hard to step away from that. I think students were afraid to take as much power in

the classroom as we were asked to.
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Another student mirrored this comment when she said, “Students are so used to going to class to
get lectured at, and it was very hard to switch gears after having the same basic format for the past
16 years.” The students liked the idea, but did not know how to take responsibility . This is an area
that will always present a challenge because the current structure does not encourage students to
take responsibility.

All in all using self-directed teams in the classroom is a beneficial approach to teaching
organizational communication. In addition to being consistent with current perspective in studying
organizational communication, this approach is consistent with what students will be facing when
they leave the university. Although students may not know how to deal with power and ambiguity,
they will be better off for having dealt with them in a safe environment. Many adjustments need to
be made to this model. This was a first attempt at trying to create a model that overcomes past
weaknesses. However, if our teaching practices are truly going to prepare students for the world

that awaits them, this is a necessary approach to take.

14




Simulating Organizational Life, 14
References

Barker, J. R., Melville, C. W., & Pacanowsky, M. E. (1993). Self-directed teams at XEL: Changes

in communication practices during a program of cultural transformation. Journal of Applied Communication

Research, 21(4).

Boyer, E. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate. Lawrenceville, NI
Princeton University Press.

Braun, M. J. (1997). Service learning through the organizational communication course:
Communication audit of the local school district. A paper presented at the annual meeting of the Central
States Communication Association, St. Louis, MO.

Driskill, G. W., & Polansky, B. (1994). Relinquishing power in the classroom: A case study on

self-directed teams in the classroom. Paper presented at the Speech Communication Association Annual

Convention, New Orleans, LA.

Eisenberg, E. M., & Goodall, J., H. L. (1997). Organizational communication: Balancing creativity

and constraint. (2nd ed.). New York: St. Martin's Press.

Fisher, K. (1993). Leading self-directed teams: A guide to developing new team leadership skills.

New York, NY: McGraw Hill.

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Smith, K. A. (1991)._Active learning: Cooperation in the College

Classroom. Edina, MN: Interaction Book Company.
Kellett, P. M., & Smith, L. F. (1995). Teaching organizational communication through self-directed

teams. Journal of Communication Studies, 13(2), 83 - 89.

Kilmann, R. H. (1984). Beyond the quick fix: Managing five tracks to organizational success. San

Francisco, CA: Bass.

Sashkin, M., & Burke, W. (1987). Organizational development in the 80's. Organizational

Dynamics, 3-24.

15



Simulating Organizational Life, 15

Senge, P. M. (1990). The fifth discipline: The art & practice of the learning organization. NY:

Doubleday.

Wellins, R. S., Byham, W. C., & Wilson, J. M. (1991). Empowered teams: Creating self-directed

work groups that improve quality, productivity, and participation. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass

Publishers.

16




: A0 VT b KA

Would you like to put your paper or papers in ERIC? Please send us a clean, dark copy!

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

ERIC

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Title:

Paper presented at the National Communication Assn, Meetings (Chicago)

Sorilitoe Snco . Fin f SXfo 1 Ly~ RombA Titon s & Ths

Cl st oo -

Corporate Source:

Author(s): DEBRA C.MRAZLOFEE

Publication Date:

Nov.

19-23, 1997

Il. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced
in the monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced
paper copy, and electronic/optical media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS) or other ERIC vendors. Credit is
given to the source of each document, and, if reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following two options and sign at

the bottom of the page.

e

'

—]
Check here
For Level 1 Release:
Permitting reproduction in
microfiche (4° x 6" film) or
other ERIC archival media
* (e.g., electronic or optical)

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

The sample sticker shown below will be

affixed to all Level 2 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

\Z
N
6’6
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND

DISSEMINATE THIS

MATERIAL IN OTHER THAN PAPER

COPY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
\Q

@Q

co'b

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

t

Check here
For Level 2 Release:
Permmitting reproduction in
microfiche (4° x 6" film) or
other ERIC archival media
(e.g., electronic or optical),
but not in paper copy.

and paper copy.
Level 1 Level 2
Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits. |f permission
to reproduce is granted, but neither box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.
* hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate
this document as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic/optical media by persons other than
ERIC employees and its system contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit
reproduction by libraries and other service agencies to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.”
Sign [Signature: Printed Name/Position/Title:
here—
please Deprs ¢ ME2ZLOPF Ph.D.
Organization/Address: ﬂ / B Telephone: FAX:
UNWER\YOF " ST . THOMAS 0(Z2-GUr-Sora | [2-9y2- A6
X Al S SUmm T AVe E-Mail Address: Date:
O =R ¢
: . _ DCMAZUEF | - 29 —9
FRIC [ L% 303 ¢Tpmu MN scios ST1 oM. EDY Z

(over)



. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

It permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source,
please provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is
publicly available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are
significantly more stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant reproduction release is held by someone other than the addresses, please provide the appropriate name and address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse: éeﬁuqoﬂdl‘ﬂﬂ——f

ERIC/REC

2805 E. Tenth Street

Smith Research Center, 150
indiana University
Bloomington, IN 47408 .

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:




