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' Abstract I
.Job enrichment rapidly is becoming one of the most widely used bzchavioral
science strategies for organizational change. And there is scattered but
compelling evidence that, under.ertain conditions, the te¢hnique®can lead
simultaneously to‘both improved productivity and to an increase in the
quality of employee work experiences. Yet observations of on-going job
éenrichment projects in a number of organizations suggist that the approach
*1s failing in practice at least as often as it is succeeding--and that its
future as a strategy for personal and organizational ¢hange may be bleak.
This report (a) explores a number of frequently-observed errors in implement-
ing.job enrichment that can lead to 'failures" of the technique, and (b)
identifies a number of ingredients found to be common to most of the
"successful" job enrichment projeéts that were observed. ~!%
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o ‘ ON THE'COMING DEMISE OF JOB ENRICHMENT'

-

J. Riohard Hackman

¢

Yale Upivereitx; . S -t

In the years since thewgroundbreaking Hawthorne Studies, increasing
numbers of behavioral science "solutions" to organizational problems have

been propoeed. Typically a newl&-cdnceived solution is first tried out=--with

. s . (:."
great auccess--in one or two organizations. It then is picked up.by the

management glurnale and. the p%pular presa, and spreads wildfire—like.acroae

$ : )
the country. And then, after a few yeara, it fades .awey as disillusioned
!

managEre and employeea conclude--sometimes reluctantly, sometimee anétily--

*

that the ' solution was not all it had been cracked up to be. .
It looks as if’work redesign (or job enrichment, or job enlargemeot-—calit

it what you will) is to be’the dariing.of the early 1;708. It began in this

" country with the pioneering research of Charles Walker and Robert Guest (1552),
Frederick Herzberg and his aedociatea (Herzberg, Mausner & Snyderman, 1959;
Herzberg, 1966 Paul Robertson & Hetzberg, 1969), Louis Davis (1957; 1966), ,
and a few others. Succeeaful tests were conducted in a few forward-looking
organirationa, prominently including the atudiee at. AI&T shepherded by

Robert Ford and his aeeociatee (Ford, 1969). Now change programs focussing

V3 >
on work redesign are flooding thgﬁbountrizéstoriea on "how we profited from

-

job enrichment" are appearing in manageme joyrnals, and the labor community

is etruggling to determine how it should respond to the tidal wave that aeemB,

. ' L ‘
to be formin&. e . .

"The question of the moment is whether the redeeign of work will evolve -

into a robust and powerful strategy for organizational cﬁhnge--or whether it,

like so many of its behavioral ecience predecessors, will fade into disuse
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as practitioners experience failure and disillusiomnment in its application.

-

- R «

» . o \
] . Y

The anewer”ie by no means clear.

In this paper I report some observations and impreeeions about

s R

work redesign as a strategy for individual and organizatiqaal change~-with . ;, .
. -0 ) {‘_‘\
particular exphasis on\}actore which determine whether it will aucceed or %z
) fail in a.given ipstance. Thege observations are based on experiences my . ‘ )
. ’ . ) T yau .

associates apd I have had iﬁ fifteen to twenty™organizations over thé last

two years, We have been developing and refining an, inatrnment for the
diagnosis of jobs and the evaluation of jﬁgﬂrEdesign projecte (Hackman &

Oldham, in press). In the proceae, we have visited numerous organizations

where job redesign activities were being pianned, implemented, or gotten

v

. Y

over. We have talked with workers, managers, and internal and outside L]

Pl [} R
consultants. In several cases, we have ueed our//natroment to make quanti~

tative evaluatione of organizational change proje.cta ‘_Lnyolviug the redesign

i
. ~

of work: "\ : ’ . ) . <.t

.

In interpretdng our observations and‘COnoquions,,it is important to
understand that we have not researched the "superstar" projects. _Not a single
o f " * I~ ' ’
. | , :
one of our tests has been conducted at a brand new plant, designed, staffed,

.

and managed in accord with the freshest precepts of behavioral'acience.

.

Instead,.we have focussed our attention on “"regular" organizations, organiza-

. ¥

tions struggling to figure out, sometimes with professional help, sometimes
not, just how one goes about reaping the purported benefits of, job enrichment.

Wﬁat’we have been out there in the "organizational heartland" is not very

3

encouraging. 1f our observations are repreeentative (and holding aside the

t #

“guperstar projects, there are reasons to believe that we have seen some of

.

. the more thoughtfully-dcne work redesign projects) job enrictment is failing

-
)

at least as often as it is succeeding. And people, not all of them.of

sympathetic mind, are finding oht.

¥ ) . . P ’ . .
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For iliuatration, consider how job enrichments are initiated--an¢- how word
’ N i d .
is spread abput their effects. The impetus may come when a mapager hears of

the idea from a colleaéue, or reads a glowing case report, and decides to try
out job enrichment in his own dnic. Or, perhaps, a consultant will convince a
mﬂnﬁzefnthat it is “just what’he needs." Or a vice-president will be converted
during a seminar for top management, and will decree that all units re;ponaible
to him nueg haée at leaaé one 4ob enricnment project.ﬁnderway by:a c;;tain date.

. For whatever reason, a target job is selected and is "enriched." But
something goes wrong,.and it dozZn’t work. BdEauae we have few decent measures
of the outcomes of organizational change projects, the vice-presidenf d t
find out (he gets the same aiide-and—flip-chart-ehow in any case). ,x(i?jhe

o .

manager responsible for the project knows it didn't work, because most of the

,.(___—-

! ) . \
old problems are still there and maybe even a few new ones have been added.

And he isn't taiking. He ian’t talking becauae he believes that so how he
peraonally screwed it up. Reading addit%pnal caae atudiea of job ézfichment
successes (the only ones published) confirms his fegigng of p aonah failure
and his resolve to stay quiet.

Then he goes to a gonvention or,to a management semiffar. He has a rew
drinks, and starts sharing nar‘atoriea with a (safe) colleague from another
organization in another-industry. Andffinda, to his sruprise and rélief,
that exactly the aame'thing has happened to the other fellow--and that ne,
too, thought ;or sure that he personally had fouled it up. Attribution of
feaponaibility fnr rﬁe failure of" job enrichment gradually begina to move

~

from internal to extérnal }argeta, and soon the network reverberates with a

~

LI .
new and reassuring message: JOB ENRICHMENT DOESN'T WORK., That is_what is
atarfing to happen now The message soon wili be Bcrawled upon the pages of

the Harvard Busineaa Review, the success of the superstar projects will be

carefully explained away (as, fndeed, William Gomberg (1973) already has

attempted to do fb{ the broad-gauged experiment at General Foods in TOpaka),

. . ,(
B .
‘A N - T
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and work redesign as an organizational change strategy will fimd itself at
’ * K ¥

death's door.

v

That will be sad. Because the redéeign of work Jiffere‘in gome importa&f

ways from other be@avioral'acienge épproacheg to changing life in organizations,

Five

¢
ways in which work redesign is unique are suggested below. Together, I

i

-beligbe{ théy,make a rather qompei@i&é "cage" for the ﬁreaervation and Further

+ s -

develqpment of work redeaigﬁ as a change Btrategy: F ‘ a

. -
Feas . . a /

Why Work Redesign Should Survive ‘

1. Changing jobssphan es the basic relationshi betgggpﬁa;ﬁé;gon and his/her
ﬁgghf When;all }he outer layers'aré gtfipped awg&, this is where most qf the
problems--and most of Fhe opﬁortunitiee-—in,contemporary oréani;p;ions resgide.
The interface between geogle and the tasks they do\thegefpre repre;ente

an especially powerfulfpoint of leverage for makiné changea‘in organizations.
. . ‘ . b .

Frederick Taylor realized éhie wﬁen'he set out to design and manage

organizaéione 'scientifically" at the beginning of the century (Taylor, 1911)

L4
rBut while we may credit Taylor for addreeeing the Htart 6f the matter, we

must fault him for altering the reﬂationship between workers and .their work

.

- in a way that placed phe neede of the organization'in oppoaition to many of

ll

\ N
the needs of éée workére themselves. Taylor and his associatee apparently

S \ '
realized this, and deéft w{i? the problam by inetituting financigl incentive
plans to @eke the workers "want" to work hard toward organ;zational gqala--

- -

and by placing such an elaborate set of eupervieory controls on the workers >.
that they scarcelx could behave otherwise. Aﬁtomated machinea, later, led to

increased incongruence ‘between individual and organizational goals, even

-
»

- - . .
in companies not managed in ‘accord with the precepts of scieptific management.
. \ ¢ *
_ . The response of industrial psychologists to this trendvwas, in general, .

~

to try to help solve the Rerlems created by scientific management and by

automaéion-—e.g;:‘by finding ways to select individuals who were appropriate
) . * - S
t ‘ ] . . m’?

*

4
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':tdqpeffofm the tasks organizatione designed, and to‘"brop up" the often-

(waning motivation of workers to carry out those taska. The human relations

movemant, the design of piece rate and other incentive systems, experimentation

with varioua auperviaory.atylea--all were, more or less, aimed at compensating
‘ °

for or overcoming the natural" pulling apart between the worker and his work.
'It\can be argued that the failure of behavioral ecientiete to have more
impact on organizations has largely to do with their acceptance of the

aaaumptionm(shared wit%:nenagement, to be 8ure) thdt the work itaelf was

» .
involiate-that the role of behavioral hcientiats was eimply to help organiza-
tions aelect and motivate people within that terribly eignificant given.

Work redesign raiaes the posaibility that by changing the way the work

“

itgself is arranged it may be possible to bring individual and organizational

L}

goals hack,together again. By providing workers with additional challenge,

reeponaibility, and feedback in their duties, it appears, it may be poaeible

to mqve from extripaic props to worker motivation to genuinely internal work,

motivafion—-the Wworker doing the work becauae it interests and challenges him,
i -5, .

and reWarding himself for "work well done" when he performs. effectively.

P
-

2. Work redeeign changee behavior, and does so directly.

<' g

People. do the:

\

o
tasks they are given.

How well they do them depends om many factors, including

how the taska are designed.

‘But people do them.

\

’ On the-other hand people do not alwaye behave consistently with their

)

attitudes, their level of-aatiefaction, or what they cognitively "know" they °

should do. Indeed it now is well-established that one'e'attitudea often .are

yos

determined hy the behaviors one engages in--rather than vice-verea, as
traditionally has 'been thought (Bem, 1970;.Kiesler, Collins & Miller,'l969)

This is eepecially the ca8e°when the individual perceives that he has substantial
personal freedom or autonomy in chooaing how he will behave (Steiner, 1970).

Enriching jobs, then, may have a twin virtue. Firat, behavior itself is

T k




; . D _ - .
. chenged: -And sec¢ond, ‘an incPease usually 1s realized in the degree€ to which

' .
the 1ndividuaL experiencee high levels of autonomy and personal discretion

_ . _ __ at wgrk—-mueﬁmwwmhmmﬂummm

-

that afe eupportive of hie new on-the~job behaviors. . ¢
The approach of work nedeaign, then, does not rely'on getting attitudes
‘changed first (e:g., inducing the worker to "care more" about the work outcomes-
o 7ea in zero defects ﬁiogeams) and hopiné that the attitude ehange‘will

generalize to work behavior. Instead, the etrétegy‘ie to change the behavior
itself, and to-change it in a way that gradually leads to a more poétéive

-

get of‘attitudes about the work, the organization, end the self.

3. When hehavipr is changed through the redesign of work, it ten&gﬁto.atay
< ‘ - ‘ ’
changed. After jobs are changed, it usually is rather difficult for workers

to "alip backV into old ways.of proceeding. The old ways aimply are inappro-

-

priate for the new taake, and the structure of those tasks reinforcee the

¥

changes that>have taken place. One need not worry much about the kind of"
] .

. / * .
backsliding that occurs so often after training or attitude modification

activities, eapecielly those that occur off-site. The etimgii that influence
3 o N )
the worker's, behavior are very much on-site, every hour of every day. And
- ) . s P . ' .. o
once thoee stimuli are changed, they are likely to 'stay that way--at least

until the joh i8 once again redesigned. >

4. Work redesign offers—--indeed, often forces into one's hands--numerous

opportunities for initiating other organizational changes. When jobaha;e

redesigned in an organization such that many people are doing thiﬁga'differentli v

.

PR

Ehan the§ used to, new problems ine.itably surface and demand attention.
[} ’

. LY .
These can be construed solely as problems--or they can:be-treated ,as opportuniti

for further organizational development activities. Fhr example, technical
L] ) t"
problems are likely to develop when jobs are changed--offering the opportunity .

’ . . . .
to.gmooth and refine the work system as a system. Interpersonal issues are
I:KC . " : v / ' ' g s ’ N
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likely to arise, almost inevitably between 8uperviaora and eubordinatea but

Y

also between peers who now ‘have to relate to one another in new ways. Thege
I . s

offer the chanCwaor developmental work aimed at imgMoving the ‘social and
.

. auperviaory aspects of the work system.

»

Because such problems are literally forced to'the surface by theljob changes

all parties may feel a need to "do something” about’ them. The "something" -can
ranée fromjusing the exietenoe of the problems as an oscasion for'declaring tnat
"§ob enrichment doean'tryork;"'to simply trying to solve the problens quicklyééz
. the project can proceed, to using the problems as a’point of entry ;or work Onykll
< 't
) other organizational iaeuea EQ:the latter stance is taken, the bphavioral 2,
N v :

science professional may find himself pleasantly removed ‘from the old difficul

of selling his wareb to akeptical managers and employees who are not really’

~ L

.

eure there 18 anything wrong.

] 1 4
, .

T T

Moreover, if such "spin-off" proﬁlemg are addreéaed_effeetively, the
. E:/ overall management style of the organization may begin to change. Managers . k
@

eometimes view personnel problems as simply a matter of finding the right

Lo ) pegs (people) to fit existing holes' (jobs) inathe organizational pegboard--

shaving and hammering thoae pegs (training and motivation) as necessary to
a - \ -
get them to fit. Work redesign, when followed up ‘competently, can help

‘, .

managers move toward'the'view‘that botﬁ the pegs and the holes are fair game

N Y

for change in trying to achieve the best posé}ble fit between the organization
3 »

and'the ‘people who carry out its w&ik. o —~ o .
. \ '

L]

If work redeeign‘éucceeds in generating increased employee motivation
toward achieving organizational goals, the nature of the managetial job itself
'ultimately may change. Rather than having the problem of "how to keep people

. N, \
from loafing on the job," for example, the manager may have to deal with' quite

. a different issue: nameLf, what to do next to keep his people challenged: ) |
- . ’ . i
That is, what_does qpe do after jobs have been entiched, the people have .

y ’ 4 : '
LS . * \
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conquered the newly-enlarged jobs, and‘they now_are,hungry for’ yet more

. o .. - \
challenge in their work? A tough managerial problem, to pe.aure, but rather
a more pleasant one than that of trving to find ways to keep recalcitrant and

- . L]

______.4uuiuquphostile~werkers plugging away on a deadening, ‘routine job. - 4'

5. Work redesign, in the long term, can reault in organizationa that *

e-humanize rather than de-humaniZze the people who work in them. Deapite'the

N e

popular over-blowing of the "work ethic.iaahe"uin recent yearar the evidence N

P ¥ ' N

is convincing that organizationa can and do aometimea 'stamp out" part. of the

'

humanness of their members--and especially that natural ‘motivation toward

. »

N

growth and personal deVelopment that is ao clearly and brawlingly present in

infants (cf., Kornhauaer, 1965). By the time children have ﬁiniahed achool

or at leaat by the_time they have done ten years in L work organization,
N
~their motivation” toward peraonal growth and development may have been rendered.
‘ €

~ - [y

.

sy e
‘

near-latent. . . .

s X . ¢ . }
Work redesign can help'individuala regain the chance to experience the *

"kick" that comes from doing a job well, apd can eﬁcourage them to once again

care about their work and about developing ‘the competence to do it even bette&.

3 .k ’\ I}

These payoffa from work redesign go well beyond aimple "job aatiafaction.

g%wa grazing in the field may be satiafied, and employeea in organizations can
< ’ 4 o ) .

be made just as "satisfied" by paying’them' well y keeping bosses off their
. . ,

backs by putting them in pleaaant wotk ' rooms nith pleasantppeople, and by
arranging things 80 .that the daya pass withoqt hndue etreaa or atrain\ -

) _The kind of aatiafaction at issue here ia different. It ia a satisfaction

~

that developa only when an, individual is atretching and growing as ‘a human

being, increaaing his pense of his own competence and aelf-worth. Whether

. e
v

creation of opportunities for peraonal growth/ia legitimate as a goal for

-

work redesign activitiea is a value question good for houra of diacuasion, )
-ﬁl ¢
the case for the value of work redesign atrictly in terms of organizational

. ) ’ . ‘e ' ' 1

1"4 o ’

~?
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health easily can rest on the first four points discussed above.

[

potential impact Qf qork'redeaign programs on the people who do the work, as,

—

But ‘the

h ngs,

L
ou grzedas

I3

~ * ad . .
. - . . * *
4

‘Ag described above, the potential of work redesign as a strategy for

~

change may sound absolutely giowing. It should. The evidence--although it )

\

preaently is scattered and sadly non-syetematic—-ie convincing that job
\;

redegign really can “work” in the sense of leading to the kinds of positive

outcomee suggested above. 2

&

placed.on the word "’otential"--because that potential infrequently is

Yet the emphaaie, for now, must. carefully be

realized in work redesign projecta being undertaken in contemporary

organizations.

Let me turn now to what I believe are some of the major

reasons for this state of affairs.

.
\ »

What Goes Wrong . . €

-
-7

There is an almoat endless list of things that can go wrong when a work

1

redesign project is carried out in an organization. Listed below are seven

L . . ! .
pitfalls I believe to be especially serious, and which often were encountered

» M >

4 -
by the organizations we observed.

Problem 1. Sometimes the wotk itself does not actually change. While it

is true (as auggeatéd earlier) that when jobs are changed they tend to stay

changed, it also is the case that it is relatively:difficult to actuaily

alter the way work’ia atructured. It ia, for example, typically'much harder

to change joba tﬁan it is to introdgc attitude improvement programs,

objective-setting activities, ﬁrpﬂnin uco“reee, and numeroils other organizatio

i )
lﬂ !
Th do the diffi\h1€§ dre manifold: (a)

g reqsoﬁé X

‘} A ‘
at the purely bureaucratic level, tﬂe:entire peraonnel—and-job—deacription
!

apparatus often muat be involved! to getithe changes approved, documented,

al development activities.

“~

1
and implemented, (b) if the organization is unionized, tﬁe planned changes

Y
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often must bé negotiated a priori--sometimee a formidable task; (c) simple 7 \.// o
‘ .

'inerti? sometimes keepe people from ' really changing what ie done--providing

inetead mere, windoy dreaaing to make thinge appear different' and @) when

a

even oﬁe job in an’ organization is cHanged, all the interfacea betw
, ] . . 'o -~

job.aﬁgirelated jobs must often be dealt with as well--and

[

complex work systems, that is.no small matter.

Because of these and ot

}

vy
.«

-

en_that.
;3t§ly .

f

forcea against chaﬁge, work redeéign projecta

L»

(R

i
o

&

frequently are ‘carried out that have, in actuality, very littlé~to 'do with the
r ’\ ~
We examined one organization, for examnle, where the

<

informal wprd among managers at the end of a work'redeaign trial was that

>

‘e =

work people do at all.
N g

2

tried job enricyment and it failed." But our reﬁgfrch data (which measured

the objective characteristics of the jobs people did once before and twice

«

"after the change) ghowed that, while all-manner of thinga did change as p?rt

-

"of the job enrichment. program, Yhe work itself was not among them,

Our correlational analyseg-of data collected in that organization showed

tha; there were very poaitive relationehiga beﬁween the amount of skill -
¢ ’
variety, autonomy, and feedback in‘varioue jobs and the eatisfaction,
- \'.“J . . B .

mogﬁvation, performance, and attendance of the jdb incumbepts. These across-

Jvb relationships were presert. prior to the change projEct, and,they weﬁ%ﬂ i

y * 4

But it alaoxwaa the case that those people who held the '- ‘

.

there ‘afterwards.

'mgood" jobs before also held them afterwarda, and thoae peoﬁle‘whoce jobs

Rl
< EY . [N
.

'S
riginally were routine, repetitive, ‘and virtually without feedback.had

-

eeeentially identical aobe after’ the work was redeeigned., Chaire were moved
ri“' S . AR ' ”
.about, eupervisihn was changed, names of 3obe and wo?k.unite were altered, ’

- o

and in nes%l a great stirring about took. place. But the jobe themselvee D

were'hot?changed. And the effect (after about aix monthe) was a elight ’

)

deterioration in worker, satisfaction and motiva&don ‘(Frank & Hackman, 1975) .

It ie egsy" apparently, for those reeponeible or work redeaign activitiee
L, . 1'%

. : ' v . . r ¢ “
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o he jbba people “do. ’ . ‘ ,

. : - Problem”2. Even when jobs actually are changed, their positive

¥

.
° . N N

effects sometimes are diminished or even reversed by ingufficient attention

- <
14

_to the impact of tpe changes on the aurrounding‘work systém. It was suggested

earlier that one of the ﬁoaitive features of work redesign is itg use as a
. hd 0 -

lever for opening up other agpects of the work aystem fur’change and develop;
ment. The other gide of the’ same coin is that if insufficient attention is

’5\

given to %he_"spin-off" effecta of job .changes, they’may backfire and .

[ -
~ - o

6 - ultimately result in an organizatipnal situation that is wofse off than it
waa prior to the change program. , s B

- We have observed‘thia phenomanon in more than one organization, and the
1

nature of the "backfire" has varied from case to,caae. In,one sftuation, the .2 °
. v T ry P
L]

~

computer_ system (which was crucial to orderly workflow) was affected by the

change--and was unable _to handle the now-different achedule of data input.

The result was exceaaive delays, creating both attitudinal difficulties on the
?
part of individuals whose jobs had been enriched, and a decreaae in the

promptneaa of client aervice In another case, work was redeaigned 80 aa'to

»

pueh>do§n to workera a number of reaponaibilitiea that previonaly had been
handled by auperviaora. Initially the workera aeemed to be prospering in their

. new responsibiligfies (even though objectively the changea were not all that

,  radical). But a boat-teat ;evealed a deterioration in morale, eapecially in
g
the area of auperiorvaubordinate relaaionahipa. Apparently the auparviaora

\

had found themselves with little WOrk to do after the change {the employeea
Were handling much of what the auperviaore used po do), and when they turned

. to higher management fcr inatructiona, they were told to "develop your people--

-

o " that's what a manager‘a job is." The aupeigij?ra nad little idea of what
RIC A '

L~




"developing your people" involved, and ingmany caaea_opeiitionaliaed that

instruction by standing over the employees' shoulders and\correcting each

~ R 4

error theyléould find. Reaentnent between the supervisor and the employee

X groups quickly developed, and more than overcame any poadtive benefits that

had accrued from the changea in the job (Ladler, Hackman & Kaufman, 1973).

i

The. implication is clear: thoae implementiqt\job redeeign in the
organizationa we obaerved are giving insufficient attention--both prior to the
change, in planning activities, and afterwards--to the waya,the change may

affect other aspects of'the social and technical systems in'the workplace.

”
1]

And the result is often' "failure" of work redeeign, one which® might have

been avoided by more careful attention to the systemic nature’oégfﬁe T
v,
. , . F
organizatiOnal unit. L
c % . . 4

’ Probiem*3. Rarely {s a systematic diagnosis of the target' jobs undertaken

-

prior to planning ‘and eiecuting the actual changes. At worst (and we have

observed it happen--with unfortunate consequences) job enrichment is undertaken

4 because someone in high management orders it done (for reasons never stated),
- » < £

or because a consultant with goods to sell finds a line manager who can be sold.

The characteriatice of the focal job, of the peOple'doing the job, or. of the

L4 - . *+

- . . .
unit in the rorganization where the job was located carry essentially no weight .

v

.

in deciding where work is. to be reaeaigned or hSE it is to be done.

Slightly (only alightly) better was one Or zation where a line manager

andian internal consultaat (both of whom were inexperienced in work redesign)

. decided that a pa?ticular job’"aeemed appropfiate" for job enrichment. After —
conaulting a few case reporta of aucceaaful projecta, they decided what j' S
apecific changes aeemed rlght" and proceeded immediately to implement them.

Y

Neither data nor theory entered into the planning or the implementation in

\ - >
: any meaningful way. ; :
"'; \)‘ ‘ -~ . -
[ERJ!: Hore adventurous (or more thoughtful) managers and conaultantd’eometimea ‘

.’ - 1 q

. . . - . - - A




«c

g ' . : j
- ¥ ., ) i ‘ 1_3

4 ’ a ‘

5' . decide that aince employees brobably know their work better than anyone elae,

they should be involved in deciding how (rarely whether) their joba ahould be

changed. A diagnoaie of sorts is carried out in such cases, becauae employeea
uaugily do know what 1ig right and what is wrong with their work However,.

employees typically do not know much about theory that could be helpful in

v

designing joba 'so that the j%}nt outcomes for individuals and organizations

. - Cos »

are maximized. Therefore their advice often tends to ‘be oriented simply l
. ” B ‘of “+

0 toward the removal of "roadblocka"\in?;he work. While managers and consultants

-

could teach the employees the pfincipleaxqg joh enrichment theory, we have &,

Ld -

not observed this done.

« ( An adequate diagnosis of a job being considered for enrichment would

involve, at minimum, (a) assessment of the ﬂegree to which the job as a whole
18 objectively open to change and improvementh and (b) ideptification of thoae

specific job characteristics that should be modified to have the greatest impact
. . . .,,’ . - ‘
on the motivating properties of the job. Only rarely did we see explicit and °*

~

.systematic attention given to diagnoatic questions such as these. Inatead,-

managera and conaultanta tended ?o rely on intuitive or on "ahotgun approaches
to pltnning for work redeaign--aomecimea with employee involvement, sometimes

without dt. And the reault, in many caaea, was a Job enrichment effort that

- £

C S . failed becauae it ‘was aimed at an inappropriate target.- R

* Problem 4. Rarely is the work ayateﬁ surrounding the focal job assessed

) forﬁits "readiness" for change prior to work redesign. There are now reaéogahly
clear data that job enrichment does not work for all individuals in ald- ‘

organizational circnmatanceaﬂ Yet our obseryations of in-practice.installations

of job enrichment show (almost universally) little apparent awareness of or

sensitivity to the "readiness" for job enrichment of the target employees or

- ’

+  of the surrounding aocial system. For example, line managers typically expressed

B ‘ initial doubta_that their employees could handle the contemplated additional
ERIC 1o ¢ thetr ould hagle o

M+ 5 : . 1\ ’ -
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1

regponsibilities~~or that they would want to try. Sometimes, as planning for

work redesign proceeded, managers would beco?e convinced of the ‘contrary. But
g ™ = ° \

,6hly rarely did-we gpserve” anyone actually acting on the assumption that 4

»

_ individuals may differ in paychological4readineéé for an enriched job;

§ - ¢

- ‘

Even less frequently was an.explic;F as¥essment made of ;he’réadingeé of
the manaqeméﬁt team itée;f to ‘deal with tﬁe,kinda_sf problems that jnevitably
arise wheq;ﬁajor &kgani?ational phangea‘are made. In‘oﬁe case, the management
team neaf;y cgl}épaed.whén the first serious change-related problem emerged.

Time and energy that was needed for the change project was spent instead _ v

-

w.‘m.rk:{.hg on the intra-team issdes that had been flushed out by the problem——and ‘

another 'éob enrichment failure” was added to the tally while the managers

- . . - ’ -, T . 3
talked and talked. An adequate diagnosis of the readiness of the management

S -

tean for‘change~man§gement would have incregased the likelibood that the

problematic 1ntra-g§§m ieeueel;ould‘have been dealt with before the work- “ &

-
-

redeéign activities themselves were initiated.,

The commitment of middle dnd top management to job eﬁ%lchment also . g

¥ . .
deserves explicit diagnostic attention--and, in the cases,we observed, rarely
I3 4 - »

‘ .. - 9,

received 1it. Whether organizational bhange activities must begin at the top--

s

or whethef work redesign is a strategy for change that can spread from the .

bottom up--remains an important and unresolved question (Beer & Huse, 1972). . ..
- - . [4 .

It is, however, almost always tﬁe'case that middle and top ﬁanagement can

terminate a ﬁroject-fhey find unsatisfactory, whether for good reasons or on

a whim. ‘But pather than wérking to assess and cultivate the .6mmitmgnt of .

<

higher management to job enrichmeht, most implementation teams we observed

sufficed by finding a high level "sponsor" for the project and then counting . , 5

Qﬁ him to protect the projgct,from high-level meddling. When such-an
ofr Sy

individual has a chénge of heart,;geta transferred, or even (§n one case’ve

> LY

- V " ’ = ‘ Iy . ,1
El{j}:abaerveq) takeg a vacation, tlie project may find‘%tself out from und%r its ‘
e Py i * = . 3 *i

K
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protective umbrella and in serious organizational Jeéopardy. .

v
t

Problem 5. RareLy are work redeaign;projecte syatematically evaluated.

o

When we asked managera and consultante whether they. evaluatgd their work

redesign projecte, the answer was nearly alwaeys in the affirmative. But.when

4

:ue then asked to see the eudluation; the reebonae,'diaappointihgly ffequentlf,.

, was something like "Well, let me tell you...only one week'atter we did the
”aetual job enrichmeﬁt, this guy who had been on the lathe for fifteen years
came up to ue, and he eaid.;..ﬁ Sbmetimea,‘however, "harder" data+are éointed ¢

X ' to--especially reductibn in personnel in the}unit where job enrichment took

- < &

<
place. Surely’such data refléct higher productivity per worker, but they are

>

4
of_ 1itt1e help in underatanding the full richnees of what happened, and why. L

7
Al

And, of great importance ip ‘unionized organizatione, they are hardly the kind

20% data that will engage the enthusiasm of the bargaining unit for further
. ’ ’ 3 ' . ’ %‘ '
implementations of work redeaign.

»

It is eaay to explain why deceut evaluations of work redeaign projects

are notidone. There are lots of good reasons. Like not having the capability

\

_of translating human gains into dollars and cents. Like there being eo'many

influences on measured productivity and unit profitability thag it 'is hard to

‘geparate out what was due to the job changee. Like having an drganihation-wide

4 ’

accounting system that cannot handle the costs of abaeq\eeiem, turnover,

v

training, and extra aupervisory time. Like not reglly "trusting' measures of

-

o job satisfaction, - - .

The reasons cam be convinging. Until one asks what was done to gry to

-

bvercome the problems,'and gets as a reéponeeléémething like "Well, we really

didh’t think we could get the accountants to Relp out. 80....'" _And one ie left

-
s .

s with/several unheppy hypotheses: (a) the implementatora dq nob knqy how to

t

do a decent evaluation, nor how tq get aeeietance in doing one, (b) evaluation

N
’

per de is not coneidered to be an important part of work redesigm by those who

E

|, T . . - . ‘ ' - - -1R' ,_,,_". :. ’

.
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implement it, or f;;_the orientation to have the program appear aucceeaful is
80 strong that” the impiementatora Gannot. afford the (very real) risk of
conducting a aystematic é%aluation. (Often, for example, job enrichment ia
"gold" to higher management and ia very much identified as "Joe's program.”
Joe, uaderatandably, thereafter has a large pereonal atake in managing the

image of the program within the organization-—andfa ayatematic evaluation

( 7/
takes out of hie handa one important aapect of the image that eventually

“emerges. ) . . : C ., -

t, '

For whatgver. the reaSona, the frequent result’ is  that nothing is ﬂearned
Q

from the work redesign project that would be helpfﬂl ih doing it better next

A ]

time (other, perhaps, than an increaae in the intuitiVe underatanding of what

-

_1to "watch out for" on the part of ‘those indiv1duaia most intimately involueg//"i

with installation of the program) And nothing ia generated to convince a / ¥
akeptical middle m&nager (or even a aympathetic oneg that this activity is . -

worthy of continued experimentation, of further trial-and-error iteration, jand

_of additional inveatment ‘of managerial.time and organizational regources. 'Let

me tell you what this guy aaid.,. just doesn't go -over very well with‘a

9

-aieptical manager. Nor is it the stuff of which generalizable behavioral
. & - ) . . ‘? N ) .

science knowledge is made. ',

3
- IA
3
I3

Problem 6.- Neither consulting ataffa nor line managers nor union officerar

+are obtaining appropriate education in_the theory, strategy, and tactica of .,

. -

work redegign. In a few of the organizations we obaerqed,_no educational

o

preparation for job enrichment projects was undertaken whmtever—-oth®r than

.

routine reading in management journals. Insother orgaﬁégationa, key personnel
would’ visit one or tgo organizationa where work redesign projects ‘'had been

carried out aucceaafully. Sometimes a group from the organization would attend

‘a onfe- or two-day workshop offered by an educatiﬁnal institution or conaulting

fifm to learn the basics of job design.
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But the orien%atioq toward learning that we observed was, upfortunately,

-

A . ! o 4 -
very much in the "satisficing" mode.

*
f

That 18, once those responsible for

<

implementatiop felt comfortable with the basic ideas and principles of job

. i - Y
-enrichment, théiy commitment to learning dropped to near-zero, and/or was

overwhelmed by the day-to-day pressures of getting the project planned and

»

installed.. And the loaa of interest ﬁn learning, in many caae&, perpetuated

throughout the life of therptoject and beyond. (We observed a manager in

.

one organization, far example, auffer through‘what wgs clearly a rather 3'

a “~

unaucceaaful job- enrichment project and then, a few months later, begin
planning a new one--doing everything exactly the way he had done it before.)

"_Of apecial importance in the conduct of any organization development

’

activity-~and job enrichment is no exception--is the vole of the internal

consultant. Often one hears auch.individuala=complain that they are not

%

aufficiently respected as pxofeaaionals in their organizationa, that they

! 3
conatantly have to fight the battle of gaining "field credibility.’ This is

utiderstandable: 1if I were a line manager or a union officer, I would very much -
f i, . » ’ . ' . N
want to see evidence of tﬁe competence of the person who would bear primary

profeaaional responaibility for the project about to be done in my unit. And ’
I would not be satiafied with war stories that had happy endings-~despite any
protestations that systematic evaluation is next-to-impossible given the state

of the art.

5

/;It is also true, however, that sometimes line managers want altogether
57,

%

vunrealiatic amounta of reassurance about the competence of the ataff conaultanta

tthey will be dealing with, or that they aeek unrealiatically high estimates

of the probability Jof aucceas ‘of the project ‘being cOntemplated‘ Our

]

obaervationa 8u~§eat that consultanta too often collude in auch hand~holding

v

activitiea--rather than helping managers and union officials face up to the

genuine risks and uncertainties in the project, and encouraging them to

. ' 20 . .
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cultivate the project as a site for peraonal and org?nizational learning.

It usually is the reapongibility gf internal behavioral acience »

°

professionals to make atate-of-the-art information about the etrategy and

tactica of work redesign available to those who will be plannipg and

-

et VIR e
o, executinz the project. If irnternal reaourcea are not at a sufficiently high
s level, steps should be taken to upgrade the expertise of key organization \

]
-

" members and/or to bring id%o the organization outaiders who do have the

knowledge and the skill needed for the project. We obeerved such developmental

activities,all too rarely in the organizations we visiteo. When consultants . .
\ . . , , * . N . v ¢,
- were engaged from the outside, for example,‘their advice was indeed used--but '
typically as a guide to "what to do new" father than in a fashion that would ' X

upgrade the coppetence of those internal pergonnel who were centrally involved

e L3 .
*in the projéct, .In such circumstances, the chances are very slim that: H
L] . . s a / »

- significant learning"and increased professionalization of internal pereonnelhg

-f
will, occur ag a by-pro@gct of the change project. ’

-

Problem 7. Work redesign projecta often are themgelves managed in accord
¥ . v

with the dictatea oé traditional bureaucratic practice. Job enrichment

'‘projects, by their nature, are oriented toward helping individual workers (or

groupa of workers) become more autonomous and self-directed in carrying out
. ' A

their work activities. 1In a successful project} the people at the bottom of

the organization are conaidered to be capable of doing the work of the

L J‘?;&
. .

organization~with a ndnimum of interference, and of having the competence and :
the sense qf!reeponeibility to seek appropriate assistance when they need it.
They are, in effecﬁ, encouraged to manage fairly autonomously their role . 3y
relationahipa as well‘as their actual task work.
Thia.requirea, for effectiveness in the long-term, attention not only to

the taak itself, but also to the work gystem and how it is maqaged. As’

suggeated earlier, the job and the'organizational surround must be congruent

» ' -
‘. £

- i -
% | : ' e LT
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with and Bupportive of ome another. . The problem is: that too often the proceaa

' gt b ’ . 3 .
6f implementing job enrichment is strikingly incongruent with the end state

e .

being worked toward. . g ‘ '

It 18 hnrealiatic; 1 believe, to expect that one can achieve a more
flexible, bottom-loaded work systed by implementation procedures that are

relatively rigid and bureaucratic, and that opexate atrictly from the top down.

<

At the le?at, such implementation will raise queationa in employeea minds about
| é—l _\ - — -

the genuineneas of tng change activity ("They retdictating to me again, but’
thia time about how I should take- more reaponaibility and initiative for

achieving the organization 8 goals™), often with unfortunate consequencea for

.

" the level of employee trust in the project and commitment to it.

-

Yet again and again we obaerved standard! traditional organizational

-

practices being uaed to inatall work redesign. More often than not employees

_qere the last, to know what was happening, and only rarely were they given any

real ppportunity to actively participate in and ianuence the changes. 1In

many cases employeea were never told why the changes were being made.

-«

-

Privately, afterwarda manage: would ask themaelvee, "1 don't understand why

they did not respond more enthusiaatically. Don't they realize how we are '

going to make their work a lot more pleasant and interesting?" And not realize

e T C

==

the basic incongruence hetween\the goals being aspired to and the bhraae

"how we are going to make...." . , , -

Some Ingredients for Effective’lmplementation

Fot all these reasons—-and, undoubtedly, more that we have.not observed--
job enrichment ptbjects are fafling. And leaving bad tastes in the mouths of
oo ( . g
both the managers responsible for implementing them ‘and the employees who are

anppoaeﬂ to benefit from them. The failures are,relanively quiet now; soon,

1 {ear, they will become'loudt’




important are reviewed below.

But I-do not want to end_on'such a pessimistic note. Because we also

]
» >

. .
8aw in our trdvels some rather successful projects~-and we, like everyone

else, read the élow}gé reporfs of job enrichment aucéesqes in the p;gféssional .
. . (V3 7 R .

literature. There are, I believe, some ingrediénts that are common tp many

of the more succescful projects. A few of these that seem to me especially
N

* .
’
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Ingredient 1. Key individuals responsible for the work redesign project-

move ?OWARD the especially difficult probleﬁs, and do so early. .The}e,is‘

.

4 x4 -
apparently a gfcat‘CEmptagion to gef the project '"sold" to management and

; \ .- .
uaion .leadership, anq only then to begin nego&iatiops on the difficult problems.

& » -

This seens entirely reasonable: if such problems were raised while authorization

to undertake the projeci was being sought, tne probability of Q refusal would

>

be higher. 1t cbpears, nevertheless, that in the long run it may be wiser to .

risk not aoing 2 project for'whlch.gﬁe tough)issues cannot be resolved a priori
. s ; .

than 5> dc one under circumstances that require compromise after compromise

-

tp keep the prdject "alive" after it has begun.
- Particular issues that, in iy view, require explicit attention from the .

outset (and- that too often -are reserwed. for "later" discussion) include:

Y

- . R by . ,”o .
--Explicit specificaticn of the pature and extent of .the cormitment of

management ard union leaders, including the circumstances under which a decision
) &

ray be made to terminate the pro,ect. Of special import is making sure that

>

management and nnion leadership realize that there will ke problems created by
* ) - -

undercaking the project (especially in the early stages) and gaining commitment

. >

of these individuals to protect the project during these "dow:." phases.
] ‘ .
" --Discussioun of criteria against which the ‘pruoject ultimately will be

evaiuated and the neans by which evaluation will be done-~including the measures

that will be us%f. Given that there hre serious measurement difficulties in

" assessiag any work redésign‘project, it is important to make sure that all

@ ) 23" ‘

.
.
-
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parties, including management and union sponsors, are aware of these

difficultiea--and are committed at the outeet to the evaluation methodglogy

--Establisghment of organizational leatning-as a Boal that is shared by

. . . \
all involved parties~-in addition to the typical gpals of personal and

’ -

organizatiohal benefit. Critical to achieving a goal of learning, of course,

1s the development of feedback mechanisms to enaure that the learnings

.

gained,ﬁwhether they be of the 'auccessful'tactice we discoverEd" or the .

\ roadblocks we unexpectedly encountered" variety)} are available to appropriaté

» . ’

individuals to be aaeimilated.by them. - e

]
oy

. _ .
Ingredient 2.° A theory-based diagnosis of the target job(s) is undertaken

prior to implementation. Most work redesign projects——if grounded in theory
\ :
at ali--tend to be based either on the motivator-hygiene theory of BHefzberg

(1966) or (less frequently) on some version of socio-techmiral systems theory
~(e.g}, Emery, .1959). The‘reaeon iss 8imply.that, until®recently,,these two
paradigms have been about the only ones available for‘guiding work redesign
activities. Now, however, a number of alternative conceptual approaches to
work redesign have begun to appear--some of which specify explicit "principles"

for improving jobs (see Glaser, 1974 for a partial review), As a result,

the knowledgeable practitioner currently has considerable choice qpout the

conceptual approach he will take in planning a work redeeign project. )

——— =

‘ Probably some of the theories are better than others. Yet our observations °
' suggest that it may not be thet important which particulaf theory is used.
Moré crucial to the success of a project, it appeara; is that those reeponaiole
//// for designing the changes have firmly in mind some set of gemeral principles
for guiding theigvredeeign activities--and that they conduct&a preliminery
diagnosis of_the'work system based rather explicitly on those principles. . The
tneory is imporfant, bot primarily because it facilitates the development of

specific objectives for the change project, and becatse it specifies the kinds of

| .24
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data about the job, the people, and the pituation that are required for plan-

ning the changes—-and: later, for evaluating thenm.

2 . - )

Among the general'issueg'often addressed in successful diagnoses we,

observed (which were conducted from a variety .of theoretical perspectiveé)

' ‘ S
are the/following: St ! v

=—Can the'jobs under consideration'pé meaningfullz,changed-fi.eu, will

*

3ob enri-hment wake enou!ﬁ of a difference in the joqs to have ‘ah effect on
1.“'

4 ’
.

the peopo_ whe de them? (Some jobs are."about as good aa they can bé" at
e o

present; real changes in sthers would 1nvolve enormous expenditure of cap*tal
’ A ’ 3 ? .

or aiteration of\un-alteraole technology.) ;
Al

1

-~If the jobs are open to meaningful chenge, what s fcific aspects of

the work aré¢ particularly problematic at present? Whaffother aspects of the o

4 iy 1‘
job provide oprortunities fd% change that could incpease the 1evel of self- fin
‘motivation of erployees in their work? . Z

»

; . [y
--Are the erployces reasorzblysready for change' and capable of handling .
) “ . o r : -
their ney dutieq afteéwards? bre they reaeonebly sarisfied with bread-and-
butter idsues of pay, supervision, and job security-~or would an attempt to

improvc jobs rur into resiétance and hostility Qecause of exieting dis=-
Nl

,
satisfaction with such itemsZL.;t is especial .important to collect explicit -

reliable data on such 1g§§ge _because tnese ar ,macterslformﬂhichlairelatively

X

high level of mis-perception and stereotyping on the part gf managere may be

expected. In particulér, manage*s often over-eetimate the present satisfaction
of emplojees “with tne bread-a§d~butter issuee, and under»eatimate employeea

. ‘peychologizal readiness and technjcal c?mpetence to take on added reaponeibility

13

and challenge in their work. . .

--1s managemept itself ready‘to haadle the extra bu&ﬁens 2nd chéllengea

to find out early ‘than to risk a major breakdown during week one of the project.

o . ' L , :2F§

that will be created by the change? Some management teams are not; and it is bette:

e e

PO, A
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- What other aspects of the work system are likély to be affected by

the ch nge (including management, ‘related peer graups, and cliente), apd are

'they r ady and able to handle ‘the change--or is prior developmental work

required before beginning work on the target joba.themselves?

¢
€

Such diagnoses.are not easy to make. They irnvolve hard, sometimee

nxiety-arousing questiona, and the answers which emerge are fot always

-
£

optimietic onee. Moreover, the tools and methodologiea required for under-

taking rhem are only now beginning to become available (cf., Hackman & Oldham,
¢ Cs i
in preee; Jenkins,_Nadler, Lawlér,& Cammann, in press; Sirota & Wolfson, l972b).

But our obeervationa suggest that the diagnostic task itself may be one of;
the moeb-crucial of all in 2 work redeeig? project.
Ingredient 3. Specific changes are planned explicitly on the basis of )

]

the dizgnosis, and are done so publicly. There appear to be at least three

, major advantages to being public and explicit in the tranelation from the

theory through tPe dfagnoeis to the actual action steps that will be taken to

modify jobs. First, by basing achon plans explicitly on the diagnoetic reaulte,
# 0
the project is protected from boiling over inco all manner of irrelevanciee--.
! )’

such ae.the perennial parking problem and the occaeional washroqm problem.
This is not to,say that‘such other'prohlems should not be dealt with; but it
does suggest that if one i3 nndertaking the redeeign of work; the changes '
ehould have to do with the work icself. Action steps that are planned oq:\

the basis of a theory-baeed diagnoeie of the work eituation appear much less
iikely.to mies the mark than thoee etemming “from a more general probing of

"what can we do here to improve thinga?" . ‘ . '\ : “

Secondly, when the diagnosie is carried out and discussed publicly, all

relevant parties (including those emplbyeea whose, jobe may be changed) :;;g’“\\

the chance to become more involved in the redeaign activitiea, more knowledge~

able about them (and therefore less threatened by them), and more willing to

é ) »

LY v - :
.
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e

" contribute;;deas and energy toward making them‘gucceaeful. Indeed- the
. - 3 - ’ * Y
quality of the diagnoetio data themselvee may be enhanced when the planning -

¥ -

Frecess is public and diacuasable-—aince reepondente may try eapecially hard to \_’;/
v
prov1de valid data for the diagnoais when they understand~that chaages in\their

~

&

.own work wiil be planned on the baaia of what they.say. - .. ° .
. . ¥ 4

] Flnally, by tying changes explicftly to the diagnostic reaulta, the

&

\ * probzbilitées are dramatlcally increased’ that aystematic undpratanding can

Ao

- emerge from the project that will-help in the development of more effective '
action principles of work redesign. It will be eaiier to'"trace b.ack';3 to then
. reasons why euc“-andnsucb a change waa tried, and diacern where things ;ent
: wrong (and where things went right) when tne linka between dfﬁgnoaisfand

action are made explicitly and in advance (cf., Hackman, Oldham, Janaon & I
-, s \

Purdy, 1974).

lngredieht 4. 'Contingency plans are prepared ahead of time for dealing

with the inmevitablé "epin-off" problena and opportunities that emerge from
-

work redeaigg activitiea.. By making such plane, and making tbem both explicitly

» o

and a prioriy a number or advantages accure, Firat, employeee. managers, and.

-~

consultants all know (and share the knowledge) that certain types of problems,

(e.g., tension in superior-aubordinate relationahipa; technical problems;
coordination difficultiee at the interfacea of work ayatema, etc.) are likely .

to emer e, In more than one orgaanation we obaerved, this’ eimple understanding S

-

appeared to keep surprise and dismay at managea%ie levels when such problems

did appear, and therEby may have decreaaed the chance for people to conclude

3
s

prematbrely'th;: it failed." Moreover, pre-pla ning for poaaible problema
v , fom
’ 1eads to an objective increase in the teadinéaa of all partiea to deal
. \«.“

- with them*when they do emerge. Probléma in organizationa seem to crop up at

the most frﬁhtic, generally worat-poseible moment. Therefore, having a few

contingency plans filed away can lessen the chancee that unexpected problems

' Y B i '

. okt L o
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#ﬁ Will sap all available energy as people ‘try £o cope with them, thereby

’ »

draining away the energy and morale required to keep the project itgelf *
e - .
afloat. =, - S .
. - In the. work redesign pxojecta we obaerved, needs arogse for additional

i

employee and managerial trai%ing, for reconsidera.tion of the pay plan, for

> H

reviaion of selection and placement procedures, and so on. All of thege issueg=-

3 )

which indeed, beat on aldost every aapect of organizational functioning--aimply
cannot (and probably °hould not) ‘be planned for in detail ahead of time.
Until a prqject is underway one cannot know what the apecific nature of the

1

need or’ the‘problem will be. But one can be ready, to deal with common and
- N .

>

‘gegeral prohlems that may appear. For example, the training department can
be alerted that some training may be requiredzif:managera find themaelvea in
difficulty superviging the employeea after the work i3 redesigned; those
'responaible fof thes reward system can be asked to engage in some contingency
planning on the chance that the new work ayatem may require non-traditional
compenaation arrangementa; and so on. To recaitulate: one doea not _ggin

b with these mattera; but one is well-adviaed to anticipate that certain of them

L4 .
* . will arise, and to prepare to al ;ith them when and if they do.

Ingredient 5. Those reaponsible for the work redesign fr;iect are ready

and able to evaluate, iterate, and evaluate again throughout the life of the

. ‘V

project. A striking feature of the successful projecta we observed waa the

orientation of key peraonnel to learn ing fréh the change actigitiea--including

thoae activities that’ couhd be vieWed as inteiim failures. And, given that

1

there is no neat package available for undertaking work redeaign in all

. _ c{rcumstances, it seems,eaaential’that‘implementora will have to learnm as they
go how most effectively to degign, implement, and manage ‘enrichedp jobs in

the local organization. ’ T . J

. i - T EY ¥
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The costs of pretending expertise when that expertise ia‘not;really )
preésent are, in my view,.too high to bear. Also high are the costs of ;
. P . y
v - ,
adopting an open, eval&t:iye stance, a stance that allows learning from gé.ilurea

13

»

as well as success, a stance that 1nvol§es experimentation with evaluation
methodologies as well as with the content of work redesign, But, to my view,

these latter costs are much preferable--because they can lead to longer-term

increasee4ﬁn knowledge and expertise, and betause they carn help increase the

»

base of understanding on which other people in other organizations can plan

their own Work redesign activities.

4 ’

: - e
# L.k *

The message of this piece, I suppose, is simply that implementation of

' job enrichment is about as tough a manegerial and consultative challenge as

z »

there 1s. But the potential of work redesign, the gains that can be realigéd,

s

also ere very substantial. Unless we begin to take the challehge of o
) B . .

implementation with the seriousness it deserves, I fear, the opportunity for
personal and organizational change through the redeéign of work ﬁéy slip away

for many years. We should not let that happen.

Y v
v
<, s . .
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C . _ . ?ootnotea'
1. This paper originally‘wae presented in November, 1974 at a symposium

»

'eponaored by the Westetn Electric Corporafion to commemorate the 50th’ ,

"

anniversary of tge beginning of the Hawthorne Studiés. The research on
‘which the paper i‘% based was supported ‘by the Office of Naval Research

) (OrganizationaliEf?ectiveneea ReseatEh Program, Contract No.

. , .
& - : . »

, NOOO14-67A%0097-0026; NR 370-744) and by the U. S. Department of Labor

(Manpower Administration, Grant No. 21-09-74-14). Grateful acknowledgement
? ) - B 'L‘ ’ ’ )

. ie‘made to the numerous organizations that allewed es to examine their work
tedeeign actiyitiés, ﬁarte and all, and to the following individuals who
edlloborated En the reeearch: Kenneth Broussedu, Daniel Feldman; Linda
Fraek, Robert Janspn, Andrea Miller, Greg;Otham, and Kenneth Purd;j,
2. ?or nume;oué examples of eucceesful job enrichment projecte, gee Davis &
"Taylor (1972), Glaser (1974), Maher (1971), Rush (197®), and Walters & ‘ .
Aseociatea (in prese)
3. For other treatmenta of problems often~encountered in the conduct of job
enrichment projects, see Beer'(1975), Glaser (1974), and Sirota & Wolfson

-

* (1972a; 1972b). - L .

4. When questioned on this point; managere in one organizatipn reported that »
they did not believe that the employeea (to whom they were about to give
- '
‘. conaiderable additi01a1 reeponeibility and initiative for planning and carrying

* . . out the work of the organization) were capable of underataﬁding and using

theory. an equally reasond nation ia that-xhe managera

v

‘ era_gmbarraased by {
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