997
376 . THE JOURNAL OFf APPLIED BIEHAYIORAL SCIENCE June 1

] . San
Lawler, I, B 1L (1992), The ultiimate advantage: Creating the Figh imvolvement arganLilion
Francisen: Jossey-Huis . : p
Lawler, B 1L 111, {1994} Total quality management and employee imvolvement: Are they compatble
Academy of Management Executive, 8 1), 6876,
Plefer, J, (194), Compaiitive advaniage thioigh peaple. Bos
Schuster, I B, (1986). The Schusier report: The proven CoRReC

Wiley,

pomn: Harvard Business School Press,
fion between prople and profits, New York:

-~ s .&Fr { _..mw..\m;

Teams as Learners
A Research-Based Model of Team Learning

Elizabeth Kasl
California Institute of Integral Studies

Victoria J. Marsick
Columbia University

Kathleen Dechant
University af Connecticut

Organizational literature heralds the value of team leaming bul does not provide a
reseprch-based description of it This article deseribes a model of team learning that was
derived empirically from case studies in two companies, one with a cross section of
employees in a petrochemical company and the second in a data-processing unit that had
been reorganized into self-managed teams in a manulacturing company. The authors draw
conclusions about changes in leaming processes, conditions, and perceptions of time and
explore rescarch implications regarding human dynamics,

As organizations move away from the steep hierarchies common to the industrial era
toward flatter, more integrative networks appropriate for the knowledge era (Savage,
1990), teams are being used to solve highly complex problems (Katzenbach & Smith,
1993), Corporations are searching for ways to enhance the effectiveness of teams,
Recently, some theorists have pointed to the potential value of team learning to help
organizations achieve breakthrough innovation (Marsick, Dechant, & Kasl, 1993;

The thinking on which this article (s based arises from foini weiting and foint development of ideas anong

all thres authors over an exiensive period of collaboration.
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Savapge, 1990; Senge, 1990), Senge, for example, emphasizes that “teams, not indi-
viduals, are the Tundamental learning unit in modern organizations, This [is] where
“the rubber meets the road’;, unless teams can learn, the organization cannot learn'
ip. 1O,

Adthough the orgamzational literature advocates team learning, it offers neither a
definition nor a clear deseription of what it is. This article presents a rescarch-based
model of team learning. Our purpose 15 to deseribe what we found when we raised the
question: What does team learning look like? We begin by describing our research
methods, the team learning model, and how team-learning concepts differ from group
dynamics. Next, we tell the stories of three teams and use our model to interpret their
experience, We conclude with some implications for future research around team
learning.

RESEARCH METHODS AND MODEL BUILDING

We began the project with traditional case study research (Yin, 1989 in a petro-
chemical company that had introduced high-involvement management ( Lawler, 1986)
oy promote autonomy in work teams and decentralization of decision making, We
interviewed 28 employees representing a diagonal, cross-functional slice of the orga-
nization. Using content analysis and elements of grounded theory (Strauss & Corbin,
19907, we coded transeripts for learning processes and conditions that facilitated or
impeded learning in the company teams, At two different stages of our coding process,
additional analysts were recruited o code a number of transeripts independently and
cross-check our interpretation. We returned to the case study site and presented our
tentative findings to a group of our interviewees, as well as 10 a cross section of
managers, all of whom confirmed that our emerging description of team learning was
a valid description of their experience. The model for team learning we derived from
the petrochemical case study focused on team-learning processes and conditions
i Dechant & Marsick, 1991), although we began to speculate, based more on theoretical
inference than data, about developmental stages in teams as learning systems ( Dechant,
Marsick, & Kasl, 1993},

We conunued our research with a second case study, this time of a single department
within a manufacturing company that we named the Brewster Company. During a
five-month peried in 1990, we interviewed 23 of 25 members of a data-processing unit
who had been reorganized into three self-managed teams. We began our analysis by
coding the same transcripts and refreshing our capacity for intercoder agreement on
team-learning processes and conditions, We then divided the interviews, recorded in
approximately 800 pages ol transcripts. Each of us independently coded the interviews

flizatveth Kasl, Pl D, (oo profeasor of integral siedies in the School for Transformative Leaming. Califormia
Tnstitete of Ietegeal Studies, San Francise,

Victore S Marsick, P, i a prafessor af adult and continuing education in the Departeent of Organiza-
i and Leadership, Teachers College. Catumbia University, New York,

Kathleen Dechans, EL I s an assistant professor aof managentent in the Departisest of Managemeny, School
of Business Adrunistration, University of Connecticul, Stemfond,
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from asingle team and wrote a case anal ysis of that team’s learning, Differences among
H_:_h three teams were striking, We at first suspected that our inter-coder agreement, in
this case disagreement, accounted for differences in the case analyses, A _J:_cn...ﬁ_ of
cross-checking led us to realize that the differences among teams were real, and .:.E
these differences could be characterized by the stages of team learning m._EHE which
we had been speculating,

Thus the team-learning model was derived partially from the petrochemical data
and m::EEE_ by the Brewster data. However, the two cases are not the only source of
our interpretation and analysis. Working in a constructivist paradigm, we are aware
that as our perspective changes, so does our understandin g of team learning. The three
of :m.ru,.ﬁ worked together on team-learning research for about five u“mm.a COur
experience helped us to understand the phenomenon we are studying (Kasl, UE.“_E_:,

& Marsick, 1993), along with insights we have gai indivi
: . ained as indiv
e g viduals through other

TEAM-LEARNING MODEL

: We define __nE.: _nm_p.:_.zm as a process through which a group creates knowledge for
Its members, for itself as a system, and for others, Our model describes team-learning

processes, conditions that suppont learning, and 85 ioni [
! : o and modes of functioning as a lear
._.m“___m_.n:.w. 1 s carning

Team-Learning Processes and Conditions

?.u: En.__n.n reporton our study's findings ( Dechant et al., | 993), we portrayed team
learning as an interrelated set of processes in which collective thinkin 2 and action play
a central role.' These processes are described in Table 1. Although we differentiate
several processes .F this thinking-acting interaction, it is important to emphasize that
the processes are interdependent, interacting with each other to produce new knowl-

. 1 _“_ﬁm_ ons within —.muﬂ. HWEH_.. EU—F”_- W ...—Dmﬂ.H“_.?l 1 i

Modes of Team Learning

Earlier, we posited four evolutionary stages that we believed to be developmental
Our Brewster data demonstrate how teams can and do move back and forth :E....._nn_...
:._n.mn stages. Although we still believe that a team’s capacity for learning is charac-
terized by a broad .ﬁ_né_cﬂEEE._ are, we recognize that use of the term stage ....c.:E:..:,.,
aone-way, stepwise progression that does not capture the complexity of a team’s
development as a learning system. To suggest nonlinear change, we now choose :z,“
term mode to refer to the configuration of learnin 2 processes and conditions that _m____v:_.{

i s -! i H i Y S
team § Operation as a learning system. We name these modes Fragmented, Pooled
Synergistic, and Continuous.’ .
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TABLE 1
Definition of Team-Learning Processes

Learming Privess Dafinition

Framing is the group®s initial perception of an issue, situnation, person,

Framimn ; :
g or ahject based on post understanding and present input,

Reframmng Feframing is the process of transforming that perceplion o o ne
understanding or frame.

Ciroup action is taken to test hypotheses or moves, of 1o discover and
a5se88 impact,

i ivi ive i i iewes, andl idens through interaction
“ross ies Individuals seek or give informaticn, I, .
e with other individuals or units. Boundaries can be physical, mental, of

orguntzational,

Experimenting

i ] ize their divergent views such that apparent
Inte repectives Group members synifesize ¢ . ¥iew ;
Integraling perspe conflicts are resolved through dialectical thinking, not compromise of

majority rle,

MOTE: All the leaming processes are clearly represented in our data and validated _._._-.n_..__xr um._n_E.a :“_._5_"__”
:_.u.._.wp_._mﬂ oitsickers 1o code our IFMNSCripis. H.:__i_......_nn.. the E_&.n :.ﬂr_.____ﬂ: (1GR3 n._.__.._. ?___,."_E:E.._ (1991 strongly
infuenced our carly conceprualization of “framing/refruming” and “experimenting,

TABLLE 2
Nefinition of Team-Learning Conditions

Condition Definition

i ition includes s of team members to hearing and
sintiom of feamwiork This condition inclades v openness o : :
SRt considering ofhers’ ideas, Tt also reflects the degree to which members
value playing a team role and the extent to which they act in ways that

heelp the team boild on the synergy of its members.

Reflected in this condition 15 the extent to which team members have the
opportunity to give their input in forming the ___..E..n_u mission and poals,
influence the leam's operation on an ongoeing basis, a8 well as feel
comforahle cxpressing their ohjections in team mestings.

Individual expression

This conditien reflects the extent to which the team has organized itsell
for effective and efficient operation; how wetl the teamn has established
o set of commonly held beliefs, values, purpose, und structure; and how
effectively the team has balanced working on Lasks with building
relationships within the group,

Operating principles

In the Fragmented mode, individuals learn mnﬁaﬂn? but the group gcnw__ not .u..m:“
as a holistic system, Members retain their un"._,m.ﬂ&n views E._: are ::E_# :.E rE_..__E:,HEa
1o working as a group, In the Pooled mode, individuals ..n_nm._.z 10 z:..ﬁw :.__..,J__”Eh..ﬁ.:u..., n._..,___
perspectives in the interest of group efficiency and ....:aﬂ:._njn_.,.._: ?.:.:r:i?. _,_s..._ .
clusters of individuals learn together, but the group as an entire unit does :c_ ,n,.:._,
there is not yet an experience of having knowledge that is :En_c.aq the group's ,..,....,_z_
In the Synergistic mode, members create knowled ge mutually, U_cﬂmni Hn_na.ﬂwnm:cnv
are integrated through dialectical processes that create shared meaning schemes.
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Simple phrases or metaphors from the team’s experience often become code words for
more elaborate meanings. Because each individual contributes to the team's knowl-
edge, individuals integrate team knowledge into personal meaning schemes, As a
result, knowledge created in a synergistic mode is frequently shared outside the group.
Our concept of the Continuous mode describes a team in which synergistic learning
becomes habitual, This mode continues to be posited, not data-based, and is not
discussed in this article,

We use a metaphor of color to illuminate qualitative differences among the learning
maodes in how knowledge is used. Imagine a large sheet of paper on which the team’s
knowledge is painted. In the Fragmented mode, the colors that characterize each
individual's knowledge are separate. Bold shapes of red, blue, and yellow are discretely
formed and stand out as isolated splotches on the paper. In Pooled learning, the colors
are carefully arranged with an eye for pattern and relationships. Perhaps the painting
evokes a patchwork quilt or a mosaic. Although individual units of color remain
separate and distinct, they are interrelated and complementary. These harmonious
patterns conlrast with the random splotches of color that represent the Fragmented
mode, In Synergistic learning, colors are blended to form completely new ones, Instead
of joining individual knowledge and insights into a mosaic of team capacity, individual
contributions pour forth to mingle with others, forming new colors that had not been
seen before,

Team Learning and Group Dynamies

The literature on group dynamics and team building helps to explain how teams
manage tasks and interpersonal relationships {(Forsyth, 1990; Otter, 1996; Worchel,
Wood, & Simpson, 1992). Capacity for task management is related to the learning
condition that we call “operating principles,” and interpersonal relationships to the
conditions that we call “appreciation of teamwork” and “individual expression,” Thus
the group dynamics and team-building literature provides a rich description of many
conditions that are essential for team learning to occur. Healthy group dynamics is
prerequisite for team learning because it provides a fertile ground in which learning
can germinate and grow. For example, conflict can oceur when team members cross
boundaries to gain new perspectives, Before members can learn through the conflict,
they need a process for confronting it (operating principles), they need to be open to
hearing and considering each other’s ideas (appreciation of teamwork), and everyone
has to have the opportunity to offer input (individual expression),

However, having healthy group dynamics in place does not guarantes collective
learning, More is needed, The team-learning processes that are fostered by supportive
conditions include cognitive processes (framing, reframing, integrating perspectives)
and two specific, linked behaviors (crossing boundaries, experimenting) that are not
fully addressed in the organizational literature, Teams can work their way through the
developmental stages of forming, norming, storming, and performing (Tuckman,
1965), yet never challenge dysfunctional assumptions or create new knowledge
through strategies such as reframing or perspective integration,
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THE BREWSTER COMPANY:
AN ILLUSTRATION OF TEAM LEARNING

We now illustrate our team-learning model by telling the stories of three self-
managed teams from Brewster Company, the site for our second case study, Pseudo-
nyms are used for both the company and the individuals in these stories,

Brewster Company takes a commadity raw material and converts it into a number
of consumer products that are sold in retail markets; it also processes and sells the raw
material in several forms to other industries, During the 25 years since its founding,
ihe Brewster Company has grown to encompass nearly 175 plants and offices in MNorth
America and Europe with a total of 50,000 employees and annual sales of $6 billion.
After years of rapid expansion, growth stalled. The company was faced with rising
costs and heated competition. Old ways of working did not seem to work as well
m_._._u.__._uﬁ_ﬂ_.w.

The story of the data-processing and information systems group that is the focus of
this case study begins at the point where the Brewster Company—recognizing its
declining profit margins and unrealistic growth expectations—had decided to undergo
reforms. Around this time, Norman arrived as a new director of the systems group's
parent department, bringing new initiatives that catalyzed discussions between Marie,
the systems group manager, and her stall. As a result, Marie suggested that her group
split into self-managed teams and turned them loose to organize themselves. This
reorganization, which involved matrix management, took three maonths ol exlensive
disenssions. Marke recounted, “It was beginning to be interminable. You can imagine
trying 1o get 25 people to agree on anything.”

The Logistics group was the first to declare itsell a team. Its members had been
working together on the logistics project prior to Marie's tenure as their manager.
Ultimately, two additional teams emerged—Production Systems and Distributed Sys-
tems. In the next section, we describe important events that characterize each team’s
development and interpret each team's experience by using the concepls from our
team-learning model.

The Production Systems Team Story

Members of the Production Systems team were diverse in technical knowledge and
background, Walt, with an operations background, was the most senior in both age and
experience. Stephen was an engineer, The remaining members we interviewed—Iohn,
Roland, and Nick—were experts in different types of software and hardware. We were
unable 1o interview Lee, the sixth member of the team,

Prior to reorganization, members of this group had been working on a variely ol
mill-related projects. Following reorganization, they were assembled into a group
dedicated to the task of linking process applications in the mills to data processing. At
the outset, the team met 1o organize and establish a mission, holding a series of
meetings—daily at first, then biweekly, Members viewed these early sessions as
“figuring out what each of us was doing. . . . Everybody brought in their projects,
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talked about those projects so we understood what was happening and who the
customers were,”

However, members attained neither a common vision nor a commitment 1o working
collaboratively, astate reflected in members' replies when the interviewer asked ._Is%
does your .:u:: work? For example, Nick answered, “There's a group c._, us—
m:fmd_.ccﬁu if you will—that are working on certain projects, but the team itself is not
working on one massive project. . . . [ think we're still trying to find a definition of
ourselves.” John noted, “Everybody was working on their own.” The inclination of
people to think and act as individuals rather than as members of a team became the
bane of the Production Systems team's existence. Here are a few examples of how the
team operated on the basis of this mind-set,

My project or yours? The first story is about a disagreement between Lee and
Ws_.uza. Lee was already working on a project when Marie assigned Roland to work
on it also because he had different expertise. It was evident from the start that Lee and
Roland saw things differently. Roland's view was that “there was an ownership issue
with Lee . . . a perception [that] someone else was taking over her project . the two
of us being more or less lead analysts” Although we never spoke to Lee, we M_o know
about some of the actions she took to resolve the dispute. She proposed ,F_. example
that scheduling be split up into two areas, one to be managed by her M_Em one 1o TL
;.E_:_m....h_ by Roland. The conflict was presented to the Production Systems team for
ﬁ__nnz.,w....._c: but was not resolved. Shortly thereafter, Roland went out of town linding
upon his return that the team had met and handed over sole ownership for :z." project
o _.mn. Roland reported that he preferred to move on to other projects rather than
continue the conflict,

.H.___E ?Eﬁi. The second story is told by John, who was the leader of a praject to
which Stephen E.a u._m: been assigned. John felt betrayed when he discovered that
Stephen was making individual arrangements to work with clients:

And 2 Lo .n; times 1 would voice everything to Stephen and say, "I had this comversation, this is
what's going on.” We've had conference calls with Stephen being included, and then m.:ﬂ. the
conference call, & few days later, [ find aut that Stephen had independent :ﬁn.m.-.wm with the vendo

over the phone, He's planning wips 10 g0 cul to their site or planning trps o ot one of _ua”

__._.__m....__.Eu_.%u..._._.,..ﬁn_....._ﬁ_..,aﬂ;:_ﬁE.R-Ea_._.. i ings indivi
i P project, e's handling these things individually

None of my business. The third story il lustrates the team's emergent operating norm
ﬂdwa group fell into the habit of meeting only to talk about projects as they mn:c.
priontizing them according to significance for the business, then assigning them c_..
the Em.ﬁ cﬁ. Eas%n;_ personal interests, Once this was done, members went off to
_,._._E__ﬂ as individuals, H.n_u_,.::.:m on progress in subsequent meetings, Roland elaborated

H.En__.u felt [at meetings] that if something was being discussed that didn’t relate _c“
them directly, they would be better off doing some work than sitting there listening to
# status update.” Consequently, it was common for members to skip those team
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meetings when they had nothing to report, or to get up and leave if they felt what was
heing reported was not relevant to their immediate work,

Interpretive Discussion: Fragmented
Team Learning in Production Systems

The Production Systems group represents the initial or Fragmented mode of team
Jearning. The group as a whole never shared a joint purpose; members seldom worked
interactively on projects, They remained individually responsible for project outcomes,

The way this team functioned is typical of systems professionals. Based on expert
analysis at the launch of a project, a master plan is created. People are assigned work
on the basis of their expertise. By contrast, the Brewster Company’s vision for
self-managed teams required each individual to take on a wide variely of projects, some
of which might fall outside of his or her primary expertise. Tasks were to be rotated
and responsibility shared. The Production Systems members never enacted the com-
pany's vision for self-managed teams. Walt reported, “Some people are still comfort-
able with the old mode of ‘leave me alone; 1 don't really need to know what you're
doing or 1o know some of these skills that you have." "

Team-learning processes, as defined in Table 1, are in their most rudimentary form
when teams function in the Fragmented mode. Having failed to reframe their way of
thinking about how teams work, members of Production Systems did nol cross
boundaries or integrate perspectives, The conditions, listed in Table 2, that foster team
learning are, for the most part, absent or negative, Because members did not appreciate
enmwaork, they found themselves without compelling reasons to foster individual
expression or 1o create effective operating principles, Conflict was repressed or
suppressed, as illustrated in Roland's reassignment [rom Lee's project while he was
on a field trip. Norms reflected the valuing of the individual over the group, as
illustrated in the tacit agreement that it was OK to walk out of a team meeting if a
member did not find it relevant to his or her immediate work,

Production Systems never moved beyond the Fragmented mode of team learning.
Members learned individually rather than collectively. In contrast, there are a number
of incidents from the Distributed Systems team experience that illustrate the Synergis-
te learning mode. We turn next to this team's story,

The Distributed Systems Team Story

Distributed Systems was the smallest of the three teams. It supported “new related
administrative types of projects or systems™ in the mills, lts members included software
specialists Amy, Peter, and Leroy; hardware specialists Dale and Robert; and John,
who moved from Production Systems to Distributed Systems after a departmental
reorganization in July 1990, Many on the team attributed its success, in part, to the
background of its members. They were young and did not have long histories ot
Brewster. Three had been there less than a year and no one more than six years, No
one had prior managerial experience, although several did talk about prior expeniences
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in successful teams, Unlike other teams, members were “all working on the san
platform, using the same types of systems and the same hardware,”

Like Production Systems, when this team began working together, it did not hi
a clear idea of a common vision. The group somewhat mechanically followed recor
mended steps for getting started, which included regular meetings, specialized trai
ing, and shared leadership roles. All team members reporied in their interviews that :
unanticipated crisis in March was the force that helped them coalesce as a real tean

Weathering the crisis. The crisis was a production deadline for a software projc
that had been “on the back burner” for about a year and a half, As Leroy, the c_..m.:_
project manager tells it, he was hehind schedule, but this only became a problem whe
the software, which he demonstrated to the new users in March, had to be up an
running by April. When Amy joined Leroy to help prepare the prototype, she realizc
how much work was needed to meet the April deadline, She called on Peter to hel|
Hardware specialists Robert and Dale were not as active at this early stage but we:
part of team meetings where progress and problems were aired, Everyone “chippe
in ... did what it took.” Disagreements were solved reasonably by thinking togeth
about different perspectives and options. The team was proud that it was able |
complete the project by deadline,

Nonetheless, Amy and Peter found Leroy's behavior erratic during the crisis. H
worked creatively but not systematically, Amy observed that he would make “a quic
change on just the one piece, and that one piece works, but he never retests™ for impa
on other parts of the program. To make matters more complicated, Leroy misse
deadlines and was tardy or absent from work without adequate notice. Leroy, howeve
did not realize others were dissatisfied, For his part, Leroy thought that the organizatio
was not sufficiently respectful of family values, The culture of the organizatio
demanded that people work late if needed. His wife worked, which left him with “ha!

an _._E_q or 45 minutes to get home at the end of the day, relieve the babysitter so th:
the children weren't left alone.”

Giving Leroy feedback. After the crisis, Distributed Systems members heard tha
Human Resources (HR) was consulting with Marie about Leroy's performance prob
lem. The team had grown close as it worked together to weather the crisis. Peie
reported that the team decided to challenge Marie and HR: “I thought if we're reall:
a team, we should be addressing this issue ourselves, . . , [Marie and HR] were a bi
___.u..._._.:_. but then they said, ‘If we're going to do this [self-managed teams), we'r.
going to have to do it all the way.” ™

i___. help from an HR-sponsored training program that taught team members hov
10 give each other feedback, the Distributed Systems team focused on Leroy's issue
lor the better part of a day, Marie, who was present as a silent observer, noted that “the:
discussed a very delicate performance issue openly, honestly, and it was very obviow
that it was hard for them to do, that they were not doing it to pick on this person.”

Maturing as a learning team. Distributed Systems thought that the experience o

_.n_._.__._._..u these events propelled them to more effective team performance. Rober
pointed to another key to the team’s successful learning:
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Mone of us really hove [#60] o major ego problem shout discussing something and either having their
[sic] mingd changed or at least seeing the differcat opinion and supporting that particular opin-
jon . instead of thinking £ hove 10 do this, it's we have o do this, . 10 there's a problem, (5 not

vl hinve 1o solve 3t we fave o solve (1, We hove to work with other teams as o team, [italics

addided ]

In contrast to the Production Systems team, Distributed Systems valued regular
meetings, often daily, for joint planning, problem solving, and for cross-training. Peter
comments, "We're trying to get it so that the whole group will be aware of what you're
currently doing so that if there would be any need to help out with something that
becomes a hot spot, the group” could pitch in. John, who transferred from Production
Systems as part of the July reorganization, was not used to working in the open, direct
way practiced by his new team. Team members described how they socialized John
into being more open and challenging in their team meetings, teasing him when he
kept quiet.

Distributed Systems began to flex its team muscles and increasingly challenge
others’ practices. For example, when Marie requested that all members of the depart-
ment rate each other so that performance review would be collaborative, members of
this team challenged her plan, explaining that they did not know people outside of their
team well enough to do the ratings. Marie modified her strategy for performance
review. In a sccond cxample, in a culture in which the user was considered king, the
team bepan to challenge users' requests i it thought the requested project would not
be “value-ndded.”

Interpretive Discussion: Synergistic
Team Learning in Distributed Systems

The Distributed Systems group functioned in the Synergistic mode, The team turned
crisis into learning—{irst, by helping Leroy meet his deadline rather than leaving him
to sink or swim alone; and then, by giving Leroy difficult feedback even though the
immediate crisis had passed. This cycle of action during crisis, followed by reflection
during the feedback, enabled the group to reflect together at a deeper level and thus
convert short-term solutions into longer term learning about how the team should work
together,

This team regularly employed the leaming processes outlined in Table 1. Experi-
mentation was frequent and bold, leading 1o new frames not only for the team but for
others, The team challenged taken-for-granted personnel practices in the larger system,
as well as the company-wide value that user needs supersede technical judgment, It
evolved o norm of active participation that is a hallmark of integrating perspectives in
synergistic learning. The team found it easy to cross boundaries by gathering needed

information from outside sources as well as from cach other, The team also took pride
in transporting the team's learning into the larger organization, When others com-
plained that their teams did not function well, Distributed Systems encouraged them
1o go back to their teams and work things out together, as they in Distributed Systems
had learned to do.
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. The conditions that facilitate team learning, outlined in Table 2, were present and
highly favorable in the Distributed Systems group, Norms emphasized the value of
leamwork, the importance of each person's participation and opinions. As Amy
observed, “Usually, we all listen to each other. [ don't think there's a member on the
team that we don’t hear out, and il we agree, we agree

vand i we don't, then we just
talk about 1" !

.:.n Production and Distributed Systems stories illustrate teams that function
primarily in a single mode. We now turn to the Logistics team, whose experience
illustrates how a team moves back and forth between the modes.

The Logistics Team Story

The Logistics project had a four-year history at the time of the rescarch interviews,
Dean, one team member, called the project “a sort of a grand idea™ that would have
m:nqﬂ fundamentally the working relationships among the mills as well as between
the mills and headquarters. Gradually, in response to limits in resources of time and
money, the grand idea of the original logistics project vision was scaled back, and the
system was reconceptualized from a mainframe to a personal computer (PC),

Mot m:q—._:...._:m:._. with four years elapsed time and major reconceptualization in the
system design, the logistics project experienced significant personnel turnover, When
we began our research in June 1990, the Logistics team had eight persons, seven of
whom we interviewed, Some had been with the project as long as two vears, and the
newest member for only a few weeks. The story of the Logistics WEEL..... punciuated
by four events that provide context for interpreting how the team learned,

Prototype fails. In October 1989, several logistics programmers demonstrated a
prototype to representatives from the user community who were pleased with what
Env_ saw. As the team later discovered, the demonstration was problematic because it
did not include connections to the rest of the system, nor did it include real data. When

the logistics team, started trying to make those real-world connections, it

ran into
lrouble,

War Room games. After a few months, Marie asked two persons who were not an
the team to take a look at the prototype and higure out why it was performing poorly,
Stephen, a technical specialist, and Barbara, a trusted assistant, set up “a war :EE.,“
Barbara explains, *“We took a conference room for two weeks and set up the PCs and
_U:E.m:_ in the software and then brought in two of the people that had worked
specifically on this picce! Afier systematically “trying everything," Stephen and
Barbara reported to Marie that the software in the prototype “was totally inappropriate.
Just bag it!"

In his interview, Rodney reported that he had tried. shortly after his arrival atl
Brewster, to tell the team exactly what Stephen and Barbara would discover a full year
En.q|___:: the software was inadequate for the intended task, Rodney remembers
ﬁ__sm. the team, " “That software's not going to work, . . . What wcc,alnnmmm:.,:m E,u
paper is fine, how it looks on paper is great. When you get to actually programming
that software, it ain’t going to work.' . . . That's exactly what happened.” The team
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disregarded his warning. Rodney observed that the person who had E_.."EE__. Hﬂn
softwire interpreted his assessment as a criticism of her personally rather than of the

software,

Bilack Wednesday. Shortly after the War Room Hﬁ_&m&:. Marie arranged an all-day
meeting with the Logistics team and its users—a meeling that came 1o be called _w__Hnr
Wednesday, Dean explained, "Basically, we got yelled at by Marie and ____m users about
how frustrated they were, . ., that if we all knuckled aai:._.__::_aq E.:_ E__,__E_.cnan_.._am
even more, that we could do this!" Wynona described it as a E.:n.ﬁ turning point.
“Maric blamed everybody. . . . It was just like a big ranting session. Shot morale right

o CHIT. ) :
g __H.”q “_.Hh_ was a series of missed deadlines and #__.ﬁ users' increasing frustration.
Although Marie believed that the team wasn't working hard enough, the team Hﬁ it
differently. Kay observed that management, under pressure from users, set deadlines
without regard for tcam members' technical expertise. Dean agreed:

[f wie sy something was going 10 take o year and n half, cur best estimate, | __._g.-n ..,__,.._3 un____”_..m.d
times when the user community and Maida . [would] say, “That's unsecept ?_._ we' 11 au ”r:
shorter” , . . The question | asked at a couple of _.Enu._u.m. was, “Just by suying __.w_,., i's Ez__._m o hn..,...._
» year now, instead of a year and a half, will that __._IE it actually happen fasier Fut | was

of chastised [by Mare and Barbara] for heing anitcam.

After Black Wednesday, some members left the company; others .Es_..ru__.‘ on
disheartened. Wynona explained, "“The focus after that really wis more like ‘Just do
vour work." . . . We just stopped having our weekly meetings with the little team and
#.H:.,_“.. stuff and trying to move forward.” Dean reported that the team

i { hn weren't ivvalved in it at all,
Becnme (e lghingsiock of the whole company and a.ﬁ people w b \ ; .
ihe people whe worked on a different floor would walk rightin and say, " How's [ogistics, ha ha ha?
They heard about it, it was like this big disaster.

The world brightens. After Black Wednesday and at Marie’s directive, the _.b.m_m_._nm
feam met daily with the users to keep them updated on progress. About the .E."mE_._:.m
of June, another event catalyzed a brighter view for the team, Rodney explained that
he “was getting aggravated” and approached a fellow worker to __EEE," that the
Logistics team “should get together as a team without managers and decide what our
problem is and then present it to them as a unified team, because i:.h.an:nq we did il
one ot o time, it didn’t seem to get the message across.” A __n.._c _____.,Em.,.. before a
seheduled team meeting, Rodney was talking to Barbara about his .,_E._E_: ......‘oé_uma..__
started walking into the room and she started writing it down on a :;.. ﬁ:.:.. Lo just
different things that I was naming at random, and the more 1 broug i out, it got the
others . . . 1o open up.” The result was a list of about 25 difficulties with work on the

Apistics team. .

g ﬁzﬂuﬂwm gazed at the list, group members saw that the users had played a major role
in the difficulties. Users' lack of clarity and their continuing requesis for n:,u:mnm.
combined with the team's pattern of accommodating those requests, had stymied the
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project, The group then created a plan for fixing these problems, When the team
reported its analysis to Marie, she backed it up and suggested a meeting with the users,

Kay reported, “This is really the first time that we've challenged the users and said
that we need to do this analysis, and we need to take the time to do it right.”" The result,
Kay believed, was an important change for the Logistics team:

This group i pretty stable amd Fwould say that out of all the grougs within the [depariment |, we are
the most cobesive at this point, . The personality problems have been roned out and people have
gotten either used 1o each other or leamed how 1o deal with one another,

Kay observed that in the past, when people had problems, they would “just sit there
and iry to do it by themselves, ... And now .. it's much more of a group effort. . .. So
usually, the problem gets solved faster, even though there's not any more knowledge.”

Interpretive Discossion: Team Learning in Logistics

In telling their stories, Logistics team members reported on experiences that the
leam had over the last 18 months, During this time, the team seems to have moved
from Pooled to Fragmented and Synergistic modes. The team’s movement among
learning modes facilitates comparison of learning processes and conditions.

The Pooled learning mode. Prior 1o Black Wednesday, when the Logistics team was
functioning in a Pooled learning mode, our data sugpest that the reframing process
wis qualitatively different from the reframing that happened subsequently during
synergy. New frames in the Pooled mode were imposed on the team by outside forces.
The first example, scaling back the project scope, took place because of budget and
resource considerations, The second example 1s Marie's intervention, When Marie
brought in Stephen and Barbara to troubleshoot, she substituted o new problem frame
by asking them to find out, “Why doesn't the prototype work?" Marie moved the
Logistics team out of the frame in which members had been stuck, “How can we make
the prototype software perform more efficiently?”

The Logistics data also help us see that there is a quantitative, not qualitative,

difference in the way that perspectives are integrated in the Pooled learning mode

versus the Fragmented mode, Learning in both modes is primarily individual, not
collective. However, in the Pooled mode, individuals learn more because members are
more open in expressing their ideas, sharing information, listening to each other, and
seeking help.

During the Pooled mode, team-learning conditions in the Logistics group were
favorable, Wynona spoke glowingly about the group's positive experience before
Black Wednesday when the team enjoyed its “weekly meetings . . . [when we were]
sharing stufl and trying to move forward” Although team members seemed to
appreciate teamwork and developed some effective operating principles, concern for
building relationships was probably unattended. The data include several examples of
interpersonal discord that went unresolved, like the example mentioned by Rodney
when he described how his attempt to redirect the project away from the ill-fated
software was interpreted as personal criticism,
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The Fragmented learning mede, Aller Black Wednesday, the team disintegrated
into a Frapmented mode where learning processes and conditions closely resemble
those in the Production Systems story, The team could neither think nor act together,
Individuals adopted the attitude summed up by Wynona, "Just do vour work"”
Disheartened by a sense of being abandoned by their manager and ridiculed in the
larger organization, the team members saw no reason (o appreciate teamwork, to
express personal views, or o function according to the operating principles that the
team had crafted in its earlier work.

Adthough there is a resemblance here o the Production Systems story, similarities
are surface, The lack of cohesion in Production Systems grew from individualistic
values that were never reframed. In contrast, lack of cohesion in the Logistics team
was a reaction to an outside assault that left members feeling devastated and
demoralized.

The Syrerpistic learning mode. In the June meeting, the group reframed its
understanding of the problem and came to realize that the users had been a primary
force in stymieing the project, The result, Kay reporls, was o new level of group
cohesion and creative interdependence. Our analysis of the June meeting helps us
understand why breakihrough thinking is associated with synergistic learning. In the
Fragmented and Pooled modes, individual team members integrate perspectives (o
cralt problem solutions. Although teams in the Synergistic learning mode continue this
process——and probably do so more efficiently and more often—there 15 a qualitative
leap in the team’s ability o creale knowledge mutually, This new capacity is Tor
synchronows insight, the moment of a group “aha!™ For example, as the Logistics team
members absorbed the meaning of the lists that Barbara had written on flipchart paper,
the proup experienced an insight that was holistic and mutual. As a team, the group
realized that the users, not they, were the problem.

CONCLUSIONS AND OBSERVATIONS

In this section, we draw some conclusions about how the conditions and learning
processes change as the team adopts different modes of team learning, We then offer
our observations about the roles of time and human dynamics.

Development of Team-Learning Conditions
That Support Team-Learning Processes

Team learning is a dynamic process in which both learning processes and the
conditions that support them change qualitatively as the team adopts Fragmented,
Pooled, or Synerpistic modes of learning, Table 3 summarizes these differences.”

Team-learning conditions. The lirst condition, appreciation of wamwaork, strongly
influences the remaining two. The meaning that individuals attach to teams is the
context for both individual expression and operating principles, In the Fragmented
maode, the focus is on meeting the needs and enhancing the value of the individual
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TABLE 3
Team-Learning Conditions and Processes at Each Team-Learning Stage

Team-Learning Conditions Team-Learning Processes

Frigmented learning stigpe

Teamwork is perceived ns wnnecessary (o
tagk accomplishment: little interest is taken
in developing ns o team,

Tearm members retan initinl feames,

Little er no boundury erossing ocours excepd 10 seek

: . informnution that meets individual needs,
Members show impatience in listening to others’

views and do not value interdependence. Expenmentation occurs at the individual rather

. than group level,
Ciroup-operating principles support individual,

Fﬂﬁﬁw cenceved, picces of the work: little Perspective integration is limited becanse members
auention i paid o relationships, de mot willingly attend meetings, are not interested
in others’ views, and are not aeen 1o reframing,

Fooled leaming tage

Teenms are valued both as a context for individual
learning and also as an efficient, effective
mechanism for coordinating complex tmsks,

Reframing occurs, but our data suggest it is externally
imposed or catalyeed,

Members cross boundares to share information when

Members are open 10 hearing olhers' views (o they see w elear relationship o sk necomplishment.

rench tnsk objectives,

Experimentation is, for the most part, focused on

Operating principles allow negotiation of individual learning,

differences and interpersonal conllict to achicve
the goal. Members may repress comments

Perspective integration oceurs somet i
irelevant to the goal, ; s

impeded by suppression of interpersonal confliet,

Synergisnic learning stagpe

q.nE._._._.,.d—.x 15 valued as an enriching modus Members reframe views individually and collectively
operandi that can lead to breakthrough thinking. based on internal and extermal insights,

ldeas are ?nnuv_ and apenly expressed; members  The team becomes boundary-less as information
sei e potentiol payoff of all contributions, is sought and given freely,
even when they might at first seem irrelevant,

Experimentation is frequent and bold: it is both
individual and collective,

Opecating principles go beyond task
sccomplishiment 1o include attention to
relationships and 1o ench other's growth,
fearning, and development,

Members seck out views that may be disconfinming
or challenging. The team sequires collective
memores that enable sudden leaps of insight,

contributor. In the Pooled mode, members continually balance individual needs against

the m.:Eﬂ.m need. In the Synergistic mode, members have acquired a deep under-
standing of the creative potential in teams,
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Team-learning processes. A leam evolving toward a Synergistic learning mode
reframes more frequently and develops capacity to be self-directing in its reframing.
Reframing frequently sets off a chain reaction where one new frame induces another,
leading a team to challenge deeply held assumptions. For example, when the Distrib-
wted Systems team reframed itself as self-managing in relation to Leroy's performance,
its action challenged both Marie and HR to rethink personnel management practices,

To reframe, leam members must explore new ideas and perspectives, which can
originate from within or outside the group, Whether and how boundaries are crossed
depends on what team members perceive to be relevant. In Fragmented learning, only
information or ideas that meet individual needs are sought, as in the example of
members of the Production Systems team who developed a norm ol walking out of
meetings when the topic did not relate directly to an individual’s current praject,
Stephen went even further, by actively withholding information from John, the project
leader. In Pooled learning, boundaries are crossed to give and get ideas that contribute
1o what the team has defined as its task. In Synergistic learning, team members do not
construct artificial boundaries between the issues they tackle within the team and their
modus operandi elsewhere in the organization, a phenomenon that has been deseribed

as the “boundary-less quality” of team learning (Bray, 1995; Gerdau, 1995; Smith,
1995: Yorks, 1995; Zelman, 1995),

Faeh time the group convenes, cach individual brings new experiences and insights seerpe] since
fhe proup’s weeting, Fach time the group adjowrns, individuals go into the workd with new
insights and experiences, . [ The] group epresents o dynamic, ever-chunging intersection of
individunls' perspectives in which boundaries between personal and group knowledge become
blurneil, (Group Tor Collaborative Ingquiry & thING, 1994, pp. 58-59)

Integrating perspectives involves much more than being willing to listen 1o the
viewpoints of others; it ultimately involves enabling others to express their views and
actively seeking out views that are disconfirming or challenging. In Synergistic
learning, members acquire a deep capacity to enter into the mind-set of others on the

Leam.

The Role of Time in Team Learning

In addition to the changes in learning conditions and processes that are outlined in
Table 3, our analysis provides insight into the role of time in team learning. Gersick
{ 1989 recently drew attention to the imporlance af time when she found that for teams
{o achieve their goals, members had to reach a point of relatively smooth, cohesive
operation about halfway through the time frame they had allotted to their task. This
was so whether groups were (o achieve their tasks within days, months, or longer. In
this study, we found that time is perceived differently in the three learning modes and
that changes in perception influence the kind of team learning that is possible. In the
Fragmented and Pooled modes, time is seen as a resource, and in the Synergistic mode,
time is understood to be a dimension of learning,

In Fragmented learning, time is an individual resource to be conserved and used to
advance individual needs and agendas, as was the case in Production Systems. In
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Pooled learning, team members begin to think of time as belonging to the group and
are concerned about conserving and investing time wisely, Team members are some-
times willing to add to the team's resource by donating time that might otherwise be
spenton individual tasks. For example, the Distributed Systems team, in its crash effort
to bring Leroy's project in under deadline, made “exira’ time by working long hours
and pushing aside other responsibilities, |

When time is perceived as a resource that can be expanded in order to meet a team’s
needs, there is also a potential danger, As Dean pointed out in the context of E,m

comments about decision making, “[management] can't just arbitrarily set a date and-

expect that the project will come in on time . . . as if we're not working hard enough
and by _”:..___,.H.Em a little extra effort in,hat's all that's required.” In addition to being a
resource, ime can also be seen as a dimension of learning, As such, time functions in
three ways—an ingredient of learning, as a context for incubation, and as a context for
shared history.

Time .:._.ps ingredient of learning when members take time to explore ideas for which
S_n{mann 15 not immediately apparent. These “time-outs” often lead to the generative
:.__a.ﬂ__..,w that typifies synergistic learning. For example, in its June meeting the
Logistics team allowed itself to follow the activity begun spontancously by Rodney
and Barbara. By abandoning the planned agenda and indulging in associative thinking
::.“ team accomplished an insight and a plan for dealing with the users that E::c:&_
Itinto a new stage of cohesion, Although we do not have examples in the Brewster
data to support this claim, we have learned in other contexts that as synergisiic learning
hecomes E&__Em_.._. teams learn to choose strategic moments to suspend their concern
with time (ARL™ Inquiry, 1995; Group for Collaborative Inquiry, 1991; Kas! et al
1993). . : i

,_.:..u second way in which time serves as a dimension of learning is as an incubator,
ﬁnmﬂ:...m _..:,.on_.xam in cycles of reflection and action that often cannot be mnnn_nﬂﬁn_”
Enﬂ?.m:@: 15 a context in which intuitive knowing finds its way into the learning mix.

Third, time is a dimension of learning when it is the context for shared history
When teams share the joys and pride of achievement, as typified by the Emim,EnL
mu__ﬂas._m HE.: experience, and moments of pain, as typified by Black Wednesday for
the Logistics team, they develop shared-meaning schemes, Shared-meaning schemes
enhance the team's capacity for sudden insight, as in the case of the Logistics team's
June E.nm::m. “The *aha’ of synchronous group response” is composed of an intuitive
recognition that a solution to a problem has been found as well as a capacity to
articulate the intitive knowing (thINQ, 1994, pp. 354-355). Shared history also
creates the store of interpersonal interactions that contribute to team members® capacity
for deep understanding of the other's perspective. .

Further Research on the Human Dynamics of Team Learning

dﬂ team-learning model derived from our research focuses on rational, cognitive
_oﬂaim processes, but not on the affective interactions that influence a group’s
EEEE to exccute these processes. Many of the factors that govern these affective
mteractions are described in the group dynamics literature. We argued earlier that
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healthy group dynamics is a prerequisite for n.n__n..“___._f.., learning, m.E.._.E gh _E“_ _E_.”.____.nﬁ ”_,_
ns o guarantee, Here, we identify elements 1n m_._....__ __...nz._,_._al.:_n%_n:n_...: ﬁE:_ E.____
power, ego, and emotion—that may have special relevance ”E Leam ﬁ_%._.:“ .m:.. B
for further research about their role.” We suspect that, as with :H. role of t =“_.,,.._ i
members’ perceptions about the nature of these n_EE.E__: have an .E__:u_sﬂ“_r ”:] L
the team’s capacity 10 learn. Because our case study did not focus on these 5
a are limited, bul suggestive. ] %
E...ﬂ.._ ””“”__H_ﬂ“._nn_.% ‘,__”__.n_ teams in the synergistic lenrning Hnan _:E_,_.._F._E_____:.._ ﬁmw
understanding of .__.___a:a.a_.:n_nq::mn_.#n EE._...&__E::.,m.___mnan.._a_ﬂ. ...E__ : .E £
1eaches us that effective groups evolve from strategies for =E_n.:m.na.==._r_ _” ﬂ_ q____“_ no_a
for confronting it constructively. Teams that learn must evolve similarly, _.__.. c:.ﬂﬂin
more, They recognize that conflict and the .”___._._n_d._nn..__ :._E. produce 1t n.u_._ a“.:q:._m:co
resources for generative learning, as gﬁﬂn._.__& in the _.___._.__n_..am of Leroy s _s.”“. bAsnaASY
problems. A second issue, related to conflict n.a H:E.._ﬂ in our _“_Eu.‘__.u ____ = E:m. ;
mient of power dynamics, Brooks (1994) cxamined power in some detail in her
b Hﬂﬂ”ﬂ_ﬁﬁﬁm_, could better illuminate the interaction between ,._a_....,“.u__:,,ﬂ__cﬁr _...“”
ihe team's need for healthy interdependence. In Western .r,...:E.n. success has _...__ .
framed as an individual accomplishment. ,_..__.n,...as.__q. educational and _..._..E_nw___ :_”_.. “:__“.”
tions have begun 1o foster collaborative learning and E..:uu.n:_na“:..., _.__...____,_ counte
deeply held cultural values of individualism. As Brooks (1994) observed,

1 ithon with others Thi, the
requently view . . . OUF SNCCESE a3 having been won i competl . .
”.”_._ ] __.B.._...u.._.wﬁ.a_:___._ in many U5, work organizalions represcnts nol just a structural change in
Now work is done, il significant historical and culiural shift, (p, 230

Logistics team member Rodney echoes Brooks: "You're trained :...”_.w.x..hi.,_r ”_”._:_“..
grade school to high school to college, for that matter, to work as an indiv =_“_ n s
excel as an individual, and when you go into a team effort, m_.., of a m__._..__J___H.._“_.__ .”._nﬁ._._a
more competition.” In Synergistic Hmﬁanm__ members acquire a team | et mwﬂcgw
reframe ego as an individual characteristic 10 nn,__c B a m:,.ma .n::g_u,:n. _.z= i
describes regarding the Distributed Systems leam § SUCCess: MNone c:E. Ew_....ﬂ..n._sm
(sic] a major ego problem.” Members of the group .__.nnjﬁ anew imﬂ. of ﬁ__.._“ _._E_._...En.“
Finally, socioemotional roles have been recognized in the WSEJ E.___.E_”‘ e

as important for effective group functioning _”H.”___E._G:._. 19940, ?_c_.w ,.FEMJ_ u_____“_ _..__”_ s
Jearning literature has blossomed with additional insights ...m_..h_..EE__. Clinchy, Goldb E...".
Tarule, 1986; Boud, Cohen, & Walker, 1993, Loughlin, 1993). Yet ﬂ_“_:.:i.___f are
anathema in the workplace, Research can explore how work teams can relrame
smotion as a resource for team learning, :
E:M_,_.M” ”.”._“. “M_._}n of time, we have changed our awareness aboul the h_ﬂ.._.::”
character of this model. Although we always ﬁﬁa_....____.._n.._ __.P....._ the team ﬂzs._ﬁ.__ “ﬁ.”_ m. -
stages of maturity in its learning capacity, in _._._m =.==_...ﬁ_m En 5_3.%.. ,___E_“. “_“Hg“m .
Jearning processes and conditions n_,,m___m.a qualitatively to Qn_m._n s ___._n

learning. Our analysis of the role of time is also an extension of our Work.
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NOTES

1, D i ernpdrical study of Tour teams in the research-and -development unit of a large high-technology
sanifnctuning company, Brooks (9% deoved similar concepts o desenba collective eam leaming from
heer chista,

2. Conditions are derived empinically, Ciall Bobinson worked with us 1o create Likert-type items that
represented conditions identified from open coding of the petrochemical intendiew data. The resulting survey
was administered 10 o large sample of petrochemical company employees and (o University of Connecticut
MIA studentn. Pactor analysis coeated clusters than eguate to (e lenming conditions. Robinson fested
construct vididity with a team-effectiveness instrument used in a Fortune S00 compuny involved in extensive
teamn budlding. A diagnostic instrument, the Team Leaming Survey, was created o measure the conditions.
The manual for this instrement provides statistics about the factor analysis and the validity iest (Dechant &
Marsick, 1997,

A Inour earlier descriptions of the developmental stages of team leaming, we used different labels. The
wortdls—eonfoined, collected, congrryeted—ure now replaced by frapmented, pooled, and synergistic, The
concepualization of the stages has also evolved, but the major constructs wre largely unchanged.

4. A preliminary conceptualization of changes in leam-leaming processes can be found in Marsick,
Dechant, and Kasl (1991},

A, Team learning as a developmental process should also be studied in real time and over time, through
Tomgituddinal design, Our team-learming mode s bused on two case studies. Data Grom nvariety of companies
anel s e eeded o understand the way in which our cose study contein alfecied the model we created,
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Emotion in Organizations

The Case of English University
Business School Academics

Reva Berman Brown
Nene College, Northampton, United Kingdom

.: 15 an apen secret that one's place of work can be, and indeed often ig, a hothed of
:::E.F._ loyalty, betrayal, back-scratching, back-stabbing, pain, and lay .*..En I H: b
waork is 4 home away from home, The article uscs aspects of ‘,_:n xnmn:.”n.”:n n._._ .:.._”LE_
reveal the submerged variable of emolion in an organization, It does not p #,ﬂ._ { E
supgestions of how emotion should or could be investigated _u“__sa ﬁq._._.:_.:__w_ ”cuﬁﬂhﬂﬂ
H___.Hh__mun:n.s have _“.uaa.._nna r:ai_&._mﬂ of thearetical significance. It does :_E even fell
cademics mju__,.:._Sm that they might not otherwise have noticed about the emotional
A5peCts n_q __:n_“ academic lives, Mevertheless, the results of this semiscientifi i
pseudoscientific) investigation may strike a cord in its academic readers i.:m .___._w_:_mn_.:ﬁ.ﬂ_m
oreven chuckle as they recognize themselves in what they read. The m_.ﬁ.m.H comedy _.,._E_ww

U_uhm_._._m_ﬂ 1t 15 sernous at 115 core. H_H_m._: "”_.n ay a SE, U rﬁ:ur [4 ...-._._.nﬂn. 1t —Nﬂ (4]
it ¥
1 _.__-Iu _r._”
.nm_"___ 1510 N0 WY Amusi .W.

MWW Mﬂ.” Ew:ﬂ. we ::..E.._. nn_:m._EE that the operation of a university business school
{ as little 1o do with emotions, After all, the fundamental purpose of UBS faculr
15 o _E.E: and _._n.ﬂﬁ.:._s issues concerning organizations and organizing E_E_h rers ==M
managing, business people and business processes, UBS academics Em _:h__. r_w ﬁ,_: i
Lo express their emotions but to pursue the overt purpose of the C_m“..,., in _pE:._w._”w w__,_”a
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