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Executive Summary  

This empirical  study evaluates the existence of teamwork in the manufacturing 

organizations in Sri  Lanka which say that  they are practicing teamwork in their  

production processes, developing a teamwork model.   

In recent years,  the growth of the manufacturing industry in Sri  Lanka is greatly 

expected and in parallel  therewith, it  is  said that  it  is  necessary to re-organize the 

work organizations. The number of companies that  have introduced the team-based 

Toyota Production System (TPS) as a method of re -organization of workplaces are 

increasing. Accordingly, team-based work practices would be popular in 

manufacturing organizations of Sri  Lanka from now on. Some work or ganizations 

say that  they have been practicing team-based work practices. Until  now, however, 

there have been few studies which have been concerned about teamwork practices 

in the Sri  Lankan perspective. These too have focused on the relationship between 

teamwork and performance of the organization, but not the teamwork itself .   

On the other hand, in general , Sri  Lankan work organizations are considered as 

hierarchical  which is unable to be seen in team-based organizations. And they are 

confronting higher absenteeism and higher labour turnover problems which are 

able to be solved through the teamwork. Then, one argument can arise about 

whether teamwork practices are actually in the manufacturing organizations, even 

if they say that  they have been practicing teamwork in their production processes.  

However, in the existing theories,  there is not any distinct  model in management 

perspective in l iterature to evaluate the existence of teamwork in manufacturing 

organizations since there is necessity to consider that  development of a teamwork 

model.  Here, the predictable teamwork model is developed based on the 

relationship of the characteristics of team. Therefore, the existing definit ions of 

team and previous discussions which have utilized them, mainly, research i n 

manufacturing organizations, are summarized to find out the characteristics of 

team. As the characterist ics of team, multi -skil ls,  common goal,  task 

interdependence, team autonomy and mutual support  were abstracted from 

preceding studies.  
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Based on the theoretical  explanations, multi -skil ls,  common goal,  task 

interdependence and team autonomy depend on the way of management in an 

organization and mutual support takes place in the behavioural level of team, 

which is the working level,  with the help of those  characteristics.  Therefore, in 

the current study,  workers’ level characterist ics:  multi -skill  capabilit ies , 

perception of common goal,  task interdependence and team autonomy, which 

create effect  to the working level characteristic:  mutual support ,  is  eval uated and 

this mechanism is defined as the teamwork. And based on the typology of 

teamwork: teamwork in an autonomous team, semi -autonomous team and 

supervised team, the teamwork model is re -arranged. 

A mixed methods research methodology was followed when conducting the 

research. In particular, the qual → QUAN triangulation was  used to collect the 

data.  Therefore, first ly, qualitative and then quantitative surveys were  performed. 

The aims of the qualitative survey are to understand the nature of manufacturing 

organisations, way of work and characteristics of team. As the sample of the 

qualitative survey, two export -oriented garments manufacturing factories which 

said that there are teamwork were selected. Primary data were collected in two 

ways: managing semi -structured interview and non - participant observation. Next, 

a quantitative survey is organized having such knowledge.  

Confirmation about the existence of teamwork practices in the manufacturing 

factories in Sri  Lanka which say that  they are practicing teamwork in their 

production process is the main objective of the empirical survey. That is, validity 

of the predictable teamwork model is evaluated to make a conclusion regarding 

teamwork in the Sri Lankan Context.  As the sample of the quantitative survey,  

1110 production employees from two porcelain production factories,  four garments 

production factories and one transformer production factory in Sri Lanka  which 

stated that there is teamwork in their  processes, were recruited. Characteristics of 

team were measured through a self -administered questionnaire (SAQ).  

The results confirmed that there is an organization, affiliated to a Japanese 

company, which was consistent with the predictable teamwork model for 



iii 

 

supervised team which has absent team autonomy to any extent.  This means that  

the organization is using both conventional and contemporary work organizational 

practices. Further,  the mechanism of teamwork was statistically significant and 

revealed as an acceptable model. Typically, team features:  multi -skilled capabili ty 

of workers, employees’ perception on their common goal and task interdependence, 

altogether enhance the supportive activities among the workers of the organization. 

In other words, multi -skil ls,  the common goal and task interdependence make 

direct  effects to the mutual support . Therefore, as a conclusion of the current study,  

in the Sri  Lankan context the existence of teamwork was able to be confirmed only 

in the Japanese affil iated organization.  

Also, according to the findings, team characteristics could be measured in the 

manufacturing organization in the Sri  Lankan context.  However, each 

characteristic of team was unable to be measured th rough all the organizations. 

That is,  when considering organizations separately, there are different kinds of 

composit ions of team characteris t ics. This confirmation of the team characterist ics 

concludes that  some manufacturing organizations in Sri  Lanka are in a developing 

stage of teamwork.  

Further,  there are manufacturing organizations which follow conventional 

organizational practices, whil e saying teamwork is being used, in particular,  

decision making is st ill  centralized with the management  as was soundly in 

conventional organizations . Therefore, neither teamwork in autonomous teams nor 

semi-autonomous teams was able to be found in the Sri  Lankan context.    

Moreover, theoretical  and practical implications of the study can be pointed out 

as follows. As the theoretical  implications, confirmation of the statistically 

significant and acceptable teamwork model ,  extending existing theories of 

teamwork to evaluate the teamwork in the Sri  Lankan context which is considered 

as a developing economy and the statistical confirmation of relationship between 

mutual support  and multi -skills  which has not been concerned by much research 

can be mentioned. As  the practical  implication, the findings  which were obtained 

through the study can be used to enhance and develop the teamwork in the Sri 
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Lankan context.  Particularly, as mentioned earl ier, work organizations in Sri 

Lanka have been trying to redesign their  workplaces by introducing a new form of 

workplace and they can follow the teamwork and team-based management 

practices in the factory in which the teamwork model was confirmed  as an example. 

Further,  there are organizations which have been taken into consideration about 

the human resource development through e ncouraging workplace learning ( to 

create multi -skilled workers) and in  the end, i t is expected that  these  human 

resource development practi ces would help to build a knowledgeable and healthy 

workforce and a cerebral  society in Sri  Lanka.      

Finally, there are research limitations, particularly, regarding statistical  analysis ,  

to generalise the findings of the Sri  Lankan context  and potential  studies which 

have to be carried out to expand the practica l  use of teamwork in the work 

organizations in Sri  Lanka.    
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Chapter 1 

Overview and Orientation of Study 

 

1.1 Introduction of the Chapter  

The objective of this chapter is to provide a basi c introduction about the study. 

It  includes sub-sections such as background and a problem statement of the study, 

objects of the study and  chapter organization of the study.  

 

1.2 Research Background and Problem Statement  

Over half a century has passed sinc e the introduction of teamwork debate 

regarding the production workplaces by Trist  et  al .  (1987). Also, a quarter century 

has passed since discussions on teamwork reached i ts peak in Europe and the 

United States after “ the Machine that changed the world….” which was writ ten on 

the Toyota Production System (TPS)  was published by Womack et al .  (1990). Then, 

numerous studies have been conducted relating teamwork all  over the world, 

mainly in the developed countries.  In the early stage, teamwork was considered as 

an employees’ -driven init iative and then i t  gradually became a management -driven 

initiative, and, in particular, at the present,  teamwork is used as a mean in which 

competitive advantages can be obtained (Morita,  2014; Procter & Mueller,  2000) . 

Presently, teamwork practice has become an important discussion in the Sri  

Lankan context , too. In recent years,  the growth of the manufacturing industry in 

Sri  Lanka is greatly expected and in parallel  therewith, it  is  said that  it  is  necessary 

to re-organize the working organization. The number of companies that have 

introduced Toyota Production System (TPS) as a method of re -organization of 

workplaces is increasing (Wickramasinghe & Wijebahu, 2015; Kulasooriya & 

Chalapathi ,  2014: Silva  et  al . ,  2011; Wickramasinghe & Wickramasinghe, 2011). 

Further,  in order to promote TPS in Sri  Lanka, the institute of Lean Management 

(Pvt) Ltd. was established in 2009 as a consulting organization. As a result ,  i t  can 

be assumed that  the interest  in teamwork will  gradually increas e even in Sri  Lanka 

since, “teamwork is everything in the TPS” (Ōno, 1978, p.44） and a “work team 
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that  emerges as the heart  of the lean factory” (Womack  et  al . ,  1990, p.99).   

Accordingly, team-based work practices would be popular in manufacturing 

organizations of Sri  Lanka from now on. Some work organizations already say that 

they have been practicing teamwork. If  anyone goes through some manufacturing 

organizations’ web sites, terms such as team spirit , team development, our team 

etc.,  can be found. However, until  now, there are only a few studies (Lanarolle & 

Ratnayaka, 2014; Pathirage  et  al .,  2012; Jayawardana & O'Donnell ,  2009; 

Jayarathne & Reade, 2002; Forsake & Jayawardhana, 1996) which have been 

considered about teamwork practises in the Sri Lankan perspective. These too have 

focused on the relationship between t eamwork and the performance of the 

organization, but not the teamwork per se .   

Furthermore, there are discussions, but not so many, about the characteristics of 

team in the Sri  Lankan context ,  too, even though they have not conducted many  

clarifications. For example, Wickramasinghe and Wickaramasinghe (2017) have 

considered the multi -skil ls factor in the manufacturing organizations  and, 

Wanninayaka (2019) has provided the evidences for ways of multi -skills 

development in the Sri  Lankan production work organ ization. Also,  some 

manufacturing organizations have established the work environment ensuring the 

prior requirements ,  such as enhancing employee participation in decision making 

(Wickramasinghe & Wickramasinghe, 2011; Kaluarachchi,  2010), empowerment 

and reduced supervisory level (Wanninayaka, 2015) for autonomous teamwork 

practices (Sagie & Kosowsky, 2000) .  

However, when we consider  the management practices of work organizations in 

Sri Lanka, it  is arguable to say that there is teamwork because most of the work 

organizations are identified as the organizations  which have been practicing 

traditional work, generally. Bratton and Gold (2017)  and Morita (2014)  have 

reported that  there are considerable differences between team-based organization 

and tradit ional work organizations. At  the same time, Morita (2008) and 

Okubayashi (2002) have insist ed that  team-based organizations consist  of features 

which were not in the tradit ional work organizations. Typically, the following 
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features which were in the traditiona l work organizations can be seen in the Sri  

Lankan context.  Centralised decision making is identified as a characteristic of 

work organizations in Sri  Lanka (Jayawardana  et  al . , 2013; Kumarasighe & 

Hoshino, 2010; Chandrakumara & Badhwar, 2005; Chandrakumar a & Sparrow, 

2004; Kumarasighe & Hoshino, 2003; Gunasekara, 1999; Wijewardena & 

Wimalasiri ,  1996; Weathersby, 1993; Nanayakkara, 1992). Moreover, Gunasekara 

(1999) insists, the most common supervisory style of production organizati ons in 

Sri  Lanka is “Individual Decision-Making……and non-participative” (p.15).  And, 

weak employees’ involvement in the workplace is a cri tical  issue in the Sri Lankan 

context (Vidyarathne  et al. ,  2017). As well , practically, male dominance decision 

making processes can be seen in  the export-oriented garments manufacturing 

organizations (Jayaweera, 2003). In thes e factories,  most of the labourers  are 

women (Bandara & Naranpanawa, 2014) and most probably, they w ork as the 

machine operators while  men perform managerial  functions (Gunawardana, 2014; 

Shaw, 2007). This export -oriented garments manufacturing industry plays a more 

significant role in the Sri  Lankan economy as a representative manufacturing 

sector of Sri  Lanka because it  accounted for 44.7 per cent in composition of 

exports . Further,  supervisory level workers possess overwhelming power and they 

urge employees to complete targets on-time by using harsh words (Ruwanpura, 

2014; Gunasekara, 1999) . Also, Sri Lankan work organizations have not paid much 

attention to exist ing employees training and development,  for  instance, job 

rotation is infrequent  (Wickramasinghe, 2011; Wickramasinghe, 2006). In addit ion, 

as noted by Lapointe and Cucumel (2016), issues which can be seen very often in 

the tradit ional workplaces have been revealed in the work organizations  in Sri 

Lanka, for example, employees are experiencing monotonous and repetitive work 

(De Silva et  al. ,  2013), hard work (Thilakarathne, 2006)  and high workload 

(Nanayakkara & Chandrika, 2018; Liyanage & Galhena, 2014).  

Accordingly, both positive and negative perspectives regarding teamwork can be 

seen in the Sri  Lankan context because theoretically, some schol ars have discussed 

effectiveness of teamwork assuming the existence of teamwork and practically, 
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some organizations say that they have been practicing teamwork. Contrastively, 

some other discussions have provided evidences relating the tradit ional work 

practices. Therefore, academically, there is a necessity to deal with and find the 

clarifications to clear this ambiguous scenario by tackling the question:  Is  there 

teamwork?  As well ,  i t  is  very difficult  to find out theoretical discussions which 

have concerned the existence of teamwork in the manufacturing organizations in 

Sri Lanka.  

 

1.3 Objectives of the Study    

The fundamental  objective of the present study is to confirm the existence of 

teamwork in the manufacturing organizations in Sri Lanka which say that  they 

have been practicing teamwork in their  production processes  because the 

knowledge which is obtained though the study can be used to enhance and develop 

the teamwork in the Sri Lankan context.  Moreover, exploration of human resource 

management (HRM) practices which are helpful for teamwork in the Sri Lankan 

context is another aim.  

Prior to accomplishing the above practical purposes of the study, in the 

groundwork level,  as an academic purpose, a predictable teamwork model is 

conceptualized as the mechanism of teamwork, clarifying the fundamental 

characteristics of team which can be extracted from the previous discussio ns 

regarding the team, particularly, in the manufacturing organizations , and the 

relationships between the characterist ics of team.  

 

1.4 Thesis Structure  

This thesis consists of three parts and eight chapters , as depicted in Figure 1.  

Chapter one outlines the research background and question. Particularly, why 

teamwork should be discussed regarding the Sri Lankan perspective is presented. 

Then, objectives of the study and the way of arrangement of the thesis  are shown.  

Chapter two and three are organized  to review the literature of team and 

teamwork.  Firstly, development of l iterature on teamwork in the work 
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organizations is pointed out to distinguish team-based work practices from 

individual and group-based work practices .  Then, expansion and the current  trend 

of teamwork will be discussed because over half a century has passed since the 

introduction of teamwork debate at the workplace and also, a quarter century has 

passed since discussions on teamwork reached its peak in Europe and the United 

States.  Therefore, there is necessity to explain why widely discussed teamwork 

should be considered again.  

Then, team concept is discussed. The main objective of the present study is 

confirmation of the existence of teamwork in the manufacturing organization by 

conceptualizing a model  presenting the predictable mechanism of teamwork . Here, 

an ideal  teamwork model is developed based on the relationship of the 

characteristics of team. Therefore, the existing definit ions of team and previous 

discussions which have uti l ized them, mainly, research in manufacturing 

organizations, are summarized to find out the characterist ics of team. Moreover, 

terms which have some ambiguous clarification and have been used in the 

teamwork research are also reported. For instance, the terms ‘team’ and ‘group’ 

are used as the same concept and also as different concepts. Therefore,  discussions 

regarding team, group and organization  are carried out to explain which point of 

view is used in the study.  

In chapter three, f irstly, each character istic of team which has been considered 

as the basic is introduced considering their  nature s, meanings and management 

practices which create and enhance them. Then, an ideal  teamwork model is 

developed. Finally, based on the typology of teamwork: teamwork in an 

autonomous team, semi-autonomous team and supervised team, the ideal  teamwork 

model is re -arranged because they would help to understand the kind of teamwork 

in the Sri  Lankan context.      

Chapter four describes  the research methodology and design. A mixed methods 

research methodology is followed when conducting the research.  In particular,  the 

qual → QUAN triangulation is used to collect  the data .  Therefore, f irstly,  

qualitative and then quantitat ive surveys are performed. The aims of the 
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qualitative survey are to understand the nature of manufacturing organisation s, 

way of work and characterist ics of team. As the sample of the quali tative survey, 

two garments manufacturing factories which said that there is  teamwork are 

selected. Primary data are collected in two ways: that  on managing semi -structured 

interview and non- participant observation. Collected data is analysed 

qualitatively, that  is,  data itself  is used to accomplish the aims. Next,  a 

quanti tative survey is organized having such knowledge.  

Confirmation about the existence of teamwork practices in the manufacturing 

factories in Sri  Lanka which say that  they are practicing teamwork in their 

production process is the main object of the empirical survey. That is,  validity of  

the predictable teamwork model is evaluated to make a conclusion regarding 

teamwork in the Sri Lankan Context.  As the sample of the quantitative survey,  

seven manufacturing organizations  in Sri  Lanka which stated that there is  

teamwork in their  work processes are recruited. Characteristics of team are 

measured through a self-administered questionnaire (SAQ). As a vital prior step 

to conduct the actual  survey, a pilot  survey and pre-test  are carried out in a 

production factory and the questionnaire is edited based on the result s of them.  

As the analysing methods, firstly, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is 

performed by using Unweighted Least  Squares through the SPSS FACTOR 

Analysis to evaluate whether the i tems which are used to measure characterist ics  

of team in each organisation are acceptable or not and the capabil ity to summarize 

the i tems into a small  number of dimensions. Then, correlation and regression 

analyses are also conducted using factors which are extracted from the factor 

analysis to see the effect  from independent variables to dependent variable. Next,  

path analysis is performed to evaluate the causal  relationship and model fit  of the 

teamwork model through the structural equation modelling (SEM) by using Amos 

v. 23.0. All  model estimations are conducted using t he maximum likelihood 

method. Finally,  patterns of decision-making are evaluated by using mean values 

and strength of the common team characteristics is compared between 

organizations by using the one -way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test and 
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multiple comparison. IBM SPSS statist ic 23  version is used to calculate 

descriptive statistics: mean and standard deviation of variables .   

Chapter  five is arranged to present the resu lts of qualitat ive survey. Firstly, 

organizational backgrounds and demographic feature s are concerned. Next,  HRM 

practices which are gathered based on five segments:  Employees’ training and 

development, goal setting, rewards system,  work design and organizational 

structure design of the manufacturing organizations in Sri  Lanka are revealed.  

Then, textual information which is gathered through the interviews with the 

production level workers and observations are shown. Finally, the nature of team 

characteristics which exist  in the Sri Lankan context is explored.  

Chapter six presents findings of the quanti tative  surveys. As mentioned in the 

methodology of the current study, mainly the qual → QUAN triangulation is used 

to collect  the data to evaluate the existence of teamwork in the Sri  Lankan context.  

Chapter  five is used to present  the “qual” by carrying out interviews and 

observations. Therefore, this chapter is organized to present the findings on the 

quanti tative research, that  is,  the QUAN. However, in addition to the main 

methodology, the QUAN + qual is also used to find out evidences which  are helpful 

to the further clarification regarding quantitative analysis results.  Hence, the 

chapter is allocated to present those quali tative data , too, in particular,  regarding 

organizational background and HRM practices, which is gathered through the 

interview with the managerial  workers in each survey field. Further, to reveal a 

clear picture about the organizations and sectors which are surveyed in the current 

study, demographic features are  also presented with the organizational background. 

Then, results on statist ical  analyses:  exploratory factor analysis (EFA), 

correlation values, regression analysis and path analysis,  are presented. Moreover, 

it  consists of the findings on supplementary analyses:  decision making patterns  

employees’ awareness of common characteristics of team, too.   

In chapter seven, comparisons of teamwork literature and finding s of empirical 

survey are carried out.  Practically, manufacturing organizations and workers say 

that  they are practicing teamwork in their  production proces ses and the study 
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commits to find out the theoretical  basis to their explanations. Therefore, the 

discussions are expanded by using the l iterature of teamwork which was used in 

chapter two and three and fact  findings and empirical  findings which are in cha pter 

five and six.  

 

Figure 1 Thesis Structure  
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Chapter eight presents the research conclusion. That is,  the hope to find out a 

solution for the research question- Is there teamwork? -  considering the nature of 

management practices of the organizations and the relationship between 

characteristics of team. And then, implications of the present study are presented 

in both theoretical  and managerial  perspectives. Finally, l imitations and future 

studies are reported.   
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Chapter 2 

Theoretical Perspectives of Team and Teamwork 

 

2.1 Introduction of the Chapter 

The objective of this chapter is to review the literature of teamwork. The chapter 

is arranged with sub-sections such as the development of l iterature of teamwork 

in the work organizations, diffusion and current trend of teamwork and team 

concept.    

 

2.2 Development of Teamwork Literature  

As reported by Kaufman (2014) and Okubayashi  et  al .  (1997), in l ine with the 

different stages of economic development, management practices such as ways of 

employees training and development, goal setting, rewarding , work designing and 

organizational structures were also changed. At the developing stage of economy, 

hierarchical  individuated -based management practices were effective. However, 

coinciding with the economic development, nature of lab our and market related 

issues got different patterns. Then, instead of tradit ional individual -based 

management, organizations move to arrange their  ways of manageme nt considering 

a group of workers.  In the next stage, teams became the object  of organizational 

management and employees are encouraged to practice teamwork. Therefore, 

Tubbs (1994) has insisted that  teamwork and team -based management is not a 

revolutionary invention to the organizational theory because it  is  a result of a 

gradual change of management discussions. This is the story of developed 

countries relating the development of teamwork. However, is this orthodox idea 

further applicable regarding organizations in the present developing countries? 

The situation in the developing countries is different.  While they are in the 

developing stage, obviously, there are organizations in the developing countries 

which say that  they are practicing teamwork and team -based management practices 

in their  production processes. This takes a contradictory view on the development 

of teamwork and team-based management practices.  
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On the other hand, Palla and Billy (2018) have argued about inapplicabili ty of 

individual-based scientific management practices to the contemporary work 

organizations. According to their  explanations, present days organizations are 

concerned about the knowledge workers’ efficiency rather than manual workers. 

However, this argument would not be applica ble to organizations in developing 

countries because managerial people who are in the developing countries consider  

about how to improve manual workers’ efficiency further since on the industrial 

hollowing-out most of the manual workers based work organiza tions, namely 

labour-intensive, part icularly manufacturing organizations , moved to the 

developing countries which have low labour cost  (Horwitz & Mellahi,  2018; 

Okubayasi ,  2011) such as Sri  Lanka , which is the survey field in this study. As a 

result ,  it  can be assumed that  the traditional management practices would be used 

in some organizations in those counties as the developed countries which were in 

the same developing stage in the past .   

Accordingly, it  can be assumed that  there may be organizations which use 

individual-based or group-based or team-based management practices or a 

combination of each management method to decide their  way of management and 

form of organizational design. Thus, even though this study targets to discuss 

teamwork, there is necessity to clarify the management practices of other forms 

of organizational designs (individual -based and group-based), too, because it  will  

help to obtain a clear idea about teamwork in Sri Lanka. Moreover, when the 

development of l iterature of teamwork  is considered, instead of management 

theories which relate  to teamwork, individual -based and group-based management 

theories are unable to be neglected (Morita,  2008).  

When we consider the chronological  order,  firstly, as the most prominent 

traditional way of management, scientific management theory concerns individual 

level workers.  In the next stage, group -based management theories such as human 

relation theory and behavioural  science theories were developed including some 

features of individual -based scientific management theory. And then , human 

resource management (HRM) theory which concerns team -based management 
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practices was created while developing previous management theories which 

discuss how to manage the individual and group (Bratton & Gold, 2017;  Kaufman, 

2014; Morita,  2008; Wellins et  al. ,  1991). Further,  as Kaufman (2014) has pointed 

out,  scientific management, human relation theory and behavioural  science 

theories are able to be considered as the root causes of HRM. Also, socio -technical  

system (STS) theory can be identified as another prominent theory which concerns 

team-based management practices.  

Accordingly, in this section, the development of literature of teamwork in the 

work organization will  be discussed with the development of manageme nt theories.  

However, notable features of each management theory will  be pointed out in 

chapter three with the discussions of characteristics of team since those 

elaborations will  help to distinguish teamwork and other ways of workplace 

arrangement such as  individual or group based, particularly, differences which 

come through the ways of training and development, goal setting, compensation 

calculation, work design  and arrangement of organisational structure.  

 

2.2.1 Individual- based Traditional Management 

In the scientific management and personal administration theories discussed 

about individual workers in organizations, basically,  F. W. Taylor (1856-1915), 

the father of scientific management, introduced “the art  of management” (Mukai, 

1966, p.36) by using scientific methods instead of rule -of-thumb. Techniques 

(technologies) of production processes, machines and tools,  working and 

controll ing methods are arranged and select ed, scientifically (Taylor, 1911).  

Individual workers became the object  of the management. And, how to improve 

each individual worker ’s work efficiency was highly concerned. The 

organizational pattern is arranged as “man -to-man” basis.  (Likert ,  1961, p.107). 

It  means that  organizations based on the top -down management hierarchies and 

have centralized control  (Bratton & Gold, 2017) and often close supervision takes 

place (Wellins et  al . ,  1991). Jobs were assigned individually and i t is  called the 

“one-man one-job concept” (Morita,  2008: Trist ,  1981). Gathering a number of  
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workers together was considered as a reason for sys tematic soldiering (Taylor,  

1911). In addit ion, strict division of labour, standardized work task and 

differential  piece rate consisted of the scientific management.   

Then, during the decade of 1920 to 1930 in America, the personnel administration 

concept was formatted and developed (Okubayashi  et  al . , 1997). A personnel  

department was established in the organizations to analyse and administrate human 

related factors, scientifically. Coordination of work is a task of the personal 

department in the organization. Most administrative activit ies such as wage 

determination and job analysis have been performed on an individual basis. In 

addition to individual -based management practice, Tead and Metcalf (19 79) have 

also sl ightly reported about the group. For example, they have pointed out that  

“…. wherever a group of people is working together to accomplish a specific ends, 

there is a need of deliberate planning to make the organization function smoothly. 

…….this task comes under the head of personal activit ies” (p.29). Hence, even  

though there are not many discussions on group, this would be a sign for the next 

era which is concerned about groups.   

 

2.2.2 Group-based Management  

During 1930-1950, the Human Relation Theory made an enormous impact on the 

group-based work organizations (Morita,  2008). Human relation theory was 

discussed based on the experiments which were carried out to evaluate effects of 

working conditions and human factors on work efficiency at  the Western 

Electronic Company (at Hawthorne plant)(Mayo, 1960). Its findings emphasized 

that  both individual and group levels works , and in sum they are categorised as 

the human organization (Figure 2) (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1950).  

Further,  work groups are identified as the social  organisation which consists of 

formal and informal groups. Even though characteristics of group and group -based 

work were not discussed much deeper in the Human relation theory, they have 

insisted both individual and group basis incentives calcu lations and helping each 

other. And moreover, they have found that  work groups influence to improve the 
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individual worker ’s productivity and satisfaction. While Roethlisberger and 

Dickson (1950) have pointed out the helping behaviour of employees in the fo rmal 

work group, this is not a subject  which has been paid much attention in the 

previous research and very often scholars have considered the employees’ 

relationship in the informal group.  

 

Figure 2 Social  System of Work Organization  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: Created based on Roethlisberger and Dickson (1950) pp.565 -566. 

 

In the next decade, the period of Behavioural  Science (1950s and 1960s),  group 

based work was a prominent organizational arrangement since work group was a 

basic building block of the organizat ion and these groups and organizations were 

introduced as participative groups and participative organizations (Likert,  1965; 

1961). Practically, part icipative decision making and problem solving through the 

group meetings is performed. And, instead of man -to-man supervision which was 

in scientific management, group-based supervisory, that  is man-to-group pattern, 

could be seen in the group-based organization.  

However, Morita (2008) argued that the significant breakthrough of Likert’s 

theory is only employees have opportunity to participate in decision making. 

Further,  Likert’s part icipative group system is able to be argued , as is a 

I 
-

\ 1/ 
\ 



15 

 

supervision method (Kanai & Takahasi , 2008). Therefore, in the preceding studies, 

similar with individual -based management, organizations which use group -based 

management have also been identified as the traditional or conventional work 

organizations (Leiv 2011; Wellins et  al . , 1991; Orsburn et  al . , 1990).   

 

2.2.3 Team-based Management  

The next evolutionary stage of management  is the development of Human 

Resource Management (HRM), in the 1970s (Kaufman, 2014). As mentioned 

earlier,  in the period of Human relation theory/Behavioural Science, the work 

group was a basic building block of an organization. However, in the period of 

HRM, work teams become a basic building block of an organization (Peter s,  1987, 

p.297). As Bratton and Gold (2017) and Morita (2008) have insisted in the HRM, 

team-based organisational arrangements became widely used new forms of work 

organization patterns and HRM activities such as employees’ training and 

development, goal settings, compensation, job designing and decisions -making 

were performed integrating teamwork.  

Particularly, since  the 1970s, HRM was begun to be used (Okubayasi et al . , 1997), 

and the focus of the academic discussion goes to the Quality of Working Life 

(QWL) of employees (Okubayasi , 2011; Morita, 2008). Here, teamwork was 

identified as a basic element of QWL (Ahmad, 2013) and as the organizational 

forms, typically, quality circles and semi-autonomous teams are widely used 

(Yamada, 1988). The semi-autonomous team is discussed in the types of team, 

later.  Quality circles,  however, are not discussed in detail because the study 

discuss the teamwork in the formal work process in the manufactu ring work 

organizations in Sri  Lanka and theoretically, Cutcher-Gershenfled et  al .  (1994) 

have introduced that quality circles as the off -l ine teams, and Morita (2008) has 

also insisted that  quali ty circles as a form of informal team which is carried out 

separately from the daily work.  

Another tradition regarding teamwork li terature comes fro m England. As 

reported by Trist  et  al .  (1987) and Trist  (1981), there were work organizations that  



16 

 

were based on the scientific management practices, in the 1950s and 

mechanization had been introduced to improve the productivity.  As a result , 

technocratic bureaucracy was expanded. And also, one -man one-job had been used 

as a method of job design, rigid division of labour took place and rewards were 

calculated individual ly based on the personal pay notes (Trist ,  1981). However, 

work organizations had been continually confronting various kinds of problems 

such as higher labour turnover and absenteeism, and low productivity. Hence, 

Nakagawa (2012) has  argued that  scientific  management was unsuccessful  in 

England. In this problematic environment, scholars introduced a new workplace 

arrangement, namely teams, and in parallel  with this ,  the management practices 

were also changed. They concerned joint  optimiza tion of both technical  factors 1  

and social factors 2  of each team. This system was named as “Socio-Technical  

System Design 3  (STSD)” concept (Eijnatten, 1998) or Socio -Technical  Systems 

(STS) theory 4  (Whybrow & Parker, 2000). Some scholars (Procter & Mueller,  

                                                   

1  Technical  factors  are  represen ted  b y the  level  o f  mechanization /au tomat ion ,  uni t  operat ion  an d  

so  on (Tr is t ,  1993,  p .51) .    

2  Socio-factors include “occupat ional  ro les and  thei r  s t ructure ,  methods of payments ,  the  

supervisory re la t ionsh ip  and the work cu l tu re .” (Tr is t ,  1993,  p .51) .  

3  Social -  Technical  System Design  (STSD) “is an applied science that  a ims  to  impr ove th e  

function ing of both  the  wo rker  and  organizat ion  through  adaptat ion  or  fundamental  redesign  of 

conten ts  and organizat ion  of technology and human labour  tasks”  (  Ei jnat ten ,  1998 ,  p .  1 ) .  

4  In  the  1950s,  researchers  l ike  Tr is t ,  E. ,  Bamfor t ,  K .  and Emer y,  F.  car ried  out  an exper iment  

on  a  coal  min ing s i te  in  England  wi th  the  Tavis tock Ins t i tute  o f Human Relat ions  (TIHR).  In  

addit ion,  Rice ,  A.K.  who i s  a researcher ,  worked  for  the  same ins t i tut ion  and  carr ied  out  h is 

examinat ions  on an  Ind ian weaving shed .  Based on these  exper iments,  they suggested jo int  

opt imizat ion of bo th  technical  factors and  socia l  factors  fo r those coal  min ing s i tes  and weaving 

shed .  F inal ly,  they created  a  remarkable  work design ing concept and  i t  was  named as  “Socio -

Technical  System Design  (STSD)” concept  (Ei jnat ten,  1998) .  And i t  i s  cal led  the  Socio -Technical  

Systems (STS)  theory (Whybrow & Parker,  2000)  too .  This  STSD or  STS have passed  few 

t rajectories  s ince i t s  o r igin wi th  some improvements .  I t s  usage has  been  expanded  wor ldwide.  
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2000: Buchanan, 2000) consider this as the origin of teamwork literature regarding 

the manufacturing organizations. Therefore, Socio -Technical  Systems (STS) 

theory can be considered as a milestone of development of teamwork li terature.   

Accordingly, in l ine with the devel opment of management theories, teamwork 

and team-based management practices were developed. However, even 

management practices : employees’ training and development, goal setting, 

rewarding, work design  and arrangement of organisational structure, are arran ged 

considering the teams, i t  does not mean that  individual and group -based 

management practices are completely ignored since there are organizations which 

use both management practices, too, while teamwork is practic ed. For instance, 

contemporary organiza tions use some individual -based management theories such 

as McGregor ’s (1960) X theory-Y theory, Maslow’s (1954) Hierarchical  Need 

theory and Herzberg’s (1966) the Motivation -Hygiene theory to manage workers’ 

psychological aspects,  practically, even though they were developed in the era of 

Human Relation Theory and Behavioural  Science. Nevertheless,  these theories  

will  not be discussed further in the current study since an object  of the study is to 

explore the team-based management practices which are being  performed by the 

manufacturing organizations to evaluate the existence of teamwork.  

 

                                                   

Presen t ly,  th is  concept  i s  in t roduced  as  “Modern  Socio -Technical  System Design” (Ei jnat ten ,  

1998) .  Pr ior  to  the  development  o f the  STSD concept,  the  above coal  min ing s i tes  and  weaving 

shed  had  been  cont inual ly confron t ing var ious  kinds  of p rob lems such  a s  h igher  labour  tu rnover 

and  absen teeism,  and low product ivi ty.  And after  development  o f the  STSD concept ,  those 

problems could be so lved to  so me exten t  (Rice ,  1993;  Emery & Tr is t ,  1969) .      

These s tud ies p rovide a more real i s t ic  p ic ture of how a smal l  nu mber of employees are  working 

in  the  work system wi th  opt imizing socio and technological  factors ,  jo int ly.  Especial ly,  they 

have found  mul t i - ski l led  workers ,  a  common goal ,  task interdependence,  team au tonomy and  

mutually support ive  work pract ices  from the  organizations  that  fo l lowed STSD (Ei jnat ten,  1998;  

Emery & Tr is t ,  1969;  Tr is t  & Bamfor t ,  1951) .   
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2.3 Diffusion and Current Trends of Teamwork   

2.3.1 Diffusion of Teamwork 

Expansion of the teamwork concept can be discussed through four stages (Table 

1).  In the first stage, that  is 1950 to 1960, teamwork was used to tackle labour 

problems such as higher labour turnover and absenteeism and low productivity 

(Trist et  al. ,  1987) and autonomous work teams were used as the organizational 

form (Morita,  2014). However, as reported by Trist  et  al .  (1987), managements’ 

interest of teamwork gradually decreased and this was an obstacle to expand the 

teamwork. In the second stage (1970 -1980), teamwork was widely used as a means 

of QWL improvement (Okubayashi, 2011) under humanizati on of work and 

organizational democracy (Morita, 2014). However, in the 1980s,  expansion of 

teamwork was weakened by the economic depression (Buchanan, 2000).  

 

Table 1 Diffusion Stages of  Teamwork*  

Source :  Morita (2014, p.29)   

* Original  t itle was changed.  

 

In the first  and second stages, teamwork was considered as an employee -driven 

initiative (Morita,  2014) since, most of the work organizations were concerned to 

improve employees satisfaction through the team -based work practices and 

workers had an opportunity to organize themselves as a team (Procter & Mueller, 

2000). For instance, coal mining worker s who were targeted by the study of 

autonomous work team, primarily, had a chance to develop teamwork in the 

Period Key Word (s)  Led by  

1950 – 1960 Autonomous Work Team Employee 

1970 – 1980 Humanization of Work,   

Organizational Democracy 

Employee 

1990 – 2000 Lean Production System, Japanese 

Style Work Organization  

Management  

2000 – Source of Competitive Advantages  Management  
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shortwall  mining site (Trist  et  al .,  1987).  

However, after the 1990s, teamwork became a management -driven initiat ive 

(Procter & Mueller,  2000) since competition became more and more intense in the 

business world. In the period of 1990 to 2000, due to rigid competit iveness, work 

organizations, in particular,  manufacturing organizations , put their  concentration 

on cost reduction. Here, a lean production system draw attention all  over the world 

as a method of cost  reduction (Womack et  al . , 1990) and improve d productivity 

(Jasti & Kodali , 2015). Then, work teams became a popular organizational 

arrangement and method of workplace restructuring (Bikfalvi  et  al. ,  2014). Further,  

the Japanese style work organization became a model for others and was also a 

reason for expansion of teamwork ( Morita,  2014) since Berggren (1993), says, 

“Teamwork certainly played a central  role in the Japanese management system” 

(p.7).  Accordingly, as Morita (2014) pointed out , the lean production system and 

the Japanese style work organizations are key terms in the third period of 

expansion of teamwork and management of organizations that  planned to obtain 

competitive advantages through introducing teamwork.    

As the third stage, a similar trend can be seen in the fourth stage, too. Because, 

in the fourth stage , from the beginning of the 21 s t  century, teamwork is profoundly 

embedded in the work organizations as a source of obtaining competitive 

advantages (Marchington, 2000). And also, team -based organizations are 

identified as a high performance work organization (Appelbaum et al . ,  2000). 

Moreover, teamwork is a notion of Busin ess Process Re-engineering (BPR) 

(Knights & Willmott ,  2000). These can also be considered as reasons which have 

an effect  to expand teamwork and bring usage of teamwork until  now.  

 

2.3.2 Current Trends of Teamwork  

Over half  a century has passed since the introduction of teamwork debate at  the 

workplace and numerous studies have been conducted relating to teamwork, during 

this period. Nevertheless, teamwork is st ill  popular in the manufactu ring 

organizations, for instance, Bikfalvi  et al .  (2014) has pointed out that  more than 
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70 per cent of manufacturing organizations  in European countries  have established 

team-based work practices . And, the European Working Condition Survey-2015 

also revealed that  more than a half  of workers who were used as the sample of the 

survey say that  teamwork is practiced in the organization where they work 

(Eurofound, 2016). Hence, Salas  et  al . (2015) say, “It  is unlikely that team-based 

structures will  be disappear ing any-time in the near future” (p.616). And ,  

academic discussions of teamwork are also increasing steadily in the 

psychological perspective (Mathieu  et al . ,  2017). However, there is not a 

considerable amount of discussions regarding teamwork in manufactu ring 

organizations, in the present day.   

Salas et  al .  (2018) have insisted that  there sti ll  are more unclassified things 

regarding teamwork. Of which, consideration of teamwork in developing counties 

which have not been paid much attention would be a curr ent trend of teamwork 

discussion. That is because, not only teamwork is an essential discussion for work 

organizations in developed countries but also developing countries from now on 

since work organizations , part icularly manufacturing organizations , moved to the 

low labour cost  developing countries (Horwitz & Mellahi,  2018; Okubayasi ,  2011). 

Further,  Okubayasi (2011) insists that  most advanced countries’ manufacturing 

organizations transferred their production to the developing countries and QWL , 

which can be achieved through teamwork , would be a subject  of academic 

discussion in those countries.  Furthermore, as mentioned earl ier,  there are 

organizations in the developing countries which say that  they are practicing 

teamwork and team-based management pract ices in their  production processes 

(Wanninayaka, 2019; 2015).  

Also, currently, teamwork has become a popular workplace arrangement in 

different types of sectors,  too. Practically, team -based work and management 

practices can be seen, in particular, in the service sector (Mohanty & Mohanty, 

2018); health sector  (Kaiser & Westers,  2018; Kaba  et al . ,  2016; O’Malley et al . ,  

2015; Valentine et  al . ,  2015) and education sector (Gast  et  al . ,  2017; Huang & Lin, 

2017) etc.  As a result ,  great  numbers of academic pape rs have been published on 
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teamwork practices  regarding these organizations. As well,  academic discussions 

regarding virtual  teams can be identified as another present trend of teamwork 

(Dulebohn & Hoch, 2017; Gilson et  al. ,  2015). In recent years,  as a result of 

information technology development, the virtual  team is becoming a popular 

concept among scholars and practisers, and is being used world -wide. Therefore, 

to get  the current view of teamwork, occasionally, these academic discussions 

which are not related to manufacturing organizations, have also been reviewed.   

 

2.4 Team Concept  

Until  now, discussion relating team and teamwork was done without pointing out 

what they are. Therefore, primarily, identification of meaning of team and 

characteristics of  team is considered in this section. However, discussion of the 

differences between team and teamwork is carried out in the next chapter.   

Johnson and Johnson (1987) have said that  “social  scientists who have tried to 

define what a group is seem much l ike the blind men trying to describe an elephant” 

(p.8).  Similarly, this statement is not only for group but is also applicable 

regarding team since, it  is  impossible to get  distinct  definition of team. As 

depicted in Table 2, scholars who have considered the team concept have defined 

teams in favour of their study purpose. Therefore, the current study use s previous 

definit ions and explanations  of team to identify the fundamental  characteristics of 

a team.  

Table 2 reveals that  there are various kinds of definit ions and points of view 

regarding the team. The current study, however, does not intend to provide another 

definit ion of the team.  As is stated above, the study is arranged to evaluate the 

existence of teamwork in the manufacturing organizations in Sri  Lan ka, which say 

that they have been practicing teamwork in their production process, by 

conceptualizing a model which presents the predictable relationship s between 

team characteristics. Therefore, primarily, the fundamental  characteristics of team 

are extracted by using the following theoretical  explanations of team.  
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Table 2 Difference Points of View Regarding Team 

Authors Points of  View 

Trist  et  al .  

(1987) 

Autonomous team accepts responsibil ity for al locating 

its members to all  roles that  management requi res them 

to fil l  in order to complete the prescribed task. To 

regulate deployment, the team works out i ts own system 

for rotating tasks and shift .  Multi -skilled face workers 

interchangeable with others….. Interdependence rather 

than of separate achievement .    

Wellins et al .  

(1991, p.3)  

Team is an intact  group of employees who are 

responsible for a “whole” work process or segment that 

delivers a product or service to an internal or external 

customer.  

Mueller  

(1994, p. 383)  

A team shall  be understood as a group of people that  has 

8 to 15 members, is  responsible for producing a well - 

defined output within a recognizable territory, where 

members rotate from job to job with some regulari ty, 

under a flexible allocation of task.  

Katzenbach and 

Smith 

(1995, p.45) 

Team is a small number of people with complementary 

skills who are committed to a common purpose, 

performance goals,  and approach for which they hold 

themselves mutually accountable.  

West and 

Markiewicz (2008, 

p.11) 

Teams are social  groups embedded in organizations, 

performing tasks that contribute to achieving the 

organization’s goals.  

We use the term ‘team’ to describe a group of employees 

which have these characteristics:  

 They share objectives  

 They have the necessary authority, autonomy, and 

resources to achieve these objectives  
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 They have to work closely and interdependently to 

achieve these objectives  

 They have well -defined and unique roles  

 They include no fewer than 3 and no more than 15 

members 

Nijholt  and Benders 

(2010, p.382)  

A group of employees working together to perform a 

task that  amounts to a rounded -off part  of the ongoing 

production process of the product or service;  consist ing 

of eight to 20 members;  with the right to decide without 

reference to higher management …… 

Leiv 

(2011, pp.3-5) 

A team typically is composed of 4 to 20 people who 

work together,  cooperatively, provide assistance to one 

another and do not perform a task under rigid control  of 

an authority. Further,  team members have a common goal 

to accomplish.  

When talking about applications in work environments 

where people are interdependent the term ‘team’ is used.   

Robbins and Coulter  

(2014, p.455)  

Groups whose members are working intensely on a 

specific,  common goal using their  positive synergy,  

individual and mutual accountabi l ity,  and complementary 

skills.  

Note:  Morita (2008, p. 72) was referred to prepare the table.  

Sources:  (Robbins & Coulter,  2014, p.455; Leiv 2011, pp.3 -5; Nijholt  & Benders ,  

2010, p.382;  West & Markiewicz, 2008, p.11; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995, p.45; 

Mueller,  1994, p. 383; Wellins et al . ,  1991, p.3;  Trist et  al . , 1987).  
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         Table 3 Extraction of the Characteristics  of Team 

Authors Research Field 
M-

SK 
CG TI TA MS 

Trist  et  al .  

(1963) 
Manufacturing 〇  〇  〇  〇  〇  

Wellins et al .  

(1991) 
Manufacturing 〇  X X 〇  〇  

Mueller  

(1994) 
Manufacturing 〇  〇  X 〇  〇  

Katzenbach and 

Smith (1995)  
Manufacturing 〇  〇  〇  〇  〇  

West and Markiewicz 

(2008) 

Public,  

Manufacturing and 

Service 

X 〇 〇  〇 〇 

Nijholt  and Benders 

(2010) 
Manufacturing X 〇  X 〇  〇  

Leiv 

(2011) 
No specifications  〇  〇  〇  〇  〇  

Robbins and Coulter 

(2014) 
No specifications  〇  〇  X 〇  〇  

M-SK- Multi -Skills,  CG- Common Goal,  TI-  Task Interdependence  ,  TA- Team 

Autonomy, MS- Mutual Support  

Sources:  (Robbins & Coulter,  2014, p.455; Leiv 2011, pp.3 -5; Nijholt  & Benders ,  

2010, p.382;  West & Markiewicz, 2008, p.11; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995, p.45; 

Mueller,  1994, p. 383; Wellins et al . ,  1991, p.3;  Trist et  al . , 1987).  

Note 1:  〇 Presents the character ist ics of team which have been discussed by above 

preceding researchers  in  Table 2 .  And al though some character ist ics are unable to  be  

extracted direct ly from some points of view, they have been discussed in their  academic  

writ ings.   

Note 2:  X represents the  absence of discussion  regarding team character ist ics .   
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Note 3:  Tr ist  e t  a l .  (1987)  have revealed that  there are support ive act ivi t ies that  take  

place among the employees in the coal  mining teams which they u sed as the research 

field .  

Note 4:  Although Katzenbach and Smith (1995) have not  included task interdependence 

to their  defini t ion of team, they say that  “teams do not  emerge unless …interdependence” 

(p .109) .   

Note 5:  Levi  (2011)  has not  presented his own idea about the mult i -skil ls  factor.  But,  he  

has used the term “complimentary sk il ls”  from Katzenbach and Smith’s defini t ion of  

team to dist inguish group s and teams.   

Note 6:  Team autonomy has not  been concerned to define work team directly by Robbins  

and Coulter  (2014) .  However,  team autonomy has  been identified as a  character ist ic  of a 

self-managed work team which consists  of the classificat ion of work teams.   

 

Based on the different points of view of team (Table 2),  f ive characteristics can 

be pooled. And although different kinds of terms and explanations have been used 

by the definit ions and points of view regarding the team in Table 2, terms such as 

multi-skil ls, a common goal,  task interdependence, team autonomy and mutual 

support  (Table 3) are used by the present study by  considering other research 

which has discussed team in manufacturing organizations, too, because some of 

the terms, however, cannot be picked out directly from Table 2.  

Accordingly, team autonomy is common in all  scholarly writings . However, other 

characteristics  have not been considered by each research.  Although the pool of 

team characterist ics var ies study to study, the current research uses the following 

feature as the fundamental component of team to conceptualize a predictable 

teamwork model and they will be discussed in detail,  revealing their  nature and 

practical  usages, in the next chapter.    

     

-Multi-skills  

(Morita,  2014; Leiv 2011; West & Markiewicz, 2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 

1995; Mueller,  1994; Wellins et  al . ,  1991; Orsburn et  al. ,  1990; Trist  et  al . ,  
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1987).  

 

-Common Goal  

(Morita,  2008; West & Markiewicz, 2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995; Mueller,  

1994; Orsburn et  al . , 1990; Trist  et al . ,  1987).  

 

-Task Interdependence  

(Ullah & Park, 2013; Suzuki,  2013; 2011; West & Markiewicz, 2008; Cohen 

& Bailey, 1997).  

 

-Team Autonomy  

(Morita,  2014; Nijholt  & Benders,  2010; West & Markiewicz,  2008; 

Greenwood & Randle, 2007; Mueller,  1994; Wellins et  al .,  1991; Orsburn et  

al . , 1990; Trist  et  al . ,  1987).  

 

-Mutual Support   

(Gallie  et  al . ,  2012; Morita,  2008; West & Markiewicz, 2008; Cohen & Bailey,  

1997; Wellins et  al .,  1991; Trist  et al . ,  1987).  

 

Furthermore, these characterist ics are helpful to reveal,  clearly, whether 

teamwork is or is not in the manufacturing organizations in Sri  Lanka, because as 

discussed in chapter one, when we consider management practices,  i t  is  doubtful 

to make a conclusion that  there is teamwork in the manufacturing work 

organizations because manufacturing organizations in Sri  Lanka seem like 

traditional work organizations which consist of repetit ive work,  experiencing 

monotonous feelings  and management has grasped all  power of control  in the 

organization. Further, Wanninayaka (2015) has found that  management 

involvement disturbs the practicing of supportive activities in the manufacturing 

workplaces.  

And, regardless of having some conven tional management practices, the 
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management in some manufacturing organizations have  been set  daily production 

targets for each production workplace as a common goal of them and production 

workplaces have arranged considering dependency of each worker.  However, there 

are limitations to find out whether employees have an idea about the common goal 

and dependency as evaluated in the Sri Lankan context .  Accordingly, the selected 

characteristics of team will  be helpful to explain the real  situation of teamwork 

practices in the subject  manufacturing factories.    

However, prior to further discussions regarding the characterist ics of the team, 

there is a necessity to distinguish resembling concept s with team, namely, group 

and organization.  

Regarding group and team,  some scholars (Procter & Benders, 2014; Robbins & 

Coulter,  2014; Cascio, 2013;  Appelbaum & Butt ,  1994; Mueller,  1994; Champion 

et  al . ,  1993; Wellins et  al . ,  1991) have taken both of them as identical  concepts, 

that is,  teams have been explained without di fferentiating both concepts.  However, 

some other research (Kozlowski & Bell ,  2013; Levi,  2011; Morita, 2008; 

Katzenbach & Smith, 1995) has argued group and team as different concepts.  The 

study also concurs a later point of view since, as discussed in the beginning of 

this chapter,  conventional group-based organizations are different from team-

based organizations. Also, chronologically, the team is a newer form of work 

organizational arrangement than group. Levi (2011) has said that  “Group is a more 

inclusive term than team. Groups range in size from two to thousand s, whereas 

teams have a narrow range of size” (p.4).  Therefore, gathering a small  number of 

people and a large number of people differentiate the team and group, obviously.  

Also, organization seems to be identical  with team by nature. West and 

Markiewicz (2008) have used the term “organization” in their interpretation of 

team. However, organization and team are different concepts.  Barnard (1968) has 

defined an organization as a “system of consciou sly coordinated activities or 

forces of two or more person” (pp.73 -74). Further, he has argued that  a system is 

something which must be treated as a whole. However,  teams are work units 

(Hoegl, 2005) or parts (Levi, 2011) of that  whole system and therefore  a number 
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of teams can exist  in an organization.  

     

2.5 Chapter Summary 

 The chapter was organized to discuss the theoretical  aspects of teams and 

teamwork including development of teamwork, the diffusion and current trend of 

teamwork and explanations of team concept and terms  which seem to be identical  

with the team.  

When we consider the development of teamwork, teamwork can be introduced as 

a result  of the developmental process of management and unti l discussions of HRM 

come in, management theories are concerned with the individuals and group of 

employees in the work organizations , part icularly labour-intensive manufacturing 

organizations. However, this developmental  process happened in the countries 

which are classified as the developed nations. Meanwhile,  organizations in 

developing countries  such as Sri  Lanka which is the object of the study, insist that  

they have been using teamwork. However, it  is  sceptical  whether there is actually 

teamwork exist ing or not because as discussed in chapter one it  se ems that there 

are tradit ional management practices taking  place, al though they insist that  they 

use teamwork. Therefore, to get a start on the confirmation of the teamwork 

existence in Sri  Lanka, the development process of management was discussed.  

As well ,  diffusion and the current trend of teamwork is also discussed because 

although three decades have passed since the teamwork discussion become a 

culminating point,  teamwork is st ill  popular academically and practically. Today, 

teamwork is being using as  a management-driven concept to obtain competitive 

advantages in the market by not only the manufacturing sector but service sector,  

also while academic discussions regarding manufacturing organizations have 

dropped more than that about the service sector.  However, it  can be assumed that 

there are potential  research areas regarding the labour -intensive manufacturing 

organizations in developing countries which have not  put concentrations, largely.   

Moreover, the team was compared with the concepts which seem to be identical.  

Then, the team concept was able to be identified as a different concept ,  but not 
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completely,  which consists of characteristics such as multi -skills,  common goal, 

task interdependence, team autonomy and  mutual support  in a work unit  and the 

next chapter will  discuss these characterist ics,  in detail .  
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Chapter 3  

Characteristics of Team and Development of   

Teamwork Model 

 

3.1 Introduction of the Chapter  

This chapter reviews the l iterature of characterist ics of the team: multi -skills, a 

common goal,  task interdependence, team autonomy and mutual support .  Next,  a 

teamwork model is conceptualized to evaluate teamwork practices, concerning 

causal  relationships of characteristics of the team. Finally, li terature is deriv ed 

from the previous academic sources to classify typology of team.  

 

3.2 Characteristics of Team 

In the previous chapter,  f ive fundamental  characterist ics of team:  multi-skills 

(Morita,  2014; Gallie et  al . ,  2012; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995; Mueller,  1994; 

Wellins et  al .,  1991; Orsburn et  al . ,  1990; Trist  et  al . ,  1987), common goal (Morita,  

2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995; Mueller,  1994; Orsburn et  al .,  1990; Trist  et  al .,  

1987), task interdependence (Ullah & Park, 2013; Suzuki,  2013;2011; Cohen & 

Bailey, 1997), team autonomy (Morita,  2014; Nijholt  & Benders,  2010;;  

Greenwood & Randle, 2007; Mueller,  1994; Wellins et  al. ,  1991; Orsburn et  al . ,  

1990; Trist  et  al . ,  1987) and mutual support  ( Gallie et  al . ,  2012;  Morita, 2008; 

Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Wellins et al . ,  1991; Trist  et  al .,  1987) were extracted in 

HRM perspective from the preceding research which has discussed about the teams 

in the manufacturing work organizations  because, as discussed in the later sections, 

they are the results of the HRM practices  of an organization. As well ,  HRM 

practices in a team-based organization distinguishes management practices which 

are in conventional individual  and group-based organizations.  Therefore, 

management practices of these organizational contexts have been outlined in Table 

4 and a detailed explanation of each management practice is conducted with the 

relative team characterist ic ,  hereafter.    
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Table 4 Management Practices  of  

Conventional Work Organizations and Team-based Work Organizations  

Sources: The table was prepared based on  Wellins et  al.  (1991, p.6) and Orsburn 

et  al .  (1990, p. 11).  Some parts were edited based on Bratton and Gold (2017), 

Levi (2011), Procter and Mueller (2000) and Appelbaum et al .  ( 2000).  

 

3.2.1 Multi-skil ls  

 Before scientific management was inaugurated, in the craft  model,  workers were 

demanded to show extensive proficiency or prowess on one particular task (Klein, 

1994). Employees had been using rule of thumb in their  work process ( Taylor, 

1911). After scientific management was introduced, in the Taylorism, strict  

 

 

Management 

Activities  

Organizational Forms 

Conventional Work 

Organizations 

Team-based Work  

Organizations 

Training and 

Development  

Training is decided 

systematically and created 

specialised workers on 

narrowly categorised job.  

Create multi -skilled workers 

who can contribute to the 

broadly defined task. (task-

based training)  

Goal Setting Goal is decided by 

individual basis.(One goal 

for one man)  

Team-based goal setting.  

(a goal  for one team) 

Reward System Calculated based on 

individual performance.  

Calculated based on team and 

individual performance or 

only based on performance of 

team. Also, skil l -based pay.  

Work Design Independently  Task of a team is decided 

considering interdependence  

Organization 

Structural  Design 

Hierarchical organizational 

structure (man-to-man) 

Flattened organizational 

structure  
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division of labour was urged and the pattern of “one man-one job” was used for 

work assignment (Morita,  2008, p. 95; Trist,  1981, p.38). Workers were assigned 

a narrowly defined job and, therefore, required low skill  to perform their  job 

(Grachev & Rakitsky, 2013; Morita,  2008; Okubayasi ,  2002; Wellins et  al .,  1991). 

Trist  (1981) has introduced this as “part redundancy 5 ” (p.38). Further, he has  

argued that  part  redundancy creates the “technocratic bureaucracy” (p.38) in the 

workplace and as a result ,  it  leads to monotonous work (Grachev & Rakitsky, 2013; 

Zülch & Börkircher,  2012). Instead of the part redundancy, Trist  (1981) suggests 

functional redundancy 6  for the team-based work organizations and the multi -skills 

capabili ties of workers were identified as an inevitable component for team -based 

work organization to deal with this functional redundancy (Morita,  2008; Trist ,  

1981). Therefore, most of the preceding research has e mphasized the importance 

of the multi -skills factor (Morita,  2014; Gallie et  al . , 2012).  

As is explained by Morita (2014) and Klein (1994), multi -skil ls means that  

various kinds of knowledge and skills are obtained to perform different sorts of  

work in the team. In the team, however, team members work to achieve their 

common goal because a goal(s) for a one-team concept is used for work assignment 

(Morita,  2008). Hence, understanding each other ’s job in the team is a very 

important task, since it  helps to achieve their  f inal  target ,  collectively. Particularly,  

in a team, each member ’s skills,  knowledge level and work experience can be 

different.  At this kind of situation, members who have less work experience or 

skills would seek help from their colleagues w ho have comparatively high work 

skills,  knowledge and experience.  Bamberger (2009) has identified this kind of 

                                                   

5  “The redundancy i s  o f  par t s and  i s  mechanis t ic .  T he par ts  are  b roken  down so  that  the  u l t imate  

e lements  are  as  s imple  and  inexpensive as  poss ib le ,  a s  wi th  the  unski l led  worker  in  a  narrow job 

who i s cheap to  rep lace and who takes  l i t t le t ime to t ra in”  (Tr is t ,  1981,  p .38) .  This  mechanis t ic  

nature of bureaucracy can  be explained as  technocrat ic  bureaucracy ( ib id ) .    

6  According to  Tr is t  (1981) ,  based  on the  f unct ional  redundancy,  o rganization  expands the  

function  of the teams to  give the  poss ib i l i ty to  adaption to  the  f lexib i l i t y o f envi ron ment.   
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situation as the help-seeking behaviour of employees. Then, multi -skil led workers 

can provide that assistance to their team. Therefore, George an d Jones (1997) say, 

having multi -skills capabili ty would boost the mutual support  of  a team.  

Hence, Team-based organizations hope to expand the breadth of a worker ’s skil ls 

to be versatile in a variety of work ranges (Shang  et  al . ,  2018). Practically, team-

based organizations arrange various kinds of training programs to improve  

employees’ multi -skil ls.  These training programs a re planned in two ways: inside 

and outside of the production process (Greenwood & Randle, 2007). On -the Job 

Training (OJT) method can be cited as an inside training way. Here, an employee 

can learn about the job by participating in the actual task. Job rotation is a very 

popular way of OJT in the work organizations (Dessler,  2013). Basically, OJT can 

be carried out in two ways:  formal and informal OJT (Sakamoto, 2018; Sato, 2016; 

Dore & Sako, 1998). In the formal OJT, work organizations arrange systemized 

procedures to provide training to their  employees. In the informal OJT, however, 

work organizations do not make any procedures to p rovide training facil ities to 

their  employees. Here, workers can learn from their colleagues or a superior at  the 

workplace (Sakamoto, 2018; Sato, 2016; Dore & Sako, 1998). However, informal 

OJT is an unnoticed training method which can be used to develop multi-skil ls of 

workers,  so far.  As outside training methods, necessary skills and knowledge can 

be taken away from the actual  work, practically, from the outside training centres 

such as technical  schools.  These training methods are introduced as Off -the-Job 

Training (Off-JT) methods (Greenwood & Randle, 2007).  

By using the above kinds of means, organizations can create multi -skil led 

workers.  On the one hand, even if  they have to incur additional cost  to train them 

(Henao et  al. ,  2015), organizations are able to obtain advantages through the 

multi-skil ls workers such as cost  reduction and flexibil ity.  That is,  multi -skil ls 

workers can be used to cover the absentees’ work load of the workplace (Morita,  

2008). As a result ,  team members can continue their  work  overcoming the effect  

from absenteeism. If  i t  is  said practically, multi -skilled workers help to balance 

the production line (Garg et  al. ,  2002) and an organization which has not multi -
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skills workers has to maintain relief people to cover the absenteeism (Ōno, 2003).  

On the other hand, employees’ capabili ties to perform various kinds of tasks 

provide favourable benefits not only to the organizations but also employees 

(Smith et  al. ,  2018; Rajendra, 2016), since by participating in multi -skills 

development  programs, workers are also able to attain benefits.  Particularly, i t  

helps to create a favourable work environment for the workers ( Ketchum & Trist , 

1992). As mentioned earlier,  knowing other jobs creates the supportive work 

environment at  the workplace. Further, multi -skills workers can be l iberated from 

the monotonous work and high work -load condition (Yoon et  al . , 2016; Klein, 

1994). These favourable conditions might be reasons to create a favourable work 

environment for the workers.  As result  of having  a favourable work environment, 

it  enhances the psychological  needs on the job, such as satisfaction (Neirotti , 

2018; Sapada et  al . ,  2018).  

 

Figure 3 Multi-Skills Development and Workers’ Intention to Learn More  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: Created by Author. ( 1 )  Represent  extractions from Ketchum and Trist 

(1992) p.145.  

 

Moreover, development of multi -skills provides chances to know new things and 

expand the existing capabilit ies of workers (Potnuru  et al . ,  2018; Klein, 1994). 

These expansions of competences through  the learning increases the worker ’s 

psychological needs such as personal growth (Felstead  et al . ,  2015) and may 
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increase the earning of employees through the competence -based payment 

calculations (Kambayashi  et  al .,  2018; Chaparro & Lora, 2017), and as a result , 

employees’ intent to learn more (Murray & Gerhart ,  2000).  

 

Accordingly, these theoretical  explanations can be summarized as Figure 3. 

Organizations arrange the program to expand their  employees’ multi -skills.  This 

multi-skil ls proficiency creates a  favourable work environment for workers and 

also expands the competences of workers.  And then it  increases the psychological 

need of employees and earnings. Finally, i t  increases employees’ intention to learn 

more and intention to learn new things extends  the skills through fostering 

employee’s actual  part icipation in the learning (Kyndt et  al . , 2014; Kyndt & Baert  

2013).  

 

3.2.2 Common goal  

In the conventional work organization, people worked to achieve the goal which 

was set  individually (Wellins et al . ,  1991; Orsburn et  al . , 1990) . As mentioned 

earlier,  the one-man one-job principle is used to set  up th is individual goal (Morita,  

2008; Okubayasi ,  2002). Conversely, regarding the contemporary work 

organizations, in team-based work organizations , the goal is set  on the team basis 

(Table 4) (Owens & Hekman, 2016; Salas et al . , 2015; Morita, 2008; Katzenbach 

& Smith, 1995). This common goal may be their final target  which they hope to 

or have to achieve together through the work process. Practically, the commo n 

goal of the team can be completion of a full  product or service or a part of a 

production process (Rolfsen & Johansen, 2014). Typically,  the existence of a 

common goal can be identified by asking the managerial  level of workers in an 

organization about the goal -setting process, objectively. Employees’ perception of 

team’s goal ,  however,  is  also important for teamwork. Therefore, some empirical 

studies (Suzuki,  2013; 2011; Morita,  2008) have evaluated employees’ perception 

regarding the goal which was set  on team basis because team members’ intention 

or awareness regarding the common goal intensifies the team members’ 
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collectiveness (Weingart  & Weldon, 1991). Moreover, it  helps to build up a 

cooperative work environment in the workplace (Wageman & Baker, 19 97), too. 

Due to that , a common goal and mutual support show a significant positive 

relationship in the team (Suzuki, 2013; 2011).  As well , Suzuki (2011) says team 

members are jointly responsible for the achievement of the team’s goal.  By 

contrast ,  instead of team-based goal settings, i t  is  also able to be performed in 

individual-based goal settings (Wong et  al. ,  2009). It ,  however, strengthens 

competitiveness among team members and creates conflict  situations in a team 

(Levi,  2011: Saavedra et  al. ,  1993).  

The previous research has used different terms such as collective goals (Owens 

& Hekman, 2016), shared goal (Salas et  al . ,  2015) and a common purpose and 

performance goals (Katzenbach & Smith, 1995) to describe the common goal  and 

team members’ awareness of it .  

Meanwhile,  practically, most of the team-based organizations set  their employees’ 

incentive systems (Table 4) l inking with the accomplishment of the team’s goal  

(Garbers & Konradt, 2014; Parker  et  al. ,  2001; Locke & Latham, 1990). For 

example, in the apparel  sector,  team-based incentives are calculated on the 

achievement of the team’s production target (Appelbaum et al . , 2000). Thus, it  

can be assumed that  team-based production incentives and employees’ awareness 

on common goal have a relationship. Practically, to get  more incentives, workers 

may be highly concerned about their  common goal (Garbers & Konradt,  2014). 

One thing, however, needs to be clarified in this regard. The accomplishment of a 

real goal and a common goal are two different things, because, a common goal 

considers the existence of a team-based goal and employees’ awareness about it . 

Conversely, achievement of a real  goal represents the performance (Garbers & 

Konradt,  2014) of a workplace.    

 

3.2.3 Task interdependence  

Task interdependence is defined as “the work flow interconnectedness of unit 

personnel in performing their individual task” (Van de Ven  et  al . ,  1976, p.334). 
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Further,  Courtright et  al . (2015) have defined task interdependence as “the degree 

to which task work is designed  so that  members depend upon one another for 

access to crit ical  resources and create work flows that require coordinated action” 

(p.4).  Therefore, the way of arrangement of the work flow, that  is work design, 

decides the task interdependence of the team ( Kumar et  al . ,  2009; Morgeson & 

Humphrey, 2008; Hertel  et  al. ,  2004; Shea & Guzzo, 1987). Accordingly, based on 

the work design of a team, task independence can take place in the form of a 

network (Van de Ven et al .,  1976) or sequentially or reciprocally (Sa avedra et  al .,  

1993). The conventional work organizations use the flow -line principle to arrange 

their  work flow (Bratton & Gold, 2017), and the job, therefore, seems to be 

sequential .  However, task interdependence, particularly, interconnectedness of 

work flow, was not much important in these work organization s because 

management of them mainly concerns the improvement of each worker’s efficiency 

by assigning a narrow task under close supervision , but not the performance of the 

team which works collectively to achieve the team’s goal.  As a result ,  work 

designing is performed independently concerning each worker (Table  4).  

Therefore, to what extent one team member ’s task depends on the other decides 

the task interdependence , typically (Van der Vegt & Van de  Vliert ,  2005), and it 

includes dependency of work, information, ideas and other resources ( Saavedra et  

al . , 1993; Shea & Guzzo, 1987) and coordination and collaboration ( Courtright  et  

al . , 2015; Van der Vegt & Janssen, 2003).  

Trist ,  et  al .  (1987) have argued the technical  interdependence of each work unit  

at  a coal mining site.  This is called structural  task interdependence ( Courtright et  

al . ,  2015) or objective task interdependence (Suzuki,  2011). Typical  work flow 

draws a clear picture about objective t ask interdependence as anyone can see at  a 

glance. On the other hand, there is a subjective task interdependence (Suzuki, 

2011). It  means that  workers’ senses of task interdependence (Suzuki,  2013; 2011; 

Van der Vegt & Van de Vliert,  2005; Van der Vegt & J anssen, 2003; Van de Vegt  

et al . ,  2001; Kiggundu, 1983; 1981) and degree of such task interdependence can 

be varied person to person (Van Der Vegt & Van De Vliert ,  2000).  
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Even though some scholars have omitted from the discussions task 

interdependence as a  basic characteristic of team (Morita,  2008; Mueller,  1994; 

Wellins et  al . ,  1991; Orsburn et  al .,  1990) ,  there are theoretical  discussions 

regarding task interdependence as another necessary condition for teamwork 

(Kozlowski & Bell,  2013; Ullah & Park, 201 3; Suzuki,  2013; West & Markiewicz, 

2008; Cohen & Bailey,  1997; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995;  Saavedra et  al. , 1993).  

Kozlowski and Bell (2013) say without task interdependence, a collection of 

individuals serves more as a group than as a team. Typically, when  the task of the 

team is arranged ensuring interdependence, members are encouraged to realize 

their  own contribution to the progress of the team (Hertel  et  al . , 2004) , al though 

there are not many discussions about how to improve the employees’ intention of  

task interdependence . In addit ion, task interdependence enhances collectivisms of 

workers (Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2004), cohesiveness of team members ( Chen et  

al . ,  2009; Kaggundu, 1981), interaction awareness of team members (Courtright 

et  al. ,  2015;  Kumar et al . ,  2009; Somech et  al .,  2008) and finally, cooperative 

work practices of the team (Somech et  al. ,  2008; Bachrach et  al . ,  2006; Wageman 

& Baker, 1997).  

 

3.2.4 Team Autonomy 

Most of the scholars have included team autonomy to the definitions of team 

(Table 2 and 3) as a compulsory factor (defining factor) and some other s have also 

introduced team autonomy as an indispensable characterist ic of team (Nijholt  & 

Benders,  2010; Greenwood & Randle, 2007) in their  discussion of team. Further,  

Procter and Benders (2014) say the degree of autonomy will  explain whether the 

team is strong or weak. In the beginning, Trist et  al . (1987) have identified team 

autonomy as a component of teams at  the coal mining site where the survey was 

carried out by them. Here, self -regulating and self -maintaining authorities had 

been assigned to the team. For example, when absenteeism occurred during the 

process, the team could arrange their  work tasks to cover the effect  from that 

absenteeism, without intervention of management.  
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Enehaug (2017), Amble (2013), De Trevil le and Antonakis (2006) and Trist  et al . 

(1987) have introduced this team autonomy as responsible autonomy. The 

responsible autonomy explains the collective responsibili ty of team members 

regarding decision making. These decision making powers relate to the work 

scheduling, work methods, work criteria and time related matters (Rolfsen & 

Langeland, 2012; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Jackson & Mullarkey, 2000;  

Breaugh, 1985).  

Moreover, Langfred (2000) has defined that  “team a utonomy is the amount of 

control  and discretion the team is al lowed in carrying out tasks assigned by the 

organization” (p.567). Further,  Toskov and Mantarova (2015) have described team 

autonomy as “the extent to which the team can take over the execution of its own 

work” (p.106). Team autonomy gives a chance to the team members to make 

decisions collectively regarding on the job tasks which are performed in their 

teams (Cordery et  al. ,  2010). Contradicting the argument of Mierlo  et  al . (2006), 

Langfred (2007; 2000) has stressed that  team autonomy is not the aggregation of 

individual level autonomy to the team level.  Thus, power is assigned by the 

organization to the team, not an individual worker.  The team as a whole can make 

decisions regarding their  work and time related matters.  It  means that individuals 

in the team make decisions collaboratively and individual self -discretion is not so 

important.  Accordingly, most of the researchers who have studied autonomy in the 

manufacturing organization have used te am autonomy rather than individual 

(Powell  & Pazos, 2017; Nijholt & Benders, 2010; Pais, 2010; Leach  et  al. ,  2005; 

Sprigg et  al . ,  2000). In particular, team autonomy is applicable in the production 

organization where the performing tasks are interdependent  (Langfred, 2005; 

2000). Therefore, in a way that  is consistent with the research objectives of the 

study, team autonomy is discussed , hereafter.   

Theoretically, researchers discuss the high degree or great  deal  of autonomy 

regarding decision making when on the job tasks are assigned to the team (Rolfsen 

& Langeland, 2012; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Jackson & Mullarkey, 2000; 

Murakami, 1997). Practically, however, it  is  difficult  to find out about fully 
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autonomous si tuations or a high degree of autonomy on entire tasks which were 

performed by the team in the work organizations which have been surveyed by the 

previous research. Some tasks show high mean values while other tasks indicate 

low mean values in those empirical  findings. That is,  tasks which have hi gh mean 

values explain the existence of team autonomy and, contrastively, low values 

explain the absence of autonomy on relevant tasks. Junior  et  al .  (2011), Robinson 

and Smallman, (2006) and Murakami (1997) have explained this si tuation as 

partial /semi autonomy.  

Contrary to the team autonomy, there are oth er forms of decision making which 

can be observed in work organizations. In addition to the team autonomy, Sagie 

and Koslowsky (2000) have classified decision making forms as direction and 

participation.  

In the form of direction, the whole decision making power is held by the 

managerial  level.  This form is called centralized decision making (O'Neill  et al . , 

2016; Klein, 1991). This decision making pattern can be seen in the organizations 

which are based on scientific management theory (Wellins et  al .,  1991). Here, 

workers are only the doers under close supervision  and the organizational structure 

is hierarchical  (Table 4).  This centralized decision making style can be identified 

as a distinguishing characteristic of tradit ional work organizations and team -based 

work organizations (Wellins et al . ,  1991).   

Next is participative decision making. Likert  (1965; 1961) has explained about 

this participative decision making in his theory. It  is  named “Participativ e system 

of organization” (Likert , 1961, p.223) and “System 4” (Likert ,  1965, p.4). In this 

pattern, supervisory level workers make the final  decision about his or her group’s 

work and employees can only be involved in the decision making. Employees can 

take part  in decision making however, workers have no authority to make decisions. 

And, managers have a chance to ignore the employees’ ideas, when they make the 

final  decision. This ignorance is named as “pseudo participation” (Gómez -Ruiz & 

Rodríguez-Rivero, 2018, p.333; Pateman, 1970, p.69). It  means that employee 

participation can be l ike a window dressing. Actually, it  is  very difficult  to get  a 
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clear cut idea regarding whether workers’ ideas consist  or not in the final  decisions 

that  are made by managerial  level workers such as supervisors.  However, when 

compared with direction, there are some favourable features. Through the 

participative activities,  employees have a chance to get  knowledge about how to 

make decisions regarding their  task. This knowledge  may be helpful to create 

teams which have autonomy because, as mentioned earlier,  teams make the 

decision on their task in the autonomous si tuation. Here, team members are able 

to use knowledge which is acquired through the participation.     

Part icipation is not pretended each and every t ime  since participation of 

employees takes place in the teams which have autonomy (Gallie,  2013, Yukl, 

2013), too. Some scholars interpret  this as direct  participation (Inanc  et al . , 2015; 

Gallie, 2013; Knudsen et  al. ,  2011; Busck et  al . , 2010). This is because, in the 

team, workers participate in the decision making process in relation to the tasks, 

working methods, organization of working time and assessing the quality of their  

own work (Vašková, 2007). In employees’ par ticipation which is argued by Likert  

(1965; 1961), the final decision maker is the managerial  level worker.  In direct 

participation, decisions are made by the team with participation of team members 

(Carson et  al . , 2007). Accordingly, decision making which  happens in the team 

with direct  participation of team members and pseudo participation are different 

concepts. However, before evaluating the direct  participation, the existence of 

autonomy has to be confirmed because direct  participation in the team would be 

an in-depth discussion of autonomy. Therefore, primarily, the existence of team 

autonomy will be discussed in this study.    

Another concept which needs to be considered in autonomy related discussions 

is empowerment since there is a posit ive relationship between team autonomy and 

empowerment (Polat  et  al. ,  2018). Empowerment can be considered as an 

antecedent factor of autonomy (Morita, 2008). In other words, autonomy can be a 

result  of empowerment.  This is because, practicing empowerment is a vital f actor 

for any organization which expects to introduce autonomy to the workplace s.  

Empowerment means gives employees more authority (power) to make decisions 
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(Robbins & Coulter,  2014). In the empowerment,  management relinquishes their  

decision making power  continuously and transfers i t to the team (Hanaysha, 2016; 

Sagie & Koslowsky, 2000). Then , that  given up power is accepted by the workers 

(Figure 4).  Thus, to confirm the existence of team autonomy, it  is  an important 

task to consider how empowerment practices take place in the work organizations.  

 

Figure 4 Relationship between Empowerment and Autonomy  

Source .  Created by author.  

 

Accordingly, tasks carried out by the management, part icularly, supervisors were 

transferred to the workers and as result,  orga nizational structure was also changed 

by introducing flat tened organizations (Table 4) through diminishing the level of 

managerial  hierarchies (Appelbaum & Butt ,  1994). This autonomous si tuation is 

an important condition to practise the supportive activiti es in the team (Hüffmeier 

& Hertel ,  2011; Kalleberg et  al . ,  2009) because an autonomous working 

environment provides facili ties to workers who are will ing to assist  other members 

of team (Hüffmeier & Hertel , 2011).  For instance, Wanninayaka (2015) found a 

vice versa for this circumstance in that  the intervention of the supervisory level 

worker prevents the supportive activit ies among the workers in the production 

floors.   

 

3.2.5 Mutual Support  

Mutual support is another characterist ic  of team (Gallie et  al. ,  2012; Morita, 

2008) which can be seen in the working level.  Particularly, in the previous research 
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this has been called other  terms such as backup behaviour (Salas et al . , 2015), 

mutual accountabili ty (Robbins & Coulter,  2014) , peer-support  (Massenberg et  al . , 

2015), working together (Cascio, 2013), co-worker support (Koseoglu et  al . , 2018)  

and social support  (Hüffmeier & Hertel,  2011; Carson et  al .,  2007) . However, 

supportive activit ies among the workers is identified as a dimension of the social 

support  in a work organization by some scholars (Massenberg et al . ,  2015) .   

All  these terms mean the si tuation in which fellow workers who are in the team 

help each other to accomplish their  final  target or goal (Hüffmeier & Hertel ,  2011). 

Therefore, considering i ts nature, the term ‘Mutual support’ is used in the study. 

Meanwhile,  Carson et  al .  (2007) have defined mutual support  as “the team 

members’ effort  to provide emotional and psychological  strength to one another” 

(p. 1222). However, this support  is not only  limited to that  affective support ,  i t  

also consists of tangible support  (Fenlason & Beehr, 1994). Accordingly, mutual 

support  can exist in two forms: affective and task -related tangible support (Shin 

et al . ,  2018). The affective support  is rendering the e motional and psychological 

assistance (Carson et al . , 2007) l ike listening sympathy and cheering up fellow 

workers (Hüffmeier & Hertel,  2011; Fenlason & Beehr, 1994). The task -related 

tangible supports consist of tangible roles such as physical and knowled ge 

assistance to fulfi l other ’s job (Fenlason & Beehr, 1994). However, affective 

support  will  not be discussed in this paper.  Of course, there is no objection 

regarding the importance of emotional and psychological  support to improve the 

mutual support in the team. However, the current research, basically concerns 

typical work process level support  between workers to fulfil  their work task. 

Because of this, tangible assistance is considered as mutual support  in this paper.  

Not only mutual support  happens in  the team, but the group has also some 

indications regarding i t.  For example, Roethlisberger and Dickson (1950), during 

1930-1950, in the human relation theory, found mutual support  through the 

experiment of Bank Wiring Observation at  the Hawthorne plant o f the Western 

Electronic company.  Further,  in the Behavioural  Science theory, Likert  (1961) also 

has elaborated importance of mutual support  in the group -based work 
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organizations. However, nobody has discussed mutual support  in the group, as 

extensively and deeply as it  has been considered in the li terature of teamwork.  

Supportive work practices are identified as the heart  of the team since “it  makes 

the team truly operate….” (McIntyre & Salas, 1995, p.26).  Therefore, the team is 

encompassed with a mutually supportive work environment (Gallie et al . ,  2012;  

Morita,  2008; Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Wellins et  al .,  1991; Trist  et  al . ,  1987 ) in the 

working level.  As mentioned earl ier, even if the work process is arranged as a 

team, each member’s skills and knowledge  level can be different but they will  

expect to accomplish their  real goal or target as a team. In such a si tuation, 

tangible assistances like sharing knowledge and fulfi l ling another member’s work 

become an essential  part  of the team. These cooperative work practices (i .e.  mutual 

support)  create a smooth path and favourable environment to the knowledge 

sharing among members (Schepers & Van den Berg, 2007). Another thing is that  

working speed is also different member to member. Occasionally, team members 

who have much work experience have to provide some assistances to the members 

who do not reach their  target . In these kinds of circumstances, understanding of 

other members’ assistance requirements is very important.  That is,  in the team, 

some members (e.g. a newly recruited employee) can feel  a high workload and 

stress. Those burdens can be eased thorough supportive behaviour (Hu & Liden, 

2015; Kalleberg et  al. , 2009).  Clancy and Tornberg (2007) say, when any 

organization has established a mutually supportive work environment in a work 

team, it  encourages the team member to identify another ’s assistance need 

promptly.  

Accordingly, the above theoretical  explanations revealed that multi -skil ls, 

common goal,  task interdependence and team autonomy factors as the workers’ 

level characteristics .  In other words, in a team, workers have multi-skil l 

capabili ties ,  perception of common goal and task interdependence and  autonomy 

to make decision.  And they depend on the way of management in an organization  

regarding employees’ training and development, goal -setting,  rewarding and 

designing of  work and organizational structu re. And, mutual support  takes place 
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in the behavioural level of a team, which is the working level,  with the help of 

those workers’ level characteristics which depend on the management practices of 

an organization. In other words, in a team, workers are helping one another in 

their  actual  work process. The next part discusses this relationship  between 

workers’ level characterist ics and working level featu re in detail  by developing a 

predictable model.   

 

3.3 Development of Teamwork Model  

Most of the teamwork relating previous academic discussions have been focused 

on the effect  of teamwork, the relationship between teamwork and organizational 

performance, part icularly. As Dickinson and Mclntyre (1997) point  out, there are 

not many studies that  have considered the basic principles or characteristics of 

team. Similarly, it  is  difficult to find so many academic discussions on teamwork 

paying much attention regarding characterist ics of team, in the last two decades 

too. 

As mentioned in the introduction , this study, part icularly, aims to evaluate the 

existence of teamwork in the manufacturing organizations which stated that they 

use teamwork in their  operations. However, there is not any dist inct model in 

management perspective in the l iterature to evaluate the existence of teamwork in 

manufacturing organizations.  

As the fundamental characterist ics of team: multi -skil ls,  common goal, task 

interdependence, team autonomy and mutual support  were abstracted from the 

preceding studies. However,  the existence of all  these characterist ics do not 

explain merely teamwork in a work organization since team and teamwork are 

different (Morita,  2014; 2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995).  Although some 

researchers have discussed both team and teamwork without any clarification, 

according to Morita (2014; 2008) and Katzenbach and Smith (1995), a team has a 

static nature and teamwork has a dynamic nature, comparatively. Therefore, i n the 

current study, how workers’ level characterist ics:  multi -skill  capabili ties, 

perception of common goal and task interdependen ce and team autonomy, effect 
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on the working level characterist ic: mutual support ,  is evaluated and this 

mechanism is considered as the teamwork.  

Figure 5 Ideal Teamwork Model  

(Teamwork Model for Full  Autonomous Team) 

Source .  Created by author.  

Typically, as discussed in the previous section  (3.2) , al though there is lack of 

research which has confirmed the relationship between multi -skills and mutual 

support ,  statistically, i t  can be assumed that  the multi -skills factor enhances the 

mutual support  of the team (George & Jones, 1997). Moreover, li terature suggests 

that  common goal and mutual support  show a significant posit ive relationsh ip in 

the team (Suzuki,  2013; 2011), task interdependence has the capability to foster 

the supportive activities in the team (Hu & Liden, 2015; Hüffmeier & Hertel ,  2011; 
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Somech et  al . ,  2008), and team autonomy enhance s the mutual support  in the team 

(Kalleberg et  al. ,  2009).  

Accordingly, referring the literature , the above ideal teamwork model (Figure 5) 

can be developed depicting the causal  relationships between characteristics of 

team. Practically, the nature of teamwork can be varied organization to 

organization. It  depends on the existence of characteristics of team and causal  

relationships of them. Therefore, these different kinds of nature become the base 

for the typology of teams. Particularly, team autonomy is the key feature which 

creates the typology of teams (Lapointe & Cucumel, 2016). And , teamwork also 

takes different patterns according to the types of team.  

 

3.4 Types of Teamwork Models  

In this section, types of teamwork model s are clarified based on the types of 

production teams. Nowadays, the word “team” is used all  around the world in 

different sorts of forms. For instance, when we talk about the forms of team which 

could be in a work organization, teams such as a cross-functional team, virtual  

team, production team, quality control  team and  work study team may be 

visualized, first ly. However, the present study intends to consider only the 

production teams in the different types of manufacturing organizations.  

Traditionally, based on Socio-technical  system (STS) theory and Toyota 

Production system7 ,  production teams are distinguished into two as autonomous 

                                                   

7  To yota  Product ion System (TPS) was developed  by Toyota  Motor  Corporation  (Wilson,  2010).  

Or iginal ly,  i t  was  desi gned  to  reduce the cost  o f  manufactur ing par t icu lar ly by e l iminat ing waste  

in  the production  l ine.  This waste  e l iminat ion  system is  suppor ted by two pi l lars o f  the  TPS.  

Those two p il lars are  Jus t -In -Time (JIT)  and J idoka.  And,  teamwork i s one of the crucia l  

requirements  to  car ry ou t  J IT and  J idoka in  the  product ion  process .  Tai ich i  Ōno,  a  person  who 

was p ioneer  cont r ibutor to  es tabl i sh  the  TPS,  pu ts  deep concent ra t ion to  bu ild a  team -based work 

method  in  the  assembly l ine .  He explained  the  impor tance of tea m by l iken ing i t  wi th an a thle t ic  

re lay race.  Furthermore,  he  was h igh ly in teres ted  in  mutual  suppor t  work pract ices ,  mul t i - ski l l s  

and  tra ining and  develop ment  o f the  emplo yee.  Hence,  teamwork i s  cal led  “Tasukeai  Undo -助け
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teams (particularly, which were in Europe) and lean teams (which were in Japan) 

(Oeij  et  al .,  2014; Proenca, 2009; Procter & Mueller,  2000). Some studies 

(Greenwood & Randle 2007; Cutcher-Gershenfeld et  al . ,  1994) have used this 

typology to identify the nature of the teamwork practices in the production 

organizations, previously. And this clarification was based on  the existence of 

team autonomy. In turn, team autonomy is the key feature in the autonomous teams 

and conversely, team autonomy was absent  in the lean team (Lapointe & Cucumel, 

2016). However, when lean teams became popular,  particularly in European 

countries,  some autonomous work aspects were incorporated (Lapointe & Cucumel, 

2016;  Arbós & Olivella,  2006; Liker,  2005) and then lean teams became as semi -

autonomous teams (Richter et  al .,  2011). Further,  Wormack et  al . (1990) say that  

practically, the maximum number of tasks and responsibil ities are transferred to 

the lean production team. And there is a system to find out the real  cause and 

solution for any failures which occur in the workplace quickly with contribution 

of all  members. Accordingly, responsibilit ies are taken by each member on the 

production process ( Inamizu et  al . ,  2014). Therefore, Godard (2004) has named 

lean teams which have any level of autonomy as “post -lean” (p.358) teams.  

Then, instead of the traditional typology of teams, Lapointe and Cucumel (2016) 

                                                   

合い運動 ” (Ōno,  1978 ,  p .48).  I t  means  th at  a l l  members  are  working b y suppor t ing each  o ther.  

Moreover,  he  says  that  “Teamwork i s  everyth ing” of TPS (Ōno,  1978 ,  p .44) .  F inal ly,  these  TPS 

pract ices  help  more to  improve performance and  productivi ty of the  To yota  Motor  Corporat ion  

and  i t s  employees  than  o ther  au to mobi le  manufactur ing systems.  As a  consequence of that ,  TPS 

drew great  a t tent ion  from al l  over  the  wor ld  (Wilson ,  2010;  Honda,  2008) .  Thereafter,  in  1990 

Womack et  a l . ,  publ i shed  “The Machine that  Change the World” text  and i t  propagated kno wledge 

about  the TPS throughout  the wor ld (Benders  & Mori ta ,  2004).  Fur ther,  Wo mack and  o thers  a l so  

considered that  a work team is  the  hear t  o f  the  lean  product ion system.  For the  f i rs t ,  Krafcik  

(1988) int roduced TPS as “Lean  P roduction System” (p.44) in  h is ar t ic le .  In  the Toyota  

product ion  system,  “ less  inventory and  buffer”  are  basic  e lements  (Ōno,  1978) .  In  this  

perspect ive ,  Krafcik (1988)  has  cal led  TPS as  LPS,  and i t  has been discussed th rough his  ar t ic le .  

Teams which  have TPS or  LPS based organizat io ns  are  in troduced  as  the  lean  teams.  
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Semi or par t ial  

have introduced an alternative typology of team as a democratic team which means 

that teams have autonomy and hierarchical teams to explain the teams which have 

not autonomy. Similarly, Kalleberg et  al .  (2009) have named teams which have not 

autonomy as supervised teams.  There, however,  is  ambiguousness regarding 

autonomy in the lean teams. Therefore, i t  is considered that  the lean teams which 

have autonomy belong to the democratic team and the lean teams which have not 

autonomy belong to the hierarchical or supervised team ( Godard, 2004).   

  

Figure 6 Teamwork Model in a Semi-autonomous Team  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source .  Created by author.  

However, instead of democratic teams, terms such as semi - autonomous teams, 

autonomous teams, self-managing teams and self -directed work teams are also 

used with similar meaning in the di scussions of team, (Bikfalvi et  al . , 2014; Gallie 

et  al .,  2012; Rolfsen & Langeland, 2012), regarding teams which have autonomy, 
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nowadays. Because, practically, when they establish the fully autonomous teams, 

organizations have to deal with some issues par ticularly with managers,  workers 

and unions (Appelbaum et al . , 2000). For instance, Morita (2008) and Appelbaum 

and Batt  (1994) have argued that  managerial  level workers’ willingness to 

relinquish the authority is a problematic situation that has to be fac ed by any 

organization which tries to introduce team autonomy since, managerial  level 

workers are reluctant to assign their  power to the worker level.  And also, isolation 

which is made by a fully autonomous si tuation (Trevelyan, 2001) is a risk for 

organization (Haas, 2010). Therefore, as Oeij  et  al .  (2014) and Gallie  et  al.  (2012) 

reported, teams with significant or high levels of autonomy are very rare and teams 

which have moderate or less level of autonomy and teams which have not 

autonomy can be seen more often, practically.  

Meanwhile,  even though there are different kinds of terms to differentiate teams, 

terms such as autonomous, semi-autonomous and supervised are used as the 

typology of teams in the study, considering the existence of team autonomy. 

Accordingly, as there are different forms of team, the nature of teamwork may also 

vary depending on the type of team. Teamwork in a fully autonomous team has  

been shown in figure 5. And the predictable teamwork model can be rearranged as 

above (Figure 6),  regarding an organization which has provided some extent of 

decision making power to the team level that  i s  a semi-autonomous team. 

In the clarification of team, both workplace s which have and have not autonomy 

are considered as teams. However, there is a key question to be addressed that 

whether a workplace which has not any level of autonomy is able to be named as 

a team, because, according to Table 2, most of the definitions and point s of view 

regarding team has included autonomy as an essential factor o f a team. Moreover, 

Jønsson and Jeppesen (2013) have reported that “autonomy has been identified as 

a defining attribute of teams” (p.79).  Contrastively, Benders and Van Hootegem 

(1999) argued that  i t is better to say that  autonomy is a variable of team rather 

than a defining characterist ic.  Also, if  autonomy is considered as an essential  

factor of team, lean teams which have not autonomy and are being used widely all  
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over the world “cannot be considered to be teams at all” ( Procter & Benders,  2014, 

p.300).  

Figure 7 Teamwork Model in a Supervised Team  

Source .  Created by author.  

 

Therefore, teams which have not autonomy are also possible, realist ically. For 

example, when we consider the European Working Condition Survey -2015, teams 

have been dist inguished as  ‘no teamwork, team with no autonomy, team with some 

autonomy and team with full  autonomy’ and typical  percentages of each categor y 

is 45, 22, 20 and 13, respectively, for al l European counties which have been used 

by the survey. The trend often is similar  in each country, too (See Appendix 1).  

Further,  they have dist inguished teamwork also according to this classification as 

‘no teamwork, teamwork (no autonomy), teamwork (some autonomy) and 

teamwork (full  autonomy)’ (Eurofound, 2016). Accordingly, the teamwork model 

Multi -skills 

Common Goal Mutual Support  

Task 

Interdependence  
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for team which has not autonomy can be conceptualized as Figure 7  and similar 

with the previous research, the term ‘supervised team’ is used to introduce  a team 

which has not autonomy, in the current study. Moreover, in the organizations 

which use supervised teams can be seen both the conventional and contemporary 

work organizational practices because while saying about the teamwor k practices, 

decision making is  sti l l  performed by the managerial  level workers.   

 

3.5 Chapter Summary  

Firstly, this chapter reviewed the li terature regarding the characterist ics of the 

team: multi -skills,  common goal, task interdependence, team autonomy and mutual 

support .   

In the conventional organization, based on the one -man one-job concept,  it  

considered specialized worker on any given job. While,  in the team-based 

organizations, the one-team one-task concept is used and this task consists of 

various kinds of functions or works (i.e. functional redundancy) which should be 

accomplished collectively. Therefore, capabi l ity to perform different kinds of 

function or works in the team, that is multi -skills,  was required.  That is why, team-

based organizations arranged their  employees’ trainings considering the expansion 

of the competence of them.  A common goal is another important feature of team. 

A team has a goal which they have to obtain of fulfil  collectively. Sett ing a 

common goal for team has a power to pu ll  together all  members as a team. 

Therefore, as the way of goal -sett ing, very often, team-based organizations 

consider the team as a whole, but not individual workers separately.  Instead of the 

existence of a common goal,  it  is  important to consider  the awareness of  team 

members of common goal to functioning the team,  as discussed by the previous 

studies. Therefore, practically, organizations calculate team members’ incentives 

based on the accomplishment of this common goal  to enhance the employees’ 

intention of it .  Employees’ intention of task interdependence is also another key 

factor for team which has capabil ity to enhance the functioning of team.  Moreover,  

assigning decision making power to the  employees’ team, that is team autonomy, 
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is  also another important characteristic  of a team. Team autonomy provides 

facil ities to make collective decision making regarding the task in the team. 

Primarily, team autonomy was a determinant of the existence of team in an 

organization. However, in the present day, there are teams which have not team 

autonomy, as were discussed about supervised teams. Based on the theoretical 

explanations, multi -ski lls,  common goal,  task interdependence and team autonomy 

depend on the way of management in an organization  (Table 4) and they can be 

identified as the workers’ level characteristics because multi-skil l  capabilit ies, 

having perception of common goal and task interdependence of team members  and 

having the capabili ty to make the decisions, collectively, by team members. Also, 

mutual support is a characteristic of the team which is influenced by the above 

four factors  because they enhance the mut ual support  activit ies of the team. 

Therefore, mutual support  takes place in the behavioural level of team, which is 

the working level,  with the help of those characteristics.      

Then, a teamwork model was conceptualized to evaluate teamwork practices, 

concerning the causal relationships of characterist ics of the team. Therefore, in 

the current study, how workers’ level characteristics:  multi-skil ls, a common goal, 

task interdependence and  team autonomy are affected by the working level 

characteristic:  mutual support ,  is  evaluated . Accordingly, an ideal  teamwork 

model (Figure 5) was developed based on the causal relationship s between 

characteristics of the team and this mechanism was considered as the teamwork.   

Finally, l iterature was derived from the previous academic sources to classify 

typology of team. Based on the type of teams,  the ideal  teamwork model was re-

arranged as teamwork in a  semi-autonomous team and supervised team because 

they would help to understand the kind of teamwork in the Sri Lankan context. 

Also, the predictable teamwork model is applicable to teamwork in a fully 

autonomous team.   

Accordingly, theoretical  aspects of teamwork were considered through chapter 

two and three. And, based on the theoretical  background, next part  will  be ar ranged 

to find out and discuss the real  situation of teamwork in Sri  Lanka.  
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Chapter 4 

Research Methodology and Design 

 

4.1 Introduction of the Chapter 

In this chapter, the research design and methodology which is used in the study 

is presented, in more detail .  A rationale is provided for choosing a mixed methods 

approach (Johnson & Christensen, 2017; Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017, Turner  

et  al. ,  2017; Sato, 2015a; Denscombe, 2008; Johnson  et  al . ,  2007) as a 

methodology of the study. Next,  details are provid ed about the qualitat ive and 

quanti tative surveys including objectives, the population and sample , data 

collection methods and analysing methods. Additionally, measurements which are 

used in the quantitat ive survey are also lined out.   

 

4.2 Rationale for Selecting a Mixed Methods Approach  

A mixed methods research methodology is followed when conducting the research. 

A mixed method research methodology involves both qualitat ive and quantitative 

data collection and/or data analysis techniques to the same study (Johnson & 

Christensen, 2017; Johnson et  al . ,  2007). Morse and Niehaus, (2009) Morse (1993) 

have introduced this as methodological tr iangulation and dist inguished it  as 

simultaneous and sequential triangulation. In sequential tr iangulation, as one 

pattern, first ly, qualitative research is carried out and thereafter,  quantitat ive 

survey is performed and a notation of “qual → QUAN 8” has been used to explain 

this sequential triangulation (Johnson & Christensen, 2017; Morse & Niehaus, 

2009; Morse, 1993). The qual → QUAN triangulation provides assistance to a 

survey in different stages. Typically, at  the research design stage, data which is  

collected through the qualitative method will assist the quanti tative components 

                                                   

8  Capita l  le t ters o f  each no tat ion denotes high priori ty o r weight  and  a lower  case  le t ter  denote  

lower  pr io r i t y o r weight  (Jogulu  & Pansir i ,  2011).  In  other  words,  the  notat ion with cap i tal  le t ters  

i s  considered as the  core  component o f the s tudy and  the  notat ion wi th the lower case  le t ters  i s  

considered as  the  supplement  co mponent  o f the  study (Schoonenboo m & Johnson,  2017) .   
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of the study to develop the instruments. And, in the survey analysis stage, 

qualitative data support to in -depth discussions, classifications and interpretation 

to the quantitative survey data  is used (Jogulu & Pansiri ,  2011; Sieber, 1973). 

Also, qual → QUAN triangulation improves the accuracy of  survey data and gives 

a clear picture of the scenario which is surveyed (Jogulu & Pansiri , 2011, 

Denscombe, 2008). Contrastively, in the concurrent tr iangulation, both qualitat ive 

and quantitat ive data collection and analysis happens at  the same time. This 

concurrent mixed method also takes place in various forms, based on the priority 

or weight of the study. For instance, in the QUAN + qual,  quantitative research 

takes higher priori ty than the qualitative one (Johnson & Christensen, 2017; 

Jogulu & Pansiri ,  2011). Johnson and Christensen (2017) have reported that  when 

research is designed with the additional qualitative method, in addit ion to the core 

quanti tative research method, such as interviews, it  provides more information to 

confirm and to elucidate the quantitative findings further.   

Having these favourable points of view, in the study, the sequential  mixed 

method (qual → QUAN) is used as the main research design to collect ,  analyse 

and interpret  the data. Typically, in the first  phase of data collection, production 

workers and managerial level workers are interviewed and in the second phase of 

data collection, sel f-administered survey questionnaires are distributed among the 

production workers. Similarly, this sequential order is also used in the data 

analysis stage. In addition, the concurrent mixed method (QUAN + qual) is also 

used to find out the HRM practices o f each organization in which is gathered 

quanti tative data, in the same time that  the qualitative survey is carried out. 

Typically, managerial  level workers are interviewed and gathered HRM related 

information is used to explore the quantitative results.  

 

4.3 Qualitative Study 

4.3.1 Objectives  

The current study is going to reveal the existence of teamwork practices in the 

manufacturing factories in Sri  Lanka which say they are practicing teamwork in 
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their  production process. The main objectives of the qual itative survey are to be 

identified the nature of team characteristics,  the existence of characteristics of 

team and organizational context which assists them in the Sri  Lankan context to 

organize a quantitative empirical  survey regarding the manufacturing  

organizations in Sri  Lanka, at  the end. To sufficiently evaluate these practices, 

theoretical sound measuring instruments are needed. Thus, in the first stage of the 

empirical  survey, that  is,  in the qualitat ive research, the nature of team 

characteristics and the organizational context is investigated. Here, team 

characteristics:  multi -skil ls,  a common goal,  task interdependence, team autonomy 

and mutual support , are put as the base of the investigation . Typically, in the first  

stage, capabil ity to perform various kinds of tasks, the existence of a common 

goal,  objective task interdependence, degree of team autonomy and the existence 

of mutual supporting work practices among workers are found. Furthermore, the 

exploration of  human resource management (HRM)  practices: employees’ 

trainings and development , goal sett ing,  rewarding, arrangement of work-flow and 

arrangement of organizational structure which enhance the characteristics of team 

in organizations is also a purpose of the arranging qualitative survey.  

      

4.3.2 Population and sample  

The qualitative study takes into account the garments manufacturing sect or 

because the industry is the  predominant  manufacturing sector in the Sri  Lankan 

economy. The sector accounts for about 45 per cent of total  exports and nearly 57 

per cent of total industrial production ex ports.  As well ,  it  has become the second 

largest  foreign exchange earner in the country (CBSL, 2018). Further,  the 

garments manufacturing industry has not only an economical but social  

perspective which also playing a major role in Sri  Lanka, because it  includes a 

substantial proportion of employment in Sri Lanka. For instance, the garments 

manufacturing industry consists of more than 50 per cent of the total  labour force 

of the industrial  sector in Sri  Lanka (DCSSL, 2018).  

Further,  most of the previous research (Lanarolle & Ratnayaka, 2014; Pathirage 
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et al . ,  2012; Jayawardana & O'Donnell,  2009; Jayarathne & Reade, 2002; Forsake 

& Jayawardhana, 1996) which have reported teamwork related discussion in the 

Sri Lankan context has concerned the garments  manufacturing factories as the 

survey fields.  

Firstly, two garments  manufacturing factories (hereafter,  factory X & Y) were 

recruited, as the sample, only by considering whether teamwork exist s or not. And,  

those details were acquired through internet and phone calls. Permissions to carry 

out the interview with the employees and to observe the factory floors were 

obtained from the human resource manager of each organization by sending 

request  letters.  

 

Factory X  

Total  blue-collar level labour capacity of the organization is 1800 people. 

Production floor consists of 36 production workplaces 9  and a production 

workplace includes, averagely, 16 workers.  Participants (blue-collar  workers) to 

the study were selected from the workplace which was nominated by the factory 

management  and 5 workers could be recruited as the sample .  

 

Factory Y 

Presently, factory Y has provided about 930 employment opportunities for the 

people who are l iving around the factory.  Organization has arranged 12 production 

workplaces and each of them consists of 50 workers,  averagely. Participants (shop 

floor workers) were selected from a workplace which was nominated by the factory 

management. 5 workers could be recruited as the sample .  

 

                                                   

9 The organizat ions  which have been surveyed  in  the  curren t  s tudy have named the  product ion  

l ines  and  product ion  un it s  as  teams.  However,  ins tead of the  term ‘ team’,  the  term:  workplace,  

i s  used un t i l  the substan t ia l  evidences  which can theoretical ly explain them as  teams .  However,  

there  i s  not  any d is t inct  meaning for  workplace (Nakahara,  2017).  M eanwhi le ,  the terms such  as 

team member  and team leader  are  used  as i t  i s  to  int roduce the  workers  in  some workplace.   
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4.3.3 Data Collection Methods  

In this section, how to collect  data will be discussed. Primary data were collected 

in two ways: managing semi -structured interview (Seiyama, 2011) and non- 

participant observation (Hennink et al . ,  2011; Slack & Rowley, 2000). 

Theoretically, there are two types of non -participant observation: Direct  and 

Indirect  (Slack & Rowley, 2000). In the present study, direct  non - participant 

observation is used. In fact ,  observation of the production workplaces  was carried 

out during 3 days, in each organization. And occasionally “Walk through the space” 

(Hennink et al . , 2011, p. 189) is used to observe each member’s work in the 

production workplaces of both organizations. A field note was used to record all  

the observations and findings. A questionnaire for the semi-structured interview 

was created based on theoretical  components which were discussed in chapter two 

and three. And, the interview with the production employees was handled when 

they were carrying out the production tasks.  

Additional data was collected through the notice board, company reports and 

publications of each organization. This qualitative survey was carried out from 

August to September, 2014.  

 

4.3.4 Analysing methods  

Collected data is analysed qualitatively (Seiyama, 2011 ), primarily. This is 

because, in this f ield studies, almost all  data are textual and collected from a small 

number of interviewees through the above mentioned data collection methods. 

Finally, the author intends to use data itself  to make a questionnaire for a 

quanti tative survey and interpret  statist ical  analysis data to make a conclusion 

regarding the teamwork in the Sri  Lankan context.  

 

4.4 Quantitative Study  

4.4.1 Objectives  

Arranging the quantitative study is the next step of the sequential  methodolog y. 

The main objective of the quantitative study is to gather quanti tative data to reveal 



59 

 

the existence of teamwork, confirming an acceptable teamwork model ,  in the 

manufacturing factories in Sri  Lanka which say they have been practicing 

teamwork in their  production process. In other words, the confirmation of  the 

causal  relationship between the characteristics of team, which depicts the 

mechanism of teamwork, is the objective of this quantitative survey.  

 

4.4.2 Population and sample  

The target survey fields for the study are two porcelain manufacturing factories, 

four garments manufacturing factories and one transformer manufacturing factory 

in Sri  Lanka that  state that  there is teamwork in their  production processes 

(confirmed by phone calls and preceding articles),  in sum, seven manufacturing 

organizations. These factories are, hereafter,  labelled as A, B  (porcelain factories) , 

C, D, E, F (garments factories) and G (transformer factory).  Production workers 

in all  factories were selected as the target popul ation for the study. Production 

line and units have been named as the teams in all  the organizations. In sum, the 

sample size is 1110 production employees who are working in 63 production 

workplaces. The sample sizes of factories A to G have been given bel ow, 

respectively.  

 

Factory A 

The total  number of production workers is  892 who belong to 23 production 

workplaces in factory A. As a sample, 203 workers selected from 12 production 

lines in the Biscuit  inspection, Glazing, White -ware inspection and Decoration 

and Decoration inspection. One production workplace consists of 10 – 30 workers.    

Factory B   

850 production workers are working in the 30 production workplaces  in factory 

B. 210 production workers were recruited as a sample of the study from 12 

production workplaces which belong to Casting,  white-ware reduction fir ing, 

white-ware oxidation fir ing, White-ware inspection and Decoration and 

Decoration inspection departments.  Employees of one production  workplace are 6 
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to 25.   

Factory C 

There are 396 production workers and 14 production workplaces . As a sample, 

200 production workers were selected from 9 production workplaces. One 

production workplace consists of about 24 workers ,  averagely.      

Factory D 

Nearly 105 workers are involved to produce garments in this factory. 4 

production workplaces  out of 5 were selected and 78 people joined the survey. One 

production workplace consists of 13-26 workers.   

Factory E 

In factory E, there are 450 direct  production workers and 12 production 

workplaces, in which,  152 production workers were requited from 8 production 

workplaces as the sample of the study. Average labour capacity of one production 

workplace is 20 workers.  

Factory F 

There are two working shift s per day. Nearly 600 workers are used to perform 

production tasks in one shift.  They have arranged their  production layout including 

36 production workplaces. In this study, 117 production workers could be selected 

from 9 workplaces  as the sample. There are 18 members in a workplace which is 

based on the “Zig-Zag” module and 7 members in a workplace which is based on 

the “Stand Module” (These two modules will  be discussed in the next chapter,  in 

detail) .  Workers who are working in shift  1,  which operates between 6  a.m. to 2 

p.m., were selected to carry out the survey.  

Factory G 

The total  number of production workers is  about 650 (per one shift)  and belong 

to 25 production workplaces  in factory G. As a sample, 150 workers were selected 

from 9 production workplaces. There are two working shift s per day (Day and 

Night).  In this study, workers who are working in the day shift  were selected.  
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4.4.3 Data collection methods  

Variables of multi -skills,  common goal, task interdependence, team autonomy 

and mutual support  were measured creating a questionnaire by using the  preceding 

research on teamwork. As well,  some findings which were gathered from 

qualitative study are also taken into account to create the questionnaire for 

quanti tative survey. Particularly, employees’ intention of a common goal and task 

interdependence factors were included in the quanti tative research other than team 

characteristics which have been used in the field study. This is because, qualitat ive 

findings explain the existence of common goal and task interdependence in the 

manufacturing work organization in Sri Lanka, practically, a daily production 

target is the common goal and tasks are technically interdependent in the 

workplace. In addit ion to  this, as reported in chapter two and three, literature of 

teamwork have pointed out that  a subjective common goal and task 

interdependence are also important characterist ics of team.  

The self -administered survey questionnaires were distributed among the shop-

floor level workers with the help of supervisory level workers and members of the 

Human Resource Department in each organization. Questionnaires we re handed 

over to each employee putt ing in an envelope. Further,  a pencil  was given as a 

present for each employee with the questionnaire. In the same time, some 

qualitative data was collected conducting inte rviews with managerial  level 

workers.  All  these surveys were carried out in February and March, 2017.  

Primarily, questions were in Japanese and English languages. However, before 

distributing the questionnaire, all  items were translated into the Sinhala language. 

Moreover, as a vital  prior step to conduct the actual  survey, a pilot  survey 

(Creswell ,  2014; Maxwell ,  2013) and pre -test  (Sato, 2017b; Seiyama, 2011) were 

carried out in a garments manufacturing factory. The questionnaire which was used 

in the pilot  survey is in Appendix 2. Based on the pilot survey and pre -test results, 

mainly, scales which were used to measure team autonomy were replaced from 

five- point  Likert -type to typical  scales (these typical  scales will  be pointed out 

in the latter part of this section) since, participants had no  idea on team autonomy 



62 

 

what actually is hoped to mean by the survey. In addition, a number of i tems were 

added to the final  questionnaire ( see Appendix 3) to evaluate common goal,  task 

interdependence and mutual support  than were used in the pilot survey. Also, 

language editions were regarding the variables.    

 

4.4.4 Measurements  

 The following measurements were used to evaluate the characteristics of team. 

The responses on multi -skills, common goal,  task interdependence and mutual 

support  were recorded on five - point Likert -type scales with “strongly disagree” 

to “strongly agree”.  

 

1.  Multi-skil ls  

Multi -skills were assessed with three i tems which were taken from a 

questionnaire which has been used to evaluate teamwork in Japan, the United 

Kingdom and China by Morita (2008). Those items are “I can perform more than 

one task in the team”, “Team members of my team know each other ’s job” and “I 

can cover absentee work in my team”.  

 

2. Common goal  

Common goal was measured by using three items, “I know our team’s final  goal” 

“In my team, we are jointly responsible for workplace results” and “In my team, 

we have a clear goal to be achieved as a team” (Suzuki, 2011; Morita,  2008).  

 

3. Task interdependence   

Task interdependence was evaluated with six items such as “I have to obtain 

information and advice from my colleagues to complete my work”, “I have to 

depend on my colleagues for the start  of my work”, “In order to complete their  

work, my colleagues have to obtain informa tion and advice from me”, “I need to 

collaborate with my colleagues to perform my job well”, “Team members 

frequently have to coordinate their effort  with each other” and “We cannot 
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complete a target unless everyone contributes” (Van der Vegt & Janssen, 20 03; 

Van der Vegt et  al .,  2001; 2000; Kiggundu, 1983).  

 

4. Mutual support  

Mutual support  was assessed by using five items which were taken from Morita 

(2008) and Champion et  al.  (1993). “If  I got into difficulty at  work, my section 

members help me”. “I help  my workmates when they have work problems on the 

line” “If  any problem occurred on my work, it  is  resolved in discussing with my 

colleagues”, “On my day off, when I finish my daily work, I help someone who is 

not finished” and “Members of my team share in formation with other team 

members about our work”.   

 

5. Team Autonomy  

Murakami (1997) has used a typical  way to measure the autonomy level in the 

team identifying tasks which should be done by a team. He has evaluated the level 

of autonomy in 19 car manufacturing organizations in the USA, Europe and Japan. 

After that ,  Morita (2008) has also used a similar way to understand the decision 

making party in the manufacturing organizations in England. Those scales are re -

arranged as follows to give a clear  meaning even to shop-floor level workers who 

have not received much education in a Sri  Lankan work context.  Further,  one scale 

is newly added to this survey as “Do not know who makes the decision” since, 

there may be employees who do not have interest  or know a bout who makes the 

decision in an organization.  

1.  Decide by the Management  

2. Decide by the Management discussing with us  

3. Decide by our team discussing with the Management  

4. Decide by our team 

5. Do not know who makes the decisions  

 

In the team-based organizations which have team autonomy, decision making 
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tasks;  time, work, workers’ and quali ty related matters are performed by teams 

(Jønsson & Jeppesen, 2013; Morita,  2008; Jackson & Mullarkey, 2000; Murakami, 

1997).  Therefore, following six task are u sed to measure team autonomy.  

 

1.  Working pace 

2. Starting t ime of work 

3. Finishing t ime of work 

4. Work methods (way of work)  

5. Exchange team members within  workplace 

6. Quality control  matters  

 

Work pace decided the working speed of the workers. For ex ample, in the 

garments production factory, decision making on work pace concerns about who 

should decide production quantity (production target)  which has to be produced 

within the working-day by the production workplace. Starting and finishing time 

of the work was considered by the decision making party on t ime related matters. 

The work method consisted of the way of work. Exchanging team members within 

the team was considered about who should decide members’ rotation within the 

team.  

 

Other than the above five factors,  demographic and organizational data such as 

gender, marital status, age, tenure, education level and salary level are collected 

through the questionnaire. Also, employee perception regarding teamwork “the 

people in my production workplace work as a team (Kalleberg et al . , 2009) and “I 

am always trying to work as a team member” (Jackson, 2002), employees’ work 

experience in other work organizations, reasons to leave from a work organization 

where they had worked before joining the present f ir m and the satisfaction level 

regarding the supervisory or immediate managerial level workers and their support  

are asked by using the same questionnaire.  

 



65 

 

6. Control Variables  

Demographic features such as gender, age, tenure, marital status education and 

salary are used as the control variables since employees’ perception regarding the 

organizational climate , such as supportive work and common goal perception,  can 

be controlled by them (Chae  et  al .,  2019; Shin et  al . ,  2018; Baeriswyl  et  al. ,  2017;  

Irawanto, 2015; Lee & Yang, 2015; Wu et  al . ,  2015; Tillman et  al . ,  2010).  

  

4.4.5 Analysing methods  

The IBM SPSS statist ic 23 version and Amos 23 version are used to carry out 

analysis.  The following statist ical  analyses are performed for each organization 

and one sample (aggregat ing all data).  As well ,  occasionally, analyses are also 

conducted for each sector (porcelain , garments  and transformer).   

Firstly, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is performed by using Unweighted 

Least  Squares through the SPSS FACTOR Analysis to evaluate t he validity of 

items which are used to measure multi -skills,  common goal,  task interdependence, 

team autonomy and mutual support  factors.  As an extraction method, Promax 

rotation is used since, when there is not any strong theoretical background to prove 

no correlation between factors,  it  is  better to use an oblique rotation method such 

as Promax (Yamagiwa & Hattori ,  2016; Oda, 2014; Field, 2013). Here, based on 

the theoretical  explanations, it  can be assumed that  there are relationships between 

multi-skil ls,  common goal,  task interdependence , team autonomy and mutual 

support  factors.  For instance, Chen et  al .  2009 and Van der Vegt and Janssen (2003) 

have proved that  correlation between common goal and task interdependence, 

statistically.  

Secondly, to find out the relationship between characterist ics of team, 

correlational values are evaluated. Further,  regression analysis was conducted 

taking into account the conceptual models of teamwork .  

Next, the path analysis is performed through the structural  equatio n modelling 

(SEM) considering the predictable relationships and models to evaluate the 

teamwork in the Sri  Lankan context.    
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Finally, supplementary analyses are carried out.  Here, pattern of decision making 

in each organization is evaluated because, as dis cussed in the literature review, 

there are kinds of decision making patterns which can be seen in an organization 

such as autonomous (fully or partial) ,  direction and participation. And this is 

helpful to understand the typology of teamwork and to name the  factor which will  

be extracted from the factor analysis regarding items which are used to measure 

team autonomy. Therefore, decision making patterns are distinguished by using 

the mean values of the tasks which are used to evaluate team autonomy and figure 

8.   

Figure 8 Scales of Decision Makings Patterns  

 

 

Mean values < 3                      Mean values ≥ 3  

No team autonomy                   Exists team autonomy 

Source .  Created by author.  

Note:  When mean values are calculated , scale number five (Do not know who 

makes the decisions) is set as a missing value . Therefore, Figure 8 was created 

excluding scale five . 

 

In the first  level (Decide by management),  management makes each and every 

decision of employees. So-called centralized decision making (O'Neill  et  al . ,  

2016; Klein, 1991) or direction (Sagie & Kosow sky, 2000).  In the direction or 

centralized decision making, mean values get  equal or more than one and less than 

two. In the second level (Decide by management discussing with us),  workers  

participate to make decisions by providing suggestions. This can b e introduced as 

a participative decision making pattern  (mean values are two or in between two 

and three).  However, there is possibil ity for it become pseudo. Accordingly, task 

2 1 3 4 
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which mean value is less than three depicts the absence of autonomy. In the third 

level (Decide by our team discussing with management),  teams have authority to 

make decisions. In the fourth level (Decide by team), the team has full  authority 

to make decisions (Murakami, 1997). Accordingly, the third and fourth levels  

(when mean values are equal or  more than three) are considered to be autonomous 

without considering the strength of it  since the decision maker is the team in both 

levels.   

Then, to find out similari ties and differences between common characteristics of 

team in the Sri  Lankan context,  One-way Univariate Analyses of Variance 

(ANOVA) is performed as a supplementary analysis . Meanwhile, when 

interpretations are made only on ANOVA results,  there is possibility for the Type-

One Error to occur (Yamagiwa & Hattori , 2016; Field, 2013). It  means, groups 

which are not significantly different (Not violate null  hypothesis) are put into the 

group which has significant differences. To avoid this error, a multiple comparison 

can be performed by using Bonferroni tests (Yamagiwa & Hattori ,  2016; Field, 

2013) since, Yamagiwa and Hattori (2016) say, when comparisons are carried out 

between 3 or more groups, it  is  better to perform multiple comparison such as 

Bonferroni test.    

 

4.5 Chapter Summary  

Chapter four describes the research methodology and design. A mixed methods 

research methodology is followed when conducting the research. In particular,  the 

qual → QUAN triangulation is used to collect  the data. Therefore, f irstly,  

qualitative and then quantitat ive surveys are performed. The aims o f the 

qualitative survey are to understand the nature of manufacturing organisations, 

way of work and characterist ics of team. As the sample of the quali tative survey, 

two export -oriented garments manufacturing factories which said that  there is 

teamwork were selected. Primary data were collected in two ways:  managing semi-

structured interview and non- participant observation. Collected data is analysed 

qualitatively, that  is,  data itself  is used to accomplish the aims. Next,  quanti tative 
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analysis is organized having such knowledge.  

Confirmation about the existence of teamwork practices in the manufacturing 

factories in Sri  Lanka which say that  they are practicing teamwork in their 

production process is the main objective of the empirical survey. That is, va lidity 

of the predictable teamwork model is evaluated to make a conclusion regarding 

teamwork in the Sri Lankan Context.  As the sample of the quantitative survey,  

1110 production employees from two porcelain production factories,  four garments 

production factories and one transformer production factory in Sri Lanka which 

stated that there is teamwork in their  processes, were recruited. Characteristics of 

team were measured through a self -administered questionnaire (SAQ). As a vital 

prior step to conduct the  actual  survey, a pilot  survey and pre -test  were carried 

out in a production factory and the questionnaire is edited based on the results of 

them.  

As the analysing methods, firstly, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is 

performed by using Unweighted Least  Squares through the SPSS FACTOR 

Analysis to evaluate whether the i tems which are used to measure characterist ics 

of team in each organisation are acceptable or not and the capabil ity to summarize 

the i tems into a small  number of dimensions. Then, correlati on and regression 

analyses are also conducted using factors which were extracted from the factor 

analysis to see effect  from independent variables to the dependent variable. Next, 

path analysis is performed to evaluate the causal  relationship and model fit  of the 

teamwork model through the structural equation modelling (SEM) by using Amos 

v. 23.0. All  model estimations are conducted using the maximum likelihood 

method. Additionally, decision making pattern of  each organization is evaluated 

and strength of the common team characteristics is compared between 

organizations by using the one -way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test and 

multiple comparison. And, IBM SPSS statist ic 23 is used to calculate descriptive 

statistics:  mean and standard deviation of variable s.  

 Accordingly, the next two chapters present the findings of both the quali tative 

and quanti tat ive survey.  
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Chapter 5 

Findings of the Qualitative Survey and Nature of Team 

Characteristics of the Manufacturing Organizations in  

Sri Lanka 

  

5.1 Introduction of the Chapter 

This chapter is arranged to present the findings of the qualitative survey and the 

nature of team charateristics in the manufactrunign organizations in Sri  Lanka . 

Firstly, organizational backgrounds and demographic features are concerned. Next, 

the information regarding the HRM practices which was gathered based on the five 

segments: Employees’ training and development, goal sett ing, rewards system, 

work design and organizational structure design , of the manufacturing 

organizations in Sri  Lanka is revealed. Then, textual information which was 

collected through the interviews with the production level workers and 

observations are shown. Finally, the nature of team characteristics in the Sri 

Lankan context is explored.  

 

5.2 Organizational and Demographic Features  

Factory X is one of the branches which is owned by south Asia’s largest  garments 

manufacturer.  The mother company was established in 1987 as a small  garment 

manufacturer.  However, nowadays the company is operating all  over the world 

with more than 30 branches and with a family of over 55000 peoples. Toyota 

Production System (TPS) has been used to arrange their  operating system to 

improve efficiency and faster turnaround t imes. Also, the company can be 

identified as a pioneer TPS introducer of garment manufacturing in Sri  Lanka.  

Their production capacity is 75000 pieces per day. There are two working shift s 

and shift  A is start ing at  6 a.m. and ending at  2 p.m. and Shift  B is during the time 

period of 2-10 p.m. and works Monday to Satur day. Averagely, each working shift 

consists of 900 blue-collar level workers .  Most of the employees are coming from 

rural  areas by using the firm’s transport  service. According to the factory 
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information, more than 90 per cent of workers are women.  

Regarding factory Y, the mother company was originated in 1988 under local  

ownership and presently, they have totally 5 branches island wide. Factory Y has 

been started in 2003. In the blue-collar level workers,  more than 80 per cent of 

them are women labourers. The working day starts at 8 a.m. and ends at  6 p.m. 

and they work Monday to Saturday (Saturday 8 a.m. to 1 p.m.).  Their production 

capacity is more than 75000-100000 pieces per month.  

 

5.3 HRM Practices  

HRM practices are outlined based on the following five parts.  

- Employees’ training and development  

- Goal setting 

- Rewards system 

- Work design 

- Organizational structure design  

 

5.3.1 Employees’ Training and Development  

In factory X, there is a training school to provide training facil i ties for the 

newcomers. Newly recruited employees have to get  3 months training from the 

training school.  However, based on their  skil l,  the training period can be changed. 

After the end of the training period, each trainee is put into a production workplace 

and identified as a team member. There is a 3 month  post-training evaluation 

program, which is  performed by the training unit  for new team members.  

Further,  the Multi -skil l Development Programme (MSDP) (see  Appendix 4) has 

been designed to train existing workers.  According to the Multi-skil l  Development 

(MSD) unit , they have to train 48 team members per week on different kinds of 

tasks. The MSD unit provides 3 days training for team members with one to one 

just-in-t ime coaching. Every team member should know at  least  5 tasks of the 

production. Each skil l  has been divided into three groups: can perform the work 

safely with quality, within cycle time and with supervision, can perform the work 
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safely with quali ty, within cycle time and without super vision and can teach. As 

well ,  the team leadership development program is used to create successful  team 

leaders. Occasionally, some events and games are organized to build up team sprit  

within the team members. According to factory management, in the next step, they 

hope to train team members to repair  their  machines themselves. This is because, 

they have planned to establish “Self -managing team concept” in the organization, 

in future. Under this program, they hope to develop autonomous work teams.  

In factory Y, the training unit  provides a 3 week training session for newly 

recruited employees. After that , based on their  sk ills and capabil ities,  some 

newcomers are put into a real  production workplace and others are assigned to the 

specially established production workplace called as the “Central  Process Unit” 

(CPU), unti l reaching the required production speed. These workers are identified 

as training machine operators (TMO) and from time to time replaced to cover 

absentee’s work in any production workplace. There is no training program for 

existing workers.  Training machine operators are promoted to machine operator 

(grade C) after 3 months and other machine operators (MO) are categorized as “B, 

A*, A**, A*** and super grade (jumper level) .  

 

5.3.2 Goal Settings  

In factory X, each production workplace has a goal which should be accomplished, 

collectively. This goal is a daily production target which should be attained by the 

production workplace . Every morning, a team leader informs her members 

regarding the daily target and writes it  down on the productivity handling board. 

This daily production target for each production workplace is  decided by the work 

study department of the organization. The production goal is determined based on 

the Standard Minute Value (SMV) 10 .   

                                                   

1 0  Accord ing to  the  HR manager  o f factory X,  f i rs t l y,  the  standard  t ime which  i s  needed  to  fu l f i l  

each e lement o f a p roduct  i s  calcu lated ,  in  seconds.  Then,  seconds are summed up which are  

needed to  complete  a l l  the  e lements  o f a  product .  F inally,  to ta l  seconds i s  conver ted  in to  minutes  

and  this  i s  cal led as  S tandard  Minute Value (SMV).   
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In factory Y, each production workplace has a daily production target which 

should be attained, collectively and individually. In other words, the production 

target which has been set  for the whole production line can be considered as the 

goal of the production workplace and there is an individual goal which should be 

accomplished individually within the working hours of a day.  Th ese daily 

production targets are decided by the work study department of the organization, 

based on the Standard Minute Value (SMV).  

 

5.3.3 Reward System   

In factory X, monthly salary of a blue-collar worker of the production workplace 

is calculated as follows.  

   Salary = Basic Salary + [Production Incentive + Bonus]  + Attendance 

Incentives  

There is an individual difference regarding basic  salary. However, the production 

incentives and bonuses of the workers are calculated based on the target 

completion of the production workplace as a whole , that is, performance of each 

workplace. When the workplace reaches or makes more than the productio n target,  

employees can earn the production incentive and  bonus. For instance, employee  

production incentives and bonuses on August 01 s t  were higher than on September 

01 s t  (see Appendix 5) since, workplace efficiency on August 01 s t was higher than 

on September 01 s t .  Further,  at tendance incentives are also calculated on the 

collective basis.  Typically, each workplace has two leaves for a month and the 

team has to manage the leave within this limitation. If  they take leave more than 

two days, they have not el igibil ity to have the attendance incentives. Another thing 

is that the team leader is paid an extra 2000 rupees for his or her post .          

In factory Y, production line worker ’s  monthly salary is  calculated as follows.   

Salary = Basic salary + Producti on incentives + Service incentives  

+ Attendance incentives  

Basic salaries vary, worker to worker.  Production incentives are calculated on 

both an individual and collective basis. It  means the performance of an individual 
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and the workplace as a whole is subjected to calculate production incentives. 

However, other services (incentives for tenure of the factory) and attendance 

incentives are calculated based on an individual basis.   

 

5.3.4 Work Design (Production Process) 

The production process of the garment  manufacturing factor ies (see Appendix 6) 

reveals that  there are various kinds of tasks that  have to be fulfil led to finish an 

order. However, in the survey, one production workplace and i ts work-flow was 

observed and it  will  be clarified step by step, her eafter.   

Firstly, the work-flow of factory X is outlined. The production workplace is 

producing “Wicked Rose lady’s panties” for Victoria’s Secrets.  Their target  is 130 

units per hour. According to  the production flow chart  (see  Appendix 6),  sawing,  

tagging, quali ty checking (all  items), packing and repair/ alterations are being 

handled by the production workplace. All  raw materials are brought by the 

supplying department staff.  Work-flow has been arranged based on the zig zag 

style  (Figure 9). Garments parts are moved in sequence from one worker to the 

next. Each worker receives an unfinished garments and fulfi l s  operation(s) on each 

garment.  This is called the single-piece flow11  of work. For instance, worker  A 

and B start the work process by doing part of t he i tem (waist  at tach) and they turn 

to C to complete the next segmented part  of the work (B/F raise).   

Like this,  the production i tem is completed partially by members of the 

workplace. After the end of the production work the item is assi gned to the 

examiner. The examiner checks whether all  i tems match or not with the 

recommended quality and measurements.  If  there is any fault ,  the examiner 

informs the relevant member about what  was done. Finally, qualified i tems are 

transferred to member “O” to attach a price tag and other information tags and a 

packing task. Member “M” is doing a lace cutting task for members “A to F”.  

 

                                                   

1 1  S ingle-piece f lo w means that  par t s  o f  a  p roduct  i s  m oved  th rough operat ions  from s tep to  s tep  

in  between  workers  (Satoglu  e t  a l . ,  2010) .  
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Figure 9 Work-flow of the Production Workplace of  Factory X 

 

 

    

Source:  Prepared on the Interview- based investigation 
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workload. Two meetings are held per day: before start ing the daily work and after 

a tea break, and the “Five Whys 12” method is used to solve a problem. If  any 

machine breakdown has occurred in the production process, a member informs a 

mechanic by using the “ANDON13” system.  

Then, the work-flow of factory Y can be presented as follows. Factory Y’s 

production flow chart  is very similar to factory X, however, factory Y’s division 

of tasks is wider than X. The production workplace is producing printed chiffon 

blouses for a Switzerland buyer. Their production target is more than 950 i tems 

per day and the production work-flow has been depicted in figure 10. In the 

workplace,  the progressive bundle system 14  is  used. Here, bundles of garments 

parts are moved in sequence from one worker to the next.  Each worker receives a 

bundle of unfinished garments and fulfil s  a single operation on each garment of 

the bundle. After finishing his/her work on a bundle it is  passed on to the next 

operator.  Practically, Helper 1 (H1) takes a bundle of cloth from a material  rack 

which was prepared to saw by the cutting department and starts some marking task.  

Then, she delivers the marked bundle to helper 2 (H2) to perform some cutt ing.  

After that,  the cloth bundle is supplied to  the in-l ine machine operator.   

 

                                                   

1 2  F ive Whys analysis  i s  a p roblem so lving method .  Basical ly,  th is  technique i s used by a  lean  

product ion team (Serrat ,  2017) .  Five wh ys analysis  can be in t roduced as  fo l lo ws: “Five i s  a  good 

ru le o f thu mb. By asking ‘wh y’ f ive  t imes,  one can usual ly peel  away the layers  o f symptoms of  

a  p roblem.  But  one may also  f ind  one needs to  ask ‘why’ fewer  t imes or  conversely more” ( Ib id ,  

p .308) .  

1 3  ANDON- “A warn ing device ,  normal ly a  l ight ,  to  s ignal  an abnormal i ty,  i t  i s  a  par t  o f  th e  

system of t ransparency” (Wilson ,  2010 ,  p .301)  and  that  a l lows operators  to  ident i fy prob lems in  

the  product ion l ine  wi th only a  glance.  

1 4  The progress ive bundle  system is  a sys tem t rad i t ional ly emplo yed  in apparel  p roduction  where  

the  task of assembl ing the  garment  i s  b roken  down into  smal l  operat ions ,  and  bundles  o f work 

are  progressed  down the product ion  l ine  th rough  each operat ion in  sequence un ti l  the  assembly 

process  i s  complete  (h t tp : / /www.text i les in te l l igence.com/glo /index.cfm ) .   

http://www.textilesintelligence.com/glo/index.cfm
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Figure 10 Work-flow of the Production Workplace of Factory Y 

 

 

 

Source:  Prepared on Interview- based investigation.  
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The machine operator and training machine operators start  the attachment of the 

side seam and after the task was performed the bundle is transferred to the next 

person by using a “zig zag” style. The f inal  stage of the production process is 

button attachment which is completed by the end -line position workers.  Then, 

those completed items are assigned to the quality control  department.  Marking, 

lace cutt ing, trimming and providing the assistances to repair  some disqualified 

items are done by other helping staff  members.  

There are not any daily meetings at  the workplace in factory Y to inform and 

discuss prevail ing issues or progress of the production process,  as is done in 

factory X. However, a production executive calls ad -hoc basis meetings to provide 

information to the workers .  

 

5.3.5 Organizational Structure   

As an organization, factory X consists of departments l ike production, quality 

control ,  planning (technical) ,  f inance, merchandise, human resource, training and 

development, maintenance, and security. However, the investigation is carried out 

only about the production workplaces in the study. According to the information 

which was provided by the HR manager, the organizational structure of the 

production floor can be shown as follow.  

 The production floor consists of the following posit ions (Figure 11) .  The ash 

colour presents the white -collar level employees and shop-floor level workers who 

belong to the production workplace which was observed  are represented by the 

blue colour area. Team members who have been i llustrated by the light orange, get  

commands only from the team leader,  basically.  

The factory manager is liable for company management and the production 

manager takes all  responsibilit ies regarding production. Basically, the prod uction 

manager has responsibilit ies for about 36 production workplaces per shift.  There 

are 2 assistance production manager s (APM) and 4 group leaders for four 

production groups:  A, B, C and D, per shift .  One group leader provides 

instructions to 9 workplaces. A team leader is  selected from team members. The 
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production workplace consists of 16 members, averagely, and they fulfi l all  tasks 

from production to packing. However, other jobs such as in -l ine quality control  

(random quality checking), mechanics, technical work and material supply are 

being done by the separate departments.   

 

Figure 11 Organizational Structure of the Production Floor (factory X)  

Source:  Prepared on Interview- Based Investigation.  

 

The production floor of factory Y consists o f the following positions (Figure 12). 
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to the shop-floor level workers.   

 

Figure 12 Organizational Structure of the Production Floor (factory Y)  

 

Source: Prepared on Interview- Based Investigation.  
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quality controller is also a managerial  level worker who provides instructions and 

commands, in particular,  regarding the quali ty related matters to the workers.  A 

jumper level machine operator supports the supervisor and occasionally, provides 

instruction to other workers.  Further,  from time to time, she is replaced to cover 

the absentees’ workload and performs repair and alteration tasks, also. Suppliers 

and recorders are recruited only to accomplish all  documentation  and material  

supply. Supplementary jobs are carried out by helpers.  Quality checking, packing,  

technical  work and mechanic work are carried out by the separated divisions.  

 

5.4 Results of Qualitative Data Analysis  

In this section, information which was gathered through the interviews and 

production floor observations in two garment  manufacturing organizations 

(factory X and Y) in Sri  Lanka  is presented, on focusing team characterist ics:  

multi-skil ls, a common goal,  task interdependence, team autonomy and mutual 

support .  Moreover, the above mentioned information, in particular  HRM related, 

is used to explore each characteristic  of team and employees’ voices. In other 

words, some discussions are handled regarding team chara cteristics which is 

helpful for the main empirical research of the study that  is,  quantitative research.   

 

Multi-skil ls  

In factory X, most of the workers can be identified as multi -skilled workers.  And, 

the factory has also provided facili ties to expand employees’ competencies .    

In the factory, skills which are needed to carry out sawing, quali ty checking (all  

garments),  repair  and alteration, tagging and packing tasks have been categorized 

as the technical  skil ls. Practically, the multi-skil ls development chart  (see 

Appendix 7)  provides substantial  evidences about the factory worker s’ multi-skil ls 

capabili ties.  According to the MSD chart ,  most of the workers can perform various 

kinds of technical  tasks safely, with recommended quality, within cycle time a nd 

without supervision.  

Also, survey results which were gathered on interviews with the employees 
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provide the supportive information about the multi-skil ls capabili ty of employees. 

For instance, when asked about the number of work task she can perform, a person 

who is doing the tagging and packing task (team member -TM1x) can also do lace 

cutting tasks, and TM2x can do lace cutting and heat sealing. Further,  another 

team member who is performing the label attachment and bow attachment ZZ tasks 

said that ,  

 

 

 

Next, how to cover the absentees’ workload was asked. According to the team 

leader and the company records there is no severe problem with absenteeism. But,  

there is a pregnant machine operator and a lactating mother.  The pregnant machine 

operator most probably takes leave (leave limitation which is applicable to the 

team is not relevant for the pregnant woman). The lactating mother begins 2 hours 

later than the normal start ing t ime of the working shift .  Under these situations, 

team members cover the ir  workload whenever necessary (TM1x, TM2x and team 

leader).  It  means that members have knowledge regarding others’ work task s in 

addition to their own job.  

The author also had a chance to observe the team meeting and team members’ 

participation in problem solving tasks. They actively participated in problem 

solving. There were some helpful cri ticisms at the workplace meeting. As well ,  in 

the team, responsibilit ies are taken by all  team members. For instance, in the final 

30 minutes of the working shift ,  other members of the team also participate in the 

quality checking, tagging and packing tasks. However, TM1x and TM4x are 

responsible persons for those tasks. A person who is responsible for production 

quality says, “I  trust  my colleague  because all  members take responsibil ity on 

their tasks” (TM4x). Further,  work related information was shared, actively. 

Especially, it  was able to be seen among the quality checker and machine operator,  

the team leader and machine operator,  and within the nearest machine operator.  

Moreover, there are collaborative problem solving methods such as the five whys 

I  can per form in - l ine machine use such as lace at tachment to legs 

and wais t  o ther  than what I  am doing now (TM 3 x) .  
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technique, as mentioned earlier.  Accordingly,  those things represent the worker ’s 

multi-skil ls capacity, clearly.    

 However, in factory Y, it  is  arguable to say that  there are many multi -skilled 

workers and have substantial  facil ities to train and develop existing employees’ 

knowledge and skil ls.  However, according to the interviewee’s answers, MO1y 

(machine operator-MO) and MO2y can handle each machine in the production line . 

But, MO3y cannot handle any machine and MO4y can operate only the over lock 

machine. MO1y has learnt how to operate other machines, when she was replaced 

for the absent worker during her 6 year  working period. Further,  she said that  

supervisors provide instruction on how to operate the machine which she relocated 

to. And MO2y has got training in tai loring from a vocational training centre. Some 

employees have to cover the absentees’ work load, very often, in another 

production line. It  is  emphasized by MO1y as:  

 

  

 

Workers are doing one task during almost all  working hours. It  means that 

repetit ive work practices are common in factory Y. For example, MO1y has been 

doing a side seam job for a long t ime, MO3y has been working only as an iron 

worker for 4 years until transferred to the workplace and a button attach worker 

has been doing that  task since 3 months ago.    

And, risk taking, helpful cri ticism and active l istening cannot  be seen from this 

production workplace. There are no rooms to share information regarding the work 

process and tasks in the workplace meeting or during the operation. The meetings 

are called by the production executive or supervisor when a quali ty problem occurs 

or a design is going to change. Employees do not part icipate in the mee tings 

actively and have not opportunity to present their  ideas. Typically,  

 

 

 

When someone is  absent  f rom h is  or her work,  a subst i tu te  worker  is  

se lected f rom the CPU or  another  product ion l i ne (MO1 y ) .                 

I  have not  a chance to  ta lk  a t  the l ine meeting (TM4 y ) .  

Somet imes I  don ' t  know what they ta lked about a t  the meeting (TM5 y ) .  
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As it  has been observed, practically, only the production executive talked at  the 

meeting. There are not any collaborative problem solving methods and the 

management finds the solution for all  issues.  

 

Common goal  

 Based on the information which was obtained through the observation and 

interview with the managerial  level workers relating to the goal setting and reward 

system, both organizations have  set a goal for each workplace which should be 

achieved, collectively. Practically, workplaces which were observed in the 

qualitative study have a production target.  Workers have to accomplish this target ,  

collectively. This can be understood by using incentive  payments on target 

achievements in factory X (see Appendix 5) because production incentives and 

bonuses are similar for each worker (except a person who is late due to lactating).  

However, in addit ion to a common goal,  factory Y has assigned an individual goal 

to each worker.  

 

Task interdependence  

 When we consider the work-flows of factory X and Y (Figure 9 and 10 ), workers 

in the both factories have to depend on other workers to fulfil  his or her work task, 

practically, and very often employees complete a part  of any producti on item. For 

instance, in factory X, workers A and B start the work process by doing part  of 

the i tem (waist  attach) and they turn to C to complete the next segmented part of  

the work (B/F raise).  Accordingly, worker C ha s to depend on workers A and B.  

 

Team autonomy 

In factory X, according to the group leader (leader of the group which  the 

observed workplace belongs),  team members have been assigned some authority 

to make decisions on their  work area. Especially, according to the group leader, 

they have authority to make decisions regarding  starting time of the work, work 

methods and procedures, attendance and absent control ,  improving work process 
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Always we try  to  balance our  l ine by ourselves.  One team member begins 

work later than the normal  s tart ing t ime due to  breast  feeding her ch i ld  

and we have to  cover her  workload for  2 hours.  Another  member who has  

got ten pregnant  takes leave occas ional ly.  In  this  s i tuat ion,  I  can replace 

my team members as I  want  (Team leader) .  

 

and quality assurance, in partly.  

However, practically, there are limitations regarding the decision making power. 

For instance, in relation to the work methods and procedures, the work method has 

been decided as the zig- zag style layout without a centre table by the management. 

As well ,  the machine set up is performed by the managerial level employees and 

mechanic workers (TM2x). Accordingly, managerial  level intervention is very 

high regarding work methods and procedures like this.  

 

 

 

 

However, they show some freedom on assignment of work among members and 

job rotation. It  was possible to observe that  some members exchanged their work 

position without the intervention of the managerial  level. As well , they can rotate 

their  members in the team, occasionally. For example,  

 

 

 

As well,  they can make decisions on the attendance and absenteeism control. 

According to company records there is a very low rate of absenteeism. However, 

there are some special  circumstances in the team. The team leader said that ,  

 

 

 

 

 

 

There is not any directly reporting in -l ine quali ty controller in the workplace but 

quality department workers check the production  quality, randomly. Mainly, 

production quality checking tasks are also performed by the team members. 

Our team's  work ing methods and product ion targets  are dec ided by 

management and the team leader in form s us about  those dec is ions at  the 

team meet ing (TM1 x) .  

.        

Somet imes we can change our  work pos i t ion in the team. Last  week I  

worked at  the in - l ine pos i t ion (TM3 x) .  
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Particularly, the examiner is  the responsible person for all  quality controls in the 

team. However, all  members check their  i tems while in the production process. 

Typically, they check production quali ties as 1  for every 5 i tems (TM1x).  

Further,  they have a chance to participate in decision making on the production 

process improvements.  This is because, they gather two t imes pe r day 

compulsorily to discuss the members’ work si tuations. If  there is any problem, 

they find out solutions based on the “Five whys” method before they inform the 

managerial levels (Team leader).  Management does not intervene to solve 

problems, basically.  As observed, nearly all members participate actively in the 

meetings and they talked about some quali ty problems and target completion 

problems.     

Selection of team members is a duty of the HRM division and existing team 

members have not a chance to sel ect  their  members. But , they have an opportunity 

to present their  opinion on selection of team leader:  

 

 

 

Accordingly, some interviewees presented their  ideas in favour with the team 

autonomy. But,  only based on those statements and observations, it  is  ar guable to 

conclude that  they are able to decide all their  tasks independently as a team. This 

is because, some decisions like work methods and procedures and selection of 

team members are taken in the standardized manner by the management. However, 

according to the survey results,  i t  can be concluded that  comparatively team 

autonomy exists to some extent in factory X, because factory X has created a 

favourable environment to cultivate team autonomy partly,  as follows.  

Organizational hierarchy of the produc tion flow provides positive stimulation to 

cultivate team autonomy. A few years ago, the factory had the supervisory position 

to handle each workplace. However, after the new operation system, which is 

based on TPS, was introduced, the supervisory position has been diminished from 

each production workplace . Responsibili ties which belonged to the supervisor 

In  the select ion process of  a team leader,  management discusses  

wi th  us his  or  her  su i tabi l i ty for  leader posi t ion ( TM4 x) .  
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have been transferred to the team leader.  The team leader is a blue -collar level 

worker who works with other shop -floor workers and takes responsibilit ie s and is 

the main instructions provider of the workplace.  

 Similarly, freedom to participate in the decision making process regarding work 

methods and procedures, attendance and absent eeism control ,  improved work 

process, quality assurance and selection o f team member is asked from the 

employees in the production workplace of factory Y. However, any encouraging 

statement or observation  regarding the team autonomy was unable to be disclosed.  

All work methods and procedures are arranged by the management (M O1y). They 

have been using a zig-zag style layout with a centre table as a production floor 

arrangement. All at tendance and absence s are controlled by the managerial  level 

employees such as the supervisor and production executive. If  any worker is absent 

from his or her work, they replace another worker from another workplace or CPU. 

Accordingly, it  is  impossible to say that  the line balancing task happens with the 

participation of team members. Quali ty assurance is the sole duty of the in -line 

quality controller of the production workplace. All  intra-team problems are solved 

by the managerial  level employees because, there are not any compulsory team 

meetings during the work:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Accordingly in factory Y, all  decisions are taken by the managerial  level 

employees. The shop floor level employees have not any chance to participate in 

the decision making process. They are only doing the production task in 

accordance with the managerial  command.  

In fact ,  in terms of the team autonomy in factory Y, it  was impossible to find out 

any favourable factors.  Main causes can be found from the organizational structure 

We have not  dai ly  meet ings.  But  when the new garment  sty le  s tarts,  

they organize a l ine meeting and explain how to do i t ,  what is the 

targeted quant i ty and t ime durat ion.  We have not  a  chance to  

present  our ideas at the meeting. Our s i r  (product ion execut ive)  

and supervisor  ta lk  the whole t ime of  the meet ings (MO2 y ) .                               
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of the production floor  because the chain of command is too long and a 

complicated one. This long hierarchical organizational structure presents some 

traditional organizational characteristics:  the management makes all  decisions 

regarding the daily work and controll ing power is centralized at  the white-collar 

level.  Particularly, a supervisor and in -line quality controller who belong to the 

white-collar level control  the workers ,  directly.       

 

Mutual Support  

In factory X, supportive work practices can be seen from the selected team. 

According to survey results,  al l interviewees provided a positive image and 

impression regarding their  members’ support.  The following will give  definite 

evidence for those assistances.  A quality checker (TM4x) emphasised that,   

 

 

 

As well ,  the team leader expressed that her members help to balance the 

production workplace (line -balancing)  when someone got absent from her work.  

As noted a few times in this chapter,  there is a pregnant woman and a lactating 

woman who starts works two hours later than others . In this si tuation, other 

members cover their  work load also. Typically, i t  could be observed in the 

production process that the team leader, TM1x and TM2x cover the work load of 

them. There were 2 members who have work experience less than one year. The 

person who has 3 months of  work experience is doing leg attachment and her 

production capacity and speed was far less than  other members who are doing the 

same task. However, there was not any argument between them. Sometimes 2 other 

members share the newly appointed worker ’s workload also (see Appendix 8) . It  

could be realized through their  work practices. Also, an incentive s payment sheet  

(see Appendix 5)  proves those supportive activities  because, all  team members’ 

incentive amounts are similar except the employee who is late.  Further,  factory X 

calculates the team basis incentives rather than the individual  basis .   

The team leader and in - l ine pos i t ion members support  me to 

complete tasks on t ime (TM4 x) .  
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Next, the question is asked about the sharing of information and knowledge which 

are relating to the task of the workplace. They are practising some developmental  

communication with each other.  As well ,  they have a clear idea about the 

importance of other assistance and exchange the work related information within 

the production process. For instance, the team leader and the examiner discuss 

quality problems with a person who performs that  task and teach es what they know. 

It  represents the collaborative problem so lving task purely.   

However, in factory Y, it is  very difficult to say that  there are supportive working 

practices because interviewees did not express their  ideas posit ively regarding the 

voluntary support  from others.  However, those expressions do not mean that  

members dislike support ing each other.  Some members said that they have not a 

chance to support  other members. MO1y, MO2y and MO5y emphasize the point  as 

follows.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

According to the above expressions, al location of workload is under a 

problematic si tuation in factory Y. As a result  of that,  workers have to fulfil  a high 

workload. It  would be a restriction for the mutual support practises among workers.  

As well,  MO3y and MO4y have not an idea and knowledge about how to provide 

assistance.  It  means that  there is no favourable environment to create mutual 

support  practices among production workers. In the factory, most of the physical  

I  want to support  my f r iends.  But I  have not t ime to  do i t .  The t ime 

is not enough to complete my workload. I  am working under a lo t of  

pressure because I  have to complete my work quanti ty very fast .  I f  

not  the next  person wi l l  have to  wait  for work  and i t  wi l l  a f fect  her  

incent ives. As wel l ,  I  have to  repai r  some damages,  also.  That ’s  

why t ime is not  enough (MO1 y ) .  

I  f in ished my work on t ime and have not t ime to  support any one 

(MO2 y ) .  

I  have not t ime even to  stan d f rom th is  seat .  I  am working in the 

end-l ine pos i t ion.  I  have to  t ransfer  product  to  the qual i ty checking 

table (MO5 y ) .  
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assistances are provided by the helper grade employees. When someone is absent 

from his or her work, the production l ine is balanced by the management replacing 

TMO or MO from the CPU or another l ine (MO5y). The incentive system is also 

very complex in this factory. Incentives are paid on both a collective and 

individual basis. However, i t  is difficult to gain c ollective incentive. Typically, 

their  daily absenteeism is very high  (see Appendix 9)  and it  reaches nearly 8 per 

cent per day. This percentage is slightly high in this  sector,  7 per cent per annum 

(Ruwanpura, 2012) however, prevail ing high absenteeism is common in the 

garment sector (Piyasena & Kottawatta, 2015). Therefore, the factory transfers 

their  workers here and there, to overcome the effect  from the absenteeism and is  

unable to maintain fixed workers in a workplace. As a result  of that ,  individual 

incentives are aimed for rather than collective ones by the workers .  These 

practises may also adversely affect  the mutual support .          

Not only is the high workload and incentive payment system a problem but 

management practices are also another hindrance to build supportive work 

practices in factory Y. For example, MO4y expresses that ,  

 

 

 

 

 

It  proves that  there are communication barriers among workers. These adverse 

practices would affect sharing knowledge assistance among the employees. 

Furthermore, it  was observed that  the arrangement of the production process  

(Figure 10) also created the disturbance for effective communication. They have 

lined up in a similar direction. Another thing is that  they have arranged their  

production line based on a zig-zag layout with a centre table. This kind of layout 

creates barriers to workers’ movements (Lanarolle & Rathnayake, 2014).  

 

 

When any problems arise regarding my work,  sometimes I  d iscuss 

them with  members who are c lose to me.  But our  supervisor  

misunderstands that  we are going to  neglect  work .  And then she  

gets  angry  wi th us (MO4 y ) .  
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5.5 Nature of Team Characteristics  

In this section, quali tat ive evidences which are helpful to reveal the team 

characteristics of the manufacturing organizations in Sri Lanka which say they 

have been practicing teamwork in the production process are pointed out. Based 

on the qualitative findings, the nature of the team characterist ics  can be discussed 

as follows.  

It  was found that  workers in factory X have multi -skil ls capabil i ties as is a 

characteristic of team (Morita,  2014; Gallie et  al . ,  2012) . The informants provided 

supportive evidences to prove the existence of multi -skills. Furthermore, a well -

established multi-skills development programme which is carried out on the in-

site training centre (Greenwood & Randle, 2007)  is called the MSD unit  and 

provides facil ities to expand the competencies of employees.  Also, there is a 

common goal (Morita,  2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995; Muelle r, 1994; Orsburn 

et al . , 1990; Trist  et  al . , 1987) which should be achieved collectively  by each 

workplace. That is,  a daily target can be considered as a common goal .  Goal setting 

and the reward system, in particular,  the calculation of incentives ,  explain the 

existence of a common goal,  objectively. As well ,  objective task interdependence 

(Suzuki,  2013; 2011) can be seen in the production workplace  of factory X. 

Practically, when we consider the work-flow, a worker has to depend on another 

to fulfi l  her task(s) on the production process. Team autonomy is another 

characteristic of team (Morita,  2014; Nijholt & Benders, 2010; Greenwood & 

Randle, 2007) which classif ies the typology of team (Lapointe & Cucumel, 2016). 

In factory X, although the group leader said that  each workplace has authority to 

make decisions on the starting t ime of work, work pace, work methods and 

procedures, and improvement of work process, survey findings prove that 

decisions are made by the management regarding them, practically. However, to 

some extent the organization has enhanced the employee participation in decision 

making (Gómez-Ruiz & Rodríguez-Rivero, 2018) such as selection of team leader,  

although the final decision is made by the management. Also, survey finding 

confirmed that  the workers can transfer the members within the workplace to deal 
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with absenteeism. And when we consider the organizational structure, it  can be 

understood that factory X has an idea about the employees’ empowerment 

(Hanaysha, 2016; Sagie & Koslowsky, 20 00) because, the supervisory level has 

been abolished. Regarding mutual support  as a working level characteristic of 

team (Gallie et  al .,  2012; Morita,  2008), there is supportive evidence in factory X 

to prove the existence of mutual support . Tangible assi stances such as physical  

and information related assistances (Shin et al . , 2018; Fenlason & Beehr, 1994) 

can be seen in factory X.    

Contrastively, the si tuation of factory Y is somewhat different rather than that  in 

factory X, in particular,  regarding multi-skills,  team autonomy and mutual support.  

There was not any proof to explain multi -ski lls capabilit ies of employees on the 

production workplace. Even though some of the workers (MO1y and MO2y) said 

that  they can handle more tasks, as a whole there is not any well -established 

training program for the existing workers to obtain addit ional skil ls.  However, 

further research is needed to be explored regarding the informal training 

(Sakamoto, 2018; Sato, 2016; Dore & Sako, 1998) because, workers are replaced 

to cover the absenteeism and the managerial  level workers provide instructions to 

them as needed. As well ,  when we consider the decision making of factory Y, i t  

seems like a conventional organization because, decision making power has  been 

centralized to the white-collar level employees as i t  was in a tradit ional work 

organization (Bratton & Gold, 2017; Levi 2011). Management intervention is high 

in the work process. All problems are tackled by the management. Management 

makes the decisions on work methods and procedures, recovering absenteeism, 

and improving the work process. Also, employees’ part icipation  in the decision 

making which was even in the group-based work organization (Likert , 1965; 1961) 

was very poor. Accordingly, in fact,  these findings confi rm the previous 

discussions (Vidyarathne et al .,  2017; Jayawardana et  al. , 2013; Wickramasinghe, 

2011;  Kumarasighe & Hoshino, 2010; Chandrakumara & Badhwar, 2005; 

Chandrakumara & Sparrow, 2004) regarding the management practices of work 

organizations in Sri  Lanka. Moreover, even if employees want to support  other 
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workers,  the supervisor ’s managing style creates the main barriers to provide the 

supportive action. Therefore, mutual support does not take place in factory Y. 

However, regarding the common goal and task interdependence, the nature of them 

are to some extent similar to that  which is in factory X because the production 

workplace has a target  which should be achieved collectively and arrangement of 

work-flow shows the objective task interdependence (Kumar et  al . ,  2009; 

Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008; Hertel  et al . ,  2004) .   

Therefore, at the one end, factory X has provided some evidences to conclude 

that  there are team characteristics such as employees’ multi -skills capabil ities,  the 

existence of a common goal,  objective task interdependence and mutual support  

in their  work process. Therefore, the workplace in factory X can be introduced as 

a supervised team because  the existence of autonomous work is arguable (Lapointe 

& Cucumel, 2016) . And, at  the other end, in factory Y, although goal setting and 

work-flow arrangement disclose  the existence of a common goal which should be 

achieved collectively and objective task interdependence of the workplace , there 

are not substantial evidences to explain the existence  of team characterist ics such 

as employees’ multi -skills capabilit ies,  team autonomy and mutual support  in their 

work process.  

Accordingly, on the one hand, above practical evidences explain that ,  in the Sri 

Lankan context,  there would be organizations such as factory X in which exist  the 

characteristics of team. In other words, these facts explain the nature of team in 

work organizations in Sri Lanka. However, mere existence of team characterist ics 

do not explain teamwork in a work organization because te am and teamwork are 

different (Morita,  2014; 2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995), and understanding 

about the nature of team is important to make a conclusion about the teamwork 

because, as the study has explained previously, how worker ’s level characterist ics:  

having multi-skil l  capabilit ies,  having perception of common goal and task 

interdependence and having team autonomy, effect the working level 

characteristic:  support ing one another, is  discussed as a mechanism of  teamwork.  

However, although factory X provided substantial  evidence for their  nature of 
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team rather than factory Y, it  is  difficult  to make a conclusion regarding whether 

the existence of teamwork which is questioned in the current study because, by 

using these evidences, methodologically, it  is  unable to confirm any teamwork 

model which was developed in chapter two. Also, these evidences were gathered 

through the small  number of workers,  typically five workers in a team of factory 

X. Therefore, these evidences encourage further study, in particu lar,  a quanti tat ive 

survey which uses a representative size of sample to find out a sound answer 

regarding whether there is teamwork in the Sri  Lankan context.   

Also, in factory X, i t  is  typically realized that the employees have skills to 

perform additional tasks, they cover the absentees’ workload and they are 

practicing mutual support .  Meanwhile,  a common goal and task interdependence 

are evaluated, objectively. This can be considered as a limitation of the qualitative 

study because, as reported by Suzuki (2013), employee’s perception regarding 

their  goal and task interdependence is important at  the teamwork level. Therefore, 

further study is needed to be carried out for the evaluation of employee’s 

perception on a common goal and task interdependence.   

On the other hand, there would be organizations l ike factory Y which do  not 

provide sound evidences to explain characterist ics of team, while using the term 

‘teams’ to introduce production workplaces and saying teamwork has been 

practiced in the production  process. Thus, there would be organizations which 

have nominal teams.  

 

5.6 Chapter Summary 

In the current study, the sequential  triangulation (q ual → QUAN) is used as the 

methodology. The chapter was arranged to reveal  the results of the quali tative 

survey. The main purpose of the qualitat ive survey is to gather the information to 

organize a quantitative empirical  survey regarding the manufacturing 

organizations in Sri  Lanka.  Particularly,  the  existence and the nature of 

characteristics of team and the management practices which are helpful to create 

a favourable environment to the team in the Sri  Lankan context  was taken into 
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consideration.  

When we consider the manufacturing organizations  which were the survey fields 

of the quali tat ive study, both organizations insisted that  they are practicing 

teamwork in their production process. However, the evidences which are helpful 

to reveal the existence of the characterist ics of team could be found only in the 

organization which has established TPS because employees who participated in 

the interview provided the explanations regarding their  skills level and supportive 

activit ies  and the observation and the interview with the managerial level workers 

provided the information regarding goal-setting, and work-flow arrangement and 

other management practices which can be seen in the team-based organizations. 

These findings were helpful to understand the nature of the team characterist ics:  

multi-skil ls,  common goal,  task interdependence, team autonomy and mutual 

support ,  in the Sri  Lankan context to create the questionnaire for quanti tat ive 

survey.  

Further,  the findings revealed that there may be organizations in Sri Lanka which 

consist of the nominal teams such as the other organization which was selected 

for the qualitative study. Therefore, this suggest s further research to clarify the 

situation in such an organization.   

Accordingly, having this  information, the quantitative survey was carried out 

expanding the sample size. The next chapter will report  the findings of  the 

quanti tative study.  
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Chapter 6 

Organizational and Demographic Features ,  

HRM Practices and Results of Quantitative Data Analyses of 

the Manufacturing Organizations in Sri Lanka 

 

6.1 Introduction of the Chapter  

As mentioned in the methodology of the current study, mainly the qual → QUAN 

triangulation is used to collect the data to evaluate the existence of teamwork in 

the Sri  Lankan context.  The previous chapter presented the “qual” by carrying out 

interviews and observations. Therefore, this c hapter is organized to present the 

findings on the quantitative research, that  is,  the QUAN. However, in addit ion to 

the main methodology,  the QUAN + qual is also used to find out evidences which 

are helpful to the further clarification regarding quantitat ive analyses results. 

Hence, the beginning of this chapter is al located to present those qualitative data, 

in particular,  regarding the organizational background and HRM practices, which 

was gathered through the interview with the managerial  workers in eac h survey 

field. Further,  to reveal a clear picture about the organizations and sectors which 

were surveyed in the current study, demographic features are also presented with 

the organizational background. Then, results on statistical  analyses: exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA), correlation values, regression analysis and path analysis,  

and supplementary analyses are presented.  

         

6.2 Organizational and Demographic Features  

In the quantitative  survey, seven manufacturing organizations  were selected as 

the sample and named as A to G.  Factory A is a privatized porcelain manufacturing 

organization in Sri Lanka and represents the large proportion of porcelain 

production in the island. The organization produces wide varieties of porcelain 

productions for the foreign markets and the local  market.  Totally, more than 80 

per cent of productions are exported to the foreign countries.  In year 2000, team -

based workings practices were introduced to the factory floor to tackle the 
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problems l ike lack of commitment and team spiri t of employees and quali ty 

failures (Bodwell ,  2005). There are three labour unions which belong to the major 

polit ical  part ies of the country.  

Demographic features of the factory are shown in Table 5. When we consider 

gender distribution of the workforce, the female and male propo rtion shows to 

some extent similar distribution and most of the workers are married (60.7 per 

cent).  When consideration is put into the whole sample of factory A, the average 

age level is 31-35, however 44 per cent of the workers are below 30 years old. 

Further,  average work experience of the production workers in the factory is more 

than 10 and less than or equal to 15 years and more than half the proportion of 

employees have more than a 10 year work experience (52.2 per cent) in the factory. 

Relating the education level of the workers ,  more than 50 per cent of workers have 

more than or equal to 13 years of school education 15 .  Also, workers of the factory 

earn about USD 122 per month, averagely.   

Factory B is also a privatized (in 1972) porcelain producer in Sri  Lanka. The 

factory can be introduced as the oldest  Japanese manufacturing organization in Sri  

Lanka. This Japanese subsidiary company produces a rage of porcelain 

productions in l ine with factory A for the foreign and local market.  According to 

the demographic data which has been exhibited in  Table 5, more than three-fourths 

of production workers are women employees and 65 per cent of workers are 

married. The mean age level of the workers in factory B is 36 -40. The workers 

have more than 10 but less than or equal to a 15 year work experience in the 

factory, averagely. Further, most of the workers have more than or equal to 13 

years of school education (80.9 per cent) and the monthly average salary level of 

a worker  is about USD 134.  

                                                   

1 5  In  the  level  o f  educat ion,  less  than  13 years  o f school  educat ion  consis t s o f  less  than G.C.E .  

O/L (General  Cert i f icate  o f Educat ion - Ordinary Level )  and fo l lo wed G.C.E.  O/L.  More than  or  

equal  to  13  years  o f school educat ion  consis t s  o f  fo l lowed G.C.E.  A/L (General  Cer t i f icate  o f 

Educat ion - Advanced Level ) ,  passed G.C.E.  A/L,  fol lowing fi rs t  degree and  completed  f i rs t  

degree.   
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Table 5 Demographic and Organizational data  (  each organization)  

Source: Survey data.  

 

Factory C is a garments manufacturing factory which is owned by an Indian. It 

was established in 2015 and except for the CEO post,  al l other management 

positions are handled by the Sri  Lankans. In the production workforce, 88.5 per 

cent of workers are women and 56.8 per cent are married. Further,  the mean age 

level of the workers is 21-25 and mean work experience is less than or equal to 1 

year.  As well , only about 30 per cent of workers have more than or equal to 13 

years of school education and the average monthly salary is USD106.  

Factory D is also a garments manufacturing factory which was established in the 

year 1999 with the init iat ion of a German based company. However, in 2008 , the 

factory was taken over by a Sri  Lankan, reducing production l ines from 14 to 5. 

In the production workforce, most workers are women and married;  percentages 

of them are 78.9 and 71.9, respectively. As well , the mean age level of the 

production workers is 31-35 and averagely,  workers have more than 5 and less 

than or equal to 10 years work experience in the factory. Regarding the education 

level,  more than three-fourths of workers have not more than or equal to 13 years 

Porcelain Gannents Transfonuer 

Sectors Manufacturing Manufacturing Manufacnuing 

Sector Sector Sector 

Factories A B C D E F G 

Distributed Questionnaires 203 210 200 78 152 11 7 150 

n (Usable rate) 150(74%) 178 (85%) 148 (74%) 57 (73%) 94 (62%) 92 (81%) 117 (78%) 

Gender: Female 48.7 76.4 88.5 78.9 87.2 91.6 63.2 

(%) Male 49.3 22.5 5.4 14.0 6.4 5.3 35.0 

Marital status: Single 38.7 33.7 40.5 28.1 40.0 50.4 
No Answer 

(%) Married 60.7 65.2 56.8 71.9 53.7 42.7 

Mean Age level 31-35 36-40 21 -25 31-35 26-30 26-30 26-30 

More than 10 More than 10 Less than or More than 5 More than I More than 5 More than 5 less 

Mean Tenure years less than or less than or equal 1 less than or less than or less than or than or equal 10 

equal 15 equal 15 equal 10 equal 5 equal 10 

l evel of Education (%) 

Less than 13 years School Education 36.7 16.3 60.8 83.7 70.2 54.9 9.4 

More than or equal 13 years School 59.3 80.9 30.4 15.8 26.6 43.2 85.5 

Education 

Salary level : Mean (Rupees) 19260.78 21163.61 16817.16 15158.60 22.269.41 30.398.30 

(USD121 .83} (USDJ 33.87) (USDJ06.38) (USD95.89) No Answer (USDJ40.86} (USDJ92.28) 

S.D (Rupees) 4962.34 4942.70 1980.54 2164.66 3272.01 7725.25 

(USO 1- 158.09, CBSl , 201 8.05.31) (USD31 .39) (USD31.26) (USDJ2.53) (USDJ3.69) (USD20.70) (USD48.87) 

Number of Employees (Blue-collar) 892 850 396 105 450 1200 1320 

Established year offactory 1973 1984 2015 2000 2010 2004 2007 

Nationality offactory Sri lankan Japanese Indian Sri l ankan Sri l ankan Sri Lank.an Norwegian 



98 

 

of school education and workers of the factory earn nearly USD 96 per month, 

averagely.   

Factory E has also been producing garments for the world’s leading brands.  As a 

group, they have 5 production factories in Sri  Lanka.  In the workforce of the 

factory, nearly 90 per cent of employees are women and the mean age level is 26-

30. Employees have more than 1 year and less than or equal  to 5 years tenure in 

the factory, averagely.  As in factory C and D, most of the production workers 

belong to the less than 13 years school education level. Unfortunately, the factory 

did not give permission to ask about the martial  status and salary level.   

Factory F is also a subsidiary of the Mother Company which belong to factory X 

that  was surveyed in the quali tative study.  The TPS has been used to arrange their  

operating system, too. In the production workforce, more than 90 per cent of 

workers are women, 53.7 per cent of workers are married and the average age level 

is 26-30. As well ,  the average work experience of the workers is more than 5 and 

less than or equal to 10 years and 43.2 per cents of workers have more than or 

equal to 13 years of school education. And , workers of the factory earn about USD 

141 per month, averagely.  

Factory G is a Norwegian affi liated organiza tion which has been manufacturing 

transformers for industrial companies. They started the production in Sri  Lanka in 

year 2007. Regarding gender and marital  status, 63.2 per cent workers are women 

and 50.4 are unmarried. The mean age level of the workers in the factory is 26-30 

and workers have more than 5 and less than or equal to 10 years work experience 

in the factory, averagely. As well ,  the factory have educated production workers 

in si te because most of them have obtained more than or equal to 13 years of 

school education (85.5 per cent).  The average monthly salary is about USD 192.  

Until now, the organizational background and demographic features of each 

organization are outlined. Then, to understand the nature of the whole sample and 

sectors (porcelain, garment  and transformer) which are used in the current study, 

demographic features  (Table 6) are calculated regarding aggregated data sets,  as 

a whole and sectors vice. In all the manufacturing organizations’ samples, most of 
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the workers are women (74 .9 per cent).  Also, regarding the sectors, this trend 

prevails as the same, however, the percentage is higher in the garment  sector (87.6 

per cent) than the other two sectors. Although a majority of workers are single in 

the transformer sector,  55 per cent  of workers are married in all  the sample. The 

mean age level is 31-35 and this is similar with the mean age level of the porcelain 

sector sample. However, the garment and transformer sectors’ mean age level is 

26-30. When we consider the workers in all  the organizations, average work 

experience is more than five and less than or equal to 10 years;  in the garment 

sector,  however, average work experience is lower than in other sectors.    

 

Table 6 Demographic data (as one sample and sectors)  

Source: Survey data.  

Note 1.  Marital  status and salary level in al l manufactur ing organization s and garment 

sector  were calculated excluding factory E which has not  given the permission to  collect 

those data.   

 

Further,  as a whole , 54 per cent of workers have more than or  equal to 13 years 

school education and regarding the sectors,  63.5 per cent of the garment sector 

All Manufacturing Porcelain Garments Transformer 

Organizations Manufacturing Manufacturing Manufacturing 

Sector Sector Sector 

11 839 328 394 117 

Gender: Female 74.9 63.7 87.6 63.2 

(%) Male 21.7 34.8 6.9 35.0 

Marital status: Single 36.6 36.0 33.0 50.4 

(%) Married 55.0 (Note I) 63.1 51.8 (Note I) 42.7 

Mean Age level 31-35 31-35 26-30 26-30 

More than 5 less More than IO less More than I less More than 5 less 
Mean Tenure years 

than or equal I 0 than or equal 15 than or equal 5 than or equal 10 

Level of Education(%) 

Less than 13 years School Education 41.1 25.6 63.5 9.4 

More than or equal 13 years School 54.0 71.0 30.5 85.5 

Education 

Salary Level: Mean (Rupees) 2 1072.42 (Note I) 203 16.50 18218.12 (Note I) 30.398.30 

(USD133.29) (USDJ 28.51) (USDJ 15.23) (USDJ 92.28) 

S.D (Rupees) 6559.20 5033.13 3742.77 7725.25 

(USD 1=158.09, CBSL, 2018.05.31) (USD41.49) (USD31.84) (USD23.67) (USD48.87) 
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workers have less than to 13 years of school education and conversely, a large 

number of workers in the porcelain and transformer sectors have more than or 

equal to 13 years of school education and they are 71 per cent and 85.5 per cent,  

respectively. Moreover, in the aggregated data set of all organizations, the average 

monthly salary is about USD 133 and comparatively, the average monthly salary 

is higher in the transformer sector than in other sectors.   

 

6.3 HRM Practices  

As discussed in chapter three, HRM practices are helpful to understand the nature 

of a team-based work organization. Therefore, information regarding HRM 

practices of each organization was  collected by handling interviews with the 

managerial  level workers of each organization. HRM practices of each surveyed 

organization are shown based on the following five elements,  because they are 

considered as the antecedents of workers’ level  character ist ics of team.  

- Employees’ training and development  

- Goal setting 

- Rewards system 

- Work design 

- Organizational structure design  

 

 6.3.1 Employees’ Training and Development  

In factory A, people are recruited to the departments which have job vacancies ,  

for instance the decoration department recruit s employees who have decoration  

skills.  These newly entered workers are identified as the trainee production 

workers.  Trainee production workers have to get train ing under the line 

supervisors and production executives. Thus, as a training and development 

method, the organization provides 3 months of on-the-job training (OJT). Job 

rotations do not take place and according to the HR manager, creating specialised 

workers on each production task is the target of employees’ training and 

development of the factory.   
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In factory B, there are two training programs for production workers ,  in which, 

newly entered workers are trained by the supervisors of the production line which 

he or she was assigned. There are three worker levels which have been classified 

on employees’ skills,  under this department based training . Those three levels are, 

“can do work with support  of supervisor”, “can do work on own with working 

standards” and “can teach”.  

Another one is the multi-skills development program which has been established 

under the “Monozukuri Concept” of the factory. According to the HR manager of 

factory B, the Monozukuri  Concept is a program which considers cost  reduction, 

improvement of safety and training of the employees. Every production 

department has to manage an Education and Training Skil ls Map to display 

employees’ skil ls development. Under this multi -skil ls development program, they 

hope to train their  workers on at  least three processes of the production flow. The 

factory provides 6~12 months of training, based on the multi -skil l development 

program. OJT is used as the main training method and job rotations take place 

continuously based on the training plan. Even newly recruited employees are also 

trained on OJT. Further, there is not only a production task related multi -skills 

development program but training on maintaining task training also. A few decades 

ago, a training program in the Mother Company in Japan had been arranged. 

However, due to an i llegal stay problem, the training program was interrupted.  

Training and development in factory C and E is similar to some extent.  Factory 

C and E have established a training production line to give basic training to the 

newly recruited employees. However, the training line of factory C provides basic 

training within 15 days and then those training machine operators are assigned to 

the production workplaces which face labour shortage. Thereafter, the supervisor 

of each production workplace provides OJT to the newcomers . Meanwhile, factory 

D has not dedicated training facil ities to workers and very often they recruit 

persons who have work experience in same industry and occasionally, supervisors 

of the production workplace provided the knowledge to the workers in an ad-hoc 

basis.  
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Factory F is a subsidiary of the Mother Company which belongs to factory X 

which was used to carry out the qualitative study. Therefore, training and 

development methods are similar with factory X because, a training school trains 

the newly recruited employees and the in-site training centre (MSD unit)  develops 

the skil ls of the exist ing employees under the MSDP (see  Appendix 4) .  However, 

employees who are in factory F have to gain knowledge about how to use some 

technological  equipment such as t ablets because, the Mother company has a policy 

to use technology as much as possible on the factory floors. For example, as can 

be seen in factory F, tablets have been provided to each production workplace and 

information is exchanged by using them. Further, tablets are used to fulfil  a task 

which previously was performed by the “ANDON” system. 

In factory G, there is not any systemized training program to expand the 

competencies of the existing employees and the organization welcome s the 

specialized workers to the production process. The factory has arranged a training 

section to provide knowledge about any job, f or instance, winding transformer  

coils.  Newcomers have to participate in a 3 months training program.   

 

6.3.2 Goal Settings  

In factory A, each production workplace has a monthly production target to be 

accomplished collectively. This monthly target is determined by the production 

planning department. In factory B also, each and every production workplace has 

a production target which should be acc omplished, collectively. These production 

targets are calculated by the production engineering department in the 

organization.  A monthly production target is assigned to  each production 

workplace by the working study department in factory G.  

Contrastively, in the garment sector,  goal setting is performed on a daily basis. 

In factory C, D and E, employees have a daily production target  which should be 

achieved individually and collectively as a production workplace. And in factory 

F, each production workplace has only a target  which should be accomplished, 

collectively. These daily-based production targets are calculated based on the 
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Standard Minute Value (SMV).  

 

6.3.3 Reward System   

In factory A, basic salary levels of production employees are decided bas ed on 

the collective agreement between the organization and labour unions. As well,  

when determining the employees’ basic payments,  seniority and job grades are 

largely taken into consideration. In addition, the organization calculates 

production incentives based on the monthly target completion of a production 

workplace.  

Salary = Basic Salary + Production Incentive + Attendance Incentives  

 The reward system of factory B is identical  with factory A. Basic salary levels 

are decided based on the collective agreement between the organization and 

workers union. In factory B as well ,  production incentives are calculated on a 

collective- basis considering the monthly target completion of each workplace.  

The rewards systems of factory C, D and E are identical  and  i t can be reported 

as follows. 

Salary = Basic Salary + Production Incentive + Attendance Bonus  

+Grading Bonus  

Both collective and individual performances are considered to determine the 

production incentives. And, factories C, D and E pay the bonus for worker ’s grade 

(C, B, A*, A**, A*** and super grade).  These grades are decided considering the 

employee’s work experience, contribution to the production and skil ls.   

In factory F, salaries of the blue -collar workers of the production workplace are 

calculated as follows.  

   Salary = Basic Salary + [Production Incentive + Bonus]  + Attendance 

Incentives  

There is individual difference regarding basic salary. However, the production 

incentives and bonus of the workers are calculated based on completion of ta rget 

which is assigned to the workplace. When the workplace reaches or makes more 

than the production target,  employees can earn the production incentive and bonus. 
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There is not an individual based incentive calculation as is in other garment 

factories (C, D and E).  

The rewards systems of factory G can be reported as follows. 

Salary = Basic Salary + Production Incentive + Attendance Bonus   

There is an individual difference regarding basic salary. However, the production 

incentives and bonus of the workers are calculated based on the completion of 

target  which is assigned to the workplace and an individual .  

  

6.3.4 Work Design (Production Process)  

As the porcelain production organizations, the production process of factory A 

and B (see Appendix 10)  is often identical , as explained below.  

In factory A, each work station of the production process (forming, white -ware 

reduction fir ing, white -ware oxidation firing, biscuit  inspection, white -ware 

inspection, decoration, decoration inspection , etc.)  fulfi l  the part  of production. 

For example, in the glazing department,  firstly, unloading the biscuit from the 

hearth kiln and then removing dust  which is on the biscuit -ware by using a 

compressor.  Next,  the glazing task is performed and finally, glazed biscuits are 

loaded to carts for f iring them. Out - puts of the glazing department,  that  is  white-

wares,  are the in-puts of the white-ware inspection department. Some tasks in the 

production station have been arranged as a moving assembly l ine using a belt  

system. Particularly, when we consider the work design of the white -ware 

inspection, decoration and decoration inspection, employees have to depend on 

others to fulfi l his or her job.  

In factory B, each work station of the production process (moulding, white -ware, 

biscuit inspection, glazing, white -ware inspection, decoration, decoration 

inspection etc.)  finishes the part  of a product. Tasks of each production station 

have been arranged as a moving assembly line using a belt  system. For example, 

in the biscuit  inspection line, firstly, unloading the biscuits from the kiln are 

performed at  the start  point  of the l ine. Then, an inspection task is carried out and 

finally, arrangements are made to transfer the product of the biscuit  inspection 
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department to the glazing department.  An out-put of the biscuit  inspection 

becomes an in-put to the glazing department.     

In the production process of factory C, D and E, a progressive bundle system can 

be seen. Here, bundles of clothes move from one machine operator to another 

machine operator.  Workers in the production workplaces just  fulfil  the sawing 

tasks and quality checking, tag  installing and packing tasks are performed by other 

separated departments in factory C, D and E. Meanwhile,  the work design method 

of factory F is identica l with factory X and sawing, quali ty checking and packing 

tasks are handled by each workplace. In the single- piece flow system, each worker 

fulfi ls a part  of a piece of product and that  piece is transferred to another to 

complete his or her part .  In facto ry F, in addition to the Zig zag module (16 

workers consist  of the workplace and in the work process, one worker fulfil s  the 

one or two tasks and turns to another to do the next task, as it  has been presented 

in Figure 8),  they have introduced a new work module as the “Stand module” 

which consists of 7 multi -skilled workers and complete all  the production tasks 

which are performed by 16 members in the Zig zag module. The Production 

workplaces which are based on the stand module have been arranged as a U-shape 

and employees can move freely from one operation to another as the garment 

progresses. Hence, transferring team members within the workplace happens 

automatically,  as needed.  

 However, as a whole, i t  can be conclude d that  the production workers in each 

workplace of factory C, D, E and F have to depend on the other worker(s) in his 

or her workplace, although work flows under the progressive bundle system (C, D 

and E) or single -piece flow system. Therefore, in a workplace, an item is 

completed with the help of every member of the l ine.  

The work-flow of factory G was unable to  be observed during the survey period. 

According to the manager of personal and administration, in the production 

process, a production workplace assembles or produces a part  of a prod uct and the 

fulfi lled part  is  transferred to another workplace . Therefore, a workplace has to 

depend on the other workplace . Employees of a workplace perform the same task,  
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for instance, the primary winding is fulfi lled by a workplace.   

 

6.3.5 Organizational Structure   

According to the details of factory A, an organizational chart  of the factory can 

be drawn as in Appendix 11. When the hierarchical  structure of a production 

related task is considered, the general  technical  manager is at  the top of the 

production section. He has eight immediate subordinates such as four senior 

managers and four production managers on pro duction related tasks:  white-ware 

fir ing, white ware making, decoration, planning, casting, printing and kiln. There 

are four production executives who have to report  to senior managers.  The 

production supervisor is in -charge of a production workplace and there are twenty 

six supervisors .  However, there are three production workplaces which consist  of 

two supervisors,  and depends on the length of the line. A supervisor has to handle 

averagely 10-30 production workers of each workplace. Accordingly, the 

hierarchical  chain of command from top to bottom regarding one production  

workplace, here about a decoration l ine, can be shown as follow s.   

 

 

 

 

The organizational chart  of factory B has been exhibited in  Appendix 12. The 

factory manager is the head of the production department. Senior managers of 

white-ware, decoration and production planning are the immediate subordinates 

of the factory manager. There are four production managers for preparation, 

forming, casting and moulding and white -ware oxidation fir ing under the senior 

managers of production department. In the next layer of the organizational chart ,  

there are six assistant production managers who report  to the production managers.  

These assistant production managers give commands to the supervisory level 

workers in each production workplace. Junior supervisors are the immediate 

subordinates of the supervisory level workers and immediate superiors of the 

General Manager → Senior Manager (decoration ware department) → 

Production Executive (decoration ware department) → Supervisor 

(Decoration Line 1) → Production Workers (Decoration Line 1)  
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production workers.  However, junior supervisory level workers are involved in 

the production activities with the production workers.  Although command flow 

seems to be complex, in sum, the hierarchical  chain of command from top to 

bottom of the production department can be summarized as follows.   

 

 

 

 

According to the organizational structure of factory C (see Appendix 13),  

hierarchies which related to the producti on department can be reported as,  

 

Factory Manager →Production Manager →Assistan t Production Manager (APM) 

→Team Leader →Machine Operators →Helpers  

 

Relating the hierarchical  chain of command, an APM has responsi bilities on two 

production workplaces  and has to provide instructions and commands to the team 

leader and workers there. The team leader is also a managerial  level worker who 

performs as the supervisor of the workplace. In addit ion to the commands from 

the team leader,  workers and helpers have to listen to the in -l ine quali ty assistant 

who checks the production quality of the ongoing process.   

The organizational structure of factory D has been given in Appendix 14.  In 

factory D, the organizational structure  of the production floor can be presented as 

follows. 

 

Factory Manager →Production Manager → Supervisors → Machine Operators 

→Helpers 

Its nature is to some extent identical with factory C. However, comparatively as 

a small  organization, they have abolished the APM level which can be seen in 

factory C. The production manager directly provides commands to the supervisory 

level workers who belong to the white -collar level.  Supervisors are the responsible 

Factory Manager → Senior Manager → Production Manager → Assistant  

Production Manager (s) → Supervisor (s) → Junior Supervisor→ Production 

Workers 
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people of each production workplace. The number of subordinates directly 

reporting to a supervisor is about 13-26. Meanwhile,  an in-l ine quality controller 

also supervises and provides commands to the production workers and helpers.   

The organizational structure of factory E has been shown in Appendix 15. The 

production floor ’s organizational structure of factory E  can be reported as follows. 

 

Factory Manager →Production Manager →Supervisor →Leader →Seamstress 

→Helpers 

 

Factory E has used different names to introduce managerial  posit ions and workers.  

For instance, they have used the term ‘supervisor ’ for an assistant production 

manager who is in factory C, ‘leader ’ for supervisory level workers and 

‘seamstress’ for machine operators. As a managerial level worker, the leader 

preforms the supervisory task of the assigned production workplace and his or her 

span of control  is 20 employees, averagely. Like other factories, the quality 

supervisor also provides instructions and command s to the workers, occasionally.  

The organizational structure of the production floor in factory F is similar with 

factory X (Figure 9) ,  because they are subsidiaries of the same mother company. 

Therefore, giving information on the organizational structure of factory F is 

omitted. However, the number of subordinates directly reporting to a team leader 

is 6 in the Stand module and about 15 in the Zig zag module. Meanwhile,  i t  was 

unable to obtain information regarding whole organizational structure of factory 

F.    

Detailed information about the organizational structure of the production floor 

in factory G was unable to be gathered. However, acco rding to the manager of 

personal and administration, a production supervisor is the in-charge of a 

production workplace.  

  

Accordingly, HRM practices in all  surveyed manufacturing organization s can be 

summarized into Table 7.  
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Management 

Practices 

Factory A Factory B Factory C Factory D Factory E Factory F Factory G 

E m p l o y e e s ’   

T r a i n i n g  a n d  

D e v e l o p m e n t  

- O J T  i s  

p r o v i d e d  b y  

s u p e r v i s o r s  

o f  

p r o d u c t i o n  

l i n e s .  

- T a r g e t  i s  t o  

d e v e l o p  

s p e c i a l i z e d  

w o r k e r s  o n  

s p e c i f i c  

t a s k .  

- F o r  

n e w c o m e r s ,  

s u p e r v i s o r s  

o f  

p r o d u c t i o n  

l i n e s  

p r o v i d e  

O J T .  

- M u l t i -

s k i l l s  

d e v e l o p m e n t  

s e c t i o n  

t r a i n s  

e x i s t i n g  

- T r a i n i n g  

l i n e  p r o v i d e s  

t r a i n i n g  f o r  

n e w c o m e r s .  

- I n  t h e  

p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e ,  

s u p e r v i s o r y  

l e v e l  w o r k e r  

p r o v i d e s  

t r a i n i n g s  o n  

n e w  t a s k  ( a d -

h o c  b a s i s ) .  

N o  t r a i n i n g  

l i n e  o r  

s e c t i o n  

W h e n  i t  i s  

n e e d e d ,  

s u p e r v i s o r y  

l e v e l  w o r k e r  

o f  t h e  

p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

p r o v i d e s  

t r a i n i n g s  

( a d - h o c  

b a s i s ) .  

T r a i n i n g  l i n e  

p r o v i d e s  

t r a i n i n g  f o r  

n e w c o m e r s .  

W h e n  i t  i s  

n e e d e d ,  

s u p e r v i s o r y  

l e v e l  w o r k e r  

o f  t h e  

p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

p r o v i d e s  

t r a i n i n g s  

( a d - h o c  

- T r a i n i n g  

s e c t i o n  

p r o v i d e s  

t r a i n i n g  f o r  

n e w  c o m e r s .  

- I n - s i t e  

t r a i n i n g  

c e n t r e  t r a i n s  

e m p l o y e e s  

o n  d i f f e r e n t  

k i n d s  o f  

t a s k s  b a s e d  

o n  t h e  M S D P  

( M u l t i - s k i l l s  

T r a i n i n g  

s e c t i o n  

p r o v i d e s  

t r a i n i n g  f o r  

n e w  c o m e r s .  

 

Table 7 HRM Practices of the Manufacturing Organization in Sri Lanka  
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e m p l o y e e s  

o n  d i f f e r e n t  

t a s k s .  

- J o b  

r o t a t i o n .  

b a s i s ) .  D e v e l o p m e n t  

P r o g r a m ) .  

Goal  Sett ing  

E a c h  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  a  

m o n t h l y  

t a r g e t  w h i c h  

s h o u l d  b e  

a c h i e v e d  

c o l l e c t i v e l y .  

E a c h  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  a  

m o n t h l y  

t a r g e t  w h i c h  

s h o u l d  b e  

a c h i e v e d  

c o l l e c t i v e l y .  

E a c h  

w o r k p l a c e  

a n d  w o r k e r  

h a s  a  d a i l y  

t a r g e t  w h i c h  

s h o u l d  b e  

a c c o m p l i s h e d  

c o l l e c t i v e l y  

a n d  

i n d i v i d u a l l y .  

E a c h  

w o r k p l a c e  

a n d  w o r k e r  

h a s  a  d a i l y  

t a r g e t  w h i c h  

s h o u l d  b e  

a c c o m p l i s h e d  

c o l l e c t i v e l y  

a n d  

i n d i v i d u a l l y .  

E a c h  

w o r k p l a c e  

a n d  w o r k e r  

h a s  a  d a i l y  

t a r g e t  w h i c h  

s h o u l d  b e  

a c c o m p l i s h e d  

c o l l e c t i v e l y  

a n d  

i n d i v i d u a l l y .  

E a c h  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  a  d a i l y  

p r o d u c t i o n  

t a r g e t  ( a  

g o a l )  w h i c h  

h a s  t o  b e  

f u l f i l l e d  

c o l l e c t i v e l y .  

E a c h  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  a  

m o n t h l y  

t a r g e t  w h i c h  

s h o u l d  b e  

a c h i e v e d  

c o l l e c t i v e l y  

a n d  

i n d i v i d u a l l y .  

Rewards 

System 

P r o d u c t i o n  

i n c e n t i v e s  

a r e  

P r o d u c t i o n  

i n c e n t i v e s  

a r e  

P r o d u c t i o n  

i n c e n t i v e s  

a r e  

P r o d u c t i o n  

i n c e n t i v e s  

a r e  

P r o d u c t i o n  

i n c e n t i v e s  

a r e  

P r o d u c t i o n  

i n c e n t i v e s  

a r e  

P r o d u c t i o n  

i n c e n t i v e s  

a r e  



111 

 

c a l c u l a t e d  

b a s e d  o n  t h e  

m o n t h l y  

t a r g e t  

c o m p l e t i o n  

b y  a  

w o r k p l a c e ,  

c o l l e c t i v e l y .  

c a l c u l a t e d  

b a s e d  o n  t h e  

m o n t h l y  

t a r g e t  

c o m p l e t i o n  

b y  a  

w o r k p l a c e ,  

c o l l e c t i v e l y .  

c a l c u l a t e d  

b a s e d  o n  t h e  

c o l l e c t i v e  

p e r f o r m a n c e  

a s  w e l l  a s  

i n d i v i d u a l  

p e r f o r m a n c e .  

c a l c u l a t e d  

b a s e d  o n  t h e  

c o l l e c t i v e  

p e r f o r m a n c e  

a s  w e l l  a s  

i n d i v i d u a l  

p e r f o r m a n c e .  

c a l c u l a t e d  

b a s e d  o n  t h e  

c o l l e c t i v e  

p e r f o r m a n c e  

a s  w e l l  a s  

i n d i v i d u a l  

p e r f o r m a n c e .  

c a l c u l a t e d  

b a s e d  o n  t h e  

c o l l e c t i v e  

p e r f o r m a n c e .  

c a l c u l a t e d  

b a s e d  o n  t h e  

c o l l e c t i v e  

p e r f o r m a n c e  

a s  w e l l  a s  

i n d i v i d u a l  

p e r f o r m a n c e .  

Work Design  

- M o v i n g  

a s s e m b l y  

l i n e  w i t h  

b e l t  s y s t e m .   

- B a s e d  o n  

t h e  w o r k  

f l o w ,  e a c h  

m e m b e r  o f  

p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

- M o v i n g  

a s s e m b l y  

l i n e  w i t h  

b e l t  s y s t e m .   

- B a s e d  o n  

t h e  w o r k  

f l o w ,  e a c h  

m e m b e r  o f  

p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

-  A  w o r k e r  o f  

a  p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  t o  d e p e n d  

o n  o t h e r s  t o  

s t a r t  o r  f u l f i l  

h i s  o r  h e r  

t a s k .  

- P r o g r e s s i v e  

b u n d l e  

-  A  w o r k e r  o f  

a  p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  t o  d e p e n d  

o n  o t h e r s  t o  

s t a r t  o r  f u l f i l  

h i s  o r  h e r  

t a s k .  

- P r o g r e s s i v e  

b u n d l e  

-  A  w o r k e r  o f  

a  p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  t o  d e p e n d  

o n  o t h e r s  t o  

s t a r t  o r  f u l f i l  

h i s  o r  h e r  

t a s k .  

- P r o g r e s s i v e  

b u n d l e  

A  w o r k e r  o f  

a  p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  t o  

d e p e n d  o n  

o t h e r s  t o  

s t a r t  o r  

f u l f i l  h i s  o r  

h e r  t a s k .  

- S i n g l e -  

-  A  w o r k e r  o f  

a  p r o d u c t i o n  

w o r k p l a c e  

h a s  n o t  t o  

d e p e n d  o n  

o t h e r s  t o  

s t a r t  o r  

f u l f i l  h i s  o r  

h e r  t a s k .  
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h a s  t o  

d e p e n d  o n  

e a c h  o t h e r .  

h a s  t o  

d e p e n d  o n  

e a c h  o t h e r .  

s y s t e m  h a s  

b e e n  u s e d .  

s y s t e m  h a s  

b e e n  u s e d .  

s y s t e m  h a s  

b e e n  u s e d .  

p i e c e  f l o w.  

Organizational  

Structure  

H i e r a r c h i c a l  H i e r a r c h i c a l  H i e r a r c h i c a l  H i e r a r c h i c a l  H i e r a r c h i c a l  

S u p e r v i s o r y  

l e v e l  h a s  

b e e n  

a b o l i s h e d .  

Te a m  l e a d e r  

i s  a  b l u e -

c o l l a r  

e m p l o y e e .  

L e s s  

h i e r a r c h i c a l  

(  L e e  &  

E d m o n d s o n ,  

2 0 1 7 )  

-  

Note :  Information regarding the organizational  s tructure of fac tory G was unable to be obtained.  
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6.4 Results of Quantitative Data Analyses 

Results which were obtained through different kinds of statist ical  analysis are 

mentioned in this section. First ly, results of factor analysis (Exploratory factor 

analysis - EFA) and reliabilit ies values of data are presented. Then, correlation 

values and regression analysis results are revealed. Next,  an estimated teamwork 

model(s) is confirmed considering the causal  relationships of team characterist ics.  

Moreover, results of the supplementary analyses are also reported in this section.        

In the quantitative survey, self -administered questionnaires were distributed 

(Mean values and standard deviations of each item has been given in Appendix 3).  

The usable response rates for distributed questionnaire s in factories A to G were 

74, 85, 74, 73, 62, 81 and 78 per cent, respectively. In sum, it  was a 76 per cent 

average response for questionnaires.  Each usable response rate is in or more than 

in an acceptable range of 52.2±20.4 that  has been recommend ed by Baruch and 

Holton (2008) for organizational research that  is  based on the data which  is  

collected from individuals.  

Accordingly, data which was collected through the quanti tative survey is 

analysed as follows.  

 

6.4.1. Extraction of  Team Characteristics  

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)  

Firstly, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed by using Unweighted 

Least Squares extraction with Promax rotation through the SPSS FACTOR 

Analysis .  Practically, before carry out the factor analysis,  ceiling effect and floor 

effects are checked regarding the collected data and items which have exhibited 

ceiling effect  or f loor effect  are left  out  from the factor analysis.  However,  

Shimizu (2018) and Yoshida et  al . (2012) 16  have insisted a contradictory point  of  

                                                   

1 6  Yoshida e t  a l .  (2012 ,  pp .21 4-215) have repor ted that  “….i f  there i s  a  cer ta in amount o f  

var ia t ion,  con tent  should  be considered more impor tan t ly than  the bias  o f the  d ist r ibut ion”. 

Fur thermore,  they have ins is ted  that  the procedure [wh en i tem’s  Mean value ± S tandard Deviat ion 

i s beyond  the  acceptab le  range,  the  i tem is  dele ted poin t ing ou t  there  i s  a cei l ing effect  o r  f loor 
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view regarding this exclusion. Therefore, data which was gathered by using 23 

items to measure characteristics of team: multi -skills,  common goal,  task 

interdependence, team autonomy and mutual support , was used for the factor 

analysis ,  primarily. Factor analysis was carr ied out with an aggregated data set  

(data from all  seven factories) and individual data sets of each organization. In 

the option of the factor analysis which relate  to how coefficients are displayed , 

suppressed absolute values of less than 0.3 was set  (Oda, 2014). In the first stage, 

however, it  was unable to extract  valid, useful and convincing factors.  Therefore, 

again, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed by using Unweighted 

Least Squares extraction with Promax rotation through the SPSS FACTOR  

Analysis putt ing data which was gathered by using 17 items which were used to 

measure multi -skills,  common goal,  task interdependence and mutual support . 

That is,  factor analysis was carried out exclud ing the items for team autonomy 

since the large number  of i tems exhibited the floor effect - the lower ends of scores 

(mean value- standard deviation) 17  are below 1. Furthermore, i tems which had 

less communality values, in fact less than 0.3 , were avoided from the factor 

analysis because they are less criterions than the usual 0.30 (Mohapatra & Murarka, 

2016; Oda, 2014).  

Based on factor analysis results, Kaiser -Mayer-Olkin (KMO value) measures of 

samples adequacy were between .802 and .692 regarding all  factories  (Table 8). 

These values determined factorabili ty,  since those exceed the minimum value of 

0.5 (Field, 2013).The χ2 test  statics of Bartlett’s tests of sphericity were 

significant at p <.001 in each factory, which indicated that all  correlations were 

significantly different from zero.  

 Rotated factors loadings (pattern matrix) and commonality values are given in 

Appendix 16-23. Patterns of factor loading in whole samples and each organization 

are shown in Table 8. The term “Yes” describes factor extraction regarding each 

manufacturing organization. Furthe r,  the percent of variance explained (PVE), 

                                                   

effect]  which i s  used to  examine the  cei l ing effect  and floor  effect  i s  no t  su i tab le .   

1 7  Mean values  and s tandard  deviat ions of the  i tems h ave been  reported in  appendix 3 .   
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cumulative percent of variance explained (CPVE) and re liabili ty values in each 

factor  are shown in Table 8. Factors in which the Eigen value is higher than 1.0 

(Field, 2013) were extracted.  

 

Table 8 Results of  EFA and Reliabilit ies  

Note:  PVE-Percent of variance explained, CPVE- Cumulative Percent of Variance 

Explained, KMO- Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin. Reliabil ity values represent the Cronbach 

alpha.  

Source:  Results of stat ist ical  analysis on the survey data.  

 

In the situation of all  combined data, that  is,  data from all  seven organizations 

was aggregated, two factors could be extracted and altogether accounted for about 

59 per cent of the variance in responses. Those are named as mutual support  and 

common goal.  Regarding factories A, C and E, three factors were extracted and 

altogether accounted for nearly 67, 65 and 72 per cent of the variance in responses, 

respectively. In A and C, factors 1 to 3 were labelled as mutual support , common 

goal and task interdependence. In  E, factors 1 to 3 were labelled as mutual support , 

task interdependence and common goal.  In factory B, four factors were extracted 

Sectors 

Porcelain Gam1ents Trnnsfonner 
All 

Manufacturing Manufacn1ring Manufacniring 

A B C D E F G 

11 839 150 178 148 57 94 95 11 7 

Muhrnl Support Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes -
Reliability .72 .78 .69 .80 .78 .73 .75 .80 

PVE 41.075 40.886 29.561 39.475 43.31 1 36.047 35.741 39.477 

Common Go:ll Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
-

Reliability .68 .63 .72 .56 .65 .60 .53 .61 

PVE 17.695 11 .973 13.424 14.393 2 1.887 14.985 11.571 17.602 

Multi-Skills Yes Yes 

Reliability .54 .66 

PVE 10.020 13.830 

Task Interdependence Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Reliability .60 .53 .52 .77 

PVE 13.745 9.065 11.128 20.572 

CPVE 58. 769 66.604 62.710 64.996 65.198 71.604 61.142 57.080 

KMO .795 .802 .780 .786 .733 .692 .730 .783 

Ba11lett's Test 1223.1 *** 389.3*** 440.2*** 367.8*** 113.6*** 179.0*** 229.9*** 228.72*** 



116 

 

and altogether accounted for 63 per cent of the variance in responses. Factors 1 to 

4 were named as mutual support , common goal,  multi -skil ls and task 

interdependence. Relating factory F, three factors were able to be obtained and the 

cumulative percent of variance explained was 61 per cent.  Those extracted factors 

were labelled as mutual support , multi -skills and common goal.  In D and G, two 

factors could be obtained and the percentage of variance explained was 65 and 57, 

respectively. These two factors are mutual support  and common goal.  

 

Reliabil ities  

Cronbach α coefficients were calculated to measure reliabil ity of the i tems. Felid 

(2013) described that  Cronbach α evaluates to what extent the i tems measure one 

factor or construct.  All  the Cronbach α coefficients of constructs which were used 

in the study ranged from 0.80 to 0.52  (Table 8).  According to the rule of thumb of 

George and Mallery (2003), the mutual support factor shows a good and acceptable 

level of reliability since the Cronbach α coefficients ranged from 0.80 to 0.69. 

Regarding common goal  and task interdependence , some of the reliabil ity values 

are acceptable. However, there are reliabil ity values which show low Cronbach α 

coefficients and those factors can be identified as two - item scales.  According to 

Gliem and Gliem (2003) and Peterson  (1994), Cronbach α coefficients value 

depends on the number of items which consists of a factor and, part icularly, two -

items present low alpha values (Field, 2013). Due to that,  some scholars argue that  

the calculation of  alpha is inappropriate and meaningless for two -item scales 

(Verhoef, 2003; Sainfort  & Booske 2000). However, Gliem and Gliem (2003) 

argued that  Cronbach α coefficients value for two items should be at  least  0.40.  

      

6.4.2 Relationships between Team Characteristics  

Next, relationships between team characteristics which were extracted through 

the EFA are concerned. Therefore, by using the characteristics of team, firstly, 

correlations between factors are calculated. Then, the regression analysis is 

carried out.  
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Correlation Values  

 Results (Table 9) revealed that there are correlations between the team 

characteristics.   

Table 9 Correlation Values  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*p<.05, **p<.01  

Note:  M-SK- Multi -skil ls,  CG-Common goal,  TI- Task Interdependence MS-

Mutual support .  

Source: The Analysis Results.  

 

Va r i a b l e s  
A l l  F a c t o r y  A  F a c t o r y  B  

M S  C G  M S  C G  T I  M S  M - S K  C G  T I  

M S  1   1    1     

M - S K       . 5 6 * *  1    

C G  . 5 9 * *  1  . 3 8 * *  1   . 5 6 * *  . 4 1 * *  1   

T I    . 5 9 * *  . 6 6 * *  1  . 4 7 * *  . 1 7 *  . 3 4 * *  1  

Va r i a b l e s  
F a c t o r y  C  F a c t o r y  D  F a c t o r y  E  

M S  C G  T I  M S  C G  M S  C G  T I  

M S  1    1   1    

M - S K          

C G  . 5 3 * *  1   . 1 3  1  . 4 0 * *  1   

T I  . 5 4 * *  . 2 7 * *  1   . 1 4  . 2 7 * *  1  

Va r i a b l e s  
F a c t o r y  F  F a c t o r y  G  

M S  M - S K  C G  M S  C G  

M S  1    1   

M - S K  . 3 2 * *  1     

C G  . 3 8 * *  . 2 6 * *   . 3 1 * *  1  

T I    
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In which, regarding the sample as a whole (aggregated all  factories data),  there 

is a significant posit ive relationship between common goal and mutual support 

(r=0.59, p<0.01). Also, relating each factory, the common goal factor was related 

with mutual support  in each factory, except factory D and comparatively this 

relationship is high in factory B (r=0.56, p<0.01) and factory C (r=0.53, p<0.01). 

Multi -skills factor could be extracted only from factory B and F and they also 

presented a significant positive relationship with mutual support  (factory B r=0.56, 

p<0.01 and factory F, r=0.32, p<0.01) .  

Further,  task interdependence in factory A, B and C has a significantly positive 

relationship with mutual support .  Typically, the correlation value between mutual 

support  and task interdependence in factory A is (r=0.59, p<0.01), in factory B  is 

(r=0.47, p<0.01) and in factory C is (r=0.54, p<0.01). However, there is not a 

significant relationship between mutual support  and task interdependence in 

factory E.  

 

Regression Analysis  

According to the EFA results,  mutual support and common goal factors can be  

considered as the common characterist ics for all  organizations which stated that  

they use teamwork in their work processes. However, when compared with 

factories separately, characteristics take various patterns in one factory to another.  

These patterns may depend on the relationship between the characteristics.  For 

example, as it was described in the l iterature, mutual support is enhanced by the 

other factors.  This association can be evaluated further by using regression 

analysis  (Table 10).  

 However, before we consider the results of the regression analysis, i t  is 

important to carry out collinearity diagnostics,  because as is identified by Hair et 

al . (2019), multicoll inearity is a statist ical  issue  which can occur in the analysis 

process such as which have been used in the study. Multicollinearity means the 

“extent to which a variable can be explained by the other variables in the analysis” 

(Hair et al . ,  2019, p.123).Therefore, collinearity diagnostics were conducted. The 
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result  revealed that  there is no  perfect multicoll inearity in each model because 

when based on the collinearity diagnostics,  tolerances are more than 0.1 (Field, 

2013) and the largest  variance inflation factor (VIF) is less than 10 (Belsley et al . ,  

1980). Therefore, regression analysis r esults are outl ined as follows.  

The common goal factor explains mutual support  considerably by thirty four per 

cent,  as a whole (adjusted- R2=0.34, F=419.7, p<.001). Here, when one point 

increases on the common goal i t  corresponds to 0.587 points increase  on the 

mutual support .  Further,  when it  looks at  organizations separately, this 

relationship can also be seen in factory B, C, E and G. Although there is not a 

significant effect  on mutual support  from the common goal of factory A,  

employees’ perception on the common goal creates a negative effect  on the mutual 

support  (β=-0.024, p>.5).   

 

Table 10  Regression Results with Mutual Support as  the Dependent Variable  

(1) Indicates  p<.001    

All standardized regression coefficient (β) values have been reported regarding 

each independent variable.  

Source:  Results of stat ist ical  analysis on the survey data.  

 

Further,  multi -skills is also a component which can be used to predict  mutual 

support . In factories B and F, the multi -skills factor has created significant effect 

on the mutual support .  When multi -skills  increase by one point ,  mutual support 

All Factories 

Factories A B C D E F G 

Independent Variables 

Multi-skills .2900) .341 (I) 

Common Goal .5870) -.024 .3920) .4170) .125 .389(I) .134 .3070) 

Task Interdependence .610<1) .32 1<1) .431 (I) .036 

Adjusted-R2 .34 .34 .53 .45 -.004 . 14 .14 .09 

F-Ratios 41 9_3<1) 38.3(1) 64.2(1) 57 _9(I) .79 7.20) 8.00) 11.8(1) 

N 800 144 169 142 52 79 88 115 
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will  increase by 0.290 (at  B) and 0.341 (at F) points.  Also, employees’ perception 

of task interdependence has an ability to enhance mutual support among the 

workers.  In factories A, B and C, a one point  increases on the task interdependence 

factor corresponds to 0.610, 0.321 and 0.431 points increase on mutual support ,  

respectively. However, task interdependence in factory E has not capabil ity to 

increase mutual support  because the standard regression coefficient is not 

significant (β=-0.036, p>.5).    

Comparatively, factory B has higher explanation capabili t y than other 

organizations since, factory B is the sole organization which me t all  team 

characteristics which have been considered in this study, except variables of team 

autonomy. Regression analysis results  (Table 10) suggest  that  multi -skil ls, 

common goal and task interdependence factors explain more than fifty per cent of 

mutual support  (adjusted - R2=0.53, F=64.2, p<.001).  

 

6.4.3 Confirmation of  Teamwork in the Sri Lankan Context  

The main objective of the current study is to confirm the existence of teamwork 

in manufacturing organizations in Sri Lanka. In the li terature review (chapter 3),  

predictable teamwork models:  autonomous teamwork model,  semi -autonomous 

teamwork model and supervised teamwork model,  in work organizations were 

conceptualized and explored. Meanwhile, the regression results (Table 10) present 

the details to develop a predictable teamwork model regarding the Sri Lankan 

context.  Team autonomy was  unable to be put into the regression analysis.  And, 

further it  has been revealed that  the effect  of workers’ level characteristics:  multi -

skills,  common goal and task interdependence, to the working level feature:  mutual 

support .  Therefore, having the theoretical  discussions and practical findings, the 

most predictable teamwork model in the Sri  Lankan context is evaluated through 

the structural  equation modelling (SEM) as follow s.    

 

Causal Relationship of  Variables  

When we consider the adjusted R2  of each organization, the value in factory B  is 
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comparatively higher than other factories.  Typically, the value indicates that  53 

per cent of the variance in mutual support  can be predicted from the variables of 

multi-skil ls,  common goal and task interdependence . Accordingly, considering 

these evidences, the path analysis is performed through the structural  equation 

modelling (SEM) to evaluate the predictable relationships and models regarding 

the Sri Lankan context.  The following goodness -of-fit  indices provide information 

about the overall  f itness of the empirical  data to the models.  

Regarding factory B, a model was confirmed by using the paths of multi -skills 

→  mutual support ,  common goal →  mutual support  and task interdependence →  

mutual support.  The typical fit  indices for the Model of factory B were the overall  

chi-square being statistically significant (χ 2 (48) = 77.268, p<0.001); CMIN/DF= 

1.610, GFI = 0.929 (Goodness of Fit  Index), CFI = 0.923(Comparative Fit  Index), 

IFI= .926 (Incremental Fit  Index), RMR (Root Mean Residual)  = 0.046 and 

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) = 0.06.  

 

Figure 13 Estimated Structural Model of  Factory B  

*p < .05  * * *p < .001 

Note:  M-SK- Multi -skil ls,  CG-Common goal,  TI- Task Interdependence MS-

Mutual support .  

 

In general ,  a conceptualized model is accepted as a well -fit ting one, when the fit 

indices of CMIN/DF<2 (Loo & Thorpe, 2000), the chi -square is statist ically not 

.52*** 

.07 

M-SK 

CG .34* 

TI  

.17  

.13*  

MS 

.33* 
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significant,  RMSEA<0.06 and other fi t  indices:  GFI, CFI and IFI are 0.90 or 

greater and RMR<0.05 (Hair et  al. ,  2019; Oshio, 2017). Accordingly, the SEM 

analysis suggested that the Model in factory B has acceptable overall  goodness -

of-fi t indices regarding the relationship of characteristics of team and thus the 

estimated model can be presented as above.  

According to structural coefficients which have been shown in Figure 13, multi -

skills has a positive effect  on mutual support (β = 0.3 3, p<.05). And, common goal 

has also made a significant direct  effect  upon mutual support  (β = 0.3 4, p<.05). 

Finally, task interdependence has a positive effect  on mutual support  (β = 0.13, 

p<.05). Furthermore, there is a significant positive correlated effect  between the 

common goal and multi -skills,  as is shown in Figure 13 (γ = 0.52, p<0.001).   

In addit ion to factory B, the values of adjusted R 2  in factory A and C also 

indicates comparatively higher numbers than other factories.  In factory A and C, 

37 and 45 per cent of  the variance in mutual support  can be predicted from the 

variables of common goal and task interdependence, respectively. Therefore, even 

though the model of factory A and C is incompatible with the model s which were 

developed in the theory (Figure 5-7),  the fi t  of the models was estimated through 

the structural  equation modelling (SEM) including the paths of common goal →  

mutual support  and task interdependence →  mutual support . However, fi t indexes 

of both models were incompatible with the general acceptances.  

 

6.4.4 Supplementary Analyses  

 In the current study, as the additional analyses, exp loration of pattern of 

decision-making in each organization and comparison of employees’ awareness of 

common team characteristics between organizations is planned. Therefore, 

findings of the supplementary analyses are reported as follows.  

   

Patterns of decision-making  

Even though five- point Likert -type scales with “strongly disagree” to “strongly 

agree” were used to measure multi -skil ls,  common goal, task interdependence and 
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mutual support ,  there was a l imitation to use the five - point  Likert -type scales to 

evaluate team autonomy since the pilot  survey and the pre-test  results revealed the 

inappropriateness of them. For example, even though there is not any sound 

evidence to prove the team autonomy in the factory which was used to carry out 

the pilot survey, more than seventy per cent of workers agreed (agree+ strongly  

agree) with the statements of “we can decide our work; pace, start ing t ime, 

finishing time and methods”. Though, in the pre -test , all  workers’ answers were 

“we cannot”. Based on these reasons, in the final survey, te am autonomy was 

measured by asking who makes the decisions on work pace, starting time and 

finishing time of work, work methods, job rotation in the wor kplace and 

production quali ty.  

 

Figure 14 Mean Values of  Team Autonomy Measurements  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note.  Numbers on the vertical axis (1-4) indicate ways of decision making. More 

than or equal to 1 and less than 2 shows centralized decision making, more than 

or equal  to 2 and less than 3 shows participative decision making and more than 

or equal  to 3 and less than or equal to 4 shows autonomous decision making.  

Source: Survey data.  
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- Work Pace 2.0150 1.6548 1.6170 1.6852 1.4205 1.4884 2.3218 

- Starting Time 1.4437 1.5465 1.4786 1.3654 1.4337 1.4375 1.3300 

- Finishing Time 1.6043 1.4678 1.5000 1.4151 1.5854 1.5062 1.5938 

- work Methods 1.9275 1.6647 1.5328 1.5686 1.7089 1.8837 2.1500 

- Transferring Members 1.5507 1.4083 1.5177 1.4643 1.4500 1.7907 1.8058 

~ Qulity Matters 1.6333 1.5526 1.5172 1.3774 1.6269 1.4925 1.4886 

Factories 
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As mentioned earlier,  i tems which were used to measure the team autonomy were 

excluded EFA which was carried out with other characteristics of teams: multi -

skills,  common goal,  task interdependence and mutual support  because, most of  

the items exhibited the floor effect .  Further,  when we consider the nature of 

questionnaire responses, more than 80 per cent of answers of measurements leaned 

to decisions by management 18  which represents the decision making patterns of  

participative or centralized.  

Typically, Figure 14 shows mean values of the items which were used to measure 

team autonomy in each production organization. Shapes of the line chart  (Figure 

14) reveal the parties which possess  decision making power in the manufacturing 

organizations in Sri  Lanka. Nearly all  mean values have spread out on or below 

line 2 which represents workers’ participation (participation line).  Only working 

pace and working methods of factory G display a l it tle above line 2. It  means, al l 

items: working pace, starting time of work, finishing t ime of work, work methods 

(way of work), exchange workers within the same workplace and quality control  

matters, are in the left  side of Figure 8 (Mean values < 3  → No team autonomy). 

Typically, most of the items are very close to line 1, the centralized decision 

making pattern (Decided by management).  Further,  the grand means (mean of 

means) of the factories (A-1.70, B-1.55, C-1.53, D- 1.48, E- 1.54, F-1.60 and G-

1.78) are also in between l ine one and two. When these values are re -arranged in 

ascending order,  factory names can be shown as G, A, F, B, E, C and D. As a whole, 

each value has shown the centralized nature in decision making. Factory G, A and 

F, however, are in very close posit ion to the participation mode than other 

organizations.  

 

Degree of  Awareness regarding Common Characteristics of  Team  

According to EFA results  (Table 8) ,  common goal and mutual support  factors 

were common for all  factories. There, however is possibil ity to have differences 

                                                   

1 8  Th is  consist s  o f  bo th  scales  o f Decide b y the  Management  and  Decide b y the  Management  

discuss ing wi th us .  
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in each factory regarding the strength of employees’ perception of common goal  

and mutual support  among employees and the understanding of these difference 

would be helpful to discuss the nature of each characteristics regarding the Sri  

Lankan context.  Because , as a supplementary analysis,  the  One-way ANOVA test  

was conducted to understand those absolute differences of each organization. 

Furthermore, other than the differences between each organization calculated , the 

statistical  analysis was also performed considering demographic features to find 

out a basis to explain the differences. Accordingly, those findings are reported as 

follows.   

 

Common goal  

Based on the ANOVA values, employees’ perception on common g oal in each 

factory is significantly different (F6, 800= 10.552, p<.001). Further,  to understand 

strength, a multiple comparison was performed by using the Bonferroni test  (Field, 

2013) and results revealed that  there are not significant differences betwee n the 

garment manufacturing sector ’s organizations (C, D, E and F).  However, they 

presented significant differences with the organizations in the other two sectors 

(porcelain sector:  A and B, Transformer sector:  G). Therefore, the ANOVA test  

was carried out for the sectors and the result  was significant at  0.1 per cent level 

(F6, 800= 17.213, p<.001), again. Multiple comparison results revealed that there 

are significant differences of mean values between the garments sector and the 

porcelain sector (factor ies A and B) and the garments production sector and the 

transformers sector (factory G).  

Meanwhile,  the nature of differences between sectors can be explained with the 

demographic information  (Table 6):  proportion of male and female, tenure and 

education level.  According to the one -way ANOVA 19  results, there is a significant  

                                                   

1 9  Normal ly,  the  t- tes t  i s  used  to  evaluate  whether  the re  i s  a  s igni fican t  di fference between  two  

groups.  However,  in  the  current  s tudy,  the  one-way ANOVA which i s  normal ly carr ied  out  to  

evaluate a  d i fference between more than two groups was performed because,  there  i s  possibi l i ty 

to  vio la te  the  assu mption  of normal i ty b y the  t - tes t  (Hoekst ra  e t  a l . ,  2012)  and  the  group  which 
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difference between men and women regarding awareness of the common goal (F1,  

774= 6.580, p<.01) and the average factor score of women is higher than men. 

When we consider the men and women proportion of all  factories,  more than three 

fourths of workers are female (74.9 per cent)  and in which female workers in 

garment sectors represent 55 per cent.   

Also, there is a significant difference (F1, 761= 12.495, p<.001) between both 

work experience durations 20 .  When we compare both levels of work experience,  

the average factor score reveals that  a person who has less work experience (less 

than or equal to 10 years) has high intention about the common goal rather than a 

person who has more work experience, in the same organization. In the sample, 

70.1 per cent of workers say that they have less than or equal to 10 years of work 

experience in the same organization and among them, a large portion of workers 

are in the garments manufacturing sector (6 1 per cent).   

Furthermore, workers who belong to both educational levels:  less than 13 years 

of school education or more and equal to 13 years of school education, also have 

a varying nature of consciousness about the common goal.  According to the 

ANOVA result , both levels significantly differ (F1, 774= 6.580, p<.01) in the 

average factor score, workers who have less than 13 years of school education 

have more intention of the common goal rather than more or equal to 13 years of 

school education. The demographic information (Table 6) reveals  that ,  41.1 per 

cent of production workers have less than 13 years of school education as a whole 

                                                   

possesses  a  h igher  average factor  score  i s  want  to  be  known by crea t ing an  average plot .  As wel l ,  

ANOVA can  be used to  evaluate  the mean  d i fference between  two group ,  too  ( Iwai  & Yasuda,  

2012) .     

2 0  Accord ing to  Table  6,  the  average level  o f  work exper ience in  the  prese nt  organizat ion i s  more  

than 5  and less than or equal  to  10 years  in  aggrega ted  data se t .  Based on  this ,  a  new tenure  

var iable  i s  made b y adding data  as ,  less than or equal  to  1+ more than 1 and  les s than or  equal  

to  5+ more than 5 and  less  than or  equal  t o  10 =1  ( less  than  or  equal  to  10 years )  and  more than  

10  and less  than  or  equal  to  15+ more than  15  and  less  than  or  equal  to  20+ mo re than 21 ,  and 

less  than  or  equal  to  25,  and more than  25  =2 (more than  10  years) .   
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and in this percentage a large number of workers are in the garment sector (72.5 

per cent).   

Moreover, a dissenting voice on the common goal can be seen between the 

workers who have worked in other organizations before joining the present 

organization and who have not such an experience. According to the ANOVA 

results of the dataset,  ideas of both groups vary significantly (F1 , 785= 5.510, 

p=0.019) and the average factor score further reveals that  workers who have work 

experience in other work organization(s) present  more intention to the common 

goal rather than workers who have not such an employment history. Relating this,  

most of the workers in the garment sector have work experience in other 

organizations more than workers who are in the other two sectors.  Typically, when 

aggregating all  sectors’ data, 44 per cent workers have work experience in other  

work organisations, particularly among them,  nearly two thirds of workers are of 

the garment sector.          

   

Mutual support  

Also, the ANOVA test was carried out for mutual support .  The ANOVA result  (F6, 

800= 3.109, p<.01) revealed that  there are significant differences betw een 

factories and multiple comparison results presented that the difference between 

factories C and B is considerable  (mean difference C-B=0.35, p=0.008) . 

Meanwhile,  as the common goal factor,  there were not significant differences 

between the three sectors (F6, 800= 2.324, p<.1).   

At the same time, when the mutual support  factor is compared through the 

demographic features, considerable dissimilarities were unable to be found 

between both sexes and education levels regarding mutual support  activit ies,  for 

instance ANOVA values for both sexes are insignificant at  a probability level of 

less than 0.05 (F1, 774= 1.543, p=0.215).     

However, the distinct  nature of mutual support  exists in the tenure and age levels. 

Regarding tenure, there is a significant diff erence (F1, 761= 6.187, p=0.013) 

between both tenure levels and according to average factor scores, as person who 
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has less work experience (less than or equal to 10 years) has high intention about 

the mutual support  rather than a person who has more than 10 years of work 

experience, in the same organization. According to descriptive data, 100 per cent 

of workers in factory C have less than or equal 10 years of work experience and 

57.5 per cent of workers in factory B have more than 10 years of work experience 

and this value is comparatively higher than other organizations.  Further,  factory 

C is comparatively newer than other factories and 79 per cent of workers have less  

than or equal to 1 year  of work experience. As well ,  there is a considerable 

distinction (F1, 783= 5.344, p<0.05) between both age levels 21:  less than or equal 

average level of age and more than average level of age. Average factor scores 

presented that a person who belongs to less than or equal average level of age , 

supports more than someone who is in the more than average level of age. 

Typically, the percentage of less than or equal average level of age in factory C  is 

70.5 per cent and in factory B is 35.3 and this is lower than other organizations.  

 

Meanwhile,  according to the above findings, it  seems that  the demographic 

features that  were considered as  the control variables,  have relationships with the 

team characteristics,  particularly, mutual support and common goal.  However, 

there were not the supportive evidences that the control  variables 22  have 

considerable significant relationships with them. Typically, correlation values of 

them were very small .  Therefore, the control variables were not included in the 

regression equations in Table 10.   

 

 

                                                   

2 1  Accord ing to  Table  6,  average level  o f  age i s  26 -30  in  the  aggregated  data  se t .  Based  on  th is ,  

a new age level  var iable  i s  made adding data,  a less than or  equal  average level  o f  age (26 -30) 

=1 and  a  more than  average level  o f  age=2.     

2 2  For  example correla t ion values  (re la t ionsh ip  between team character i s t ics :  mutual  suppor t  

and  co mmon goal ,  and  the cont ro l  var iables )  are  depicted  in  appendix 24 ,  regard ing the  

aggregated data  set .    
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6.5 Chapter Summary 

This chapter was organized to present the findings on the quanti tative research, 

that  is,  the QUAN part  of the sequential  triangulation . First ly, demographic 

features were presented with the organizational background. In the sample, nearly 

three-fourths of workers were woman and  this percentage is remarkably high in 

the garments manufacturing sector and more than half of the workers have got 

married. Further,  over half  of workers have more than or equal to 13 years school 

education. However, the si tuation was different in the garment sector since 

education level was lower than the other two sectors.  The average length of the 

employment in the present organization was dissimilar organization to 

organization and comparatively , tenure was higher in the organizations which 

belong to the porcelain sector than the other sectors.      

Then, the chapter allocated a space to present the qualitative data  regarding the 

organizational background and HRM practices, which was gathered through the 

interview with the managerial  workers in each survey field since, in addit ion to 

the main methodology, the QUAN + qual tr iangulation was also used to find out 

the evidences which are helpful to the further clarification regarding the 

quanti tative analysis results.  Qualitative findings  revealed that  some 

organizations have introduced the management practices which create the 

favourable environment to teamwork. For instance, factory B and F have arranged 

their  training and development considering the expansion of competencies of the 

employees. However, as a whole, there are also management practices which can 

be seen in the tradit ional work organizations. Particular ly, the decision making 

task was performed by the managerial  level workers rather than the workers.    

Finally,  the results of the statistical  analyses were presented.  Exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) was used to extract  the factors that  are the characterist ics of team 

which are supposed to exist in manufacturing organizations and the results 

unveiled that  there are different factor patterns in the  organizations. All  the team 

characteristics: multi -skills, common goal,  task interdependence and mutual 

support ,  except team autonomy, could be extracted only from the Japanese -
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affiliated porcelain manufacturing organization . However, some team 

characteristics could be measured in other organization s. Furthermore, the EFA 

results revealed that  the common goal and mutual support  factor could be 

measured in all  organizations. Next,  relationships of the team characterist ics were 

calculated. According to the correlation values,  there were significant posit ive 

relationships between team characteristics and particularly among them, the 

relationship between mutual support  and other characteristics was remarkable in 

factory A, B and C. In the present study, mutual support  is considered as the 

dependable variable and other characteristics are independent variable s and 

therefore, regression analysis  was performed by using these  relationships. The 

regression equation varied organization to organization depend ing on the 

possibil ity of factor extraction and the results confirmed that there are positive 

effects from the workers’ level team characteristics:  multi -skills,  common goal  

and task interdependence to the working level characterist ic:  mutual support . 

Typically, this could be seen in the Japanese-affiliated organization. At the same 

time, the causal  relationship was evaluated. The model fi t indexes confirmed that 

there is an acceptable model  of teamwork in the Japanese organization.  However, 

any acceptable model was unable to be confirmed in the other organizations . 

Additionally, the situation of team autonomy was measured by using mean values 

of each i tem which was used in the questionnaire. In other words, pattern of 

decision making of each organization was evaluate d by using mean values. The 

results reported that  none of the organizations have given decision making power 

to the team and such power is st ill  in the hand of management.  Also, strength of 

employees’ perception of common characteristics of team: common go al and 

mutual support,  exhibited different nature between organizations in the Sri  Lankan 

context.   

Accordingly, in the next chapter these results will  be discussed considering the 

literature of teamwork to make a conclusion regarding the existence and the nature 

of teamwork in the manufacturing organization s in Sri  Lanka.     
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Chapter 7  

Discussions 

 

7.1 Introduction of the Chapter  

The main aim of the present study is to confirm the existence of teamwork in the 

Sri Lankan context.  The confirmation is discussed through this chapter concerning 

the theoretical  review and the empirical  survey findings which were outlined in 

the previous chapters.  Firstly, demographic and organizational features of the 

sample of the present study are discussed comparing the previous findings 

regarding the Sri  Lankan context.  Then, the nature of each characterist ic  of team: 

multi-skil ls,  common goal,  task interdependence, team autonomy and mutual 

support , is  pointed out, separately. Finally, confirmation of teamwork of 

manufacturing organizations in Sri  Lanka is carried out as the main purpose of the 

study.        

 

7.2 Organizational and Demographic Features  

Demographic features are shown in  Table 5 and 6. When considering gender 

distribution, the female proportion is higher than t he male in each organization, 

except A. In the garments manufacturing sector,  the number of female workers is 

over 90 per cent.  Previously, as Wickramasinghe (2016) has confirmed, most of 

the operational tasks are performed by women in the garments manufac turing. Not 

only in the garments manufacturing sector but in other production organisations 

(porcelain and transformers) can also be seen a similar trend. However, 

comparatively, the male proportion is higher in porcelain and transformer 

producers than garments manufacturing firms.  

Also, most of the workers are married and between 21 -30 years old. When 

considering the whole sample, 26 per  cent of female workers are in the age level 

of 21-25 and this age level is similar with the findings of Arai (2006) and Shaw 

(2004) that  existed more than a decade  ago. It,  however, contradicts t heir  point  of 

view regarding marital  status. Though they have insisted that  most of the female 
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workers are unmarried at  that  time, as Wickramasinghe (2016) has also found, i t  

takes the opposite trend because most of the workers are married, presently. 

Regarding the work experience at the present organization, as is reported by 

Ruwanpura (2012), i t  can be concluded that there is high er employee turnover in 

the garment manufacturing sector than other sectors because employees ’ tenure 

and the durations that organizations have been operating are incompatible , largely 

(Table 6). For example, the majority of workers have less than or equal to 1 year 

of work experience (79 per cent) in facto ry C, al though the factory has been doing 

production from 2015.    

Furthermore, most of the garments production sector workers (68 per cent) have 

less than 13 years of school education and this nature e xists for a long t ime 

because Wickramasinghe and Wickramasinghe (2011) and Arai (2006) also have 

reported identical facts regarding the education level. However, the situation 

which is in factory F is to some extent different from other organisations in the 

same sector because the number of workers who have more than or equal to 13 

years of school education is high (44.1).  Meanwhile,  workers in the porcelain (A 

& B) and transformer (G) manufacturing factories are educated since a large 

number of workers have more than or equal to 13 years of school education. The 

education level of transformer manufacturing organization (factory G) is 

remarkable, because 90 per cent of workers have more than or equal to 13 years 

of school education and in which about 15 per cent of workers have graduate level 

of education quali fications. Even though, in the national statistics, most of the 

people in the workforce of Sri  Lanka (nearly 80 per cent) have less than 13 years 

of school education, however, i t  presents a sloping trend and the percentage of 

workers who have more than or equal to 13 years of school education is increasing 

year by year (DCSSL, 2017). Accordingly, the demographics features of 

production employees in Sri  Lanka have been changing, however  slowly in pace.  
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7.3 Characteristics of Team in the Sri Lankan Context 

 The study is organized to confirm the existence of teamwork in manufacturing 

organizations in Sri  Lanka which say that they have been practicing teamwork in 

their  production process. Having the purpose of the study, both qualitat ive and 

quanti tative empirical  studies were arranged to investigate the practical  situation 

in Sri  Lanka. And the results were lined up in the previous chapter.  In this section, 

these results are discussed considering li terature  of teamwork and previous 

findings regarding the simila r discipline.  

Results of the interview-based investigation and factory floor observation that  is 

the qualitative study, revealed that there are manufacturing organizations which 

have established a suitable workplace environment for teamwork such as f actory 

X, and which have not met the requirements for teamwork such as factory Y, in 

the Sri Lankan context.  However, notwithstanding the real  si tuation, both 

organizations insist  that  they have been practicing teamwork. Therefore, to clear 

this contradictory phenomenon, the quanti tat ive empirical  study was set  up 

expanding the sample size.         

In the quantitat ive study, the questionnaire was arranged basically,  based on team 

characteristics:  multi -skills,  common goal,  task interdependence, team autonomy 

and mutual support .  According to the results, mutual support  and common goal 

were able to be extracted from all manufacturing si tes in Sri Lanka which were 

used as a sample for this study (Table 8) .  Further, when we consider organizations 

separately, there are different kinds of patterns of team characterist ics extraction. 

For instance, al l  characteristics of team, except team autonomy, could be extracted 

from factory B and conversely, only common goal and mutual support  could be 

extracted from factory D and G.  

Mainly, these different characteristics will be discussed considering the 

theoretical aspects of team and real  situations of the manufacturing si tes, in this 

section. Prior to that,  based on the preceding discussions (Hair et  al . ,  2019; 

Yamagiwa & Hattori,  2017; Sato, 2015b; Oda, 2014; Field, 2013; Matsui & 

Nakamura, 2002; Wanous & Reichers,  1996), statist ical  methods which have been 
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used in the study and results themselves are explored. In the process of empirical 

survey of the study, f irstly, the real  situation of the production floor was grasped 

through the quali tative study. Then, based on the information which was gathered 

in the qualitative study and the  previous research, a  questionnaire was created to 

carry out the pilot  survey. After the pilot  survey, subsequently, the pre -test  was 

carried out.  Finally, the quanti tative field survey was arranged developing a 

questionnaire  which was edited and improved based on the findings of the pilot  

survey and the pre -test ,  in particular, considering the reliab ili ties ,  multiple- items 

were included to the questionnaire (Hair et  al. ,  2019; Sato, 2015b; Field, 2013; 

Wanous & Reichers,  1996). Typically, the questionnaire consists of 3 i tems for 

multi-skil ls,  3 items for common goal,  6 items for task interdependence , 6 items 

for team autonomy and 5 items for mutual support . As the statist ical  analysis,  

EFA23  was performed because EFA is simply used to evaluate the extent to which 

the measures are acceptable (Field, 2013; Gliem & Gliem, 2003). Based on this 

argument, there is possibility to think that  the different patterns of factor structure  

(Table 8)  demonstrates a problem with the measure s because the questionnaire is  

inapplicable to measure some factors.  However, measurements have presented 

considerable or acceptable reliabilit ies regarding the sample of some 

organizations. For example, Cronbach α coefficient regarding the measurements 

of mutual support  in factory C and F is 0.80, regarding measurement of the 

common goal in factory F is 0.72 and relating measurement of multi -skil ls in 

factory B is 0.66. Further,  factors which consist  of two items: multi -skil ls in  

factory B and task interdependence in factory A, B, C and E,  have also met the 

rule of thumb of Gliem and Gliem (2003) that Cronbach α coefficients value for 

two items should be at  least  0.40 . Particularly, Cronbach α coefficient is 0.77 for 

task interdependence factor which consist s of two items in factory E.   

Moreover, EFA is helpful to understand underline pattern and relationship of 

number of variables and it  summarizes i tems into small  number of dimensions 

which are called as factors (Hair et  al. ,  2019; Field, 2013; Matsui & Nakamura, 

                                                   
2 3  EFA which  team au tono my was excluded i s  considered.   
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2002). In other words, based on the questionnaire responses, highly correlated 

items group together and those groups of variables are named as factors and 

communalities values (common variance) of items determine the factors.  In the 

factor analysis of the current study, i tems which have high communalities,  in fact  

greater than 0.3 (Mohapatra & Murarka, 2016; Oda, 2014), have gathered as 

factors (see Appendix 16-23) and low communali t ies were excluded. And if  further 

clarify, items which have unique variance (lacking a mu tual relationship or 

connection:  uncorrelated i tems), that  is low communalities,  do not have groping 

capabili ty and they appear as unique factors (Hair et  al . ,  2019; Field, 2013). This 

deduction of items which have low communalities also a reason for the different 

patterns of factor extraction which have been shown in Table 8. The previous 

studies (De Winter  et al . ,  2009;  Hogarty et  al . ,  2005) have elucidated that 

communality issues could be tackle by increasing of sample size of the study. 

However, this is contradict  with the findings of the current study, because of,  

communality values of the factor analysis for aggregated data set  which compose 

of 839 show low values . Therefore, there are various things to clarify regarding 

the statistical  methods and these things are hoped to consider in future studies, 

further.  Of cause, factor analyses and reliabilities (Table 8) are not the techniques 

for testing whether or not team characteristics exist  in the manufacturing 

organizations. However, extracted factors are  able to be explored with the HRM 

practices of each manufacturing organization . The reason has been explained in 

the following paragraph.  

 In the present study,  seven manufacturing organizations were selected as the 

sample. Most of the preceding research which has used different kinds of 

organizations as the sample of their  study has carried out the analysis aggregating 

all  data as one sample. However, consistent wit h the aim, the present study 

concerned carrying out the statist ical analysis separately regarding each 

organization as has been done in the previous research (García  et  al . ,  2008; Bakker  

et  al . ,  2003; Jones & Smith, 2001; Ramirez  et  al. ,  2001). Even so, statist ical  

analyses (EFA and regression analysis)  were performed by using the aggregation 
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of data of all factories,  too, to understand the nature of Sri  Lanka as a whole. 

Meanwhile,  when we consider the above preceding studies, which have carried out 

analysis separately, that is analysis for each sample, they could extract a similar 

factor pattern regarding each sample. That is,  structures of factors are the same in 

each sample. On the other hand, there is a limitation to find out a preceding study 

in which different structures of factors ,  like the findings of EFA of the present 

study  (Table 8) has been extracted by using an identical  questionnaire for numbers 

of samples. However, for instance, García et  al .  (2008) reported that  cultural 

similarity is a reason for why an identical  pattern of factors are able to be extracted  

from different samples . Conversely, based on this argument, it  can be assumed that  

cultural dissimilari ties would create different patterns of factors regarding 

different samples. In a similar vein, even if  culture is not the subject ,  it  can be 

assumed that the managerial  practices which encourage and are helpful to establish 

teamwork might provide further proofs to confirm the different patterns of factor 

in each organization of the present  study.       

 Accordingly, characterist ics of team are discussed putting concentration on the 

above assumption that HRM practices would explain the extracted factors in each 

organization.  

 

7.3.1 Multi-skil ls  

Firstly, the multi -skil ls factor is considered. The multi -skills factor is identified 

as a certain characteristic of team-based work organizations (Morita,  2014; 2008; 

2001; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995; Mueller,  1994; Wellins et  al . ,  1991; Orsburn et 

al . , 1990; Trist et  al .,  1987). Practically, workers i n a team are trained on various 

kinds of tasks to acquire multi -skil ls qualifications (Morita,  2008; Olivella  et  al . ,  

2008). Based on the factor analysis results  (Table 8),  the multi -skills factor was 

able to be extracted only from factories B and F. This can be explained with the 

management practices, part icularly, training and development , which have been 

introduced to build the multi -skills capabilit ies of their  employees.   

Developing multi -skil ls is a specific feature of Japanese work organizations 
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(Morita,  2008; Fujimoto, 2001). Similarly, multi-skills training has been 

implemented in factory B as a Japanese subsidiary, too. In factory B, they have 

established a multi -skills development program under “Monozukuri  Concept”. 

According to the HR manager of  factory B, the Monozukuri  Concept is a program 

which considers cost reduction and improvement of safety and training of the 

employees. Every workplace has to manage an Education and Training Skills Map 

to visualise the workers’ individual skills. Under th is multi -skills development 

program, they hope to train their workers on at least three processes of the 

production flow. OJT is used as a training method and job rotations take place 

continuously, based on the training plan. Even newly recruited employees  are also 

trained on OJT.  

Multi -skills factor could be evaluated in factory F, too. Factory F has followed 

the TPS to arrange their  production process. These findings support  the previous 

discussions on multi -skills development in the TPS based production  

organizations in a Sri  Lankan context.  Even though they have not conducted much 

discussion, Wickramasinghe and Wickaramasinghe (2017) have revealed the multi -

skills factor in the manufacturing organizations which are based on TPS. Further, 

Wanninayaka (2019; 2015) has provided the evidences to prove multi -skills 

development in the Sri  Lankan production work organizations which have 

established TPS. As a TPS based manufacturing site, factory F has organized a 

separate in-si te training centre (MSD unit)  to provide multi -skills training for the 

existing workers.  They have named it  as “Multi -skill  Development Programme 

(MSDP)”. Typically, the MSD unit trains 48 team members per week on different 

kinds of sewing tasks. According to an MSDP manager, they hope to train their 

workers on at  least 5 tasks of the production process. However, when compared 

with the training method of the Japanese subsidiary (factory B), the training 

method of factory F takes a different nature because they have established in -site 

training centre to develop the multi -skills of existing workers as an Off -JT method 

(Greenwood & Randle, 2007) . Further,  regarding factor F, there is not any 

supportive evidence to prove whether job rotation as a training method (Dessler,  
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2013) is conducted or not.  Also, the training school which has been set up in the 

factory provides 3 months training for the newcomers.  

Contrastively, even in other production organizations (A, C, D, E and G) that 

have stressed that  they are practicing teamwork, the multi -skills factor has been 

unable to be measured through the items: “I can perform more than one task in 

the team”, “Team members of my team know each other’s job” and “I can cover 

absentee work in my team” ,  in which were measured multi -skills and uniqueness 

of each item greater than the common aspect of them, even though these items 

were grouped as a factor in factory F. Meanwhile,  impossibili ty of multi -skills 

factor extraction does not mean that there are not workers who have multi -skil ls,  

completely. However, a l though it  was not proven that  there exists the causal  

relationship between HRM practices and extracted factors,  it  can be assumed that  

the HRM practices explain to some extent the situation in other organizations 

relating multi -skil ls development.  

Practically, team-based work practices were established in factory A, in 2001 

(Bodwell , 2005). However, while saying that  there is teamwork, they are 

practicing a traditional work practice. According to the assistant HR manager, 

there is a management decision to  develop specialized workers on one task instead 

of multi -skills workers. Meanwhile,  this one -man one-job work assigning pattern 

has been identified as a characterist ic of conventional work organizations (Morita, 

2008; Okubayashi,  2002; Wellins et  al .,  1991; Orsburn et  al . ,  1990). As well , 

factories C, D, E and G also have not any formally established training program 

to expand their workers’ competencies.  However, managerial  level workers of 

factories C, D, E and G insist that ,  in every working day, they h ave to transfer the 

workers between production workplaces to perform the line-balancing task to 

overcome the effects from the absenteeism. Based on the discussions of Sakamoto 

(2018), Sato (2016) and Dore and Sako (1998), this transferring task can be 

interpreted as an informal OJT since after the transfer of one worker to another 

production workplace, its  supervisor provides required knowledge to a worker who 

came from another workplace to carry out the task. It  means that occasionally 
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workers have the chance to get  training on different kinds of tasks. 

Notwithstanding skills which they gain on such training s, the multi -skil ls feature 

was unable to be measured in Factory C, D, E and G.   

Accordingly, in the Sri Lankan context,  there are manufacturing organi zations 

which have been providing substantial  facilit ies to develop the multi- skills 

capabili ties of workers.  And conversely, some other s are not.  Even if  the reality 

is so, the empirical  survey findings revealed that  most of the employees who are 

working in the manufacturing organizations have intention to learn more task s of 

their  work process. Kyndt et  al.  (2014) and Kyndt and Baert (2013) have argued 

that  employees’ intention to learn new things extends the skills because i t  fosters  

actual  participation of employees in the learning. Why do people want to learn 

more? According to the  li terature, the multi-skills factor helps to create a 

favourable work environment for the workers (Ketchum & Trist , 1992) by 

liberating workers from the monotonous work and  high work-load condition (Yoon 

et al .  ,  2016; Klein, 1994)  and enhancing the psychological needs on the job 

(Neirott i,  2018; Sapada  et al .,  2018) and supportive practice (Morita, 2008). 

Moreover, participation in multi -skills development programs expand the exist ing 

capabili ties of workers (Potnuru  et  al .,  2018; Klein, 1994). These expansions of  

competences may increase the earning of employees when the competence-based 

payment calculations is available (Kambayashi et al . , 2018; Chaparro & Lora, 

2017), as a result ,  employees intend to learn more (Murray & Gerhart , 2000).  

In the Sri  Lankan context,  typically, 91 per cent 24  of employees in all  seven 

manufacturing organizations have expressed their  intention to learn new things. 

In which, 22.3 per cent of workers are in factory B. A small  number of workers (9 

per cent)  say that  they do not want to learn more tasks , in which more than half 

of them are in factory A. However, organizations do not pay for addit ional skil ls,  

directly. It  means that  there is not competence-based payment calculations. This 

could be revealed through the interviews with the managerial  level workers of the 

                                                   

2 4  The percen tage i s calcu lated us ing the  answer  for  Q1 2:  I  want  to  learn  as  man y jobs as  poss ib le .  

Scales  o f S t rongly agree and agree were  aggregated  together.   
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manufacturing organization (Table 7) and employees’ responses also confirmed 

the answers of the managerial level workers further,  for e xample most of workers 

in factory B and F,  which have established multi -skil ls development programs, 

said that  they have not been paid for addit ional skills,  and typically,  those values 

are 8825  per cent and 66 per cent,  respectively,  

Then, why are Sri Lankan workers willing to obtain addit ional skills ? The 

scenario can be explained by considering the status of  quo  in factory F (for further 

reading see Wanninayaka, 2019). After quantitative data was gathered, an 

interview with 10 production worker s in factory F was carried out,  using the Snow-

ball  method, to know their  willingness to learn more, basically. When summariz ing 

the data, nine out of ten (90%) said that  it  increases their  production incentives 

because, the multi -skil ls factor is helpful to attain their  daily production target,  

in particular,  having the colleagues’ supportive activities.  Practically, how they 

provide help for their team members can be underst ood through factory X, which 

belongs to the similar mother company. Further,  the regression analysis result  

(Table 10) also reveals that  the multi -skills factor enhances the mutual support  in 

factory F (β=.341, p<0.001). Then, accomplishment of the work goal increases 

their  f inancial incentives since factory F calculates production incentives 

considering the daily target completion  (Table 7).  Further,  three workers who are 

working in the stand module which consists of 7 workers said that  they do not 

consider about the work load increases and conversely, as suggested by  Garbers 

and Konradt,  (2014), minimal member s of the team optimises the team-based 

financial incentives because employees said that under the new work module they 

can earn more incentives than the previous one (Zig zag module which consist s of 

about 16 members).  

Accordingly, creating a favourable work environment and psychologically 

                                                   

2 5  The percen tage i s calculated us ing the  answer  for Q13:  When I  get  a new ski l l  the organizat io n  

pays  for  i t .  Scales o f St rongly d isagree,  d isagree a nd nei ther  agree  nor  d isagree were  aggregated  

together.   
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enriching work experience (Potnuru et  al . , 2018; Neirotti , 2018; Sapada et al . , 

2018; Ketchum & Trist 1992) through reducing the high workload (Yoon et  al . ,  

2016; Klein, 1994), expanding competencies (Felstead et  al .,  2015) and increasing 

competence-based payment (Chaparro & Lora, 2017) were not reasons for 

employees’ perception to learn more in the case of Sri  Lanka. They use their multi -

skills capabil ity to earn more incentives. Yousaf  et  al . (2014) have argued that  

workers who are in developing economies are willing to have more extrinsic 

benefits than intrinsic .  This argument is applicable to the Sri  Lankan context, too, 

as a developing economy 26 ,  since Chandrakunara and Sparrow (2004) say, Sri  

Lankan workers are more extrinsic reward oriented than intrinsic.   

 

Figure 15 Multi-Skills Development and Workers’ Int ention to Learn More 

in the Sri Lankan Context  

 

Sources:  Created by Author. ( 1 )  Represents extractions from Ketchum & Trist 

(1992) p.145. ( 2 )  Refers Morita (2008) and George & Jones (1997).  

 

Thus, based on the above explanation, Figure 3 can be re-arranged relating to the 

                                                   

2 6  Accord ing to  the  World  Econo mic S ituation  and  Prospects  (2019)  which  was publ i shed  by the  

UN,  al l  count r ies  o f the  wor ld  can  be class i f ied  into th ree  broad  categor ies:  developed  economies ,  

econo mies  in  t ransi t ion and develop ing economies  and in  which ,  Sri  Lanka has been ident i f ied  

as  a  develop ing economy.  Ret rieved  October 10 ,  2019 from  

ht tps : / /www.un .org/development /desa/dpad/wpconten t/up loads/si tes /45 /WESP2019_BOOKANE

X-en .pdf .   
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Sri Lankan context as above (Figure 15) .  However, in the study, there were 

limitations to gather information regarding actual  accomplishment of goal and 

financial incentives earning of employees. Therefore, more research is needed to 

investigate the statistical  relationship which has been presented in  Figure 15 .   

  

7.3.2 Common goal  

In the previous discussions of teams (Owens & Hekman, 2016; Salas et  al . ,  2015; 

Kozlowski & Bel, 2013; Morita,  2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995), the common 

goal factor has been identified as another vital  characterist ic of team. Therefore, 

team-based organizations set  a goal on the team-basis.  In other words, not like in 

the traditional work organizations, team-based work organizations set  the goal on 

the team-basis by using the one-team one-goal principle (Owens & Hekman, 2016; 

Salas et al . ,  2015; Morita,  2008; Katzenbach & Smith, 1995).  

When we consider the study sample, as a management decision, al l  organizations 

have set a monthly (factory A, B and G) and dail y (factory C,  D, E and F) 

production target in team-basis for each production workplace  (Table 7).  Therefore, 

these production targets which have been given for each production workplace can 

be interpreted as a common goal which should be achieved collecti vely.          

However, Suzuki (2013; 2011) and Morita (2008) have put their  concentration on 

evaluating employees’ perception regarding the goal which was set  in the team -

basis because even though management set  a common goal,  employees should have 

understanding about that.  If  not ,  organizations cannot achieve their  aim through 

the team-based goal setting. Therefore, the study used measurement s of “I know 

our team’s final goal”, “In my team, we are jointly responsible for workplace 

results” and “In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved as a team”  to 

evaluate the employees’ perception regarding the common goal. According to the 

factor analysis results (Table 8), the common goal factor was able to be extracted 

from each organization. Even though there are different composit ions of items 

which were used to measure the employees’ awareness about the common goal in 

each organization, reliabili ty values in factory A and B  (Table 8),  which consist  



143 

 

of the above three items are 0.68 and 0.72, respectively and they can be considered 

as acceptable measurements (Gliem & Gliem, 2003) to evaluate the factor.  The 

common goal factor in some other organizations consist  of two items of them and 

they have also met with the rule of thumb of Gliem and Gliem (2003) that 

Cronbach α coefficients value for two i tems should be at  least  0.40. In the previous 

research, Cronbach α coefficients value for the common goal fac tor which consists 

of two items: “In my team, we are jointly responsible for workplace results” and 

“In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved as a team” in Suzuki (2013) , was 

0. 55.  

Then, why are employees in each organization  aware about the common goal? 

The previous research (Garbers & Konradt,  2014; Appelbaum et al. ,  2000; Parker 

et  al .,  2000; Locke & Latham, 1990) has reported that  there is a relationship 

between the team-based goal (common goal) sett ing and team-based incentives 

calculation. For example, as discussed in the literature section, Appelbaum et al .  

(2000) have insisted that  team-based incentives are calculated based on the 

achievement of the team’s production target, in the apparel sector.  Further,  

Garbers and Konradt (2014) suggest that  the calculation of the team -based 

incentives on the accomplishment of team-based goal enhances the employees’ 

awareness regarding the common goal of their team.    

According to a management practice of the manufacturing organizations in Sri  

Lanka, which was presented in Table 7, although there are organizations in which 

production incentives are calculated ind ividually, each organization calculates the 

production incentives considering the achievement of the target of a production 

workplace. This production target can be interpreted as the common goal.  The 

team-based incentives calculation which can be identifi ed as a management 

practice which can be seen in the team-based work organization (Bratton & Gold, 

2017; Wellins et  al . ,  1991; Orsburn et  al . ,  1990), has been included to the 

rewarding system of blue -collar level workers by the manufacturing organizations 

which were surveyed in the study (Table 7). Thus, referring to the suggestion of 

Garbers and Konradt (2014), i t  can be supposed that  this team -based production 
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incentive calculation would be a reason for employees’ awareness on the common 

goal in each organization, even though the statist ical  relationship between 

incentive calculation and employees’ awareness regarding the common goal are 

unable to be evaluated through this study.  

Accordingly, employees’ perception of the common goal can be identified as a  

common characterist ic in the manufacturing factories.  However, there are 

differences of understanding between organizations which belong to the garment 

manufacturing sector and organizations which are included in the other two sectors 

because the ANOVA results revealed that people who are working in the garment 

manufacturing organizations are highly concerned about the common goal more 

than the other two sectors.  The way of goal sett ing would be a reason for the 

distinction because in the garment sector,  p roduction targets are arranged on the 

daily-basis, instead of monthly-basis which is followed by the other two sectors:  

porcelain and transformer. As reported by Stansfield and Longenecker (2006), 

daily production target settings improve the performance. A s explained earl ier,  

the organizations which belong to the garments manufacturing sector calculate the 

production incentives based on the daily performance. Thus, based on the 

argument of Stansfield and Longenecker (2006), i t  can be predicted that  employee s 

who are working in the garments sector earn more incentives than those who are 

in the other two sectors and therefore have more intention regarding the goal. 

Further,  i t  can be assumed that  daily target sett ing is more sensit ive than monthly 

basis, however,  further research is needed to confirm the relationship.  

Another reason for why garment sector workers possess high intention regarding 

the common goal can be discussed with the demographic information because, in 

the garment sector,  most of the workers  are women, have less than or equal to 10 

years of work experience in the present f irm and have obtained less than 13 years  

of school education. As research findings have revealed , awareness of the common 

goal of female workers is higher than male workers,  a person who has less work 

experience (less than or equal to 10 years) has high intention about the common 

goal rather than a person who has more work experience (more than 10 years) ,  and 
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workers who have less  education (less  than 13 years of school education) have 

more intention of the common goal rather than more  education (more or equal to 

13 years of school education).  However, these findings contradict  previous 

research (Lee & Yang, 2015; Wu et  al . ,  2015) which has evaluated the relationship 

between demographic features: tenure and education level,  and common goal 

because they have reported that  there are significant posit ive relationships with 

the common goal and these demographic features.  

In addit ion, research findings confirmed that workers who ha ve work experience 

in other work organization(s) have more intention of the common goal rather than 

workers who have not such a work history. Particularly, a large number of workers 

in garment sector have more resignation experience from another work 

organization(s) than workers who have such in the other two sectors.  When asked 

about the reason for the resignation, the most common answer for all  sectors or 

organizations was “inadequate salary”, numerically, i t  is  4 4 per cent ( in 

aggregated data set)  and in  which nearly two thirds of employees are  in the 

garment sector (63 per cent).  The finding confirmed the previous discussion of 

Pushpakumari (2008) because she has also revealed that  58 per cent of workers 

have left  the previous work organization due to fi nancial  benefits problems, in the 

Sri  Lankan context.  Then, based on this phenomenon, it  can be said that  the 

production workers who are highly concerned about their  salary level have more 

awareness of the goal.   

Accordingly, these evidences which explain the relationship between employees’ 

monetary earning related factors and the intention of common goal,  confirm the 

argument of Yousaf et  al .,  (2014) who have been concerned with the nature of 

employees in the developing economies and Chandrakunara and Spar row (2004) 

regarding employees’ att itudes in the Sri  Lankan context.  Because of, findings 

explain the employees’ extrinsic reward orientation.  

 

7.3.3 Task interdependence  

Task interdependence is another characterist ic of the team (Kozlowski & Bell , 
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2013; Ullah & Park, 2013; Suzuki,  2013; Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Saavedra et  al . , 

1993) and the work design pattern decides the task interdependence of the team 

(Kumar et  al. ,  2009; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008; Hertel  et  al .,  2004; Shea & 

Guzzo, 1987). According to the findings of the current study (Table 7), all 

factories have arranged their  production site work -flow preserving 

interconnectedness of employees. It  means, one worker did not complet e the whole 

production unit  and he or she completes a part  of the product  and passes i t  to the 

next workers to fulfi l  his or her part.  This physical  task interdependence was 

identified as the objective task interdependence (Suzuki,  2011).  

Through this survey, it  was evaluated how employees feel  about their dependence 

on each other. Namely, subjective task interdependence (Suzuki, 2011) is 

evaluated by using the items of  “I have to obtain information and advice from my 

colleagues to complete my work”, “I have to depend on my colleagues for the start  

of my work”, “In order to complete their work, my colleagues have to obtain 

information and advice from me”, “I need to collaborate with my colleagues to 

perform my job well”, “Team members frequently have to coordinate their ef fort  

with each other” and “We cannot complete a target unl ess everyone contributes”.  

Because of  this,  as discussed later,  employees’ perception of task interdependence 

enhances the working level characteristic of team: mutual support .  Accordingly, 

employees’ consciousness was asked , including the words ‘I have to and I need to’ 

to the questions.  

The factor analysis results  (Table 8) revealed that  the task interdependence factor 

could be extracted form factories A, B, C and E. Though other organizations 

(factories D, F and G) have arranged their  production workplace considering 

objective task interdependence, measurements were unable to be used to evaluate 

employees’ awareness regarding task interdependence. Previously, in the 

statistical  analysis of Van der Vegt and Janssen (2003)  and Van der Vegt et  al. 

(2001), they have presented that  all  items are suitable to evaluate the task 

interdependence because a factor consists of all  the i tems which were used in the 

study, and typically,  reliabilit ies values are 0.76 in Van der Vegt et  al.  (2001) and 
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0.68 in Van der Vegt  & Janssen (2003). In the study, task interdependence factor 

was extracted from factories A, B, C and E, albeit  contents of the factor are in a 

different pattern organization to organization, however, numbers of i tems are the 

same in two. Typically, the task interdependence factor in factory A consists of 

two i tems which asked about contribution of team member to complete work and 

coordination and in factory C they were active and passive nature of information 

exchange. Also, the factor contents in factory B and E are the same and they 

consist  of two items which evaluate the dependency of work per se . To explore 

the reasons behind this phenomenon, a further qualitat ive survey should be 

conducted, in particular, we want to clarify whether there is any procedure which 

will  be helpful to enhance the employees’ perception of task interdependence in 

the organizations where the factor could be extracted.   

 

7.3.4 Team Autonomy 

Team autonomy can be identified as another indispensable characterist ic of team 

(Nijholt  & Benders, 2010; Greenwood & Randle, 2007) a nd decides the typology 

of work teams and whether a team is autonomous or semi -autonomous or 

supervised (Lapointe & Cucumel, 2016; Kalleberg et  al .,  2009). Therefore, in the 

study, the nature of team autonomy of the Sri Lankan context is discussed by using  

a considerable portion of this chapter.   

Having team autonomy explains the situation in which a team makes the decisions 

regarding working t ime, working pace and working method, product quality and 

member ’s related tasks such as job rotation in the team. Typical measurements 

were used to evaluate who makes the decision of them in the Sri Lankan context,  

referring Morita (2008) and Murakami (1997). However, questionnaire responses 

of i tems of team autonomy were unable to be extracted as a factor in the factor 

analysis which was used all  the items and they were excluded from the factory 

analyses because all items were biased to the decision made by management . In 

other words, most of the items exhibited the floor ef fect .  Then the pattern of 

decision making in each organization was evaluated. The findings revealed that  
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the nature of the decision making seems to be participative or centralized  in each 

organization.  

Comparatively, factory G shows a participative nature  in decision making rather 

than all  other organizations which were surveyed. As results presented in Figure 

14, work pace and work method tasks are above the participation line. It  does say 

that the mean value of work pace (2.32) and work method (2.15) rea ches more than 

2 and they are higher than in other organizations. Further,  transferring team 

members within a team is also very close to the participative l ine (1.81).  Also, 

even though the grand mean of factory G is in between line one and two, i t takes 

a higher value and moves toward the participative l ine more than all  other 

manufacturing organizations. Accordingly, when we consider the decision making 

patterns of factory G, the work pace and work method are participative, 

transferring team members within a team is seem to be participative and working 

time related tasks and quality matter are centralized.  

This is because, factory G is a Norwegian affil iated production organization. 

Norway is a Scandinavian country wherein can be seen the Scandinavian 

management practices. Basically, in the Scandinavian management practices, 

employees’ participation takes place in decision making (Enehaug, 2017; Stone & 

Deadrick, 2015; Schramm-Nielsen et  al. ,  2004; Grenness, 2003; Smith  et  al. ,  2003). 

According to the training and development manager of factory G, occasionally 

managerial level workers are sent to the Mother Company in Norway to get  

training. Therefore, it  can be assumed that  there may be an effect  of such training 

to enhance the employees’ part icipation in decision making. There, however, is a 

need to investigate much more about the influence of the Scandinavian 

management style on the manufacturing organization in Sri  Lanka and i ts effect  

on decision making.  

In Factory A, the work pace task is decided by management discussing with 

workers.  As results show in Figure 14 ,  its  value (2.02) is over the participation 

line. Further,  it  can be supposed that  part icipative decision making happens 

regarding work methods since the mean value of the work method (1.93) is very 
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close to the participation line. Accordingly, factory A also presents the 

participative nature in decision making to some extent.  Bodwell  (2005) highlights 

that  factory A has changed their  tradit ional way of management and organizational 

design through introducing team-based work practices in 2001. It , however, was 

unable to confirm that  there is team autonomy as an inevitable characteristic of 

team (Nijholt  & Benders,  2010; Greenwood & Randle, 2007) in factory A.  

According to the study findings (Table 7 and Appendix 11), the organizational 

structure of factory A consists of large numbers of top -down management 

hierarchies with centralized decision making as was in the traditional work 

organizations (Bratton & Gold, 2017). However, according to a mana gerial  level 

worker who provided assistance to this survey, the factory continuously conducts 

a weekly production meeting. Workers have a chance to discuss matters which 

affect  their  work, in particular,  production target (work pace),  overtime work 

(finishing t ime), work methods and quality matters are discussed with workers.  

However, the starting time of work is fixed and transferr ed members are decided 

by the supervisor of each production workplace. Some of these practices can be 

considered as reasons for  the participative findings. However, they have not 

presented as much participative nature as expressed by management.  

An assistant manager of the human resources department in factory F explained 

that  they are practicing teamwork and team members have be en assigned decision 

making power on their  task. For that , the organization has been carrying out an 

empowerment program by abolishing the supervisory workers level.  According to 

his explanation, workers can decide the starting t ime of work after the end o f their 

usual team meeting, workers can decide their  way of work under the Stand Mod ule 

(workers can select  the machine operating way as sit ting or standing) and workers 

have the right to decide about transferring members within the team. Further, 

quality checking is also a responsibility of workers.  However, no substantial  

evidence could be found from the survey to support success of these management 

decisions. If  workers actually practice those autonomous work tasks, there should 

be results to prove the t eam autonomy in this study. The real  situation in factory 
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F is neither team autonomy nor employee participation in decision making because, 

the centralized nature in decision making is so powerful in factory F. According 

to survey results,  i t  seems that work methods and transferring team members 

within team are the only tasks which move to the participative line. Typically, 

their  mean values are 1.88 and 1.79  (Figure 14) respectively, but not a mean value 

≥ 2. As a whole, nearly each mean value presents the  centralized nature in decision 

making. This result supports the findings of Dora  et al . (2014) as a TPS based 

manufacturing organization. They have revealed that part icipation decision 

making of employees cannot be seen in an organization which uses TPS. 

Conversely, employees’ participation in decision making is a vital characterist ic 

of TPS based production floors (Lantz  et  al . ,  2015; Wilson, 2010; Forza, 1996). 

In the Sri Lankan context too, Wickramasinghe and Wickramasinghe (2011) have 

revealed employee participation in decision making in the organizations which are 

based on TPS. Accordingly, these results contradict  the findings of previous 

research.  

Comparatively, factory B, C, D and E have presented a centralized nature of 

decision-making. The organizational charts of factory B, C, D and E (Appendix 

12-15) consist  of a large number of managerial levels.  Therefore, they were named 

as the hierarchical work organizations (Table 7). In which, factory B is a Japanese 

subsidiary. Employee participation in decision-making is a characteristic of 

Japanese organizations in the motherland (Sagi,  2015; Itami  et  al . ,  1993) as well 

as outside of Japan (Elmuti  & Kathawala, 2011; Noorderhaven  et  al. ,  2007). 

However, this is not applicable for each and every Japanese a ffil iation. Diefenbach 

(2005) has explained that  employee participation cannot be seen in the Japanese 

work organizations outside of Japan. This claim was supported by the results of 

the experiment in the Sri  Lankan context since, in factory B, i t  is  hardl y found 

that  there exist  supportive proofs to confirm the employee participation in decision 

making. As Nishantha (2006) also found that  they are st ill  practicing centralized 

decision making, while saying there is teamwork.   

Accordingly, there are not any autonomous work practices in the organizations 
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that  were investigated, even though they state that  there are teamwork practices. 

As a whole, it  seems that most decisions are made by the management of the 

manufacturing organizations in Sri Lanka. That is, centralized decision makings 

sti ll  occur in work organizations in Sri  Lanka as it  was in the tradit ional work 

organizations (Bratton & Gold, 2017). However, some organizations are creating 

a favourable organizational environment to develop autonomous decis ion making 

like employees’ empowerment as a precondition of team autonomy (Morita,  2008). 

This is because, it  could be found that  there are manufacturing work organizations 

in Sri  Lanka where the decision-making patterns on employees’ work tasks are 

moving to the employees’ side. Thus, the decision making would not be too much 

centralised to the management in the work organizations in Sri Lanka as has been 

discussed by previous research (Jayawardana  et al . , 2013; Kumarasighe & Hoshino,  

2010; Chandrakunara & Badhwar, 2005; Chandrakunara & Sparrow, 2004; 

Kumarasighe & Hoshino, 2003; Gunasekara, 1999; Wijewardena & Wimalasiri,  

1996; Weathersby, 1993; Nanayakkara, 1992).  

 

7.3.5 Mutual support   

Mutual support is another characteristic of the team (Gallie et al . ,  2012; Morita, 

2008; Cohen & Bailey,  1997; Wellins et al . , 1991; Trist et al . , 1987) which can be 

seen in the working level of the team (McIntyre & Salas, 1995) . Therefore, mutual 

support  is considered as the dependent variable of the teamwork models and o ther 

characteristics of team foster the supportive activities.  However, this relationship 

is discussed in the later part of the section with the confirmation of teamwork in 

the Sri  Lankan context .  Hence,  the nature of mutual support  per se  is  reported in 

the following.    

Part icularly, in the study, the existence of tangible assistance among the workers 

is evaluated by using active and passive measurement s such as “If I  got into 

dif ficulty at  work, my section members help me”, “I help my workmates when they  

have work problems on the line”, “If  any problem o ccurred on my work, it  is 

resolved in discussion with my colleagues”, “On my day off ,  when I  f inish my daily 
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work, I help someone who is not finished” and “Members of  my team share 

information with other t eam members about our work” .  In other words, these 

measurements asked whether they actually  support  each other in the workplace. 

Factor analysis revealed that  these measurement s are suitable to evaluate the one 

construct  because measurements all  together have good reliabilit ies in factories G 

and C and acceptable reliabil ities in other factories ( George & Mallery, 2003).  

Furthermore, mutual support is a common characteristic which could be extracted 

from all  organizations which were surveyed in this study.  It  suggests that  the 

tangible assistances are taking place in all  the organizations, though the strength 

of mutual support  varied organization to organization because the findings of the 

study particularly revealed that  there is a  significant difference between factory 

C and B regarding the strength of the mutual support  practices . However, 

exploring the reasons for why mutual support  is strong in factory C rather than B 

is not the objective of the present study because the confirmation of the mechanism 

of teamwork in the manufacturing organizations which say that  they have been 

practicing teamwork in their  production process is the main purpose of the study.   

 Notwithstanding, as a supplementary analysis,  mutual support  was compared with 

the different groups which were created based on the demographic feature and the 

results unveiled that  the mutual support  takes distinct  natures when consider ing 

the demographic features:  tenure and age levels . Shin et al . (2018) and Baeriswyl  

et  al . (2017) have found out that  tenure and age levels  negatively relate with the 

mutual support . According to the evidences, a person who has less work 

experience (less than or equal to 10 years) has high intention about the mutual 

support  rather than a person who has more experience (more than 10 years) in the 

same organization and a person who belongs to less than the 30 year age level is 

aware more about the mutual support  rather than a more than 31 year old. 

Practically, in factory C, comparatively most of the people have less work 

experience as a newly started manufacturing organization  and the percentage of 

employees who belong to less than or equal to 10 years of work experience is 

higher than other organizations . Also,  most of the workers are in less than the 30 
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year age level than other organizations. As reported by Bamberger (2009) , workers 

who have less work experience seek help from others in the workplace. Therefore, 

workers may carry out their work exchanging support  by using what they know. 

Regarding the relationship, however, contradictory point  of views also exist  in the 

academic discussions because age (Suzuki, 2013) and tenure (Chae  et al . , 2019)  

have also positive relationships with the mutual support .  Furthermore, these 

demographic features, however, have not made s ignificant effects on the mutual 

support  as the dependent variable.   

 

7.4 Teamwork Practices in the Sri Lankan Context 

The confirmation of teamwork practices of the manufacturing organizations in 

Sri  Lanka which say that  they have been practicing teamwork  practices is the main 

objective of the study.  Having the objective, the characteristics of team: multi -

skills,  common goal,  task interdependence, team autonomy, and mutual support ,  

were discussed, separately, without concerning the relationships of them,  until 

now in this section.  

As the literature has suggested and confirmed , the mutual support in the work 

team can be explained by using other team characteristics as follow s.  

Firstly, as Morita (2008) and George and Jones (1997) have insisted , multi-skills 

is a factor which is helpful to improve mutual support  in the work team s because, 

as the results show in Table 9 ,  factories B and F provide substantial evidence 

regarding the relationship . The multi-skills  factor in factories B and F have a 

positive relationship with mutual support  and improve supportive activities of 

employees (Table 10) whereas the relationship has not been discussed much in the 

preceding research. Therefore, this is a beneficial discovery for a work 

organization which hopes to establish multi -skills development training methods. 

However, employees’ capabili ty to perform more than one task, namely, multi -

skills , was unable to be measured through the survey, relating to other 

manufacturing organizations.  

Next is the relationship between  the common goal and mutual support .  As noted 



154 

 

by Suzuki (2013; 2011), Chen et  al . (2009) and Wageman and Baker (1997), the 

worker ’s common goal sense and the mutual support has a positive relationship 

because the results which have been shown in Table 9 confirm this relationship 

between mutual support  and common goal regarding the Sri  Lankan context.  The 

regression analysis result  (Table 10) shows that  the common goal factor which was 

extracted from the aggregated data set  has a significant effect  to mutual  support 

(β=.587, p<0.001, adjusted R 2=.34). It  says that  the employees’ perception of 

common goal plays a substantial  role in the enhancement of mutual support  among 

workers.  Also, when considering factories separately, the common goal sense in 

factories B, C, E and G have similar influence on the mutual support . Meanwhile, 

the results in factories A, D and F present the contradictory view relating the 

argument of Suzuki (2013; 2011) and Wageman and Baker (1997) because the 

common goal feature in factories  A, D and F is unable to be used to predict mutual 

support ,  in fact  they are not significant (Table 10).  This says that  having common 

goal perception does not necessarily enhance the mutual support .   

Task interdependence can also be used to predict mutual support . Most of the 

previous discussions have highlighted the relationship between mutual support  and 

task interdependence (Chen et  al .,  2009; Kumar et al .,  2009; Somech et al . , 2008; 

Bachrach et  al .,  2006; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2004; Wageman & Baker, 1997 ; 

Kaggundu, 1981). They describe that  task interdependence involves building 

supportive work practices among workers.  Supporting their points of view and 

confirming the previous findings of Hu & Liden (2015; 2011), Suzuki (2013) and 

Van der Vegt & Van de Vliert  (2005), the results of the present study (Table 9) 

also have revealed this positive relationship. Obviously, employees’ awareness of 

task interdependence in factories A, B and C have indicated significant increases 

of mutual support (Table 10).  It  means that when employees feel  their dependency,  

they support  other members in his or her workplace, for example , when people 

feel  importance of information sharing, they share information , actually. Whereas 

denying the fact  that  was revealed by previous sch olars (Hu & Liden, 2015; 2011; 

Suzuki, 2013; Van der Vegt & Van de Vliert , 2005), task interdependence in factory 
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E has not a significant incremental  effect  on mutual support .   

The l iterature (Hüffmeier & Hertel,  2011; Kalleberg  et  al. ,  2009) has confirmed 

that  team autonomy is another factor which provides an incremental  effect  to the 

mutual support  of a team. Obviously, however, the present study has not found 

that  any organization which has given substantial  decision mak ing power to the 

workers level in the Sri Lankan context because almost  al l decisions are made by 

managerial  level workers.  As revealed in the discussion part  of team autonomy, 

the manufacturing organizations use participative  or centralized decision making. 

Therefore, the relationship between team autonomy and mutual support  was unable 

to be evaluated.  

Accordingly, when we examine the relationships between team characteristics , 

there are different patterns of model (Table 10) which consist of independent 

variable(s) which creates and does  not create incremental effect  to the mutual 

support  of the workplaces. In chapter 3, considering the relationship of the 

characteristics of the team, an ideal  teamwork model for autonomous team was 

created (Figure 5).  Also, a semi-autonomous teamwork model (Figure 6) was set  

based on the practical  usage of teamwork of any organization which has given 

partial  decision making power to the work teams. However, a manufacturing 

organisation was unable to be found in the Sri  Lankan context which has 

established autonomous work practices. In the typology of team of Lapointe and 

Cucumel (2016) and Kalleberg et  al.  (2009), a team which has not autonomy has 

been classified as a supervised team. Thus, based on the theoretical  discussions, 

the predictable teamwork model of a supervised team was conceptualized (Figure 

7).  The survey result (Table 10) revealed that the model in factory B seems to be 

consistent with the predictable teamwork model of the supervised teams, because 

the regression model consists of all  the cha racterist ics of the predictable teamwork 

model and, comparatively, i t  has the higher explanation capacity of mutual support.  

Therefore, model fitness and causal  relationships of variables  were evaluated by 

using SEM. As convinced by Hair et  al . (2019), fi t  indices as an output of SEM 

reveal “the accuracy of a proposed theory” (p.605), and statist ically significant 
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evident paths  depict  the causal  relationships of the variables.  In the current study,  

teamwork models are conceptualized as the proposed theory which has not been 

paid a lack of attention in the l iterature . Fit  indices of the model in factory B 

could be accepted as a well -fit ting one since all typical values met with general 

acceptance. It  does mean that  accuracy of the proposed theo ry:  teamwork model 

of supervised teams, was evaluated by the present study. Further,  stat istically 

significant evident paths: multi -skills → mutual support ,  common goal → mutual  

support  and task interdependence → mutual support,  which appear in the estimated 

model (Figure 13) explain the causal  relationship.  

When we consider regression results,  factory A and C also revealed that  

considerable explanation capacity of mutual support .  Thus, although they are not 

consistent with any conceptualized model of the study, model fitness and causal  

relationships of variables were calculated by using SEM. The results showed that 

fit  indices are below the general  acceptances and some of the paths were 

insignificant. Accordingly, these results contend that  the existence of teamwork 

was able to be found out only from factory B.  The findings support  the argument 

of Berggren (1993), saying, “Teamwork certainly played a central role in the 

Japanese management system” (p.7),  because factory B is a Japanese affil iated 

porcelain production organization and uses some Japanese management practices 

in their  work process (Nishantha, 2006).  
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Part III 

Chapter 8  

Conclusion, Implications and Research Limitations  

 

8.1 Introduction of the Chapter  

Chapter 8 is organized to present the conclusions of the study, implications, 

research limitations and future research opportunities.  The implications part 

consists of both theoretical  and managerial  implications of the current study.  

 

8.2 Conclusion 

As pointed out in chapter one, the present study aims to confirm the existence of 

teamwork in the manufacturing organizations which say they have been practici ng 

teamwork in their production process.  

As the basis of the study, the ideal  teamwork model was developed in chapter 

three by using the characterist ics of team: multi -skills,  common goal,  task 

interdependence, team autonomy and mutual support,  which have been included in 

most of the definit ions of team (Table 2) and previous discussions of production 

teams. Further based on the typology of team, the predictable teamwork models 

were conceptualized re-arranging the ideal teamwork model. Based on the 

literature of teamwork, a work organization which practices teamwork has 

introduced team-based management practices ,  such as multi -skills based training 

and development, team-based goal setting and rewards calculation, setting work 

flows concerning the interconnectedness of task and arranging the organizational 

structure assigning the deci sion making power to the workers level.  A purpose of 

these team-based management practices is the enhancement of supportive 

activit ies among the workers of each team by using the multi-skilled capabil ity of 

workers,  employees’ perception on their common goal and task interdependence 

and team autonomy and this mechanism is considered as the teamwork.  

According to the findings, team characterist ics could be measured in the 

production organization in the Sri  Lankan context. However, each characteristic 
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of team was unable to be measured through all  the organizations. That is, when 

considering organizations separately, there are different kinds of compositions of 

team characterist ics.  

Regarding team autonomy, practically, no organization has assigned decision 

making power regarding working t ime, working pace, working methods, 

transferring members within workplace and quality matters . Although there are 

some participative practices, t hey sti ll  seem to be based on the centralized-

decision making pattern  which exists very often in the organizations which use 

the traditional work methods. Precisely, autonomous or semi-autonomous work 

practices were unable to be evaluated in the Sri  Lankan c ontext through this study 

and therefore, teamwork models for autonomous teams and semi-autonomous 

teams also had to be set  aside.   

The remaining one was the predictable model for teamwork in an organization 

which consists of supervised teams: a team which has no autonomy. The results 

confirmed that there is an organization , a Japanese affi liated company, which was 

consistent with the predictable teamwork model for the supervised teams. In other 

words, Japanese subsidiary can be introduced as an organizati on which consists of 

the supervised teams. Further,  the mechanism of teamwork was statistically 

significant and revealed as the acceptable model.  Typically, team features:  multi -

skilled capability of workers,  employees’ perception on their  common goal and 

task interdependence, altogether enhance the supportive activities among the 

workers.  In other words, multi -skills,  the common goal and task interdependence 

make direct  effects on the mutual support .  Therefore, as a conclusion of the current 

study, in the Sri  Lankan context ,  the existence of teamwork was able to be 

confirmed only in the Japanese affiliated organization. And also, the organization 

provided an answer for the research question of the study, however, in a limited 

state,  because team autonomy was unable to be measured. Moreover, the results 

provided substantial  evidences to consent with what the organization claims that  

“we have been practicing teamwork”.    

Even confirmation of the model which explained the mechanism of teamwork was 
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impossible regarding other organizations, agreeing with preceding studies ; 

research findings of some organizations revealed that  multi -skills,  common goal 

and task interdependence are the antecedent of mutual support .  Meanwhile, there 

are inconsistencies , too, in this regard. As well , confirmation of the team 

characteristics conclude that the manufacturing organizations in Sri  Lanka are in 

a developing stage of teamwork. In other words, i t  can be said that  the 

manufacturing organizations in Sri Lanka are in a switching or transit ion stage to 

the contemporary organizational context ,  that is ,  to the team-based organization.   

   

8.3 Implications 

8.3.1 Theoretical Implications  

Although many things remain to be understood about the mechanism of teamwork, 

the present study provides important initial  implications for theory.  As the major 

theoretical implication, the confirmation of the statistically significant and 

acceptable teamwork model  for a supervised team can be pointed out.  Particularly, 

in the scholarly writ ings which have been published to date, it  was very difficult 

to find out,  neither statistically significant nor insignificant,  a model which has 

included multi -skills,  common goal and task interdependence , as the independent 

variables,  to evaluate relationship with the mutual support  as the dependent  

variable.  In other words, the model that  was not confirmed by the previous studies 

was able to be discovered by the current study.   

Furthermore, existing theories of teamwork were extended to evaluate the 

teamwork in the Sri  Lankan context which is considered as a developing ec onomy. 

As reported by Andreassi  et  al.  (2014), Budhwar and Debrah (2001) and Kanungo 

and Jaeger (1990), the origin of most of the management theories and techniques 

are in developed countries.  This is also applicable to the teamwork l iterature 

because, most probably it  has concerned the organizations in the developed nations 

by the previous studies . However, even some previous research (Andreassi  et al . ,  

2014; Bartlett  et  al . ,  2002) has insisted that  there are limitations to adopt those 

theories in the developing countries,  the study result - the confirmation of the 
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mechanism of teamwork in the organization which consists of supervised teams 

(teamwork model) - suggests that  there are plenty of opportunities to stretch their  

teamwork studies in Sri  Lanka, too. That is,  the results of the current study suggest  

that  there is a possibil i ty to apply teamwork discussions which have been reported 

regarding the developed countries to the developing countries,  too.  

Another theoretical contribution of the study relates to the confirmation of 

previous discussions regarding the relationship between mutual support  and the 

employees’ perception of common goal (Hu & Liden, 2015; 2011; Suzuki, 2013; 

Van der Vegt & Van de Vliert ,  2005) and task interdependence (Suzuki,  2013;  

2011; Chen et  al . , 2009; Wageman & Baker, 1997).  

Moreover, another theoretical contribution can be pointed out regarding multi -

skills and the employee’s awareness of the common goal.  Regarding mult i -skills,  

although it  has not been concerned by much research, the statistical  confirmation 

of the relationship between mutual support  and multi -skills proves that  the multi -

skills factor is a vital  characteristic of team. However, when we consider the 

different points of view of team (Table 2),  there are studies such as Nijholt  and 

Benders (2010) and West and Markiewicz (2008) which have not included multi -

skills factor.  Further,  even though it  was not the main aim of the present study, 

subsequent analysis  and research found that ,  instead of psychological  gains 

(Neirott i,  2018; Sapada et al .  2018; Morita, 2014; Ketchum & Trist ,  1992) , earning 

more monetary reward is an objective of having more skills of the blue -collar level 

workers.  Therefore, this would be a contribution for scholars who have research 

interest  of employees’ training and development, particularly, workplace learning 

(Nakahara, 2017) .  

Regarding the common goal,  al though Garbers and Konradt (2014) have 

considered the relationship between employees’ common goal intention and team-

based incentives, they have not taken into account the relationship betw een ways 

of goal setting (daily-basis and monthly-basis) and employee’s perception of the 

common goal.  Meanwhile,  the current study result  sugges ts that  the employees 

who have a daily-based common goal have more awareness regarding  their  goal 



161 

 

rather than a monthly-based goal. For instance, in the current study, workers who 

are in the garments manufacturing sector which uses the daily-based goal set ting 

have more awareness of their  common goal rather than the other two sectors which 

use a monthly-based goal sett ing.  

  

8.3.2 Practical Implications  

The main practical  implication of the current study can be explored with the 

confirmation of the teamwork in the manufacturing organization in the Sri  Lankan 

context ,  in the Japanese affil iate .  The results suggest  that  importance of multi -

skills capabil ity and employees’ perception of common goal and task 

interdependence enhance the working level characterist ic: mutual support.  At the 

same time, al though statist ical  analysis was not performed, the findings  discussed 

the managerial  practices which relate to the antecedents of mutual support . That 

is, it  is understood that the multi -skills based training and development is helpful 

to expand employees’ competencies,  team-based goal-setting and team-based 

reward calculation has capabili ty to increase employees’ perception of the common 

goal and work designing which has considered employees interconnectedness is  

helpful to enhance the employees’ task interdependence awareness , and are 

discussed regarding each organization . As was discussed in chapter one, work 

organizations in Sri  Lanka have been trying to redesign their  workplace by 

introducing a new form of workplace (Kulasooriya & Chalapathi ,  2014: Silva et  

al . , 2011). Therefore, as a role model,  they can follow the teamwork and team-

based management practices in the factory in which the teamwork was confirmed. 

Also, not only the confirmation of the teamwork but regression analysis results  of 

other organizations  also provided evidences regarding the enhancement effect  of 

the worker level characteristics of team: multi -skil ls,  common goal and task 

interdependence, to the mutual support ,  al though each characterist ic was unable 

to be measured in other manufacturing organizations as was in the Japanese 

affil iate.   

In the meantime, the management practices in the organizations in which the 
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significant effect of  the employees’ multi -ski lls capability to the mutual support 

was confirmed were different  because factory B uses a formal OJT method such 

as job rotation. Instead , factory F has established an in-site training centre  (MSD 

unit) as a method of off-JT. Nevertheless, the multi-skills capabil ity enhances the 

mutual support  of both organizations. Therefore, any organization willing to 

expand employees’ skills can follow whichever method.  Further,  having facili ties 

to expand competencies of the employees would be an inevitable matter regarding 

the Sri Lankan context.  As reported by the Census and Statistics Department of 

Sri  Lanka, educational level goes up remarkably, year by year (DCSSL, 2017)  

more than ever before . Although i t has not  confirmed the statistical  relationship 

between education level and obtaining multi -skills,  the study suggests the 

organization better to create favourable facilit ies to expand the skil ls of those 

educated workers and finally, i t  would be helpful  to create a skilful  workforce in 

Sri Lanka.  

Moreover, this article’s findings may have important practic al  implications for 

the organization which hopes to develop autonomous work practices in their 

organization. Practically, based on the research findings and process, 

organizations can understand their  prevailing situation on the decision making. 

Here, some organizations partially have admitted to developing autonomous work 

practices by introducing an antecedent step of team autonomy such as practicing 

empowerment and participative work practices.   

 

8.4 Research Limitations and Future Studies  

There are a few limitations and matters which require a greater dialogue in future 

research.  

Firstly, these finding cannot be generalized since, only 2 manufacturing 

organizations for the qualitat ive survey and 7 manufacturing organizations for the 

quanti tative survey were surveyed. A large sample is desirable to confirm results 

and to get  a general  idea. In future experiments,  research should consist  of more 

manufacturing organizations to the sample.  
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The second limitation involves i tems which were used to evaluate te am 

characteristics.  There are factors which have low Cronbach α coefficients.  

Therefore, to achieve a satisfactory level of reliability values, i tems have to be 

increased (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). Particularly, reliabil ity values of measurements 

of multi -skills is not large enough to make a conclusion as the study measured the 

multi-skil ls factor,  properly.  

The third l imitation involves the interpretation and explanation of statistical  

analyses results.  Even though teamwork was able to be confirmed in factory  B, it  

is arguable why mutual support  is lower than factory C and is similar with other 

factories,  thus further research is wanted to be arranged for in-depth analysis and 

discussion regarding this matter.  However, some clarifications can be provided 

through the results of the present study as a recommendation for factory B. As 

pointed out above, demographic differences of tenure and age levels were 

considered as the predictable reasons behind this,  particularly, regarding 

differences between factory C and B. Other than that ,  supervisory intervention is 

another foreseeable issue which is behind the sc enario. As found in the qualitative 

survey in factory Y, intervention of managerial  level workers,  particularly 

supervisors,  makes obstruction to practice the supportive activities in the worker ’s 

level,  and previous research has also suggested that  a supervisory level worker 

should establish a favourable workplace climate to carry out support ive works 

among the workers  (Van der Rijt  et  al. ,  2013; Bamberger,  2009 ). Practically,  

supervisory intervention may be higher in factory B rather than other 

organizations because factory B uses a long top-down organizational arrangement 

with two supervisory levels:  supervisor and junior supervisor,  which cannot be 

seen in other organizations. Therefore, future research should evaluate the 

relationship between the supervisory level intervention and mutual support 

regarding the Sri Lankan context, stat istically.  As well , based on the results, i t  

was unable to make a conclusion about which organization is better  comparing 

organizations which have had high or low mutual support and organizations in 

which the teamwork model could be confirmed , and other organizations in which 
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the teamwork model could not be confirmed . To provide an answer for this 

question, the relationship between mutual support  and performance ha s to be 

evaluated in the team or organization levels.  Moreover, as reasons behind the 

existence of teamwork, it  was assumed that  the management practices create 

impacts to the characteristics of team. That is,  i t  was assumed that  the multi -skills 

factor depends on the multi -skills promoting training program, common goal 

depends on the team-based targets and incentive setting , and task interdependence 

based on work flow which  is arranged keeping the interconnectedness of work. 

However, i t  was difficult  to provide statistical  evidences to prove these scenarios. 

The way of goal-sett ing was used to explain the different  frequencies of employees’  

perception of a common goal in the manufacturing organizations in Sri  Lanka, 

particularly the difference between sectors.  Multi -level analysis is needed to be 

carried out to evaluate the effect  of management practices in different originations. 

However, the number of organizations of the study (number of organizations = 7) 

is insufficient to handle multilevel analysis to investigate the difference s since, 

Hair  et  al .  (2019) have suggested that  at least  30 groups (here, manufacturing 

organizations)  are wanted to carry out multilevel analysis .  Therefore, future 

research explores the relationship between management practices and the 

characteristics of team, statistically, increasing the number of firms. And, 

performance of team should also be evaluated to value the teamwork model and 

management  practices. In sum, the process which has been shown in Figure 16 is 

hoped to be confirmed in future research.    

Also, though the multi-skil ls factor could not be evaluated in factories A, C, D, 

E and G, mutual support  takes place in each organization . One argument is aroused 

regarding this matter.  The point in question is how workers can support  his or her 

colleague without knowing others’ jobs. If  each worker of any workplace performs 

a completely identical  task, multi -skills may not be required to help others and in 

such a situation,  it  can be assumed that ,  if  someone got into difficulty at  work or 

wanted more information to fulfil  his or her task, other members can provide 

assistance by using what they know even if  they have knowledge about only one 
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task, regardless of whether he or she has knowledge about various kinds of task . 

Therefore, qualitat ive research has to be arranged to evaluate whether employees 

have or not knowledge about other ’s job tasks and how mutual support  happened 

in the workplace, practically.  

Moreover, mutual support  in factory D exist s without any effect from team 

characteristics.  Employee’s intention of the common goal has not created 

significant effect  on mutual support in factory D. It  means that  there are other 

predictors to explain mutual support  in factory D. In future, investigations should 

concentrate on finding out those other factors ,  too. 

 

Figure 16 A Predictable Relationships between HRM Practices, Teamwork 

and Performance of  Teamwork 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                  

 

 

Note:  M-SK- Multi -skills,  CG-Common goal,  TI- Task Interdependence, TA- Team 
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Source:  Created by author.  
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as reported by Love and Dustin (2014), people who are in a collectivistic culture 

are more cooperative than in individualist .  For example, Japan , which has become 

a role model for much teamwork research, is identified as a collectivistic country 

(Sato, 2009). Not only mutual support ,  but as noted by Dierdorff  et  al .  (2011), 

collectivistic people also have more intention of the common goal.  Regarding Sri  

Lanka, Dissanayake  and Semasinghe (2014), Ralston  et al .  (2014) and Rathnayaka 

(2014) have recognized the collectivism as a characterist ic  of Sri Lankan society.  

Therefore, future research has to be organized to clarify this cultural  effect  on the 

team characterist ics.  It would be helpful to distinguish the effect  of culture and 

managerial  practices  on the teamwork.   

Moreover, in this study, even organizations that  have set  objective task 

interdependence, it  was impossible to find out the reason for why it  was unable to 

evaluate the task interdependence awareness of employees in some organizational 

contexts.  To clarify this matter,  qualitat ive research should be carried out in a 

future study. Additionally, management practices which may improve subjective 

task interdependence were not discussed theoretically or practically and it  has to 

be addressed in future research.  

As well ,  the findings revealed the female workers have more intention regarding 

the common goal rather than the male workers.  A reason,  however, behind this 

scenario was unable to be found. Therefore, this also has to be discussed in future 

research.  

Finally, future research will  address employees’ will ingness to accept 

responsibili ties on autonomous decision making practices since, in the preceding 

discussions, Chandrakunara and Sparrow (2004) have insisted that  Sri  Lankan 

workers prefer to work on the instructions from their  supe rior rather than make 

decisions by themselves. Not only employees’ willingness, but managerial  level 

desire to implement autonomous work practices, also has to be discussed. Morita 

(2008) and Appelbaum and Batt  (1994) have argued that  managerial  level work ers’ 

willingness to relinquish the authority is another problematic si tuation that  has to 

be faced by any organization which tries to introduce team autonomy since, 
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managerial  level workers are reluctant to assign their  power to the worker s level. 

Thus, this willingness of managerial  level workers also should be evaluated in 

future research regarding the Sri  Lankan context.  
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Appendix 1  

Classification of Teams based on the Autonomy Level  

 

Source.https: / /www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/europ ean-working-condit ions 

survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q8

8&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All .   

 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

A
L

M
E

M
K

N
O

R
S

T
R

A
T

B
E

B
G

C
Y

C
Z

D
E

D
K

E
E

E
L

E
S F
I

F
R

H
R

H
U IE IT L
T

L
U

L
V

M
T

N
L

P
L

P
T

R
O

S
E S
I

S
K

U
K

C
H

A
L

L

P
er

ce
n

ta
g
es

1. No teamwork 2. Team with no autonomy

3. Team with some autonomy 4. Team with full autonomy

A L  A l b a n i a  D K  D e n m a r k  LV  L a t v i a  

M E  M o n t e n e g r o  E E  E s t o n i a  M T  M a l t a  

M K  M a c e d o n i a  E L  G r e e c e  N L  N e t h e r l a n d  

N O  N o r w a y  E S  S p a i n  P L  P o l a n d  

R S  S e r b i a  F I  F i n l a n d  P T  P o r t u g a l  

T R  T u r k e y  F R  F r a n c e  R O  R o m a n i a  

AT  A u s t r i a  H R  C r o a t i a  S E  S w e d e n  

B E  B e l g i u m  H U  H u n g a r y  S I  S l o v e n i a  

B G  B u l g a r i a  I E  I r e l a n d  S K  S l o v a k i a  

C Y  C y p r u s  I T  I t a l y  U K  U n i t e d  K i n g d o m  

C Z  C z e c h  R e p u b l i c  LT  L i t h u a n i a  C H  S w i t z e r l a n d  

D E  G e r m a n y  L U  L u x e m b o u r g  A l l  A l l  c o u n t r i e s  



200 

 

Appendix 2  

 

 

  

Questionnaire Survey on Teamwork 

August 2016 

 

 

I am Manjula Wanninayaka and a student at Kansai University of Japan. 

I am examining teamwork practices in your work place. Since, I expect 

your kindly participation to this study by answering the following 

questions.  

 

  Please complete all the questions.  

 

  There is no any known risk for responding. In order to ensure 

that all information will remain confidential, please do not 

include your name.  

 

 

  If you want any additional information please contact me at the 

number listed below.  

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to assist me in my educational endeavour.  

 

 

Graduate School of Sociology 

Kansai University  

Japan 

 

 

 

 

Address in Sri Lanka:  

Tel: 070******** 
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What is your team Name or Number?  

(Optional)                      ……………………………………  

       

There are various statements about your work and team. PLEASE TICK the 

suitable one which reflects your feelings.  

 

Q1. I strongly identify with the other members of my work team .  

1. Strongly disagree .         2. Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.                   5. Strongly agree .   

 

Q2. I am a member of this work team.  

1. Strongly disagree.         2. Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.                   5. Strongly agree. 

 

Q3. I can perform more than one task in the team. 

1. Strongly disagree.         2. Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.                   5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q4. Team members of my team know each other ’s job.  

1. Strongly disagree.         2. Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.                   5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q5. I often cover absentee work in my team.  

1. Strongly disagree.         2. Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.                   5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q6. I carry out the same task over and over again.  

1. Strongly disagree.        2.  Disagree.      3. Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.                  5. Strongly agree .  
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Q7. I want to learn as  many jobs as possible.  

 1.  Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.              5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q8. When I get  a new skill  organization pay for it .  

 1.  Strongly disagree.        2. Disagree.      3.  N either Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.                  5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q9. I develop my skil ls mainly by using on the job training facili ties.   

 1.  Strongly disagree.        2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.    5. Strongly agree. 

 

Q10. I know what our team’s final  goal is.  

1. Strongly disagree.        2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.               5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q11. I have to obtain information and advice from my colleagues to com plete my 

work.  

1. Strongly disagree.         2. Disagree.     3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.                5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q12. I have to depend on my colleagues for the start  of my work. 

1. Strongly disagree.       2. Disagree.     3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.              5. Strongly agree  

  

Q13. In order to complete their  work, my colleagues have to obtain information 

and advice from me. 

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.              5. Strongly agree . 
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Q14.We can set  our own working pace.   

1. Strongly disagree.         2. Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.              5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q15.We can decide when to start  a piece of work.  

1. Strongly disagree.    2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.               5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q16.We can decide when to finish a piece of work.  

1. Strongly disagree.     2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.              5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q17.We can choose the methods to use in carrying out our works.  

1. Strongly disagree.    2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.              5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q18. If  I got into d ifficult  at  work, my section members help me.  

1. Strongly disagree.        2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.              5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q19. I help my work mates when they have work problems on the line.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q20.Members of my team share information with other team members about our 

work.  

1. Strongly disagree.    2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.               5. Strongly agree .    
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Q21.In the day of,  when I finish my daily work, I may help someone who is not 

finished.  

1. Strongly disagree.       2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.               5. Strongly agree . 

 

Q22. I want to be like my supervisor.   

1. Strongly disagree.       2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.               5. Strongly agree  

 

Q23. I satisfy with my supervisor ’s way of supervision.  

1. Strongly disagree.       2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.               5. Strongly agree . 

 

Please let me know about yourself .   

 

Q24. How long have you been working for this company? Please write down.  

Year………………………… Months……………………………. 

 

Q25. Before you join this company, have you worked for another company?  

1. Yes                 2.  No 

 

Q26. If  yes, why did you leave from those factories? Select the most suitable 

reason.  

1. Problem with supervisor      

2. Inadequate salary 

3. Monotony of work  

4. Other reason (s)…………………………… 

 

Q27. What is your sex? PLEASE TICK.  

1. Female                 2.  Male 
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Q28. What is your age? PLEASE TICK.  

 

       

  

 

 

 

 

 

Q29. Please select  if  you have any of these educational qualification. PLEASE 

TICK.  

 

 

Q30. Please write down here your average monthly salary.   

………………………………………………………..                    

 

 

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L e s s   t h a n  1 6   4 1 - 4 5   

1 6 - 2 0   4 6 - 5 0   

2 1 - 2 5   5 1 - 5 5   

2 6 - 3 0   5 6 - 6 0   

3 1 - 3 5   6 1 - 6 5   

3 6 - 4 0   6 6  a n d  a b o v e   

L e s s  t h a n  G . C . E .  O / L   F o l l o w i n g  a  D e g r e e   

F o l l o w e d  G . C . E .  O / L   D e g r e e  C o m p l e t e d   

F o l l o w e d  G . C . E .  A / L   M o r e  t h a n  F i r s t  D e g r e e   

P a s s e d  G . C . E .  A / L  
 O t h e r :  P l e a s e  w r i t e  i n  
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Results of the Pilot Survey (Team Characteristics)  

Mean Values, Standard Deviations (SD) and Cronbach α 

Q .  

N o .  
I t e m s  

N = 4 9  

M e a n  S D  α  

M u l t i - s k i l l s     

3  
I  c a n  p e r f o r m  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  t a s k  i n  t h e  

t e a m .  
3 . 6 9  1 . 1  

. 7 2  
4  

Te a m  m e m b e r s  o f  m y  t e a m  k n o w  e a c h  

o t h e r ’s  j o b .  
3 . 8 2  1 . 0  

5  I  c a n  c o v e r  a b s e n t e e  w o r k  i n  m y  t e a m .  3 . 4 4  1 . 2  

C o m m o n  G o a l     

1 0  I  k n o w  w h a t  o u r  t e a m ’s  f i n a l  g o a l  i s .  4 . 2  . 7 6   

Ta s k  I n t e r d e p e n d e n c e     

1 1  

I  h a v e  t o  o b t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  a d v i c e  

f r o m  m y  c o l l e a g u e s  t o  c o m p l e t e  m y  

w o r k .  

4 . 0 8  . 6 8  

. 6 0  1 2  
I  h a v e  t o  d e p e n d  o n  m y  c o l l e a g u e s  f o r  

t h e  s t a r t  o f  m y  w o r k  
4 . 3 3  . 7 7  

1 3  

I n  o r d e r  t o  c o m p l e t e  t h e i r  w o r k ,  m y  

c o l l e a g u e s  h a v e  t o  o b t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n  

a n d  a d v i c e  f r o m  m e .  

4 . 4  . 7 4  

Te a m  A u t o n o m y     

1 4  We  c a n  s e t  o u r  o w n  w o r k i n g  p a c e .  3 . 7 3  . 9 7  

. 8 9  

1 5  
We  c a n  d e c i d e  w h e n  t o  s t a r t  a  p i e c e  o f  

w o r k  
3 . 8 4  . 9 2  

1 6  
We  c a n  d e c i d e  w h e n  t o  f i n i s h  a  p i e c e  o f  

w o r k .  
3 . 8 1  . 9 7  

1 7  
We  c a n  c h o o s e  t h e  m e t h o d s  t o  u s e  i n  

c a r r y i n g  o u t  o u r  w o r k s .   
3 . 8 6  . 9 1  

M u t u a l  S u p p o r t     
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Results of the Pilot Survey (Other Questions)  

Mean Values, Standard Deviations (SD)  

 

 

1 8  
I f  I  g o t  i n t o  d i f f i c u l t  a t  w o r k ,  m y  s e c t i o n  

m e m b e r s  h e l p  m e .  
4 . 0 2  . 8 8  

. 6 8  

1 9  
I  h e l p  m y  w o r k  m a t e s  w h e n  t h e y  h a v e  

w o r k  p r o b l e m s  o n  t h e  l i n e .  
4 . 1 8  . 8 1  

2 0  

M e m b e r s  o f  m y  t e a m  s h a r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  

w i t h  o t h e r  t e a m  m e m b e r s  a b o u t  o u r  

w o r k .  

4 . 2 8  . 9 5  

2 1  

I n  t h e  d a y  o f ,  w h e n  I  f i n i s h  m y  d a i l y  

w o r k ,  I  m a y  h e l p  s o m e o n e  w h o  i s  n o t  

f i n i s h e d .  

3 . 5 6  1 . 3 2  

Q .  

N o .  
I t e m s  

N = 4 9  

M e a n  S D  

1  
I  s t r o n g l y  i d e n t i f y  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  m e m b e r s  

o f  m y  w o r k  t e a m  

4 . 4 4  . 6 1  

2  I  a m  a  m e m b e r  o f  t h i s  w o r k  t e a m .  4 . 6 3  . 4 8  

6  
I  c a r r y  o u t  t h e  s a m e  t a s k  o v e r  a n d  o v e r  

a g a i n .  

2 . 7 1  1 . 0  

7  I  w a n t  t o  l e a r n  a s  m a n y  j o b s  a s  p o s s i b l e .   4 . 0 2  . 7 8  

8  
W h e n  I  g e t  a  n e w  s k i l l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  p a y  f o r  

i t .  

3 . 8 1  1 . 0 3  

9  
I  d e v e l o p  m y  s k i l l s  m a i n l y  b y  u s i n g  o n  t h e  

j o b  t r a i n i n g  f a c i l i t i e s .  

2 . 5 2  1 . 1 6  

2 2  I  w a n t  t o  b e  l i k e  m y  s u p e r v i s o r  4 . 1 2  . 9 7  

2 3  
I  s a t i s f y  w i t h  m y  s u p e r v i s o r ’s  w a y  o f  

s u p e r v i s i o n .  

3 . 4 2  1 . 3 2  
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Frequencies  

Q24. How long have you been working for this company? Please write down.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q25. Before you join this company, have you worked for another company?  

1. Female                 2.  Male 

 

Q26. If  yes, why did you leave from those factories? Select the most suitable 

reason.  

1. Problem with supervisor     

2. Inadequate salary  

3. Monotony of work  

4. Other reason (s)  

 

Not Applicable         No Answer     

 

Q27. What is your sex? PLEASE TICK.  

 

1. Female                 2.  Male 

 

 

L e s s  t h a n  a n d  e q u a l  t o  6  m o n t h s  3  

M o r e  t h a n  6  m o n t h s -  L e s s  t h a n  a n d  e q u a l  

t o  1  y e a r  

1 1  

M o r e  t h a n  1  y e a r -  L e s s  t h a n  a n d  e q u a l  t o  

2  y e a r  

8  

M o r e  t h a n  2  y e a r  -  L e s s  t h a n  a n d  e q u a l  

t o  3  y e a r  

1 1  

M o r e  t h a n  3  y e a r  -  L e s s  t h a n  a n d  e q u a l  

t o  4  y e a r  

1 2  

M o r e  t h a n  4  y e a r  4  

2 

No Answer 

6 

15 

5 

6 

6 11 

47 2 

38 11 
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Q28. What is your age? PLEASE TICK.  

 

       

  

 

No Answer     

 

 

 

Q29. Please select  if  you have any of these educational qualification. PLEASE 

TICK.  

 

No Answer  

 

Q30. Please write down here  your average monthly salary.   

Average salary 15302.04  

Standard Deviation (2027.77)                    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L e s s   1 5  - 4 1 - 4 5  3  

1 6 - 2 0  - 4 6 - 5 0  1  

2 1 - 2 5  1 2  5 1 - 5 5  - 

2 6 - 3 0  1 8  5 6 - 6 0  - 

3 1 - 3 5  8  6 1 - 6 5  1  

3 6 - 4 0  5  6 6  a n d  a b o v e  - 

L e s s  t h a n  G . C . E .  O / L  1 7  F o l l o w i n g  a  D e g r e e  1  

F o l l o w e d  G . C . E .  O / L  1 6  D e g r e e  C o m p l e t e d  - 

F o l l o w e d  G . C . E .  A / L  2  M o r e  t h a n  F i r s t  D e g r e e  - 

P a s s e d  G . C . E .  A / L  4  O t h e r :  N V Q  - 2  

1 

7 
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Appendix 3  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Questionnaire Survey on Teamwork 

August 2017 

 

I am Manjula Wanninayaka and a student at Kansai University of Japan. I 

am examining teamwork practices in your work place. Since, I expect your 

kindly participation to this study by answering the following questions.  

 

  Please complete all the questions.  

 

  There is no any known risk for responding. In order to ensure 

that all information will remain confidential, please do not 

include your name.  

 

 

  If you want any additional information please contact me at the 

number listed below.  

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to assist me in my educational endeavour.  

 

 

Graduate School of Sociology                        Address in Sri Lanka:  

Kansai University                                     Tel:  070******** 

Japan 
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What is your team Name or Number?  

(Optional)    ……………………………………  

       

There are various statements about your work and team. PLEASE SELECT 

the suitable one which reflects your feelings.  

 

Q1. The people in my production line or unit  work as a team.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q2. I am a member of this work team.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

  

Q3. I am satisfied with my present colleagues.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q4. I pleased with the way my colleagues and I work together.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q5. I am very satisfied with working in this team.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q6. I am satisfied with the friendliness of my team members.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .   
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Q7. I can perform more than one task in the team.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q8. Team members of my team know each other ’s job.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q9. I carry out the same task over and over again.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q10. Team members are given specific training to improve their  machine 

maintenance skills.   

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q11. I can cover absentee work in my team.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q12. I want to learn as many jobs as possible.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q13. When I get a new skill  organization pay for i t .  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  
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Q14. I develop my skil ls mainly by using on the job training facili ties.   

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q15. During my work period, I develop my skil ls mainly by using trai ning centre 

or l ine which is in the factory.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q16. I know what our team’s final  goal is.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q17. In my team, we are jointly responsible for workplace results .  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q18. In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved as a team  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q19. I have to obtain information and advice from my colleagues to complete my 

work.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q20. I have to depend on my colleagues for the start  of my work. 

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  
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Q21. In order to complete their  work, my colleagues have to obtain information 

and advice from me. 

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree  Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

  

Q22. I need to collaborate with my colleagues to perform my job well .  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree. 

 

Q23. Team members frequently have to coordinate their  effort  with each other .  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q24. We cannot complete target unless everyone co ntributes.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

  

Q25. Who should be made decisions in following situation? PLEASE TICK.  

 

            

      D e c i d e   

        b y      

         

 

Ta s k s  

1  2  3  4  5  

D e c i d e  b y  

t h e  

M a n a g e m e

n t   

D e c i d e  b y  

t h e  

M a n a g e m e n t  

d i s c u s s i n g  

w i t h  u s  

D e c i d e  b y  

o u r  t e a m  

d i s c u s s i n g  

w i t h  t h e  

M a n a g e m e n t  

 

D e c i d e  

b y  o u r  

t e a m  

 

D o  n o t  

k n o w  

w h o  

m a k e s  

t h e  

d e c i s i o n s  

O u r  o w n  

w o r k i n g  p a c e  

     

S t a r t i n g  t i m e  

o f  a  p i e c e  o f  

w o r k   

     



215 

 

 

Q26. If  I got into difficult  at  work, my section members help me.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q27. I help my work mates when they have work problems on the line.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree  Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q28. If  any problem occurred on my work, i t is  resolved in discussing with my 

colleagues.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

 

 

F i n i s h i n g  t i m e  

o f  a  p i e c e  o f  

w o r k   

     

T h e  m e t h o d s  

t o  u s e  i n  

c a r r y i n g  o u t  

o u r  w o r k s  

     

T r a n s f e r  o f  

m e m b e r s  

w i t h i n  t h e  

w o r k p l a c e   

     

Q u a l i t y  

c o n t r o l  

r e l a t i n g  t a s k   

     



216 

 

Q29.In the day of,  when I finish my daily work, I may help someone who is not 

finished.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q30.Members of my team share information with other team members about our 

work.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Q31. I want to be like my supervisor.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

  

Q32. I always expect the supervisor ’s support.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree.  

 

Q33. I satisfy with my supervisor ’s way of supervision.  

1. Strongly disagree.      2.  Disagree.      3.  Neither Agree Nor Disagree.       

4. Agree.             5. Strongly agree .  

 

Please check whether all  questions were answered or not.  

Please let me know about yourself   

 

Q34. How long have you been working for this company? Please write down.  

Year………………………… Months……………………………. 

 

Q35. Before you join this company, have you worked for another company?  

1. Yes                 2.  No   
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Q36. If  yes , why did you leave from those factories? Select the most suitable 

reason.  

1. Problem with supervisor  

2. Inadequate salary  

3. Monotony of work  

4. Unbearable work load  

5. Other reason (s)  

 

Q37. What is your sex? PLEASE TICK.  

1. Female                 2.  Male 

 

Q38. What is your age? PLEASE TICK.  

 

       

  

 

 

 

 

Q39. Please select  your last  educational qualification. PLEASE TICK.  

Q40. Marriage status  

1.  Unmarried      2.  Married  

Q41.Please write down here your average monthly salary  

………………………………………………………..                    

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire.  

L e s s  t h a n  1 6   4 1 - 4 5   

1 6 - 2 0   4 6 - 5 0   

2 1 - 2 5   5 1 - 5 5   

2 6 - 3 0   5 6 - 6 0   

3 1 - 3 5   6 1 - 6 5   

3 6 - 4 0   6 6  a n d  a b o v e   

L e s s  t h a n  G . C . E .  O / L   F o l l o w i n g  a  D e g r e e   

F o l l o w e d  G . C . E .  O / L   D e g r e e  C o m p l e t e d   

F o l l o w e d  G . C . E .  A / L   M o r e  t h a n  F i r s t  D e g r e e   

P a s s e d  G . C . E .  A / L   O t h e r :  P l e a s e  w r i t e  i n  
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The Questionnaire in Sinhala Language  

 

lKavdhï l% shdldß;ajhka ^àï j¾la& ms<sn`o m%Yakdj,sh 

2017 
 

cmdkfha lkaih s úYajúoHd,fha bf.kqu ,nk uxc q, jkak skdhl jk ud úisk a Tn 

wdh;kfha lKavdhï l% shdldß;ajhka ^ àï j¾la& m s< sn`oj wOHkhla l sÍug 

n,dfmdfrd;a; = fjñ' tneúka my; m %Y akdj, sfhys wvx.= m %Y ak i`oyd m s< s; =re ,nd 

fokfuka ldreKslj b,a,d i sáñ'  

 lreKdlr i sh¿u m %Y ak i`oyd m s< s; =re ,nd fokak . 

 fuu wOHkh m s< sn|j ;jÿrg;a úi a;r wjYH jkafka kï my; ÿrl:k 

wxlhg wu;kak . 

 Tn ,nd fok m s< s; =rej, ryiHNdjh iïmQ¾Kfhkau wdrlaId l sÍu 

i`oyd Tnf.a ku fuys i`oyka l sÍfuka j<lsk ak'  

 

udf.a wOHdmk lghq; = id¾:l lr.ekSu i`oyd Tn ,ndfok iyfhd a.h b;d w.h 

fldg i,lñ' 

 

mYapd;a Wmdê wdh;kh                            › ,xldj ;=< , sm skh                                     

iudc úoHd wOHhk wxYh                               Tel:070-******                                                                                       

lkaih s úYajúoHd,h                                                               

cmdkh                                                        
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Tnf.a lKavdhfï ku fyd a wxlh l=ul ao@ 

^leu;s kï&    '' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '  

my; i`oyka l shuka j,g wod, jk jvd;au i qÿi q m s< s; =r f;d ard brla w`Èkak . 

 

Q1.uf.a lKavdhfï i sh¿u idudðldjka iEuúgu tlu lKavdhul a f,i 

iyfhd a.fhka lghq; = lrhs'  

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q2.uu iEu úgu wm lKavdhfï lKavdhfï idudðlfhla fyd a idudðldjla f,i 

ye`. Sfuka lghq; = lrñ' 

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q3.uu udf.a lKavdhfï idudðl idudðldjka m s< sn`oj iEySulg m;afjñ'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q4.uu udf.a lKavdhfï idudðl idudðldjkaf.a jev m s< sn `oj iEySulg m;a fjñ'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q5.uu fuu lKavdhfï jev l sÍug ,eîu .ek i;=g qfjñ'  

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q6.uu udf.a lKavdhfï idudðl idudðldjkaf.a ifyd aor;aj ye.Su m s< sn `oj 

iEySulg m;a fjñ' 

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  
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Q7.ug lKavdhu ;=< = jev ld¾hhka tllg jvd i sÿ l sÍfï yel shdj we;'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q8.uu lKavdhfï idudðl idudðldjkaf.a jev ld¾hhk ao fyd `Èka wjfnd aO lrf.k 

isáñ' 

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q9.Èkm;du uu úisk a lrkq ,nkafka tlu ld¾hhls'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïm Q¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ' 

 

Q10 '  wm wdh;kh úisk a hka; % iy WmlrK kv;a; =j m s< sn `oj m %udKj;a 

m qy qK qjl a ,nd foh s '  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q11.ug wm lKavdhfï idudðlfhla jevg fkdmeñKsúg Tyqf.a jev fldgio 

wdjrKh l, yel' 

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q12.uu tl jevla muKla fkdj ,hsk a tfla ieu jevfldgilau bf.k.ekSug 

W;aiy orñ'   

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

 

 



221 

 

Q13.uu wu;r ld¾hla i`oyd m qy qK q j Q úg wdh;kh úisk a ug jeg qm a j¾Ol f.jkq  

we;' 

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q14.uu lKavdhu ;=< jevlrk w;r;=r wfkl=; a ld¾hhka m s< sn `oj 

m qy qK qj  ,nd .ksñ' 

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q15.uu lKavdhu ;=< jevlrk w;r;=r" wh;kfha we;s fi ajlhsk a m qy qK q l sÍfï 

wxYh ;=< sk a wfkl=; a ld¾hhka m s< sn `oj m qy qKqj ,nd .;sñ' 

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q16.uu udf.a lKavdhfï wjidk wruqK m s< sn`oj oekqj;a j i sáó .  

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ' 

 

Q17.uu lKavdhu ;=< lKavdhfï wjidk wruqK ,.d lr.ekSu iïnkaOj i sh¨fokd 

idu Qy slj j. lshkq ,fí' 

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q18wmg lKavdhula f,i .,d lr.;hq; = meyeÈ, s wruqKla we;'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  
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Q19.ug udf.a ld¾hh iïmQ¾K lsÍug lKavdhfï idudðl idudðldjkaf.a f;dr;=re 

iy Wmfoia ,nd .ekSug i sÿ fõ'  

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

  

Q20.uf.a jev ld¾hh wdrïN lsÍu fjk;a whl=f.a ld¾hh iïmQ¾K lsÍu u; ro  

mej;S'  

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

  

Q21.lKavdhfï idudðl idudðldjkag Tjqk a f. a ld¾hhka iïmQ¾K lsÍug uf.ka  

f;dr;=re iy Wmfoia ,nd .ekSug i sÿfõ'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q22 'lKavdhu ;=< jev ld¾hhka i sÿl sÍfï§ wka idudðlhsk a iu`. iyiïnkaOfhka  

lghq; = l sÍug i sÿ fõ' 

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q23.lKavdhu ;=< jev ld¾hhk a i sÿl sÍfï§ wka idudðlhsk a iu`. 

iyiïnkaëlrKfhka lghq; = l sÍug i sÿ fõ'  

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q24.udf.a lKa avdhfï wruqK ,.d lr.ekSug lKavdhfï i sh¨u idudðl 

idudðldjkaf.a iyfhd a.h wjYH fõ'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  
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Q25. my; i`oyka ld¾hhka j,§ ;SrK .kq ,nkafka ljqrek a úi sk ao@ wod< 

fldg qj ;=< yß ,l=K () fhdokak' 

 

lj qrek a  úi sk ao  

 

 

 

 

ld¾hhk a  

1 2 3 4 5 

i qmÍCIl 

^i qmjh si¾& 

we; =¿ 

l<ukdldß

; ajh 

úi sk a  ; SrK

h lrh s '  

wm iu`. 

idlÉPd 

lr 

i qmÍCIl 

^i qmjh si¾& 

we; =¿ 

l<uKdldß

; ajh 

úi sk a  ; SrK

h lrh s '  

l<uKdldß

; ajh iu`. 

idlÉPd lr 

wm 

lKavdhu 

úi sk a  ; SrK 

lrh s '  

wm 

lKavdhu 

úi sk a  ; Sr

K lrh s '  

; SrKh 

lrk q ,nk a

fk a lj qrek a  

úi sk ao 

fkdok sñ'  

 

wmf.a jev ld¾hhka 

lrk fõ.h m s< sn `oj 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

wmf.a jev ld¾hhka 

wdrïN lrk fõ,dj 

m s< sn `oj 

     

wmf.a jev ld¾hhka 

wjidk lrk l %uhla 

m s< sn `oj 

     

wmf.a jev ld¾hhka 

lrk l %uhla 

m s< sn `oj'  

     

fi ajlhsk a 

lKavdhï ; =< fjk;a 

ld¾hhka i `oyd 

udreùï 

     

;;a; aj md,k      
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Q26.uu wudre ld¾hhl ksh q; = ù i sák úg ug uf.a lKavdhï idudðl 

idudðldjkaf.a Woõ Wmldr ,efí'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q27.jevfhys fh§ i sák úg uf.a lKavdhfï idudðlfhla fyd a idudðldjka 

hï .eg¿jlg u qy qKmd i sákafka kï" uu Tyqg fyd a wehg Woõ Wmldr lrñ'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q28.jevfhys fh§ i sák úg tu ld¾hh m s< sn `oj hï .eg¿jlg u q qy qKmdkafka kï" 

uu lKavdhfï idudðl idudðldjka iu`. idlÉPd fldg tu .eg¿j úi`od .ksñ'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ' 

 

Q29.Èkhg wod< udf.a jev fldgi ksu jkúg§" wm lKavdhfï idudðlfhla fyd a 

idudðldjla ;ju;a Èkhg wod< jev fldgi ksu fldg fkdue;s kï uu Tyqg fyd a 

wehg Woõ Wmldr lrñ' 

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ' 

 

Q30.wm lKavdhfï idudðl idudðldjka jev ld¾hhg wod< jk f;dr;=re y qjudre 

lr .ksh s'  

 1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q31. uu iqmÍCIljrfhla ùug leu;sh .  

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  
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Q32. uu jevfhys fh§ i sák úg i qmÍCIlf.a iydh ksr;=rej wfmaCId lrñ'  

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

Q33. iqmÍCIlf.a iqmÍCIK ld¾hh .ek i;=g qfjñ' 

1'fldfy;au tlÕ fkdfõ'   2' tlÕ fkdfõ'           3'l sj fkdyel' 

4' tlÕ fõ'    5'iïmQ¾Kfhkau tlÕ fõ'  

 

 

by; ish¨u m %Y ak i`oyd m s< s; =re iemj Qfh ao hkak kej; jrla mÍlaId lrkak'  

 

 

Q34.Tn fuu wdh;kfha fldmuK ld,hla fi ajh lrkakfkyso@  

wj qreÿ .Kk ''' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '  udi .Kk ''' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '  

 

Q35.Tn fuu wdhk;g meñKSug fmr fjk;a k si amdok wdh;khl fiajh lr we;so@  

1'Tõ      2 .  ke; 

 

Q36.Tnf.a m s< s; =r Tõ kï"l =uk fya; +k a u; Tn tu wdh;kh yer.sfh ao@ fya; +k a 

l sy smhla we;skï t a i sh¿u ldrKd f;d ark ak' 

1'i qmÍlaIlf.a l % shd l,dmh fkd.e,mSu'          

2'jeg qm m %udKj;a fkdùu 

3'mejrek ld¾hhka m s< sn `o ;Dm a; su;a fkdùu  

4'wm %udK jevfldgila l sÍug i sÿùu 

5'fjk;a fya; +k a  

 

Q37. Tnf.a i a; % S$m qreINdjh i|yka lrkak .  

1 . i a; % S                            2 .  mqreI  
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Q38.Tn wh;a jk jhia ldKavh l =ul ao@ wod, fldg qj ;=, yß ,l=K ^  & fhdokak' 

 

wj q ( 16g wv q   41 - 45  

16 - 20  46 - 50  

21 - 25  51 - 55   

26 - 30  56 - 60   

31 - 35  61 - 65  

36 - 40  66 g jeä  

    

Q39.Tnf.a wjidk wOHdmk uÜgu l=ul ao@ wod, fldg qj ;=, yß ,l=K ^  & 

fhdokak' 

 

Q40.újdyl /wújdyl ;;ajh 

1'wújdylh           2'újdylh 

 

Q41.Tnf.a idudkH udi sl jeg qm fldmuKo@ '' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '  

 

 

i sh¨u m %Y ak i`oyd m s< s; =re iemj Qfh ao hkak lreKdlr kej; jrla mÍlaId lrkak'  

 

 

Tn oel aj Q iyfhd a.hg i a; +; sh s  

 

 

 

 

idudkH fm< yodrd ke;  Wmdêhla yodrñka i sáñ  

idudkH fm< yodrd we;  Wmdêhla yodrd we;  

Wiia fm< yodrd ke;  mYapd;a Wmdêhla yodrd we;  

Wiia fm< iu;a   fjk;a wOHdmk i qÿi qlï 
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Results of the Main Survey (Team Characteristics)  

Mean Values (Standard Deviations)  

Q. 

No.  

Quest ions Items  

 

 

All  

N=83 9  

Porcelain  

Sector  

Garments  

Sector 

TF 

Sec.  

A 

N=15 0  

B 

N=17 8  

C 

N=14 8  

D 

N=57  

E 

N=94  

F 

N=95  

G 

N=117  

Mult i -skil ls          

7  

I  can perform 

more than one  

task in the team.  

4.1  

( .83)  

3.97  

(.82)  

4.12 

(.79)  

4.02  

(.86)  

4.10  

(.69)  

4.03  

(.95)  

4.17  

(.88)  

4.22  

(.73)  

8  

Team members of  

my team know 

each other ’s job.  

4.11  

(.70)  

4.06  

(.80)  

4.08  

(.64)  

4.01  

(.74)  

4.07  

(.74)  

4.22  

(.62)  

4.21  

(.77)  

4.20  

(.59)  

11 

I  can cover  

absentee work in  

my team.  

3.64  

(1 .1)  

3.78 

(1 .0)  

3.54  

(1 .1)  

3.75  

(1 .0)  

4.00  

(.87)  

3.96  

(.87)  

3.86  

(1 .0)  

2.85  

(1 .1)  

Common goal          

16 

I know what our  

team’s final  goal  

is .  

4.02  

(.81)  

4.08  

(.75)  

3.78  

(.82)  

4.10  

(.83)  

4.00  

(.70)  

4.19  

(.82)  

4.28  

(.72)  

3.87  

(.83)  

17 

In my team, we 

are jointly  

responsible for  

workplace 

results .  

3.92 

(.93)  

3.99  

(.79)  

3.69  

(.94)  

4.08  

(.78)  

4.05  

(.81)  

3.94  

(1 .1)  

4.14  

(1 .0)  

3.70  

(1 .0)  

18 

In my team, we 

have a clear  goal  

to be achieved as 

a  team.  

4.34  

(.66)  

4.44  

(.61)  

4.05  

(.71)  

4.44  

(.64)  

4.48  

(.54)  

4.44  

(.67)  

4.52 

(.56)  

4.25  

(.69)  

Task interdependence          
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19 

I  have to  obtain 

information and 

advice from my 

colleagues to  

complete my 

work.  

4.15 

(.81)  

4.16  

(.85)  

4.15  

(.69)  

4.16  

(.96)  

4.17  

(.73)  

4.05  

(.75)  

4.07  

(.96)  

3.99  

(.71)  

20 

I have to depend 

on my colleagues  

for the star t  of 

my work.  

3.63 

(1 .1)  

3.64  

(1 .0)  

3.65  

(1 .1)  

3.67  

(1 .1)  

3.54  

(1 .1)  

3.70  

(1 .1)  

3.55  

(1 .2)  

3.62  

(1 .1)  

21 

In order  to  

complete their  

work,  my 

colleagues have  

to  obtain 

information and 

advice from me.  

3.53 

(.92)  

3.42  

(.92)  

3.70  

(.81)  

3.30  

(1 .0)  

3.75  

(.82)  

3.41  

(.95)  

3.46  

(1 .0)  

3.76  

(.76)  

22 

I  need to  

collaborate with  

my colleagues to  

perform my job 

well .  

3.70 

(1 .1)  

3.75  

(1 .0)  

3.62  

(1 .1)  

3.69  

(1 .1)  

3.67  

(1 .0)  

3.72  

(1 .1)  

3.66  

(1 .1)  

3.81  

(1 .0)  

23 

Team members  

frequently have  

to  coordinate 

their  effor t with  

each other.  

4.40 

(.63)  

4.5  

( .56)  

4.09  

(.52)  

4.53  

(.53)  

4.46  

(.66)  

4.39  

(.71)  

4.35  

(.78)  

4.40  

(.64)  

24 

We cannot 

complete target  

unless everyone  

4.59 

(.55)  

4.66  

(.47)  

3.87  

(.83)  

4.70  

(.46)  

4.00  

(.53)  

4.62  

(.62)  

4.15  

(.71)  

4.58  

(.56)  
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contr ibutes.   

Team 

Autonomy 

  

 

 

     

25 

Our own working 

pace 

1.74  

(1 .0)  

2.01  

(1 .2)  

1.79  

(1 .1)  

1.66  

(.98)  

1.75  

(1 .0)  

1.58  

(1 .0)  

1.64  

(1 .1)  

2.92  

(1 .6)  

Star t ing t ime of a  

piece of work  

1.45  

(.81)  

1.44  

(84)  

1.61  

(.98)  

1.62  

(1 .0)  

1.50  

(.95)  

1.64  

(1 .1)  

1.76  

(1 .3)  

1.75  

(1 .4)  

Finishing t ime of 

a  piece of work  

1.53  

(86)  

1.60  

(.91)  

1.49  

(.85)  

1.67  

(1 .1)  

1.42  

(.66)  

1.82  

(1 .2)  

1.75  

(1 .2)  

2.08  

(1 .6)  

The methods to  

use in carrying 

out  our  works  

1.78  

(1 .0)  

1.93  

(1 .1)  

1.76  

(1 .0)  

1.65  

(.99)  

1.63  

(.91)  

1.90  

(1 .2)  

1.95  

(1 .1)  

2.43 

(1 .5)  

Transfer  of 

member to  

different  work 

task in your  team 

1.56 

(.85)  

1.55  

(.91)  

1.53  

(.93)  

1.57  

(.84)  

1.46  

(.71)  

1.54  

(.93)  

1.79  

(.95)  

2.04  

(1 .4)  

Quali ty control  

related tasks  

1.54  

(.85)  

1.63  

(.96)  

1.97  

(1 .3)  

1.92  

(1 .4)  

1.44  

(.86)  

2.03  

(1 .4)  

2.10 

(1 .6)  

2.29  

(1 .65)  

Mutual Support          

26 

If  I  got into  

difficult  a t  work,  

my section 

members help 

me.  

4.07  

(.82)  

3.84  

(.96)  

3.87  

(.95)  

4.22  

(.80)  

4.12  

(.85)  

4.12  

(.74)  

4.20  

(.74)  

4.28  

(.63)  

27 

I help my work 

mates when they 

have work 

problems on the  

l ine.  

4.34  

(.56)  

4.30  

(.59)  

4.32  

(.55)  

4.43  

(.59)  

4.30  

(.50)  

4.23  

(.64)  

4.38  

(.49)  

4.29  

(.54)  

28 If any problem 4.25 4.18  4.19  4.32  4.33  4.12  4.22  4.26  
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Note:  TF sector-Transformer manufacturing  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

occurred on my 

work,  i t  is  

resolved in  

discussing with  

my colleagues.   

( .64)  ( .57)  ( .60)  ( .68)  ( .58)  ( .71)  ( .66)  ( .65)  

29 

In the day of,  

when I  finish my 

daily work,  I  help 

someone who is  

not  finished.  

4.10  

(.74)  

3.96  

(.72)  

4.34  

(.60)  

4.22  

(.69)  

4.14  

(.62)  

4.07  

(.73)  

4.28  

(.75)  

4.09  

(.75)  

30 

Members of my 

team share 

information with  

other  team 

members about 

our work.  

4.12  

(.60)  

3.97  

(.74)  

4.23  

(.60)  

4.21  

(.63)  

4.63  

(.59)  

4.04  

(.63)  

4.74  

(.44)  

4.08  

(.59)  



231 

 

Results of the Main Survey (Other Questions) 

Mean Values (Standard Deviation)  

Q. 

No.  

Quest ions Items  
All  

N=83 9  

Porcelain  

Sector  

Garments  

Sector 

TF 

Sec.  

A 

N=15 0  

B 

N=17 8  

C 

N=14 8  

D 

N=57  

E 

N=94  

F 

N=95  

G 

N=117  

1 

The people in 

my production 

line or unit  

work as a team.  

3.85 

(.96) 

3.64 

(.94) 

 

3.7 

(.99) 

4.12 

(.85) 

4.18 

(.55) 

4.04 

(.84) 

4.11 

(.87) 

3.46 

(1.1) 

2 

I am a member 

of this work 

team. 

4.31 

(.69) 

4.12 

(.72) 

4.19 

(.75) 

4.47 

(.65) 

4.41 

(.69) 

4.54 

(.60) 

4.47 

(.58) 

4.20 

(.65) 

3 

I am satisfied 

with my present 

colleagues.  

3.73 

(.90) 

3.58 

(.90) 

3.68 

(.86) 

3.92 

(.86) 

3.98 

(.76) 

3.85 

(.91) 

3.93 

(.95) 

3.40 

(.91) 

4 

I pleased with 

the way my 

colleagues and I 

work together.  

3.66 

(.92) 

3.5 

(.94) 

3.63 

(.96) 

3.91 

(.81) 

4.00 

(.70) 

3.59 

(.89) 

3.84 

(.84) 

3.37 

(.96) 

5 

I am very 

satisfied with 

working in this 

team. 

3.85 

(.82) 

3.81 

(.80) 

3.93 

(.79) 

4.38 

(.79) 

4.16 

(.69) 

4.25 

(.69) 

4.12 

(.89) 

3.90 

(.84) 

6 

I am satisfied 

with the 

friendliness of 

my team 

members.  

 

3.79 

(.88) 

3.65 

(.89) 

3.70 

(.85) 

4.02 

(.87) 

4.00 

(.71) 

3.90 

(.86) 

4.01 

(.75) 

3.47 

(.93) 
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9 

I carry out the 

same task over  

and over again.   

2.56 

(1.2) 

2.66 

(1.1) 

2.75 

(1.2) 

2.74 

(1.1) 

2.38 

(1.2) 

2.85 

(1.2)  

2.59 

(1.2) 

1.74 

(.88) 

10 

Team members  

are given 

specific training 

to improve their 

machine 

maintenance 

skills.  

3.67 

(1.1) 

3.85 

(1.1) 

3.37 

(1.1) 

3.74 

(1.1) 

3.94 

(.95) 

3.68 

(1.0)  

4.01 

(.91) 

3.38 

(1.1) 

12 

I want to learn 

as many jobs as 

possible.  

4.26 

(.76) 

3.64 

(.94) 

4.36 

(.64) 

4.39 

(.68) 

4.24 

(.61) 

4.40 

(.57) 

4.44 

(.63) 

4.50 

(.61) 

13 

When I get a 

new skill  

organization 

pay for it .  

3.03 

(1.3) 

4.12 

(.72) 

1.94 

(1.1) 

3.39 

(1.1) 

3.33 

(1.1) 

3.50 

(1.2)  

2.93 

(1.1) 

2.42 

(1.2) 

14 

I develop my 

skills mainly by 

using on the job 

training 

facilit ies.   

3.73 

(.93) 

3.58 

(.90) 

3.6 

(1.0) 

3.84 

(.93) 

3.74 

(.81) 

3.76 

(.91) 

3.80 

(.92) 

3.93 

(.82) 

15 

During my work 

period, I  

develop my 

skills mainly by 

using training 

centre or l ine 

which is in the 

factory.  

3.25 

(1.1) 

3.5 

(.94) 

3.07 

(1.2) 

3.23 

(1.1) 

3.49 

(1.0) 

3.18 

(1.1)  

3.15 

(1.2) 

3.26 

(1.1) 
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Results of Q.35 and Q.36 

(Frequency Table)  

31 
I want to be like 

my supervisor.  

4.03 

(.93) 

3.98 

(.90) 

4.21 

(.60) 

3.89 

(1.1) 

3.63 

(1.1) 

4.44 

(.60) 

3.41 

(1.2) 

4.38 

(.55) 

32 

I always expect 

the supervisor ’s  

support.  

3.55 

(1.1) 

3.15 

(1.2) 

3.45 

(1.1) 

3.96 

(1.0) 

3.78 

(.92) 

3.97 

(1.0)  

3.26 

(1.1) 

3.55 

(1.1) 

33 

I satisfy with  

my supervisor ’s  

way of  

supervision.  

3.57 

(1.0) 

3.28 

(1.0) 

2.96 

(1.1) 

4.04 

(.97) 

4.28 

(.62) 

3.99 

(.93) 

3.78 

(1.0) 

3.39 

(.96) 

3 5  

B e f o r e  y o u  j o i n  

t h i s  c o m p a n y,  

h a v e  y o u  w o r k e d  

f o r  a n o t h e r  

c o m p a n y ?   

 

        

 Ye s  3 8 1  5 0  2 6  1 0 5  2 3  7 8  5 0  4 9  

 
N o  4 4 3  9 4  1 4 9  4 3  3 2  1 5  4 5  6 5  

N o  A n s w e r   1 5  6  3  0  2  1  0  3  

3 6  

I f  y e s ,  w h y  d i d  

y o u  l e a v e  f r o m  

t h o s e  f a c t o r i e s ?  

S e l e c t  t h e  m o s t  

s u i t a b l e  r e a s o n .  

 

        

 P r o b l e m  w i t h  

s u p e r v i s o r  

5 4  6  1  2 2  5  1 1  4  5  
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I n a d e q u a t e  

s a l a r y  

1 6 8  2 9  1 0  4 7  9  2 8  2 2  2 3  

M o n o t o n y  o f  

w o r k  

2 1  3  3  1 0  0  2  1  2  

U n b e a r a b l e  w o r k  

l o a d  

3 4  6  4  7  1  5  6  5  

O t h e r  r e a s o n ( s )  8 2  4  4  1 2  5  3 0  1 6  1 1  

N o  A n s w e r  2 2  2  4  7  3  2  1  3  

N o t  A p p l i c a b l e  4 4 3  9 4  1 4 9  4 3  3 2  1 5  4 5  6 5  
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Appendix 4 

Multi-skill  Development Programme (MSDP)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Company’s Record  

Prepare monthly training plan  

 

Consider week wise operation 

training area  

Weekly training review 

 

Start the training  

3 days training (Mon-Wen and Thu-Sat)  

Update the training schedule on 

the MSDP board  

 

Select the team member 

according to the criteria and 

prepare required matrix chart  

Handover trained TM to the Industrial Engineer (IE) with the cycle time 

graph 

Make sure all  material are ready  

 

 

Note down on the MSDP board 

and give the detail  to Raw 

material and cuttings  

Identify required mater ial  

 

Post training evaluation continue for a three months  
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Appendix 5 

Incentives payments on target achievements  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Company’s Record 
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Appendix 6 

Production Process of  Garments Manufacturing  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

   

 

  

 

Fai  

Pass 

 

 

Fail  

 

 

Pass  

Source:  Company’s Record 

Order Receiving 

Planning 

- Man power 

- Material  

- Machine 

Shipment Dispatch 

 

Tagging & Packing 

Sawing 

Cutting 

Production prior  

Meeting 

Sample Approval  Fabric and Trim 

in-house 

Making Sample  Material Sourcing  

Material 

Inspection 

Checking Garments  

 (Randomly)  

Checking Garments  

 (All i tems)  
Repair/  alteration  
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Team Leader 9y 5 26

MO 3y 5 2

lace cutter 4y 5 2

MO 7y6m 5 18

MO 7y 5 6

Tagging &packing 4y 5 2 

MO 4y 5 5

Examiner 4y 5 3

MO 3y 5 2

MO 2y 5 1

Sub TL 9m 5 3

MO 2y 5 1

MO 2y 5 1 

MO 1y3m 5 2 

MO 6m 5 2

MO 3m 5 1

Goal 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 2 2 4 3 2 2 2 2

Actual 2 5 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 1 6 6 5 5 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 2 5 3 3 3

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11  

12 

T
a

sk
 t

o
 d

o
 (

J
a

n
-D

e
c
)

Tasks Man to do (Jan-Dec)

Can perform the work safely with quality, within

cycle time and with supervision

YearTeam leaderGroup leader Team name

Plan to train

Can perform the work safety with quality, within

cycle time and without supervision

Can teach other

Appendix 7  

Multi-Skills Development Chart of Factory X  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Abstracted from the factory records.  
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Appendix 8  

Hourly Production Sheet (Factory A)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Company’s Record 

The person who has 3 month work experience is doing leg 

attachment and her production capacity and speed was far less 

than other members who are doing same task. Sometimes other 

2 members share the newly appointed  worker ’s work load also.  

 

The person who has 3 month work experience is doing leg 

attachment and her production capacity and speed was far less 

than other members who are doing same task. Sometimes other 

2 members share the newly appointed  worker ’s work load also.  
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Appendix 9  

Daily Attendance Summary (Factory Y)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Company’s Record 
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Appendix 10 

 

Production Process of  Porcelain Factories (A and B)  

 

Source:  Companies’ Records 
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Appendix 11 

Organizational Structure- Factory A 

 

1. Chairmen and Board of Director  

2.  Remuneration Committee  

3.  Management Committee  

4.  Audit Committee  

5.  Chief Executive Officer  

6.  General Manager (Technical)  

7.  Senior Manager (White ware Firing)  

8.  Senior Manager (White ware Making)  

9.  Senior Manager (Decoration Ware)  

10. Senior Manager (Planning)  

11. Senior Manager (Internal/Internat ional Marketing)  

12. Senior Manager (Quality Assurance)  

13. Senior Manager (Engineering/ Maintenances)  

14. Senior Manager (Business development - Domestic)  

15. Senior Manager (Management Accountant)  

16.  Chief Internal Auditor  
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17. Production Manager  (Casting) 

18. Production Manager  (Printing)  

19. Production Manager  (Kiln)  

20. Production Manager  (Planning)  

21. Manager (Sales)  

22. Showroom Manager  

23. Secretary 

24. Manager (Supplies and Logistics)  

25. Stores Manager  

26. Financial Accountant  

27. Manager (Human Resources)  

28. Manager (Admin)  

29. Assistant Manager (Production/Development)  

30. Assistant Manager (Internal Marketing)  

31. Assistant Manager (Mechanical)  

32.  Assistant Manager (Sales)  

33. Assistant Manager (Supplies and Logistics)  

34. Assistant Manager ( Information Technology)  

35. Assistant Accountant  

36. Assistant Cost Accountant  

37-40. Production Executives  

41. Planning Executives  

42.  International Marketing Executives  

43. Quality Control Executives  

44. Superintendent Electrical  

45.  Superintendent Mechanical 

46. Executive Sales- Showroom 

47. Executive Sales- Dealers  

48. Executive – Supplies  

49. Store Officer  
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50. Executive – IT 

51&52. Executive – Accounts 

53. Executive – HR/Admin  

54. Executive – Audit  

55-68. Supervisors  

59-62. Production Workers  

 

Source:  Company’s Record  
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Appendix 12 

Organizational Structure- Factory B 

 

 

1.  Chairmen  

2.  Deputy Chairmen   

3.  Senior Director  

4.  Technical Director  

5.  Director/ Secretary  

6.  Director/ General Manager  

7.  Factory Manager  

8.  Manager (Human Resource Development and Administration)  

9.  Finance Manager  

10.  Manager (Compliance)  

11. Assistant Production Manager (White Ware)  

12. Assistant Production Manager (Decorations)  

13. Senior Manager (Production Control)  
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14. Manager (QA and Production Engineering) 

15. Manager (QA and Production Engineering)  

16. Chief Marketing Officer  

17. Production Manager  (Preparation)  

18. Production Manager  (Forming)  

19. Production Manager  (Casting and Moulding)  

20. Production Manager  (White Ware -O/F)  

21. Manager (Product ion Planning and Export Documentations)  

22. Factory Engineer (Equipment Management)  

23. Manager (New Product Development,  Printing, XXX Factory)  

24. Production Manager  (New Design Development -Packing) 

25. Manager (Monozukuri)  

26.  Accountant  

27. Manager (Accounting and Coasting)  

28. Manager (Supplies)  

29. Manager (Export)  

30.  Assistant Production Manager (Forming)  

31. Assistant Production Manager (white ware R/F)  

32. Assistant Production Manager (R/F Glazing)  

33. Assistant Production Manager (White ware -O/F)  

34. Assistant Manager (New Product Development)  

35. Assistant Production Manager (Packing)  

36. Assistant Manager (IMS)  

37. Assistant Production Manager (Decoration Inspection)  

38. Assistant Production Manager (Quality Assurance)  

39. Assistant Manager (Qua lity Assurance)  

40-41. Production Engineer  

42.  Assistant Production Engineer  

42.  Electrical Engineer  

43. Assistant Manager (New Product Development -XXX factory)  
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44. Assistant Manager (Human Resource Development)  

45. Assistant Manager (Information Technol ogy) 

46. Assistant Manager (Costing)  

47. Assistant Manager (Marketing)  

48-53. Management Trainee  

54-57. Supervisors  

58-61. Junior Supervisors  

62-65. Production Workers  

 

Source:  Company’s Record  
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Appendix 13 

Organizational Structure- Factory C 

Source:  Company’s Record 

 

 

 

Appendix 14 

Organizational Structure- Factory D  

Source:  Company’s Record  
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Appendix 15 

Organizational Structure- Factory E 

Source:  Company’s Record 
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Appendix 16 

Rotated Factor Matrix and other results of Factor Analysis (as one sample) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Factor’s name and items  

Factor 

loading 

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1  2 

Factor 1: Mutual Support     

If  any problem occurred on my work, it  is  resolved in 

discussion with my colleagues.  
.831  .625 

I help my workmates when they have work problems on 

the line.  
.614  .424 

In the day of,  when I finish my daily work, I may help 

someone who is not finished.  
.560  .358 

If I got into difficult at work, my section members help 

me. 
.506  .305 

Factor 2: Common Goal     

In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved as a team.   .669 .477 

I know what our team’s final goal is.   .636 .385 

In my team, we are jointly responsible for workplace 

results.  
 .618 .441 

Reliability  .72 .68  

Percent of variance explained  41.075 17.695  

Cumulative Percent of  variance explained 41.075 58.769  
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Appendix 17 

Rotated Factor Matrix and other results of Factor Analysis (Factory A)  

 

Factor’s name and items  

Factor loading 

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1 2 3 

Factor 1: Mutual support      

If  any problem occurred on my work, it  is  resolved 

in consultation with my colleagues.  
.769  

 
.691 

If I got into difficult at work, my section members 

help me.  
.707  .357 .473 

In the day of,  when I finish my daily work, I may 

help someone who is not finished.  
.618   .472 

I help my workmates when they have work 

problems on the line.  
.468 .364 

 
.474 

Factor 2: Task Interdependence      

We cannot complete targets unless everyone 

contributes.  
 .682  .559 

Team members frequently have to coordinate their 

effort with each other.  
 .637  .375 

Factor 3: Common goal      

I know what our team’s final goal is.    .663 .372 

In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved as 

a team.  
 .510 .564 .757 

In my team, we are jointly responsible for 

workplace results.  
  .442 .354 

Reliability  .78 .60 .63  

Percent of variance explained 40.886 13.745 11.973  

Cumulative Percent of  variance explained  40.886 54.631 66.604  
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Factor’s name and items 

Factor  load ing  

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1 2 3 4 

Factor 1:  Mutual support       

If any problem occurred on my work, it  is  

resolved in discussion with my colleagues .  

.690   

  

.517  

If I got into difficult at work, my section 

members help me. 

.640   

 

 .431  

I help my workmates when they have work 

problems on the line.  

.573   

  

.400  

Members of my team share information with 

other team members  about our work.  
.365   

 

 .322  

In the day of, when I finish my daily work, I may 

help someone who is not finished.  

.335   

  

.380  

Factor 2:  Common goal       

In my team, we are jointly responsible for 

workplace results .  

 .736  

  

.596  

In my team, we have a c lear goal to be achieved 

as a team. 

 .644  

  

.470  

I know what our team’s final goal is.   .581    .413  

Factor 3:  Mult i -skil ls       

Team members of my team know each other ’s 

job.  

  .632  

 

.459  

I can perform more than one task in the team.    .577   .351  

Factor 4: Task Interdependency       

I depend on my colleagues for the completion of 

my work.  

  

 

.735  .580  

Appendix 18 

Rotated Factor Matrix and other results of Factor Analysis (Factory B)  

 

 

Factor’s name and items 

Factor  load ing  

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1 2 3 4 

Factor 1:  Mutual support       

If any problem occurred on my work, it  can be 

resolved in discussion with my colleagues.  

.690   

  

.517  

If I got into difficult at work, my section 

members help me. 

.640   

 

 .431  

I help my workmates when they have work 

problems on the line.  

.573   

  

.400  

Members of my team share information with 

other team members about our work .  
.365   

 

 .322  

In the day of, when I finish my daily work, I may 

help someone who is not finished.  

.335   

  

.380  

Factor 2:  Common goal       

In my team, we are jointly responsible for 

workplace results .  

 .736  

  

.596  

In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved 

as a team. 

 .644  

  

.470  

I know what our team’s final goal is.   .581    .413  

Factor 3:  Mult i -skil ls       

Team members of my team know each other ’s 

job.  

  .632  

 

.459  

I can perform more than one task in the team.    .577   .351  

Factor 4: Task Interdependency      

I depend on my colleagues for the completion of 

my work.  

  

 

.735  .580  

Within my team, jobs performed by team 

members are related to others.  

  

 

.536  .318  

Reliability  .69  .72  .54  .53   

Percent of variance explained  29.561  13.424  10.020  9.065   
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Within my team, jobs performed by team 

members are related to others.  

  

 

.536  .318  

Reliability  .69  .72  .54  .53   

Percent of variance explained  29.561  13.424  10.020  9.065   

Cumulative Percent of  variance explained  29.561  42.986  53.005  62.71   
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Appendix 19 

 Rotated Factor Matrix and other results of Factor Analysis (Factory C)  

 

Factor’s name and items  

Factor loading 

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1 2 3 

Factor 1: Mutual support      

If  any problem occurred on my work, it  is  resolved in 

discussion with my colleagues.  
.793  .376 .906 

In the day of, when I finish my daily work, I may help 

someone who is not finished.  
.681   .490 

If I got into diff icult at work, my section members help 

me. 
.567  

 
.315 

I help my workmates when they have work problems on 

the line.  
.546 .464 

 
.668 

Members of my team share information with other team 

members about our work.  
.490  

 
.371 

Factor 2: Common goal      

In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved as a 

team. 
 .552 

 
.384 

In my team, we are jointly responsible for workplace 

results.  
 .518 

 
.384 

Factor 3: Task Interdependency      

I have to obtain information and advice from my 

colleagues to complete my work.  
  .638 .476 

In order to complete their work, my colleagues have to 

obtain information and advice from me.  
  .581 .345 

Reliability  .80 .56 .52  

Percent of variance explained  39.475 14.393 11.128  

Cumulative Percent of  variance explained  39.475 53.868 64.996  
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Appendix 20  

Rotated Factor Matrix and other results of Factor Analysis (Factory D)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Factor’s name and items  

Factor 

loading 

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1  2 

Factor 1: Mutual Support     

If  any problem occurred on my work, it  is  resolved in  

discussion with my colleagues.  
.930  .873 

I help my workmates when they have work problems on the 

line.  
.726  .547 

In the day of,  when I finish my daily work, I may help 

someone who is not finished.  
.659  .442 

If I got into difficult at work, my section members help me.  .574  .438 

Members of my team share information with other team 

members about our work.  
.563  .340 

Factor 2: Common Goal     

In my team, we are jointly responsible for workpla ce 

results.  
 .815 .731 

I know what our team’s final goal is.   .598 .352 

Reliability  .78 .65  

Percent of variance explained  43.311 21.887  

Cumulative Percent of  variance explained  43.311 65.198  



256 

 

Appendix 21 

Rotated Factor Matrix and other result s of Factor Analysis (Factory E)  

 

 

 

Factor’s name and items  

Factor loading 

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1  2 3 

Factor 1: Mutual Support      

If  any problem occurred on my work, it  is  resolved 

in discussion with my colleagues.  
.739  

 
.672 

If I got into difficult at work,  my section members  

help me.  
.729  

 
.554 

I help my workmates when they have work 

problems on the line.  
.610  

 
.480 

Members of my team share information with other 

team members about our work.  
.541  

 
.322 

Factor 2:  Task Interdependence       

I depend on my colleagues for the start  of my work.   .812  .676 

Within my team, jobs performed by team members  

are related to others.  
 .781 

 
.727 

Factor 3:  Common Goal       

In my team, we are jointly responsible for 

workplace results.  
  .682 .615 

In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved as 

a team.  
  .654 .445 

Reliability  .73 .77 .60  

Percent of variance explained  36.047 20.572 14.985  

Cumulative Percent of  variance explained  36.047 56.619 71.604  
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Appendix 22 

Rotated Factor Matrix and other results  of Factor Analysis (Factory F)  

 

 

Factor’s name and items  

Factor loading 

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1 2 3 

Factor 1: Mutual Support      

If  I got into difficult at work, my section members 

help me.  
.721  

 
.558 

I help my workmates when they have work 

problems on the l ine.  
.657  

 
.545 

If any problem occurred on my work, it  is  resolved 

in discussion with my colleagues.  
.552  

 
.346 

Members of my team share information with other 

team members about our work.  
.498  

 
.349 

In the day of,  when I finish my daily work, I may 

help someone who is not finished.  
.416  

 
.437 

Factor 2:  Multi-Skills      

Team members of my team know each other ’s job.   .704  .521 

I often cover absentee work in my team.   .598  .365 

I can perform more than one task in the team   .471  .382 

Factor 3:   Common Goal       

In my team, we are jointly responsible for 

workplace results.  
  .991 .999 

I know what our team’s final goal is.    .432 .322 

Reliability  .75 .66 .53  

Percent of variance explained  35.741 13.830 11.571  

Cumulative Percent of  variance explained 35.741 49.571 61.142  
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Appendix 23 

Rotated Factor Matrix and other results of Factor Analysis (Factory G)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Factor’s name and items  

Factor 

loading 

C
o

m
m

o
n

a
li

ti
e

s
 

1  2 

Factor 1: Mutual Support     

If  any problem occurred on my work, it  is  resolved in  

discussion with my colleagues.  
.732  .508 

I help my workmates when they have work problems on the 

line.  
.715  .537 

In the day of,  when I finish my daily work, I may help 

someone who is not finished.  
.656  .419 

Team members frequently have to c oordinate their effort  

with each other.  
.622  .369 

If I got into difficult at work, my section members help me.  .599  .326 

Members of my team share information with other team 

members about our work.  
.522  .414 

Factor 2: Common Goal     

In my team, we have a clear goal to be achieved as a team.   .686 .474 

I know what our team’s final goal is.   .628 .390 

Reliability  .80 .61  

Percent of variance explained  39.477 17.602  

Cumulative Percent of  variance explained  39.477 57.080  
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Appendix 24 

Correlation Values of the Aggregated Data Set (including control variables)  

MS-Mutual Support ,  CG- Common Goal, Educ- Education Level , Exp_O- 

Previous Work Experience -  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Va r i a b l e s  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

1 . M S  1        

2 . C G  . 5 9 * *  1       

3 . S e x  - . 0 5  - . 0 9 *  1      

4 . Te n u r e  - . 0 9 *  - . 1 3 * *  . 1 5 * *  1     

5 . A g e  - . 0 8 *  - . 0 7  . 0 9 *  . 5 3 * *  1    

6 . E d u c  - . 0 5  - . 11 * *  . 0 9 *  . 1 8 * *  . 0 4  1   

7 . E x p _ O  . 0 7  . 0 8 *  . 0 1  - . 2 9 * *  - . 0 4  - . 2 4  1  


