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Figure 1. Group work with homogeneous and complete central task (Type 1). Group work

with distributed central task areas (Type II).
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lation theory and of the socio-technical systems approach, as well as from former case-
studies. This prototype was modified, based on the results of an investigation of 20
work groups (with about 155 team members) out of four enterprises. Statistical repre-
sentativeness is not claimed. The types of collective action regulation are arranged
from bottom to top with increasing possibilities of collective self-regulation.

Bype I Group work with a homogeneous and complete central task

This type, which was concipated by Kotter and Gohde (1991), corresponds to a type of
autonomous group work with a homogeneous and complete central task (symbolized
by the circle area in Figure 1, Type I). Characteristically, each member of the group
participates in regulatory functions of all central task areas. Medium-size to high regu-
lation requirements result from the fact that all group members decide on the coordina-
tion and allocation of resources, boundary transaction, as well as on planning of inter-
nal personnel development and self-government of the group. These regulation require-
ments are represented by common strategic decisions (VERA-CAR step 3), or perhaps,
by a common coordination of part-processes (step 4). The group members decide on
their rotation (interrupted, bi-directional arrows in Figure 1) between individually exe-
cuted tasks (eight trapezoids). Type I did not occur in our sample, but some examples
were realized in Swiss and German enterprises (Weber, 1997).

DBype 1I: Group work with distributed central task areas

It is characteristical of Type II (see Figure 1) that several group members form a perma-
nent sub-group. In one (or more) sub-groups, each member of the group participates in
regulatory functions of certain, but not all central task areas.

Typically, regulatory functions of the central task areas 2, 3, and 7 are delegated to
the work group. Therefore, a group of this type is entitled to decide (semi-) autono-
mously on job scheduling (coordination), on the allocation of personnel and distribu-
tion of tasks, as well as,on its representatives and on its negotiations with the internal
environment of the organization. The area of the large circle in Figure 1 Type II sym-
bolizes the central task of the whole group. In contrast to Type I, the circle is divided
into several fields that characterize different central task areas. Each area is collectively
regulated by a different sub-group (whose members may, but need not, overlap with
another sub-group). This form of distributed collective self-regulation is connected
with common strategic decisions in at least one central task area, according to the col-
lective regulation requirements of VERA-CAR step 3 (as in one group of our sample)
or of step 3R (as in two groups). Four groups of our sample belong to Type II. On group
meetings, the sub-groups occasionally resolve questions that are of relevance for the
complete group. Bi-directional arrows characterize single acts of communication that
are necessary for the execution of individual tasks (eight trapezoids). For example, two
members of a group discuss with each other, whether a certain operation should be
better done on one machine or on the other. Interrupted arrows symbolize the flexible
rotation of various group members between several individually executed tasks.

81
























96

4

Organizational Conditions Fostering Prosocial Work Orientations in Teams

Tjosvold, D. (1998). Cooperative and competitive goal approach to conflict: accomplishments
and challenges. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 47, 285-313,

Ulich, E. & Weber, W. G. (1996). Dimensions, criteria and evaluation of work group autonomy.
In M. West (Ed.), Handbook of Work Group Psychology, pp. 247-282. Chichester: Wiley.

Volpert, W. (1989). Work and personality development from the viewpoint of the action regu-
lation theory, In H. Leymann & H. Kornbluh (Eds.), Socialization and Learning at Work,
pp- 215-232. Aldershot: Avebury. .

Volpert, W. (1992). Wie wir handeln - was wir kinnen (2.Aufl.). Sottrum: Artefact. .

Weber, W.G. (1997). Analyse von Gruppenarbeit - Kollektive Handlungsregulation in sozio-
technischen Systemen. Bern: Huber. ,

West, M. (1996). Reflexity and work group effectiveness: a conceptual integration. In M. West,
(Ed.), Handbook of Work Group Psychology, pp. 555-579. Chichester: Wiley.




