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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Quality Circles

Quality circles originated in Japan in the early
1960s as part of a drive for quality and a critical
need to overcome a reputation for cheap, poorly made
goods. Merging behavioral theories with the quality
control sciences introduced in Japan, W. Edwards Deming
and J.M. Juran created a system called quality control
circles. Quality circle techniques have been taught to
and applied by the Japanese work force with an estimated
one million quality circles active in Japan today. These
groups are considered a major contributor to Japan's
present status as a leader in both quality and productivity.

Quality circles were first introduced in the
United States in 1970 by Lockheed Aircraft, a large
manufacturing company. The success of the Lockheed
program, combined with the company's enthusiasm in
publicizing and promoting its implementation process
and results, encouraged other American companies to
adopt the participative process.

By 1985, quality circle activity in North America

had increased to the point where more than 90% of Fortune



500 firms reported quality circles (Piczak, 1988). This
represents an incfease of more than 100% in the number of
gquality circles since 1982. The International Association
of Quality Circles reported in 1985 that approximately 40
percent of those corporations listed on the NYSE have insti-
tuted some form of a quality circle strategy (Smelter and
Kedia, 1985). This growth of quality circles continues
today with more teams being introduced successfully into
service industries. This is particularly significant be-
cause the service industries represent the majority of the
work force. Encouraged by success in the manufacturing
sector, organizations are expanding their circle efforts
to their office and technical areas.

Before looking at how quality circles function in
the technical environment, one should be familiar with
the basis from which a quality circle operates.
Quality Circles are voluntary teams of employees that
meet regularly, generally for an hour each week, to-
discuss and analyze problems, recommend solutions, and
take corrective action when they have the authority to
do so.

In order to ensure that this discretionary time is
well used, both leaders and members receive training in
problem solving and meeting management skills. The idea

is to get the people closest to the actual work helping



to solve problems they face everyday and improve their

overall productivity.



CHAPTER I1I
SURVEY OF LITERATURE
Current Evaluation Research

The majority of studies constituting the gquality
circle evaluation literature are, at best, seriously
flawed and, at worst, potentially misleading (Sfeel and
Shane, 1986). The quality circle evaluation literature
is generally weak when compared to other field research
domains such as job redesign, survey feedback, and goal
setting. This observation is not designed to malign the
competencies of the investigators who performed these studies.
Rather, it refers to a set of design constraints to which
much evaluation research is prone, and which are, unfort-
unately, highly manifest in the quality circle evaluation
iiterature.

Evaluation studies on quality circle program
"effects" have for the most part, constituted two
principal genre of scientific inquiry. One set of
evaluation reports consists of the anecdotal appraisals
and cost savings data offered by program sponsors as
evidence cf program accomplishments (Bryant & Kearns, 1981;

Takeuchi, 1981; Yager, 1981). Such reports frequently



provide estimates of anticipated savings rather than

actual cost reductions and make optimistic assumptions
regarding the productive utiliiation of work time

stemming from labor-saving efficiencies. Therefore,

the findings of such reports must be viewed with some
measure of caution. This study improves over these earlier
studies because the tangible costs and savings are based

on actual values when they were incurred and not on pro-
jections.

Quality circles have also been subjected to more
conventional evaluative research (Nicholas, 1979). These
studies are distinguished from the preceding type of
investigation by their employment of control groups and/or
longitudinal designs including some form of baseline or
pretreatment measurement. This "controlled research" genre
0f quality circle investigation typically has flaws related
to one or more design limitations such as no statistical
analysis, small sample size, short interval, no baseline
measure, or high experimental mortality. This study
should be better because there is sufficient sample size
to allow statistical analysis, and the data extends over
a two year‘period which is a reasonable time interval.

Pretest-posttest designs have also been utilized to
evaluate quality circle programs (Donovan & Jury, 1983;

Hunt, 1981; Novelli & Mohrman, 1982). These designs provide



no reliable controls for Hawthorne or novelty effects, a
source of bias oftén linked to programs of this type.

Studies which aggregate data and employ groups as
the unit of analysis frequently must contend with small
sample size and insufficient statistical power. Several
quality circle evaluation studies had this limiting cond-
ition in common (Steel et al., 1982, Harper & Jordan, 1982).
As mentioned earlier, this study does not have these limit-
ations.

Some studies have evaluated gquality circles in "white
collar" work settings (Donovan, 1986). Many of these
studies focus primarily on the comparison of quality circle
performance against non-quality circle performance and
investigate the many variables that result in success or
not, but none have made a direct comparison of technical
versus non-technical circles. This investigation will
compare performance of quality circles composed of technical
professionals versus quality circles without technical
professional members. This comparison of technical "white
collar" quality circle participation to the non-technical
circles should provide some additional knowledge about the
performance of teams composed primarily of members who
were already skilled in problem solving. The technical
professional is already trained in doing detailed analysis

of problems and formulating solutions, but the effectiveness



of the "team" effort between categories should provide
evidence as to therbenefit of pooling this talent.

The advantages of this stﬁdy include the two year time
interval and large sample size. This study will use data
from 127 quality circle teams in 1989, and 117 teams in 1988
to provide sufficient sample size to allow statistical compar-
ison. The tangible costs and savings associated with the
team performance are based on actual values when they were
incurred and not on projections. This should provide more
valid results than estimates that frequently are used to

report savings.



CHAPTER III
THEORY/RESEARCH DESIGN
Hypothesis

The intent of this research report is to investigate
the hypothesis that quality circles in the technical/
professional environment are not as effective as quality
circles in other areas. This hypothesis is based on the
theory that many of the attributes of quality circles
already exist in the work environment of the technical/
professional. These attributes include: 1) training in
problem solving, 2) having discretionary time to work on
problems, 3) improved visibility with management, and
4) selecting problems to work on. Most technical profess-
ionals are already trained to solve problems, ﬁheir normal
job duties include solving problems. They already have a
certain amount of discretionary time, and often interact |
with management on a routine basis. Management is calling
on the technical professional to solve problems and develop
solutions with frequent'interchange occurring almost on a
daily basis.

Since the technical professional already works in an
environment that provides many of the virtues associated

with quality circles, and since the technical professional



is used to working in a highly competitive, individualistic
environment and is not accustomed to team dynamics utilized
in quality circles, it is anticipated that the benefits of
quality circle participation will not be as great when
compared to the non-technical environment. One could
raise the counter argument that since technical profess-
ional persons are more familiar with and possess more of
the quality circle attributes, then should these quality
circles be more effective than the non-technical circles?

I do not believe this to be the case, because the motivation
factor for the technical professional is much weaker when
compared to the non-technical person.

Quality circles are present in practically every work
group throughout the company in this study. There are teams
in human resources, marketing, controllers, tax, treasury,
and accounting which represent most of the non-technical
members. In addition there are many teams in the operating
units of the company that have anywhere from no tec¢hnical

members to 100 per cent technical members on a team.

Method

This research is based on evaluating data from a

major energy company who has had quality circle teams

in operation since 1981. Data has been obtained on the



performance of all guality circle teams of the company
for the years 1986 through 1989. There is insufficient
data to properly classify the team members in 1986 and
1987 so these two years were excluded from the study.

All data is provided in Tables II, III, and IV in
Appendix A. In 1989, 127 quélity circle teams were used
in the data base and in 1988, 117 teams were included.

If a team did not have a reported cost for the year, then
this team was excluded because it was not in operation
during that time period. Some teams that were in operation
in 1988 were not operating in 1989, and conversely, some

teams operating in 1989 were not operating in 1988.

Subjects

The technical professional was defined as a degreed
graduate of at least four years in a technical curriculum
. which includes engineering, computer science, geology,
mathematics, physics, or chemistry. With this definition,
each member on a team was classified and then each team
composition was known.  Several teams in the organization
were excluded from the study because of the inability to
classify the team membership. The diversity of the members
job functions was considerable. The non-technical members
included clerical staff, technicians, accountants, mechanics,

operators, personnel department employees, and marketing
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representatives.

Measures

The tangible savings were obtained from calender year
reports for 1989 and 1988 from the subject energy company.
These reports provided annual costs and gross savings
associated with each team. From this data, the net savings
for each team was calculated. 1In addition, the total net
savings was ratioed to the total costs. This Savings/Cost
ratio was used as another indicator of overall performance.
The mean for the net savings per team and per member was
then calculated. The focus was primarily on the team
performance and therefore the savings per member was not
explored any further.

In addition to the tangible savings, another set of
data was used based on survey data from gquality circle
team members. This data was obtained for the years 1983-
1985. This survey data was designed to measure and evaluate
changes in communications, teamwork, attitudes, morale, and
job satisfaction resulting from employee involvement in
quality circle participation. The responses on the question-
naires were weighted on a scale with the top value being
a +2 corresponding to "great improvement'", and a bottom

value of -2 corresponding to a "much worse" response, with
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a 0 response indicating essentially no change. The complete

set of data for the questionnaire can be found in Appendix B.
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
Tangible Savings

The principal independent variable in this study is
the technical/professional team versus the non-technical
team. The Technical quality circle teams consisted of any
team which had 75 per cent or more of its members as
technical/professionals as defined in Chapter III.

It was felt that 75 per cent represented a high enough
percentage to accurately reflect overall team performance
being attributed to the technical team members. There were
12 teams in 1989 andv8 in 1988 that were made up of 100

per cent technical members.

The Non-technical quality circle team is defined as
having no technical/professional members. The final cat-
egory is the Mixed quality circle team and the teams that
did not fit the other two categories fell into this
classification. The Mixed teams had less than 75 per cent
technical members, but at least one member was technical.

Data was used for 1988 and 1989 for the tangible
effectiveness evaluation. The summary of this information
is shown in Table I. 1In 1989 there were 22 Technical, 31

Mixed, and 74 Non-technical teams included in the evaluation.
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In 1988 there were 17 Technical, 25 Mixed, and 75 Non-

technical teams included.

TABLE I

PERFORMANCE DATA FOR QUALITY CIRCLE TEAMS
FOR 1988 AND 1989

Ave
No, ¢f Members Tean Net Savings Josts  Savings
Technical Teams 1389 22 86 (92} 8.45 $259,464  $30,689 $7,459 34.79

ALY 145 190)  8.53 54,796 7,597 8,522 7.61

Mixed Teams 1939 3! 246 (33)  7.94 93,106 11,73 8,963 10.39
1988 25 203 {39) 8.12 52,230 7,664 5,277 9.91

Nor-Technical 1399 74 532 (0) 7.19 36,969 5,142 4,905 7.54
1988 75 518 {0)  6.91 49,248 7.:30 5,244 7.89

The net savings is based on gross savings minus the
labor cost of team members, any training costs incurred,
.and any implementation cost required to achieve the savings.
Tables II, 111, and IV in Appendix A provide a listing on
each team category from which the data has been summarized
in Table I above. The labor cost vary depending upon the
wages associated with the different members, but a typical
range of values would be from $400 to $1200 per member per
year. With average team size around 8 (See Table I), then

the annual labor costs range from $3200 to $9600.
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Implementation costs often are negligible, but can approach
almost SlO0,000,-depending on the particular problem being
solved. Training costs are tYpically incurred during the
first year the team goes into operation. This start up
costs can result in several thousand dollars, but it is

a one time cost usually charged to an organization and

allocated to several teams that may be starting up.

 stical lysi
As can be seen in the tables of Appendix A, the net
savings has a very wide range of values. For example, the
Technical teams had a range of -$12,705 to $2,526,884 with
a mean of S259,464/team. The cost data did not vary quite
as much with a range of $798 to $12705. The $798 figure
is abnormally low because it reflects cost on a team that
did not operate for the whole year. That points out one
» deficiency in using the data on an annual basis. Another
descrepancy results when the annual costs are compared to
the annual savings. Since the savings are not accounted
for until the solution to a problem is implemented, consid-
erable costs can be accumulated against no savings. It
would perhaps be better if some of the savings could
somehow be prorated against the time and cost incurred in

achieving the solution. Unfortunately, data was not avail-
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able to do this.
A statistical comparison was made on the primary
measures used in Table I. The means, standard deviation,

variances, and Student's t-test are given in Table V below:

TABLE V

STATISTICAL COMPARISON FOR QUALITY CIRCLE
TEAMS FOR 1988 AND 1989

MEAN STANDARD
Net Savings Costs VARTANCE DEVIATION
.per teap zer teap Net Savings _ Costs  Net Savings Costs

Technical Teans 1989 259,464 7,459 4.852 X 1011 7.530 X 106 696,547 2,744
1988 54,796 8,512 2,251 X 1010 9.765 X 107 150,032 9,882

Mixed Teams 1989 93.106 8,963 $.899 X 1010 2715 X 108 242,885 19.274
1988 52,230 5,277 £.397 X 1010 5,059 X 107 141,315 7,113
Non-Techrical 1989 26,969 4,908 2.827 X 1010 1 649 X 107 168,420 4,060
1988 49,239 6,244 3.854 X 1010 9 430 X 107 196,315 9,7.1
SMALL-SAMOLE TEST STATISTIC FOR THE DIFFERENCE
SETWEEN THO MEANS
MEANS BEING TESTED 1989 Savings 1989 Costs 1988 Savings 1988 Costs
Technical-Nontechnical 2.537 2.753 £.307 0.867
Technicai-Mixed 1.232 -3.362 .05 0.853
¥ixed-Nontechnica!l 1,359 L7 0.305 4,016

The above Student's t statistic values can be used to
see if a difference exists between the means being tested.

We want to test the null hypothesis Ho: Sﬁh-f£)= 0 against

16



the alternative hypothesis Ha: Su'i}t)f 0 . Using an o< of
0.05, and since the degrees of freedom_are greater

than 29, the t.o025,00 taken frém the statistic tables is
equal to 1.960. Thus, the rejection values for the t
statistic would be t < -1.960 and t > 1.960. Therefore,
according to Table V, the only t statistic that falls
into the rejection region of the null hypothesis is the
savings and costs data comparison between the Technical
and Non-technical teams in 1989. This shows sufficient
evidence to indicate that the mean net savings and costs
do differ between the Technical and Nocn-technical teams
in 1989.

The data from Table I does not support the hypothesis
that quality circles in the technical/professional envir-
onment are not as effective as quality circles in other
areas. In fact when looking at the net savings per team
. data, and comparing 1989 performance, the Technical teams
savings exceeded the Mixed teams savings which in turn
exceeded the Non-Technical savings. The same trend held
in 1988, but the differences were much smaller.

Another measure of performance which includes the
overall costs is the Savings to Cost ratio (S/C ratio).
In comparing the S/C ratio, the 1989 data as shown in
Table I again shows the Technical team having a larger

ratio (34.79) than the Mixed teams (10.39) which in turn
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had a larger ratio than the Non-Technical teams (7.54).
The 1988 S/C ratio data did not support this trend. The
Technical team S/C ratio was 7.61, the Mixed team S/C
ratio was 9.91, and the Non-Technical team S/C ratio was
7.89. Even though the Technical teams had a smaller S/C
ratio in 1988, their overall savings ($64,796/team) ex-
ceeded the savings from the Mixed teams ($62,230/team),
and the Non-Technical teams ($49,248/team). This is not
too surprising because the implementation costs to achieve
the savings were higher for the Technical teams and as
a result the total costs for the Technical teams ($8512/team)
were larger than the Mixed teams ($6277/team) and Non-
Technical teams ($6244/team).

In analyzing the data several interesting issues
come to surface. There are fewer Technical teams (39 total)
in the study than Non-Technical (149 total). This is
. probably consistent with the composition of the company
work force, but no data is available to confirm it.
Another reason there are more of the Non-Technical teams
could relate to some of the primary virtues of any quality
circle program. It provides employees with the opportunity
to have some discretionary time to solve problems directly
impacting their work place. It trains employees in problem
solving and meeting management skills, and it provides a

communication channel with management that previously did

18



not exist. On the other hand, most all of the technical/
professional members already function in an environment
that includes these traits outside of the quality circle
program. Therefore their incentive to participate in the
quality circle program is not as great, even though there
is evidence that in 1989 the Technical teams out performed
the Non-Technical teams. The probable reason for this
comes from the fact that the technical member is working
on problems that frequently involve millions of dollars,
whereas the Non-Technical team, clerical members for ex-
ample, do not work on problems that have anywhere near
the same potential savings. Some Non-Technical teams such
as operations or production members do have significant
potential, but when you look at the Non-Technical teams
as a whole, the savings potential is reduced somewhat by
the effects of some of the limited teams as mentioned above.
In reviewing all of the quality circle data from 1986
through 1989, it is apparent that the majority of teams
only last for one to two years. Usually after a team is
trained, it works on a problem or two and then its activity
diminishes or the team ceases to exist. This is consistent
with an earlier study (Collard & Dale,1985). Occassionally
a team will not disband, but will go inactive for a while
and then after a significant problem surfaces become active

again. Quite often, the team membership will decline as
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people transfer away, interest wanes, and teams which began
with 8-10 members'drop to 3-4 members and then eventually
disband. Often this happens after the éignificant problems
have been solved and the more trivial problems will not
hold the interest of a team. Also, some corporate re-

structuring has completely eliminated several teams.
Intangible Benefits

Some very important benefits associated with the
quality circle program can not be easily quantified, but
are very real. In an effort to evaluate these intangible
benefits a questionnaire was designed to obtain feedback
from the quality circle participants. This questionnaire
was designed to measure changes in communications, team-
work, attitudes, morale, and job satisfaction. The quality
¢circle team is referred to as a Pérticipative Action Team
(PAT) in the gquestionnaire. Data was available for the
period 1983-1985. Results from the queStionnaires can be
found in Appendix B. The respondents were not classified
as Technical or Non-technical. 1Instead, the responses
were classified as Exempt or Non-exempt, therefore no
direct correlation can be made in interpreting the results
relative to the Technical to Non-technical comparison. But

all Technical members fall in the Exempt classification

20



along with other Non-technical professionals, and most all
of the Non-technical quality circle members fall into the
Non-exempt classification. A summary of responses from

the Exempt and Non-exempt members can be found in Table VI.

TABLE VI

COMPARISON SUMMARY OF EXEMPT AND
NON-EXEMPT RESPONSES

feployee Attitude Response
Txenpt  Non-exempt  Total  Total Responses cverall Weighted Average

vear Respense _Response Respopse Members % of Total Sxempt Non-Cxempt
1983 s 2:2 3 667 54 .4 0.80 .93
1984 200 255 465 774 50.1 0.79 0.94
1985 198 270 468 840 55.7 9.84 0.9t

The responses on the questionnaires are weighted on
a scale with the top value being a +2 corresponding to
‘"great improvement", and a bottom value of -2 corresponding
to a "much worse" response, with a 0 indicating essentially
no change. The complete set of data for the questionnaires
can be found in Appendix'B.

The questionnaire consisted of 17 attitudinal
guestions whose responses were tabulated. Following is
a list of the questions of the survey:

l. As a result of participation in a PAT, have communica-

21



tions between you and your supervisor improved?

2. As a result of participating in a PAT, have communica-
tions between you and your co-workers improved?

3. As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been
a change in teamwork between your work group and your
supervisor?

4, As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been
a change in teamwork among the people in your work
group?

5. BAs a result of participating in a PAT, do you feel
there has been a change in the productivity of your
work group?

6. As a result of participating in a PAT, do you feel that
you have more influence on decisions that affect your
job?

7. As a result of participating in a PAT, has your super-
visor's appreciation of your work performance changed?

8. As a result of participating in a PAT, do you see more
opportunities for improvement in your work area?

9. As a result of participating in a PAT, are you better
able to use your personal capabilities to improve your
work environment?

10. Do all team members in your PAT have about an equal
opportunity to make contributions to the PAT process?

11. Has PAT participation changed the way you feel about

22
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your 3job?
Do you feel the training you have received in the PAT
program helps make you a more valuable employee?
Do you feel the time spent in PAT meetings is made up
for by increased effectiveness on your job?
As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been
a change in your attitude towards your fellow members?
Do you feel your supervisor supports your involvement
in the PAT program?
Considering all factors involved, do you feel the PAT
activity is worthwhile?
Below are a variety of reasons why people are involved
in PAT'S and you may want to add others. Please rank
your most important reason for participation.
a. Opportunity to contribute my thoughts to improve
work environment/solve local problems.
b. Greater opportunity to be creative at work.
c. Potential PAT awards.
d. Self development and growth.
e. Greater opportunity for recognition of what I can
contribute.
f. To learn more ébout methods/technique.
To inter-relate more with others.

h. Other

23



The weighted average’value on the above 17 questions is
given in TABLE VI. This indicates that the Non-Technical
member (Non-exempt) gave a more positive response than
the Exempt member for all three years. This finding
would confirm the previous notion that the intangible
benefits are greater for the Non-technical member when
compared to the Technical member. It should be pointed
out that all responses were positive ranging from a low
of 0.79 to a high of 0.94.

The survey also had another interesting finding that
relates to the time an employee has been on a gquality circle
team. Surprisingly, it does not appear to matter how long
the employees have been involved in the gquality circle
program. On an overall basis, employees with less than a
year versus more than a year in the program were nearly
equal in their overall weighted average response. For those
with less than a year the responses were 0.86 for 1983,
1984, and 1985. This compares to the more than a year
responses of: 0.88 in 1983, 0.91 in 1984, and 0.89 in 1985.
These nearly equal positive responses would tend to indicate
that the employees are stili realizing many of the intangi-

ble benefits as their involvement in the program continues.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the per-
formance of quality circle teams in a major energy company
and investigate the hypothesis that qguality circles in the
technical/professional environment are not as effective as
gquality circles in the non-technical areas.

The findings of this study does not support the above
hypothesis when the tangible measures were compared. The
tangible measure of net savings per team indicated that
the Technical teams were more effective than the Non-
Technical teams. In 1989, the data also indicated that
Technical teams had a larger Savings to Cost ratio than
the Non-Technical teams. This could be attributed to the
fact that the typical work environment of the Technical
employee exposes him to greater potential savings than the
Non-Technical employee. This is ;articularly probable in
the atmosphere of a technically oriented company such as
the energy company in this study.

Questionnaires were used to obtain attitudinal data
in evaluating intangible benefits. The Non-Technical

member responses to the questionnaire were slightly more
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positive than the Technical member indicating that his
intangible benefits were slightly greater.

There are a number of additional facfors that impact
the performance of the various teams studied. One item
of interest relates to the topics that the teams select
to work on. Most usually the quality circle teams select
the problems they wish to work on. Some of the Technical
teams quite often will initially work on problems in their
work area that actually have nothing to do with their
expertise. Instead they may attack problems that tend to
be clerical in nature. Some of these problems do result
in significant savings, but quite often the problems tend
to decrease in savingsvpotential and as a result the team
will disband. This is a factor that contributed to the
mortality of some of the Technical teams through'the years.
Another factor that contributed to Technical team ineffic-
iency is the inaction and delay that often comes from the
committee format of quality circles and results in consid-

erable unproductive use of manpower.

This study was done on a rather large sample group,
one part over a two year period of time and the intangible

evaluation over a three year pefiod. It is important to

26



avoid small sample sizes and to have reliable longitudinal
data to ensure sound results. Therefore, I would suggest
that additional data continue to be gatheréd from the
subject energy company of this study, and to evaluate
quality circle programs of additional energy companies.
Even though energy companies are a very small portion

of industry that employees technical/professional people,

I would expect similar results in related industries.

Overall, the quality circle program appears to be very
effective with over eleven million dollars in net savings
realized in 1989 with the 127 teams included in this study.
Also, in 1988, the 117 teams realized over six million
dollars in net savings. I would definitely suggest that
the energy company continue with their program. One
éuggestion that I would make relates to the maturity of
the program. As the program continues, the participants
frequently begin to encounter problems that extend beyond
the boundaries of what the guality circle team can address.
The complexity of a problem may involve many different
groups which the quality circle team has no jurisdiction
over. This is frequently encountered in some of the technicai

quality circle teams. BAs a result, these problems can not
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pe effectively solved in the traditional gquality circle
team. This has led to the utilization of the total quality
team concept where members from the various groups are
brought together to function in a capacity similar to a task
force. I would expect this total quality team concept

to grow as more and more complex, system-type problems are

identified that require interaction of the various groups

impacted.
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APPENDIX A
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FOR QUALITY CIRCLE TEAMS
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TEAN
NUMBER DEPT

MEMBER

—

—

o

TABLE 11

TECHNICAL QUALITY CIRCLE

TEAM DATA
PER CENT 1989 1988 1989 1988
TECH NONTECH  TECH GROSS 1989 GROSS 1988 NET NET
MEMBER MEMBER  SAVINGS C0sT5 SAVINGS COsTS SAVINGS SAVINGS
0 100.00 0 1221 35926 17838 -7221 18088
2 81.82 0 7280 0 3441 -7280 -3411
0 100,00 0 8300 0 1981 -8500 -1981
0 100.00 0 6528 0 9268 -6328 -9268
7 83.33 0 10636 0 7673 ~10636 -1673
1 868.89 0 12705 0 3333 -1270% -3333
0 100,00 0 8122 0 0 -8122 0
0 100.00 0 3936 0 0 -5396 0
L 87.50 2533362 6478 0 10818 2526884 -10818
1 90.91 700000 7846 0 4646 692154 -4446
0 100.00 103333 9659 387441 6009 93674 381432
0 100,00 33923 8093 143800 41370 23830 102430
¢ 100.00 38713 5139 3124147 102135 33374 302202
L B87.50 0 6764 0 6026 ~6764 -6026
1 80.00 0 798 0 3832 -798 -3832
0 100.00 106322 8143 0 0 98179 0
4 77.78 2196000 108035 0 938 21851935 -938
L 8571 3625 7456 Y 314 -1831 -314
1 87.50 0 4769 0 0 -4769 0
0 100.00 0 4292 0 0 -4292 0
0 100.00 73231 12261 166659 16163 60970 130494
¢ 100.00 81802 3043 0 875 76759 -873
15 91,94 $5.872,311 $164,094 $1,246,243 $144,712 $5,708,217 $1,101,53¢
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TEAN TECH N
NUMBER  DEPT MEMBER

8

:

4
320 CHEM {
396 CHEM 3
457 CHEN I
94 E4P 2
171 E4P 3
193 4P Z
205 E&P 2
278 E4P !
280 E4P 4
307 E4P 3
376 E&P 3
382 E4F 4
394 E4P Z
409 ELP 1
422 E&P i
445 £&P 1
438 E&P i
439 E4P i
460 E&P !
464 ELP 2
465 E&P !
490 £&P !
170 G&6L 4
218 NG6C 7
400 N6C 1
335 PPG 2
336 PPG 1
340 PP6 2

TABLE 11

RIXED QUALITY CIRCLE

TEAM DATA
PER CENT 1989 1988 1989 1988
ONTECH  TECH GROSS 1989 GROSS 1988 NET NET
MEMBER MEMBER  SAVINGS £0sTS SAVINGS £0STS SAVINGS SAVINGS

I 73.00 0 77335 38149 122435 -7735 43895
3 67.00 1130000 213735 303136 10629 1128623 492507
3 63.00 0 9802 9 3932 -5802 -3932
7 22.00 731488 109098 29664 17290 622390 12374
3 57.00 0 1330 0 2415 -1350 -2415
b] 17.00 0 846 0 2502 -846 -2302
2 71.43 0 3761 10296 6601 -3761 38695
4 42,86 0 26351 D] 0 -24351 0
4 33.33 0 3313 0 3289 -33135 -3289
4 33.36 0 0 9 192 0 -192
7 22.22 91832 10987 161941 6700 80845 155241
b 25.00 0 2031 9 1720 -2031 -1720
7 12.50 0 3749 0 4890 -3749 -4890
7 bb.67 0 0 ¢ 110 0 -110
5 50.00 127600 8466 145614 11018 119134 1343596
7 30.00 147179 1860 0 3892 145299 -3892
I 37.14 0 5202 9 6632 -3202 -6632
4 33.33 7235 43835 9 2228 2830 -2228
6 14.29 0 4182 0 2152 -4182 -2192
9 10.00 654443 7912 0 2677 6463531 -2677
10 9.09 0 4530 0 0 -4530 0
6 14.2 0 4294 ) 0 -4294 0
6 14.29 0 4866 0 0 -4866 0
b 14.29 0 1774 0 0 -1776 0
3 18,37 0 1604 ] 0 -15604 0
4 20,00 0 2396 6 0 -2396 0
6 14,29 0 273 9 0 =273 0
3 57.14 10945 23234 2998 4100 -12289 ~1102
4 63.64 107635 8306 0 3091 99129 -3091
g 11,11 46978 3852 0 1950 41126 -1930
7 22.22 0 3618 368244 7439 -3618 360805
b 14.29 88860 3904 9 4918 84896 -4918
3 28,97 0 6269 437644 34298 -6269 398346
170 34.87 3,164,135 $277,849 1,712,677 $156,930 $2,B86,286 $1,553,747
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TEAN
NUMBER DEPT

TECH NONTECH

MEMBER

MEMBER

295 CE
303 CE
438 CE
204 CHEM
229 CHEM
231 CHEH
319 CHEM
334 CHEM
353 CHEN
365 CHEM
366 CHEM
379 CHEM
410 CHEM
411 CHEM
413 CHEM
426 CHEN
427 CHEM
441 CHEM
124 E&P
125 E&P
184 ELP
191 E&P
206 E&P
233 E&P
234 E&P
236 E&P
257 E&P
260 E&P
263 E&P
269 E&P
266 E4P
268 E&P
328 E&P
377 E&P
401 E&P
402 E&P
405 E4P
406 ELP
412 E&P
424 ELP
463 E4P
467 E&P
468 E&P
469 E4P
471 ELP
476 E&P
177 G&6L
315 HR
317 HR
330 HR

OO OO OO OO OO OO U OO O OO OO OO OO OO DDLU DOOO

—

—-

— -

—
OO0~ TDO NN VNN IYANINDODOMDMODO0OMO AR FEO-C0 N NO O P10 Fa =N U O e 0NN~

PER CENT
TECH
HEMBER

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

TABLE Iv

NON-TECHNICAL QUALITY
CIRCLE TEAN DATA

1989

1988 1989 1988
GROSS 1989 GROSS 1988 NET NET
SAVINGS COSTS SAVINGS €osTs SAVINGS SAVINGS

0 7400 131572 9273 -7400 122299

0 10270 330280 3919 -10270 320361

0 6574 0 0 -6574 0

0 0 0 30 0 -30

0 1366 24076 3401 -1566 20675
14101 7326 24611 1365 6775 21246
0 0 34533 3079 0 51434

0 0 0 25265 0 -25263

0 0 0 140 0 -140

0 0 0 720 0 =120

0 0 15415 560 0 148359

0 0 0 329 0 =323
26288 5268 0 1210 21020 -1210
0 935 0 2034 =935 -2034
10743 680 680 0 10063 680
0 26735 0 338 -26735 -338

0 1352 0 0 -1352 0

0 2480 0 170 -2480 =170
30975 9319 0 7222 41656 -1222
28680 11038 0 3439 17642 -5439
0 4361 0 3888 -4361 -3868

0 1043 0 2108 -1043 -2108

0 0 0 416 0 - =416
15822 60335 349864 8513 9787 5413351
9504 7443 678232 63369 2061 612483
0 6642 104913 36137 -6642 68776

0 0 0 1096 0 -1096
1302 3872 1459921 7474 3630 1452447
48068 3118 49805 14166 42950 35639
0 3341 ¢ 3831 -3341 -3831
20870 8447 108754 33746 12423 73008
17957 7842 350000 9400 101135 340600
119324 18106 0 18358 10121435 -1858
0 876 0 0 -876 0

0 7318 0 2518 -7318 -2318

0 7350 0 3150 ~7350 -3150
6219 2874 0 818 3345 -818
22293 8633 0 2486 13640 -2486
0 3208 0 3123 -3208 -3125

0 2701 0 2233 -2701 -2233

0 672 0 0 -672 0

0 2537 0 0 -2531 0

0 2400 0 0 -2400 0

0 857 0 0 -857 0

0 4759 0 0 -4759 0

0 1056 0 0 -1056 0
36042 3399 0 1203 30643 -1205
0 3981 0 5103 -3981 -5103

0 4651 3672 1058 -4651 4614

0 3855 0 3446 -3855 -3446
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TABLE {V (Continued)

PER CENT 1989 1988
TEAN TECH NONTECH  TECH GROSS 1989 GROSS 1988 ég$q ég$8
NUMBER DEPT  MEMBER MEMBER MEMBER  SAVINGS €osT1s SAVINGS CasTs SAVINGS SAVINGS
432 HR ] 6 0.00 0 4365 0 0 -4345 0
453 HR 0 10 0.00 ¢ 7157 0 0 -7157 0
294 HR&S 0 7 0.00 41661 4267 21629 16749 37394 4840
305 HR&S 0 4 .00 0 1864 10870 2330 -1864 8540
331 HR&S 0 4 0.00 33655 2138 11941 3072 31517 8869
391 HR&S 0 6 0.00 5347 3862 0 2037 1485 -2037
{13 PPE 0 6 0.00 0 0 0 393 0 =393
159 PP6 0 3 0.00 0 714 5965 3904 -714 1661
160 PP6 0 3 0.00 0 1298 0 2993 -1298 -2993
194 PP 0 1 0.00 22373 3163 0 2205 19208 -2205
306 PPB 0 b 0.00 6799 6357 2500 2274 242 226
309 PPG 9 7 0.00 269509 7418 0 0 261891 0
325 PPG 9 8 0.00 53939 2004 23705 6622 51933 17083
337 PP6 0 9 0.00 0 4483 0 7867 -4683 -7847
338 PPG 0 4 0.00 0 0 0 2357 0 -2357
342 PP 0 3 0.00 8182 3050 0 3952 5132 -3952
343 PPE 0 8 0.00 0 1848 0 8040 -1848 -8040
356 PPE 9 7 0.00 6101 6401 0 8098 -300 -8098
357 PPG 0 10 0.00 0 5257 64400 6755 -5257 376435
370 PP Y 8 0.00 332664 9945 0 4341 322699 -4341
371 PPB 9 7 0.00 39766 6849 0 6963 32917 -6963
375 PPB 0 7 0.00 0 0 0 5192 0 -9192
384 PPG 0 { 0.00 0 0 0 1390 0 -1390
388 PP6 0 7 0.00 25190 1527 0 3074 23663 -3074
389 PP6 0 1 0.00 8560 4247 0 5051 4313 -5051
393 PP6 9 1 0.00 112739 704 0 2629 112035 -2629
407 PPG 0 1 0.00 0 0 0 918 0 -918
416 PPG 0 10 0.00 0 3037 0 1599 -5037 -1599
417 PP6 90 9 0.00 12450 9957 0 2173 2493 =273
418 PP6 0 9 0.00 0 4140 0 1729 -4140 -1729
4546 PPG 0 1 0.00 0 330 0 0 -330 0
373 P17 0 3 0.00 0 1395 0 3350 -1395 -3340
313 TAX 0 8 6.00 2746978 19500 32800 18477 257478 14123 -
314 TAX 0 10 0.00 1396940 19948 0 14179 1376992 -14179
242 1R 0 7 0.00 0 1232 10203 6760 -1232 3443
243 TR 9 8 0.00 5575 2021 22810 4386 3554 18424
245 TR 9 8 0.00 9888 2947 10233 4920 2941 5313
246 TR 0 7 0.00 0 0 36600 7508 0 28992
247 TR 0 4 0.00 0 448 10292 1606 -448 8686
TOTAL 0 407 0.00

$3,098,701 $362,977 $4,161,896 $448,277
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RESPONSES TO

PARTICIPATIVE ACTION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE

As a result
between you
(A) 34
(B) 141
(C) 185
(D) 2
(E) 1

363

As a result

between you
(A) 68
(B) 206
(C) 86
(D) 5
(E) 1
366

DATE: 12/20/83

of participating in a PAT, have communications

and your supervisor improved?

great improvement

some improvement

essent1ally no change as a result of PAT involvement
worse

mich worse

of participating in a PAT, have communication
and your co-workers improved?

great 1improvement

some improvement

essentially no change as a result of PAT involvement
worse

much worse

As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been a change in
teamwork between your work group and your supervisor?

much more cooperation
some more cooperation

essentially no change 1n cooperation as a result of PAT
involvement

some less cooperation
much less cooperation

of participating in a PAT, has there been a change 1n

teamwork among the people in your work group?

(A) 37
(B 151
(C) 166
(D) 3
(E) 0

357

As a result

(A) 65
(B) 178
(C) 110
(D) 7
(E) 1

361

much more cooperation
some more cooperation

essentially no change 1n cooperation as a result of PAT
involvement

same less cooperation
much less cooperation

As a result of participating in a PAT, do you feel there has been a
change 1n the productivity of your work group?

(A) 69
(BY 137
(C) 149
(D) __ 3
(E) 0
358

significant 1increase

slight increase

no noticeable change as a result of PAT involvement
slight decrease

significant decrease
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6. BAs a result of participating in a PAT, do you feel that you have
more influence on decisions that affect your job?

(a) 57 much, more influence
(B) 154 somewhat more influence
(C) 141 about the same i1nfluence

(D) 5 somewhat less influence
(E) 2 much less influence
359 :

7. As a result of participating in a PAT, has your supervisor's
appreciation of your work performance changed?

(A) 21 much more appreciation
(B) 118 somewhat more appreciation

(C) _217 essentially no change in appreciation as a3 result of
PAT involvement

(D) 3 somewhat less appreciation

(E) 0 much less appreciation
359

8. As a result of participating in a PAT, do you see more
opportunities for improvement 1in your work area?

(A) 136 many more opportunities
(B) 170 a few more opportunities

(C) 51 essentially no change in number of opportunities as a
result of PAT involvement
1

(D) a few less opportunities
(E) 2 manv fewer opportunities

360

9. As a result of participating in a PAT, are you better able to use
your personal capabilities to improve your work environment?

294 Yes
64 No
358

10. Do all team members in your PAT have about an equal opportunity to
make contributions to the PAT process?

345 Yes
16 No
361

11. Has PAT participation changed the way you feel about your job?
(A) __ 56 much more satisfied
(B) 169 somewhat more satisfied
(C) 124 essentially no change
(D) 14 somewhat less satisfied
(E) much less satisfied

y
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12‘

13‘

14.

15,

16.

17.

Do you feel the training you have received in the PAT program helps
make you a more valuable employee?

(A) 169 definitely ves

(B) 116 somewhat

(C) 52 undecided

(D) 23 probably not

(E) 2 definitely not
%z »

Do you feel the time spent in PAT meetings 1S made up for by
increased effectiveness on your job?

(A) 123 Definitely yes
(B) 140 Probably ves
(C) 59 Not sure

(D) 28 Probably not
(E) 11 Definitely not

As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been a change in
your attitude towards your fellow team members?

() 87 Feel much closer
(B) 178 Feel somewhat closer

C) 90 Essentially no change 1in attitude towards fellow team members

Feel some less closer
Feel much less closer

m O
Al A d
- N |

362

Considering all factors involved, do you feel the PAT process 1s
worthwhile?

(A) 241 definitely yes
(B) 76  probably yes

(C) 31 neutral feelings
(D) 12  probably not

'( E) 1 definitely not
361

Do you feel that monetary awards are essential to the P.A.T. program?
(A) _118 definitely yes
(B) __96 somewhat
(C) 57 not sure
(D) __58 probably not

(E) 31 definitely not

:

If the PAT process were golng to be changed:
a) what areas would you change?

b) what areas would you definitely not change?

40



18. Below are a variety of reasons why people are involved in P.A.T.'s and
you may want to add others. Please rank your reasons for
participation, with (1) = most important,| (2) = next most important,
etc. Please rank 4 or more reasons.

# Resp.
164 (A) [ | Opportunity to contribute my thoughts to improve work
enviromment/solve local problems.

13 (B) [] Greater opportunity to be creative at work.

5 (C) [] Potential monetary awards

67 (D) [] Self development and growth.

20 (E) D Greater opportunity for recognition of what I can contribute.
19 (F) [ ] To learn more about methods/techniques.

17 (G) [] To inter-relate more with others

13 (H) [] others

318

19. Any camments about PAT's you would like to make?

20. What 1s your role and how long have you bee involved in the P.A.T.

program.
Role? How Long?
Team Member 254 Months 242 < 12 mo.
Assistant Team Leader 26 124 > 12 Mo.
Team Leader 60 366
Facilitator 24
364

21. Has your Team made any Management Presentations?

261 ] ] Yes 100 D No 361 Total Responses

22. What 1s your major organization? (Check One)

(A). Human Resources 9 (G). o 41
(B). Information Services 51  (H). Corporate Engineering 39
(C). Public Affairs 5 (I). } 53
(D). Exploration & Production 12 (J). Corporate Services a3
(E). Research & Development 43 (K). Corp. Mgmt. Services 2
(F). Petroleum Products Group 10 (L). Other: 5

23. Check applicable box:

151 [ ] Exempt 212 | Non Exempt (Sal. or Hrly.) 363 Total Resp.

4

=



(A

RESPONSiES TO

PARTICIPATIVE ACTION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE

DECFMBER, 1983

Responses & Welghting Factor

Graph of Weighted Averages

Question +2 | +1 o -1 -2 Avg. +2 +1 0 -1 -4
1. Have communications between you and your supervisor | N| 34| 141§ 185 2 1 0.56
improved? % 91 39| 51 1 1
2. Have communications between you and your co-workers| N| 68206 | 86 5 1 0.92
improved? %) 19 56 24 1 1
3. Has there been a change 1n teamwork between your N} 37]151] 166 3 0 0.62
work group and your supervisor? $1 10] 42| 47 1 0
4. Has there been a change in teamwork among the N| 65178110 7 1 0.83
people in your work group? $| 18] 49| 3 2 1
5. Do you feel there has been a change in the N| 69| 137 | 149 3 0 0.76
productivity of your work group? $] 19] 38| 42 3 0
6. Do you feel that you have more influence on N{| 571154 ] 141 5 2 0.72
decisions that affect your job? $] 16 43| 39 1 1
7. Has your supervisor's appreciation of your work N| 21} 118] 217 3 0 0.44 E
performance changed? % 6] 33| 60 1 0
8. Do you see more opportunities for improvement in Nj136]170] 51 1 2 1.21
your work area? $| 38| 47| 14 1 1
11. Has PAT participation changed the way you feel N| 56169124 | 14 1 0.73
about your job? 2] 15] 46| 34 4 1
12. Do you feel the training you have received in the
PAT program helps make you a more valuable ' N|169| 116 52| 23 2 1.18 M
employee? $| 47| 32| 14 6 1

* Weighting Factor General Responses

+2 Great Improvement

+1 Some Improvement

0 Essentially No Change
-1 Worse

-2 Much Worse

(1 1982 Weighted Averages
e 1983 Veighted Averages



%

RESPONSES TO
PARTICIPATIVE ACTION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE

DECEMBER, 1983

Responses & Welghting Facto

Graph of Weighted Averages

Question +2 1 +1 o} - -2 Avg. +2 +1 0 -1 -z
13. Do you feel the time spent in PAT meetings is made || n| 123|140 59| 28| 1 0.93 E
up for by increased effectiveness on your job? $| 341 39| 16 8 3
14. Has there been a change in your attitude towards || N| 87]178] 90| 6| 1 0.95 E
your fellow team members? $] 24| 49| 25 2 1
15. Considering all factors involved, do you feel the N | 241 6] 31 12 1 1.51
PAT process is worthwhile? 8] 67| 21 8 3 1
16. Do you feel that monetary awards are essential to N]118] 96} 57| 58] 31 0.59 q
this P.A.T. Program? | 33] 27} 16| 16 9
N $
9. Are you better able to use your personal
capabilities to 1mprove your work environment? Yes 294 82
v No 64 18
358 100%
10. Do all team members in your PAT have about an equal N %
opportunity to make contributions to the PAT
process? Yes 345 96
No 16 4
361 100%
18. Most important reasons for participation: N 2
1. Opportunity to contribute my thoughts to improve work enviromment/solve local problems. 164 52
2. Self development and growth. 67 21
3. Greater opportunity for recognition of what I can contribute. 20 6
4. To learn more about methods/techniques. 19 6
5. To inter-relate more with others. 17 5
6. Greater opportunity to be creative at work. 13 4
7. Miscellaneous (curiosity, etc.). 13 4
8. Potential monetary awards. 5 2
. 318 100%



RESPONSES TO P.A.T. QUESTIONNAIRE

DECEMBER, 1983 ‘

3 DISTRIBUTION |

EMPLOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A. PRES. MADE

NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER |

QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERALI{ | EXEMPT] EXEMPT FAC. | LDR. LDR.| MEMBER 12 MO.| 12 MO. NO YES |

|

1. As a result of participating in a PAT, (.56) (.40) (.68) (.67)| (.65)] (.82)] (.51) (.55) (.61) (.39)H (.62
have ocommunications between you and your !
supervisor improved? ‘

. great improvement 9.4 4.0 13.2 12.5]111.7{14.8 7.8 8.0 i1.3 2.0) 1.9

. some improvement 38.8 33.1| 42.9 41,7 46.7151.9| 35.3 40.2 38.7 1| 35.0) 40.2

. essentially no change 51.0 62.3]| 42.9 45.8 ] 38.3] 33.3| 56.5 51.0 49.2 || 63.0 46.7‘

. worse 0.6 0.7 c.5 0.0} 1.7] 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.0 c

. much worse 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.7] 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4

2. As a result of participating 1n a PAT, (.92) (.82) (.99) (.96)] (1.15)(1.00) (.84)H (.91) (.92)}) (.73) (.98
have communication between you and your \
co-workers improved?

. great improvement 18.6 14.3] 21.7 25.0 ] 24.6]25.9] 15.6 17.8 20.0 8.0 22.4“

. some improvement 56.3 55.2 | 57.8 45.8 1 65.6 ] 48.2] 55.6 56.5 54.4 || 59.0 55.3‘

~ - essentially no change 23.5 28.6 | 19.8 29.2| 9.8]25.9] 26.5 24.1 24.01} 31.0} 20.8
B~ . worse : 1.4 2.0 0.9 0.0} 0.0§ 0.0 2.0 1.6 0.8 2.0 1.1
. much worse o.3ll ool o5l ool o.of oiof o0.a|| o.0 | o8| 0.0 0.4
3. As a result of participating in a PAT, (.62) (.50) (.71) (.BO)J (.87)H (.74 (.53) (.60) (.64)| (.42) (.69)‘
has there been a change in teamwork

between your work group and your

supervisor?
much more cooperation 10.4 6.71 13.0 5.0118.3] 14.8 8.2 10.1 9.8 1.0 129
some more cooperation 42.3 36.2| 46.6 70.¢ | 50.0 | 44.4] 37.8 41.3 44.3(| 42.3| 4. ‘

. essentlially no change 46.5 57.1| 38.9 25.01 31.7 ] 40.7| 52.8 47.4 45.9 |1 54.6 | 43.9 \

. some less ocooperation 0.8 0.0]. 1.4 0.0 0.0] 0.0 1.2 1.2 0.0 2.1 0.4

. much less cooperation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0} 0.0] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 \

4. As a result of participating in a PAT, el .75 (.88 | (1.00)f (1.00)(.89) (.76)]| (.84) ] (.80)| (.67)f (.89)
has there been a change in teamwork :

among the people 1n your work group?

. much more cooperation 18.0 12.1 | 22.2 20.0|21.3]29.6| 15.6 18.3 16.4 || 11.1 | 20.6
some more cooperation 49.3 52.4| 47.2 60.0 | 59.0 | 37.0| 47.7 48.6 51.6 || 46.5| 50.4
essentially no change 30.5 34,2 | 27.8 20.0 | 18.0{ 25.9 | 34.4 31.5 27.9||40.4| 26.3
some less ¢cooperation 1.9 1.3 2.4 0.0} 1.6} 7.4 2.0 1.6 3.3 2.0 2.3
much less oooperation 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.0} 0.0} 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.4

()

Numbers in parentheses are weighted averaqges.



RESPONSES 10 P.A.T. QUESTIONNAIRE
DECEMBER, 1983 \

S

$ DISTRIBUTION ‘
EMPLOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A. PRES. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER
QUESTION AND RESPONSFES OVFRALI{ | EXEMPT] EXEMP] FAC. | LDR. LDR.;} MEMBER i2 M.} 12 M. NO YES
5. As a result of participating in a PAT, (.76) (.66)) (.83 (.80) (.82)| (.85) (.74)| (.69)} (.91) (.44) (.89
do you feel there has been a change in
the productivity of your work group?
. significant increase 19.3 13.5] 23.3 25.0{17.0]18.5] 19.2 16.6 25.2 8.2 23.6\
. slight increase 38.3 39.9 | 37.1 30.0 | 47.5{48.2| 36.5 36.8 41.5)] 28.6 | 42.1
. no noticeable change 41.6 45.31 39.1 45.0 | 35.6 | 33.3| 43.1 45.8 32.5|| 62.2| 33.6
. slight decrease 0.8 1.4 0.5 0.0} 0.0} 0.0 1.2 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.8
. significant decrease 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0| 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (
6. As a result of participating in a PAT, (.72 (.76) (.69) (.83) (.80)| (.89) (.68))| (.66) ) (.B2)} (.39) (.78\
do you feel that you have more
influence on decisions that affect your
job? |
. much, more influence 15.9 i1.9| 18.8 13.0]21.7125.9{ 13.5 13.8 18.6 || 10.3| 18.1
somewhat more influence 42.9 53.0 | 35.6 56.5)41.7|37.0| 42.9 41.1 46.0 {1 39.2| 43.9
about the same influence 39.3 34.4 | 42.8 30.4 | 33.3| 37.1} 42.1 42.7 33.9) 49.5] 36.2
. somewhat less influence 1.4 0.7 1.9 0.0] 1.7} 0.0 1.2 1.6 1.6 1.0 1.2
. much less influence 0.6 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.8
7. As a result of participating in a PAT, (.40l (.40)) (.4T)|] (.64} (.63) (.55) (3D} (.41) (.50)} (.26)] (.51)
has your supervisor's appreciation of \
your work performance changed? “
. much more appreciation 5.9 2.0 8.6 4.6 6.8] 7.4 5.5 4.9 7.3 4.1 6.6 |
. somewhat more appreciation 32.9 35.4 31.0 54.6 | 49.2| 40.7 ) 26.8 31.3 37.11117.4) 38 7|
essentially no change 60.5 62.4] 59.1 40.9|44.1]51.9| 66.5 63.4 54.0 || 78.6 | 53. \
somewhat less appreciation 0.8 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0} 0.0 1.2 0.4 1.6 0.0 1.2
much less appreciation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0} 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0




RESPONSES 10 P.A.T. QUESTIONNAIRLE
DECEMBER, 1983

o%

$ DISTRIBUTION
EMPLOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A. PRES. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER

QUESTION AND RESPONSES | | OVERALL EXEMPT] EXEMPT) FAC. | LDR. LDR.| MEMBER 12 MO 12 MO.
As a result of participating in a PAT, (1.20)| (1.10)) (1.30)) ] (1.14) (1.25)(1.30)(1.19)] (1.27) (l.07ﬂ
do you see more opportunities for
improvement in your work area?
. many more opportunities 37.8 29.1 ] 44.0 27.3|38.3|37.0{ 38.6 40.5 31.5 (| 41.2
. a few more opportunities 47.3 52.3| 43.5 59.1]48.3|55.6 | 44.5 47.0 46.6 || 43.3
. essentially no change 14.2 17.91 11.5 13.6 1 13.3| 7.4 15.4 11.7 19.4 || 15.5
. a few less opportunities 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.0| 0.0} 0.0 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.0
. many fewer opportunities 0.6 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0] 0.0 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.0
As a result of participating in a PAT,
are you better able to use your
personal capabilities to improve your
work envirorment?
. Yes 82.1 83.6 | 81.1 95.8 | 85.0 | 81.5| 80.3 84.8 75.8
. No 17.9 16.4 | 18.9 4.2 15.0(18.5] 19.7 15.2 24.2
Do all team members in your PAT have
about an equal opportunity to make
contributions to the PAT process?
. Yes 95.6 96.0 | 95.2 95.5|95.1192.6| 95.7 95.6 94.3
. No 4.4 4.0 4.8 4.5 91 7.4 4.3 4.4 5.7
Has PAT participation changed the way (.73) (.69) (.75) (.88)) (.92) (1.04) (.63) (.70) (.74)
you feel about your job?
. much more satisfied 15.4 11.1] 18.5 16.7116.4|33.3] 12.6 14.8 15.2
. somewhat more satisfied 46.4 49.0 | 44.6 58.3162.3]37.0| 42.4 44.4 48.0
. essentially no change 34.1 37.9| 31.3 20.8| 18.0| 29.6 | 40.8 37.2 32.0
. somewhat less satisfied 3.9 2.0 5.2 4,21 3.3} 0.0 3.9 3.2 4.8
. much less satisfied 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.0| 0.0} 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.0




LY

RESPONSES TO P.A.T.

QUESTIONNALRE

DECEMBER, 1983
[ I R % DISTRIBUTION ]
EMPIOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A. PRES. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER
QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERALI| | EXEMPT| EXEMPT FAC. | LDR. LDR.| MEMBER 12 MO.| 12 MO. NO YES
12. Do you feel the training you have (1180 (1.12) (1.22))) (1.33) (1.43)(1.42)(1.08)§ (1.17) | (V.A97)0] (1.15)(1.19)
received in the PAT program helps make
you a more valuable employee?
Definitely ves 46.7 41.7 | 50.2 41.7154.1157.7 44.1 46.4 45,2 46.4 46.4
. Somewhat 32.0 37.8 28.0 54.21 39.31 30.8 28.0 30.4 36.3 27.8 33.5 ¢}
. Undecided 14.4 12.6 15.6 0.0 1.6 7.7 20.1 17.2 10.5 20.6 12.6
. Probably not 6.4 6.6 6.2 4.2 4.9 3.9 7.1 6.0 6.5 5.2 6.°
. Definitely not 0.6 1.3 0.0 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.
13. Do you feel the time spent in PAT (.93) (.81) (1.02)}| (1.09)! (1.18)(1.15) ¢.81) (.93) (.89), (.86)] (.96)
meetings is made up for by increased
effectiveness on your job? _
. Definitely yes 34.1 29.6 | 37.3 30.4)46.7 ] 42.3] 29.8 34.5 33.1]]27.1| 36.9
. Probably yes 38.8 40.1 37.8 47.8 | 33.3{38.5| 38.8 36.6 41.1(|44.8| 37.0
. Not sure 16.3 16.5| 16.3 21.7115.0115.4| 16.9 18.1 12.9 || 15.6 | 17.1}
. Probably not 7.8 9.2 6.7 0.0 1.7} 0.0} 11.4 9.2 7.3} 11.5 7.2
. Definitely not 3.1 4.6 1.9 0.0 3.3 3.9 3.1 1.6 5.7 1.0 3.8}
14. As a result of participating in a PAT, (.95) (.93) (.97) | (1.21) (1.12)(1.00) (.86) (.93) | (.94)]] (.86) (.9&*
has there been a change in your attitudg
towards your fellow team members? ‘
. Feel much closer 24.0 22.4 25.2 34.81 30.0§ 30.8 20.3 23.5 23.6 18.4 25.9
. Feel somewhat closer 49.2 50.0] 48.6 60.9]53.3]46.2| 47.7 47.4 51.21]149.0| 49.4
. Essentially no change in attitude 24.9 25.7) 24.3 4.4115.0] 15.4 30.1 27.9 21.1 32.7] 21.°
. Feel some less closer 1.7 2.0 1.4 0.0 1.7} 7.7 1.6 1.2 3.3 0.0 2.7
. Feel much less closer 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.0} 0.0} 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.4
15. Considering all factors involved, do you (V.51 (1.47) (1.53) ] (1.83)f (1.67)(1.62)(1.41)] (1.53) | (1.42)01} (1.46)(1.59)
feel the PAT process is worthwhile?
. Definitely yes 66.8 61.4| 70.7 83.3]78.3]69.2| 61.4 66.3 66.11159.8] 68.3
. Probably yes 21.0 28.1| 15.9 16.7 ] 15.0 ] 23.1| 22.4 22.1 17.7127.8} 18.3
. Neutral feelings 8.6 6.5 10.1 0.0} 1.7 7.7 12.2 10.0 8.9 11.3 8.8
. Probably not 3.3 3.9 2.9 0.0} 3.3| 0.0 3.9 1.6 6.5 1.0 4.2
. Definitely not 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.0} 1.7} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.4
Overall weighted averages (.87) (.80) (.93) (1.01) (1.04)(1.02) (.80) (.86) (.88) (.74) (.93)



% DISTRIBUTION

EMPLOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A. PRES. MADE
: NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER
QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERALL| | EXEMP1| EXEMPT FAC. | LDR. LDR.| MEMBER 12 MO.| 12 MO. NO YES
16. Do you feel that monetary awards are (.59) (.17)] (.89) (.38) (.45) (.23)] (.66) (.58) (57N (.23 (.79
essential to the P.A.T. program?
. Definitely yes 32.8 20.0] 41.9 16.7 | 27.6 | 30.8 ] 35.4 31.7 33.6 1] 23.2]| 36.8
Somewhat 26.7 26.7| 26.7 37.5}29.3}111.5| 26.0 27.7 24.6 || 27.3| 25.6
Not sure 15.8 17.3] 14.8 20.8 | 15.5|19.2}| 15.8 16.5 16.4 || 14.1 ]| 17.1
_ Probably not 16.1 22.7) 11.4 16.7115.5]26.9| 15.0 15.3 16.4 || 20.2 | 14.7
. Definitely not 8.6 13.3]| 5.2 8.3} 12.1]|11.5 7.9 8.8 9.0} 15.2 5.8
18. Below are a variety of reasons why
people are involved in P.A.T.'s and you
may want to add others. Please rank
your most important reason for
participation.
. Opportunity to contribute my thoughtd 51.6 50.4 | 52.5 27.3144.4|58.3| 55.3 51.9 50.9 |} 44.7| 55.0
to improve work enviromment/solve
local problems.
~ Greater opportunity to be creative at 4.1 2.8 5.1 4.5 1.9] 0.0 5.0 4.8 2.7 5.8 3.5
@ work.
Potential monetary awards 1.6 0.0 2.8 0.0 1.9} 0.0 1.8 1.9 0.9 2.4 1.3
Self development and growth. 211 22.7| 19.8 40.9125.9125.0} 17.81] 21.0 21.411 22.4| 19.9
Greater opportunity for recognition 6.2 6.3 6.2 0.0] 5.6| 4.2 7.3 4.8 8.9 4.7 6.9
of what I can contribute.
To learn more about methods/techniq. 6.0 4.3 7.3 9.1 1.8] 4.2 6.9 5.2 7.1 7.1 5.6
To inter-relate more with others 5.3 9.2 2.3 9.1| 14.4 4.2 2.3 5.2 5.4 4.7 5.7
Other 4.1 4.3 4.0 9.1 3.7} 4.1 3.6 5.2 2.7 8.2 2




RESEONSES TO
PARTICIPATIVE ACTION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE

DATE: 12/5/84

As a result of paruupaung in a PAT, have cocmmunications
between you and your supervisor improved?

(a) __37
(B) _180
(c) _237
(D) __3

(E) 2
459

great - improvement
same improvement
essentially no change
worse

ruch worse

as a result of PAT involvement

As a result of participating in a PAT, have communication
between you and your co-workers improved?

(A) _80_
() _262
(c) _118
(D)

() - O
461

H'

great improvement
same inprovement
essentially no change
warse

much worse

as a result of PAT involvement

As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been a change in
teamwork between your work group and your supervisor?

(a) _50
(8) _170
(C) 223
(D) _ 10

(E) 3
456

As a result

much more cocoperation
sane nore cooperation
essentially no change
same less cooperation
ruch less cooperation

of participating in a

teamwork among the people in your

A) 71
(8) _205
(cy 176
(D) 5

(E) 1
458

As a result of participating in a PAT, do you feel there has been a

much more cooperation
same nore cooperation
essentially no change
same less cooperation
ruch less cooperation

PAT, has there been a change in
work group?

change in the productivity of your work group?

(A) _78_
(B) 186
(c) 182
(D) 10

(E) 2
458

significant increase
slight increase

no noticeable change as a result of PAT involvement

slight decrease
sianificant decrease

49



10.

11.

As a result of participating in a PAT, do you feel that you have
rmore influence on decisions that affect your Jjob?

(A) 52 rmch, more influence

(B) 202 scmewhat more influence

(C) 202 abaut the same influence

(D) 2 samewhat less influence

(E) 3  mch less influence
461

As a result of participating in a PAT, has your supervisor's
appreciation of your contribution changed?

(A) __35 mch mre appreciation
(B) _166 ‘samewhat more appreciation
(C) 237 essentially no change
(D) 9 samewhat less appreciation

(E) 5 mch less appreciation
4

As a result of participating in a PAT, do you see more
ocpportunities for improvement in your work area?

(A) 145 many more opportunities
(B) 230 a few more cpportunities
(C) 79 essentially no change

(D) 5 a few less opportunities
(E) 1 many fewer opportunities
460

As a result of participating in a PAT, are you better able to use
your personal capabilities to improve your work environment?

367 Yes
90 No
457

Do all team members in your PAT have about an equal opportunity to
rake contributions to the PAT process?

440 Yes
22 No
462

Has PAT participation changed the way you feel about your Jjob?
(A) _46 ruch more satisfied
(B) _210 somewhat more satisfied
(C) _184 essentially no change
(D) _18 somewhat less satisfied

(E) 3  much less satisfied
461

50



12.

13.

14.

15‘

160

Do you feel the training you have received in the PAT program helps
make you a rore valuable employee?

(A) _219 definitely yes
(B) _163  samewhat
(C) _48 undecided
(D) __29 probably not

(E) 7 definitely not
s

Do you feel the time spent in PAT meetings is made up for by
increased effectiveness on your Jjob?

(A) 139 Definitely ves
(B) 198 Probably yes
(C) 62 Not sure

(D) 56 Probably not

(E)__ 9 Definitely not
464

As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been a change in
your attitude towards your fellow team members?

(A) __93 Feel much closer

(B) _241 Feel scmewhat closer

(C) _124 Essentially no change in attitude towards fellow team members
(D): 1 Feel same less closer

(E): 2 Feel much less closer
461

Do you feel your supervisor supports your involvement in the PAT program?

(A) 299 definitely yes
(B) 86 probably yes

(C) 49 neutral feelings
(D) 19 probably not
(E) 12 definitely not

3

If the PAT process were going to be changed:

a) what areas would you change?
(Various Responses)

b) what areas would you definitely not change?
(Variocus Responses)

¢) Any comments about PAT's you would like to make?
(Various Responses)

51



17. Below are a variety of reasons why people are involved in P.A.T.'s and you
may want to add others. Please rank your reasons for participation, with
(1) = most important, (2) = next most important, etc.

ié-?"%';im ] opportunity to contribute my theughts to improve work
envirooment/solve local problems.
19 (B) [[] Greater opportunity to be creative at work.
72 (C) [[] Self development and growth. |
19 (D) [[] Greater opportunity for recognition of what I can contribute.
22 (E) D To learn more about methods/techniques.
32 (F) [[] To inter-relate more with others

15 (6) [] others
300

18. Considering all factors involved, do you feel the PAT process is worthwile?

(A) 328 definitely ves
(B) 95 probably yes

(C) 30 neutral feelings
(D) 9 probably not

(E) 2 definitely not

464
19. What is your role and how long have you been involved in the P.A.T.
program. |
Role? How Long?
Team Member 308 Months 278 < 12 Mo.
Assistant Team Leader 39 _196 > 12 Mo.
Team Leader 74 474
Facilitator 44
465
2l. Has your Team made any Management Presentations?
SD.
346 ] Yes  107[] Mo  If yes, how many? 453 Total Re
22. What is your major organization? (Check One)
(A). Human Resources 8 (c). 4
(B). Information Services 61 (H). Corporate Engineering 81
(C). Prublic Affairs 6 (1). Chem. Co. 41
(D). EZxploraticn & Production 6 (J). Corporate Services 33
(E). Research & Development 71 (K). Minerals 8
(F). Petroleum Products Group 52 (L). Other: 2

23. Check applicable box:

200 ] Exempt 265[ ] Non Exempt (Sal. or Hrly.) 465 Total Resp.

52
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RESPONSES TO

12/7/84

PARTICIPATIVE ACTION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE

DECEMBER, 1984

-2 Much Worse

[ o 1984 Weight &l Averages

Res es & Weighting Factor¥ Graph of Weighted Averages
Question +2 ] +1 o] -1] -2 Avg. +2 +1 0 -1 -2
1. Have communications between you and your supervisor | N| 371180 | 237 3 2 w
improved? 2 81 39| 52 1 - 0.54
2. Have camunications between you and your co-workers | N| 80| 262} 118 1 0 w
improved? 8] 17}] 57] 26 - 0 0.91
3. Has there been a change in teamwork bhetween your N| 50{170| 223} 10 3 lm
work group and your supervisor? ] 11 ] 37}] 49 2 1 0.56
4. llags there heen a change in teamwork among the N] 7112051176 5 1 Em
people in your work group? 2] 16] 45] 38 1 - 0.74
5. Do you feel there has been a change in the N| 78}1186]182| 10 2 m
productivity of your work group? $] 17 41| 40 2 - 0.72
6. Do you feel that you have nore influence on N|] 52|202]|202] 2| 3 ‘ m
_ decisions that affect your job? $] 11} 44 44 - 1 0.65 . | s
7. Has your supervisor's appreciation of your N| 351|166 | 237 9 5 _ﬁ
contribution changed? L3 8] 37| 52 2 1 0.48
.8. Do you see nore opportunities for improvement in Nj145}1230f 79 5 1 Em
your work area? 8] 32| 50| 17 1 1.12
11. Has PAT participation changed the way you feel N| 46} 210|184 | 18 3 m
B about your job? ] 10| 46| 40| 4 - 0.60
12. Do you feel the training you have received in the
PAT program helps make you a nore valuable N|219]163 48| 29 7
employee? ${ 47 351 10 6 2 1.20
* Weighting Factor General Responses :
+2 Great Inmprovement [ | 1982 Weighted Averages
. 41 Same Improvement
0 Essentially No Change CImm 1983 Weighted Averaqges
-1 Worse



7g

Re es & Welghting Facto Graph of Weighted Averages
Question +2] +1 0 -1] -2 Avg. +2 +1 0 -1 -2
13. Do you feel the time spent in PAT meetings is made NJ139]|198] 62| 56 9 w
up for by increased effectiveness on your job? $] 30] 43} 13}] 12 2 0.87
T
14. Has there been a change in your attitude towards N| 93|241]124 1 2
your fellow team members? ] 20} 52| 27 - 1 0.92
15. Do you feel your supervisor supports your N|299] 86| 49| 19| 12
involvement in the PAT program? 2] 64] 19} 11 4 2 1.38
8
18. Oonsidering all factors involved, do you feel the N|328] 95| 30 9 2
PAT process is worthwhile? $] 71 21 6 2 - 1.59
N 2
9. Are you better able to use your personal
capabilities to improve your work environment? Yes 367 80
No 90 20
457 1
10. Do all team menmbers in your PAT have about an equall N 3
opportunity to make oontributions to the PAT
process? Yes 440 95
No 22 5
462 100
17. Most important reasons for participation: N 13
1. Opportunity to contribute my thoughts to inprove work env1ronment/eolve local problems. 221 55
2. Self development and growth. 72 18
3. To inter-relate more with others. 32 8
4. To learn nore about methods/techniques. 22 5
5. Greater opportunity for recognition of what I can contribute. 19 5 .
6. Greater opportunity to be creative at work. 19 5
7. Other 15 4
400 00%

N ?

Exempt Participants 200 43
Nonexenpt Participants 265 57
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RS EPODRSESS 0O
PARTICIPATIVE ACTION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE

DECEMBER, 1984
Re es & Welghting Factor] Graph of Weighted Averages
Question +21 4 o] -1] -2 Avg. +2 +1 0 -1 -2
13. Do you feel the time spent in PAT meetings is made N|139]198| 62} 56 9 w
up for by increased effectiveness on your job? %] 30| 43] 13| 12 2 0.87
I
14. Has there been a change in your attitude towards N| 93]|241]124 1 2
your fellow team members? %] 20} 52} 27 - 1 0.92
15. Do you feel your supervisor supports your Nj299| 86| 49] 19| 12
involvement in the PAT program? 2] 64)] 19| 11 4 2 1.38
18. COonsidering all factors involved, do you feel the N[328] 95| 30 9 2
PAT process is worthwhile? £ 71| 21 6 2 - 1.59
N 3
9. Are you better able to use your personal
capabilities to improve your work enviromment? Yes 367 80
No 90 20
457 1
10. Do all team members in your PAT have about an equal N 3
opportunity to make ocontributions to the PAT
process? Yes 440 95
No 22 5
462 100
17. Most inmportant reasons for participation: N ]
1. Opportunity to contribute my thoughts to improve work env1ronment/solve 1oca1 problems. 221 55
2. Self development and growth. 72 18
3. To inter-relate more with others. 32 8
4. To learn more about methods/techniques. 22 5
5. Greater opportunity for recognition of what I can contribute. 19 5
6. Greater opportunity to be creative at work. 19 5
7. Other 15 4
400 100%

N 3

Exampt Participants 200 43

Nonexapt Participants 265 57



RESPONSES TO P.A.T. QUESTIONNAIRE
DECEMBER, 1984

$ DISTRIBUTION
EMPLOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A. PRES. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER
QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERALI} | EXEMPT] EXEMPT} | FAC. IDR.| LDR. | MEMBER 12 M0.} 12 MO. NO YES
1. As a result of participating in a PAT,
have commnications between you and your|
supervisor improved? (.54 (.41) (.63)] (-61) (.72) (.67 (.47) (.51) (.60f| (.30 (.62)
. great improvement 8.1 2.6 ] 12.1 7.3113.5}| 15.4 5.9 7.9 8.2 3.7 9.0
. same improvement 39.2 36.6] 41.1)}46.3]144.6| 41.0] 36.8 37.2] 43.1}1124.3]| 43.6
essentially no change 51.6 59.8| 45.7]]46.3]41.9)] 41.0] 56.0 53.1| 48.8|}) 70.1| 46.5
. worse 0.7 1.0 0.4 0.0] 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.1 0.0 1.9 0.3
. mch worse 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0]| 0.0 2.6 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.6
2. As a result of participating in a PAT,
" have communication between you and your
co-workers improved? (.o1)]] (.85) (.96) (1.00)(1.14)(1.03)7 (.83 (.a7) (.orf| (.} (.97)
. great improvement - 17.4 12.3| 21.1}}22.0]25.7| 25.6] 13.6 16.2] 18.41}10.3}| 19.5
. some improvement 56.8 60.5] 54.1]]56.1]62.2] 51.3]| 56.6 55.0| 60.2}}50.5] 58.6
. essentially no change - 25.6 27.2) 24.4}]22.0]12.2| 23.1] 29.5 28.4] 21.4]]39.3] 21.6
w . worse : 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.0| 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3
b . much worse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3. As a result of participating in a PAT,
has there been a change in teamwork
between your work group and your
supervisor? , (.56l (.49} (.e1)] (.63) (.72} (.72) (.49) (.52 (.63)] (.31} (.64)
. much more oooperation 11.0 8.31 12.9 7.5}18.9] 18.0 8.5 10.2] 12.3 5.8} 12.7
. some more cooperation 37.3 36.5| 37.9(|48.0137.8} 41.0] 35.7 36.1| 40.5]]24.0] 41.3
esgsentially no change 48.9 51.6| 47.0|]45.0]39.2| 35.9| 53.1 50.0| 45.6}|65.4| 43.6
some less cooperation : 2.2 3.1 1.5 0.0] 4.1 5.1 1.6 2.9 1.0 4.8 1.5
much less oooperation 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.0} 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.9
4. As a result of participating in a PAT,
has there been a change in teamwork :
amng the people in your work group? 74| (.708 (.77)]| (.83) (.88) (.87)] (.68) (.74) (.75)] (.50) (.82)
. much more ocooperation 15.5 14.0] 16.5}|]15.0]21.6] 20.5] 13.4 15.6| 14.8 3.8} 19.3
some more cooperation 44.8 45.1| 44.5]|55.0]50.0| 48.7| 41.7 44.0| 46.9}]|41.9] 45.2
essentially no change 38.4 38.9| 38.11}27.5|24.3| 28.2| 44.6 39.3| 36.7||54.3| 33.7
saome less oooperation 1.1 1.6 0.8 2.5| 2.7 2.6 0.3 1.1 1.0 0.0 1.4
. mch less onoperation 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.3
' [ PR | N PGS | W R——

( ) Numbers in parentheses are weighted averaqges.
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$ DISTRIBUTION .
FMPLOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A.T|| PRES. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER
QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERALL] | EXeMPT| EXeMPT] | FAC. LDR.] LDR. | MEMBER 12 MO.| 12 MO. NO YES
5. As a result of participating in a PAT,
do you feel there has been a change in
the productivity of your work group? (.72)]| (.61) (.80} (.88) (.91) (.69) (.66)| (.65)( (.85)](.38) (.82)
. significant increase 17.0 12.9]| 20.1}]22.5}24.3| 12.8} 15.0 14.9| 21.4 4.8 20.7
. s8light increase 40.6 39.2}1 41.71]145.0]143.2] 46.2] 39.4 38.2 | 44.4 30.8] 44.0
. no noticeable dhange 39.7 43.8] 36.7 30.0 31.1 38.5 | 42.7 44.4] 31.6})62.5] 32.5
. s8light decrease 2.2 4.1 0.8 2.5] 1.4 2.6 2.3 1.8 2.6 1.9 2.3
. significant decrease 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.6
6. As a result of participating in a PAT,
do you feel that you have more
influence on decisions that affect youn
job? | .esi| .5s) (.7 c.en) (.79) (.72 (59| (.63) (.69)[ (.aa) (.71
. mach, more influence 11.3 6.2] 15.01}|16.7(14.7 | 18.0 9.1 11.7 ] 11.7 3.8¢ 14.0
. somewhat more influence 43.8 44.1| 43.6]]|50.0}52.0] 41.0} 41.7 40.7{ 47.7]]36.2] 45.7
. about the same influence 43.8 48.7 | 40.2}]31.0|32.0| 38.5| 48.5 46.9] 39.1}1|60.0] 38.9
. somewhat less influence 0.4 1.0 0.0 2.4} 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.6
. much less influence 0.7 0.0 1.1 0.0] 1.3 2.6 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.9
7. As a result of participating in a PAT,
has your supervisor's appreciation of L
your work performance changed? (.48)] (.39)H (.ss)| (.s6)f (.66 (.51) (.42) (.44)L (.56 (.27)] (.55)
. much more appreciation 7.7 3.1} 11.1 92.8]13.5 7.7 6.0 7.5 8.2 2.9 8.8
. somewhat more appreciation 36.7 36.7| 36.8|]41.4)144.6 | 43.6] 33.4 34.2] 41.5]]24.0] 41.2
. essentially no change 52.4 56.6 | 49.41]46.3}136.5{ 43.6 ] 58.3 54.5] 48.2}1]70.2}) 47.1
. somevwhat less appreciation 2.0 3.1 1.2 0.0] 5.4 2.6 1.3 1.9 2.1 2.9 1.8
. much less appreciation 1.1 0.5 1.5 2.4 0.0 2.6 1.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.2




RESPONSES TO P.A.T. (UESTIONNAIRE
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$ DISTRIBUTION

EMPLOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A.1| PRES. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER
QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERALI| | EXEMPT| EXEMPT] | FAC. LDR.| LDR. | MEMBER 12 MO.j 12 MO. NO YES
8. As a result of participating in a PAT,
do you see more opportunities for
improvement in your work area? (1.12)| (1.01)f (1.20)f] (1.10)(1.21)(1.23)f (1.09)} (1.17} (1.06){| (1.03)(1.15)
. many more opportunities 31.5 25.8| 35.7|133.5|36.0| 38.5]| 29.4 33.5| 29.4)}27.6] 33.0
. a few more opportunities 50.0 50.5| 49.6|!42.9|50.7| 46.2] 52.0 50.0] 50.3]]49.5] 50.4
. esgsentially no change 17.2 22.2| 13.5]}23.8}12.0| 15.4| 17.0 16.2] 17.8]]21.9] 15.2
. a few less opportunities 1.1 1.6 0.8 0.0} 1.3 0.0 1.3 0.4 2.0 1.0 1.2
. many fewer opportunities 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.3
9. As a result of participating in a PAT,
are you better able to use your
personal capabilities to inprove your
work environment?
. Yes 80.3 74.6| 84.5)|78.1186.7| 89.7] 77.6 81.3| 78.9|| 72.0} 82.6
g No 19.7 25.4] 15.5(]22.0{13.3} 10.3} 22.4 18.8| 21.1}]28.0{ 17.4
10. Do all team menbers in your PAT have
about an equal opportunity to make
contributions to the PAT process? :
. Yes 95.2 95.9| 94.7|{100.4 93.3] 97.4| 94.8 94.6| 95.9]]96.2] 94.9
. No 4.8 4.1 5.3 0.0} 6.7 2.6 5.2 5.5 4.1 3.8 5.1
11. Has PAT participation changed the way
you feel about your job? (.60) (.51 (.67)] (.72} (.79 (.72) (.53) (.59) (.64) (.30} (.69)
. much nore satisfied 10.0 56| 13.2]}116.3]113.3 7.7 8.5 9.2} 11.1 3.8] 11.7
. samewhat more satisfied 45.6 47.5| 44.2]]46.5|56.0] 56.4| 41.8 46.0| 46.0]]31.4] 49.1
. essentially no change 39.9 40.3| 39.6|]|30.2]|28.0| 35.9| 44.4 40.1| 38.9]}57.1| 35.4
. somewhat less satisfied - 3.9 5.6 2.6 7.0] 1.3 0.0 4.6 4.0 3.5 5.7 3.4
. mach less satisfied 0.7 1.0 0.4 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.5 1.9 0.3
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$ DISTRIBUTION

FEMPLOYEES ROLE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A. PRES. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER
.QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERALL| | EXEMPT| EXEMPT| | FAC. LDR.| LDR. | MEMBER 12 M0.] 12 MO. NO YES

12. Do you feel the training you have

received in the PAT program helps make J J

you a more valuable enployee? (1.20)] (1.14) (1.24)r (1.57)(1.44)(1.59) (1.04) (1.24) (1.17) (.94)! (1.27)r

. Definitely yes 47.0r 46.7| 47.2|165.9165.5] 66.7] 37.7 47.7] 47.51133.3] 50.6

. Samewhat 35.0 34.2 35.6 29.6 | 24.0 28.2 38.7 34.9 34.3 38.9 34.4

. Undecided 10.3 7.5 12.4 2.3 2.7 2.9 14.2 11.4 8.1 17.6 8.0

. Probably not 6.2 9.1 4.1 0.0} 5.3 2.6 8.1 5.3 7.6 9.3 5.4
1.5 2.5 0.8 2.3 2.7 0.0 1.3 0.7 2.5 0.9 1.7

. Definitely not

13. Do you feel the time spent in PAT

meetings is made up for by increased L :
effectiveness on your job? cenll ey (.03 (r.o2y(r.omaaasy ()| (.86) (.90 (.51) (1.00)]

. Definitely yes 30.0 25.3| 33.5||41.9]38.7| 33.3] 26.2 26.8) 35.5|119.6} 33.6

. Probably yes 42.7 37.4 46.6 39.5 | 42.7 53.9}] 41.4 45.3 38.1 36.5| 44.2
. Not sure 13.4 17.7 10.2 2.3 8.0 7.7 16.8 15.3 10.7 22.4 10.3
. Probably not. ' 12.1 16.7 8.7 11.6 ] 8.0 5.1 13.9 11.8 12.2 18.7 10.3
. Definitely not 1.9 3.0 1.1 4.7 2.7 0.0 1.6 0.7 3.6 2.8 1.7
14. As a result of participating in a PAT,

has there been a change in your attitudd

towards your fellow team menbers? (.92)] (.91)# (.92)] (1.03)(.88)5 (1.05) (.90)4 (.95) (.88)5 (.BO)H (.95)
. Feel much closer 20.2 16.9} 22.6 22.5117.3 33.3 19.1 21.2 19.5 || 14.0} 22.1
. Feel somewhat closer 52.3 58.0] 48.1 57.5]157.3] 43.6 51.5 53.41 50.3 54.2 51.6
. Essentially no change in attitude 26.9 24.6 28.6 20.01] 22.7 20.5 29.5 25.1 29.2 30.8] 25.8
. Feel sone less closer 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.51{ 0.0 0.3
. Feel nuch less closer 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0] 1.3 2.6 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.9 0.3

15. Do you feel your supervisor supports :
your involvement in the PAT program? (1.38)]] (1.36)] (1.39)]| (1.42)(1.36)(1.59) (1.37)1 (1.35) (1.43) (1.31)(1.40)

. Definitely yes 64.3 63.3]| 65.0/162.8]64.0| 74.4| 64.2 63.0| 66.5]]63.0] 65.2
. Probably yes 18.5 18.6 | 18.4{|23.3}118.7} 18.0} 17.4 19.9] 16.8|}16.7] 18.5
. Neutral feelings 10.5 10.6 | 10.5 7.01}10.7 2.6 11.9 10.3] 10.7 13.9 9.7
. Probably not 4.1 5.5 3.0 7.0} 2.7 2.6 3.9 2.9 5.6 1.9 4.6

2.6 2.0 3.0 0.01 4.0 2.6 2.6 3.9 0.5 4.6 2.0

. Definitely not
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RESPONSES TO P.A.T. QUESTIONNAIRE
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QUESTION AND RESPONSES

$ DISTRIBUTION

EMPLOYEES

mLE IN P.A.T.

TIME IN P.A.

PRES. MADE

NON-
EXEMPT

ASST.
FAC. | LDR.] LDR. | MEMBER

UNDER
12 MO.

OVER
12 MO.

17. Below are a variety of reasons why
people are involved in P.A.T.'s and you
may want to add otliers. Please rank
your most important reason for
participation.

18.

Considering all factors inwolved, do yo
feel the PAT process is worthwhile?

Opportunity to contribute ny thoughtd
to improve work environment/solve
local problems.

Greater opportunity to be creative at]
work.

Self development and growth.
Greater opportunity for recognition
of what I can oontribute.

To learn more about methods/techniq.
To inter-relate more with others
Other

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Neutral feelings
Probably not
Definitely not

" Overall Weighted Averages

(o9} 0102) (1.0 (.al)l




KESPONSES TO
PARTICIPATTVE ACTION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE
DATE: 12/30/85

s a resuit of participating in a PAT, have cormunicaticns
DeTween you and your supervisor improved?

(Al __3%  great itprovement

(B) 168 some improvement

(C) _246 essentially no change as a result of PAT involvement
1  worse '

)
i
(2) 1 much worse

As a resul: of participating in a PAT, have communication
between you and your co—workers improved?

(A) 78 great improvement
B) 258 some improvement
C) 128 essentially no change as a result of PAT involvement
3  worse
E) 9 much worse
/

As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been a charge in
teamworx between your work group and your supervisor?

(A) 87 much more cooperation
8) 17 some more cooperation
(C) 228 essentially no change
(D)
(2)

w

NN

sare less cooperation

tq O

N

much less cooperation
464

As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been a charce in
teamwork among the people in your work group?

(a) 61 much more cooperation
{3) 228 same more cooperation
(C) 170 essentially no change
(D) 5 some less cooperation
(2 much less cooperation

As a result of participating in a PAT, do you feel there has been a
change in the productivity of your work group?

(A) _ 75 significant increase '

(B) 174 slight increase

(C) 20¢ no noticeable change as a result of PAT involvement
(D) slight decrease

{2) 7 significant decrease
66

>
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[

8.

1.

s =ALlTg L2 222 V2

2 .y = Vi ; 3 ' 2 : \
As a rssulc of tarticipating in 2 237, de wou S2el shat voy have
-

Tore inflience on decisizns that af

(a) 47
(8) 192
{(C) _22¢
(D) 3
(B) 1

465

that affsct your C3I?
much, more influence

samewnat mere {aflience

apout the same infl:ence

samewnat less influence

mauch less influence

As a result cf partici,a:;:zg in a PAT, has ycur supervisor's

appreciaticon of your contributica changed?

<0

(A) 40 much more apgraeciaticn
(8) _176 somewhat mcr2 appraciation
(C) 232 essentially no chance
(D) 6 somewhat less appreciaticn
() 2 much less arcreciaticn
438
As a result of particigating in a 2AT, do you see more
opportunities for improvement in vour work area?
(A) 138 many more cpportunities
(B) 249 a few mcre opportunizies
(C) 70 essentiaily no chance
(D) 5 a few less ccportuniziss
(E) 3  many fewer -ooortunitias
465
2s a result ¢f particicacing in a 2aT, ars vou oetter able 0 use
vour personal capabiliziss ©o imorove wour work envirsnment?
384 Ves
77 Yo
461
Do all team members in vour PAT have about an egual coportunicty
make contributions to the PAT process?
459 Yes
7 No
466

Has PAT participation changed the way vou fzel about your Icb?

() 56
(B) 205
(C) 184
(D) 17
(2) 2

464

much more satisiied
samewha= mor2 satisiie
essentially rno chance
samewhat less satisfisc
much less satisfied

61



e

13.

14.

—
(§))
0

16.

D0 vou feel the training vou have received in <he PAT srogram helgs
make you a more valuable emplovee?

() _223
(3) _160
(C) 44
(D) _ 38
(B)___2

267

definitely ves
samnewnas
undecided
prooably not
definitely not

Do you feel the time spent in PAT meetings is made wp for by
increased effectiveness on your job?

(A) 141
(8) 192
(C) _76_
(D) __43

(E)_ 1

463

Definitely ves
Probably ves
Not sure
Probably not
Definitely not

As a result of participating in a PAT, has there been a change in
your attitude towards your fellow team members?

(A) _99
(B) _252_
(C) _t08_
(D) __5_
(2)___1

165

Do you feel

(A) _298
(8) 91
() 41
Dy _'3
(E) 5
465
Considering
worthwhile?
(A) 209
(B) 112
(C) _35_
(D) 6
(E) 3
467

Feel much closer

Feel somewhat closer ,

Essentially no change in attitude “cwards Zellow team members
FPeel same less closer

Feel much less closer

your supervisor suppor%s vour involvement in the PAT program?

cefinitely ves
crobably ves
neutral feelings
probably not
definitelv not

all factors involved, do you foel the PAT activity 1is

definitely ves
probably yes
neutral feelings
probably not
definitely not

62



. 3elow are a variezy < reascns why oecple ars imvelved in F.a.T.
Tay want < add cthers, Please rank your reasons for partisizatich,
{1) = most important, {2) = next most important, StC. SLIASE RANK 4
MORE REASCNS.

“

U
(0]
3

1’

2 1\
e tAy

[ ¥

Crportunizy < contrisute my thougnts <o imgrove work
envirormentz,/sclve locai problems.

8 (3) [[] Greater ocporsinity to be creative at werk.

s (C) [ Sotential PAT awards.

82 (D) [[] Self develemment and growth.

'3 (E) D Greater copertunisy Ior racognizicn of what I Tan =nTrizos
¢4 (7) [ To learn rors atour methods/tachnigues.

33 (G) [] To irter-ralaza tors with others

[N

(8) [] others

e
(W

18. If the PAT process wer2 going to be changed:

a) which of the areas in guestion |7 above would you chance?

4 Tesn, 18 3 133 5 19 7 _: 358 Txtal
all 2[00 <O ol =71 [j G =l
=) wnat areas woull you Cefinliely not change!
¢ Feso. 222 11 ‘4 21 5 1 ‘9 : 106 Tooal
ATl s T oo [0 ¢ s~ al”
19, what i{s vour rcle ané how 1:ng have vou been invelved In The FLALT.
orogram,
Role? How Lonc?
Team Member 313 Months 241 < 12 Mz,
Assistant Team Leader 40 227 > 12 M2,
Team Ieader 84 468
Facilitator 28
463



das your Tean made any “Manacement Fresentations?

388 [ | ves

what is your meior

A)., Huzran Resources -
'3}, Informaticn Ser

(C). Public Affairs

22.

23.

D). Explorazion & Producticn

[ %

vices

E). Research & Develomment

Check applicable box:

198 [] Exemct

270 | |

-

=
-

83

o>

27
51

Non Exempt (Sal. or Hrly.)

1£ yes, how many?

crzanization? (Check Ore)
{F). Chem,/Petro,Products

(G).

(B). Corp. Engr. & Services

(1). Other;

474 Total
24
, Ime. 23
113
20

|

468 Tctal Resp.

Zs this the first time you have participated in the PAT survev?

275

O

Yes

192

O »

64

467 Total
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RESPONSES 10
PARTICIPATIVE ACTION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE

DECEMBER,

1985

12,/30/85

Responses & Weight.ing Factor¥ Graph of Weighted Average Change
Question +2 ] +1 0 -1] -2 Avg. +2 +1 0 -1 -2
1. Have communications between you and your supervisor | N| 44 | 168 | 246 3 1 m
improved? 1 10] 36 ] S3 1 - .54
1
2. Have oxmunications between you and your oco-workers | N| 78 ] 258 | 128 3 0 @é
improved? e| 17] ss] 27] 1| o .88 '
L
3. Has there been a change in teamwork between your N| 57]113]228 4 2 L“){é
work group and your supervigsor? 21 123 37] 49 1 1 .60
g
4. Has there been a change in teamwork among the N| 61}1228) 170 S 1 &
people in your work group? %] 13] 49| 37 1 - .74 ‘
1
5. Do you feel there has been a change in the Nl 76 | 174 | 209 7 0 @«h
productivity of your work group? 8] 16] 37| 45 2 0 .68 ) _
6. Do you feel that you have more influence on N| 47]192] 220 5 1 lﬂ&
decisions that affect your job? %1 10) 41 ] 48 1 - .60
7. Has your supervisor's appreciation of your N| 40]176 | 232 6 2 E}%
contribution. changed? L] 9{ 39| St 1 - .54
8. Do youn see mre opportunities for improvement in N|138]249} 70 ) 3 W
your work area? 8] 30} 54 15 1 - 1.1
11. Has PAT participation changed the way you fecl N|] 56 1205]184 ) 17 2 W
about your job? 8] 12| 44] 40 4 - .64
12. Do you feel the tralning you have received in the . w
PAT program helps make you a more valuable NJ]223]|160| 44 38 2
employec? 81 48] 34} 10 8 - 1.21
* Weiqhting Pactor General Responses Qverall
+2 Great Improvement +.82 o) 1982 Weighted Average Change
+1 Some Improvement
0 Essentially No Charvje 87 g 1983 Weighted Averaje (haje
-1 Worse
-2 Much Worse H.08 sammse 1984 Weighted Average (hage

1.84

[(AARRERN!
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RESPONSES 10
PARTICIPATIVE ACPION TEAM QUESTIONNAIRE
BECEMBER, 1989

Resiponses & Weighting Factor]

Graph of Weighted Average Change

Question 21 +1 o] -1} -2 Avg. +2 +1 0 -1 -2
I
13. Do you feel the time spent in PAT meelings is mule N{141 {1921 76| 43 1 @é
up for hy increased effectiveness on your job? L1 31| 42] 16 9 2 .48
1
14. llas there been a change in your attitude towards Nl 99]252] 108 5 1 ‘&é
your fellow team members? 81 22) 54 2} 1 - .95
15. Do you feel your supervisor supports your nj298 11011 411 19 6 A
involvement in the PAT program? w| 64 ] 22 9 4 1 1.43
!
16. Congidering all facLtors involved, do you feel the NI lri2] 3y 6 ‘ % "-‘-1
PAT process is worthwhile? 8] 66| 24 8 1 1 1.53 i
‘ N %
9. Are you better able to use your personal
capabilities to improve your work environment? Yes 384 83
No 1 17
10. Do all team members in your PAT have about an equal N %
-~ opportunity to make contributions to the PAT
procesa? Yes 449 98
No 7 2
17. Most important reasons for participation: N %
1. Opportunity to contribate my thoughts tc laprove work environment/solve local probleams. 213 52
2. Self development and growth. B2 20
3. To inter~-relate more with others.: 13 8
4. To learn wore about methnds/techniques. 24 6
5. Greater opportunity to be creative at work. 11!} 4
6. Potential PAT awards., . 16 4
7. Greater opportunity for recognition of what T cun contribute. 15 3
8. Other 3
11 100%

Frempt participants

N A

198 42

Nonexempt participants 270 58
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RESPONSES TO P.A.T. QUESTIONHIAIRE

DECEMBER, 1985
% DISTRIMITION T
IMPTOYEES ROIE IN P.A.T, TIME_IN P.AC] pres. M
NON- ASST] UNDER | OVER
QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERATI] | IXiMII] EXEMIZI] | FAC. IDR.} TDR. | MIFMBER 12 M0 12 MO NO YES
1. As a result of participating in a PAT,
have communications between you and your
supervisor improved? (s .an) el (.73 (L68) (.79)] (.47) (.47)] (.62)| (.22)] (.60)
. great improvement 9.5 5.6 12.4)]1w0.0]11.9] 172.5 7.8 8.0) 11.2 2.71 10.7
. some improvement 36.4 35.9| 36.71153.3]45.2| 37.5} 32.1 32.1| 41.0]120.0] 38.9
. essentially no change 53.3 58.5] 49.4]]36.7]141.7] 45.0] 59.2 59.0| 47.0]]74.7| 49.9
. worse 0.7 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.6 0.8 0.4 1.3 0.5
. much worse 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.4 1. 0.0
2. As a result of participating in a PAT,
have communication between you and your L
co~workers lmproved? (.a8)| (.90) (.87)] (.90)] (1.04)(1.08)] (.80) c.om) C.o0)| Conf (.93
. great inprovement 16.7 14,71 18.2]113.3123.5] 22.5] 14 17.6 ] 15.6 4.01 19.1
. sane improvement 55.3 60.1] 51.7]]163.3]56.5] 62.5] 52.2 53.21 56.11]54.7] 55.1
. essentially no change 27.4 25.3| 29.0]]23.3]20.0] 15.0| 32.5 2.8} 27.0|141.3] 25.1
. worse 0.6 0.0 1.1 0.0] 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.4 1.3 0.0 0.4
. much worse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3. As a result of particlpating in a PAT,
has there been a change in teamwork
between your work group and your
supervisor? (.60)] (.59) (.61) (.83)} (.61) (.80)] (.54) (.51) (.69)r (.23)) (.66}
. much more oooperation 12.3 10.7} 13.51]]20.0]13.1 20.0 9.9 9.6 15.0 4.0 13.7
. some more cooperation 37.3 37.1 | 37.5)]43.3]38.1| 40.0] 35.3 32.4) 41.6(]16.0] 40.5¢
. essentlally no change 49.1 52.3| 46.8|]36.746.4| 40.0| 53.6 57.6| 41.2|]78.7] 44.6
. some less oooperation 0.9 0.0 1.5 0.0f 1.2 0.0 0.9 0.4 1.3 1.3 0.8
. much leas oooperation 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0} 1.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.5
4. As a result of participating in a PAT,
has there been a change in teamwork
among the people in your work group? T ey )] C.eo) (.eo) (.78) (.69) )] s sl (L77)
. mch mre cooperation 1.1 12.2] 1.8 1A.2 1118 12,5 12.7 13.6 ] 12.1 4.0 14.6
sane uore oooperat.ion 49.0 52.3| 46.6 || 50.0]58.8] 52.5] 45.4 44.4] S3.21142.1] 49.9
. essentially no dhange 16.6. 5.0 37.7 n.0f20.2) 35.01 40.4 41.2 323 (5.9 34.0
. some less ocvoperation 1.1 0.% 1.5 3.3 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.8 1.7 0.4 1.3
. mch less cooperation 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.3
= 4 2.00)

( ) Nambers in parentheses are weighted average change factors (maximum = ¢
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5. As a result of participating in a PAT,
do you feel there has been a change in
the productivity of your work group? Comf| o)) (|| (oo a0 (.68) (.64) (.5e) (.a)] (.29 (.1%)
. significant increase 16.3 14.1 17.9 13.3121.21 20.0] 13.9 13.6 | 18.6 1.31 18.48
. slight increase 37.3 39.4 15.8 11 43.3 ] 3141 32.51 37.9 32.81 41.5}|28.0} 39.2
. no noticeable change 44.9 44,4 45.2 1] 43.3]44.7| 42.5] 46.8 51.6| 39.01]69.3] 40.5
. slight decrease 1.5 2.0 1.1 0.0] 0.0 5.0 1.5 2.0 0.9 1.3 1.5
significant decrcase 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6. As a result of participating in a PRT,
do you feel that you have more
influence on decisions that affect your

job? : (.60) | (.57 (.62)| (.87) (.65)] (.68) (.54) (.58) (.62)r (.47) (.62)
. much, more influence 10.1 8.6 11.2]120.0] 9.5] 15.0 6.3 10.4 9.4 4.01 11
. sanewhat more influence 41.3 40.4| 42.0[}146.7]47.6] 37.5] 39.4 39.6 | 43.4]]140.0] 41.1
. about the same influence 47.3 50.5| 44.91133.3141.7] 47.5} 50.8 486.0| 46.81]|54.7| 46.6
. samewhat less influence 1.1 0.5 1.5 0.0} 1.2 0.0 1.2 1.6 0.4 1.3 1.0
. much less influence 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.0] 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3
7. As a result of participating in a PAT,
has your supervisor's appreciation of
your work performance changed? (.54 (.50) (.58)| (.87)f (.66)] (.78) (.44 )F (.49) (.59)]] (.28)| (.fi())r
. wuch nore appreciation 8.7 5.61 11.1]]110.0]111.0} 20.0 6.6 9.0 9.0 2.7 9.7
. somewhat more appreciation 38.9 39.3| 38.6]66.7]143.9] 40.0] 33.4 33.1| 43.4})27.0} 40.7
. essentially no change 50.1 54.1] 48.1]123.3]45.1] 37.5| 57.8 56.3| 45.9[]|67.6] 46.1
. sonevhal. less appreciation 1.3 1.0 1.5 0.0f 0.0 2.5 1.6 1.2 1.3 V.4 1.3
. much less appreciation 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.4 0.4 1.4 0.3
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EMPIOYEES ROIE IN P.A.T. TIME IM P.A.1 PRIS. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER
QUESTION AND RESPONSES OVERALI{ | FXEMP1] EXFMI”I] | FAC. IDR.|] IDR. | MEMBEK 12 MO 12 MO. N0 YN
8. As a result of participating in a PAT,

do you see more opportuniiies for
improvement in your work area? {(1.11) (l.O])* (1.16)| | (1.00)(1.17)(1.20)] (1.10) (o) Craesyt (roos)(n.12)
. many more opportunities 29.7 23.2 ) 3.5]]20.0}31.3) 40.0| 29.5 28.7 ] 32.1]]22.4] 3.3
. a few more opportunities 53.6 58.6 | 49.81]60.0]|57.8] 42.5 53.4 55.8| 50.91]{60.5] 52.0
. essentially no change 15.1 16.2] 14.2]120.0] 7.2] 15.0] 16.0 13.9] 15.4|]15.8] 14.9
. a few less pportunities 1.1 1.5 0.8 0.0] 3.6 2.5 9.3 0.4 1.3 0.0 1.3
. many fewer opportunities 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.0] 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.8 0.4 1.3 0.5

9. As a result of participating in a PAT,
are you better able to use your
personal capabilities to improve your

work environnent? 83.3 84.0| 82.81|90.0}88.0] 79.5] 862.0 85.0| 82.1 86.5] 82.5
. Yes : 16.7 16.0| 17.2{|10.0}112.1] 20.5]| 18.0 15.0 17.91113.5} 171.5
. No

10. Do all teamn members in your PAT have
about an equal opportunity to make
contributions to the PAT process?

. Yes 98.5 98.0| 98.9}]100.498.8] 95.0] 98.5 99.2] 97.5|1100.(0 98.0
. No 1.5 2.0 1.1 0.0 1.2 5.0 1.5 0.8 2.5 0.4 2.0
11. Has PAT participation changed the way .
you feel about your ‘job? .6d)l (.55 (.70 (.90)] (.74)] (.8%) (.57) (.66) (.62} (.48) (.66)
. much more satisfied 12.1 9.1 14.31123.3 131 25.0 9.0 11.6 12.8 4.0 1).4
. somewhat more satisfied 44.2 39.4| 47.7]146.7|51.2] 35.0| 44. 46.8 | 41.9]]45.3] 44.2
. essentially no change 39.7 48.5 | 233.1)]26.7}32.1| 40.0| 42.0 38.4| 39.7]|46.7} 38.1
. sanewhat less satisfied 3.7 3.0 4.1 3.3 3.6 0.0 4.3 2.8 5.1 2.7 4.0
. much less satlisfied 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.4 0.4 1.3 0.1
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12. o you feel the training you have
received in the PAT program helps mike
you a more valuable anmployee? Cr20 ] sy e2nf (eso)(1.50)(1.45)) (1.07) (1.26) (1.14) ] (1.21)(1.20)
. Definitely yos 47.8 4.9 | 52.81170.0161.9] 65.0] 39.5 48.2 | 46.2|[42.1| 48.0
. Sanewhat 34.3 40.41 29.71113.3]29.81 z2.5} 34.8 36.7 | 32.6]]44.7} 32.9
. Undecided 9.4 9.6 9.1 13.3 4.8 5.0 1.0 8.0 11.0 6.6 10.1
. Probably nol 8.1 9.1 7.4 3.3 3.6 7.5 10.1 6.4 9.8 5.3 8.8
. Definitely not 0.4 0.0 0.7 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.4 0.4 1.3 0.1
13. Do you feel the time spent in PAT
meetings is nade up tor by increased
effectiveness on your job? (.a8)|| .6} (1.04)] (r.04)(1.02)(1.02) (.81) (.90)] (.86)| (.80)f (.89)
. Definitely yes 30.5 19.4 8.6 34.5 1 4.5 315.0) 27.5 26.8 30.9 11211 3.
. Probably yes 41.5 45.4 38.6 || 41.4140.5| 42.5| 42.6 44.4 39.9 ] 51.31 39.8
. Not sure 16.4 20.9 | 13.v}[17.2]172.9} 15.0] 16.1 16.0] 16.7]]17.1] 16.5
. Probably not 9.3 12.2 7.1 6.91 7.1 5.01 10.8 9.2 9.4 7.9 9.9
. Dbefinitely not 2.4 2.0 2.6 0.01( 0.0 2.5 3. 1.6 3.0 2.6 2.3
14. As a result of participating in a PAT,
has there been a change In your attitudc
towards your fcllow team members? C.9s)fl (.aey] (.95 (1.00)(1.01)(1.05)f (.91) (.96)] (.93)] (.91} (.99)
. Feel much closer 21.3 21.3] 21.3}}20.7123.8] 22.5}| 20.3 20.31 22.2}}16.4] 21.4
. Peel samewhat: closer 54.2 54,8 | 53.7}{58.6|56.0] 60.0] 52.2 56.21 50.9]}%4.0] 54.4
. Essentially no change in attitule 23.2 22.81 23.51]20.7117.91 17.5] 26.4 22,71 25.21]127.6] 22.7
. Feel some less closer 1.1 0.5 1.% 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.9 0.8 1.3 0.0 1.3
. Feel mach less closer 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.}
15. Do you feel your supervisor supports
your involvement in the PAT program? (r.anf| (154 (1.35)] ] (1.60)(1.54)(1.93)] (1.37) (1.40) (1.45)f] (1.37)(1.44)
. bhefinitely yos 64.1 9.2 60.31]166.7]167.9] 65.0] 61.2 61.6] 64.3]]160.5] 63.9
. DProbably ves 21.7 19.7) 23.24126.7}]21.4] 25.0] 22.5 21,21 23.0{]26.3] 21.7
. Neutral feelings 8.8 7.1 10 6.7 7.1 7.5 9.5 10.0 7.2 5.3 9.1
. Probably not 4.1 4.0 4.1 0.0} 3.6 2.5 4.9 4.0 4.3 5.9 4.0
nefinitely not 1.3 0.0 2.3 0.0] 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.2 1.3 2.6 1.0
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16. Considering all factors involved, do

you feel the PAT activity is
worthwhile? (l.S])J (1.47) (1.58) (1.7())(1.611)(1.50*(I.A'I)F (1.58) (1.anf] (1.48)(1.53)

. definitely yes 66.2 60.1{ 70.6176.7]173.8] 67.5| 62.4 68.9| 62.7]]64.5}) 65.6
. probably yes 24.0 29.3 ]| 20.1][16.7]21.4] 22.5]| 26.0 23.1| 25.4|]23.7] 24.6
. neutral feelings 7
. probably not ' 1
. definitely not 1

9.2
0.0
2.6

6.4
0.4
1.2

[ SN SRS,
NLno

3.6
1.2
0.0

oo o
SO~

5 8.6 6.7

3 1.0 1.5

1 i.0 1.1 .

17. Below are a variety of reasons why
people are involved in P.A.T.'s and you
may want to add others. Please rank
your most jmportant reason for
participation.

. Opportunity to contribute my thoughtsg
to improve work environment/solve
local problems. 51.6 46.01 56.1 )}

. Greater opportunity to be creative af]
work. 4

. Potential PAT awards. 3

. Self development and growth. 19

. Greater opportunity for recognition
of what I can oontribute. 3.6 4.3

. To learn more about methods/techniq. 5.8 6.0

. To inter-relate more with others 8.0 10.8

. Other 2.9 4.3

Wad I N
* s e
A DV -
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2 DISTRIBUTTON

MPILOYLEES ROIE IN P.A.T. TIME IN P.A.Y PRES. MADE
NON- ASST. UNDER | OVER | [
QUESTION AND RESPONSES ’ OVERALI] | EXEMH] EXIFMIT FAC. IDR.] L[DR. | MEMBER 12 MO 12 MO NO YIS
18. If the PAT procuss were going to he
changed: which of the areas in questior
17 above would you change?
. Opportanity to contribute my thoughts
to improve work environment/solve
local problems. 5.0 1.4 5.9 3.6 4.6 3.1 5.2 4.1 5.4 3.6 5.1
. Greater opportunity to be creative at
work. ' 0.8 0.0 1.4 0.0} 1.5 0.0 1.2 0.5 1.6 0.0 1.0
. DPotential PAT awards. 36.1 33.0 0 37.7(|60.7]143.9] .3 3.l 30.6 | 41.2{]23.6] 37.7
Self development and growth. 1.6 1.4 1.8 0.0} 0.0 6.3 1.6 2.1 1.1 5.5 1.0

Greater opportunity for recoynition
of what 1 can ocontribute,

To learn more about methods/techniq.
To inter-relate moure with others

. Other )

. None 4

.
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what arcas would you detinitely not
change?

opportunity to contribute my thought:
to improve work environment/solve
local problems,

Greater opportunity to be creative al
work. 3.6
. Potential PAT awards. 5.2
Self development and growth. 6.9
Greater opportunity for recognition
of what 1 can oontribute, ]
10 learn wmore about methods/techniq. 3.
To inter-relate more with others 6.
Other 0

72.0 714 69.6)]54.2100.0] 58.3 74.3 73.8] 71.6||b4.4] 70.0
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overall weighted Averages (.808) (.84)l (.91) (1.03)] (.99)] (1.01)] (.82) (.86)
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