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Abstract

This paper extends the application of dilemma theory from studying individuals, to what actually happens, at the level of intercultural encounter in managerial teams, by applying dilemma theory to intercultural team dynamics. It adopts a phenomenological perspective drawing on Hampden-Turner’s dilemma theory and Levinas’ philosophy of ethical hermeneutics. It explores the concepts of virtuous and vicious circles, task and process knowledge creation and management development implications.

Primarily qualitative methods of data collection were applied to an intense longitudinal study of small intercultural group process dynamics. Data was obtained from two culturally diverse leaderless teams, by a new hermeneutic variant of dilemma methodology involving the triangulation of semi-structured interviews, audiotaped team discussions and team diaries.

The more cohesive group tended to dilemma resolution and embracing diversity. The other group worried about diversity, ignored individual concerns, almost fragmented, were less able to resolve dilemmas and tended to splitting, before cathartic intervention.
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Intercultural   Management   Teams:   Dilemma   Theory   –   Knowledge   Creation 

There is a remarkable paucity of research on the particular phenomenon of diversity encountered when people from several nationalities come to work together (Canney Davison, 1995). This seems surprising, when one considers that such teams are proliferating as globalism advances. They affect the fortunes of joint ventures, partnerships, mergers, acquisitions etc. They are, therefore, of both academic and business interest. In addition, the small group is an intermediary stage between the individual and society. Small groups/teams represent a microcosm of the larger problem, but with the extraordinary capacity to solve the socio-emotional problems which probably afflict the larger system. This paper outlines a methodology, which can analyse both inter-cultural encounters and team process, in intercultural teams. As such this paper falls under the rare category of research which examines “intercultural” situations (Usunier 1998, p9) of “cultural synergy” (Adler, 1983, pp31-32), rather than comparison of cultures.

This paper reports on the hermeneutic phenomenological qualitative methodology used which was based on the dilemma theory of Charles Hampden-Turner (Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars, 2000) and the ethical hermeneutics of Emmanuel Levinas (1961, 1981, 1987, 1989), to analyse team process, i.e., the interactions which occurred in team discussions. The research is hoping to extend the application of methodologies based on dilemma theory used to examine individual managers (Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars, 2000), by examining the interactions between such individuals from a number of national cultures, in leaderless intercultural teams.

The paper proceeds by outlining why this methodology represents an advance in the study of intercultural teams. It then goes on to describe dilemma theory, and briefly reviews the very broad literature on culture and groups. The methodological approach adopted in the research it then outlined in detail before the findings are presented in summary form. The paper ends by discussing the implications of this research for both practitioner and academic communities, and suggests ways in which both groups can extend the research.

1.
Intercultural teams
Although there is little written on the particular phenomenon of diversity found in intercultural teams, there is significant literature on the phenomenon of process in diverse small groups and the positive effects of heterogeneity on decision-making performance. The majority of research shows that groups which are heterogeneous in ethnicity (Ling, 1990; Watson et al, 1993), gender (Hoffman, Harburg and Maier, 1962), attitudes (Triandis, Hall and Ewen, 1965), can be more creative, especially in terms of quality of ideas (McLeod and Lobel, 1992) than homogeneous groups (Kirchmeyer and McLellan, 1991). Triandis et al (1965) suggest that this is because of greater differences in perspectives.

Koestler (1964) defines creativity as the “bi-sociation” of two matrices of thought previously remote from each other, hence novel in their combination. Creativity is quite likely to fail, but when it succeeds, is likely to be outstandingly novel. Heterogeneous groups bring together ‘matrices of thought, previously remote from each other’. It is, therefore, not surprising that Kovatch (1976, reported in Adler 1991) found that heterogeneous groups tend either to be very much more successful (Hall and Williams, 1966) than much more homogeneous groups or very much less successful than more homogeneous groups. Hill’s (1982) statistical pooling, that heterogeneous groups failed to live up to their potential, illuminates this. This adds to the potential value of success and potential cost of failure. O’Bannon and Gupta (1993) theorised that increasing heterogeneity improves performance until a point where the dis-benefits begin to outweigh the benefits – a curvilinear relationship. They also suggest that heterogeneity of cognitive resources coupled with homogeneity of social cohesion factors will generate the best corporate performance. 

It might be that the positive effects of heterogeneity apply to heterogeneity of certain types, up to a certain degree and only in certain organisational circumstances (O’Bannon and Gupta, 1993). There may be important connections between their work and work which describes ‘cross-cultural competence’ (e.g., Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars, 2000). A conclusion might be drawn that if the level of ability to deal with difference is higher, a more diverse team will be more effective, whereas if the team members embrace diversity with less fervour, a lower level of diversity might be preferable, even at the expense of creativity.

There is therefore a gap in our knowledge, within the framework of what is known about diversity in general, in spite of the important value of intercultural management teams and therefore the considerable value to those organisations. This means that decisions about investments in such teams remain risky, with a high cost of failure. Training managers likely to participate in such teams in how to achieve dilemma resolution stands to generate significant advantage. Intervention in those teams in danger of experiencing a vicious circle, tending to splitting, is likely to be of considerable remedial value and will also help generate process knowledge.

2.
Dilemma Theory

The intellectual antecedents of dilemma theory are adumbrated in Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars’ brief description, based on 15 bodies of knowledge (2000, Appendix1, pp345-348). Besso-Cowan (2003) includes a more comprehensive exploration, which also suggests a derivation based on the Jewish legal system/way of life, “Halacha”, as an alternative to Hampden-Turner’s (Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars, 2000) approach, which is based on Greek mythology. A brief introduction to dilemma theory follows.

The word dilemma, (ί(((((, comes from two Greek words, δι- (DI-) + λήμμα assumption, premiss. The Greek implies a premiss or assumption comprising two elements, neither of which have the negative connotations which some perceive in the English word dilemma. Dilemma theory views a dilemma as a crisis of meaning, not necessarily for all mankind, but for a particular society, group or team, that has interpreted its environment and cannot see its way to achieving two or more contrasting objectives. For example, one dilemma faced by the teams studied was that of immense time pressure requiring each team member to carry out a division of the task, but can there be confidence that this has been carried out properly? This is not insoluble but is a “pragmatic dilemma” (Watzlawick et al, 1967, p192), perhaps critical for the group involved. The number and severity of those dilemmas depends in large measure on the interpersonal and intercultural sophistication of that group.

Hampden-Turner’s structuralist approach to culture is that culture is the habituated and realised way that people resolve the dilemmas of everyday life. He looks for differences (“emic” (Sapir, 1929)) in the way different cultures resolve basic universal (“etic” (Sapir, 1929)) dilemmas. Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars’ well known seven “etic” dilemmas (1998, pp8-10) are:

Relation to people: 



Relation to nature:
universalism <-> particularism 

inner-directed <-> outer directed

individualism <-> communitarianism

achievement <-> ascription


Relation to time:
specific <-> diffuse 

neutral <-> affective* 



sequential time <-> synchronous time

(* This dimension is not a true bipolar dilemma and is less used in recent publications.)

The two horns of these dilemmas are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Indeed they an be mutually enriching if those facing the dilemmas are prepared to grasp both horns and listen to the “music” (Hall 1959) of the interaction between the poles, and seek a resolution that integrates both. The destructive alternative is to vaunt one horn to the exclusion of the other. Rather than seeking a cybernetic system, being a virtuous self-reinforcing circle tending to integration or synergy (Benedict (Maslow, 1963), Maslow, 1954)), there is a destructive splitting (Bateson (1976), Klein (Segal, 1979), Laing (1965), Bion (1961)) or bifurcation of the values. Bateson (1976, pp42-46, pp127-128, pp294-295) calls this “schismogenesis” – “the progressive splitting in the structure of ideas”. This will lead to a vicious circle tending to an ecological crisis (see especially Bateson’s (1976, pp280-309) work on alcoholism).

Hampden-Turner follows Bateson in viewing values as differences, not as things. The significance of this paradigm cannot be over stressed. It transforms the conventional epistemology of objects in public space. Instead of regarding e.g., courage and caution, as two opposed Aristotelian classifications, we see that they were never, in fact, separable, in that we show courage in order to return to a life of relative caution. Each value is rather a contrasting position on a single continuum, upon which those making value judgements move back and forth.

The context of the research was intercultural team process at work, so we shall now examine culture at work and then team process.

3.
Culture

Although Dilemma Theory forms the backbone of the methodology, it also draws on the concept of culture. Schein’s (1985) view was that culture is the way in which a group of people solves problems and reconciles dilemmas. Geertz (1973) suggested that culture is the means by which people communicate, perpetuate and develop their knowledge about attitudes towards life and that culture is the fabric of meaning in terms of which human beings interpret their experience and guide their action.

There are two very large databases of measurement of culture in work organisations, based on responses to questionnaires: Hofstede (1980) and Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars (1998). Hofstede’s results are presented on various dimensions, two of which appear to be dilemmas, but are not, because for him, e.g., more individualism means less communitarianism. His model is descriptive rather than dynamic and therefore not suitable for the analysis of group process. The more recent versions of the Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars questionnaire offer reconciliatory responses in addition to compromise and unipolar responses to each dilemma posed. Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars’ approach gains momentum but has come under attack from Hofstede (1996). His criticisms have been dealt with robustly by Woolliams (1997). 

Canney Davison (1995) questions almost rhetorically whether reconciliation is possible. It seems clear that it is possible, although not necessarily at the level of initial description. There are also dilemmas posed to people which are deliberately presented as having no apparent acceptable resolution, so as to persecute those people (e.g., Sophie’s Choice (Styron, 1980)). In contrast, Hampden-Turner’s dilemmas are framed positively, although a vicious circle tending to splitting is a potential outcome. Even though Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner’s questionnaire allows for reconciliation, it nevertheless measures individual choices at a moment in time and not the longitudinal dynamic of group process. A qualitative variant of the dilemma perspective is more appropriate to measure culture in the dynamic cybernetic environment of team process. 

It is important to deal with the question of whether the interaction of national cultures (located externally to the individuals) is the dominant factor in an intercultural team or whether the interaction of individual psychologies of the team members (located internally in their individual psyches) is dominant. It is important because it might influence the methodological choice. In a sample of two teams, statistical analysis will be of such low validity as to verge on uselessness in attempting to separate the effects of psychology and sociology. However, rather than considering this issue as an either/or decision, psychologically influenced <-> sociologically influenced can be perceived as a dilemma, with strong  ‘family resemblances’ (in the sense described by Wittgenstein (1951) and (1953, §67)) to the inner-directed <-> outer-directed family of dilemmas of Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998, p141, inspired by Rotter, 1966, p1-28). Both influences will be significant. Choice of one or the other would be to vaunt one horn of a dilemma and ignore the other – an inappropriate approach from a dilemma theory perspective.

Culture is a primarily sociological construct and the qualitative approach to dilemma theory comes from that tradition. Nevertheless, the psychological perspective was not ignored in this research. The three quantitative instruments completed by the research subjects, as part of the programme, all have a psychological basis. Dilemma theory itself draws on the theories of the neo-Freudians, in particular Jung. Jung’s position on paired characteristics was that a developing individual incorporated his ‘shadow’ into his dominant ‘persona’ to develop his ‘self’, in such a way as to be able to deploy either aspect as appropriate. 

The Myers Briggs Type Indicator which was used, although also based on Jungian theory, forces choice between the two horns of each of the four dilemmas. It does not allow for the reconciliation proposed by Jung and there is a tendency to think that the respondent should ‘play to their strengths’, rather than strive for Jung’s ‘coincidentia oppositorium’ (Campbell, 1971) to form the ‘self’. Kolb’s Learning Styles Inventory (Kolb, 1984) has a similar weakness in that it forces choice of one or other polarity on each of the two dimensions explored and does not allow for reconciliation.

In contrast, the Thomas Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument plots responses to the assertiveness <-> cooperativeness dilemma on a graph (see immediately below), which resembles the grids of Blake and Mouton (1964, cited by Kilmann and Thomas, 1974). The model allows for dilemma reconciliation (collaborating), as illustrated in Figure 1, immediately below.

Figure 1:
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4.
Teams

Whereas Katzenbach and Smith (1993) have constructed a five-level typology of small groups which makes a distinction between teams and groups, Hackman (2002) sees little value in such a distinction. The precise terminology seems less significant than whether the small group concerned engages in sufficiently intense debates to allow potential for dilemma resolution, leading to the creation of knowledge. Referring to Katzenbach and Smith’s (1993) typology, it is also worth pointing out that it is difficult to set out to research a “high performance team” since they are relatively rare and not identifiable until the researcher actually carries out his research. One is indeed fortunate if one can locate a few “real teams” (e.g., the teams studied), prepared to submit themselves to observation and analysis! 

According to reviews by Hill and Gruner (1973) and Shambaugh (1978), there are two schools of thought about team process:

· sequential:


most usefully here, Tuckman (1965), but also Moreland and Levene (1982, 1988), Worchel et al (1992), Levinger (1990), Hopper (1950);

· recurring:

Schutz (1958, 1966) and Bion (1961), Thelen (Stock and Thelen, 1958, Thelen, 1956, Thelen, Stock et al, 1954), Dunphy (1964).

Dilemma theory can accommodate both views and resolve them. Using Tuckman’s (1965) terminology, groups come together (Forming), dilemmas are surfaced as the preliminary consensus is challenged (Storming), resolution occurs (Norming) allowing effective task activity (Performing). Task performance continues until the resolutions of dilemmas which had appeared appropriate, come under renewed challenge. The whole process recurs. The entire recurring sequence reflects the team grasping both horns of the task <-> process dilemma. By its very existence, the small group potentially resolves the dilemma of individualism <-> communitarianism. To be effective, it must also resolve the task <-> process dilemma.

5.
Implications for knowledge management

One of the more prominent writers on knowledge management is Peter Senge (1990). His perspective is that knowledge arises out of cybernetic processes. Actions have unintended consequences which generate positive and negative feedback loops, which add to knowledge. A team acts and then receives feedback, which occurs from both within the team and from outside of the team. The team will, to the extent that it chooses and is able, study the feedback and generate new knowledge. A team can be considered as a goal seeking, feedback-generating mechanism, which can generate knowledge. Team process generates knowledge and dilemma theory is the way to analyse this process, to assist the team in improving their process and thereby their management.

6.
The development and application of the Methodology

Primarily qualitative methods of data collection were applied to an intense study of small intercultural group processes over time. Data was obtained from two leaderless, culturally diverse teams of six people and was subjected to hermeneutic analysis of semi-structured interviews, transcripts of audiotaped team discussions and the teams’ collective written descriptions of their progress. ‘Between method’ triangulation (Denzin, 1978) of these three methods can be considered as a hermeneutic variant of dilemma methodology. It allowed the patterns of interactions in the teams, arising out of the interactions of values and their resolution or otherwise, to be measured and team process dynamics to be described.

Other than training teams, it is notoriously difficult to find intercultural management teams on which to carry out research. It is also difficult logistically for one researcher to carry out significant longitudinal research on team process on several teams. These problems were overcome to a significant extent. Two intercultural teams of participants taking the MBA programme at Cranfield University volunteered to submit the parallel lives of their teams to process research. Both teams comprised three British men, one British woman, one foreign woman and one foreign man. They carried out the same tasks over the same period. Each team member was very highly motivated to succeed and worked extremely hard under significant pressure. The MBA programme was structured so that the heavy workload required significant cooperation among the team members. For the team members, team success was critical and very “real”.

The research question was: “What insights can be gained from applying dilemma theory to intercultural team dynamics”. It was essential that the methodology chosen, in this exploratory research, to investigate the research question should illuminate both cultural issues and team dynamics. 

Epistemologically, we are examining a world comprising dilemmas, which are differences on continua, both positive ends of each of which need to be maintained and developed. Thus dilemmas are not exceptional or unfortunate circumstances, nor evidence of having made a mistake, but the natural form, which values take. Ontologically, we are examining the relationships between values, which develop or degrade both. We reconcile polarities to find meaning. This process could lead to virtuous or vicious circles of activity, tending respectively to resolution or to splitting. The unit of analysis is the binary digit constituting a dilemma. It is within these contexts that the methodology, described below, was developed.

Quantitative research involving enormous samples (Hofstede (1980) and Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997)) attempts to measure an individual respondent’s position on dimensions at a particular moment in time. This is not the same as a group member caught up in the group’s dynamics and responding situationally and interactively. Thus human relationships are perceived as cybernetic processes. The hermeneutic variant of dilemma methodology chosen for this exploratory research, is an interpretivist, inductive, qualitative approach. 

The intention had been to base the research on hermeneutic analysis of the tape recorded group meetings of the two groups, over a two-week period and then triangulate the data with data derived from semi-structured interviews and from biweekly diaries prepared in the form of assessed responses to questions from the Human Resource Management faculty. In practise, the audiotapes were used to test whether the interviews and biweekly diaries reflected the taped reality of group discussion and activity. This was because the “storming” process (Tuckman, 1965) of team development, during which dilemmas tend to be surfaced, occurred during different chronological periods. [One team stormed dramatically during the period taped. The other did not, but stormed, to a lesser extent, later on in the life of the team, unfortunately after the taping had ceased.]

The semi-structured interviews took about one hour and comprised 15 questions about personal information and the experience of working in leaderless groups and the prior expectations compared with what was actually experienced. Notes were taken, in full view of the interviewee, after seeking his/her permission. One interviewee was so upset by her description of group process, that s/he requested that that part of the interview be kept private. The ethics of research required compliance with his/her request.

Completion of the Biweekly Human Resource Management assessments was itself part of the programme and an illuminating window on how each group carried out a discrete task. By having to focus on team process, the group was required to make explicit some tacit norms (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).

7.
Analysis of the interviews and diaries

Analysis of dilemmas was based on the eight-stage approach of Hampden-Turner (1990). A similar method of analysis was used in each case. Both sets of documents were read many times over, alternating with reading and thinking about the dilemmas in the books of Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars and in the then current Trompenaars Hampden-Turner questionnaire. Gradually, phrases, which suggested the presence of dilemmas, became noticeable. Dilemmas appeared invisible until it became clear how to find them and then they seemed to appear ‘everywhere’ – rather like stars becoming visible at dusk. It was extremely difficult to notice anything initially, which was very dispiriting.  The problem was resolved by identifying a few key dilemmas, which are inherent in the nature of team working and then searching for those dilemmas Gradually others emerged from the page. There were also certain issues, which recurred or appeared once (but very significantly) but were not dilemmas. However, their importance demanded their inclusion in some way.

In addition to the search for dilemmas, analysis was informed by the various models of team process, in particular, Tuckman’s (1965) sequential model and the Bion (1961), Thelen (1954, 1956) and Dunphy (1964) recurring model and the Schutz (1958, 1966, 1967) recurring model.

The primary data sources were twelve interviews, transcribed into Microsoft Word, and two sets of five biweekly assessments. By means of ‘cutting and pasting’ portions of text using the software, comments on particular dilemmas or issues of interest by each team member were cut and pasted into a table with six vertical columns, one for each team member, one table for each of the two teams. Each horizontal row comprised the comments of all team members on a particular dilemma or issue of interest. This facilitated comparison of team members’ comments. The comments of each team were summarised into two parallel columns and then the two summaries compared, issue by issue.

The data from the Biweekly HRM (Human Resource Management) assessments were presented in narrative chronologically ordered form, quoting from the documents and comparing the responses of the teams to the to the three or four questions posed in each assessment. A comparison was made after each pair of responses. This is an atypical method of presenting the data. More usual would have been a collection of comments on particular issues or dilemmas. However, the advantages of being able to follow the chronological development of the two teams and being able to compare that parallel development, outweighed the advantages of the more typical form of presentation. The comments harvested from the assessments were then summarised in a chronological table with two parallel columns recording the approach of each team to dilemmas and issues.

The 60 audiotapes were listened to repeatedly and then the more interesting portions transcribed. Interpretative comments based on the progress to dilemma resolution or splitting were then inserted in the text in a contrasting font. A full example of a major ‘Storming’ (Tuckman 1965) event covering much of three 90-minute tapes is presented in Besso-Cowan doctoral thesis (2003). The content of the tapes proved the veracity of the statements made in the interviews and the Biweekly HRM assessments.

The particular variant of analysis chosen challenges a strict phenomenological approach, which would suggest approaching data with a ‘completely open mind’ or epoché. According to Natanson (1966, p6), “the central endeavour of phenomenology is to transcend [what Husserl calls] the natural attitude of daily life in order to render it an object for philosophical scrutiny and in order to describe and account for its essential structure”. Epoché, Husserl’s ‘completely open mind’, means that “the phenomenologist suspends his complicity and participation in the ‘natural attitude’” (Burrell and Morgan, 1979, p233). In contrast, Schutz (1967) specifically recognises that the analysis of meaning in everyday social life does not require the transcendental knowledge yielded by the phenomenological reduction. In his study of the social world, he abandons the strictly phenomenological method. He accepts the existence of the social world as presented in the natural attitude. The data was analysed in this research, through the ‘intellectual spectacles’ of dilemma theory, by means of the hermeneutic 

8.
Findings

Overall the quantitative tests suggest that Red Team was predisposed to dilemma resolution whereas Yellow Team was not. In particular, the Thomas Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument, in particular, showed that Red Team had a predominance of collaborators and compromisers whereas Yellow team had a predominance of competitors.

The volume of data and analysis thereof in this study was enormous. A sample of each of the three types of qualitative data is contained in the appendices to this paper.

From the Biweekly HRM notes (see Appendix 1 for sample data and analysis), the following findings emerged. Yellow Team was unable to resolve the task-process dilemma; indeed, they did not appear to understand the nature or process until towards the end. They were unable to resolve their competing individualities to allow for productive communitarian activity. Most importantly, there was a breakdown in trust that the division of labour would be honoured by all team members. This is particularly well exhibited in the audiotape transcripts summarised in appendix 3. There was an inappropriate attempt at leadership, yet no significant attempts at inclusion. ‘Otherness’ (in the sense of alterity, in this case that the ‘Other’ is perceived as diverse from the perceiver) was not embraced and it was only when Yellow team was almost at the point of schismogenesis that the team invited a consultant – a cathartic moment. After this intervention, storming abated, norms were established and effective performance began.

Red Team resolved dilemmas rather well. However, the team was not without flaws. Arguably, they were excessively polite which constrained the speed of their sequencing.

From the interviews (see Appendix 2 for sample data and analysis) the following observation can be made. Each Yellow Team member was described as stubborn by at least one other team member. Some Yellow Team members were concerned over leadership and its apparent absence in a leaderless team. The structure – flexibility dilemma was less well resolved in Yellow Team. Also, ‘otherness’ was trampled on, creating extreme distress in one case, whereas the more obviously ‘other’ members of the Red team were embraced by their colleagues. Red team worked hard at their relationships whereas Yellow team did not until their cathartic experience, towards the end of the team’s life.

From the taped conversations it is possible to triangulate as valid and reliable the findings that emerged from the two other forms of data. The main part of the content of 3 of the 60 audiotapes is contained in Appendix 3. It is interspersed with analysis and conclusions so that the process is demonstrated.

Four particular dilemmas were noted as being very significant to the leaderless, intercultural teams studied and they appear to be inherent in the nature of team working:

-
individualism
<->
communitarianism

-
universalism
<->
particularism

-
dependence 
<->
independence (reconciled by interdependence)

-
task

<->
process

Each team used its own vocabulary (informant’s model), which did not necessarily include the terms in the paragraph above. However, while the vocabulary of the research subjects is to be preferred, the confusion in Yellow team’s use of the terms, “task” and “process” was a significant stumbling block to their comprehension of their predicament. For this reason, sometimes, the use of more widely agreed terms is more appropriate and illuminating.

The more cohesive group showed a tendency to dilemma resolution and embracing diversity. The other group worried about diversity, ignored the concerns of the most obviously ‘other’ team member, was distressed and almost fragmented, showing a lesser ability to resolve dilemmas and a tendency to splitting. Both teams realised their prior expectations of the implications of intercultural diversity for team working.

This paper concludes that there is a general ability to resolve dilemmas in cohesive teams which value diversity and a lesser ability in teams, which suffer from considerable disharmony. If a team is considered as a fractal (Mandelbrot 1982) of a larger society, the contribution may have relevance to all forms of diversity.

9.
Implications

Dilemma theory reveals how ideas are synthesised and how social processes are mutually transforming. Value is created by ever-widening integration and syntheses; the reconciliation of dilemmas describes the process by which this occurs. Interactions in groups involve the development of relationships, mutual understanding and shared knowledge. Dilemma theory enables one to diagnose how well relationships have developed in a team, how well knowledge is generated, shared, managed and communicated. Dilemma theory holds up a mirror to team effectiveness. 

Where social cohesiveness was achieved and critically important, diversity embraced, task-based learning is facilitated because the team has engaged with the process issues. When the team was about to split, critical experiential process learning occurred in a team which had hitherto showed all the signs of inability to cope with various forms of ambiguity, for example the challenges to ‘Self’ from ‘Otherness’, and the lack of formal leadership. Thus both task learning and process learning occurred in the laboratory of the intercultural team. Task and process analyses are well known. The critical contribution of dilemma theory to the debate is that it provides a methodology for the analysis of the cybernetic relationships inherent in both teams and intercultural encounters.

Placing managers in cultures with which they are not familiar is a developmental opportunity. It forces them to challenge their preconceptions and to deal in some way with diversity. However, just as we do not throw non-swimmers into water, managers trained in dilemma recognition and resolution are more likely to benefit from intercultural encounters. This experience of diversity will alert the intelligent, perceptive and trained manager to implications for marketing, research and development and production, indeed a variety of culturally affected aspects of business, in addition to the obvious people management implications. Questioning preconceptions is analogous to Kuhn’s (1970) view of science proceeding by anomalies challenging current paradigms, prompting the formulation of new paradigms capable of incorporating the anomalies. It is part of the rules <-> exceptions family of dilemmas.

If difference is seen as a negative influence to be overcome, it is likely that it will not be overcome. A positive or negative attitude to diversity becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. With a negative attitude, it is as though one is starting from a position of distrust with all its negative consequences of lack of harmony, repeated storming, stress and likely sub-optimal performance. This has great practical significance for the formation and training of teams in general and intercultural teams in particular. Indeed, the cathartic experience of the less harmonious team in the research reported in this paper, once the external academic had opened their eyes to the importance of showing an interest in the others, suggests just how valuable such interventions can be. Groups can be assisted out of vicious circles by being enabled to realise which dilemma they are facing and that it does not comprise two unrelated unipolarities. How much less traumatic would an intervention be, if it were to occur prior to, or at team formation?

10.
Conclusions

Dilemma theory is very valuable when dealing with diversity. It is also important in creating value, which arises from the resolution of dilemmas. Teams themselves are reconciliations of dilemmas and provide a laboratory for dilemma resolution and learning and the creation of knowledge.

Appreciating that organisational life is permeated with dilemmas will provide managers with a more sophisticated form of managerial judgement that appreciates this. Enabling managers to attain such appreciation is therefore of potentially great significance in the creation, analysis and utilisation of knowledge, a most important resource in the international firm.
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Appendix 1:
Sample of responses to questions in the Biweekly HRM reports

In this appendix, a small sample is presented, comprising responses to the first two questions posed to all groups in weeks 1 and 2. The Biweekly HRM reports were analysed in chronological order. Then conclusions were drawn from those analyses. The factual information gleaned from the answers to all questions posed in weeks 1 and 2 is presented in summary form at the end of this appendix.

The questions, shown emboldened, are those from the reports. 

Interpretations and conclusions are italicised in order to differentiate them from the paraphrased reports. 

All statements between double quotation marks “…” are direct quotations from the teams’ reports (with the teams’ occasionally idiosyncratic grammar and sentence structure left unchanged). The reports are paraphrased and presented in normal type.

Where the words Forming, Storming, Norming, Performing (and other grammatically related words, e.g., Norm) are used with an initial capital letter, they are intended to have the meaning accorded to them by Tuckman (1965).

The reason for the choice of a chronological presentation, rather than e.g. a thematic presentation, is so that the reader can observe and experience the team’s development unfolding longitudinally.

Weeks One and Two

Q1
How does the learning style inventory help to explain the way in which your learning team operates?

Red team described itself as a balanced team, because of their differences, with two strong accommodators, two strong divergers, one strong converger and one converger close to being an assimilator. The absence of a strong assimilator is reflected in the team’s “suspicion of theoretical models and our weakness in drawing together disjointed ideas.” The team found timekeeping difficult. While they felt that they were “reasonably well focused”, sometimes they allowed themselves to become “sidetracked” and spend too long on “minor issues”. They did not feel that they could attribute this to the absence of an assimilator. They are clearly happy to be working together, describing the atmosphere as “comfortable, open and enthusiastic”.

Yellow team described itself as comprising “extreme examples” of each type, leading to conflict – but they “tolerate differences”. An example of the consequences of the differences was during an exercise where an “‘Accommodator’ was happy to have the correct solution without a full understanding of the theory, whereas a ‘Diverger’ wanted to understand the theory and to be able to apply a model to solve the problem.”

Conclusion:

Red team:

difference seen as creating “balance”

Yellow team:

difference seen as creating conflict – but they “tolerate” it

The issue is not the cultural diversity or indeed any other type of diversity per se. Instead the problem is the reaction of the participants to that diversity. This supports Kovatch’s research (Kovatch 1976, quoted in Adler 1991), which suggest that culturally diverse teams are either very successful or very unsuccessful, rather than average. The reaction to diversity can be either tending to resolution of the issues, or to disintegration.

Figure2:
The Task<->Process dilemma
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Fascination with difference is part of the process.

Q2
What have you learned about yourselves as a learning team over the last fortnight?
Both teams have communications problems, differences in levels of preparation etc. This is inevitable at such an early stage. At this point, the teams would be expected (Tuckman 1965) to be moving through the Forming stage and into the stage at which Storming begins as part of the search for norms.

Red team celebrates its existence: “We have discovered a depth of talent, experience and maturity, which allows us to develop ideas effectively and discuss openly the performance of the team as a whole and the role of each member within it.” The self-praise has some justification, for this team does function rather well and the team members clearly like and respect each other. The HRM reports are an attempt by the teams to present themselves and their work for assessment by faculty. It is therefore not surprising that there should be some celebration of success. However, it should be emphasised that the semi-structured interviews and the tape-recorded discussions support the veracity of the HRM reports as representations of what transpired.  The team members enjoy working with “such a professional and cultural mix”. Diversity is celebrated. 

Despite these positive comments, Red team is frustrated by its “inability to maintain direction consistently or to manage time as we would like; in addition, we are not yet satisfied with the quality of our preparation for team discussions or the efficiency of the formation of our solutions and presentations. These weaknesses have resulted in inconsistent solutions raging from the superficial to the over-detailed.” These comments suggest that all is not as harmonious as initially portrayed. It is interesting, that Red team sees problems within the broad context of success (described before the problems are mentioned). Their liking for each other and mutual respect carries them over some of the bumps in their relationships with each other. Their inability to keep to time and to maintain direction suggest that they are so fascinated by each other and the process of “discovery” in the team, that they are not focusing sufficiently on their tasks. They have a job to do: Cranfield is not a Rive Gauche café discussion circle. They are also very polite to each other. This is not a cause of unalloyed joy, for sometimes it is necessary to address uncomfortable topics, directly, if necessary. Some politeness might need to be sacrificed, in order to allow dilemmas to surface and to be resolved, rather than swept under the carpet of politeness.

Red team’s discussion about “quality of preparation” suggests that the team is still settling in to the Cranfield system of work. Their own team Norms are yet to be established and the Norms of the whole programme are yet to be absorbed.

The dilemmas which appear to cause difficulties for Red team, are those related to Task<->Process and to Time. The dilemma of Individualism<->Communitarianism inherent in the formation of a team (see discussion of this dilemma further on in the response to this question by Yellow team) does not appear to cause the team a problem; indeed, they are enthusiastic about working with each other in a team.

Yellow team argues over “minor details”, even “when there is general overall consensus”. They have “poor individual and group timekeeping”. They are unable to “arrive at common understanding due to different interpretations of the same statement.” They noted “different degrees of personal preparation before Learning Team sessions.” Using the difference in meaning between two French words, they commented that there was “Communication between individuals without real understanding. (The difference between écouter and entendre!)”

Their example of the implications of the problems adumbrated in the above paragraph is that the biweekly report for weeks one and two (1½ pages), took three hours to complete, “due to discussion of fine ‘details’ of content and wording.” “One member volunteered to produce a written summary of the task. During the Learning Team session, another member began to write the summary believing this to be helpful and beneficial to the process. This caused an unfortunate misunderstanding and conflict between two group members which had to be resolved.”

Yellow team’s conclusion on the above two paragraphs seems hardly born out by their earlier comments contained in those two paragraphs: “We can conclude that there is a strong group desire for development and team building based on new found skills, compromise and common objective.” There may indeed be a “desire” for team building but they are not progressing. There is no strong evidence of any “new found ….compromise”. They are saying the right things but not doing them.
There are a number of dilemmas and issues surfacing: 

1. Individualism <-> Communitarianism Dilemma

First, the dilemma of individualism <-> communitarianism which is inherent in the existence of a team. Each team-member remains an individual, with his own objectives and abilities. The purpose of the formation of a team is so that the individual team members are able, by cooperation, to achieve more than they would have done individually. Each individual, if the team is to develop, must take into account team objectives as well as his own – a communitarian perspective. A virtuous circle of individual knowledge, ability and creativity fuelling a greater contribution to the team, which in turn enables each individual to realise his potential to a greater degree than on his own. A vicious circle can be created whereby individuality is jealously guarded, impoverishing the team, which begins to reduce each person’s ability to contribute because too much time is spent in squabbling and recrimination…and so on to collapse.

In the case of the duplicated work mentioned above, one could interpret the behaviour as individual initiative on behalf of the community i.e. the team. However, the resultant behaviours are strongly hostile. The extra work is perceived as implying a lack of trust of the person who volunteered first and an invalidation of their effort. One unfortunate result is that effort expended has been penalised, whereas in an ideal world, effort should be rewarded and if necessarily channelled positively to ensure congruence with team objectives.

2. Time and Rules Dilemmas

A second area of interest relates to the dilemmas of time keeping. Behind Yellow team’s statement, “Tasks often take longer than the time originally allocated to them.”, could lurk several different interpretations. Both teams desire better time keeping. This relates both to the time dilemma and to the dilemma of rules. The time dilemma is sequential (linearly arranged packets of time) <-> synchronous (circular time or a dance of time). Better time keeping usually focuses on sequential aspects, i.e., meeting a succession of targets, although integrating subdivided tasks is a process of synchronising various inputs. The rules dilemma relates to the relative importance of rule keeping and rule setting: who is to say that the time allocations were meaningful? Overly rigid compliance with inappropriate rules is a recipe for a vicious circle.

Another interpretation is that the team-members are unable to concentrate on what matters, perhaps because there are too many other issues unresolved, e.g., power, trust. The parallel preparation of the biweekly report, referred to above, might arise from the desire to be helpful; however, it might also suggest a lack of trust in the other’s ability. If it arises out of the desire to be helpful, it is rather unsubtle and suggests a lack of empathy with the other team member and a lack of effective communication. Why not offer to help before spending time doing so?

3. Specific <-> Diffuse

The Specific <-> Diffuse family of dilemmas includes Analysis <-> Synthesis. The Yellow Team’s argument over details of the HRM report shows a skew towards analysis with a deficit of synthesis, therefore, they are not easily able to concentrate on the overall picture.

Table 1:
Summary of Factual Findings 

	
	Red
	Yellow

	Biweekly HRM Notes Weeks 1-2
	
	

	Attitude to diversity
	Difference creates balance

Fascinated by diversity. 
	Yellow team saw difference as creating conflict.

Yellow team ‘tolerated’ diversity.

	Learning Style Inventory
	Better balance.

May be more predisposed to collaboration.
	Worse balance.

May be less predisposed to collaboration.

	Group process dynamics
	Initial communication problems – forming, storming.
	Initial communication problems – forming, storming.

	Leadership
	Group appoints a facilitator for each piece of work.
	Group appoints a facilitator for each piece of work.

	Virtuous or vicious circles
	Red team institutes regular reviews: double loop leaning: allows virtuous circle to begin.
	

	Dilemma: Task <-> Process
	Red concerned but understand the dilemma
	Yellow team says the right things but do not do them. They do not understand the dilemma.

	Dilemma: Integration <-> Differentiation
	
	Yellow team divides tasks, but that requires trust and an ability to integrate.

	Dilemma: Individual <-> Communitarian
	Red team members enthuse about working as a team.
	Yellow team squabble over details.

	Dilemma: Rules <-> Exceptions
	
	Overly rigid compliance with inappropriate rules is recipe for vicious circle.

	Dilemma: Sequential <-> Synchronous
	Red team overruns on time
	Yellow team overruns on time, duplicates work to help but without consent. Distrust is generated.

	Dilemma: Analysis <-> Synthesis
	Red reconciles the dilemma: no problems reported.
	Yellow argues over details: skew to analysis, deficit of synthesis.


Appendix2:
Presentation of interview responses to Question 9: “Expectation of Group Work”.

Table 2 comprises the questions posed to each interviewee.

Tables 3 and 4 comprise an example of the data for each team collected in response to one of the interview questions (Q9).

Table 5 comprises the analysis and comparison of the data in tables 3 and 4.

Table 2:
Semi-structured Interview Questions

All 12 interviewees were asked the following questions:

1. Name

2. Age

3. Citizenship

4. Residence

5. Parents

6. Spouse

7. Employment history

8. Education

9. Expectations of group work

10. Structure of group discussions/group operations

11. Perceptions of others

12. Perceptions of self

13. Dependence on the group

14. Why study for an MBA?

15. Why Cranfield University?

These questions provided a common framework to each interview, without preventing the interviewee from airing issues of concern. Where an interviewee wished to prolong or extend a particular line of discussion, the researcher allowed this. Supplementary questions to elicit further data and enhance understanding of already extant data were sometimes asked if the line of questioning was perceived by the researcher to be useful in enhancing his understanding.
Table 3:

Yellow team data

	                                Name:

Issue:
	Michael
	Alistair
	Neil
	Anne
	Ingrid
	Umberto

	Expectation of Group work
	Compared with first degree, the work is more involved and structured

At Hatfield, he studied with another and shared work. At Cranfield, group work more structured and “very involved” – complicated and open for interpretation – not a science but an art. 

Lots of potential for debate – possibilities for distraction – sidetracking.

Was apprehensive about group gelling.

Induction week started by being polite.

After feedback session in induction week many barriers broken down because everyone said what they really thought – definitely better to say what you think.
	It would be discursive – involve high degree of team work – would need structure – need leader. Laughter.

What happened? Coming from more disciplined environment, expected lots of discussion - fearful of lack of leader or co-ordinator – I didn’t want to be leader – I would be stereotypical. I consciously stood back from leading.

I still believe it needs a facilitator / co-ordinator.
	To concentrate on reading and to look at case studies.

Amazed at how many approaches there were.
	My expectations were coloured by courses I’d done at Trade Indemnity – I knew there were theories. To do CIM (exams of Chartered Institute of Marketing), we set up a team to crack that. Teamwork was a reason I chose Cranfield – I knew it had worked for me.

I didn’t expect so much trouble and agro early on – so much conflict.

In previous teams we didn’t spend so much time together – we just had to pass an exam 8 weeks away – no actual group work, just helping each other. (At Trade Indemnity,) Group was self-chosen from people known for 6 months – the CIM group was 5 – we only allowed good people we liked to join.
	Good way of exchanging what I’d read and done before with the others – exchanging ideas – to see if my idea is same as the others, to see if I’m on the right lines myself. 

It can be difficult with 6 people – at home you study in a concentrated way. In a group, if not constructive it can be destructive – disjoined conversations – need to be able to come to conclusions – you can disagree because people who have different interests, maybe others won’t want to discuss it. Therefore everyone must be very open-minded to benefit.
	Chose Cranfield because of importance of team working – he thought he lacked the skills.

More group work than he expected – he expected just to discuss case studies.

The process of team building is part of learning. Not sure if it is the right way to tackle MBA.


Table 4:

Red team data

	                                Name:

Issue:
	Euan
	Stephen
	Bill
	Jane
	Charmain
	Shigyaki

	Expectation of Group work
	I thought I’d be older than most. I expected high intelligence, variety of backgrounds, looking to achieve highest possible result.

I expected to be “on receive” (listen and learn) more than give – I’ve a lot to learn about business and commerce. I feel challenged – some is extremely hard work.

I hadn’t realised how much time we’d spend together. It’s a very valuable learning vehicle – find solutions to problems.
	Always had worked individually – never in groups. I was open-minded about it – I wanted to build this skill – attracted by the idea.

No fixed pre-conceptions but expected group to be task oriented. I didn’t understand group dynamics – I’d heard about it but until you’re in the real situation….
	“At Foster Wheeler, project teams were used. They were more hierarchical, more structured, more focused, always with a leader appointed.”

He “expected Cranfield would be less hierarchical – learning groups, not just groups to achieve a specific target.”

He was “interested to meet people – pleased to see some foreigners in the group.”
	To learn from other people’s ideas and experience and what I can contribute to them.

My thinking is quite tunnel – finance career – I want to break out of it – group work might help me think outside my box.

WHAT DOES IT MEAN TO WORK IN A GROUP: HOW SHOULD IT BE DONE?:

Everybody’s ideas – everybody should be contributing, open, you should say if you’re not happy. The team should be structured otherwise we’d meander – like at the start – we’re trying to overcome that.

People should gain confidence from being in a team – people shouldn’t “pooh pooh” ideas – team should achieve its goal for the day – team perform to best ability.
	“Sharing and support, each would help the other – total team work – helping hand.”

Working for a management consultant, she had lead teams.

She “expected self managing teams – we’re all adults.”
	Perceptions were based on US Business Schools – student formed their own groups. US students very, very competitive, therefore want to best study group. The Japanese not perceived as so competitive, also language problem. The ones left behind form their own group. I feared I’d find that at Cranfield.


Table 5:
Analysis of comments on issues and questions

	Question: Expectation of group work

	Yellow team
	Red team

	Michael’s perspective on group work is that it allows for the “potential for debate (positive)… distraction (negative)... sidetracking (negative). Later in the interview, he says that he welcomes the opportunity for brainstorming rather than excessive structure, however, it appears that he is ambivalent about the implications of this, particularly when it is not his brainstorming but that of others.
	Euan’s comments are completely positive. For him, “it’s a very valuable learning experience – find solutions to problems”. Coming from the British Army, he feels that “he has a lot to learn about business and commerce.” He expected to be ““on receive” (listen and learn)” from people with “high intelligence, variety of backgrounds, looking to achieve highest possible result”.

	(Yellow) Michael’s perspective on group work is that it allows potential for debate (adversarial), distraction (negative) sidetracking (negative)

In contrast with Michael’s negative comments are Euan’s positive comments:

(Red) For Euan, group work is a very valuable learning experience.

(Yellow) What Michael looks forward to is brainstorming (competitive utterances) rather than excessive structure.

(Red) Euan expects to be “on receive” (listening and learning) from highly intelligent people from a variety of backgrounds.

Brainstorming can be contrasted with listening and learning.




	                     Yellow team                                                    Red team

	Alistair immediately mentions his concerns over leadership and structure. After many years as a Naval Officer, that is hardly surprising. He is also concerned “not to be leader – that would be stereotypical”. He “expected lots of discussion”, “it would be discursive” and clearly this concerns him. It is not the teamwork, which concerns him so much as the leadership/structure issues.
	Bill expected groups at Cranfield to be “less hierarchical” than the “project teams” in which he had operated at Foster Wheeler, which had had appointed leaders. He was “interested to meet people – pleased to see some foreigners in the group.”

Charmain’s expectations are “sharing and support, each would help the other – total team work – helping hand.” Even though she had lead teams when working for a management consultancy, she “expected self managing teams – we’re all adults.”

	Comments

Here the contrast is between Alistair (Yellow) who wants strong leadership and structure and who fears “discursive discussions”; and:

Bill (Red) who hoped “Cranfield would be less hierarchical” and Charmain (Red) who “expected self managing teams – we’re all adults.”

Bill (Red) is “pleased to see some foreigners”. The biweekly HRM notes show that the Red team members frequently ask each other for different perspectives based on national or professional origin/background, whereas Yellow team perceives diversity as being a potential problem. The difference is between an opportunity for learning and a potential for problems. This is one of the key differences which colours the different perspectives of the two groups.




	                    Yellow team                                                      Red team

	Ingrid came from the academic environment of Copenhagen Business School and saw the group as “a good way of exchanging what I’d read and done before with the others – exchanging ideas – to see if my idea is same as others..”. This statement suggests an academic environment rather different from Cranfield’s MBA programme (and from this researcher’s memories of his MBA studies at London Business School and New York University Business School).
	Shigyaki had feared that Cranfield might be like American business schools, which, he had heard, sidelined Japanese students because they were less competitive than Americans and might have less than perfect English. They are left to form their own groups. Instead he had a truly cathartic experience when he revealed his problems to the others and far from being sidelined, the team promised and delivered their support.



	Comments

Red team members embrace Shigyaki in his moment of extreme distress and go out of their way to support him in his diversity. As comments elsewhere show, they reduced his reading so as to cut the burden of English and slowed down their speech, stopping to give definitions of problematic words. Diversity (everyone will contribute differently) is reconciled with homogeneity (everyone will contribute the same) by valuing similarly each person’s different contribution.

Contrast the treatment of Shigyaki (Red) with the treatment of Ingrid by Yellow team:

Ingrid takes a very academic view of study, as is previewed by her expectations and confirmed by the comments of others and comments in the biweekly assessments and taped conversations. She tries to fit a case study to all aspects of theory in a book but there is no time for this on an MBA programme. Only Michael has any sympathy for her predicament and there is only evidence for this at one point on one taped conversation. The others, especially Anne who becomes incandescent and Alistair who decides to press on irrespective of Ingrid’s concerns, do not show respect for her diverse position. Ingrid is ‘overtalked’ repeatedly in the taped conversations. This issue is dealt with further in the analysis of the interviews. Ingrid’s ‘academic’ diversity is trampled by the dominant ‘practical’ perspective. There is no reconciliation.
The contrast between the treatment of Shigyaki and Ingrid is another example of the implications of the different perspectives on diversity exhibited by the two groups. This is dealt with and reinforced further at other points in the analysis of the interviews.




	                   Yellow team                                                      Red team   

	Neil has experience of team working among engineers. He believed that his experience of “multidisciplinary engineering teams” would prepare him for managing different perspectives. Instead he was “amazed at how many approaches there were” when people from a non-engineering background were involved.

Anne’s experience of team working in an academic environment had involved a voluntary team of people who knew each other and who worked part time on marketing examination preparation. This would appear to have been a positive experience for “team working was a reason I chose Cranfield – I knew it had worked for me.” In fact there had been “no actual group work” and the team had been self-selecting.

Umberto “chose Cranfield because of importance of team working – he thought he lacked the skills.” He wanted to immerse himself in an English environment in order to learn how to work with English people. Although there is more time spent with the team than he expected, he wanted to learn to improve something, which he lacked: “The process of team building is part of learning.”


	Jane feels that her thinking is “quite tunnel – finance career – I want to break out of it – group work might help me think outside my box.” She expects to “learn from other people’s ideas and experience and what I can contribute to them.” She believes that “Everybody’s ideas – everybody should be contributing, open, you should say if you’re not happy. The team should be structured otherwise we’d meander – like at the start – we’re trying to overcome that. People should gain confidence from being in a team – people shouldn’t “pooh pooh” ideas – team should achieve its goal for the day – team perform to best ability.”

For Stephen, the experience was wholly new. He “wanted to build the skill” and he was “attracted by the idea”. His only preconception was that the group would be “task oriented”.

	Comments

(Yellow) Neil thought that he had had “multidisciplinary” team experience i.e. had had experience of teams with a breadth of input. Instead he was “amazed at how many approaches there were” in the Yellow team.

(Yellow) Anne had thought that she had had experience of group work and that it had worked for her. In fact, she even states that there had been “no actual group work”. In Yellow team, she encountered a non self-selecting group comprising people who had no prior knowledge of each other.

Therefore, both Neil and Anne had approached their team thinking that they had some pertinent experience and in Neil’s case, thinking that he had experienced a breadth of inputs. Both found that their preconceptions were in excess of the reality that confronted them.

In contrast, Jane and Stephen (both Red team members), look forward as novices to an enlightening learning experience. Jane wishes to broaden her experience out of the “tunnel” of her finance background: “I want to think outside my box”. Stephen states his lack of knowledge and looks forward to learning. Thus both Jane and Stephen have low preconceptions of their experience and abilities upon which they intend to build.

Umberto (Yellow) is at Cranfield to learn about working with English people, a desire which is almost guaranteed to be fulfilled, at least to some degree because he will spend so much time in the company of English people during the group work and other aspects of the MBA programme. He also states his lack of team working skills, considers this an important issue and considers team building as part of the learning experience. His views and preconceptions predicate him to, at least some, satisfaction with the experience, like the Red team members and unlike his fellow Yellow team members.

	In summary, all the members of Red team perceive the experience of group work as a matter of learning, which they perceive positively. Several see that at an open approach is required and are attracted by diversity. 

In contrast, several Yellow team members have expectations of the utility of prior experience and/or abilities or expectations of the nature of group work which are unrealistic. They are therefore likely to be disappointed. There is also an approach to leadership, which is not congruent with self managing teams. This also predicates conflict, stress and disappointment. There is a lack of sympathy, in practice, for diversity.


Appendix 3:

The great argument of Yellow team on 24/10/96, tapes 1,2,3

The following information sets the scene on the day:

Ingrid has worked late into the night to complete the work she was allocated by the group to present as facilitator. When it comes to Anne presenting Key Learning Points (KLPs) on a particular subject, Anne says that it is not amenable to KLPs. “It is not an efficient use of our time”. Ingrid says that that is not fair and that Anne should present KLPs if she had said she would. Michael supports Ingrid and Alistair supports Anne.

There are written rules for this group and its six members. Whoever has the role of facilitator must try to prepare the material and present it. In this case, Anne has diverged from the contract because she did not prepare Key Learning Points (KLPs). Ingrid is unhappy about this. The subject under study is HRM.

If the total amount of work is divided into work for each person, the activity will be synchronous. But to be effective, each person must fulfil his contract so that the separate strands can be integrated. This can be framed as a dilemma:

‘Division of labour v integration of labour’.

The work of Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) shows that intercultural High D (Diversity) teams can outperform a non-intercultural team only if there is also High I (Integration).

The narrative and comments below are of three types:

-
Actual speech between “quotation marks”, transcribed from the audiotapes.

-
Précis and summaries in normal type.

-
Analysis in italic type.

At the end, two of the dilemmas are analysed.

The story continues . . . . . . . . .

Ingrid sticks to her guns. Rules are rules. You make a commitment and you have to stick to it.

Anne says it is inefficient. Ingrid asks who is to decide what is inefficient? She states repeatedly that she spent four hours on something else.

Dilemma:
concern for rules v concern for efficiency

The business buzzword “efficiency” – it probably means team effectiveness.

This dilemma is part of the larger Major dilemma: Task v process, enormously skewed to process.

The discussion became overladen with another comment: who had read the material?

Dilemma:
Knowledge v  rules

This dilemma in this context has some resemblance to the achievement <-> ascription family of dilemmas.

This dilemma accords authority to those who know (ascribed authority) rather than those who fulfilled the contract (achieved authority). It could also be argued that reading the paper was an achievement whereas being a party to the contract was an aspect of ascribed authority. It depends on your perspective.

“Who decides?  WE decide (WE know)” i.e. the dominant grouping, not automatically the most knowledgeable.

Anne, Alistair and Michael had read the material; Ingrid, Neil and Umberto had not. Neil is happy to let Anne skip KLPs because he feels there is little utility to it until he has read the material. Umberto can see both sides of the story and tries to mediate.

Alistair is very annoyed: “Ingrid, you have a thing about HRM”.

She denies this. 

From being a debate about rules, efficiency, etc., it degenerates to a personal squabble.

Alistair thinks that anyone who has not read the material could be “freeloading”.

The universalism v particularism dilemma has been reframed: a different member of that dilemma family is on show. Fairness (universalism) is now represented by doing the reading, whereas the particularist perspective is now represented by Ingrid pointing out that she had not read the paper, owing to lack of time.

Ingrid thinks that anyone who has not done the KLPs could just invent that it was not feasible to do KLPs in accordance with the rules.

Umberto:
“I agree with Alistair that it is not possible to do KLPs, but we are bound to our agreement.”

Ingrid:

“I would like to hear something about it.”

Umberto promotes a compromise by suggesting 10 minutes from Anne on the HRM material.

Anne complies and it goes quite smoothly, except for a short exchange between Ingrid and Anne where Anne backs off with a laugh. Everyone seems satisfied. Umberto says, that was good. It was finished in 10 minutes. But Alistair explodes about the waste of time.

(The perception that time is a commodity that one “spends” or “wastes” is a sequential view of time. No one in the team dissents from that view, which is not surprising as most Europeans concur with that view (Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars 1993). The alternative view is that time is synchronous.)

The dilemma, rules v efficiency, has not been resolved.

Alistair:
“Who are you to say if you haven’t read it?”

Ingrid:

“Who is to say one should not do KLPs?”

Ingrid:

“Why should two people say no so it is no?”

Anne asserts a different view of the original agreement, incorporating both horns of the dilemma, i.e. the KLPs and efficient use of time.

She also points out that she did carry out the work and it was because of that work, rather than in the absence of work, that she recommended Ingrid and the others to read the material rather than listen to her summarise it. It was only 4 pages. Also it was a waste of time for those who had read it.

Ingrid’s view is that it is not for Anne to say it was a waste of time because it was useful for Ingrid.

For Ingrid, the commitment is absolute and she spent 4 hours on fulfilling her commitment. For Anne, the efficiency argument is dominant.

Alistair points out that Anne’s subject was different from Ingrid’s work.

The argument continues between the 4 “enthusiasts” about going around in circles (a metaphor used at various points).

Umberto tries for resolution. 

He agrees that Anne’s presentation was a waste of time but for Ingrid it wasn’t. Therefore, what is needed is a rule about when to skip the KLPs

Anne:

“It is not written in tablets of stone” (use of metaphor)
Umberto:
“No, in a way it was”

Anne:

“Well I don’t think so”

Umberto finally frames the dilemma:

“We are talking of two completely different things - she (Ingrid) is talking about sticking to the rule, you (Alistair) are talking about efficiency.”

Ingrid disagrees. She says that whether or not she has read it, is not a matter of efficiency. It was “nice to hear about it.”

Anne:

“Nice for you – we are talking about different needs.”

This is another aspect of the universalism (rules) v particularism (individual needs) family of dilemmas.

Anne is searching for a flexible regime.

She does not believe that one must do something just because a rule says so.

Umberto believes in rules – but you can change them (very Italian (authors’ personal experiences)). Ingrid requires compliance. Anne and Alistair look to efficiency. Tempers rise.

Anne: 
“It would be fair to say you were flexible that we would not go through it when we have got a consensus”.

Ingrid:

“We did not have a consensus.”

Umberto attempts to obtain Ingrid’s agreement that it was a waste of time. For her the issue is either you prepare KLPs or not.

She is not prepared to recognise the other horn of dilemma.

Umberto is searching for group efficiency. This is an attempt to focus the group on a resolution of the dilemma. He attempts to obtain agreement to the concept of group efficiency.

Ingrid is prepared to agree but only if there was consensus. Anne then accuses her of deciding about something. Someone else points out that in that case, there had been group consensus.

Ingrid is still aggrieved that she spent so much time on her work. Umberto says the same happened to him (i.e. work he had carried out was not used). Ingrid says it is not fair (Universalist). Umberto says it was because he agreed (Particularist).

Alistair makes his point about Ingrid having a hang up on HR. Ingrid denies it and restates the dilemma: are we going to stick to the things we agree to or not.

“The question here is that we are all falling behind and we are not maximising the time – that is what the problem is”.

Alistair and Ingrid argue forcibly. Anne joins in.

Umberto points out the misunderstanding. He says that “there was a rule but we can change it.”

Later Anne says “trust Michael! You two couldn’t trust the fact that people who had not read it…..”

Michael replies that he had read it. Anne apologises,

The issue of trust is aired. 

Trust: if I work hard, I trust that people will accredit that and not let me down by changing the rules.

Ingrid:
This is nothing to do with trust but whether people have done their homework.

Anne:
You don’t know how much work has been carried out.

The argument continues round and round.

Several mention time pressure.

They take a break.

On return, Michael summarises:

“The big point is as a group we are a group and we have responsibilities to all the people in the group as individuals and as a group. We’re trying to do two things as the guy pointed out last night. We’re trying to pass the exams and we are trying to learn to function as a collective team.”

Anne (speaking slowly and determinedly) says:

“I was not trying to shirk responsibilities to the group.”

The argument continues to meander.

Alistair becomes very annoyed. “We’ve wasted 35 minutes.”

He refocuses the debate onto: “anyone who is not coping should bring the matter to the group, because if they don’t all pass, they’ve all failed.”

Michael looks to reframe the rules.

They discuss Ingrid’s problem. “If that’s the crux of the matter…”.

Ingrid:
“It isn’t.” 

(As in other situations, the others have discussed what Ingrid is saying, instead of asking her what she is saying. This is rather condescending. They affect to show concern but actually they are treating her with a similar approach to that inflicted on disabled people, as in the title of the BBC Radio programme, “Does he take sugar?” In many cases, on other tapes, Ingrid’s attempts to interject are simply talked over.)

Alistair forcibly points out that the reason they are behind is because they are not being efficient. They must all help each other.

There is a family of dilemmas, which can be represented as individualism v communitarianism, except that the team is small (6 people) for a word like communitarianism and the team members do not represent other organisations or parts of an organisation. Michael is suggesting that individual work should progress, up to a certain time limit, and then the group should share the burden – the individual must ask for help.

We can characterise this potential dilemma as concern for task v concern for social. The task oriented wants to get on with the job. The socially oriented want to help people.
They continue to meander.

Eventually, Alistair said they must all plan the work for next week so that they can help each other.

Michael suggests that people should spend roughly the same amount of time on the assignment, perhaps an extra half or one hour for the facilitator.

Ingrid becomes happier.

Alistair: “We’ve got to help each other and communicate more.”

The restriction of effort takes the workload off Ingrid who is happier; however, the dilemma has not been resolved. It keeps re-erupting. Umberto and Michael and then Alistair try to keep the discussion moving. 

They agree that occasionally someone will not have been able to do some of the work.

Dilemma:
effort v achievement

Alistair feels they’ve achieved nothing. Michael feels they have by airing the problems.

(Process issues v task issues)

Umberto feels that the matter is resolved. “We’ve done the storming, now we can do the norming”.

Umberto is attempting to reconcile but the others are not very helpful.

The key dilemmas are:

Task v process.

Concrete v abstraction.

The more upset they are, the more they discuss the abstractions that make them panicky about wasting time (“we’ve wasted 35 minutes”).

The second dilemma (a group of dilemmas):

Rules v exceptions.

Rules v effective use of time (effective appears to be more appropriate than the buzzword “efficient”).

Rules v personal discretion.

Rules v action learning --- the rule did not work.

They needed a new more flexible rule.

Anxiety has resulted in premature order – they should be more flexible. Norming is rule making.

The dilemmas do not appear to have been resolved.  End of tapes for that day.

Please note how dilemmas are jotted down throughout the discussion. Bringing to bear the lens of dilemma theory enables the identification of potential dilemmas. Once the conversation is finished, the dilemmas can be listed for further analysis. 

Figure 3:
Chart of the rules <-> personal judgement dilemma 
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