JENNIFER X. LEHR, DICKINSON UNIVERSITY
RONALD E, RICE, UNIVERSTFY OF CALIFORMIA

This siudy uses multiple theoretical perspectives and
multiple methods fo understand bow organizational
measures are used. Theoretical perspectives include
organizational learning, Weickian sense-making, quality
management, and critical theory. Methods includle sur-
weys over ihree time periods, inferviews, focus groups,
process observation/fracking, and archival materials.
The case sife was one wnit of an international nforma-
tion services corporation. The occasion for the assessiment
of variows organizational measures was the implemen-
Lation of two systems (a customer service database and
a documeni-imaging system) designed to belp the unit
meet the contracted performance measures for the sery-
icing of conporate calling cards for more than 6000
customers of a magor telephone compary. Results found
that: 1) a variely of paradoxical uses and conseguences
of measures arcse; 2) there were several “disconmects” or
gaps behween intentions and consequences qf measures;
3} there was considerable vaviation in the exlent fo which
measuremment philosophies and procedures were explicitly
presented and commonly shared; and 4) there were
limited efforts to obiain double-loop learning or process
improvement about measurement activities themselves.
Each theoretical perspective highlighted different aspects
of the use and evaluation of organizational meastires.

Rey words: critical theory, organizational learning,
organizational measures, quality managenent,
sense-maring
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INTRODUCTION

Given the increasingly competitive and constantly
changing marketplace for today’s organizations, orga-
nizational measures are piaying & more crucial and
pervasive role than ever before (Brancato 1997, Lingie
1997). This study uses multiple theoretical perspectives
and multiple methods for understanding how measures
are used and interpreted in an organizational context.

TRENDS IN AND PERSPECTIVES
ON ORGANIZATIONAL
MEASUREMENT

‘Measures and Ordanizational

Learning

Measurement and quantification are not new ideas,
and are hardly limited to the organizational context
(Boring 1961; Crosby 1997; Machlup 1962; Woolf
1961), but this article can only touch upon some of the
basic organizational developments. Beniger (1986)
argued that the developrnent of extensive measures and
pervasiveness of information was not necessary ealy
on o conitrol the manufacturing, advertising, distribu-
tion, and record-keeping activities associated with the
industrialization of the United States. But attention to
organizational measurement received a boost after the
turn of the century with the rise of “scientific manage-
ment,” epitormized by the work of Frederick Taylor and
Pierre S. du Pont. In the 1950s, the quality management
movement highlighted organizational measures
{Czarnecki 1999}, and accounting and financial meas-
utes were paramount in the 1970s and 1980s (Brancato
1997). A recent measurement trend in the organizational
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literature is the “balanced scorecard” approach (Chang
and Morgan 2000; Kaplan znd Norton 1996; 2000; Niven
and Kaplan 2002; Olve, Roy, and Wetter 1999), which
allows managers to look at measures from four key
areas: financial, customer, internal business (opera-
tions), and innovation and leaming, Different aspecis
and implications of the use of organizational measures
are raised by various theoretical perspectives.

Measures are an inherent component of organiza-
tional fearning {Argote 1999; Argyris and Schon 1996;
Crossan, Lane, and White 1999; DiBella and Nevis 1998;
Levin 2000; Lundberg and Brownell 1993; March 1999},
Organizational learning theory argues that information
from various measures becomes the raw information
that individuals can use and potentially learn from,
which can, in turn, become the basis for organizational
learning and “organizational memory” (Walsh and
Ungson 1991), allawmc organizations to adapt to
their environments. DiBeila and Nevis (1998) identify
“concern for measurement” as a facilitating Factor
that supports the acquisition of knowledge necessary
for the organizational learning cycle to be complete,
Measures may support single-feedback loop organiza-
tional learning, where errors are detected that indicate
the need for modifying organizational action, and
then the appropriate process is corrected so that out-
puts are once again within organizational norms and
established variance levels (Argyris and Schén 1996,
20-21; Choo 1998). More subtly, measures may be
used to foster double-feedback loop learning, where
measures provide a first feedback loop to organiza-
tional members, who then act as a second feedback
loop by changing existing organizational “theories-
in-use,” norms and vatues (Argyris and Schin 1996).

Measures and Weickian
sense-Making

Weickian sense-making theory (Weick 1979; 1995) offers
a framework for understanding how individuals make
sense of daily information (such as that provided in the
form of measures) and events that occur in the work-
place. The larger goal of Weick’s model of organizing is
concerned with how equivocality is reduced through
processes and interactions whereby sense is constructed,
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often retrospectively. Organizations are stractured by
the sense-making practices they use. The goal is to
create and foster an environment that is conducive to
sense-making—one that allows for the development of
plausible, coherent, and memorable stories that aid in
reducing equivocality for members of the organization.
Weick might argue that measures become the agreed-
upon, retained set of procedures and routines for enact-
ing environments and selecting interpretations.
Meastires may also be used in sense-making to enact
an overly limited environment, fimit the possibility of
double-interacts, or retain insufficient responses.

mee %d@a
Hanagement
In general, quality management suggests that all of the
organization’s efforts shouid be driven by the needs and
expectations of the organization’s stakeholders or cus-
tornezs, which can be identified onfy by measuring those
factors, as well as measuring the performance of internal
processes and people, that contribute fo the products and
services used by the customer. Als central to the quality
approach is 4 commitment to the continual and incre-
mental improvernent necessary to compete in today’s
marketplace. The history and sources of the guality
approach range from Walter Shewhart's emphasis on
statistical measurement of process outputs (Grant,
Shani, and Krishnan 1994), to W. Edwards Deming’s
emphasis on common and special causes for problems
(Aguayo 1990; Dobyns and Crawford-Mason 1994;
March 1994), to extensions and adaptations by Crosby
(1992), Drucker (1991}, Feigenbaum (1983), Garvin
(1988), Ishikawa (1986), Juran (1990), and Taguch
{1986). The revised and expanded approaches focus
more explicitly on customer needs and expectations,
leadership, communication, use of data, employees,
organizational assessment, continuous improvement,
and social responsibility, Measures aflow for the identifi-
cation and decumentation of processes and outcomes,
the souzces of insufficient quality, and the consequences
of changes in these processes (Levin 2000), Some critique
the quality approach to measures as over-emphasizing
activities at the cost of results, compiling too much
data, failing to base decisions on: data, tensions hetween
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standardized production and continuous imprévement,
and unspoken, incomplete, or inconsistent measure-
ments (Brown, Hitcheock, and Willard 1994; Victor,
Boynton, and Stephens-fahng 2000).

Measures and Critical Theory

Critical theorists view the organization as a system of
domination where those in power (managers and own-
ers) exert control over those without power (employees).
The centra} goal of much critical theory is o reveal these
svsterns of domination and oppression by peeling away
the layers of discourse to reveal the power structures that
exist beneath—an outcome that should lead to positive
results for @l organizational members (Alvesson 1996;
Clegg 1989; Deetz and Mumby 1990). Within critical
theory, measures function as a form of organizational
discourse that serves to control, if not oppress and
dominate, employees. Managers can also use measurgs
to exert power over employees while reinforcing the
power of those who produce the measures. Finally, the
language of measures can serve to limit the attention
and focus of discourse within the workplace (for
example, as embedded within the discourse and vision
of quality management, see Faithurst 1993 and Wendt
1994). Things that are being measured wil be attended
to by organizational members, while things that are not
being measured tend fo remain outside one’s frame of
interest or consciousness.

This brief overview leads to the following general
research questions:

e RQ1: How do the perceptions and uses of measures
contribute and/or lead to individual and crganiza-
tional learning, and changes in organizational
members’ understanding of work-related tasks?

» R(O2 What are the perceptions of measures held by
members in the organization, and how widely and
consistently are their interpretations and uses shared?

» R(3: To what extent are measures used to learn
about customer satisfaction, analyze and improve
internal processes, and focus/limit attention?

o RQ4: How are the sources and evaluation of meas-
ures related to perceived control over members’ work
and discourse?

THE SITE AND SAMPLE

The organization, referred to here as Echo Systems
Inc. (EST), is a for-profit information systems services
corporation with multiple locations throughout the
world. The authors’ study involved the unit (or, in
EST's terms, “account”) that provides telephone-based
servicing of corporate calling cards for more than 6000
companies that are customers of Big Telephone
Company, Inc. (BTC). For example, & business such 4
the Widget company that calls BTC to obtain 300
calling cards for new personnel is actually connect-
ing directly with ESI, which will open an account and
issue the cailing cards. The account is managed from
two sites: Echo West and Echo East. The employees at
Echo West are mostly frontline employees whose pri-
mary responsibilities are in the customer service area.
They are the employees who receive the faxes and
phone calls requesting additions, deletions, and
changes to the calling card accounts. Employees at
Echo East are primarily technology based and are the
people who develop and design the systems that are
used by the customer service representatives (CSRs) at
Echo West. Thus, they are interdependent, but represent
two different sets of professional training, goals, and
customney orjentations.

In 1994, Echo West was receiving 10,000 facsimiles
per week requesting changes, deletions, additions, and
other assorted services related o the corporate calling
casd accounts. As the organization was contracted to
meet of exceed a variety of measured service criteria (for
example, reducing the amount of time it takes to delete
a fraudulent card to 15 minutes), the huge flow of
paper was becoming & major obstacle in providing
accurate and quick service. Thus, management decided
to implement 2 pair of integrated information systems,
replacing the traditional mainframe system and the
paper-based fax delivery system. The first system was a
Windows-based workstation service support system built
around a customer service database (CSD) managed by
a client-server network. The second system was a docu-
ment imaging system used to scan and file the incoming
faxes, and make the images immediately available to the
appropriate personnel through a desktop workstation.
The screens of the two systems appear side-by-side on the
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Figure T Re-creation of call observing form—Revised 8/24/95— Front.

Date: Call Begins:

Call Ends:

Rep:

Customer Name:

Observed by:

Standard

Conference/Hold procedure
Met  Not Met NA Commenis

Thanks customer for calling BTC, IDs salf
Offers assistance

Obtains customer info relevant to call
Verifies customer info

Information provided incorrect
Provides complete information

WSO O L

Acknowledges and confirms request
10. Offers additional assistance

11. Does not speak as customer is speaking
12. Does not rush the customer

13. Speaks with a smile/enthusiasm

14. Specks af customer’s level

15. Mainiains conirol of the call

14, Remains calm with a difficult customer
17. Responds as customer speaks

18. Minimizes excessive nonbusiness talk
19. Minimizes dead air

repeat information
21. Quotes accurate card delivery interval

23. Uses an apprepriate closing

Acknowledges customer’s issues/frustrations

Makes o commitment to action alter the call

20. Listens actively—minimizes having to ask customer to

22. Refers to competitors as “other long distance companies”

coooo oo
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user’s workstation, and many CSRs can view the data-
base file and the document image simultaneously.

There is a strong focus on the use of tears within
Echo West. During the study, Echo West consisted of
seven teams under a single account manager. The
teams included: production, development, platform
management, tier II support, customer service, raquest
management, and people process support. The bulk of
the authors’ time was spent with users of the new work-
station syster; therefore, they limited their interactions
to the customer service and tier 1T support teams.

This account/organizational unit is quite concerned
with measures, making it 2 logical choice for this study.
Together, BTG and EST have jointly established several
direct measures of quality (DMOQs) to govern ESI's
performance. In fact, it was ESI's ability to meet BTC's
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requirernents that led them to secure the account con-
tract in the first place. There are DMOQs that relate to
customer service and DMOQs for system capabilities.
Since much of the activity at Echo West centers on tele-
phone work, one of the more prevatent DMOGs has to do
with overall call quality. CSRs have a list of 29 standards
that they must meet during each phone cail. Figure 1
shows an example of the call observing form that is
used to monitor and evaluate CSR phone calls. Fach of

the 29 criteria relates back to one of the following six -

diract measures of quality. that are collectively referred
to as overall call quality:

1. Provides complete and accurate information
2. Rated as polite and professional

3. Takes opportunity o fulfill unspoken needs
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Figure 1 cont.  Re-creation of call observing form—Revised 8/24/95—Back,

Conference/Hold procedure
Standard Met  Not Met NA Comments
24, Notifies and gives reasons for conf/hold 1 C 0
25, Continues assistance as necessary/minimizes hold fime 1 0 ¢
26, Rep relays info to receiving party when conf i 0 0 )
27. Thanks customer for helding 1 0 0
28. Uses appropriate closing if conferencing 1 0 0
29. If conference is unsuccessful, offers an alternate solution 1 0 0
Type of call
Maintenance Inquiry PIN Security Defect
Add CD/Infer Billing Get pin Change CD # Blocked card -
Reissue Get CD number Change Delete Damaged card
Delete Instructions Suppression No call back
Chyg acct info Services (other) Not received
Chg CD/Inter Stegtus {other) Not working
Direct Quantity
{other) Restrict Wrong address
Purchase limits Wrong name
{other) lother)

4. Takes control and handles call effectively
5. Quaotes correct card delivery interval
6. Uses proper hold procedure

Teams that consistently achieve high levels of over-
all call quality are rewarded with recognition at the
monthly account meetings and through nofices on
public bulletin boards.

A second organizational measurement system,
measurement of value and expectations (MOVE), was
presented at the January 1995 annual customer review
presentation, although it is likely that it was developed
eatlier. The apparent goal of this measurement system
is to provide expanded measures that revolve around
six key service characteristics: relisbility, assurance,
innovation, tangibies, empathy, and responsiveness.
Both the DMOQs and the MOVE measures reveal a great
deal of overlap. But interestingly, the MOVE acronym
was never mentioned in any of the authors’ interper-
sonal data sources. It can, however, be found in other
customer-oriented documentation,

This study used multiple sources of data to explore
the use of measures within the context of ESI: three
survey administrations, interviews, focus groups,

process tracking, and the review of archival materials.
To be more explicit, the researchers developed and
administered the surveys, and conducted the focus
groups; worked with 2 team to observe and track one
particular process; and read organizational archival

materials such as documents, memos, and forms.

Table 1 provides a complete listing of the data sources
and their expected contributions {o the proposed
research questions.

RESULTS

The surveys were administered during three strategic
time periods: several months prior to implementation
of the CSD and document imaging systems, shortly
after the systems were in place, and several months
after use of the systems.

Survey Findings: Time 1

Atotal of 173 Eche West (a response rate of 97 percent)
and 37 Echo East employees (a response rate of 95 per-
cent) completed the first survey in March 1995. Siightly
more than half of the respondents (58 percent) were

wwe eiant aenr A3
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Deata source

Research question addressed

How?

RO, RQ4

1. Survey ressarch

* Employees are asked ahout "best” measures
s Employees are asked fo distinguish between medasures
that empower and measures that control

RQT, RQZ, RQ3, RQ4

2. Individual interviews

s Employess are asked how they feal about the measures
used by the organization
s Employees are asked how they muke use of measures

3. Process tracking RQ3

» By tracking how measures move from one department or
function to the next, one zan see how measures lead to
lecming and changes in the workplace

RQI1, RQ2

4. Focus groups

¢ By geining additienal insight into employee perceptions
of measures

* Additional insight into how measures are interpreted by
employees and fead to changas in behavior

5. Review of archival meierials | RQ3
(repor?s, survey insfruments,

outcome maasures)

* Providas information on how measures are prasented fo
customers and organizational members

Note:

RQ1: What are the perceptions of measures held by dll and by different groups in the organization?
RG2: How do these perceptions of measures contribute and/or fead to transformations in organizafional member understanding of

work-reloted fasks?

RG3: How do transformations in understanding lead to changes in the warkplace that may lead to individual and/or organizatione!

learning?

RQ4: How are the sources and evaluation of measures related to perceived control over members work and discourse?

fernale, and the average age was 33.3 years. The bulk of
the responses came from Echo West, or from those
involved in EST's custorner service aspect, as opposed to
its systern design aspect.

First, as ESI and the account in particular represent
themselves as supporting a quality management
approach, individuals were asked how frequently they
thought sever: quality areas (the general categories used
by the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award
(MBNQA}, which include leadership; information and
analysis; process quality; human resource development
and management; strategic planning; business rasults;
and customer satisfaction) were measured in their
organization. The baseline resulis revealed that few
respondents believed that these areas were specifically
measured (see Table 2). Purther discussion with organi-
zation personnel reinforced this fact, and it has since
been noted that using the MBNQA categories, the organ-
ization makes use of the balanced scorecard approach.
Therefore, the balanced scorecard terminology was used
in the interviews that foliowed the Time 1 survey,
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When asked which of the seven MBNQA criteria
categories they percelved to be the two most often
measured areas in the organization, respondents in
the two locations differed in some of their responses.
As Table 2 indicates, Echo West employees rated
process quality and custorner satisfaction as the two
most often measured general areas, while Echo East
employees rated process quality and human resources
development and management as the two most fre-
quently measured areas. This makes sense given that
Echo West employees are directly involved in customer
service and satisfaction, while Echo East focuses more
on internal matters such as system and employee
development, and both are part of ESI, which stresses
the process quality aspect of quality management.

The authors also asked people to list two of the
“best” measures—based on the options listed on the
survey as well as anvthing else available to thern—to
assess quality. As Table 3 indicates, personnel at both
locations listed customer satisfaction as the best meas-
ute to use to assess quality, indicating that this quality
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MBNQA measure Echo West | Echo East
n=130 n=39

Leadership 18 1.2
information and analysis 2.8 1.9
Stretegic planning 2.4 4
Muman resource development | 2.1 2.0

and management

Process quality 3.5 2.2
Customer safisfaction 3.2 1.8
Business results 28 18

Note: Respondents were asked how frequently (1 = very
infrequently; 5 = very frequently) measures using the seven
categories of the MBNQA are collected by ESi.

goal had been successfully diffused and accepted within
the organization. For Echo West, the next two best
measures were related fo call monitoring and DMOGs.
For Echo East, the next three best measures ware
employee satisfaction, system testing, and the annuai
quality review.

These differences, as already noted, are a direct
reflection of the type of personnel at each location.
Since the primary task of Echo West employees is pro-
viding telephone-based custormer service, it makes sense
that they would show concers for 4 measure {monitor-
ing) that provides feedback on how they perform that
task. Further, the monthly reporting of the DMOQs
provides explicit feedback about service and system
performance levels stipulated by the contract with BTC,
Both of these shew an explicit emphasis on feedback
through measures of service provision. Likewise, as
Echo East employees are charged with designing the
systern that supports the CSRs of Echo West, it makes
sense that they would be concerned with system meas-
ures, although job satisfaction cofnes first. In this
sense, emplovees more distant from direct contact with
customers and service provision may become more
buffered from those concerns, and more concerned with
internal satisfaction and working conditions. Thus,

92005, ASQ

Best available measure | Echo West | Echo East
n=130 n=39

Customer soiisfaction 27% 26%

Call monitering 22% e
Employes satisfaction — 8%
DMOQs 15% —

System test/IST — 13%
Pracess quality 12% e

Annued quality review — 10%

Note: Individuals were asked 1o list the two best meusures
available for assessing quality, The percentages shown here
reflact respondents mentioning these seven options as the fop
twa choices.

2005, ASG

quatity principles directed toward customer satisfaction
miay be less salient for internal systems developers, even
though the systems ave the very infrastructure through
which custorner service is provided.

Survey Findings: Time 2

A second survey was administered to employees of both
Echo West and Echo East in Novernber of 1995, Because
of the aterition that can be expected as part of a longitu-
dinal study, and the turnover frequently experienced in
information systerns units, the sample size was smaller,
but the response rate within this administration was
still quite good, with 82 Echo West (a response rate of
68 percent) and 27 Echo East (4 response rate of 84
percent) employess completing the survey.

Employees were once again asked zbout preferred
measuses. However, based on the responses fo the Time
1 survey and some informal discussions with Echo
West personnel, the questions were changed somewhat
in an atterapt to speak more directly to their under-
standing of measures. Employees were asked to list the
best measure for improving performance from both
their own standpoint and also from ESI leadership’s
standpoint. Once the respondents identified those two
measures, emplovees were then asked to evaluate the
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Your hest measure

ESYs best measure

Measure Valid Percent West East Valid Percent West East
raviews 7.9% 7.4% 9.5% 8.0% 6.0% 14.3%
iraining 1 1.5 - 34 4.5 o
|leader reviews 4.5 2.9 9.5 57 3.0 14.3
tecm eveluation 34 4.4 - 2.2 30 —
ranking-rafing 1l 11 - 45 3.9 95
on job perfermance 1.2 10.3 14.3 il.4 13.4 48
manager feadback 1.4 1.5 95 2.3 15 48
feadback CNF's 1. 1.5 - — — —
HR plans 11 ~ 48 23 1.5 48
adaptability to CSD 4.5 4.4 4.8 34 45 -
iraprove climete 22 2.9 — 57 7.5 —
improve ind skills 3.4 4.4 — 3.4 4.5 -
mentkly reports 1.1 1.5 - 2.3 3.0 -
system festS 3.4 1.5 9.5 1.l — 48
center access-CMS 3.4 4.4 n 3.4 4.5 -
productivity 5.4 7.4 — 8.0 10.4 -
aceuraey 2.2 2.9 — - — —

# defects 3.4 — 14,3 4.5 — 19.0
card proc time L1 — 4.8 [N - 4.8
call manitoring 4.5 59 - 9.1 R —
ovarall call quadity 2.2 2.9 - — — -
annual quality review i1 1.5 — 1.1 1.5 —
DMOQs 2.2 29 w 3.4 4.5 —
monthly stots 34 2.9 - 3.4 30 4.8
CSD measures 2.2 2.9 - — e -
assessments 1.1 1.5 — — — -
M&Ps 22 2.9 - - — s
cusiomer surveys 6.7 59 9.5 3.4 1.5 9.5
cusiomer comments 34 2.9 48 3.4 3.0 4.8
customer input L1 1.5 - — - —
don't know 4.5 5.9 — 3.4 45 -

Note: individuals were asked to list the best measure for improving performance from hoth their own standpoint and from ESI
leadership's standpoint. The valid percentages reported here reflact the frequency of respondents checking each measure.
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Heading Comments
Reviews Peer review, approisel reviews and development, evaluafions team
Training Classreom, train us more

teader review

Timely feedback on performance, structured performance, leader review, team and leader satisfaction index

Team evaluction

Team’s performance, adequately prepared, good system skills

On-job performance

Completion sucesss of assigned project, doing what you are tasked, doing quolity work, effectiveness, how
well you get fasks done, job circle, apply and share skills ieamed, hefping out with team’s performance,
decisiveness, lack of pafience, performance vs. requirements, pult work cccasionally and spot check it, area
they need io work on is lacking, hands-on, one-on-ones, exemples from previous work, training eveluations
given by shudents, seeing people performing what fhey learned in dass

Improve climate

improving communicalion, communication between groups, incentive recognition for hard wark, motivational
tactics, mentoring, keep morale high, team meefings

Improve individual skilfs

Given more leadership classes, pay closer attention

Monthly reporis .

Transaction raports, week!y maintenanee report

Prad uctivity

Speed of completing a process, number of transactions, productivity, spreadsheet report, monthly rep feam

No. of defects

Resolution, size of systom code, correct errors

Cord processing fime Cost vs. IPACS

Monthly stats Daily stats and requirements, metrics
Assessments Number of sofisfactory results
M&Ps Up-to-date information, good M&Ps, timely updates and changes

extent to which the measures gave thern, and, sepa-
rately, gave ESI, conirol over how they perform their
work. As Table 4 indicates, not only do differences
exist between what individuals consider to be their own
best measure of performance versus their perception
of ESI's best measure of performance, there are also
differences between the two locations.

Generaily speaking, individuals’ most frequently
chosen best measures to help improve performance
included on-the-job performance, reviews, customer
surveys, and productivity. They reported that EST's best
measures for improving performance were on-the-job
performance, cail monitoring, reviews, and productivity.
While these top-rated measures overlap, there are some
differences worth noting, especially in the areas of call
monitering and customer surveys. While both of these

‘measures are related to custormer service, this finding

raises an interesting issue that will appear again in the

interview results: CSRs appear to think that EST places
t00 much emphasis on call quality {the outcome of
call monitoring). For the CSRs, call quality does not
provide a complete picture of the “total rep”; it does not
take into account ail of the other tasks that could ulti-
mately lead to customer satisfaction. Fusther, as noted
in several interviews, following the exact cali proce-
dures actually reduced the quality of the customer
relationship and service provision in some cases, such
as when a CSR had a long-time account relationship
with a particular customer, for whom following a
detatied greeting and closing procedural was overly
formal and impeded getting to the request.

Perhaps the most noticesble difference between
Echo West and Echo East with respect to individuals’
best measures for improving performance was in the
reatm of diversity of measures. Echo West selected 28 of
the 31 measures noted in Table 4, whereas Echo East
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Statement M sD Echo West Echo East East/West
Your best meosure gives:
Organization control aver my work 4.83 1.40 474 5.16 t=-1.1
He control aver my work 540 1.40 5.50 526 t=.4
own vs. organization® t=-2.8" [=-13
Organization’s best measure gives:
e control over my work 4.63 4.66 4.57 be -7
Organization control aver my work 523 5.18 5.50 t=.2
own vs. arganizationg t=1.4 t=17%

Note: Individuals were asked to evaluate {1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree} the extent to which the measures gave them,

ond gave ESH, control over how they perform their work.
*p<.05

selected only 11. This may simply be due to the fact
that more Echo West employees completed the survey
and, as such, selected more responses. However, it may
also be a reflection of the type of work done at each site.
For example, Echo East, charged with design of the
systers1 used by the CSRs of Echo West, is more likely to
be concerned with measures relating 1o the system,
such as system testing and the number of defects. It
also reflects that Echo East system developers are
more buffered from the customer environment, and
thus see less of the diversity in activities and feedback
than do Eche West personnel.

The 1most noticeable differerices between Echo West
and Echo East in perceptions of BSI's best maasures
were, again, a greater diversity of measures for Echo
West, with an emphasis on on-the-job performance, call
monitoring, and productivity. Echo East emphasized
number of defects, teviews, leader reviews, personnel
ranking rating, and custorner surveys.

It should also be noted that, as Table 5 indicates,
there is still & wide breadth of language and terminclogy
used to identify salient measures, implying a heteroge-
neous, rather than an accountwide, range of conceptual-
ization, use, and importance of different measures.

As Table 6 indicates, when asked about the ability of
measures 10 provide control over one's own work, Echo
West employees thought their own best measure
allowed them more control over their work than it
atlowed the organization. Though not a statistically
significant difference, Echo West employees thought
the organization’s best measure gave the company
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Measure Yours | Organization’s
Product measurement 3.0% | 308%
Performomce/review 268 | 23]

(peer, feam, cusiomer, feedback)

Training/ education 3.6 115

Pay 28 | 115

System defects/SRS 70 3.8

Sysiem availabifity/performance | 2.8 77

Cail monitoring/observing 4.2 3.8

Racognitien - 7.7

One-on-ones, informal feedback § 7.0 —

Customer satisfociion 7.0 -—
System/work process 56 —
Knowledge/experience

Note: Valid parcent denotes the frequency of responses that
can be considered as part of these categoriss. Since this fable
does not include all responses {only those with the highest
frequencies), fotals may not equal 100%.

greater contro! over their work more than it gave them
control over their own work. Looking at the two compar-
isons, the source of the best measures—as perceived by
the organizational member, regardless of whether the
source was the individual or the organization— provides
the greatest control over the respondent’s work. The
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Statement sD Echo West Eche East East/West
Your best measure gives:
Organization: control over my work 4.63 476 4,10 i= 9
Me control over my work 571 5.66 5.50 I=4
own vs, organization? p=-3.4%" t=-2.0
Organization’s best measure gives:
Me control aver my work 5.36 .99 5.20 5.50 t=-8
Orgasization control over my work 539 .99 5.30 525 b=
own vs, orgonization? t=.3 =8

Note: Individuals were asked lo evaluate (1 = strangly disagres to 7 = strongly agree} the extent fo which the measures gave them,

and gave ESI, control over how they perform their work.
xx p <& 'O"

processes and outcomes of systemn design work may be
betier measured by external, organizational criferia,
while the processes and outcomes of service provision
may be better measured by internal, customer repre-
sentative criteria. Further, service personnel may
notice 2 distinction between individual and organiza-
tional contrel over their work, while system perscnnel
may not.

survey Findings: Time 3

A third survey was administered in September 1996.
One hundred forty-eight surveys were received from
Echo West (a response rate of 68 percent) and 49 sur-
veys from Echo East (a4 response rate of 84 percent). As
with the Time 2 survey, respondents were asked to list
the best measure for improving performance from their
standpoint, as well as' the best measure for improving
performance from the organization’s standpoint. As
Table 7 summarizes, both emplovees’ and ESI's best
measures for improving performance fell into two
categories: product measurement and performance
reviews (by peers, team members, and customers).
New to this suivey administration were questions that
asked employees to assess the extent to which the best
measures contributed to their personal learning about
work performance. Generally, these responses were above
the middle value of 4, indicating that respondents
believe that they learn from both types of measures.
Employees claim to leam oniy about equally well from
their ownn (M = 58, $D = 7) and from the organiza-
tion's {M = 5.7, SD = .8) best measure (t = -44, n.s.).

Individuals were once again asked about the ability
of measures to provide control over one’s own work (see
Table 8). Echo West employees thought their own best
measure gave them greater control over their work.
Echo West employees, however, did not think EST's best
measure provided ESI with any more control than EST's
best measure provided to the individual.

Echo East employees did not believe their own best
measure offered them any greater conirol over their work
than their best measure gave fo the organization. The
difference is noticeable (5.5 compared to 4.1), but is not
statistically significant becanse of the small sample size
for this test (N = 10). &s with Echo West respondents,
Echo East employees did not think EST's best measure
gave them any greater control over their work than ESI's
best measure gave ESI control over their work,

When asked which measures would be most useful for
leaming how to improve performance, the most frequent
responses were performance reviews (by peer, team, and
customer) and product measuremens, followed by train-
ing and education. Note that direct evaluations by the
people and customers with whom the employee inter-
acts are deemed the most valuable ways of learing,

Interview Results

Eight in-depth interviews with Echo West employees
were conducted during the fall of 1996 and summer of
1997. As Table 9 indicates, six of the inferviewees held
positions at the CSR level, and provided 2 “frontline”
employee perspective. At the start of this project, Lauren
functioned as the team leader of the tier IT support
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Interviewee [alias used to preserve anonymity] Function Age Menths with Echo West
Patti Custormer service rep 26 24

Marge ) Customer service rep 53 5%

Lauren Teom leader ne ha

Casey Customer service rep 38 27

Diana Team leader 48 101

Alex Custommer service rep na na

Carl Customer service rep Kl 100

Hanngh Customer servica rep na na

Nole: Age and tenure were obtained from the T1 or T3 survey,

na = data not available because interviewee did not complets either the T1 or T3 survey

team, but by the end of the authors’ data collection she
had moved up to manage the complete tier II group,
which includes operations, tier 1l support, and user
support. Her insights, and the responses offered by
Diana, manager of the people process suppost team,
provided a management perspective.

Asmong the individuals who were frontline employees
there appears o be 4 general acceptance of measures. As
Patty noted when asked how she felt about measures,
“It doesn't bother me.” Casey reiterated this point by
adding, “T don't think they’re directly in the back of
my mind.”

Responses to the fisst question varied: “When you
hear the word ‘measures,” what do you think of?” For
Patti and Margo, the response was “productivity.” Gal
rasponded with “quality control.” For Casey it was the
“mumbers part,” for Alex it was “recording what you do
and how well,” and for Hannah it was, “what we do
and how we do it—performance.” The responses
offered by the tearn leaders were a bit more complex.
For example, Diana responded with: “A way to evaluate
a process {0 determine if it's working the way it should
be working, data that one can use to look at his or her
processes to determine where one needs to make some
changes to improve the way the process is operating.”

It quickly becomes clear that the ferm “measures”
means different things depending on one’s job and posi-
tion within the organization. It is also worth noting that
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Lauren, who was specifically trained in the quality meas-
urement approach, preferred “metrics” to “measures.”

There are several ways that unit members find out
about measures, CSRs learn about their performance
with regard to specific measures from their team leaders
and, in some cases, receive 4 printed report that shows
“activity” for 4 specific period of time. CSRs also learn
about measures at menthly account meetings. Casey
also noted that CSRs learn about the measures, “If you
‘make’ them.” In other wozds, there is acknowledgment
for those teams that reach and suspass measurement
goals, There are also individual rewards for consistently
achieving certain performance levels with regard to
call quality.

Most individuals are given some indication that cer-
tain measures are more valued than others, and for the
most part, it is the DMOQs that take center stage. As Alex
observed, most of the DMOQs are “wrapped up in the
phone,” a factor that she found to be problematic
because they {the DMOQs) did not capture interactions
with customers through other means {for example, fax).
Diana offered a management perspective by adding:

@2003, ASQ

“The call performance measure has really dominated |

and everybody focuses on that—-I think a big reason for
it is because there’s a recognition program built around
it and that ignores everything else a rep does. ..and I
don’t think that's right.” This appears, however, to be a
dilemma that has been recognized by others and,
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according to Carl, there was a move to shift from the
over-ermphasis on the phone to an assessment of “the
fotal rep”—a shift that would acknowledge such factors
as workload, attendance, and tardiness, in addition to
the call quality ratings that have been the focai point
until rrow. Note that the DMOQs, however, are account
performance measures explicitly identified in the con-
tract between ESI and BTG, so they will dominate the
use and evaluation of meastres. Thus, there are several
tensions about what constitutes good performance, and
who is the final arbiter of performance: the immediate
custorner, BTC, the supervisos, or the representative.

When asked if measures helped them do their job,
the responses were mixed. For Patti, the measures did
help. 4s she explained: “If you see from the call quality
report that you are low, you can make changes in how
you do vour job.” Margo also thought the measures
were helphud, but for a slightly different reason. “If you
see productivity is down for a month you try to under-
stand why-—my productivity was way down in July
because I was on vacation for two weeks.” For Margo,
measures were helpful because they helped her to
rationalize her work performance. For Carl, the meas-
ures were helpful. He said, they “keep me on my toes.”
In other words, Carl used the measures to help him see
where he was with regard to the requirements estab-
lished by the customer. On the other hand, Alex did not
think the measures helped her to do her job. She
thought the organization needed to reward those who
were top performers (those who consistently met or
exceeded the requirements jointly established by ESI
and BTC); then, perhaps, employees would be more
motivated to improve productivity. For Lauren, the
measures were not helpful because she questioned the
accuracy of the measures that were in place, a point
that will be raised again later in this section.

When asked if they felt controlled by the measures
that were in place, again, the responses were mixed.
Casey stated that she felt controlled “t0 a degree.”
Margo said, T don’t feel controlled by them at afl—1
know they're necessary.” Carl clearly stated that he felt
controlied by the phone quality checklist that dictates
the precise actions of the CSR (see Figure 1). One of the
more interesting responses carne from Latren, who did
not feel corrtroiled by the measures. She followed up by

saying that her team members might have a different
take on it because she, as the team leader, tends to be
very numbers orfented (remember that she referred to
measures 2s “mefrics”). When 2 feam member
approaches her saying, “Well, T followed up with 2
phone call,” she counters with, “How many calls?
What dates? That sort of thing.” As such, her team
membess might, in her opinion, feel somewhat con-
trolled by measures.

Both Lauren and Diana pointed out that they lack
confidence in the accuracy of some of the measures cur-
rently being used by ESI. As Lauren explained: *T don't
feel confident right now that I've got a metric system in
place that gives me accurate numbers.” Both also
thought this was problematic, since decisions were then
made based on information that may not be entirely
accurate, So not only are there conflicting arbiters of
performance, but some measures of performance are
not necessarily accurate.

One of the final interview questions posed dealt with
farniliarity with the balanced scorecard approach. The
balanced scorecard is 2 too] for managing the measure-
ments used by an organization. An earlier interview
witly the previous manager of the people process support
teamn indicated that ESI purports to make use of this
tool. However, none of the CSRs were familiar with the
scorecard or were able to explain it. Only Lawren and
Diana were able to expound on the details of this
approach and how it is being used at ESI. Thus, a gap
exists between the understanding of measures at the
management level and the understanding of measures
at the frontline. Managers may think that it s clear how
individual measures contribute to the big picture, but
this type of understanding is not clearly communicated
to those who are actually doing the work.

Process Tracking Resulls

During March of 1997, several intensive days were
spent with members of Echo West's tier II group. The
goal was o gain a more in-depth understanding of the
core processes used by each of the three tier II teams
and to ascertain which measures were associated with
these processes. This group, under Lauren’s supervi-
sion, was composed of three teams: tier I support,
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Team/Process Related measursfs)
Tier It Support
Nencanformances: = Number recsived per month

specicl requests; o Number of open issues biweekly

customer work-arounds
(CWas);

card troubles;

defects;

expedifes;

pull and traces

Explodes » Number received per month

Operatians

inbound port; * Maonhly totals (individual and
Cutbound port; feam)

Conversions; s YOWs lunits of work)

New cocounts;

Merges IMCN swiichouts]

Corporate Edge Billing | » UOWs {recently added)

Adding 800/NRA * Monthly total 1-80G cali
agresments signed
User suppert
C5D provisianing * Monthly number of CSD
packages shipped
CSD training * Training status report

Customer insiallation s Menthly Help Desk call summary
asist {number of calls by typs)

* Monlhly Help Desk call summary

* Weekly CSD problem report
(number of problems closed ouf
per week)

Cusiomer problems

operations, and user support, Bach team was charged
with several support tasks that aid the CSRs. For exam-
ple, the tier II support team handled, among other
things, “defects.” If a customer or end-user contacted a
CSR complaining that his or her calling card was
defective, the CSR would complete a form detailing the
problem and pass it along to the tier I support team
for processing. The goal was to free the CSR from the
paperwork attached to such processes so he or she
might continue to work with other custorners.

After theee days of extensive individuai conversa-
tions with 12 members of the tier I grovp (including
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group leader, Lauren), the authors were able to isolate

- 18 core processes, along with their primary measures,

that the three teams are responsible for, as Table 10
summarizes. Since each team is charged with different
processes, it makes sense that each team functions
differently with respect to measures. Two of the three
processes are summarized here.

The operations team tracks the units of work
(UOWs) distributed to each tearn member. Each core
process, after lengthy evaluation and tracking of the
amount of time and effort asscciated with the process,
has been assigned & given value (for example, most
outbound transfers of card information are weighted at
one or two units of work, while most inbound transfers
are worth 12 units of work). Each time an information
transfer request comes to the team, it first goes through
the tearn controller, who atternpts to distribute the units
of work fairly across all team mensbers (neither the
tier 17 support nor the user support feam uses such an
approach for assigning work.). The average number of
UOWs at the time of this study was 217 per month per
tear member. It should be noted, however, that all
team members (and the team leader) were quick to
say that the UOWs are only used for distribution of
work and to justify staffing needs; they are not used in
performance reviews. Each process also has its own
checklist detailing the steps required to complete the
process, and upon completion, a “completion notice”
is sent to all appropriate parties. This reveals one of the
largest problems faced by this tearmn— paperwork.
Although there is greater control over work assignments
and more accurate measures of ouicomes, this team has
countless forms and checklists. For the operations
team, the document imaging and custormer database
systems appear to have done little to alleviate the
paper crunch.

The user support team, unlike the other teams, is
confronted with the measurement issue of complete-
ness. For example, one of the core processes of the user
support team is CSD provisioning. According to the user
support team leader, CSD provisioning includes; CSD
training (including distribution of computer-based
training packages), general CSD support, CSD report-
ing, and C3D refeases (in other words, distribution to
custorners of new CSD software releases). However, the
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only measure currently in place, which, according to
the user support team leader, is one of the newer DMOGs
specified by the custorner, is the required number of CSD
software packages shipped per month, which is 50. This
presents a measurernent paradox. If a given core process
includes 4 mumber of subprocesses, only one of which is
heing measured, then where will employees direct their
energies? Quite antithetical to the quality approach, the
established parameter for this measure leads employees
o always perform at a given level.

Focus Group Results

Thiee focus groups were conducted in September 1995.
The first group was composed of five team leaders,
and the second two groups included different sets of
rnembers of the tier I team. '

At this point, the CSD system (the desktop,
Windows-based customer database, and card process-
ing systern) was not ye! instailed, though document
imaging was in place and about 30 percent of the
incoming faxes were being handled by the imaging
systern. Mot all groups, however, had the ability to view
faxes. For example, tier IT support employees were not
slated o receive the imaging until sometime in 1996
and as such, whenever they wanted to view a fax, they
had to ask someone to print the image for them.
Lirnited access, as weil as extensive {raining on a sys-
tern that they had yet to use, led to increased stress and
uncertainty. Many of the topics covered during the
focus group meetings centered on the new technology
and training issues related to the new systems. However,
some time was spent broaching the matter of measures
and four findings are worth noting.

1. In general, there is the perception that the number
of transactions is off target. For example, CSRS can
do “multi-adds” (adding multiple cards at one
time) with a single keystroke. Some CSRs, however,
have been seen doing each card individually. Bach
card counts as 4 single transaction, so if the CSR
were to have used the multi-add feature to add 20
cards, it would have stili appeared as 4 single trans-
action. Using the multi-add feature would make
the work rauch faster and easier, but would not
“count” for as many transactions by the CSR.

2. The focus groups also revealed that the number of
cards held by a customer is not the equivalent of
activity. In other words, a small account (one with
few cards) can have 3 lot of activity, Conversely, a
targe account with many cards may have very
little activity, which in tarn means Hitle activity
for the CSR.

. As there is so much emphasis placed on transac-
tions and cards, CSRs feel pressured into keying ail
of their own work rather than using the mufti-add
feature, or handing off certain pieces to data entry.
Furthermore, since there are no standards for
(SR, it remains unclear as to when—-or at what
number~—CSRs should send things to data entry.
Measurement confusion generates process and
accountability confusion.

L3

4. Finally, there are some cases where employees do
not know what they're being measured on. In some
places, like telecomimunications, the only measures
of performance are when they hear about mistakes.
As expected, this can lead to 2 great deai of frustra-
tion and inability to align oneself with the larger
gozls— and DMOQs—of the organization,

GENERAL IMPLICATIONS

The general implications of this project can be
organized under four broad categories: measurement
paradoxes, measurement disconnects, presentation of
measures, and measuyeraent assessment.

Measurement Paradoxes

Unfortunately, several of the measures used by Echo -
West appear to make little sense. For an organization
that strives to have 4 strong measurement focus, this s
a paradoxical finding. For example, one of the key
measures that drives the user support team is the num-
ber of CSD software packages shipped per month. The
requiremnent for this measure—as jointly established
by ESI and BTC—is 50 packages. This measure s also
the only indicator of the larger cote process called CSD
provisioning, which includes the subprocesses of CSD
training, support, and reporting. The lack of measures
that accurately reflect all pieces of this process is one
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"

problem; the fact that there is a requirement to mail

out 50 packages is perhaps even more paradoxical. By |

setting such a requirement, both ESI and BTG have,
perhaps unintentionally, established a bar that will not
necessarily drive performance, but rather limit per-
formance in ways they may zot have anticipated. Why
would employees strive to exceed the requirement of
shipping 50 packages when they will gair nothing by
doing so? As a follow-up to this measurement paradox,
one can also consider the fact that no measure of actual
installation by the customer is used. Thus, there is no
way to know the number of organizations that actually
install and use the CSD software, which would seem to
be the fundamental goal.

Measurement Disconnecis

There are many instances in which the measures
appear to hold little, no, or a different value or mean-
ing for organizational members. Thus, these existing
measures are disconnected from the employees who are
often the recipients of such measures, For example, CSRs
are rated on call quality and all of the 29 standards listed
on the call observing form (see Figure 1), But for some
(SRs, the presence of this measure doesn’t necessarily
drive them to parform in a particular mannes, as the
organization might expect the measure to do. Rather,
this measure was often used by CSRs to rationalize
their performance at a prior point in time. Situated
within what Weick would call “retrospective sense-
making,” one sees individuals justifving, explaining, or
rationalizing past performance so they might make
sense of their scores.

There are alse disconnects across levels of the
organization. When asked about familiarity with the
balanced scorecard approach, most of the interviewees
(except the two team Jeaders) had never heard of the
approach, and had no ides how it connected to Echo
West, Echo East, or ESL This raises the larger question:
Why don’t all employees understand how they fit into
the broader measurement philosophy of the organiza-
tion? Support for this supposition can also be found by
{ooking at the survey data. Individuals were asked, at
different points in time, what they perceived to be the
“best” measuze for improving performance from their
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owrn perspective and the organization's perspective. If

. there were a clear understanding of the broader .

measurentent philosophy within this division of ESI,
then one would expect to get very similar responses.
The responses, however, were quite diverse and often
made use of disparate terminology.

Presentation of Measuras

There also appears to be sore confusion. regarding how
measures are presented and this, in turn, impacts the
familiarity that employees have with certain measures.
As the interviews revealed, Echo West's progress toward
achieving the DMOQs is reported at the monthly account
meetings. While the meetings are typically weil attended,
employees are only encouraged to attend them. As was
the case with Patti, one of the interview subjects, many
months may go by without an employee attending one
of the account meetings. However, progress on many of
the CSR measures, and most of the measures tracked by
the three tier II teams, are posted thuoughout the work
envirvonment on easy-to-see bulletin boards. Nearly all of
these postings focas on DMOQs, or in the case of the tler
I teamns, the measures they have identified for tracking
their core processes. On the other hand, the MOVE
meastires, whicl, according to the archival materials,
are just as important to the customer as the DMOQs,
are absent from both the meetings and the bulletin
boards. Although the MOVE measures are still collected,
the lack of visibility of these measures has prevented
their awareness, use, and vaiue by employess,

Measurement Assessment

There appears to be no continuous improvement effost
or periodic reassesstuent to ensure that the measures
being coilected are the right ones and ones that are
useful to the organization and its members—that is,
double-loop learning. There is perfodic negotiation
between ESI and the contracted customer (BTC, not
the actual end-user customers) in order to meet the
custorner's measurerent needs; however, to be 2 true
learning organization, ESI must also ascertain which
measures allow its members to learn, and whether
better measures might be developed and evaluated.
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A RETURN TO THEORY

While the uses of measures within this unit of EST show
suppert for cerfain aspects of each theory, they also fail
to support other aspects.

Organizational Learning

As part of the Time 3 survey, EST employees were asked
to assess the ability of the “best” measures they had pre-
viously listed for their contribution to personal learning
about work performance. Generally, these responses fell
above the middle value, indicating that respondents do
think they learn from these measures. The interviews
and process tracking conversations revealed that,
although learning is predominantly of the single-loop
(corrective) vartety, some double-loop (generative)
learning does occur. For example, the call-closing sce-
nario that Casey raised during her interview (opening
and closing the call with “Thark you for calling BTC”
as leading to frustration and annoyance for both CSRs
and customers) demonstrated how an error was detected
and corrected in a way that involved modification of ESI
policies and routines (Argyris and Schon 1995).

There is some support of Huber's (1991) contention
that organizations can learn even if not all employees
{or units of the organization) learn. When one or two
CSRs learned that the Echo West mainframe system
would slow down drastically when processing large
orders, this individual “learning from experience”
(Levitt and March 1995) was shared with other mem-
bers of the team (Dixon 1992; Kim 1993), the team
leader, and then with teams that were impacted by the
slowdown and tearns that could resolve the matter It
was not imperative that @/ ESI employees learn about
the situation. It was sufficient that only some units
learned this lesson. But, as Daft and Huber (1987)
assert, learning will only occur once information is
used. The CSRs could have simply griped about the
slowness of the systern and not acted upon the issue. But
by interpreting, acting upon, and, consequently, incor-
porating the lesson into the practices and routines of the
organization, one can say that double-loop learning
has taken place. Nevertheless, it is clear that even in this
avowedly measurement-oriented organization, there is

limied double-loop learning and even significant
limitations on organizationwide single-loop learning.

[t is also worth noting that individuals and organi-
zations may not always learn the “right” things
{Greising 1994). The focus groups revealed some con-
fusion sarrounding what constitutes a “transaction.”
Since CSRs are evaluated against, among other things,
the number of transactions that are handled each
month, CSRs quickly learned that more is better; more
separate transactions, rather than vsing the “multi-
add key” for fransaction batches, is the equivalent of
being a better worker. Of course, this seriously degrades
ugit performarnce, response time, and customer satis-
faction, a crucial measure of unit and organizational
performance.

Overall, the organizational learning framework pro-
vided some interesting insights into the use of measures
for learning at ESI. It should be noted, however, that
much of the evidence for learning did not come from
measuzes, but rather from other types of information
(it was not the system speed DMOQ that revealed the
slowdown during processing large orders, it was a CSR’s
perception that she could no longer move as quickly
from one screen to the mext). s such, one might con-
clude that this framework would need to be expanded
to include information beyond what is represented in
measures, and the linkages between individual and
organizational learning, in order to gain a more com-
prehensive view of how learning occurs.

Weickian Sense-making

Evidence for sense-making activity at ESI can be found
by looking at the focus groups, interviews, and process
tracking conversations. Some measures do serve to
reduce equivocality when individuals are faced with
choosing from multiple, plausible meanings. For
example, rather than requesting that CSRs answer the
phone quickly, a direction that could have multiple,
plausible, meanings, CSRs are required (as specified by
the DMOQs) to answer calls in less than 15 seconds,
which is the equivalent of two rings. This removes the
uncertainty surrounding this aspect of the CSR’s job,
but also increases equivocality about what constitutes a
satisfying custorer relationship maintenance.
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The interviews and process tracking accounts yielded
the most evidence for the presence of retrospective
sense-making, For example, individuals can only offer
retrospective accounts of why they did or did not ship
the required 50 CSD software packages last month, as
there is no measure of the process itself. Furthermore,
sense-making for this month's performance against the
standard cannot be divorced from sense-making of fast
month’s performance against the standard.

Finally, as Weick (1995} notes, in sense-making
activity, accuracy is nice, but not necessary. Of greater
value is the plausibility of the account, and whether it
makes for a good story. For example, in recounting
some of the troubles surrounding the appropriate pro-
cedure for closing a call, one of the interview subjacts
strove to tell a plavsible story surrounding the events
that led to a policy change whereby CSRs now close a
call by simply saying “Goodbye” rather than “Thank
you for calling BTC.”

The Quality Approach

The quality approach highlighted whether meastires
were being used in support of the six core concepts of
the quality approach: custorer focus, leadership, com-
munication, use of data, organizational assessment,
and continuous improvement. For example, as the
Time 1 survey results revealed, when asked to list two of
the best measures available for assessing quality, the
top-rated response across both locations was customer
satisfaction. The archival materials supported this
emphasis on customer satisfaction as well with samples
of EST’s Custormer Satisfaction Index (CSI), which have
remained favorable and above the scale’s midpoint of
4 for several vears running, The CSI was 5.1 in 1993,
5.4 in 1994, and 5.23 in 1995, Although there was a
slight drop in the 1995 GSI, the fact that ESI has chosen
to meastre customer satisfaction continuousty and has
chosen to report trends over time can stilt be viewed as
evidence for a solid customer orientation,

The customer and employee surveys (as well as other
channeis) offer several feedback loops for evaluating
both internal and external customer satisfaction, thus
providing support for the comreunication component
of the quality approach. And zithough the external
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customer information has led to process changes to

 increase external customer satisfaction (for example,

fraudulent cards used to be deleted within a single
business day, now they are deleted in less than 15
minutes), it remains unclear how the internal cus-
tomer information is being used for continuous
improvement, especially given the tension between the
two forms of customers: BTC and the 6000 companies
supported by ESI. While this may not be a common
occurrence, having different sets of customers with
sometimes opposing goals and no explicit relation-
ship between them is not sufficiently encompassed by
the quality approach concept of stakeholders.

There is much emphasis on data at ESI, which
demonstrates support for yet another core concept of the
quality framework. Multiple sources of data (in the
form of measures) can be found when looking to the
DMOQ and MOVE measures, as well 45 to the call
observing form and overall call quality reports. Data are
also used to track processes, although in some cases,
the outcorne measures are not accurate or consistent.
The “why customers call” report offers additional
quantitative information regarding the activity of this
center, and the “customer comments” reports offer a
qualitative perspective, so that EST might have a more
comprenensive stery regarding customer. needs and
expectations, which would allow them to assess and
address gaps in performance.

CRITICAL THEORY

Starting with the first survey administration, the
authors began io find evidence for employee acceptance
of ESI's dominant ideology of customer satisfaction
simply by their selection of customer satisfaction as
their best measure for assessing quality.

Also during the first survey administration, emplay-
ees were asked to evaluate their feelings of autonomy,
variety, and perceived task importance (also referred to
here as the job characteristics scale) using Hackman
and Oldham’s (1975; 1980) work design survey. On a
scale of 1107 (1 = not at all, 7 = very much), all three
dimensions were rated well above the scale’s midpoint of
4, with perceptions of task significance rated the highest
(M = 5.85, 8D = 1.02). Using the critical theory lens,
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thiis might suggest that not only have ernployees ‘accepted
the dominant ideology of customer satisfaction, but they
are also being subversively controlled to believe that their

role toward achieving management’s goals is significant,

This, in turn, further assures employee commitment and
lovalty to organizational goals. Additionally, the high
assessment of autoomy can be construed as further
evidence for subversive conirol. Employees are being
socialized to believe that they have autonomy, control,
and some say in what gets done at ESE It is really the
rhetoric of ESI, however, that creates an environment
conducive to normative control.

Questions posed during the Time 2 survey adminis-
tration attempted to assess, more directly, perceptions
regarding the ability of measures to provide control
over one’s work. Individuals betieve that both their own
best measure and ESI's best gives them control. This
could be interpreted as offering yet more evidence for
the subversive forms of control that exist at ESI In
other words, employees have been socizlized to helieve
that they have some element of control through their
own best measure. However, since all of these measures
are ultimately selected and generated by ESI, it is really
EST that maintains control. It is the dominant ideology
that contiriues to govern employee behavior, even when
that behavior comes in the form of certain acceptable
responses to a survey question.

Statistical analysis following the third survey admin-
istration revealed a negative correlation between control
and autonomy. In other words, as perceptions regarding
EST's best measure affording the individual control
increased, feelings of autonomy decreased. From this, it
can be suggested that on some level individuals do feel
a3 though they lose power and autonomy.

One cant also look more closely at some of the lan-
guage used at ESI for additional evidence to support
the critical framework. As the critical theory approach
suggests, language can provide both unity and division.
For ESI, unity is created through the use of common
language: DMOQs, call observing, call quality, CSD
software packages, and so on. Almost all of the tasks
completed by the tier IT teams make use of specialized
language that either makes one an insider or an out-
sider. For example, it would be hard to know what
inbound ports, conversions, or explodes are without

being part of the ESI culture. This unity supports a
dominant ideology that endorses customer satisfaction
above all else. One can also see how the use of such
specialized terms can limit the focus of discourse, mak-
ing it difficult to express creativity and innovation. For
example, the 29 items on the call observing form clear-
iy dictate the actions of the CSR; there is little room for
recognizing the full range of CSR responsibilities, and
it does not allow for individual growth, development,
and experimentation.

During the interviews, individuals were asked if
they ever felt controlled by the measures used at ESI.
Nearly all of the respondents said “no.” On one hand,
this indicates that the critical perspective provides
incorrect propositions about the use of measures for
emnployee control. Of course, the eritical frame might
also suggest that this is the response one would expect;
it is often tmpossible to see these systems of domina-
tion and oppression when one is embedded in thern.
However, the more obvious, explicit, and resisted forms
of organizational domination do not seem particularly
salient in this organization.

LINITATIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR FUTURE STUDY

The goal of this study was to explore and analyze the
perceptions of measures held by selected organizational
members for two segmernits of ESI—Echo West and
Echo East. Given the strong measurement focus of this
unit, it also appeared to be a good choice for exploring
measurement issues. But, as is often the case with orga-
nizational research, this study was faced with 2 number
of limnitations.

Most of the limitations can be grouped under the
heading of methodological issues. These included limi-
tations faced by using a case-study approach, inherent
limitations in the type of data collected, problems
regarding the use of appropriate terminology, and
limited access for collecting additional data.

The fact that the sole focus of this case study was
limited to the emplovess of ESI limits the generaliz-
ability of these findings to other organizations. As both
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Benefits

Bata source -

Limifs

1. Survey research

"hest” measures

» Useful for assessing current ofitucles using Likertypes measures
« Useful for capiuring descriptive data regarding perceptions of

¢ Lacks depth

= Unable 1o provide insight into "how”
meastres come to hold meaning
for organizationct members

2. Individuol interviews
organizational members

¢ Useful for understanding “how” and “what” measures mean to

# Useful for clarifying commonly used language Hor axample,
measures vs. matrics} and acronyms

¢ Time consuming to coflect

3. Process tracking
organizational members

s Useful for understanding “how” and *“what” measures men o

* Time consuming fo collsct
» Difficult to use os a coltvral “outsider”

4. Focus groups + Uselul for adding

* Difficult to organize

* Participants sasily sidetracked

* Potential for descending into gripe
session

5. Review of archival
.. materials {reports,
survey insfruments,
oulcoms measuras)

* Usehi! for sesing how measures ars presented io organizafional
.. "outsiders” such as customers and other stakeholder groups

» Difficult fo coflect as archival materials
are often considered proprigiary

+ Somefimes difficult to inferpret without
hefp from an organizational “insider”

MacNealy (1997} and Eisenhardt (1989 note, however,
case-study research can provide rich, descriptive
insights into events and behaviors, and can lead to
hypotheses for testing, and sometimes the development
of new theories and explanatory frameworks. Further,
as the next section emphasizes, the study provides a
Dasts for assessing generalizable theoretical approaches
{0 organizations’ use of meastires,

4s noted, data sources for this research included three
surveys, interviews, focus groups, process tracking, and
archival materials. But, as Table 11 shows, each method
has its own strengths and limits. The first survey and
early interviews were also troubled by conflicting use of
terminology across time periods and organizational
units {such as the seven areas of the MBNQA or even the
word “rmeasure” as opposed to “metrics™).

CONCLUSTONS

Overall, the perceptions of measures held by organiza-
tional members are favorable. These perceptions,
however, appear to change based on one’s position
(managers have less confidence in the accuracy of
measures than froatline employees do), and function
(CSRs axe more concerned with issues of call quality
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and customer satisfaction, whereas design personnel
tend to be more concerned with issues relating to
employee satisfaction and system functionality) within
ESI. Tt appears that employees understand the necessity
of having certain measures in place and, as such, don't
always question their presence, but occasionally ques-
tion their completeness for evaluating such complex
concepts as customer service. There is also sapport for
the business ctiché and the familiar qualitative critique
of quantitative data, “what gets measured is what gets
done,” since employees clearly spend more enerey on
those elements that they know will be measured, and
on which ESI is contractually evaluated.

Even in this organizational site, committed to a
measurement approach, both from the perspective of
managerial philosophy as well as instituted in the
account contract: 1) a variety of paradoxical uses and
consequences of measures arose; 2) there were several
“disconnects” or gaps between intentions and conse-
quences of measures; 3) there was considerable variation
in the extent to which measurement philosophies and
procedures were explicitly presented, and commonly
shared; and 4) there were limited efforts to obtain
double-loop learning or process improvement about
measurement activities themsetves.

©2005, ASQ
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Most professional implementation of, as well as

much research treatment of measures tends o view

them strictly for what they can offer to management
and the organization’s bottom-line. For example,
much of the current work simply offers a listing of the
measures organizations should be collecting and how

 these can be used to support strategic planning, quality
improvement, and other management initiatives
(Brancato 1997; Czarnecki 1999; Lingle 1997). But by
asking how employees, the contracting organization,
and the end customer organizations (individually and
through inferaction) make sense of, provide informa-
tion for, and raise questions about measures, one can
gain insight into how these measures are actually used
by organizational members on a daily basis, and what
kinds of consequences they might have.

Although multitheoretic approaches can sometires
face methodological dilemmas (Hassard 1991; Papa,
Auwal, and Singhal 1995) and are sometimes con-
strained by the necessity for a greater investment of
time, there is little organizational research that is not
fraught with such problerns and constraints—-that is
the nature of organizational life. Multitheoretic, multj-
method organizational research is complex and often
mmessy because organizational life is complex and often
messy. But it is the resulting insights and richness of
understanding that will make the investment worth it.
The use of muitiple measurement and theoretical lenses
for understanding organizational phenomenon can
often provide a richer, more comprehensive view of the
organization (Alvesson 1996; Papa, Auwal, and Singhal
1995). The next step would be to engage in theory
building in order to integrate (on some level) these
frameworks and methods with the goal of developing 2
metaparadigmatic theory of measuzes.
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