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ABSTRACT 
This paper draws on a broad range of theoretical perspectives to frame counter-
productive behaviours in an Australian case study. The organisation, FoodWorks is a 
greenfield site that made a concerted effort throughout the development process to 
advance a selection process and a semi-autonomous work team (SAWT) environment 
that facilitated a high level of organisational citizenship behaviours. However, the start-
up goals were not met. Furthermore, low wages increased the employee’s inclination to 
engage in counter-productive behaviours.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Since the early 1990s the field of organisational behaviour has given an increased level of 
attention to ‘counter-productive’ behaviours in the workplace (Bies and Tripp 1996; 1998; 
Matinko, Gundlach and Douglas 2002). However, such employee actions have been 
investigated in the fields of industrial sociology/industrial relations (Beynon 1973; Burawoy 
1979; Edwards and Scullion 1982; Knights and McCabe 2000; Roy 1952; 1954), criminology 
(Ditton 1976; 1977; 1979), anthropology (Mars 1973; 1974; 1982) for many decades. There is 
a wide range of terms that are used throughout the various disciplines to refer to such 
employee behaviours – conflict, resistance, misbehaviour to name just a few. However, this 
paper maintains consistency with the theme of this special edition by referring to all such 
actions as ‘counter-productive’ behaviours (CPBs).  
 
This paper draws on a broad range of theoretical perspectives to frame CPBs in an Australian 
case study. The organisation, FoodWorks is a greenfield site that made a concerted effort 
throughout the development process to advance a selection process and a semi-autonomous 
work team (SAWT) environment that facilitated a high level of organisational citizenship 
behaviours (OCBs) (see Organ 1988). Furthermore, the selection process and team 
environment was intended to eliminate the likelihood of CPBs. This paper explores the 
development and existence of these two inter-related issues, employee selection and the 
organisation of work, and suggests that in this case, the organisation has had a moderate level 
of success in achieving their goals. Furthermore, this paper provides an explanation of why 
this organisation has achieved only a moderate level of success.   
 
The remainder of this paper is divided into five sections. The first section explores the notion 
of CPBs from a range of disciplinary perspectives. The second section of this paper will 
provide some contextual information of the case study organisation, as well as a 
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methodological explanation of this study. Thirdly, this paper will examine the selection 
process of the FoodWorks plant. This will be followed by a consideration of the development 
and role of the semi-autonomous teams at FoodWorks. Finally, a discussion integrates the 
findings in relation to CPBs in this case and provides some explanations.     
 

COUNTER-PRODUCTIVE BEHAVIOURS—A BROAD VIEW 
The study of counter-productive behaviours of employees in the workplace has a long history. 
This history has shown Frederick Winslow Taylor to be one of the most influential of 
managerial theorists. Much of his work had a dual focus; firstly, the search for efficiency 
through finding the ‘one best way’ to perform tasks, and secondly, eliminating what we now 
refer to as CPBs. Taylor felt that ‘soldiering’ or ‘underworking’ was one of the greatest evils 
that gripped the working man (Taylor 1911). An interesting proposition for the time, but it 
could be easily argued that there are many greater ‘evils’ in today’s workplace.  
 
There is a wealth of industrial sociology throughout the post-World War II period that delves 
into why employees engage in such behaviours (see for examples: Beynon and Blackburn 
1972; Blauner 1964; Cunnison 1966; Lupton 1963; Roy 1952; 1954; Woodward 1965). A 
range of interesting propositions came from this body of work. For example, it was 
recognised that non-work factors influence employee behaviours in the workplace. In 
addition, this body of industrial sociology recognised that many employee behaviours that 
were outside the formal rule structure were focussed on benefiting the organisation despite 
negative implications for the employees. An important theoretical assumption framing this 
research was the acknowledgement of the pluralistic nature of the employment relationship. 
That is to say, that the goals of an employee and the goals of an employer have some 
commonalities, but will never be aligned.   
 
In recent years there has been a growing research focus and theoretical development of the 
notion of CPBs in the field of organisation behaviour. Numerous researchers have 
investigated particular behaviours, while others have attempted to incorporate a range of 
behaviours for more integrative theoretical developments. CPBs have been defined to include 
actions such as rule-breaking and day-dreaming while on the job, through to theft and 
sabotage (Ones, Viswesvaran and Schmidt 1993). Collins and Griffin (1998) make the point 
that despite the various nuances, all the definitions are characterised by a disregard for 
societal and organisational rules and values. However, there are problems with these 
approaches. There is an implied assumption that the employee has intent to perform damage, 
and also has control over the outcome of their particular actions. This leaves little room for 
unintended consequences of behaviours that might not begin with the intention of being 
counter-productive.  
 
Furthermore, the unitarist assumption that presupposes that what is good for the organisation 
is good for the employee remains problematic. Certainly, a successful organisation is good for 
those employees who wish to maintain their employment. However, the employment 
relationship is a complex web of legal rules, institutional practices and policies, and informal 
actions. Given this complexity as a starting assumption, it is reasonable to acknowledge that 
some of this web of complexity can have oppositional outcomes for the employee and the 
employer.  
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Hence, the implicit assumption in much of the CPB research that the management of the 
organisation is ‘doing the right thing’ and it is the employees’ response that is the ‘counter-
productive behaviour’ is a fundamental flaw. This paper is not suggesting that violence in the 
workplace should be condoned under any circumstances; however, the currently accepted 
view of counter-productive behaviours is far too broad and all encompassing. Some actions 
may indeed be ‘counter-productive’ from the perspective of the organisation, yet they allow 
an important means of maintaining situational power on the part of the employee (Chen and 
Spector 1992 cited in Miles, Borham, Spector and Fox, 2002). One might say that using the 
label ‘counter-productive’ is in itself, counter-productive.  
 
In recent years there has been a substantial increase in the number of hours Australian 
employees work (ABS 2002; 2004). At the same time, there has been an increasing level of 
work intensification within Australia (Allan, O’Donnell and Peetz 1999; Peetz, Townsend, 
Fox and Allan 2004). These practices which are largely employer driven are having a counter-
productive effect on the lives of many people. The assumption that over-worked employees 
spending an amount of time ‘day-dreaming’ or measuring their output is ‘counter-productive 
behaviour’ is a ‘blame the victim’ approach that adds little value. There needs to be further 
theoretical development of employee behaviours to recognise that not all actions (e.g. day-
dreaming) that fail to conform to organisational rules are CPBs that need to be eliminated. 
This paper will now introduce the case study organisation, FoodWorks.  
 

THE CASE STUDY CONTEXT  
FoodWorks is a food-processing plant on a greenfield site in Queensland. According to a 
leadership team member as the development of the plant progressed they became more aware 
of the opportunities available to them.  

“We wanted a flat structure and to ensure that quality and open communication 
developed. We wanted to lead not to manage - we wanted to seek guidance from the 
team members not instruct.”  

The organisation wanted to implement SAWTs with sophisticated personnel recruitment 
processes, payment structured for successful achievement of team goals and a multi-skilled 
staff. While the goal was of course, to develop a successful business, the management team 
recognised that this would be achieved in part through the ‘right people’. Employees would 
be selected on the basis of their likelihood to fit the culture of commitment, and de-selected 
based on the likelihood of engaging in CPBs.  
 
One early example of a teambuilding exercise saw the employees divided into groups to 
determine ‘team norms’ for the organisation. The most commonly determined norms were 
what one would expect including: helping each other, respect each other, do job properly, be 
punctual, ‘sharing the vision’, being equal team members, trust each other, be proud to be part 
of the team, have fun safely, share your ideas, share your knowledge, do what you think is 
right (quality). In addition to this, team norms are printed on the back of the employee’s ID 
card as a constant reminder of what is expected of employees to be ‘good soldiers’ (Organ 
1988: 4). Furthermore, much thought was placed into the development of the plant to ensure 
efficient production processes as well as limiting the opportunities for employees to misuse 
their time.  
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The data for this research was primarily collected through an eight month period of 
ethnographic participant-observation where extensive discussions could be held with 
employees. While it is recognised that there are limitations in ethnography, this 
methodological approach is extensively recognised as valuable when sensitive topics (such as 
CPBs) are being investigated (Friedmann and McDaniel 1998; Neumann 2000; Vinten 1994; 
Yin 1994). In addition to the ethnographic aspect of this data collection process, 13 interviews 
were conducted with management representatives and union officials. Finally, the 
examination of organisational documentation added to the data collection process. The data 
collection occurred throughout 2003 and 2004.  
 

EMPLOYEE SELECTION AT FOODWORKS 
Until recent times, organisations have commonly had a recruitment goal of attracting large 
numbers of applicants (Wanous 1992). Many of these rudimentary recruitment processes 
focus upon job-centred technical skills. However, the efficacy of this approach has been 
questioned. It has been suggested that ‘post-hire’ outcomes, such as job satisfaction of new 
recruits and initial job performance should be more important for organisations (Breaugh and 
Starke 2000). Included in this approach are recruitment systems based around more intangible 
qualities within the person. For example, organisations can seek to match an applicant’s 
adaptability, teamwork skills, self-confidence, and degree of optimism to the existing 
organisational culture. While it is expected that various organisations engage in different 
recruiting methods, there is a growing body of literature that recognises the ‘person centred’ 
approach to finding the attitude to match the organisation, rather than the skills to match the 
tasks (Alvesson and Willmott 2002; Callaghan and Thompson 2002; Findlay, McKinlay, 
Marks and Thompson 2000; Hallier 2001; Jewell and Siegall 1990; Thompson and Findlay 
1999).  
 
An additional important role of recruitment is a form of organisational ‘gate-keeping’. That is 
to say, that those employees involved in recruiting are responsible for ensuring only the 
appropriate persons are employed. The role is two-fold; the gate-keeper must be sure to allow 
the right people in, but also, to ensure the wrong people are kept out. Furthermore, many 
organisations place a substantially greater importance on a person’s personality than their 
experience, training and technical skills (Nickson, Warhurst, Witz and Cullen 2001). As such, 
clichés become the order of Human Resource (HR) and Recruitment Departments with 
terminology like ‘We recruit attitude’ (Callaghan and Thompson 2002); ‘if they are willing to 
learn they are better to employ’ (Townsend 2004) and the aim to identify ‘individuals’ with 
‘suitable characteristics’ (van den Broek 2003). However, the evidence of the effect that 
recruitment methods have on job performance is, at best, mixed (Rhynes 1991; Henly 2000; 
DeVaro and Fields 2002). Yet, as Blyton and Turnbull (1998) note, the easiest way to develop 
a compliant workforce is to recruit one. 
 
The catchment area selected for the FoodWorks worksite provided the organisation with a 
prospective labour market that was both low-skilled, and had a relatively high unemployment 
rate (ABS 2001). In addition, the area is known for being a manufacturing region with more 
than sixteen percent of the workforce involved in industrial employment (LOED 1998). For 
the FoodWorks management, the relatively high unemployment rate was beneficial as a 
means to recruit people who did not have deeply entrenched approaches to work that would 
be unsuitable within the FoodWorks culture. In August 2001, the project team began their 
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first major level of recruitment. Two months was devoted to recruiting approximately 30 
people into positions such as team leaders, R&D staff, QA staff and administration staff.  
 
The FoodWorks HR officer established a recruitment process (summarised in Figure 1) in an 
attempt to hire ‘correct individual(s)’. Managerial representatives for the organisation 
continually state the mantra that they look for ‘ability and attitude – not skills’. This ability 
and attitude often becomes apparent through FoodWorks’s final stages of recruitment: a half-
day of role-playing and behavioural interviews. An example of the role-play is a scenario 
where the members of a work team must resolve a problem in their production process. 
Alternatively, they have a team member who has a negative approach to her work and the 
team must ‘get Jo back on track’. The HR officer reports that the recruits that are sought are 
demonstrably ‘team focused and caring people’ and that ‘the role-playing is most indicative 
of who will be successful.’ At FoodWorks high expectations are placed in the recruiting 
process to find people that will commit to the organisation.  
 
Figure 1: FoodWorks Recruitment Process Summary 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1. Recruitment and Approval 

Authority. 
HR officer gains approval to 

begin recruitment process – 2 
weeks. 

 
7. Assessment Centre.  

Introduction, tour of facility, 
group discussion, 2 

behavioural interviews, role-
play – 4 hours. 

 
 

5. Telephone Interview.  
Time taken will depend on 

number of shortlisted 
candidates – 1 day.  

 
6. Aptitude Tests. 

Potential Team Members are 
tested for mathematical, 
mechanical and applied 

reading – 2 hours. 

 
3. Applications Received. 

Response to advertisement – 2 
weeks.  

 
8. Pre-Employment Checks.  

Criminal history check, 
pathology test, pre-

employment medical, proof of 
residency – 2 weeks. 

 

 
9. Offer of Employment. 

By phone, followed up with 
contract of employment. 

Timing dependant on notice 
candidate needs to give in 

current role – 4 weeks.  

 

10. Orientation. 
Explanation of FoodWorks 

history and guiding principles. 
Training: OHS, chemical 
handling, food safety, 

emergency response, manual 
handling – 2 days. 

 

 
2. Advertise. 

Advertisement designed by HR 
officer for placement – 1 week.  

 

 
4. De-select Applicants. 
Applications screened 

according to selection criteria – 
1 day. 

Source: Adapted from FoodWorks Recruitment Process 
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TEAMS AND THE ORGANISATION OF WORK 
This worksite was designed with the basic premise of a flow-shop. Some benefits of such a 
design include the efficient use of space, and constant processing times (Meredith and Shafer 
2002). Another key factor in the plant design was that the organisation would be utilising a 
JIT production system. The JIT system was pioneered within Toyota Motors, with the idea 
that components are delivered in precise quantities and at the exact time that they are needed 
in the production process. Tight quality control is essential with this style of system, as 
defective or insufficient parts immediately disrupt production. JIT can be seen as a relatively 
simple way of effectively coordinating the production process in which a large group of 
different components are ultimately assembled into a final product (Benders and Van 
Hootegem 2000; Turnbull 1998). In the case at FoodWorks, the final product is a single serve, 
frozen meal.  
 
Ideally for management, there was no requirement for most employees to be going further 
than ten to twenty metres for all the equipment they required, regardless of the section in 
which they worked. Management wanted a plant design that would provide an efficient use of 
all potentially productive time and, as a consequence, limit employee CPBs in terms of the 
(re)appropriation of time (Ackroyd and Thompson 1999; Thompson and Ackroyd 1995). A 
plant layout where employees are not required to move far from their workspace would limit 
the possibility of employee ‘loafing’ and potentially avoid the temptation of employee ‘theft 
of time’.   
 
All processes are monitored and much of the machinery is computerised therefore limiting the 
number of employees required. Recipes developed by the R&D team are incorporated into the 
mainframe computer system and drive the thermal processing equipment. Hence, with aspects 
similar to what Wright and Lund (1996) refer to as ‘computerised Taylorism’, employees 
must simply follow instructions on the computer screen for 45 minutes to cook the equivalent 
of 10 000 serves of pasta sauce! 
 
In comparison to what is commonly understood to be a team responsibility in SAWTs, the 
production schedules are determined by management staff, with the employees assigned their 
work stations by team leaders. Again, unlike what is commonly understood to be a dimension 
of SAWTs, team leaders were selected by management, rather than democratically selected 
by team members. Furthermore, team members were selected by management, again, quite 
dissimilar to the notion of SAWTs that can often be self-selecting. In the cooking area of the 
processing plant, the employees are provided with processes that allow for considerable off-
task time. Team members may, for example, be required to cook 100 bags of pasta and 100 
bags of vegetables in a shift. This would require spending ten minutes gathering the first 10 
bags of pasta and pouring them onto a conveyor belt. The cooking process may take 20 
minutes, during which time the employee must dispose of their bags and gather more pasta. 
With any additional time the team members may have, they ‘help out’ other members of the 
team. For example, the team member can collect more chicken fillets for the belt grill, remove 
soiled trays to be cleaned and so on. As suggested by Blauner (1964) the ability to control the 
pace of work and the freedom of physical movement reduce the workers’ alienation from, or 
disenchantment in the production system. It comes as no surprise that FoodWorks employees 
in the most part prefer to work in this section of the workplace.  
 
Employees in the low-risk section are provided with the opportunity to determine their own 
lunch breaks around their work schedule. This is significantly different from teams in other 
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sections who have their breaks determined by the end of a production run. The employees in 
the high-risk section are charged primarily with assembling meals into individual packages. 
These teams are called ‘the assembly teams’. Assembling meals is achieved through two lines 
of 10 employees on conveyor belts, each station contributing another cooked ingredient. 
Wherever possible, this system is automated. The level of teamwork within this section of the 
workplace is questionable. Rather than ‘teamwork’ these employees are involved in what 
Sharpe (2002) refers to as sequential interdependency.   
 
Meal trays pass along the conveyor belt at the speed of three every two seconds. Assembling 
a meal in this area would require two people to alternate the inserting of, for example, a 
chicken fillet; two people to alternate inserting a scoop of mashed potato; followed by an 
automated gravy measure; two employees to alternate a contribution of six beans; and another 
two people to alternate adding three carrots to complete the meal. A further person is at the 
end of the conveyor belt to add or remove vegetables to ensure the correct weight for quality 
purposes. A lid is automatically placed on the meal before it proceeds through the freezer. 
These employees are ‘on-task’ for almost all of their working day. Each of these teams has 
day shift teams and afternoon shift teams.  
 
Upon production commencing at this greenfield site, there was a larger than expected initial 
workload. As a result, the organisation inserted another layer of management into the 
hierarchy soon after opening, contrary to the aforementioned SAWT expectations. A 
combination of the labour process and the increasing level of managerial authority means that 
the teams in this workplace are not SAWTs as the management had initially intended. The 
limited levels of control for employees and teams means that at best, the teams are similar to 
‘lean production’ teams and, at worst, they are reflective of what has been referred to as 
‘teams without teamworking’ (van den Broek, Callaghan and Thompson 2004). 
 
DISCUSSION 
At this point we shall introduce the analogy of building a house to developing an organisation. 
In this case, the builders had a ‘vision’ of the completed house. However, when drawing the 
plans and building the structure, the developers failed to consider the strength that the internal 
walls provide to the house. At FoodWorks, a great deal of attention was paid to complex and 
thorough selection processes and the organisation of work and team structure. From the 
outside, the house looked strong. However, the remuneration system was poorly considered 
and the employees, once inside the organisation, found this as a substantial weakness.  
 
A large percentage of the CPBs at FoodWorks are a result of an increasing level of 
dissatisfaction with rates of pay. FoodWorks employees are comparatively low paid by 
industry and national standards. In the early stages of the organisation’s development there 
was much focus on employee commitment to the company. With the promise of this 
workplace being better and different to other workplaces, employees did engage in OCBs and 
‘take that extra step’ in the early days. However, cases of employees taking that extra step 
became more infrequent as frustrations grew with the levels of pay for operators. Reflecting 
the frustrations with pay policies found by Greenberg and Alge (1998), one operator suggests:  
 

It’s such bad pay and you’re expected to give everything. When I look at my pay of 
$520 compared to the thousand or two thousand (dollars) a week the others (the 
management team) get…you realise we’re not really all equal in this place.  
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This view is commonly expressed throughout the organisation. With employees showing a 
high level of dissatisfaction with the outcome of the wage/effort bargain, a pluralist 
interpretation of the employment relationship suggests that this dissatisfaction will manifest 
itself in CPBs (Hollinger and Clark 1983; Greenberg and Scott 1996 cited in Skarlicki and 
Folger 1997).  
 
While there is no doubt some degree of employee dissatisfaction in pay levels regardless of 
parity, these employees did receive comparatively low wages. Entry level employees were 
paid the federal minimum wage (at the time approximately $430), while the top level 
employees’ base wage was $530—still well short of the $880 average weekly earnings in 
Australia at that time (Watts, 2003). What can only be regarded as a poorly considered tactic 
by managers in enterprise bargaining, employees were provided with a graph indicating that 
they were being paid similar to what regional competitors were being paid—two years prior! 
 
There are many examples of employees utilising their privileged position of being a cooking 
team member to engage in CPBs aimed at the management team. For example, the process of 
cooking pasta takes approximately 20 minutes, and the team leader told the operator that a 
batch was required in five minutes. The operator says that such occurrences ‘piss (her) off’ 
and enlisted the researcher’s assistance to engage in an act of resistance. The operator told 
how slowing production would mean that any down-time for the other section would be 
costed back to the cooking team. Hence: 
 

… I’ve (fed) so much friggin’ penne (pasta) into the cooker that they’ll have so much 
they don’t know what to do with it. That gives me extra time on my hands and I can 
relax a little while they sweat trying to find places to store the penne.  

 
In other examples of CPBs, many employees refused to engage in one of the central tenets of 
the FoodWorks culture. Part of the managerial strategy is to develop multiskilled teams of 
employees in an attempt to increase functional flexibility. In developing multiskilled 
employees, there is a policy of job rotation that has not been adequately implemented. One 
reason that this policy has not been completely implemented is due to employee resistance. 
Many employees of the two cooking teams recognise that they have greater task freedoms and 
a more stimulating work environment in the low-risk area.  
 
Furthermore, due to production pressures there has been limited opportunity to train new 
employees to use much of the equipment. Consequently, cooking team members hold a 
privileged position in terms of the best jobs, and they are in a comparatively powerful position 
as they are a select few with the skills to operate the equipment. As one operator explains:  
 

…they want to rotate us, but I’m not going. Fuck that, I don’t want to go and work in 
the (assembly teams)…I don’t think I’ll have to at the moment because there’s only 
six of us that can operate this equipment. If they had more, then I’d…leave (resign) 
because there’s no way I’m going back around there.  

 
Employees are using a range of reasons to resist the managerial policy of job rotation. 
Importantly, all these comments come from operators from the cooking teams who are 
resisting managerial attempts to be rotated to the assembly teams. One employee says of the 
need to buy a new car if they shifted to the assembly team and as a consequence had a later 
starting time; and ‘on $400 a week, that’s impossible.’  
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Common within JIT systems is the expectation, both implicit and explicit, that employees use 
their tacit knowledge of processes to reduce wastage in the system (Boyer and Durand 1997; 
Delbridge and Turnbull 1992; Delbridge, Turnbull and Wilkinson 1992; Kenney and Florida 
1993). This knowledge is commonly shared through team meetings and quality circles for the 
benefit of team members and the management. However, it is commonly documented that 
when employees provide their knowledge for the benefit of others, it will lead to work 
intensification (Garrahan and Stewart 1992; Rinehart, Huxley and Robertson 1997).  
 
Employees at FoodWorks recognise the potential down-side of passing up knowledge and 
explain their reticence to do so. One employee tells that it may take a few days or a few weeks 
but they often find easier ways to perform new processes. Nevertheless: 
 

…if it makes things easier then you tell everyone but if it means we have to work 
faster then I’d talk about it with the others before we decide to tell the supervisor or 
team leader. 

 
The manifestation of CPBs in the processing plant is more apparent in the teams that have 
higher levels of off-task time. Employees tell how they enjoy the cooking section because of 
the ability to pace their own work and time their breaks: 
 

You can have a 15-minute break and make it a 30-minute break if you can get away 
with it…  

 
The example of employees extending their meal breaks became problematic for the 
management team. In response a team meeting was convened to counsel the cooking team 
members about taking extended breaks. Operators suggest with regard to this disciplinary 
meeting:  

 
Typical of them. They tell us we have autonomy and we take some and then get in 
trouble for it.  

 
Sometimes I think that this is a good place to work because we get treated a little 
better, then something like this happens and I realise it’s the same old shit just in a 
different place with different people.  

 
It is an important aspect of CPBs to recognise that it does not necessarily reflect an 
employee’s level of dissatisfaction with their employment (Ackroyd and Thompson 1999; 
Lupton 1963).  
 
Scope and opportunity are described as key variables that contribute to the extent of pilfering 
and stealing within an organisation (Ditton 1977). This paper demonstrates that these 
variables can be transferred to other forms of employee actions in the workplace as well. 
Based on Ditton’s work, it is understandable that the cooking teams have greater opportunity. 
In addition, team leaders are also in the position of having greater levels of scope and 
opportunity to engage in CPBs. However not all employees are motivated to engage in CPBs.  
 
Team leaders are not immune from engaging in CPBs. While it is generally accepted that 
managerial staff are bound together to achieve the organisation's goals and are driven by a 
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sense of teamwork, flexibility and ambition (Biggs and Horgan 1999; Noon and Blyton 
1997), it has been recognised that managerial staff, particularly middle-managers are not 
always dedicated to the goals of the organisation (Scarborough and Burrell 1996; Smith 1990; 
Townsend 2003). Furthermore, the relationships that team leaders or managers develop vary 
between teams and employees can have quite positive feelings towards some team leaders 
while objecting strongly to others (Delbridge 2000).  
 
At FoodWorks the adventures of one particular team leader were commonly discussed 
amongst the employees. Some comments include:  
 

He’s a ripper. We call him ‘Heidi’ because he’s always hiding.  
 

When we’re on nights, we can take it a little easy, because we know (the team leader) 
won’t be around all that much. As soon as the big bosses go, he seems to get very busy 
elsewhere.  

 
Interestingly, there were members from all of the teams that held a similar view concerning 
this team leader. Clearly, the selection process and team structure did not have the desired 
effect of eliminating the presence of CPBs.  
 
Previous research has raised concerns about the coercive nature of developing a devotional, 
almost evangelistic team culture and ideology (Barley and Kunda 1992). Without question, 
the reward system is the biggest challenge to the culture faced by FoodWorks management. 
Similarly, Ezzemal and Willmott (1998) recognised pay systems prevented the 
implementation of SAWTs in their study. FoodWorks employees report that in the early 
stages of operation, there were high levels of commitment to the organisation and the culture 
in all its interpretations. However, as time progressed, there were increasing levels of 
dissatisfaction from employees with the perceived level of commitment they were providing, 
and the real rates of pay they were receiving. Or, put another way, employees saw their 
commitment as far outweighing the commitment from the organisation.  
 
At this point we return to the two main areas of the organisation that were intended to develop 
the ‘right’ employee behaviours. The selection process may have provided a gate to allow 
recruits that were more likely to engage in OCBs and less likely to engage in CPBs. However, 
the teams did not evolve into the promised SAWTs. Furthermore, another important factor in 
the working lives of people was not adequately developed – the remuneration system. The 
following comments from employees demonstrate the link between work and non-work life 
that can result in CPBs.  

 
Really, it all comes down to the money. When you get paid shit then there are so many 
aspects of your life you can't enjoy. 

 
It’s still a fucked job and rolling around play dough or running through the car park 
with a balloon isn’t going to change that, is it? Cut the shit and start paying us a little 
bit more and maybe some of us will be happier.  

 
There is a growing dissatisfaction from employees at FoodWorks. There is a constant referral 
to ‘us and them’ on the part of the employees and managers alike. Commonly, this phrase is 
followed by a pause and corrections along the lines of ‘well, we’; or as employees roll their 
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eyes and say ‘I know we’re not supposed to say us and them, I know we’re supposed to be all 
part of the team, but we’re not really…’ This dissatisfaction is resulting in more frequent 
examples of CPBs.  
 
CONCLUSION 
The management team of this greenfield site decided that they would be able develop a 
successful operation around a complex selection process for low-skilled employees. The 
selection process was aimed at finding recruits with an attitude that would result in a 
relatively high level of OCBs and avoid CPBs. Furthermore, by implementing a structure of 
SAWTs the employees would feel empowered and have a level of self-responsibility that 
would benefit the organisation.  
 
However, as this case study investigation has shown, the SAWTs failed to evolve through a 
combination of the labour processes and management not providing adequate authority to the 
teams. This, in combination with another important failure of the management of this 
organisation meant that CPBs began, and spread throughout the workplace. The management 
at FoodWorks failed to provide employees with an adequate remuneration package. Low 
wages, combined with unmet expectations on the part of the management meant that 
employees were increasingly becoming dissatisfied with their positions and engaged in more 
CPBs.  
 
This is an important message to managers of organisations. The employment relationship is a 
multi-faceted relationship and not easy to manage. Employees do not hold the same level of 
power as management, and when employees feel that their needs are not being adequately 
met, they will respond. Often the most appropriate way the less powerful find to respond is 
through covert actions that provide them with an increase level of power over the situation in 
which they find themselves.  

 
51 



Townsend & McDonald  The Influence of Recruitment and Teams on Counter- 
Productive Behaviours: An Australian Case Study 

 

REFERENCES 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2002). Catalogue No. 6306.0 Employee Earnings and Hours. 

Canberra, ACT. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2004). Catalogue No. 6306.0 Employee Earnings and Hours. 

Canberra, ACT. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2001). Catalogue No. 2017.3 Census of Population and 

Housing: Selected Education and Labour Force Characteristics for Statistical Local 
Areas, Queensland. Canberra, ACT. 

Ackroyd, S. and Thompson, P. (1999). Organisational Misbehaviour London, Sage 
Publications. 

Allan, C., O'Donnell, M. and Peetz, D. (1999). 'More Tasks, Less Secure, Working Harder: 
Three Dimensions of Labour Utilisation.' The Journal of Industrial Relations 41(4): 
519-535. 

Alvesson, M. and Willmott, H. (2002). 'Identity regulation as organizational control: 
Producing the appropriate individual.' Journal of Management Studies 39(5): 619-644. 

Barley, S. and Kunda, G. (1992). 'Design and Devotion: Surges of Rational and Normative 
Ideologies of Control in Managerial Discourse.' Administrative Science Quarterly 37: 
61-103. 

Benders, J. and Van Hootegem, G., Eds. (2000). How the Japanese got Teams Teamworking. 
New York, St Martin's Press. 

Beynon, H. (1973). Working for Ford Wakefield, Allen Lane and Penguin Education. 
Beynon, H. and Blackburn, R. (1972). Perceptions of Work: Variations within a Factory 

Cambridge, Cambridge University Press. 
Bies, R. and Tripp, T. (1996). 'Beyond Distrust: 'Getting Even' and the Need for Revenge'. 

Trust in Organisations R. Kramer and T. Tyler. Newbury Park, Sage  
Bies, R. and Tripp, T. (1998). 'Revenge in Organisations: The Good, The Bad, and the Ugly'. 

Dysfunctional Behaviour in Organisations: Violent and Deviant Behaviour R. Griffin, 
A. O'Leary-Kelly and J. Collins. Stamford, JAI Press. 

Biggs, S. and Horgan, K. (1999). Time On, Time Out: Flexible Work Solutions to Keep Your 
Life in Balance St Leonards, Allen and Unwin. 

Blauner, R. (1964). Alienation and Freedom: The Factory Worker and his Industry Chicago, 
University of Chicago Press. 

Blyton, P. and Turnbull, P. (1998). The Dynamics of Employee Relations Hampshire, 
MacMillan. 

Boyer, R. and Durand, J. (1997). After Fordism London, MacMillan Press. 
Breaugh, J. and Starke, M. (2000). 'Research on Employee Recruitment: So Many Studies, So 

Many Remaining Questions.' Journal of Management 26(3): 405-434. 
Burawoy, M. (1979). Manufacturing Consent: Changes in the Labor Process under 

Monopoly Capitalism Chicago, University of Chicago Press. 
Callaghan, G. and Thompson, P. (2002). ''We Recruit Attitude': The Selection and Shaping of 

Routine Call Centre Labour.' Journal of Management Studies 39(2): 233-254. 
Chen, P. and Spector, P. (1992) ‘Relationships of Work Stressors with Aggression, 

Withdrawal, Theft and Substance Use: An Exploratory Study’, Journal of Occupational 
and Organisational Psychology, 65, 177-184. 

Collins, J. and Griffin, R., Eds. (1998). Dysfunctional Behaviour in Organisations: Violent 
and Deviant Behaviours. Stamford, JAI Press. 

 
52 



International Journal of Organisational Behaviour  Volume 13(2) 
 

Cunnison, S. (1966). Wages and Work Allocation: A Study of Social Relations in a Garment 
Workshop London, Tavistock Publications. 

Delbridge, R. (2000). 'Teams in Contemporary Manufacturing: Some Recent Research 
Findings and Pressing Questions'. Teamworking: Some International Perspectives B. 
Park, R. Harris and E. Collins. Flaxton, Post Pressed: 206-215. 

Delbridge, R. and Turnbull, P. (1992). 'Human Resource Maximisation: The Management of 
Labour under Just-in-Time Manufacturing Systems'. Reassessing Human Resource 
Management P. Blyton and P. Turnbull. London, Sage Publications: 56-73. 

Delbridge, R., Turnbull, P. and Wilkinson, B. (1992). 'Pushing back the Frontiers: 
Management Control and Work intensification under JIT/TQM Factory Regimes.' New 
Technology, Work and Employment 7: 97-106. 

DeVaro, J. and Fields, G. (2002) ‘Waging the War for Talent: How Firms use Recruitment 
and Screening Strategies to Raise Employee Performance’ Paper Prepared for 
Presentation at the Society of Labor Economists, 
http://gsbwww.uchicago.edu/labor/devaro.doc  

Ditton, J. (1976). 'Perks, Pilferage and the Fiddle: The Historical Structure of Invisible 
Wages.' Theory and Society 4(1): 39-70. 

Ditton, J. (1977). Part-Time Crime: An Ethnography of Fiddling and Pilferage London, 
Macmillan. 

Ditton, J. (1979). Controlology: Beyond the New Criminology London, Macmillan. 
Edwards, P. and Scullion, H. (1982). The Social Organisation of Industrial Conflict: Control 

and Resistance in the Workplace Oxford, Basil Blackwell. 
Ezzamel, M. and Willmott, H. (1998). 'Accounting for Team Work: A Critical Study of 

Group-Based Systems of Organisational Control.' Administrative Science Quarterly 
43(2): 358-396. 

Findlay, P., McKinlay, A., Marks, A. and Thompson, P. (2000). 'In Search of Perfect People: 
Teamwork and Team Players in the Scottish Spirits Industry.' Human Relations 53(12): 
1549-1571. 

Friedmann, A. and McDaniel, D. (1998). 'In the Eye of the Beholder: Ethnography in the 
Study of Work'. Researching the World of Work: Strategies and Methods in Studying 
Industrial Relations K. Whitfield and G. Strauss. London, ILR Press: 113-126. 

Garrahan, P. and Stewart, P. (1992). The Nissan Enigma: Flexibility at Work in the Local 
Economy London, Mansell. 

Greenberg, J. and Scott, K. (1996). ‘Why do Workers Bite the Hand that Feeds Them? 
Employee Theft as a Social Exchange Process’ in B. Staw and L. Cummings, (eds) 
Research on Organisational Behaviour Greenwich. JAI Press, 111-156.  

Hallier, J. (2001). 'Greenfield Recruitment and Selection: Implications for the Older Worker.' 
Personnel Review 30(3): 331-350. 

Henly, J. 2000. Mismatch in the Low-Wage Labor Market: Job Search Perspective. In 
Kelleen Kaye and Demetra Smith Nightingale, (Eds) The Low-Wage Labor Market: 
Challenges and Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency. Washington: Urban Institute Press, 
145-167.  

Hollinger, R., and Clark, J. (1983). Theft by Employees Lexington, Lexington Books.  
Jewell, L. and Siegall, M. (1990). Contemporary Industrial/Organisational Psychology Los 

Angeles, West Publishing Company. 
Kenney, M. and Florida, R. (1993). Beyond Mass Production: The Japanese System and Its 

Transfer to the U.S. Oxford, Oxford University Press. 
Knights, D. and McCabe, D. (2000). ''Ain't Misbehavin'? Opportunities for Resistance under 

New Forms of 'Quality' Management.' Sociology 34(3): 421-436. 

 
53 

http://gsbwww.uchicago.edu/labor/devaro.doc


Townsend & McDonald  The Influence of Recruitment and Teams on Counter- 
Productive Behaviours: An Australian Case Study 

LOED (1998). Industry Make up, Office for Economic Development Website. 20 February 
2004. 

Lupton, T. (1963). On the Shop Floor: Two Studies of Workshop Organisation and Output 
Oxford, Pergamon Press. 

Mars, G. (1973). 'Chance, Punters, and the Fiddle: Institutionalised Pilferage in a Hotel 
Dining Room'. The Sociology of the Workplace M. Warner. London, Allen and Unwin. 

Mars, G. (1974). 'Dock Pilferage'. Deviance and Control P. Rock and M. McIntosh. London, 
Tavistock: 109-128. 

Mars, G. (1982). Cheats at Work; An Anthropology of Workplace Crime Aldershot, 
Dartmouth. 

Matinko, M., Gundlach, M. and Douglas, S. (2002). 'Toward an Intergrative Theory of 
Counterproductive Workplace Behaviour: A Causal Reasoning Perspective.' 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment 10(1/2): 36-50. 

Meredith, J. and Shafer, S. (2002). Operations Management for MBAs New York, John Wiley 
and Sons. 

Miles, D., Borman, W., Spector, P., and Fox, S. (2002). ‘Building and Integrative Model of 
Extra Role Work Behaviours: A Comparison of Counterproductive Work Behaviour 
with Organisational Citizenship Behaviour’, International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 10 (1/2), 51-57. 

Neumann, W. (2000). Social Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches 
Sydney, Allen and Bacon. 

Nickson, D., Warhurst, C., Witz, A. and Cullen, A. (2001). 'The Importance of Being 
Aesthetic: Work, Employment and Service Organisation'. Customer Service: 
Empowerment and Entrapment A. Sturdy, I. Grugulis and H. Willmott. Hampshire, 
Palgrave: 170-190. 

Noon, M. and Blyton, P. (1997). The Realities of Work London, Macmillan Press Ltd. 
Ones, D., Viswesvaran, C. and Schmidt, F. (1993). 'Comprehensive Meta-Analysis of 

Integrity Test Validities: Findings and Implications for Personnel Selection and 
Theories of Job Performance.' Journal of Applied Psychology Monograph 78: 679-703. 

Organ, D. (1988). Organisational Citizenship Behaviour: The Good Soldier Syndrome 
Lexington, Lexington Books. 

Peetz, D., Townsend, K. Fox, A., and Allan, C. (2004) ‘The Big Squeeze: Domestic 
Dimensions of Excessive Work Time and Pressure’ in M Barry and P Brosnan 
(convenors) New Economies: New Industrial Relations? AIRAANZ Conference, 
Volume 1 Refereed Papers, Association of Industrial Relations Academics of Australia 
and New Zealand, Noosa, February. 

Rinehart, J., Huxley, C. and Robertson, D. (1997). Just Another Car Factory? Lean 
Production and its Discontents New York, Cornell University. 

Roy, D. (1952). 'Quota Restriction and Goldbricking in a Machine Shop.' The American 
Journal of Sociology 57: 427-442. 

Roy, D. (1954). 'Efficiency and 'The Fix': Informal Intergroup Relations in a Piecework 
Machine Shop.' American Journal of Sociology 60: 255-266. 

Rynes, S. (1991). ‘Recruitment, Organizational Entry, and Early Work Adjustment: A Call 
for New Research Directions,’ in Marvin D. Dunnette and Leaetta M. Hough (Eds.) 
Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology. Palo Alto, Consulting 
Psychologists Press, Vol. 2, 399-444). 

Scarborough, H. and Burrell, G. (1996). 'The Axeman Cometh: the Changing Roles and 
Knowledges of Middle Managers'. The Politics of Management Knowledge S. Clegg and 
G. Palmer. Sage, London. 

 
54 



International Journal of Organisational Behaviour  Volume 13(2) 
 

Sharpe, D. (2002). 'Teamworking and Managerial Control within a Japanese Manufacturing 
Subsidiary in the UK.' Personnel Review 31(3): 267-282. 

Skarlicki, D., and Folger, R. (1997). ‘Retaliation in the Workplace: The Roles of Distributive, 
Procedural, and Interactional Justice’ Journal of Applied Psychology, 82 (3), 434-443. 

Smith, V. (1990). Managing in the Corporate Interest: Control and Resistance in an 
American Bank Berkeley, University of California Press. 

Taylor, F. (1911). The Principles of Scientific Management Toronto, General Publishing 
Company. 

Thompson, P. and Ackroyd, S. (1995). 'All quiet on the workplace front? A critique of recent 
trends in British industrial sociology.' Sociology 29(4): 615-632. 

Thompson, P. and Findlay, P. (1999). 'Changing the People: Social Engineering in the 
Contemporary Workplace'. Culture and Economy after the Cultural Turn A. Sayer and 
L. Ray. London, Sage. 

Townsend, K. (2003). 'Leisure at Work, who can Resist? An Investigation into Workplace 
Resistance by Leisure Service Employees.' Journal of Industrial Relations 45(4): 442-
456. 

Townsend, K. (2004). Union Avoidance, Postponement or De-Unionisation? A Greenfield 
Site Case Study, Noosa, AIRAANZ. 

Turnbull, P. (1998). 'The 'Limits to Japanisation: Just in Time, Labour Relations and the UK 
Automotive Industry.' New Technology, Work and Employment 3(1): 21-29. 

van den Broek, D. (2003). 'Recruitment Strategies and Union Exclusion in Two Australian 
Call Centres.' Relations Industrielles/Industrial Relations 58(3): 515-536. 

van den Broek, D., Callaghan, G. and Thompson, P. (2004). 'Teams without Teamwork? 
Explaining the Call Centre Paradox.' Economic and Industrial Democracy 25(2): 197-
218. 

Vinten, G. (1994). 'Participant Observation: A Model for Organisational Investigation?' 
Journal of Managerial Psychology 9(2): 30-38. 

Wanous, J. (1992). Organisational Entry Reading, Addison-Wesley. 
Watts, M. (2003) ‘Wages and Wage Determination in 2002’ Journal of Industrial Relations, 

45(2):184-204. 
Woodward, J. (1965). Industrial Organisation: Theory and Practice London, Oxford 

University Press. 
Wright, C. and Lund, J. (1996). 'Best-Practice Taylorism: "Yankee Speed-Up" in Australian 

Grocery Distribution.' Journal of Industrial Relations 38(2): 196-212. 
Yin, R. (1994). Case Study Research: Design and Methods London, Sage. 
 
 
 

 
55 


	COUNTER-PRODUCTIVE BEHAVIOURS—A BROAD VIEW
	THE CASE STUDY CONTEXT 
	EMPLOYEE SELECTION AT FOODWORKS
	TEAMS AND THE ORGANISATION OF WORK
	DISCUSSION
	CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES


Townsend & McDonald

The Influence of Recruitment and Teams on Counter-

Productive Behaviours: An Australian Case Study


International Journal of Organisational Behaviour

Volume 13(2)



THE INFLUENCE OF RECRUITMENT AND TEAMS ON COUNTER-PRODUCTIVE BEHAVIOURS: AN AUSTRALIAN CASE STUDY

Dr Keith Townsend


Dr Paula McDonald 

ABSTRACT


This paper draws on a broad range of theoretical perspectives to frame counter-productive behaviours in an Australian case study. The organisation, FoodWorks is a greenfield site that made a concerted effort throughout the development process to advance a selection process and a semi-autonomous work team (SAWT) environment that facilitated a high level of organisational citizenship behaviours. However, the start-up goals were not met. Furthermore, low wages increased the employee’s inclination to engage in counter-productive behaviours. 
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INTRODUCTION

Since the early 1990s the field of organisational behaviour has given an increased level of attention to ‘counter-productive’ behaviours in the workplace (Bies and Tripp 1996; 1998; Matinko, Gundlach and Douglas 2002). However, such employee actions have been investigated in the fields of industrial sociology/industrial relations (Beynon 1973; Burawoy 1979; Edwards and Scullion 1982; Knights and McCabe 2000; Roy 1952; 1954), criminology (Ditton 1976; 1977; 1979), anthropology (Mars 1973; 1974; 1982) for many decades. There is a wide range of terms that are used throughout the various disciplines to refer to such employee behaviours – conflict, resistance, misbehaviour to name just a few. However, this paper maintains consistency with the theme of this special edition by referring to all such actions as ‘counter-productive’ behaviours (CPBs). 


This paper draws on a broad range of theoretical perspectives to frame CPBs in an Australian case study. The organisation, FoodWorks is a greenfield site that made a concerted effort throughout the development process to advance a selection process and a semi-autonomous work team (SAWT) environment that facilitated a high level of organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) (see Organ 1988). Furthermore, the selection process and team environment was intended to eliminate the likelihood of CPBs. This paper explores the development and existence of these two inter-related issues, employee selection and the organisation of work, and suggests that in this case, the organisation has had a moderate level of success in achieving their goals. Furthermore, this paper provides an explanation of why this organisation has achieved only a moderate level of success.  


The remainder of this paper is divided into five sections. The first section explores the notion of CPBs from a range of disciplinary perspectives. The second section of this paper will provide some contextual information of the case study organisation, as well as a methodological explanation of this study. Thirdly, this paper will examine the selection process of the FoodWorks plant. This will be followed by a consideration of the development and role of the semi-autonomous teams at FoodWorks. Finally, a discussion integrates the findings in relation to CPBs in this case and provides some explanations.    


COUNTER-PRODUCTIVE BEHAVIOURS—A BROAD VIEW


The study of counter-productive behaviours of employees in the workplace has a long history. This history has shown Frederick Winslow Taylor to be one of the most influential of managerial theorists. Much of his work had a dual focus; firstly, the search for efficiency through finding the ‘one best way’ to perform tasks, and secondly, eliminating what we now refer to as CPBs. Taylor felt that ‘soldiering’ or ‘underworking’ was one of the greatest evils that gripped the working man (Taylor 1911). An interesting proposition for the time, but it could be easily argued that there are many greater ‘evils’ in today’s workplace. 


There is a wealth of industrial sociology throughout the post-World War II period that delves into why employees engage in such behaviours (see for examples: Beynon and Blackburn 1972; Blauner 1964; Cunnison 1966; Lupton 1963; Roy 1952; 1954; Woodward 1965). A range of interesting propositions came from this body of work. For example, it was recognised that non-work factors influence employee behaviours in the workplace. In addition, this body of industrial sociology recognised that many employee behaviours that were outside the formal rule structure were focussed on benefiting the organisation despite negative implications for the employees. An important theoretical assumption framing this research was the acknowledgement of the pluralistic nature of the employment relationship. That is to say, that the goals of an employee and the goals of an employer have some commonalities, but will never be aligned.  


In recent years there has been a growing research focus and theoretical development of the notion of CPBs in the field of organisation behaviour. Numerous researchers have investigated particular behaviours, while others have attempted to incorporate a range of behaviours for more integrative theoretical developments. CPBs have been defined to include actions such as rule-breaking and day-dreaming while on the job, through to theft and sabotage (Ones, Viswesvaran and Schmidt 1993). Collins and Griffin (1998) make the point that despite the various nuances, all the definitions are characterised by a disregard for societal and organisational rules and values. However, there are problems with these approaches. There is an implied assumption that the employee has intent to perform damage, and also has control over the outcome of their particular actions. This leaves little room for unintended consequences of behaviours that might not begin with the intention of being counter-productive. 


Furthermore, the unitarist assumption that presupposes that what is good for the organisation is good for the employee remains problematic. Certainly, a successful organisation is good for those employees who wish to maintain their employment. However, the employment relationship is a complex web of legal rules, institutional practices and policies, and informal actions. Given this complexity as a starting assumption, it is reasonable to acknowledge that some of this web of complexity can have oppositional outcomes for the employee and the employer. 


Hence, the implicit assumption in much of the CPB research that the management of the organisation is ‘doing the right thing’ and it is the employees’ response that is the ‘counter-productive behaviour’ is a fundamental flaw. This paper is not suggesting that violence in the workplace should be condoned under any circumstances; however, the currently accepted view of counter-productive behaviours is far too broad and all encompassing. Some actions may indeed be ‘counter-productive’ from the perspective of the organisation, yet they allow an important means of maintaining situational power on the part of the employee (Chen and Spector 1992 cited in Miles, Borham, Spector and Fox, 2002). One might say that using the label ‘counter-productive’ is in itself, counter-productive. 


In recent years there has been a substantial increase in the number of hours Australian employees work (ABS 2002; 2004). At the same time, there has been an increasing level of work intensification within Australia (Allan, O’Donnell and Peetz 1999; Peetz, Townsend, Fox and Allan 2004). These practices which are largely employer driven are having a counter-productive effect on the lives of many people. The assumption that over-worked employees spending an amount of time ‘day-dreaming’ or measuring their output is ‘counter-productive behaviour’ is a ‘blame the victim’ approach that adds little value. There needs to be further theoretical development of employee behaviours to recognise that not all actions (e.g. day-dreaming) that fail to conform to organisational rules are CPBs that need to be eliminated. This paper will now introduce the case study organisation, FoodWorks. 


THE CASE STUDY CONTEXT 


FoodWorks is a food-processing plant on a greenfield site in Queensland. According to a leadership team member as the development of the plant progressed they became more aware of the opportunities available to them. 


“We wanted a flat structure and to ensure that quality and open communication developed. We wanted to lead not to manage - we wanted to seek guidance from the team members not instruct.” 


The organisation wanted to implement SAWTs with sophisticated personnel recruitment processes, payment structured for successful achievement of team goals and a multi-skilled staff. While the goal was of course, to develop a successful business, the management team recognised that this would be achieved in part through the ‘right people’. Employees would be selected on the basis of their likelihood to fit the culture of commitment, and de-selected based on the likelihood of engaging in CPBs. 


One early example of a teambuilding exercise saw the employees divided into groups to determine ‘team norms’ for the organisation. The most commonly determined norms were what one would expect including: helping each other, respect each other, do job properly, be punctual, ‘sharing the vision’, being equal team members, trust each other, be proud to be part of the team, have fun safely, share your ideas, share your knowledge, do what you think is right (quality). In addition to this, team norms are printed on the back of the employee’s ID card as a constant reminder of what is expected of employees to be ‘good soldiers’ (Organ 1988: 4). Furthermore, much thought was placed into the development of the plant to ensure efficient production processes as well as limiting the opportunities for employees to misuse their time. 


The data for this research was primarily collected through an eight month period of ethnographic participant-observation where extensive discussions could be held with employees. While it is recognised that there are limitations in ethnography, this methodological approach is extensively recognised as valuable when sensitive topics (such as CPBs) are being investigated (Friedmann and McDaniel 1998; Neumann 2000; Vinten 1994; Yin 1994). In addition to the ethnographic aspect of this data collection process, 13 interviews were conducted with management representatives and union officials. Finally, the examination of organisational documentation added to the data collection process. The data collection occurred throughout 2003 and 2004. 


EMPLOYEE SELECTION AT FOODWORKS


Until recent times, organisations have commonly had a recruitment goal of attracting large numbers of applicants (Wanous 1992). Many of these rudimentary recruitment processes focus upon job-centred technical skills. However, the efficacy of this approach has been questioned. It has been suggested that ‘post-hire’ outcomes, such as job satisfaction of new recruits and initial job performance should be more important for organisations (Breaugh and Starke 2000). Included in this approach are recruitment systems based around more intangible qualities within the person. For example, organisations can seek to match an applicant’s adaptability, teamwork skills, self-confidence, and degree of optimism to the existing organisational culture. While it is expected that various organisations engage in different recruiting methods, there is a growing body of literature that recognises the ‘person centred’ approach to finding the attitude to match the organisation, rather than the skills to match the tasks (Alvesson and Willmott 2002; Callaghan and Thompson 2002; Findlay, McKinlay, Marks and Thompson 2000; Hallier 2001; Jewell and Siegall 1990; Thompson and Findlay 1999). 


An additional important role of recruitment is a form of organisational ‘gate-keeping’. That is to say, that those employees involved in recruiting are responsible for ensuring only the appropriate persons are employed. The role is two-fold; the gate-keeper must be sure to allow the right people in, but also, to ensure the wrong people are kept out. Furthermore, many organisations place a substantially greater importance on a person’s personality than their experience, training and technical skills (Nickson, Warhurst, Witz and Cullen 2001). As such, clichés become the order of Human Resource (HR) and Recruitment Departments with terminology like ‘We recruit attitude’ (Callaghan and Thompson 2002); ‘if they are willing to learn they are better to employ’ (Townsend 2004) and the aim to identify ‘individuals’ with ‘suitable characteristics’ (van den Broek 2003). However, the evidence of the effect that recruitment methods have on job performance is, at best, mixed (Rhynes 1991; Henly 2000; DeVaro and Fields 2002). Yet, as Blyton and Turnbull (1998) note, the easiest way to develop a compliant workforce is to recruit one.

The catchment area selected for the FoodWorks worksite provided the organisation with a prospective labour market that was both low-skilled, and had a relatively high unemployment rate (ABS 2001). In addition, the area is known for being a manufacturing region with more than sixteen percent of the workforce involved in industrial employment (LOED 1998). For the FoodWorks management, the relatively high unemployment rate was beneficial as a means to recruit people who did not have deeply entrenched approaches to work that would be unsuitable within the FoodWorks culture. In August 2001, the project team began their first major level of recruitment. Two months was devoted to recruiting approximately 30 people into positions such as team leaders, R&D staff, QA staff and administration staff. 


The FoodWorks HR officer established a recruitment process (summarised in Figure 1) in an attempt to hire ‘correct individual(s)’. Managerial representatives for the organisation continually state the mantra that they look for ‘ability and attitude – not skills’. This ability and attitude often becomes apparent through FoodWorks’s final stages of recruitment: a half-day of role-playing and behavioural interviews. An example of the role-play is a scenario where the members of a work team must resolve a problem in their production process. Alternatively, they have a team member who has a negative approach to her work and the team must ‘get Jo back on track’. The HR officer reports that the recruits that are sought are demonstrably ‘team focused and caring people’ and that ‘the role-playing is most indicative of who will be successful.’ At FoodWorks high expectations are placed in the recruiting process to find people that will commit to the organisation. 


Figure 1: FoodWorks Recruitment Process Summary






























Source: Adapted from FoodWorks Recruitment Process

TEAMS AND THE ORGANISATION OF WORK


This worksite was designed with the basic premise of a flow-shop. Some benefits of such a design include the efficient use of space, and constant processing times (Meredith and Shafer 2002). Another key factor in the plant design was that the organisation would be utilising a JIT production system. The JIT system was pioneered within Toyota Motors, with the idea that components are delivered in precise quantities and at the exact time that they are needed in the production process. Tight quality control is essential with this style of system, as defective or insufficient parts immediately disrupt production. JIT can be seen as a relatively simple way of effectively coordinating the production process in which a large group of different components are ultimately assembled into a final product (Benders and Van Hootegem 2000; Turnbull 1998). In the case at FoodWorks, the final product is a single serve, frozen meal. 


Ideally for management, there was no requirement for most employees to be going further than ten to twenty metres for all the equipment they required, regardless of the section in which they worked. Management wanted a plant design that would provide an efficient use of all potentially productive time and, as a consequence, limit employee CPBs in terms of the (re)appropriation of time (Ackroyd and Thompson 1999; Thompson and Ackroyd 1995). A plant layout where employees are not required to move far from their workspace would limit the possibility of employee ‘loafing’ and potentially avoid the temptation of employee ‘theft of time’.  


All processes are monitored and much of the machinery is computerised therefore limiting the number of employees required. Recipes developed by the R&D team are incorporated into the mainframe computer system and drive the thermal processing equipment. Hence, with aspects similar to what Wright and Lund (1996) refer to as ‘computerised Taylorism’, employees must simply follow instructions on the computer screen for 45 minutes to cook the equivalent of 10 000 serves of pasta sauce!


In comparison to what is commonly understood to be a team responsibility in SAWTs, the production schedules are determined by management staff, with the employees assigned their work stations by team leaders. Again, unlike what is commonly understood to be a dimension of SAWTs, team leaders were selected by management, rather than democratically selected by team members. Furthermore, team members were selected by management, again, quite dissimilar to the notion of SAWTs that can often be self-selecting. In the cooking area of the processing plant, the employees are provided with processes that allow for considerable off-task time. Team members may, for example, be required to cook 100 bags of pasta and 100 bags of vegetables in a shift. This would require spending ten minutes gathering the first 10 bags of pasta and pouring them onto a conveyor belt. The cooking process may take 20 minutes, during which time the employee must dispose of their bags and gather more pasta. With any additional time the team members may have, they ‘help out’ other members of the team. For example, the team member can collect more chicken fillets for the belt grill, remove soiled trays to be cleaned and so on. As suggested by Blauner (1964) the ability to control the pace of work and the freedom of physical movement reduce the workers’ alienation from, or disenchantment in the production system. It comes as no surprise that FoodWorks employees in the most part prefer to work in this section of the workplace. 


Employees in the low-risk section are provided with the opportunity to determine their own lunch breaks around their work schedule. This is significantly different from teams in other sections who have their breaks determined by the end of a production run. The employees in the high-risk section are charged primarily with assembling meals into individual packages. These teams are called ‘the assembly teams’. Assembling meals is achieved through two lines of 10 employees on conveyor belts, each station contributing another cooked ingredient. Wherever possible, this system is automated. The level of teamwork within this section of the workplace is questionable. Rather than ‘teamwork’ these employees are involved in what Sharpe (2002) refers to as sequential interdependency.  


Meal trays pass along the conveyor belt at the speed of three every two seconds. Assembling a meal in this area would require two people to alternate the inserting of, for example, a chicken fillet; two people to alternate inserting a scoop of mashed potato; followed by an automated gravy measure; two employees to alternate a contribution of six beans; and another two people to alternate adding three carrots to complete the meal. A further person is at the end of the conveyor belt to add or remove vegetables to ensure the correct weight for quality purposes. A lid is automatically placed on the meal before it proceeds through the freezer. These employees are ‘on-task’ for almost all of their working day. Each of these teams has day shift teams and afternoon shift teams. 


Upon production commencing at this greenfield site, there was a larger than expected initial workload. As a result, the organisation inserted another layer of management into the hierarchy soon after opening, contrary to the aforementioned SAWT expectations. A combination of the labour process and the increasing level of managerial authority means that the teams in this workplace are not SAWTs as the management had initially intended. The limited levels of control for employees and teams means that at best, the teams are similar to ‘lean production’ teams and, at worst, they are reflective of what has been referred to as ‘teams without teamworking’ (van den Broek, Callaghan and Thompson 2004).


DISCUSSION


At this point we shall introduce the analogy of building a house to developing an organisation. In this case, the builders had a ‘vision’ of the completed house. However, when drawing the plans and building the structure, the developers failed to consider the strength that the internal walls provide to the house. At FoodWorks, a great deal of attention was paid to complex and thorough selection processes and the organisation of work and team structure. From the outside, the house looked strong. However, the remuneration system was poorly considered and the employees, once inside the organisation, found this as a substantial weakness. 


A large percentage of the CPBs at FoodWorks are a result of an increasing level of dissatisfaction with rates of pay. FoodWorks employees are comparatively low paid by industry and national standards. In the early stages of the organisation’s development there was much focus on employee commitment to the company. With the promise of this workplace being better and different to other workplaces, employees did engage in OCBs and ‘take that extra step’ in the early days. However, cases of employees taking that extra step became more infrequent as frustrations grew with the levels of pay for operators. Reflecting the frustrations with pay policies found by Greenberg and Alge (1998), one operator suggests: 

It’s such bad pay and you’re expected to give everything. When I look at my pay of $520 compared to the thousand or two thousand (dollars) a week the others (the management team) get…you realise we’re not really all equal in this place. 


This view is commonly expressed throughout the organisation. With employees showing a high level of dissatisfaction with the outcome of the wage/effort bargain, a pluralist interpretation of the employment relationship suggests that this dissatisfaction will manifest itself in CPBs (Hollinger and Clark 1983; Greenberg and Scott 1996 cited in Skarlicki and Folger 1997). 


While there is no doubt some degree of employee dissatisfaction in pay levels regardless of parity, these employees did receive comparatively low wages. Entry level employees were paid the federal minimum wage (at the time approximately $430), while the top level employees’ base wage was $530—still well short of the $880 average weekly earnings in Australia at that time (Watts, 2003). What can only be regarded as a poorly considered tactic by managers in enterprise bargaining, employees were provided with a graph indicating that they were being paid similar to what regional competitors were being paid—two years prior!

There are many examples of employees utilising their privileged position of being a cooking team member to engage in CPBs aimed at the management team. For example, the process of cooking pasta takes approximately 20 minutes, and the team leader told the operator that a batch was required in five minutes. The operator says that such occurrences ‘piss (her) off’ and enlisted the researcher’s assistance to engage in an act of resistance. The operator told how slowing production would mean that any down-time for the other section would be costed back to the cooking team. Hence:

… I’ve (fed) so much friggin’ penne (pasta) into the cooker that they’ll have so much they don’t know what to do with it. That gives me extra time on my hands and I can relax a little while they sweat trying to find places to store the penne. 


In other examples of CPBs, many employees refused to engage in one of the central tenets of the FoodWorks culture. Part of the managerial strategy is to develop multiskilled teams of employees in an attempt to increase functional flexibility. In developing multiskilled employees, there is a policy of job rotation that has not been adequately implemented. One reason that this policy has not been completely implemented is due to employee resistance. Many employees of the two cooking teams recognise that they have greater task freedoms and a more stimulating work environment in the low-risk area. 


Furthermore, due to production pressures there has been limited opportunity to train new employees to use much of the equipment. Consequently, cooking team members hold a privileged position in terms of the best jobs, and they are in a comparatively powerful position as they are a select few with the skills to operate the equipment. As one operator explains: 

…they want to rotate us, but I’m not going. Fuck that, I don’t want to go and work in the (assembly teams)…I don’t think I’ll have to at the moment because there’s only six of us that can operate this equipment. If they had more, then I’d…leave (resign) because there’s no way I’m going back around there. 


Employees are using a range of reasons to resist the managerial policy of job rotation. Importantly, all these comments come from operators from the cooking teams who are resisting managerial attempts to be rotated to the assembly teams. One employee says of the need to buy a new car if they shifted to the assembly team and as a consequence had a later starting time; and ‘on $400 a week, that’s impossible.’ 


Common within JIT systems is the expectation, both implicit and explicit, that employees use their tacit knowledge of processes to reduce wastage in the system (Boyer and Durand 1997; Delbridge and Turnbull 1992; Delbridge, Turnbull and Wilkinson 1992; Kenney and Florida 1993). This knowledge is commonly shared through team meetings and quality circles for the benefit of team members and the management. However, it is commonly documented that when employees provide their knowledge for the benefit of others, it will lead to work intensification (Garrahan and Stewart 1992; Rinehart, Huxley and Robertson 1997). 


Employees at FoodWorks recognise the potential down-side of passing up knowledge and explain their reticence to do so. One employee tells that it may take a few days or a few weeks but they often find easier ways to perform new processes. Nevertheless:

…if it makes things easier then you tell everyone but if it means we have to work faster then I’d talk about it with the others before we decide to tell the supervisor or team leader.


The manifestation of CPBs in the processing plant is more apparent in the teams that have higher levels of off-task time. Employees tell how they enjoy the cooking section because of the ability to pace their own work and time their breaks:

You can have a 15-minute break and make it a 30-minute break if you can get away with it… 


The example of employees extending their meal breaks became problematic for the management team. In response a team meeting was convened to counsel the cooking team members about taking extended breaks. Operators suggest with regard to this disciplinary meeting: 


Typical of them. They tell us we have autonomy and we take some and then get in trouble for it. 


Sometimes I think that this is a good place to work because we get treated a little better, then something like this happens and I realise it’s the same old shit just in a different place with different people. 


It is an important aspect of CPBs to recognise that it does not necessarily reflect an employee’s level of dissatisfaction with their employment (Ackroyd and Thompson 1999; Lupton 1963). 


Scope and opportunity are described as key variables that contribute to the extent of pilfering and stealing within an organisation (Ditton 1977). This paper demonstrates that these variables can be transferred to other forms of employee actions in the workplace as well. Based on Ditton’s work, it is understandable that the cooking teams have greater opportunity. In addition, team leaders are also in the position of having greater levels of scope and opportunity to engage in CPBs. However not all employees are motivated to engage in CPBs. 


Team leaders are not immune from engaging in CPBs. While it is generally accepted that managerial staff are bound together to achieve the organisation's goals and are driven by a sense of teamwork, flexibility and ambition (Biggs and Horgan 1999; Noon and Blyton 1997), it has been recognised that managerial staff, particularly middle-managers are not always dedicated to the goals of the organisation (Scarborough and Burrell 1996; Smith 1990; Townsend 2003). Furthermore, the relationships that team leaders or managers develop vary between teams and employees can have quite positive feelings towards some team leaders while objecting strongly to others (Delbridge 2000). 


At FoodWorks the adventures of one particular team leader were commonly discussed amongst the employees. Some comments include: 

He’s a ripper. We call him ‘Heidi’ because he’s always hiding. 


When we’re on nights, we can take it a little easy, because we know (the team leader) won’t be around all that much. As soon as the big bosses go, he seems to get very busy elsewhere. 


Interestingly, there were members from all of the teams that held a similar view concerning this team leader. Clearly, the selection process and team structure did not have the desired effect of eliminating the presence of CPBs. 


Previous research has raised concerns about the coercive nature of developing a devotional, almost evangelistic team culture and ideology (Barley and Kunda 1992). Without question, the reward system is the biggest challenge to the culture faced by FoodWorks management. Similarly, Ezzemal and Willmott (1998) recognised pay systems prevented the implementation of SAWTs in their study. FoodWorks employees report that in the early stages of operation, there were high levels of commitment to the organisation and the culture in all its interpretations. However, as time progressed, there were increasing levels of dissatisfaction from employees with the perceived level of commitment they were providing, and the real rates of pay they were receiving. Or, put another way, employees saw their commitment as far outweighing the commitment from the organisation. 


At this point we return to the two main areas of the organisation that were intended to develop the ‘right’ employee behaviours. The selection process may have provided a gate to allow recruits that were more likely to engage in OCBs and less likely to engage in CPBs. However, the teams did not evolve into the promised SAWTs. Furthermore, another important factor in the working lives of people was not adequately developed – the remuneration system. The following comments from employees demonstrate the link between work and non-work life that can result in CPBs. 


Really, it all comes down to the money. When you get paid shit then there are so many aspects of your life you can't enjoy.


It’s still a fucked job and rolling around play dough or running through the car park with a balloon isn’t going to change that, is it? Cut the shit and start paying us a little bit more and maybe some of us will be happier. 


There is a growing dissatisfaction from employees at FoodWorks. There is a constant referral to ‘us and them’ on the part of the employees and managers alike. Commonly, this phrase is followed by a pause and corrections along the lines of ‘well, we’; or as employees roll their eyes and say ‘I know we’re not supposed to say us and them, I know we’re supposed to be all part of the team, but we’re not really…’ This dissatisfaction is resulting in more frequent examples of CPBs. 

CONCLUSION


The management team of this greenfield site decided that they would be able develop a successful operation around a complex selection process for low-skilled employees. The selection process was aimed at finding recruits with an attitude that would result in a relatively high level of OCBs and avoid CPBs. Furthermore, by implementing a structure of SAWTs the employees would feel empowered and have a level of self-responsibility that would benefit the organisation. 


However, as this case study investigation has shown, the SAWTs failed to evolve through a combination of the labour processes and management not providing adequate authority to the teams. This, in combination with another important failure of the management of this organisation meant that CPBs began, and spread throughout the workplace. The management at FoodWorks failed to provide employees with an adequate remuneration package. Low wages, combined with unmet expectations on the part of the management meant that employees were increasingly becoming dissatisfied with their positions and engaged in more CPBs. 


This is an important message to managers of organisations. The employment relationship is a multi-faceted relationship and not easy to manage. Employees do not hold the same level of power as management, and when employees feel that their needs are not being adequately met, they will respond. Often the most appropriate way the less powerful find to respond is through covert actions that provide them with an increase level of power over the situation in which they find themselves. 
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9. Offer of Employment.


By phone, followed up with contract of employment. Timing dependant on notice candidate needs to give in current role – 4 weeks. 











10. Orientation.


Explanation of FoodWorks history and guiding principles. Training: OHS, chemical handling, food safety, emergency response, manual handling – 2 days.











7. Assessment Centre. 


Introduction, tour of facility, group discussion, 2 behavioural interviews, role-play – 4 hours.








8. Pre-Employment Checks. 


Criminal history check, pathology test, pre-employment medical, proof of residency – 2 weeks.











6. Aptitude Tests.


Potential Team Members are tested for mathematical, mechanical and applied reading – 2 hours.











5. Telephone Interview. 


Time taken will depend on number of shortlisted candidates – 1 day. 








4. De-select Applicants.


Applications screened according to selection criteria – 1 day.








3. Applications Received.


Response to advertisement – 2 weeks. 








1. Recruitment and Approval Authority.


HR officer gains approval to begin recruitment process – 2 weeks.








2. Advertise.


Advertisement designed by HR officer for placement – 1 week. 
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