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States that are world leaders . . . through the integration of people, technology,
and business systems.Ó Figure 16.4 summarizes the internal and external linkages
needed to fit high-performance work systems together.

Ensuring Internal Fit
Recall from Chapter 2 that internal fit occurs when all the internal elements of the
work system complement and reinforce one another. For example, a first-rate selection
system may be of no use if it is not working in conjunction with training and devel-
opment activities. If a new compensation program elicits and reinforces behaviours
that are directly opposed to the goals laid out in performance planning, the two com-
ponents would be working at cross purposes.

This is the true nature of systems. Changes in one component affect all the other
components. Because the pieces are interdependent, a new compensation system may
have no effect on performance if it is implemented on its own. Horizontal fit means
testing to make certain that all of the HR practices, work designs, management
processes, and technologies complement one another. The synergy achieved through
overlapping work and human resources practices is at the heart of what makes a high-
performance system effective.
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Establishing External Fit
To achieve external fit, high-performance work systems must support the organiza-
tionÕs goals and strategies. This begins with an analysis and discussion of competitive
challenges, organizational values, and the concerns of employees and results in a
statement of the strategies being pursued by the organization.16

Xerox, for example, uses a planning process known as ÒManaging for Results,Ó
which begins with a statement of corporate values and priorities. These values and
priorities are the foundation for establishing three-to-five-year goals for the organiza-
tion. Each business unit establishes annual objectives based on these goals, and the
process cascades down through every level of management. Ultimately, each employee
within Xerox has a clear Òline of sightÓ to the values and goals of the organization so
he or she can see how individual effort makes a difference.17

Efforts such as this to achieve vertical fit help focus the design of high-performance
work systems on strategic priorities. Objectives such as cost containment, quality
enhancement, customer service, and speed to market directly influence what is expected
of employees and the skills they need to be successful. Terms such as involvement, flexi-
bility, efficiency, problem solving,and teamworkare not just buzzwords. They are translated
directly from the strategic requirements oftodayÕs organizations. High-performance work
systems are designed to link employee initiatives to those strategies.

Assessing Strategic Alignment: 
The HR Scorecard
In Chapter 2 we introduced the balanced scorecard as a tool that helps managers eval-
uate the link between strategic goals and operational activities. Professors Brian
Becker, Mark Huselid, and Dave Ulrich have adapted that model to create an HR
Scorecardthat helps managers assess the strategic alignment of their work systems.18

The HR Scorecard can be used to diagnose internal fit and external fit in a rela-
tively straightforward way: First, managers diagnose internal fit by assessing whether
particular HR practices reinforce one another or work at cross purposes (see
Highlights in HRM 16.1A). Second, managers assess whether the HR practices signif-
icantly enable key workforce deliverables such as employment stability and teamwork
(see Highlights in HRM 16.1B). Third, the degree of external fit is evaluated by
assessing the degree to which the workforce deliverables are connected with key
strategic performance drivers (see Highlights in HRM 16.1C). These three assessments
are extremely useful not just for deriving measures of internal and external fit of high-
performance work systems, but for engaging a broader set of managers and employees
in the discussion of how to best implement the system.

Implementing the System
So far we have talked about the principles, practices, and goals of high-performance
work systems. Unfortunately, these design issues compose probably less than half of
the challenges that must be met in ensuring system success. Much of what looks good
on paper gets messy during implementation. The American Society for Training and
Development (ASTD) asked managers and consultants to identify the critical factors
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Diagnosing Internal Fit
In the following chart, please estimate the degree to which the various HR management
subsystems work together harmoniously or “fit” together. Think of the degree of fit and
internal consistency as a continuum from –100 to +100, and assign a value in that range to
each relationship. Examples of the extremes and midpoints on that continuum are as
follows:

–100: The two subsystems work at cross purposes.
0: The two subsystems have little or no effect on one another.

+100: Each subsystem is mutually reinforcing and internally consistent.
DNK: Don’t know or have no opinion.

Performance Compen-
Recruitment Training Management sation Work Communi- HR

HR and and and and Organization cation Performance
Planning Selection Development Appraisal Benefits (e.g., Teams) Systems Measurement

Value
Cost Creation

HR planning — –30 0 –20 0 0 0 0 0

Recruiting and — 0 –10 –20 –30 0 +30 –40
selection

Training and — 0 0 0 0 +30 –10
development

Performance — 0 –30 +20 0 –20
management 
and appraisal

Compensation — –50 0 +40 0
and benefits

Work organization — 0 0 0
(e.g., teams)

Communication — 0 0
systems

HR performance —
measurement

Source: Brian Becker, Mark Huselid, and Dave Ulrich, The HR Scorecard (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001).

Highlights in HRM 16.1A

that can make or break a high-performance work system. The respondents identified
the following actions as necessary for success (see Figure 16.5):

Make a compelling case for change linked to the companyÕs business strategy.
Ensure that change is owned by senior and line managers.
Allocate sufficient resources and support for the change effort.
Ensure early and broad communication.
Ensure that teams are implemented in a systemic context.
Establish methods for measuring the results of change.
Ensure continuity of leadership and champions of the initiative.19
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Testing Alignment of the HR System with HR Deliverables
Please indicate the degree to which the following elements of the HR system facilitate the HR
deliverables shown, on a scale of –100 to +100. Examples of the extremes and midpoints on
that continuum are as follows:

–100: This dimension is counterproductive for enabling this deliverable.
0: This dimension has little or no effect on this deliverable.

+100: This dimension significantly enables this deliverable.
DNK: Don’t know or have no opinion.

Recruitment Training Management Compensation Work Communi-
HR and and and and Organization cation

Planning Selection Development Appraisal Benefits (e.g., Teams) Systems

Employment stability 0 0 0 0 –50 –20 0

Team-based behaviours 0 0 –30 –20 –40 0 0

Strategy-focused 0 0 0 0 +40 0 0
behaviours

High-talent staffing 0 –50 0 –50 0 0 0
level

Highlights in HRM 16.1B

Many of these recommendations are applicable to almost any change initiative,
but they are especially important for broad-based change efforts that characterize
high-performance work systems. Some of the most critical issues are discussed next.

Building a Business Case for Change
Change can be threatening because it asks people to abandon the old ways of doing
things and accept new approaches that, to them at least, are untested. To get initial
commitment to high-performance work systems, managers have to build a case that
the changes are needed for the success of the organization. In a recent study on the
implementation of high-performance work systems, it was found that a member of

Implementing High-Performance Work SystemsFigure  16.5

Build a
case for
change

Evaluation

Communicate
Involve
union

Navigate
transition





PART 6 Expanding Human Resources Management Horizons16-16

represents a starting point for discussion. When executives at TRW wanted to make a
case for change to high-performance work systems, they used employee attitude
surveys and data on turnover costs. The data provided enough ammunition to get
conversation going about needed changes and sparked some suggestions about how
they could be implemented.

Highlights in HRM 16.2 shows what happened when BMW bought British Land
Rover and began making changes without first talking through the business concerns.
Ironically, in this case, BMW unwittingly dismantled an effective high-performance
work system. Now that Ford owns the company, will things work differently?

Establishing a Communications Plan
The ASTD council on high-performance work systems noted that providing an inad-
equate communication system is the most frequent mistake companies make during
implementation. While we have emphasized the importance of executive commit-
ment, top-down communication is not enough. Two-way communication not only
can result in better decisions, it may help to diminish the fears and concerns of
employees.

For example, Solectron Corporation, winner of the Baldrige National Quality
Award, tried to implement high-performance work systems to capitalize on the knowl-
edge and experience of its employees. A pilot program showed immediate gains in pro-
ductivity of almost 20 percent after the switch to self-managed teams and team-based
compensation. Although SolectronÕs rapid growth of more than 50 percent per year
made it unlikely that middle managers would be laid off, many of them resisted the
change to a high-performance work system. They resented the loss of status and con-
trol that accompanied the use of empowered teams.

If Solectron managers had participated in discussions about operational and
financial aspects of the business, they might not have felt so threatened by the change.
Open exchange and communication at an early stage pay off later as the system
unfolds. Ongoing dialogue at all levels helps reaffirm commitment, answer questions
that come up, and identify areas for improvement throughout implementation.
Recall that one of the principles of high-performance work systems is sharing infor-
mation. This principle is instrumental to success both during implementation and
once the system is in place.

Involving the Union
We mentioned in Chapter 14 that autocratic styles of management and confronta-
tional approaches to labour negotiations are being challenged by more enlightened
approaches that promote cooperation and collaboration. Given the sometimes
radical changes involved in implementing high-performance work systems, it makes
good sense to involve union members early and to keep them as close partners in the
design and implementation process. Figure 16.6 shows how to Òbuild a bridgeÓ
toward a cooperative relationship with unions in implementing high-performance
work systems.21

Cultivating Mutual Gains
In order to establish an alliance, managers and labour representatives should try to
create ÒwinÐwinÓ situations, in which all parties gain from the implementation of
high-performance work systems. In such cases, organizations such as Shell and

NEL
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Land Rover, BMW, and Ford Crash Head-On
Some years ago, the British Land Rover Company, a leading manufacturer of four-wheel-drive
vehicles, found itself saddled with a notorious reputation for poor quality and productivity. Then
it underwent a fundamental transformation. The company instituted extensive training
(including giving every employee a personal training fund to be used on any subject),
implemented more team-based production methods, reduced the number of separate job
classifications, developed more cooperative relations with organized labour, and began a total
quality program.

As a result of these changes, productivity soared by 25 percent, quality action teams netted
savings worth millions of dollars, and the quality of products climbed. Operating in a very com-
petitive environment, Land Rover produced and sold one-third more vehicles. On the basis of
these changes, the company was certified as an “Investors in People—U.K.” designee. This
national standard recognizes organizations that place the involvement and development of
people at the heart of their business strategy.

So far, so good. Then BMW bought the company. In spite of massive evidence docu-
menting the effectiveness of the new management methods and changed culture, BMW began
to dictate changes within a manner of months. Unfortunately, the changes undid the cultural
transformation.

Land Rover never fully recovered under the new management. After losing more than
$6 billion, BMW sold off the company. Land Rover was later purchased by Ford Motor
Company. Ford bought Land Rover and put it under one roof with Volvo, Jaguar, and Aston
Martin to create the Premier Auto Group. Ford has continued to manufacture the Land Rover
in England while improving its quality, but this hasn’t been enough to turn Land Rover around.
In 2003, Land Rover finished near the bottom of the J.D. Power Initial Quality Study, 36th out
of 37 brands, and the division has been showing losses.

Land Rover’s 8000-strong workforce in Solihull, England, has been put on notice by group
chairman Mark Fields that it needs to alter its culture and working practices to match those
embraced by Ford. In the Ford production system, teams of workers are supposed to take
charge of and improve quality in their areas. Fields wants the Solihull plant to operate like a
nearby Jaguar plant in Halewood, England, which formerly built Ford Escorts. The Halewood
plant had been notorious for militancy, work stoppages, absenteeism, and quality problems.
Halewood later became Ford’s top factory after a decision was made to transform into a Jaguar
factory, and a sweeping series of cultural, productivity and working practice changes were put
into place.

“We’ve taken a very positive set of first steps but there’s a lot of pavement in front of us,”
said Fields about Land Rover.

Sources: Jeffrey Pfeffer, “When It Comes to ‘Best Practices’—Why Do Smart Organizations Occasionally Do Dumb
Things?” Reprinted from Organizational Dynamics, Summer 1996 with permission from Elsevier; Cordelia Brabbs, “Rover’s
White Knight,” Marketing (May 18, 2000): 28; Georg Auer, “Burela to Instill Quality Culture at Land Rover,” Automotive
News 75, no. 5902 (November 6, 2000): 32x–32z; Ronald W. Pant, “Land Rover History Lesson,” Truck Trend 8, no. 3
(May–June 2005): 12; Bradford Wernle, “Solihull Must Do ‘a Halewood’ to Survive; Jaguar Plant Is the Example Land Rover
Factory Must Follow,” Automotive News Europe 9, no. 19 (September 20, 2004): 39.

Highlights in HRM 16.2
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retrofitted, the process may occur a bit more clumsily. When Honeywell switched
to high-performance work systems, employees attended training programs and partic-
ipated in the redesign of their jobs while the plant was shut down to be re-equipped
with new technology. When the new plant was reopened, self-managing teams were put
in place and a new pay system was implemented for the high-performance workforce.26

Not every organization has the luxury of suspending operations while changes are
put in place. Nevertheless, establishing an implementation structure keeps everyone
on track and prevents the system from bogging down. The structure provides a
timetable and process for mapping key business processes, redesigning work, and
training employees.

Incorporating the HR Function as 
a Valuable Partner
One of the mistakes that organizations can make in implementing high-performance
work systems is allocating too few resources to the effort. This means money, of course,
but it also means time and expertise. Although line managers typically own the responsi-
bility for implementation, HR managers can be invaluable partners in leading the charge
for and managing change. Because change is difficult, HR managers need to understand
what employees in transition are going through and help them handle it. When the Òold
waysÓ of doing things are abandoned, many experienced employees begin to feel like
ÒbeginnersÓ again on the job. This can be stressful and sometimes polarize employees. As
a coping mechanism, many are likely to fall back on older routines. Texas Instruments cre-
ated its High Performance Organization Development unit to facilitate the transition to a
high-performance work system. Other organizations such as Merck, Ford, and Deutsche
Bank have also developed special HR units to manage organizational change. Unilever
created a transition team of senior line and HR managers to oversee the implementation
of high-performance teams and develop an implementation road map.27

Evaluating the Success of the System
Once high-performance work systems are in place, they need to be monitored and eval-
uated over time. Several aspects of the review process should be addressed. First, there
should be a process audit to determine whether the system has been implemented as it
was designed and whether the principles of high-performance work systems are being
reinforced. Questions such as the following might be included in the audit:

Are employees actually working together, or is the term ÒteamÓ just a label?
Are employees getting the information they need to make empowered decisions?
Are training programs developing the knowledge and skills employees need?
Are employees being rewarded for good performance and useful suggestions?
Are employees treated fairly so that power differences are minimal?

Second, the evaluation process should focus on the goals of high-performance
work systems. To determine whether the program is succeeding, managers should look
at such issues as the following:

Are desired behaviours being exhibited on the job?
Are quality, productivity, flexibility, and customer service objectives being met?
Are quality-of-life goals being achieved for employees?
Is the organization more competitive than in the past?

NEL
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Finally, high-performance work systems should be periodically evaluated in terms
of new organizational priorities and initiatives. Because high-performance work sys-
tems are built on key business processes that deliver value to customers, as these
processes and customer relationships change so too should the work system. The
advantage of high-performance work systems is that they are flexible and, therefore,
more easily adapted. When change occurs, it should be guided by a clear under-
standing of the business needs and exhibit a close vertical fit to strategy.

Outcomes of High-Performance Work Systems
Organizations achieve a wide variety of outcomes from high-performance work systems
and effective human resources management. We have categorized these outcomes in
terms of either employee concernssuch as quality-of-work-life issues and job security or
competitive challengessuch as performance, productivity, and profitability. Throughout
the text we have emphasized that the best organizations find ways to achieve a balance
between these two sets of outcomes and pursue activities that improve both.

Employee Outcomes and Quality 
of Work Life
There are a myriad of potential benefits to employees from high-performance work sys-
tems. In high-performing workplaces, employees have the latitude to decide how to
achieve their goals. In a learning environment, people can take risks, generate new ideas,
and make mistakes, which in turn lead to new products, services, and markets. Because
employees are more involved in their work, they are likely to be more satisfied and find
that their needs for growth are more fully met. Because they are more informed and
empowered, they are likely to feel that they have a fuller role to play in the organization
and that their opinions and expertise are valued more. This of course underlies greater
commitment. With higher skills and greater potential for contribution, they are likely
to have more job security as well as be more marketable to other organizations.

Additionally, as we discussed in Chapter 1, individuals with degrees are a growing
segment of the workforce. If employees with advanced education are to achieve their
potential, they must be allowed to utilize their skills and abilities in ways that con-
tribute to organizational success while fulfilling personal job growth and work satis-
faction needs. High-performance work systems serve to mesh organizational
objectives with employee contributions. Conversely, when employees are underuti-
lized, organizations operate at less than full performance, while employees develop
poor work attitudes and habits.28

Organizational Outcomes and Competitive
Advantage
Several organizational outcomes also result from using high-performance work
systems. These include higher productivity, lower costs, better responsiveness to cus-
tomers, greater flexibility, and higher profitability. Highlights in HRM 16.3 provides
a sample of the success stories that American companies have shared about their use
of high-performance work systems.29
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Recall that in Chapter 2 we said that organizations can create a sustainable com-
petitive advantage through people if they focus on four criteria. They must develop
competencies in their employees that have the following qualities:

Valuable:High-performance work systems increase value by establishing ways to
increase efficiency, decrease costs, improve processes, and provide something
unique to customers.
Rare:High-performance work systems help organizations develop and harness
skills, knowledge, and abilities that are not equally available to all organizations.
Difficult to imitate:High-performance work systems are designed around team
processes and capabilities that cannot be transported, duplicated, or copied by
rival firms.
Organized:High-performance work systems combine the talents of employees
and rapidly deploy them in new assignments with maximum flexibility.30

The Impact of High-Performance Work Systems
• Ames Rubber Corporation, a New Jersey-based manufacturer of rubber products and office

machine components, experienced a 48-percent increase in productivity and five straight
years of revenue growth.

• Sales at Connor Manufacturing Services, a San Francisco firm, grew by 21 percent, while
new orders rose 34 percent and the company’s profit on operations increased 21 percent to
a record level.

• Over a seven-year period, Granite Rock, a construction material and mining company in
Watsonville, California, experienced an 88-percent increase in market share, its standard for
on-time delivery grew from 68 to 95 percent, and revenue per employee was 30 percent
above the national average.

• At One Valley Bank of Clarksburg, West Virginia, employee turnover dropped by 48 percent,
productivity increased by 24 percent, return on equity grew 72 percent, and profits jumped
by 109 percent in three years.

• The Tennessee Eastman Division of the Eastman Chemical Company experienced an
increase in productivity of nearly 70 percent, and 75 percent of its customers ranked it as the
top chemical company in customer satisfaction.

• A study by John Paul MacDuffie of 62 automobile plants showed that those implementing
high-performance work systems had 47 percent better quality and 43 percent better pro-
ductivity.

• A study by Jeff Arthur of 30 steel minimills showed a 34-percent increase in productivity,
63 percent less scrap, and 57 percent less turnover.

• A study by Mark Huselid of 962 firms in multiple industries showed that high-performance
work systems resulted in an annual increase in profits of more than $3,800 per employee.

Source: Martha A. Gephart and Mark E. Van Buren, “The Power of High Performance Work Systems,” Training &
Development 50, no. 10 (October 1996): 21–36.

Highlights in HRM 16.3
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These criteria clearly show how high-performance work systems in particular, and
human resources management in general, are instrumental in achieving competitive
advantage through people.

However, for all their potential, implementing high-performance work systems is
not an easy task. The systems are complex and require a good deal of close partnering
among executives, line managers, HR professionals, union representatives, and
employees. Ironically, this very complexity leads to competitive advantage. Because
high-performance work systems are difficult to implement, successful organizations
are difficult to copy. The ability to integrate business and employee concerns is indeed
rare, and doing it in a way that adds value to customers is especially noteworthy.
Organizations such as Wal-Mart, Microsoft, and Southwest Airlines have been able to
do it, and as a result they enjoy a competitive advantage.

High-Performance Work Systems and the Small 
and Medium-Sized Employer

We conclude our discussion of high-performance work systems by noting their appli-
cability to small and medium-sized organizations. While many of the examples used to
illustrate the popularity of HPWSs come from large, well-known companies, the
philosophies, principles, and techniques that underlie HPWSs are equally appropriate
to the management of enterprises of all sizes. It would be wrong to think that the four
principles of HPWSs identified by Lawler (sharing information with employees, linking
pay to performance, training and developing employees, and fostering an egalitarian
work culture) are somehow unique to Fortune 1000 organizations. Nor would it be cor-
rect to surmise that the anatomy of HPWSs is applicable only to large corporations.
Progressive organizations of all sizes have successfully implemented team-based work
systems, implemented staffing practices that select high-quality employees, developed
training programs that continually update employee skills, and utilized compensation
practices that support specific organizational goals. The key is that they have done these
things in a coordinated, integrative manner. These smaller organizations have simply
achieved a system approach to organizational design that combines HR practices, work
structures, and processes that effectively utilize employee competencies.

Readers of this text will find the principles of HPWSs of great assistance as they
manage human resources, regardless of organizational size.
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SUMMARY

High-performance work systems are specific
combinations of HR practices, work struc-
tures, and processes that maximize employee
knowledge, skill, commitment, and flexi-

bility. They are based on contemporary principles of
high-involvement organizations. These principles
include shared information, knowledge development,
performanceÐreward linkages, and egalitarianism.

High-performance work systems are com-
posed of several interrelated components.
Typically, the system begins with designing
empowered work teams to carry out key

business processes. Team members are selected and
trained in technical, problem-solving, and interpersonal
skills. To align the interests of employees with those of
the organization, reward systems are connected to
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performance and often have group and organizational
incentives. Skill-based pay is regularly used to increase
flexibility and salaried pay plans are used to enhance an
egalitarian environment. Leadership tends to be shared
among team members, and information technology is
used to ensure that employees have the information they
need to make timely and productive decisions.

The pieces of the system are important only
in terms of how they help the entire system
function. When all the pieces support and
complement one another, high-performance

work systems achieve internal fit. When the system is
aligned with the competitive priorities of the organiza-
tion as a whole, it achieves external fit as well.

Implementing high-performance work sys-
tems represents a multidimensional change
initiative. High-performance work systems are
much more likely to go smoothly if a business

case is first made. Top-management support is critical,
and so too is the support of union representatives and
other important constituents. HR representatives are

often helpful in establishing a transition structure to help
the implementation progress through its various stages.
Once the system is in place, it should be evaluated in
terms of its processes, outcomes, and ongoing fit with
strategic objectives of the organization.

When implemented effectively, high-
performance work systems benefit both the
employees and the organization. Employees
have more involvement in the organization,
experience growth and satisfaction, and

become more valuable as contributors. The organization
also benefits from high productivity, quality, flexibility,
and customer satisfaction. These features together can
provide an organization with a sustainable competitive
advantage.

The principles of HPWS apply in small and
medium-sized organizational work settings
as well as in large organizations. Progressive
organizations of all sizes have successfully

implemented high-performance work systems.
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KEY TERMS

external fit, 16-12
high-performance work system

(HPWS), 16-2

internal fit, 16-11
process audit, 16-20

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Do you think the four principles of high involve-
ment provide an adequate context for designing
high-performance work systems? What other
concerns or guidelines for developing high-
performance work systems would you suggest?

2. In many cases, organizations use teams as a part of
their high-performance work systems. Could such
systems be useful in organizations that do not use
teams? What special concerns might you have to
address?

3. Although both internal and external fit are impor-
tant concerns with high-performance work systems,
which do you consider more critical and why?

4. This chapter places considerable emphasis on
the processes involved in implementing high-
performance work systems. What are the most
critical steps to successful implementation?

5. How do you think employee-related outcomes
and organizational outcomes are related to one
another? Is it possible to achieve one set of out-
comes without the other? Why or why not?

6. What concerns must a smaller employer address in
trying to implement high-performance work sys-
tems? What advantages would a smaller organiza-
tion have in using such systems?
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INTERNET EXERCISE

The principle of employee involvement is critical to the
success of HPWS. As a purchaser of this text, you have
online access to Canadian HR Reporter.Go to the
article on ÒEmployee Engagement,Ó in Vol 18, Issue 15,

September 12, 2005, and starting on page 7, read about
the five companies described in this article. Compare
and contrast the ways in which these organizations
involve and empower their employees.

Assessing the Strategic Fit of High-Performance Work
Systems
High-performance work systems (HPWSs) are potentially powerful tools for managing
employee commitment, involvement, and excellence. However, ensuring that all of the HR
practices support one another—and the principles underlying the HPWS—is not always easy.
At times, certain HR practices may support the HPWS while others actually may work against
the principles. But if all the HR practices are not aligned, the system may be doomed. It takes
only one misaligned practice to crash the whole system. Recall that the HPWS principles
include the following:

• Shared information
• Knowledge development
• Performance–reward linkage
• Egalitarianism

Assignment
The figure on the following page lists the main HR practices used at Egan Clothiers, Ltd.
Working in teams of four to six, assess the extent to which you believe each HR practice
supports (or works against) each of the HPWS principles.

1. For each cell in the matrix, insert a number indicating the extent to which you believe
the HR practice supports the principle or is counterproductive. The scale runs
from –5 (strongly counterproductive) to 5 (very supportive). Zero indicates neither support
nor detriment.

2. When you are done filling in each cell, add the numbers across each row to determine how
supportive each HR practice is of all of the principles. Which HR practice is most sup-
portive of the HPWS principles? Which HR practice is of most concern?

3. Add each column to see how the overall set of HR practices supports each principle.
Which principle is most strongly supported? Which principle is the biggest concern?

4. Add the rows and/or columns to see how well the HPWS is supported overall. What
changes would you recommend to improve the system?

HRM Experience
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BIZFLIX EXERCISES

This chapter discussed some principles that underlie high-
performance work systems. Watch for these principles in
action while viewing this scene from the film Apollo 13.

This superb film dramatically shows a NASA mis-
sion to the moon that had an in-space disaster. Innovative
problem solving and decision making amid massive
ambiguity saved the crew.Apollo 13 shows many exam-
ples of problem solving and decision making throughout
the film. The zero-gravity simulator, a KC-135 four-
engine jet aircraft (NASAÕs ÒVomit CometÓ), helped
create the filmÕs realistic weightless scenes. These scenes
required 600 parabolic loops over ten days of filming.

The chosen scene is an edited version of the
ÒHouston, We Have a Problem . . .Ósequence that appears
a third of the way into the film. It starts as Jim Lovell
(Tom Hanks) says, ÒHouston, we have a problem.Ó This
scene ends after Lovell tells Mission Control that they are
venting something into space. The film continues with

frenzied activity in Mission Control. Flight Director
Gene Krantz (Ed Harris) asks people to work the
problem and stop guessing about it.

What to Watch for and Ask Yourself
¥ Which principles of high-performance work systems

appear in this scene? Note some examples from the
scene of the principles you identify. You also can refer
to Figure 16.2 while viewing the scene.

¥ The chapter earlier noted that training and development
is a human resource practice that is important for high-
performance work systems.What type of training do you
believe the astronauts receive? Does it appear effective for
them to carry out their mission? Why or why not?

¥ Jim Lovell is the commander of the Apollo 13 mission.
During this scene, does he show the management and
leadership characteristics discussed earlier in the
chapter? 

Apollo 13: Houston, We Have a Problem
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locations. Human Resources orchestrates the agenda, the mechanics, and the
delivery.

At the end of the program, all local and home office leadership stands in front of
the audience to answer questions. If a member of the leadership team does not know
an answer, he or she is charged with finding the answer, getting back to the individual
questioner, and posting it for everyone to see. This shows that the leadership can be
trusted to follow through and respond to employeesÑthat they care about and
respect their employees.

THE RESULTS
So what does this communication process do for the company? First, it provides direc-
tion to the entire company team. It provides the answers to what is being done, where
the company is going, and how it will get there.

Second, it provides definition. It helps everyone understand why certain actions
are being taken, certain products made, certain methods used. It helps establish the
importance of everyoneÕs job in the overall scheme of things. It sets the definitions for
quality and productivity. It responds to individual and group concerns about com-
pany social and administrative programs. Most important, it explains why we are
doing the things we do.

Third, it is about drive. It provides for the spirit of togetherness. It makes the
vision, values, and strategies of the company come alive to everyone. It keeps the team
focused and moving forward toward the common goal.

Finally, this forum is an opportunity for senior management to develop their
leadership skills. Having location, division, or department heads stand before those
they lead and provide current performance updates and answer questions develops
their leadership abilities. Answering why and how, clarifying issues that might be
starting to fester, handling questions without threatening the individualÑthese are
some of the critical elements company leadership must master. IamsÕs management
gets plenty of opportunities to demonstrate courage, passion, integrity, and
empathy.

THE COST
This type of program requires a great deal of effort and cost: shutting down part or all
of an office or plant operation for three to four hours once a quarter, the time and
travel of presenters, and IT and audiovisual support. Is this type of human resource
strategic effort worth the cost and effort involved? Each company or organization will
have to make that determination, depending on its size and number of locations. For
Iams, the benefits are real and this forum supports the concepts of performance man-
agement and management performance.

HR CATALYST
HR leadership can be the strategic catalyst to move this type of organizational com-
munication forward. Creativity needs to come forward no matter what the size of
the organization to make this two-way communication process become a reality.
Communication technology (such as videoconferencing) is readily available to
support the effort. But never forget the power of face-to-face contact and the impor-
tance of top managementÕs willingness to be there to answer the organizationÕs
questions. Current business events continue to point toward the need for estab-
lishing trust.
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