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About seventy-five ycars ago, the bi-
ologist Ludwig von Bertalanfy began
a study to investigatc the movement
of organisms within a biological sys-
tem. He formulated certain concepts
concerning the organism as an open
system and also defined the principle
of cquifinality by stating that ‘“‘the
same {inal state can be reached from
different initial conditions and in dif-
ferent ways”’ (von Bertalanfy, 1960:
84).

In the process of using the open
systems model to legitimize organi-
zational studies, Katz and Kahn
(1966) discussed the properties of
open systems and included the no-
tion of cquifinality. The systems par-

adigm pcaked in 1972 and cventually
went out of fashion by 1976 (Ashmos
and Huber, 1987). Howecver, in the
strategic management and strategic
marketing literature, many state-
ments have been made that within a
certain strategic typology, no one
strategy is neither inferior nor supe-
rior to that of another strategy (Kald
et al., 2000; Deshpande and Farley,
1998). In fact, Miles and Snow (1978)
and Porter (1980) argue that the
strategies described in their respec-
tive typologies are neither inferior
nor superior. Certain researchers
have posited that the notion of cqui-
finality may offer insights into this su-
periority-inferiority argument (Gre-
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JOURNAIL. OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. XV Number 2 Summer 2003

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



STRATEGY-PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIPS IN SERVICE FIRMS 209

sov and Drazin, 1997; Jennings and
Seaman, 1994; Matsuno and Mentzer,
2000). Intercstingly, within the stra-
tegic management and marketing lit-
erature, the notion of equifinality has
been studicd and has taken on two
theoretical perspectives. One such
perspective (the strategy approach) is
that an organization can achieve an
outcome by a variety of strategic ac-
tions or strategies (Miles et al., 1978).
The other perspective (the strategy-
structure fit perspective) is that a fea-
sible set of equally effective, internally
consistent patterns of strategy and
structure exist (Van de Ven and Dra-
zin, 1985). In essence, proponents
from both schools make the same ar-
gument—a desired outcome can be
reached by the use of different ap-
proaches. The ‘‘strategy approach”
school argues that different strategies
can yield the same outcome. This is
the rationale used by Miles and Snow
(1978) and by Porter (1980) in stat-
ing that the strategies described in
their respective typologies are ncither
inferior nor superior. However, ad-
vocates of the “‘strategy-structure fit”’
school add an extra dimension to
their argument in that the firm’s
strategy must be aligned with its struc-
ture and that a variety of strategy-
structure matches can be used to ac-
quire the same outcome. While most
of the research on equifinality within
strategic management and marketing
has been theoretical in nature, two
empirical studies of equifinality have
been conducted (Doty et al., 1993;
Jennings and Seaman, 1994). Both of
these studies have supported the no-
tion of equifinality in that a variety of
strategic approaches can achieve the
same outcome.

The purpose of this study is to ex-
tend research on equifinality by ex-
amining the strategy-performance re-

lationship across a variety of scrvice
firms. First, the literature on contin-
gency theory and business strategy is
reviewed to present a theorctical
framework and to develop hypothe-
ses. Next, the methodology used in
the study is presented, and then the
findings are reported and discussed.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
AND HYPOTHESES

Contingency Theory

Two sets of pervasive arguments ex-
ist among contingency theorists with
respect to how fit affects perform-
ance. One such argument suggests
that a one-best stratcgy-structure ar-
rangement exists to fit a given indus-
try environment (Dill, 1958; Hage
and Aiken, 1970; Lawrence and
Lorsch, 1969; Lorsch and Morse,
1974). The other argument is that o1-
ganizational  effectivencss  results
from fitting certain organizational
characteristics to contingencies that
reflect the situation of the organiza-
tion (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Gal-
braith, 1973; Hage and Aiken, 1969;
Pugh et al, 1969). These contingen-
cies include the environment (Burns
and Stalker, 1961), organizational
size  (Child, 1975), and stratcgy
(Chandler, 1962). Proponents of the
contingency school of organizational
behavior (Donaldson, 2001; Pen-
nings, 1975; Pfeffer, 1997; Schoon-
hoven, 1981; Scott, 1992) argue that
a variety of strategic approaches can
be equally effective. Donaldson
(2001) argues that those scholars who
assert there is one best way to organ-
ize belong in the universalistic theory
of organization thought rather than
to the contingency theory school.
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210 JENNINGS, RAJARATNAM AND LAWRENCE

Business Strategy

Miles and Snow (1978) identified
four business strategy types that were
labeled as defender, prospector, an-
alyzer, and reactor. Defenders usually
direct their products or services to a
clearly defined segment of the total
market and they offer their target
market a full range of products or
services and strive to build satisfied
customers. Growth is achieved cau-
tiously and incrementally through
market penetration. Having chosen
stable products and markets, the de-
fender organization protects its do-
main by offering higher quality, su-
perior  service, and competitive
prices. Prospectors have a broad
product/market domain that is in a
continuous statc of development.
Growth is achieved through product
development and market develop-
ment. Multiple technologies are de-
veloped for its different products and
its technological processes arc tlexi-
ble in order to constantly produce
new products. Analyzers arec a com-
bination of the prospector and de-
fender types of organizations. The an-
alyzer’s domain consists of products
and markets, some of which are stable
while others are changing. It has a
dual technological core to mect the
demands of it stable and changing
domains. It is an avid follower of
change and imitates the best prod-
ucts and markets of the prospector
through extensive market surveil-
lance. Growth occurs through market
penetration as well as through market
development and product devclop-
ment. Reactors respond inappropri-
ately to environment change and un-
certainty because they do not have
mechanisms to respond consistently
to their environment. Within the
Miles and Snow (1978) typology, a

conflicting assertion exists. For ex-
ample, an entire chapter of the 1978
book is devoted to a description of
the reactor strategy as a lourth
“ideal” type. However, the authors
describe the reactor as a “‘residual”
type of behavior in that organizations
are forced into this response mode
when they are unable to pursuc ci-
ther a defender, prospector, or ana-
lyzer strategy (Miles and Snow, 1978:
93). Also, the authors state that an or-
ganization may be classified as a re-
actor when “‘management fails to
align strategy, structure, and context
in a consistent fashion’ (Miles and
Snow, 1978: 12).

Organizations having a rcactor
strategy have been addressed as both
a residual and as a unique type of
strategy. While Hambrick (1983) and
Zajac and Shortell (1989) simply as-
sumed that the reactor is a residual
category, other rescarchers have
identified organizations with a strat-
cgy that closely resembled the status
of a reactor. As an example, Smith et
al. (1989) used a cluster analytic tech-
nique to identify a group of organi-
zations that closely resembled the re-
actor. Segev (1989) concluded that
prospectors, defenders, analyzers,
and reactors are four ideal types of
strategy that are unique. Doty ef al
(1993) argue that the reactor should
be treated as a unique ideal type of
strategy. Thus, in our study, the re-
actor is treated as a strategy that is
both unique and ideal.

Since the Miles and Snow (1978)
typology deals with the intended rate
of product/market change within a
business, it provides a useful format
for studying the successful implemen-
tation of different strategics. It is the
only typology that characterizes an or-
ganization as a complete system, with
afocus on the organization’s strategic
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STRATEGY-PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIPS IN SERVICE FIRMS 211

orientation (Croteau et al, 1999;
Evans and Green, 2000; Karimi et al.,
1996; Snow and Hrebiniak, 1980).
Miles and Snow (1978) posited that
defenders, analyzers, and prospectors
are likely to perform equally well but
that these three strategy types will
outperform reactors. Since reactors
exhibit an inconsistent pattern of re-
sponse, often leading to inappropri-
ate reactions to change and uncer-
tainty, they perform poorly (Croteau
and Bergeron, 2001; Miles and Snow,
1978; Smith, et al., 1989; McKec et al.,
1989; Conant et al., 1990; Zahra and
Pearce, 1990). Snow and Hrebiniak
(1980) found that defender, prospec-
tor, and analyzer organizations con-
sistently outperformed reactor organ-
izations in the plastics, semicon-
ductor, and automotive industries.
These findings support Donaldson’s
(2001) contingency theory argument
that there is no best single strategy for
a given industry environ ment.

In the Health Maintenance Organ-
ization (HMO) industry, Conant et al.
(1990) and Parry and Parry (1998)
found no significant differences in
Miles and Snow’s (1978) strategic
types regarding distinctive competen-
cies, knowledge of customers, knowl-
edge of competitors, quality of serv-
ice, quality of offering, effectivencss
of public relations, image, and loca-
tion. In general, Conant et al. (1990)
and Parry and Parry (1998) found a
significant difference in the Miles
and Snow’s (1978) strategic types in
that firms with a reactor strategy re-
ported performing other marketing
functions less well than did firms with
an analyzer, defender, and prospec-
tor strategy. Conant et al. (1990) state
that while the relationship between
Miles and Snow’s strategic types and
performance has been examined in
diverse industry settings, there is a

need for further rescarch across in-
dustries, across different industry en-
vironments and over time. This study
addresses the first issue, research on
performance-strategy  relationships
across industries. Also, this rescarch
focuses on the notion of equifinality
by exploring the strategy-performs-
ance relationship across industries.
For example, Miles and Snow’s
(1978) typology reflects a complex
view of organizational and environ-
mental processes, as well as the attrib-
utes of product, market, technology,
organizational structure and manage-
ment characteristics (Smith et al,
1989). As described earlier, Miles and
Snow have used all of these preceding
aspects to develop four distinct stra-
tegic types. Further, Miles and Snow
argue that their four strategic types
are neither inferior nor superior. 1\“110
concept of equifinality, which states
that a particular outcome can be
reached by using different business
strategics, may illuminate Miles and
Snow’s argument pertaining to the
inferiority or superiority of their stra-
tegic types, and can provide support
for the arguments of other rescarch-
ers pertaining to the supcriority-infe-
riority of strategic types (Doty et al.,
1993; Gresov and Drazin, 1997; Jen-
nings and Seaman, 1994; Matsuno
and Mentzer, 2000). Thus, we hy-
pothesize that:
H1: Organizations with a defender, pros-
pector, or analyzer strategy will have equal
levels of performance as measured by carn-
ings growth rate, sales growth rate, return
on investment, and return on sales.

H2: Organizations with a defender, pros-
pector, or analyzer strategy will have a
higher level of performance than that of or-
ganizations with a reactor strategy as meas-
ured by carnings growth rate, sales growth
rate, return on investment, and return on
sale.

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES Vol. XV Number 2 Summer 2003

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



212 JENNINGS, RAJARATNAM AND LAWRENCE

RESEARCH METHODS
A random sample of 1,000 U.S.

scervice firms were surveyed in this
study. The sample included [rms
from six service industries, banking,
brokerage, hospital, hotel, insurance,
and transportation. The sample was
randomly selected from the Dun and
Bradstreet Million-Dollar Directory and
the American Hospital Association Di-
rectory. A questionnaire was devel-
oped and pre-tested with a sample of
15 executives from the service indus-
tries that were to be researched. This
pre-test sample size is within the 15-
25 pre-test sample size recommended
by Hunt et al. (1982). Based on the
pre-test, appropriate changes were
made to the questionnaire. The ques-
tionnaire was then mailed to a top ex-
ecutive or the president of each of the
firms in the sample. Huber and
Power (1985) have defended our ap-
proach of using only one informant
per organization. For example, using
only one informant can reduce costs

TABLE 1

both in terms of time and money.
Furthermore, Chief Executive Offi-
cers and other scnior managers have
important information rcgarding or-
ganizational situations (Huber and
Power, 1985). A modified version of
Dillman’s  (1978) “‘total design
method” was used in order to en-
hance response rate and response
quality and a three-wave mailing was
cmployed. A total of 410 usable ques-
tionnaires were returned for a re-
sponse rate of 41 percent. The pre-
test responses were not included in
the study results. Table 1 describes
the distribution by industry type of
the respondents.

Measuring Strategy

Snow and Hrebiniak’s (1980) pro-
cedure describing the strategy types
of the Miles and Snow (1978) typol-
ogy was used to measure strategy. As
described in Appendix 1, study par-
ticipants were asked to check the type
best describing the strategic behavior

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS

Initial Sample Number of Response Rate

Industry Size Responses (%)
Banking 165 69 42
Brokerage 157 53 34
Hospital 164 86 52
Hotel/Lodging 200 67 34
Insurance 115, 74 47
Transportation 157 61 39
Total 1,000 410 41
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STRATEGY-PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIPS IN SERVICE FIRMS 213

of their firm. This paragraph ap-
proach has been commonly used and
validated extensively (James and Hat-
ten, 1995; Rajagopalan, 1996) and is
considered more convenient than the
lengthy multi-item strategy typologies
questions used by Hambrick (1981).
Also, several studies have validated
the ability of managers to sclf-diag-
nose their firm’s strategic orientation
using the Miles and Snow strategy ty-
pology (Conant et al., 1990; Shortell
and Zajac, 1990; Slater and Narver,
1993). Further, Kiesler and Sproull
(1982) argue that practicing manag-
ers have the cognitive ability to iden-
tify the type of strategy that is em-
ployed by their firm and that
researchers should utilize this knowl-
edge. Several rescarchers support
Kiesler and Sproull’s (1982) argu-
ment by stating that the most appro-
priate and relevant way in which re-
searchers can assess Lkey issues
pertaining to types of strategics cm-
ployed by firms and the sclection of
competitive positions is to ask the in-
volved managers (Day and Nedun-
gadi, 1994; Geletkanycz and Black,
2001; Morgan and Piercy, 1998).

Measuring Performance

Respondents were asked to evaluate
their firm’s performance relative to a
major competitor using four perform-
ance measures—earnings growth rate,
sales growth rate, return on invest-
ment, and return on sales—with a self-
report five-point Likert scale as de-
scribed in Appendix 2. Management
assessments arc generally consistent
with objective performance measures
internal to the organization (Conant ¢
al., 1990; Dess and Robinson, 1984;
Huber and Power, 1985; Jennings and
Young, 1990).

Size and Performance

Certain rescarchers (Lindsay and
Rue, 1980; Robinson, 1982; Jennings
and Lumpkin, 1992) have argued
that small-size firms may exhibit dif-
ferent characteristics from those of
large-size firms and should be consid-
ered as a separate class in data anal-
ysis. As organizations increase in size,
they emphasize predictability and for-
malized roles, thereby causing organ-
izational behavior to become rigid,
predictable, and inflexible (Downs,
1967, Quinn and Cameron, 1983;
Scott, 1995). Since differences in size
can influence a firm’s performance,
as well as other organizational varia-
bles, researchers tend to utilize a co-
variance analysis (ANCOVA) to con-
trol for organizational size (Box et al.,
1992). The F-ratio for differences in
performance means of prospector,
defender, analyzer, and reactor was
223.65 (p < 0.0001). This test result
suggests that performance mean dif
ferences were not simply an artifact of
organizational size.

RESULTS

An overall performance measure
was computed using the means of the
four individual performance mcas-
urcs—ecarnings growth rate, sales
growth rate, return on investment,
and return on sales. An ANOVA was
employed to test the performance dif-
ferences of the four strategy types—
defender, prospector, analyzer, and
reactor. As depicted in Table 2, the
ANOVA indicated that the overall
performance mean value for firms
with a reactor strategy (2.65) was sig-
nificantly lower than that of the over-
all performance mean values of firms
with defender (3.57), prospector
(3.65), or analyzer (3.56) strategies
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214 JENNINGS, RAJARATNAM AND LAWRENCE

(F = 15.99, p = 0.0000). Also, pair-
wise comparisons were conducted be-
tween the performance mecan value
of each strategy type using Scheffe’s
multiple range test at the 0.05 signif-
icance level. This finding indicated
that a significant difference exists be-
tween firms with a reactor strategy
and each of the other three strategy

DISCUSSION AND
IMPLICATIONS

The major purposc of this study
was to extend research on cquifinality
by examining the strategy-perform-
ance relationship across a variety of
organizations. Our study indicates
that organizations with a defender,

prospector, or analyzer stratcgy have
equal performance. This finding
tends to support the notion of cqui-
finality that allows a feasible set of
equally effective patterns of strategy.

types. No significant differences were
found between the performance of
firms with a defender, prospector, or
analyzer strategy indicating support
for both Hypotheses 1 and 2.

TABLE 2

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STRATEGY TYPE AND PERFORMANCE

Significantly
Mean Values by Strategy Type ANOVA F Different
Pairs of
Measure of Defender Prospector Analyzer Reactor Statistic Group
Performance (D) (P) (A) (R) Means
Overall 3:57 3.65 3.56 2.65 R<Dj; R<P;
Performance (0.82) (0.38) (0.75) (0.96) 15.99* R<A
Earnings
Growth 3.59 3.67 3.57 24405 8.75% R<D; R<P;
Rate (0.99) (0.97) (1.00) (1.20) R<A
Sales
Growth 3:55 3.78 3,52 2.65 13/67* R<D; R<P;
Rate (1.01) (0.91) (0.86) (1.19) R<A
Return
On 3.62 3.58 3.58 2.70 9.69* R<D; R<P;
Investment (1.00) (1.05) (0.94) (1.10) R<A
Return
On 3.47 3855 3.52 2.55 13.19*% R<D R<P
Sales (0.97) (0.95) (0.87) (0.98) R<A
N 87 89 181 43

Numbers in parenthesis are standard deviations.
Scheffe’s procedure was used for post tests.

*p<.01
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STRATEGY-PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIPS IN SERVICE FIRMS 215

This study also provides support for
the long-standing notion that Miles
and Snow’s strategic types exist in a
cross-section of service firms and that
the performance of an organization
with a reactor strategy tends to be
lower than those organizations with
either a defender, prospector, or an-
alyzer strategy. The limitations of this
study should be recognized before
generalizing its results. This study ex-
amined firms in six service industries.
Therefore, the findings may not be
applicable to all service industries. To
increase the generalizability of these
findings to all service industries, fu-
ture rescarch could be undertaken
across additional service industries.
The findings of this study have cer-
tain implications pertaining to con-
tingency theory. For example, Vara-
darajan et al. (2001) argue that while
it is important to study firms accord-
ing to the conventional strategic
types, another line of research would
be to address the issue of whether
there is one best strategy-structure ar-
rangement that exists to fit a given in-
dustry environment or does organi-
zattional effectiveness result from
fitting certain organizational charac-
teristics to contingencies that reflect
the situation of the organization.
These contingencies include the cn-
vironment, organizational size, and
strategy. Proponents of the contin-
gency school of organizational behav-
ior argue that organizational effect-
iveness is a function of the
correctness and tightness of “fit”” be-
tween the structure and strategy of an
organization and of its environment.
The notion of equifinality may be an
important aspect that provides un-
derstanding to the preceding debate.
For example, Jennings and Seaman
(1994) reported that savings and
loans having the best prospector strat-

egy-organic structure (it and savings
and loans with the best defender
strategy-mechanistic structure fit have
equal performance. Further, Gresov
and Drazin (1997) report that the
concept of equifinality has been dem-
onstrated empirically to relate to or-
ganizational design.

An important area for future re-
search involves conducting longitu-
dinal analysis of the evolution of strat-
egies, structures, and environments
to establish just how the strategy-
structure match becomes optimum.
Researchers should continue to test
the relationship among strategy-
structure configurations with respect
to the notion of equifinality. The au-
thors of this study argue that the in-
vestigation of equifinality is an area of
missed opportunity in organization
science research. Such studies re-
quire the development of constructs
to represent structural and strategic
factors.

The findings of this study also have
important implications for practicing
managers. For example, a choice of
the defender, prospector, or analyzer
strategy is unlikely to adversely affect
performance as these strategy types
respond to change in a consistent
manner. Reactor organizations are
better off with a defender, prospec-
tor, or analyzer strategy than their
current one.

The debate surrounding the type
of strategy that a firm should pursue
with respect to its competitors is well
developed within the strategic man-
agement literature (Crant, 2000;
Deephouse, 1999). However, both ac-
ademic researchers and business
practitioners continue to search for
the rationale that will explain why
certain strategies are successful. The
position that von Bertalanfy (1930)
takes is that ‘‘the same final state can
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216 JENNINGS, RAJARATNAM AND LAWRENCE

be reached from different initial con-
ditions and in different ways” (von
Bertalanfty: 1960: 84). The reader
should note that von Bertalanfy does
not argue that all of the different ap-
proaches will reach the same final
state. Thus, the how and why certain
firms can reach a final state, such as
performance or effectiveness, is an in-
teresting question for future re-

search. An important question is
whether there is a one best way or can
multiple approaches yicld the desired
outcome. The notion of equifinality
suggests that a varicty ol approaches
can yield success while conventional
wisdom seems to recommend the one
best way. Hopefully, this study will
provide fertile ground for further re-
scarch on the notion of cquifinality.

APPENDIX 1
DEFINING STRATEGY *

Listed below are four primary strategies utilized by firms. Each of these strategies
is neither better nor worse than another. CIRCLE THE ONE that best describes
your firm’s strategy:

1. This type of firm attempts to locate and maintain a secure niche in a relatively
stable product or service area. The firm tends to offer a more limited range
of products or services than its competitors, and it tries to protect its domain
by offering higher quality, superior service, lower prices and so forth. Often
this type of firm is not at the forefront of developments in the industry—it
tends to ignore industry changes that have no direct influence on current
areas of operation and concentrates instead on doing the best job possible
in a limited area.

2. This type of firm typically operates within a broad product-market domain
that undergoes periodic redefinition. The firm values being “‘firstin’’ in new
product and market areas even if not all of these efforts prove to be highly
profitable. The firm responds rapidly to early signals concerning areas of
opportunity, and these responses often lead to a new round of competitive
actions. However, this type of firm may not maintain market strength in all
of the areas it enters.

3. This type of firm attempts to maintain a stable, limited line of products/
services, while at the same time moving out quickly to follow a carefully
selected set of the more promising new developments in the industry. The
firm is seldom ‘“first in’’ with new products/services. However, by carefully
monitoring the actions of major competitors in areas compatible with its
stable product-market base, the firm can frequently be “second in’”’ with
more cost-efficient product/services.

4. This type of firm does not appear to have a consistent product-market ori-
entation. The firm is usually not as aggressive in maintaining established
products and markets as some of its competitors, nor is it willing to take as
many risks as other competitors. Rather, the firm responds in those areas
where it is forced to, by environmental pressures.

* See ““APPENDIX: Measure of Strategy Type,”” of C.C. Snow and L.G. Hrebiniak
(1980:336).
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STRATEGY-PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIPS IN SERVICE FIRMS 217

APPENDIX 2
DEFINING PERFORMANCE

Please evaluate your firm, relative to your major com etitor, on the followin

) : Jo P g
performance measures. For each item, please circle the number that best rep-
resents your opinion.

Much Higher About the Much lower

than Same than
Competitors Competitors
1. Earnings growth rate 5 4 3 2 1
2. Sales growth rate 5 4 3 2 1
3. Return on investment 5 4 3 2 1
4. Return on sales 5 4 3 2 1
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tives in which the system can be analyzed and solutions pro-
posed. The focus in this study is on a single dyad within the
distribution channel—the physician and insurance provider.
Two complementary research methods are used at one rep-
resentative physician practice to test the applicability of the
channel framework in this setting. Interviews with healthcare
administrators demonstrate the correspondence between
fundamental variables inherent in the traditional channel
partnership and the physician-insurer provider relationship.
Using patient level billing records, data were then collected
to determine the extent to which environmental character-
istics present in traditional channel relationships are present
in the physician-insurance provider dyad. The findings sup-
port the applicability of the channel framework to the health-
care funding system.

Strategy-Performance Relationships in Service Firms:
A Test for EQUINAliLy ... 208
Daniel F. Jennings, Daniel Rajaratnam and F. Barry Lawrence

In this study, we have examined the issue of equifinality by
analyzing stratcgy-performance relationships in firms from
six different service industries. Our results indicate there is
no significant difference in the performance of organizations
with either a prospector, defender, or analyzer strategy. Or-
ganizations with a reactor strategy, however, had a lower level
of performance than did those organizations with a prospec-
tor, defender, or analyzer strategy. Implications for future
research and practice are discussed.

Productivity Increases Due to the Use of Teams in Service Garages ...... 221
Lawrence D. Fredendall and Charles R. Emery

This study examined whether self-directed work teams in-
creased productivity in automobile service garages. It also ex-
amined whether the type of leadership and the type of com-
pensation system moderated the effect of teams on
productivity. It was found that service garages, which used
self-directed teams, increased their productivity, compared to
service garages that did not use teams. However, productivity
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