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Teamwork and its contribution to High Performance 
Workplace Organisation- Spanish Contribution. 

Introduction 
This is the Spanish contribution to the topic report on ‘Teamwork and its contribution to High 
Performance Workplace Organisation’, co-ordinated by Research Institute for Labour and Social 
Affairs for the European Observatory of Working Conditions (EWCO) of the European 
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions. 

The present report is divided into 4 sections (in addition to this introduction). Thus, section 1 
looks into the information available on teamwork in the two existing Spanish national surveys on 
working conditions, where information on both methodology and available results are presented 
on a number of issues (e.g. incidence of teamwork, form and organisation of team, teamwork 
autonomy, teamwork-related job satisfaction, work overload and intensity, and learning 
environment). Meanwhile, section 2 provides information on the most relevant results coming 
from other existing qualitative/quantitative studies on the teamwork topic, whereas section 3 
briefly describes the existing social partners’ collective agreements on changes in work 
organisation (with emphasis of team work) and other governmental policies and programmes. 
Finally, section 4 provides a description of a relevant enterprise case study on teamwork in Spain. 

 

Section 1: Information coming from the national surveys on 
working conditions  

Description of selected surveys 
In Spain there are two main official national surveys dealing with the issue of working conditions, 
basically the ‘Survey on quality of life in the workplace’ (Encuesta de Calidad de Vida en el 
Trabajo, ECVT) and the ‘National Survey on Working Conditions’ (Encuesta Nacional de 
Condiciones de Trabajo, ENCT).  

The ‘Survey on quality of life in the workplace’ started in 1999 and is carried out on an annual 
basis by the Spanish Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (latest data available for year 2004). 
The main goal of this survey is to examine the quality of life of the Spanish workforce, which 
includes a number of questions dealing with the teamwork topic. This survey pursues three 
different objectives:  

• To obtain information about the workplace context as well as the workers’ perceptions of it, in 
order to assess life quality in the workplace, which includes the issue of work organisation 
structure. 

• To gather information on the labour situation (promotions, work organisation, etc) of workers.  

• Finally, to collect socio-economic data of workers in order to relate results to their Job 
situation. 

http://www.vupsv.cz/
http://www.vupsv.cz/
http://www.eurofound.eu.int/ewco/
http://www.eurofound.eu.int/
http://www.eurofound.eu.int/
http://www.mtas.es/estadisticas/ECVT/Welcome.htm
http://www.mtas.es/insht/statistics/enct_5.htm
http://www.mtas.es/estadisticas/ECVT/Welcome.htm
http://www.mtas.es/


Meanwhile, further details of the survey methodology can be summarised as next: 

• Geographical coverage  All Spanish territory except Ceuta and Melilla (Spanish 
autonomous cities in Northern Africa) 

• Surveyed population  Working people aged over 16 years old, living in family households. 

• Sample  6,020 surveyed people. 

• Characteristics of data classification  Occupation (Occupation National Classification), 
economic activity (NACE classification) and other variables (sex, age, level of studies, size 
of enterprise and size or living municipality) 

• Data collection methodology  Interviews are carried out face-to-face at households of 
selected workers.  

• Publication periodicity  Annual. 

 

On the other hand, the ‘National Survey on Working Conditions’ is carried out by the Spanish 
National Institute of Safety and Hygiene in the Workplace (Instituto Nacional de Seguridad e 
Higiene en el Trabajo INSHT), which is a subsidiary body of the Spanish Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs. This survey has been conducted in five occasions, in years 1987, 1993, 1997, 1999 
and 2002 (the last one).  The main goal of the study is to provide an overview of health and safety 
conditions in Spanish workplaces, where a number of questions dealing with the teamwork issue 
are also included.  

Further details of the survey methodology can be summarised as next: 

• Geographical coverage  All Spanish territory except Ceuta and Melilla (Spanish autonomous 
cities in Northern Africa) 

• Surveyed population  Businesses with more than one employee and across all activity 
sectors (except agriculture and mining) 

• Sample  9,290 interviews were carried out: 4,054 with managers and 5,236 with workers 

• Data collection methodology  There are two questionnaires: a ‘company’ one, to be 
completed by someone from management, and a ‘worker’ one, to be completed by 
employees.  

• Characteristics of data classification  Economic activity (NACE classification), 

• Publication periodicity  every 3-4 years. 

Incidence of teamwork in Spain.  
The Survey on quality of life in the workplace includes one question explicitly dealing with the 
incidence of teamwork in the Spanish working practices, this is: 

• Do you work within a group/team, even only sometimes (question 83)? (‘¿Trabaja en grupo, 
aunque sea sólo a veces?’) 

According to the available results, up to 59.3% of the total Spanish working people are involved 
within a group (even only sometimes), whereas the 40.6% provides a negative answer to this 
question. Meanwhile, cross-tabulation exercises between the aforementioned question and other 
variables such as gender, education degree occupation, company size, and sector of employment 
complement the previous result (see Table 1). 
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Thus, and as far as the ‘gender’ variable is concerned, it is observed that 61.8% of men work 
(even sometimes) within a group, whereas this percentage is slightly lower amongst women 
(55.4%). In relation to the variable ‘education’, in general terms it is possible to identify a 
positive relationship between educational attainment and incidence of teamwork, where 
‘university degree’ holders are those who report the highest percentage in comparison to ‘less 
than primary’ degree holders (67.4% and 55.1%, respectively). Meanwhile, the variable 
‘occupation’ shows that the highest levels of teamwork can be found within the ‘army personnel’, 
‘scientist and intellectual technicians’ and ‘craftsmen and qualified workers in manufacture, 
construction and mining’ (81.4%, 68.2% and 67.4%, respectively). By way of contrast, those 
occupations that are less engaged in teamwork include ‘clerk workers’ and ‘operators of 
installations and machinery’ (48.2% and 49.7%, also respectively). Finally, and referring to the 
‘enterprise size’ variable, the available data show a positive relationship between size and 
presence of teamwork. Thus, up to 76.2% of workers employed in enterprises with more than 250 
people work within a group/team (even only sometimes), in comparison to 58.9% of workers 
employed in enterprises with less than 50 workers. Finally, the variable ‘sector of employment’ 
(not included in the table) shows that the highest levels of teamwork presence can be found 
amongst workers in manufacturing and the health-related services sector. By way of contrast, the 
lowest levels can be found in the household employment sector. 

Table 1: Percentage of workers who work in teamwork according to 
different variables. 

Percentage distribution by 
teamwork presence 

Total = 
6020 

Yes No  Missing 
TOTAL 100 59.3 40.6 0.1 
GENDER     
Men 100 61.8 38.1 0.1 
Women 100 55.4 44.5 0.1 
EDUCATION DEGREE     
Less than primary 100 55.1 44.9  
Primary 100 56.0 43.9 0.1 
Secondary 100 55.7 44.3  
Vocational training 100 58.0 41.9 0.1 
University degree 100 67.4 32.3 0.04 
Others 100 56.0 44.0  
OCUPATION                             
Management of private and public enterprises  100 52.3 47.7  0.2 
Scientist and Intellectual technicians  100 68.2     31.8 0.0 
Support professionals/technicians  100 57.9     42.1 0.0 
Clerk workers 100 48.2     51.8 0.0 
Workers in HORECA, personal, protection and 
retailing services 

100 57.3 42.7 0.0 

Qualified workers in agriculture and fishing. 100 51.2 48.8 0.0 
Craftsmen and qualified workers in manufacture, 
construction and mining 

100 67.4 32.4 0.1  

Operators of installations and machinery 100 49.7     50.3 0.0 
Non qualified workers 100 55.4 44.6 0.1 
Army personnel 100 81.4 18.6 0.0 
COMPANY SIZE     
1 to 49 workers 100 58.9 41.1 0.0 
50 to 249 workers 100 70.8 29.1 0.0 



More than 250 
 workers 

100 76.2 23.8 0.0 

Source: Survey on quality of life in the workplace, Spanish Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs, 2004 

Forms and typologies of teamwork 
The Survey on quality of life in the workplace does not provide any information related to the 
issue of ‘forms and typologies of teamwork’. Meanwhile, the ‘National Survey on Working 
Conditions’ addresses this topic in a number of questions (both in the ‘questionnaire for the 
employee’ and the ‘questionnaire for the manager manager’). These questions are the following 
ones: 

• Which of the following situations often happen to you in relation to your job position 
(question 7 of the ‘questionnaire for the employee’)?. Possible answers include: (1) I always 
cover the same job position; (2) I vary my job position within the company regularly; (3) I 
regularly vary my job position within a team/group which is established by the company; (4) 
I move from one position to another depending on the company’s current necessities 

• In which situation do you accomplish your job tasks (question 9 of the ‘questionnaire for the 
employee’)?. Possible answers include: (1) Alone and isolated; (2) Alone, but beside other 
workers; (3) In co-operation with other workers; (4) Work within a group/team 

• Does the company your work in utilises any of the following management tools (question 61 
of the ‘questionnaire for the manager manager’, and only asked when the company makes 
part of the Industry sector)?. Possible answers include: (1) Total quality management; (2) 
Quality circles or conflict solving groups; (3) Polyvalence of workers; (4) Autonomous 
workteam;  (5) ‘Just in time’ production or supply; (6) Outsourcing or externalisation of the 
company’s activities 

Unfortunately enough, there are no results available on these questions1.  

Teamwork and autonomy 
The Survey on quality of life in the workplace includes one main question dealing with the issue 
of ‘team autonomy’. This question, only posed to those who argue to work within a group/team, 
even only sometimes (question 83 previously described), is the following one:  

• Do you think that your teamwork has any autonomy to decide how to conduct the requested 
tasks? (answers include Yes or No) (question 84) (‘¿Considera que el grupo en el que trabaja 
tienen cierta autonomía para decidir cómo realizar el trabajo que se le ha encomendado?’) 

According to the available results, up to 74.8% of those people who argue to work in teamwork 
report that this team has got autonomy to decide how to conduct the requested tasks, whereas a 
negative answer is only present amongst the 24.8% (see table 2). Meanwhile, and taking into 
consideration the gender variable, there are no significant differences between sexes, in the sense 
that 75.2% of men and 74.1% of women who work within a group, respectively, consider their 
team as been autonomous (see Table 2).  

                                                      
1  Access to these results may require an ad-hoc request to the Spanish national Institute of Health 
and Security at Work, which takes time and money resources beyond the possibilities of this 
contribution 
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Meanwhile, cross tabulation exercises with other variables provide a number of additional and 
meaningful results. Thus, teams are more autonomous the higher the educational attainment of 
individuals working in them (84.1% of ‘university degree’ holders reported to work in an 
autonomous team in comparison to 67.5% of workers with less than ‘primary degree’ studies). 
Meanwhile, available data also shows that the older the workers are (therefore more experienced), 
the more autonomy is given to their work teams. Interestingly also, the survey results suggest that 
those occupations that require highest levels of education (i.e. ‘managers of private and public 
enterprises’ or ‘scientist and intellectual technicians) are the ones who show the highest levels of 
team autonomy (85.4% and 89.2%, respectively). By way of contrast, Army personnel (60.7%) 
and non-qualified workers (64.3%) usually experience the lowest levels of team autonomy. 
Finally, it is also worth stressing that the Survey on quality of life in the workplace also shows 
that the sectors showing the highest levels of team autonomy include the ‘education’ (90.2%) and 
‘health-related services’ (83-0%), whereas ‘agriculture, farming, hunting and forestry’ (59.5%) is 
the sector with the lowest levels of team autonomy. 

Table 2: Team autonomy according to variables age, education and 
occupation (1) 

Percentage distribution by teamwork 
autonomy 

 Sample 
3571 

YES NO MISSING 
TOTAL 100 74.8 24.8 0.4 
GENDER     
Men 100 75.2 24.4 0.4 
Women 100 74.1 25.4 0.5 
AGE     
16-19 years old 100 66.9 33.1  
20-24 years old 100 73.8 26.2  
25-29 years old 100 73.2 26.6 0.2 
30-44 years old 100 74.7 24.8 0.4 
45-54 years old 100 75.6 23.8 0.5 
55-64 years old 100 78.5 20.8 0.7 
More than 65 years old 100 83.4 16.6  
EDUCATION DEGREE   

 
  

 
Less than primary 100 67.4 32.6  
Primary 100 68.5 31.1 0.4 
Secondary 100 69.0 30.7 0.3 
Professional training 100 75.85 24.15  
University degree 100 84.1 15.5 0.4 
Others 100 71.2 28.8  
OCCUPATION     
Management of private and public 
enterprises  

100 85.4 13.8 0.8 

Scientist and Intellectual technicians  100 89.2 10.4 0.4 
Support professionals/technicians  100 80.8 18.9 0.3 
Clerk workers 100 69.7 30.3  
Workers in HORECA, personal, protection 
and retailing services 

100 77.6 22.0 0.4 

Qualified workers in agriculture and 
fishing. 

100 67.6 32.4  

Craftsmen and qualified workers in 100 69.5 30.1 0.4 
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manufacture, construction and mining 
Operators of installations and machinery 100 65.3 34.2 0.4 
Non qualified workers 100 64.3 35.1 0.6 
Army personnel 100 60.7 39.3  

(1) Only those workers who argue to work within a group/team, even only sometimes 

Source: Survey on quality of life in the workplace, Spanish Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs, 2004 

Job Satisfaction and teamwork presence. 
The Survey on quality of life in the workplace does not address directly the relationship between 
job satisfaction and teamwork presence. However, it is possible to find out some results that 
emerge from conducting cross-tabulation exercises between question 83 previously described and 
other questions dealing with the issue of degree of overall satisfaction relative to current job 
(question 70) or degree of satisfaction relative to the work organisation within the company 
(question 77). 

In this sense, the available results show that, in general terms, there is not a relationship between 
the fact of working/not working in a team with neither overall job satisfaction nor satisfaction 
with the company’s work organisation (see Table 3). Thus, 50.4% of those who work in team say 
to be satisfied with their job, whereas this percentage is pretty similar amongst those who do not 
work in a team (51.9%). Meanwhile, 69.8% of those who work in team say to be satisfied with 
their company’s organisation, where this percentage is 71.8% amongst those who do not work in 
a team. 

Table 3: Relationship between teamwork presence and satisfaction with the 
company’s organisation.   

Percentage 
distribution by 

teamwork 
presence 

 Samp
le 

6020 

YES 
= 100 

NO = 
100 

DEGREE OF OVERALL JOB SATISFACTION    
Satisfied 3,069 50.4 51.9 
Neutral 2,293 39.5 35.9 
Dissatisfied 574 9.0 10.3 
DK/NA 84 1.1 1.8 
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH THE 
COMPANY’S ORGANISATION 

   

Satisfied 4,250 69.8 71.8 
Neutral 1,158 19.7 18.6 
Dissatisfied 503 9.5 6.8 
DK/NA 109 1.1 2.9 
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Source: Survey on quality of life in the workplace, Spanish Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs, 2004  

Teamwork presence and work intensity/overload.  
The Survey on quality of life in the workplace also allows to carry out some crossing exercises 
between teamwork presence (question 83 previously described) and other variables related to 
work intensity/overload such as ‘stress exposure at work’ (question 118b).  

In this sense, the available data show that 32.2% of those who work in team state to be ‘always or 
frequently stressed at work’, in comparison to 23.4% of those who do not work in teams/groups. 
Meanwhile, 46.5% of workers working individually state to be ‘never or almost never stressed at 
work’, whereas this percentage is lower amongst those working in teams/groups (33.6%). 
Therefore, it is possible to conclude a relative direct relationship between working in 
teams/groups and presence of stress (see Table 4). 

Table 4: Relationship between teamwork presence and exposure to stress 
Percentage 

distribution by 
teamwork presence 

 Samp
le 

6020 

YES = 
100 

NO = 100 

FREQUENCY OF STRESS EXPOSURE    
Always or frequently 1724 32.2 23.4 
Sometimes 1897 33.3 28.9 
Never or almost never 2340 33.6 46.5 
DK/NA 59 0.9 1.2 

Source: Survey on quality of life in the workplace, Spanish Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs, 2004 

Impact of teamwork on learning environment.  
Finally, the Survey on quality of life in the workplace allows to make a number of cross-
tabulation exercises linking teamwork presence (question 83 previously described) and a variable 
related to ‘the presence of a working environment in the firm that stimulates the worker to 
improve in his/her work’ (question 94) (learning environment). 

In this sense, the results of this crossing exercise do not show a direct relationship between a 
stimulating working environment and the presence of teamwork practices (see Table 5). Thus, up 
to 51.6% of those workers who work in teams/groups argue to work in a ‘stimulating’ or ‘very 
stimulating’ environment, where this percentage is 52.2% amongst those workers who do not 
work in teams/groups. Meanwhile, 18.8% of workers involved in teams/groups state to work in 
‘low’ or ‘very low’ stimulating environments, where this percentage is pretty similar to the one 
for those workers not working in teams/groups (17.4%).    

Table 5: Relationship between teamwork presence and stimulating 
environment at work 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION Levels of stimulating 
environment at work. 

Sample 
6020 YES = 100 NO = 100 

Stimulating or very 3119 51.6 52.2 
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stimulating 
Sometimes stimulating 1630 27.5 26.4 
Little or very little 
stimulating.  

1098 18.8 17.4 

DK/NA 173 2.1 3.9 
Source: Survey on quality of life in the workplace, Spanish Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs, 2004 

Section 2: Relevant results coming from other existing 
qualitative/quantitative studies on the teamwork topic 

Introduction 
This section provides with further information coming from other existing Spanish empirical 
studies dealing with the issue of teamwork. Basically, three main studies have been identified, 
focused each of them on the relation between teamwork and ‘performance’, ‘innovative culture’ 
and ‘knowledge creation’. 

Teamwork and performance within the company. 
Ikei has identified one paper2 that looks into the relationship between the influence of teamwork 
structures and business performance. In order to meet this objective, the study makes a 
comparison between two production plants belonging to the same company but that that have 
evolved in different ways in terms of teamwork structure. The company is the Spanish filial of a 
German-based steel multinational. Main differences between the two plants are summarised in 
the following table:  

Table 6: Comparison between plants A and B.  
Factors Plant ‘A’ Plant ‘B’ 

Factors of 
Environment 

• Multiproduct 
• Assembling lines 
• small production lots 
• Production centred in assemblage 

and enamelwork 
• ‘Just In Time’ and Kanban 

• Single product 
• Assembling islands 
• Very small production lots and ‘mixed’ 

production 
• Production centred in assemblage  
• ‘Just In Time’, ‘Total Production 

Maintainance’ (TPM), ‘Single Minute 
Exchange of Die’ (SMED) 

Factors of 
Teamwork 
Design 

• Formal and restrictive 
communication 

• Shortage of policies for 
employees’ participation  

• Shortage of training for operators 

• Informal and opened communication 
• Coherence and continuity of 

implementing policies for participation  
• Availability of teamwork training for 

operators, even assuming costs.  

                                                      
2 Galve Górriz, C., Ortega Lapiedra, R., Equipos de Trabajo y Performance: Un Análisis 
Empírico a Nivel de Planta Productiva (Teamwork and business performance: an Empirical 
analysis at production plant level), Facultad de Ciencias Económicas y Empresariales, 
Universidad de Zaragoza, 2000 



focused on teamwork 
• Shortage of incentives for 

participation 
• The worker opinion is unknown 

• Presence of incentives linked to 
participation. 

• Surveys on work life quality  

Factors of 
Teamwork 
Process 

• More hierarchic and complex 
• Division by plants, functions, 

products and markets. 
• Less autonomy 
• Need to report to many top 

leaders. 

• Flat and simple organisation 
• Division by functions and markets. 
• High autonomy 
• Need to report to a single top leader 

Culture • More complex in terms of 
organisation  

• More dependent to Multinational 

• More complex in terms of labour 
structure  

• More independent of Multinational   
 Source: Galve Górriz, C and Ortega Lapiedra, R, 2000 

According to these differences, the study concludes that the teamwork efficiency depends on four 
main factors,, basically the production technology, the top leaders’ influence on the design of 
tasks, the team composition and, finally, the organisational context. Main conclusions can be 
summarised as follows:  

• Teamwork in plant A reported low levels of efficiency due to different reasons. First, the 
product line system impedes to achieve effectiveness, as the workers position along the 
product line does not foster the development of informal groups, which, indeed, are the key 
factor to develop teamwork. Second, teamwork training is only given to top leaders and does 
not take into consideration the specific needs of each production plant, failing therefore to 
customise the teamwork structures to the specific characteristics of each plant. Finally, 
hierarchic organisation (vertical) within the company tends to weaken the information flow 
among the different business process levels, and thus diminish performance.   

• By way of contrast, plant B developed a teamwork structure that showed a high performance. 
This result was possible thanks to a combination of Japanese and Swedish models of 
production. Japanese models are characterised by developing economic and technologic 
aspects based on a flat, flexible and decentralised organisation that enhances a quicker 
adaptation to market changes. In the case of Swedish models, informal and opened 
communication amongst workers is used to improve communication flow within the different 
levels of the company.   

• These differences in performance were also confirmed by a number of quantitative and 
objectively-measured indicators, such as absenteeism at work, product complexity, team 
capacity, product changes in plant or incorporation of ISO 9000 quality standards.     

Teamwork typologies and knowledge creation.  
The analysed paper3 focuses on the relationship between different structures of work (e.g., 
integrative groups or linkers and formal groups: spider web, parallel structure of teams, project 
and development teams, and teamwork) and the creation of knowledge, through different 

                                                      
3 Lloria Aramburo, Mª B., Relaciones entre los Mecanismos de Coordinación Estructural, los 
Facilitadores y la Creación de Conocimiento (Relationships between structural co-ordination 
mechanisms, the facilitators and the knowledge creation process), Departamento de Dirección de 
Empresas Juan José Reanu Piqueras, Universitat de València. 



suggested mechanisms (e.g., intention, autonomy, creative chaos, redundancy, variety, and 
confidence and commitment). The study was conducted through a survey amongst 167 Spanish 
enterprises. 

The main results emerging from the study can be summarised as next: 

• The presence of ‘linkers’ (co-ordinating persons or teams between different departments) 
channelled through mechanisms of redundancy (existence of information at one moment, but 
not required immediately to operate) and variety (existence of different points of view 
addressing the same information) are likely to enhance the creation of knowledge.   

• Likewise, the ‘spider web’ (tech-based web through which individuals share information 
quickly, and without considering time, space or organisational limits) becomes critical to 
foster creation of knowledge, when channelled through mechanisms of redundancy and 
variety.  

• From a qualitative point of view, and taking into consideration ‘parallel structures of teams’ 
(structure that supplements, but not replaces, the formal organisation structure), mechanisms 
of intention (company’s willingness to meet its objectives), autonomy (independence given to 
team members in order to take decisions) and creative chaos (considering ambiguities as new 
ways of thinking) seem to foster the creation of knowledge.  

• Addressing the structure of ‘project and development teams’ (teams devoted to accomplish 
innovative and creative tasks), mechanisms of autonomy seem to foster knowledge creation. 
However, as observed in ‘parallel structures of teams’, creative chaos does not have a 
significant impact on knowledge creation.  

• Finally, the study concludes that high levels of confidence and commitment among 
‘teamwork’ members (self-managed and empowered teams responsible of producing goods 
and services) tend to rise the creation of knowledge. Thus, although following a routine of 
tasks, teamwork members might be able to identify problems and suggest ideas to solve them, 
and thus create knowledge.       

Teamwork and innovative culture 
The analysed paper4 tries to analyse the relationship between innovative culture with 
organisational flexibility. The study was conducted based on a survey conducted amongst 451 
Spanish enterprises.  

The organisation flexibility is understood as the company capacity to quickly and efficiently 
react and adapt to market changes. Thus, the organisation structure should be flat, decentralised, 
horizontal, and based on a “dual” flexible human resource model. According to these 
characteristics, and in order to foster business results, the study considers as been critical the 
development of a ‘work organisation based on projects’ instead on functions, foster the worker 
‘participation’ in defining its tasks, and enhance the worker ‘polyvalence’.  

• First, the study reveals a deep relationship between improved business innovative culture and 
a ‘project-based organisation’ approach (horizontal structures and multifunctional teams). 
However, the study also underlines that this approach is likely to reduce the impact of 

                                                      
4 Ruiz Mercader, J., Cultura Innovadora y Flexibilidad del Diseño Organizativo: su Relación e 
Impacto en Resultados Empresariales (Innovating culture and flexibility in the organisational 
design: Relationship and impact with the business results), Departamento de Organización de 
Empresas y Finanzas, Universidad de Murcia.  



innovative culture on the company open system efficiency (customer satisfaction, image of 
the company’s good and/or services and so on), probably because this approach is more 
appreciable from inside the company than outside of it. In addition to this, teams composed of 
professionals from different fields take longer to reach agreements, which, in turn, might 
jeopardise adaptability to new market changes.      

• Meanwhile, the analysis reveals a positive relationship between innovative culture and the 
worker ‘participation’ in defining its tasks. Thus, workers autonomy and decentralised 
structures are efficient ways to implant innovative culture. In addition, and from an economic 
point of view, the workers’ participation in configuring their tasks might help the company to 
reduce its organisational costs.   

• Finally, the study reports a positive relationship between the workers’ polyvalence and the 
existence of an innovative culture.  It is observed that companies with innovative culture are 
usually composed by workers committed to the company success and ready to take risks in 
order to put into practice their ideas. In this sense, the study underlines the importance of 
measuring polyvalence in terms of functional flexibility (worker capacities to handle different 
tasks), and not in terms of numeric flexibility (company capacity to adapt its workforce to 
market demand expansions or contractions).     

Section 3: Existing social partners’ collective agreements on 
changes in work organisation and governmental policies and 
programmes in this field 
Spain is in a process of significant change in the treatment of flexibility, security and productivity 
in collective bargaining. In the 1980s and early 1990s both the employers and the trade unions 
tended to consider each of these three topics separately, and they often led to tension and labour 
disputes. In more recent years a more integrated approach to them has emerged5.  

The most significant and innovative agreements on work organisation are the intersectoral 
accords laying down a framework for lower-level collective bargaining (Acuerdo Interconfederal 
para la Negociación Colectiva, ANC) in 2003 and 2004, concluded by the main employers' 
organisations - the Spanish Confederation of Employers' Organisations (Confederación Española 
de Organizaciones Empresariales, CEOE) and the Spanish Confederation of Small and Medium-
Sized Enterprises (Confederación Española de la Pequeña y Mediana Empresa, CEPYME) - and 
the main trade union confederations - the Trade Union Confederation of Workers’ Commissions 
(Comisiones Obreras, CC.OO) and the General Workers’ Confederation (Unión General de 
Trabajadores, UGT).  

Generally speaking, issues associated with organisational changes, such as reducing the number 
of hierarchical layers, moving away from product-based structures to business units, reorganising 
work functions and introducing new appraisal systems do not tend to be dealt with directly in 
collective bargaining. In the places where these types of change are introduced, collective 
bargaining tends to deal only with their 'collateral effects', such as changes of labour category, or 
functional mobility. Work organisation systems based on autonomous or semi-autonomous teams 
have not been introduced to a great extent in Spain, and when they have been introduced they 

                                                      
5  The information for this part of the contribution has been obtained from European Industrial 
Relations Observatory, Thematic feature - collective agreements on changes in work 
organisation, Dublin 2004 (available at 
http://www.eiro.eurofound.eu.int/2004/09/tfeature/es0409211t.html) 



tend to be negotiated in 'company pacts', rarely in collective agreements. This makes it difficult to 
obtain details about them, because company pacts do not tend to go beyond those who are 
directly affected. One of the few collective agreements that deals with the introduction of a 
system of teamwork is that at the SEAT auto company, signed in May 2004. Collective 
agreements also do not normally deal with new forms of employee involvement. Systems 
involving suggestion schemes, direct participation of workers and their involvement in the 
objectives of the company tend to be the result of company decisions and are rarely dealt with in 
bargaining. 

Meanwhile, and as far as governmental policies and programmes in the field of teamwork support 
are concerned, there is very little information on this field. In this sense, perhaps the only 
available experience comes from the so-called Innoflex project (Innovative firms’ performance, 
internal/external workforce flexibility and personal/social consequences)6. This project is 
financed by the Key Action on Socio-Economic Research within the Fifth Framework 
Programme of the European Union. The Spanish National Institute of Safety and Hygiene in the 
Workplace (Instituto Nacional de Seguridad e Higiene en el Trabajo INSHT) has been the 
Spanish partner in this project. 

The overarching objective of the project is to identify the conditions under which convergence 
can be achieved between quality of life and business competitiveness through the design and 
implementation of new forms of work organisation, and to identify means of reproducing these 
conditions through the actions of public policy makers, social partners and research-based 
institutions. Specific objectives include: 

1. Identifying emerging trends in work organisation and their impact on quality of life and 
competitiveness. 

2. A thorough review of academic literature in the field throughout Europe.  

3. Determining roles and conditions for performance measurement in production, including the 
social dimension.  

4. Identifying strategic choices in relation to new forms of work organisation, and their 
implications for social partners and public policy makers. 

5. Identifying the role of trade unions and other forms of workplace dialogue in supporting ‘high 
road’ companies. 

6. Setting up and evaluating ‘learning networks’ between large companies, SMEs, intermediate 
organisations, social partners, employees, etc. 

7. Identifying approaches to social dialogue and participation in the design and implementation 
of change projects.  

8. Developing guidelines for researchers, social partners and policy makers based on cross-
national comparison and case-study results. 

                                                      
6  More information on this project can be found in the web page http://www.innoflex.org.uk/

 

http://www.mtas.es/insht/en/index_en.htm
http://www.mtas.es/insht/en/index_en.htm
http://www.innoflex.org.uk/


Section 4: The case study of IRIZAR or how the principles of 
teamwork can lead a company to achieve a great success 

The IRIZAR history at a glance 
IRIZAR, a Spanish luxury coach assembling company located in the Basque region, was born in 
1889. It is part of ‘Mondragón Corporación Cooperativa’ (MCC), an industrial group that 
embraces more than 100 independent co-operatives and 150 businesses employing 70,000 people 
in 65 countries.     

In the early nineties, IRIZAR nearly went bankrupt, but in 1992 the company began a 
reengineering process based on the creation of multidisciplinary and self-managed teams. In 1994 
the ‘Line Customer Team’ (LCT) approach became the heart of the company. Through its LCT 
approach, the company enabled the participation of all workers in the business process through 
‘self-managed teams’ in which no individual leader positions existed (all decisions were shared 
by team members). In addition to this, and since 1997, the so-called ‘teams for improvement’ 
were progressively introduced in order to enforce the self-managed teams’ decisions. Since then, 
IRIZAR has continued improving its management model and achieved a great recognition for its 
work.  

IRIZAR is nowadays considered as ‘probably the most efficient coach builder in the world’ 
(Economist Intelligence Unit, 2002). It is also worth mentioning that IRIZAR was awarded with 
the ‘European Quality Prize 2000’ five years ago, in recognition to its work. Recently in 2005, 
IRIZAR is one of the 21 European companies and the only one from Spain to be finalist 
according in the European Most Admired Knowledge Enterprises 2005 (MAKE) study. 
Currently, IRIZAR exports to 45 countries in the world and has opened-up several production 
facilities in China, India, Mexico, South Africa, Morocco and Brasil. 

Teamwork organisation approach. 
The teamwork organisation structure has been the main tool for the company’s success. Through 
it, the company has achieved a deep co-operation between workers with different fields of 
knowledge. Multidisciplinary and self-managed teams are divided into two organisational charts:  

• A static chart, this is, group of teams with specific tasks that remain the same for a long time. 
This static chart includes two types of teams. On the one hand, a co-ordinator team, devoted 
to issues related to relations with national/international customers and suppliers, financial 
resources, relations with workers or technological services/product innovation (macro-
approach). Meanwhile, multidisciplinary self-management are devoted to manage issues 
more related to the bottom line business processes, such as some relations with 
customers/suppliers, technological services, technical assistance services, system and 
information services, etc. 

•  A dynamic chart, this is, groups of teams devoted to support jobs for the strategic objectives. 
At this level, the company has got around 130 teams, including 72 line customer teams,   
covering all personnel and a wide number of issues such as knowledge increase, purchase 
reengineering, marketing, product engineering, improvement suggestions, internal logistics, 
analysis of accidents, planning and so on. These teams hold the power to make discretionary 
decisions in order to solve or improve any problems that might arise along the whole business 
line process.  



Conclusion: keys of success.  
The success of IRIZAR can be understood through its achievement in developing a business 
strategy based on its human resources, the leadership style and the corporate culture development.  

• First, the company has developed a human resource system that enhances co-operation 
between teams within the company. All the work is organised around work teams relying on 
each other, enabling therefore workers to be aware of the company’s goals, strategies and 
working practices. In this way, the business process is made accessible to all people who 
make part of it, fostering therefore information transparency. In addition to this, workers feel 
that their participation is important. 

• The second key element of success is the leadership style. The shift from a traditional 
hierarchy model into a flat organisation has resulted in the fact that more than 20% of 
employees have taken leading positions within their team. Interestingly also, payments are 
equally distributed among workers, as the difference in payments between top and bottom 
workers is only 3:1, although, very importantly, workers consider themselves well paid. 

• Finally, the success of IRIZAR may be explained by the incorporation of a democratic 
corporate culture into its usual business processes, fostering the active participation of all 
members of the company as a fundamental task of everyday work and based on the 
agreement between all parts. In this sense, this democratic culture is also explained by the 
fact that IRIZAR is a workers co-operative, where workers are co-owners of the company. 

Inigo Isusi and Jose Luis Ruiz de Munain,IKEI 
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