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I.MINTRODUCTION
| eGoVernment decision—makiug can often get bogged down in
formal committees ill-suited for decisions. This‘paper~reports~
. on a’case Study in one government agency‘where gridlock was
avcided by the establishment of an alternete mechanism——formetion
of a specialized teanm. | |
The U.S. Bureau of the Census has only recently (1990)
adopted Total Quality Management (TQM) to improve its customer :
service.? All employees have been trained in TQM, with senior
staff and selected others rece1v1ng 1nten51ve tralnlng Key to(
success in a TQM env1ronment is ‘collaboration and sharlng of
respon51b;11ty‘;n a team,env1ronment (see Katzenbach and Sm;th,
1993; fo: a discussicn of teams). A crisis in‘managemeht\of a

particular survey operation provided the impetus for application '

1. The author is Chief, Housing and Household Econonmic Statis-
tics Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Washington DC 20233-
3300. This paper reports the general results of research under-
taken by Census Bureau staff. The views expressed are attribut-
able to the author and do not necessarily reflect those of the
Census Bureau. The author wishes to thank William Butz, Sherry
Courtland, Enrique Lamas, Charles Nelson, Arthur Norton, Kenneth
Riccini, Paula Schneider, and Preston Waite for their helpful

- comments and suggestions. : .y : ' \

2. The Census Bureau form of TQM is- called Census Quallty
Management, or CQM.
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of TQM principles. This paper reports on the outcome‘of‘that*’

appfoach and éraws some’general ieséons from the’experience.‘f
The Census‘Bﬁréau is,fesponsible'for all aspects of the

Survey of income and Program éariicipatibn (SIPP). The SIPP is a

unique demographic surVey'for the Census Bureau, as it is the Q?

| only demographic survey (besides the Decennial Census long form)

with no external sponsor. The Census Bureau must itself act as

- the survey spbnsor, as a surrogate for all data usérsg As the

«produéer of the Nation’s official’income and poverty statistics,
this is a natural rble, though. .

Thé SIPP was bégun in late 1983 aftef‘a joiht 1arge—scale'
Census Bureau-Social Security Administration—Department'of Health -
and;Human Services (Office of the Assiéfant Secfetary,of‘Planning ‘k
and Evaluation) research éffbrt that lasted'frdm 1975 ﬁo 1981:

After being totally discontinued in 1981 because of compefing

;priorities within the Social Sedurity Administration; the SIPP

was revived in October 1982 and placed at the Census Bureau with
a mandate to begin field operations within a year.

After a decade of data collection and analysis (1983-1992)

following seven years of research, experimentation, and field

testing (1975-1981), the Census Bureau decided in 1992 to under-
take a thorough review of the accomplishments and\the failureé ofk~
the survey to date and to use that—review to redesign the‘Struc-
ture of the survey to make it more usefu1 tb its data ﬁsers. Thé

difficulties in carrying out that redesign led to the establish-

ment of an alternate managerial approaqh,




\;II.‘MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

The Census Bureau established a SIPP Executive Committee
(SEC) to act infernally as the survey sponsof. The SECkconsisﬁs
of the key divisionkchiefs‘within the Census Bureau conéerned
with SIPP and is chaired by the Associate Director for Demo-
graphic Programs. This committee is intended to proyide bverall
direction for the survey and has met once every two or thrée
months.> The day~-to-day operations of the survey are carfied
out at the branch level (see below).

The CensuskBﬁréau is organized into seven Directorates
(Administrative, Decennial, Demographic, Economic, Field, Infor-
- mation Technology, and Standards) each consisting of Divisions:

Divisions are composed of branches and related branches are.

supervised by Assistant Division Chiefs (ADCs). The Démographic"

Programs area of the Census Bureau is organized functionally. \It

consists of (1) the Demographic Statistical Methods‘Divisibn

‘(DSMD); whose responsibilities include sample design and selec-

tion, statistiCAI;methcdology, and statistical review of publica-.

tions; (2) the Demographic Surveys Division (DSD), whose ‘respon-

sibilities include overall Survey management, including question-

néire design, liaisonfwith field operétions, processihg and
editing[of faﬁ data, ahd production of internal and external-
microdatafpfoducts; and (3) the Hpusing and Household Economic.
Statistics (HHES)xand'(4) Pépulation (POP) Divisions, both

 "subject matter" divisions whose responsibilities include content

3. Beginningvin February 1993, it meets every month.
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determination, specification of'edits and imputations, data
quality review and approval, and}production of analytical rep-
orts.* The SEC includeskthekAsecciate Director, the chiefs of
these four divisions, and the chiefs of the Field DiViéicn~and
the Center for Survey Methcds ResearCh. Decisions are usually

arrived at through’conSensus building, but occasionaily votes. are

 taken to,resolve issues over which there is substantialfdisagreef

ment.

Other committees have been set up to coordlnate dec151on~

kmaklng and undertake spec1f1c projects, under the overall dlrec-’ :

tlon of a SIPP Operations Commlttee (the key A551stant D1v151on
thefs and branch chlefs with operatlonal respon51b1l1t1es for
SIPP).k\These other‘internal comnittees are Data Products, Pro-
cessing,\ﬁesearch and Evaluation, and Externai\Affairs,uandi
include employees at the ADC, branch chlef and lower‘levels.
ThlS structure is 1llustrated in Figure 1.

- In addition to the Census Bureau’s SIPP ExternaldAffairs :
Committee,~seVera1 mechanisms have been:eStablished~to insure
appropriate inputdtc decision-making'for the Survey. ‘The key

formal mechanism for external input has been ancommitteerorga-

nized by the Office of Management and Budget's‘(OMB) Office of

Statlstlcal Policy (OSP) to coordinate the 1nput of: other federal
agencies into SIPP dec151on—mak1ng Other mechanisms have

evolved to provide advice to the Census Bureau from other 'groups

4. In addition, within the Demographic Programs Dlrectorate,r
there are two divisions dealing with 1nternatlona1 issues,
nelther involved w1th SIPP.




of users. These include an Association of Public Data Users’
committee, a working group of the American Statistical}Associa-

tion’s Survey Research and Methodology section, and an ad hoc

‘D.C. Area Users Group.,'Past‘meohaniSms have'includedfa~committeef

of academics set up by the Social Science Researoh'Council and

two technical panels of the National Academy of Science’s Commit-

tee on National Statistics (CNStat). Most of these external
groups have been funded by the Census Bureau.

ThlS overall management structure has been cr1t1c1zed by a
recent CNStat panel on—the future of SIPP as ill-serving the ‘
| needs of the data user (National Research Councily 1993). They
recommended establishment of a "principal in‘vestigato"r"i type of
approach, where "a senior person with relevant substantive-
background and survey experienceﬁ (p. 231) is chosen to direct
'the survey, assisted by teans assembled from members of the
ex1st1ng functlonal lelSlonS. They argued that the addltlonal
functlons of content, analysis, and user services beyond the
’normal Census Bureau task of survey operations "neceSSitate,
‘strengtheningdand focusing the management of the program" (p.
232). The seniorkmanagement‘of the Census,Bureau ishdurrently

oonsidering the CNStat proposal.

| IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE SIPP
The SIPP is a longitudinal panel survey, designed to inter-

view a random sample of the Nation’s households‘eight,times;at '

four-month intervals. All adult members of the initial sample

-




»householdsvare followed, even if they leave the Qriéinal house-
hold. A seridﬁs‘attemptjié made “to followfmovérs as well. (Sée‘
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991, for more‘detailé.) A new panel
is introduced every yeaf. |

The<SIPP_haé been blagued.by two major;p;oblems in its firét
decade. Originally designed as a overlapping;survéy, with a new
panel of 20,000 houééholds begun each yeér, thé sufvey ran into :

budget problems almost immediately. The very first (1984) panel\k

‘was cut by roughly 3,700 eligible\households in mid-1985, from

its initial panel size of 29,897 eligible househélds. Because of
theée budget problems, every sﬁbséquent panel’dﬁfing the'19BDs9
was smafaer thaﬁ the original desigﬁ, and some were‘trﬁncated/tO' o
fewer than eight waves as well.®

These small sample sizes were'hémpering atfempts by usefskt6~
fully utilize the survéy data. In order‘té provide a short-term’
solﬁtion, the Census Bureau decided inkﬁid+1989 to make a radical

move to obtain the funds to restore the 1990 panel to its full

size. It truncated the 1988 panel after six waves (of a planned

\eight) and the 1989 panel after three waves;u This permitted‘it

to field a 1990 panel’of‘23,627 householdé, which included a
special subsample‘of 3,681 househoids‘with Black, Hispanic, éhd,
female householders (With no spouse present and living with
relatives) drawn from the 1989 panel. At the Same‘time, é

longer-term strategy was approved by the AdminiStration and the

5. The initial eligible sample sizes for the 1985-1989 panels
were 14,306, 12,425, 12,527, 12,725, and 12,867 households,
respectively. R : N R

’
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Congress; this involved restoring the base level funding for the
SIPP program.®
A second major problem hampering full use of the SIPP data

was the inability of the Census Bureau to produce‘microdata

products from the survey quickly. Initial cross-section productS‘

from the 1984 panel were produced quickly, but as the flow of
data from the!field continued, the processing fell further and
kfurther behlnd ‘In addition, the fast initiation of the survey
prevented the Census Bureau from developlng mechanlsms for
creating'two important microdata products: a file comblnlng

cross—-section data from more than one panel (since up to three

-

panels are in the field at one time, the sample‘size for a given

o analysis can be enhanced tremendously by pooling data across
panels) and a file de51gned tc be truly longltudlnal rather than
a collection of ‘hastily edlted cross-section observations. (A
fuller descriptionfof these problems, and suggested solutlons;

can be found\in National Research Council, 1993 )

Whlle it was clear that these problems were belng addressed

in some fashlon by the Census Bureau staff (e. g. cross-section

core data products from the 1990 and 1991 panels are being 1ssued"

within eight orknine months after the end of data collection),

there was a realizationzthat the entire survey would benefit’frOm"

a thorough reexamination of its purposes, content) and structure.

6. Reflecting the earlier shortfall in fundlng, the 1991 panel
was but 15,626 households. The 1992 and 1993 panels, however,
began with 21,577 and 21,823 eligible households, respectlvely.

g




V. REDESIGN ACTIVITIES

- Persistent complaints that the data products from the survey
were not meeting tne needs of the Census Bureau’s/Custoners led
the SIPP Executive Committee to establish a TQM team of Bureau
employees to discover and prioritize its‘CustOmers”needs.g This
team was establlshed in November 1991 under the leadershlp of
the spe01al a551stant for. SIPP ‘in HHES (the Census Bureau’s main
user contact person). While not directly focused on obtaining
the input of users for redesign'decisions, the team undertookra
full—scale survey of user (and potential user) needs, and 1nfor—k
mal 1nteraction with respondents led to valuable input.

Meanwhile, based on a concern that the infrequent meeting

schedulekoflthe SEC and the tYpioally~broad—brush focus of ‘its

" meetings would preclude the timely and informedydecision-making’,

necessary to keep the assessment and subsequent’redesignlof the

'SIPP structure on schedule for a 1995vimp1ementation,nthe,Execu—t

-tive Committee adopted a subcommittee structure. The SIPP

Management Redesign Team (SMRT) was established in February 1992
to make the necessary deciSions’and develop‘recommendations‘for
the larger EXecutive Committee to review (see Figure 2). SMRT
consisted of the divisions chiefs of'DSD DSMD, HHﬁS and POP,
and typically met weekly : Ind1v1duals from out51de the team were

invited to make presentations on relevant topics.,~Minutes were

' kept by the members on a rotating basis. SenSitiVe issues were

debated freely w1th1n the team, but disagreements were not

,reported to those out51de the - team.,




The goals\of the SMRT were to provide guidance, review
progress, coordinate research, and make decisions on difficult
" redesign issues. The major parts of the redesign process the
SMRT déalt with were survey design, questionnaire content,
cognitive research, transition to a Computér—Assiéied Personal
- Interviewing (CAPI) mode of data coliection, and developmeht of é
new processing system. This paper deals 6hly with the survey
desigh\decisiOn. | |

There was clear potential for conflict inherent in the SMRT
structure. As notéd by Katzenbach and Smith (1993),

« Thé complexities of long-term challenges, heavy demands on

executive time, and ingrained individualism of senior people

conspire against teams at the top. [p. 3]
DiVision chiefs at the Census Bureau,'as senior managers of
c_omp’lexk{;lctivitie's,7 have a well-developed seﬁse of’se1f¥worth
‘ahd typicaliy have little problem making decisions. When two
such individuals méet,'much less four, it is possible that
personality or organizétiénal éonflict‘might érise; even in the
absence of substantive diéaéreémeﬁt.

- Two mechanisms were developed that alléwed the gfoup to
‘fuhction smoothly inithe face ofisuch potential conflict. All
\foﬁfkchiefs committed to attending;thé weekly meetingé in pefsén,
sending a repfesentative only when absblutely unavcidable; All
four also committed to full discussion of‘every issue,’allowing'é

‘decision to be made by majority rule (i.e. thrée—téeone) only

when full consensus éould not be reached aftervextensivefdiscus-‘

7. All four are members of the Senior Executive Service.
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sion; - Underlying these rules, though, was‘the extehsive,interac—‘;
tion and cooperation that had taken place among these'individuals
on SIPP and other surveys prior to this task-oriented activity,
and the réaliZaﬁion that further interaction~wou1d'be inévitaﬁle

on other activities in the future. It was clearly in no one’s

~ interest to antagonize\the'other team members.

Another potential source of conflict was that certain

members of the SIPP ExecutiVe Committee were'not\part of the SMRT =

and might have felt that their viewskwould therefore be accorded
insufficient weight. This problem was ameliorated (but probably
not eliminated) by frequent briefing of the Associate Director-

and regular consultation with the other division chiefs.

VII. TEAM ACTIVITIES
The first activity was to establish goals for the overall

redesign effort. Four goals (in priority order) weré proposed by

the SMRT to the SIPP Executive Committee: (1) Use SIPP data

longitudinally to understand better socioeconomic and demographiCj

- change, particularlkaf vulnerable subpopulations; (2) Use SIPP

data to improve the official income and poVerty estimates (which.
will continue to come from the March Current PopulatiohkSurvey~-
the CPSB);’(B) Continue tb p;oduCe occasional repbrfs on aspects

of wéll-being and the sociodemographic ciréumétanCes of the.

population; and (4) Use SIPP data to produce;periodip réports

8. The CPS is a household survey of roughly 60,000 households
and is done monthly to gather the Nation’s official unemployment
statistics. : ; ' . ' ; R
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describing the effects of the tax and transfer system on income
“and poverty. |
Substantial discussion ensued, based particu;arly on the
Associate Director’s concern about whether these new goals were
,con51stent with the or1g1na1 intent of SIPP as establlshed when’
the program was reinstated 1n11985. Eventually, 1t was agreed to
‘restate the original‘goal, and amplify the implications (partlcu_
‘larly tO‘strengthen the emphasis on longitudinal daﬁa)'so that
the goals could provide guidance for the redesign effort. A
memorandum entitled ESIPP Redesign General‘Guidance",was issued
kon(May 8, 1992 and sent to all relevant committees; the body of

this memo is reproduced in Figure 3.

To develop'input for the decision process, the SMRT char—
tered an Alternative De51gns Group (ADG) con51st1ng of key
individuals (typlcally branch chief level) to gather relevant
1nformatlon on design alternatives from a w1de varlety,of users,
~develop a fuli array of poteﬁtial desighs, determine the advan-
tages and disadvantages of‘each potential design, and recommehdg,
‘one or two designs for the SMRT to consider. Additional input
Wasiexpected from a panel commissioned by’the Census Bureau and
formed by the CNStatktokeValuate'the SIPP, but theiraconfidenti-
‘ality rules prevented the ADG from incorporating'their recommen-
dations in thelr process (the panel did share the’ general out-

llnes of their proposed de51gn)




T

The prlmary goals of ‘SIPP, as stated in the past are
- 1) -Improving income data, and
~(2) Providing information on actual ‘and potent1a1 program
‘partlclpatlon and 1ts ooncomitants. ' _ _ .

To provide ‘direction for redes1gn de0151ons, ‘we are llst—, :
ing guidelines below that are consistent with ‘these over-
all goals. These guidelines reflect current thlnklng

about the future of SIPP. Priorities evolve, however, and
~new directions and therefore new guidelines may ‘emerge- in
the future. Consequently, redesign decisions must be
flexible. enough to adapt to new circumstances.

. We offer ‘the following guldance for the rede51gn effort. R
0 For decisions concerning design, content, processing, e
analysis, and dissemination, 1ong1tud1nal uses of o

SIPP data are to take precedence over cross-section .

. uses.

o It is 1mportant ‘that users be able to measure short-,f“
term changes in income and program participation. ;

0 Consistent with the decision to oversample the poor

in the 1995-2004 cycle of SIPP, it is approprlate to
give priority to activities that focus on 1mprov1ng L
data quality for that populatlon.

We favor the use of resources to develop SIPP: pro-
ducts that will improve the Nation’s official income
and poverty statistics and provide a better descr”p~,:j
tion of the Nation’s tax and transfer system and jts
_effects on 1ncome, poverty, and well—belng :

nFigure 3.kSMRT Memorandum on Goalsr
After the goals were establlshed'and the ADG was formed and
set to work, 'a process was establlshed to enable the SMRT to
reach its decision expedltlouely.‘ The key 1nputs tonlts,dec15ion’
were to be the reports of the ADG>and the’CNStat panel. onoe the
'VSMRT recommendationkwasfformulated it was then to be presented
to the SIPP Executlve Commlttee for modlflcatlon or ratlflcatlon.
' The Executlve Staff of the Census Bureau and the relevant staff
,of the Department of Commerce = Economlc and Statlstlcs Admlnls—

tration were then to be brlefed followed by a brleflng of the
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Chief Statistician at OMB (head of OSP). AMembers'of“the SIPP
Interagencleommittee and the chair of the CNSTAT panel would
then be briefed follOwed by a general announcement and'implemeh-

tation of the decision.

The CNStat report was behlnd schedule, so the SMRT requested

an informal briefing on the»redes1gn-reoommendatlons.‘ The SMRT,

the Associate Director, and the ADG team leader (the HHES special

assistant for‘SIPP who also functioned as the Census Bureau’s
liaison w1th the CNStat panel) were brlefed on the panel s
prellminary recommendatlons in early July 1992 by the study

‘ dlrector\and committee chair. The recommendatlons of the ADGti
\were transmitted to’thelsMRT in late‘July;‘these didvnot take

particular note of the final CNStat recommendations,‘as they

remained confidential until just prior to\internal release of the

- SMRT recommendations in September.

VII. THE DECISION

W : The current,SIPP design involves a 32-month lonQitudinal
jpanel survey 1nterv1ew1ng roughly 20,000 households every four
months,/w1th a new panel beglnnlng every 12 months.t The CNStat

committee recommended that the CensusyBureau adopt a design that

involves a 48-month panel length, four-month recall (interviewing \

once every four months), with a new panel beginning every two
’years (two-year overlap), along with a research programktof

1nvest1gate the effects of -a s1x—month recall perlod.‘ The

1nternal commlttee (ADG) had a 51m11ar recommendatlon--a 52*month,

S
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panel with four-month recall (in order to collect a’fulleour
calendar years of data), two-Year'overlap,\research on six—month*
'recall, plus the'addiﬁion oﬁ a follbw—on«pénel selécted from the
original 52-month panel to be interviewed annua11y for up to 10
years totai. | ;

| These two reports'ﬁere disdusséd~at 1ength by the SMRT. ‘The
key question that the team focused on was the relative*importancé '
of crossfsection and loﬁgitudinal estimates to users, particularéy
ly'income and poverty estimates, but also program participaﬁioﬁ
estimates. CNStat had‘recommended that the;official<incomekahd /
poverty estimates come from the SIPP rather than the1CPS, énd
urged the Census Buréah to}move in thét direction. One difect,'
implication of such a recommendation is that fréquent,introduCe

tion of new panels is necessary to minimize bias in year-to-year

 comparisons of cross-section estimates. Indeed, the CPS (the

current source of bfficial income and poverty statistics) intro-
duces new samples evefy month. This goal (SIPP as the source of
officiallincpme statistics) directly qonflicts with ﬁhe désire of
many other users‘(particularly many federal agency users) to
enhance the~sampie\avéilable for longitudinal data analysis ahd,
also is inconsistent with the CNStat panel's recdmméndatiohkto‘
start a panel every other Year.b Further, the Cenéus Bureau is

extremely reluctant to undertake a unilaterél move to a new.

14




survey for such a policy-relevant and sensitive economic indicat-

or.°

After extensive and intensive discussion, the SIPP Executive
 Committee hae~decided to adopt the SMRT'’s recommendations,toyuse
the follow1ng de51gn for SIPP in the 1990s:
o a 48-51 month panel with data collected for four full calen-
| dar years (the methodology to do so is under development),
o four-month recall and ”
e} a mew panel beginning-every four years.
These‘decisions‘allow the Census Bureau to field a SIPP of
roughly 50;000 households. (See Weinbergkand Petroni,~1992,’fork
additional details.) | | |
In\most cases, the SMRT concurred with the CNStat panel and,
the ADG. However, the SMRT determined and the SIPP Executive
Committee agreed that the best design involves a new panel begun'
everyefour years, rather than the recommended two-year overlap,
along'With a substahtial investmeht in reducing attrition bias,
throughpboth field-based (if affordable) and statistical tech-;
niques, The deéision to use'non—OVerlapping panels’has other
benefits-—field workloads are more even'as a new panel'is not
ﬂbegun untll after the previous one 1s complete, samples are

larger, and only one processing system needs to be de51gned It

9. The Census Bureau, at Congress’ direction and with funding
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Administration for
Children and Families (Department of Health and Human Serv1ces),
has established a new CNStat panel to consider the issue of the
appropriate data source for such statistics, among other issues.

The report of the Panel on Poverty and Family Assistance is
expected in Fall 1994. -
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is true, howéyer, that there will be a discontinuity of some sort

- between year 4 of one panel and/year 1 of the next, making it

difficult to use SIPP as the source of official income and
poverty statistics without further changes. Interestingly,

satisfyingyall the constraints that had to be juggled in design-

~ing the transition to the new design turned out to be very ~

\dlfficult and the SMRT spent at least half as much time dec1d1ng

on the trans1tlon strategy as it had on the redes1gn approach
itself. |

The final task of the SMRT in regard to the decision was to

 brief the key non-Census Bureau individuals with large stakes in

the decision. Members of the SMRT briefed the key‘Federal'
agencies involved, OSP, the OMB SIPP Interagency Panel, Congres-,
sional staff, and Department of Commerce off1c1als, occa51onally

accompanied by the Assoc1ate Dlrector. Further presentatlons

‘were made to outside user groups; the fu11'SMRT and the'A55001ate

Director briefed the CNStat Panel chairman and its study direc-

tor.'0

VII. ORGANIZATIONAL LESSONS

This paper has described a situation where a complex deci-

- sion task was delegated to a subcommittee of committed, involved,

decision-makers Three lessons are apparent for others adoptlng

a team approach to complex dec151on—mak1ng.

10. A formal response to all the recommendations of the Panel
was provided to them in April 1993. .
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1. Key to internal success of the team was the conscieus adoption
of a team perspective-eindividualfparticipant desires,:while
artieulated within the team, were subordinated to the need for
‘developihg a viable consensus position that each member And the
organizatien as a whole could support. |

2. Key to internal agreement with the team’s recommendations
within the‘largef\executive committee and the organization'aefa

whole was consensus building ogtSide‘the team, through prq§ision

of full opportunity for involved emplovees to provide input prior

to the final decision, and the team’s willingness to accord that
input major weight in the eventual decision. The teamris‘now,t
looked to by employees as a key mechanism providing quick feed-
back and decisions on pressing survey issues. As noted by |
Katzenbaehfand Smith (1993, p.5), "Teams, in fact, are the best
way to integrate across structural boundaries and to bpth desién
and energize core processes."

. 3. Key to external agreement were the extensive attempts to

incorporate external input from affected agencies and individqals :

\

and full briefingeof them bh the‘reasoﬁs for and consequenceS‘of
the deeieion. Nevertheless, some outside the'ageney.dO»dieagree
with the Census{Bureau'e,decision toyemphaéize the.survey;e i
ability to obtain,longitudinal estimates rather than cross-

section estimates.

While this case study took place in a government agency, the

»

lessons drawn are more general. Team building and a broad

customer focus (considering both internal and eXternai custom-

17
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ers), the principles behind Total Quality Management,kcan work to

speed decisions. Its success depende,/though, on a cadre of team

3

members committed to cooperation rather than competition.

11. One further illustration of the strength of the team ap-~
proach is the continued successful operation of the team even
after the transfer and replacement of one of its orlglnal mem-
bers.

18
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