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WHEN EQUITY SEEMS UNFAIR: THE ROLE OF JUSTICE
ENFORCEABILITY IN TEMPORARY TEAM COORDINATION

MELISSA VALENTINE
Stanford University

Temporary teams can accomplish tightly coupled complex work without the enabling
conditions that support coordination in traditional teams. To advance understanding of
this process, I conducted an inductive study of temporary teams in four hospital
emergency departments (EDs), and found effective team coordination in two of the EDs,
but not in the other two. To theorize an explanation, I draw on the organizational justice
literature and introduce the idea of justice enforceability, defined as individuals’ per-
ceptions of whether authorities can act fairly, given the potential for other people to
cheat. The teammembers’ perceptions of justice enforceability were focused on whether
the distribution of work within and between teams was fair or could be cheated. Justice
enforceability mattered for coordination because it predicted whether teammates felt
unity of commitment to their interdependent responsibilities and were therefore willing
to engage in the extra-role behaviors that coordinated their efforts, or whether they felt
self-protective and avoided the extra-role behaviors that would havemade them suckers
for working hard while others cheated. Justice enforceability thus resolves a tension for
temporary teams: the potential for cheating under equitable workloads undermined
extra-role behaviors and coordination, but an exactly equal distribution facilitated co-
ordination by enforcing the view they were all “in it together.”

Temporary groups are short-lived organizational
systems that challenge traditional theories of orga-
nizing (Bechky, 2006; Meyerson, Weick, & Kramer,
1996). These groups of relative strangers assemble on
demand for one-time engagements and coordinate
tightly coupled and complex work. In recent years,
temporary groups have become a common way for
work to be done in many industry settings
(Edmondson, 2012a; Klein, Ziegert, Knight, & Xiao,
2006). This trend has been attributed to several
factors, including new internet communication tech-
nologies (ICTs) that facilitate the assembly of tem-
porary groups, as well as new macro-employment
models where many people’s careers span projects,
organizations, and industries (Benkler, 2017;
Cappelli, 1999). Examples of temporary groups used
in different industry settings include innovation
project teams (Dugan & Gabriel, 2013), crowdsourced
flash teams and organizations (Retelny et al., 2014;
Valentine, Retelny, To, Rahmati, Doshi, & Bernstein,
2017), “tour of duty” start-up teams (Hoffman,
Casnocha, & Yeh, 2013), “fluid” project teams
(Staats & Upton, 2011), and ad-hoc virtual teams
(Crisp & Jarvenpaa, 2013). Against this backdrop,
organization scholars face the intriguing problem of
explaining how temporary groups can accomplish
tightly coupled complex work without many of the

“necessary or sufficient antecedents” of effective or-
ganizations, suchas “normative structures, institutional
safeguards, or trust-building activities” (Meyersonet al.,
1996: 167).

To explain this process, scholars have vividly de-
scribed the behaviors involved in temporary groups’
tightly coupled coordination. These coordination
behaviors are active and interactive, sometimes re-
ferred to as “continuous interrelating” or “teaming
on the fly” (Edmondson, 2012b; Faraj & Xiao, 2006;
Meyerson et al., 1996). They are characterized by
group members looking after their own individual
role responsibilities, but also closely watching for
any other communication or task completion that
might help the entire group to be more successful.
Such activities might include proactively noticing
problems and notifying others, asking or answering
questions, taking time to collectively integrate per-
spectives or priorities, or stepping in to do each
other’s work (e.g., Bigley & Roberts, 2001; Klein
et al., 2006; Valentine & Edmondson, 2015). Thus,
a critical subset of temporary group members’ co-
ordination behaviors are focused on advancing the
good of the group and are beyond any onemember’s
specifically prescribed responsibilities. Such ac-
tivities are sometimes referred to as extra-role be-
haviors (Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume,
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2009) or backing-up behaviors (Porter, Hollenbeck,
Ilgen, Ellis, West, & Moon, 2003). Extra-role be-
haviors1 cannot be easily divided into individual
job descriptions, but aremission-critical to effective
temporary group coordination. If groupmembers do
not engage in these extra-role behaviors, then cer-
tain helpful tasks, reminders, updates, corrections,
and supports fall through the cracks, and each group
member can accurately say “that’s not my job.”

These descriptions have revealed the importance
of extra-role behaviors for coordination in temporary
groups, and yet, the known antecedent conditions of
extra-role behaviors are not characteristic of tempo-
rary groups. The known conditions are instead
characteristic of traditional teams and organizations.
For example, in traditional groups a main predictor
of extra-role behaviors is the strength or salience
of an individual’s social identity based on their
group membership (Blader & Tyler, 2009; Dukerich,
Golden, & Shortell, 2002; Kramer, Hanna, Su, &Wei,
2001; Van der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005). Individuals
with strong social identity vis-a-vis their work group
“have integrated the group with their self-concept,”
meaning they are inherently concerned with their
group’swelfare andwill act on behalf of their group’s
interests because “group success is tantamount to
individual success” (Blader & Tyler, 2009: 466).
However, it is unclear whether and how “strong so-
cial identity”would develop andmotivate extra-role
behaviors in ephemeral one-off engagements that last
formerehours, days, orweeks.A seconddocumented

antecedent of extra-role behaviors is employees’ per-
ceptions that their supervisor or organization treats
themfairly (Cohen-Charash&Spector, 2001;Colquitt,
Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Colquitt et al.,
2013). When employees are treated fairly, they feel
that they are in a social exchange relationship with
another who values their interests, and so generously
offer their own discretionary behaviors to continue
the mutually enjoyable social connection (Organ
1988, 1990 Q:1). Yet such synergistic social exchange re-
lationships develop as supervisors and employees
interact and develop trust over time (Colquitt, LePine,
Piccolo, Zapata, & Rich, 2012). It is unclear whether
people experience developmental social exchange
relationships with relative strangers on brief work
engagements.

Thus, temporary teams present an intriguing prob-
lem: many descriptions of temporary groups suggest
that extra-role behaviors are necessary for effective
tightly coupled coordination. And yet, temporary
groups assemble and work together under conditions
that bear little similarity to known antecedents of
extra-role behaviors. New research is needed to the-
orize the conditions that motivate the extra-role
behaviors of temporary group members. Without on-
going social exchange or a sense of group identity,
group members might be expected to do their own
work, but might not necessarily look for ways to pro-
actively help the overall group perform better. To
develop theoryon thisprocess, I explore the following
research question: under what conditions do mem-
bers of temporary groups engage in the extra-role be-
haviors that are core to effective group coordination?

I addressed this research question through an in-
ductive comparative field study of temporary teams2

of doctors and nurses in four different hospital
emergency departments Q:2(EDs). The four EDs were
matched on several characteristics, including use of
pod structures (sometimes called team scaffolds) to
organize small teams of nurses anddoctors (Valentine
& Edmondson, 2015). The membership of the tem-
porary teams in any given pod at any given time was
fluid and random, but whatever group of doctors and
nurses occupied a pod, together they had to co-
ordinate complex patient care. In two EDs, the tem-
porary teams engaged in effective tightly coupled
coordination, in large part because of the extra-role

1 It is useful to clarify that there are different assump-
tions included in the label “role” in role theory (e.g.,
Bechky, 2006; Goffman, 1956; Parsons, 1951), and in the
label “extra-role” in theories of prosocial behaviors
(e.g., Blader & Tyler, 2009). Using these two concepts to-
gether risks implying that roles are modular building
blocks and anything outside of the modular task list is
“extra-role.” Such an implication would erroneously sug-
gest that roles and associated responsibilities are well-
defined and immutable, rather than changeable and
negotiated in context. My intent in using these two labels
was to draw on the role-based coordination research that
explains how relative strangers coordinate complex work
(e.g., Bechky, 2006) and also to newly note that even given
that these role structures are negotiated in context, it might
be useful to recognize that some of these behaviors are pro-
socially focused on advancing the good of the group in
ways theorized by Blader and Tyler (2009) and others.
I thank an anonymous reviewer for encouraging me to
clarify that roles should not be understood as modular,
such that behaviors that are “in-role” and “extra-role” can
be listed in a straightforward way.Q:30; 31

2 Many papers appropriately use “group” and “team”

interchangeably. In this paper, because of the ED context,
I use group to refer generally to a temporary group of any
size (e.g., pods, movie crews, disaster response units) and
team to refer to a small group of people (e.g., six or so).
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behaviors of team members. In the other two EDs,
team members focused on their individual role re-
sponsibilities, but engaged less in behaviors focused
on advancing collective progress, so team coordina-
tion did not develop.

Through an inductive analysis of my data, I saw
that thepresenceor lackof extra-role behaviors in the
different EDs related to people’s perceptions of fair
workloads, which were focused on how work was
assigned to the temporary teams. One assignment
process was intended to be equitable, but people
observed teammates cheat the distribution process,
and suspected cheating occurred in other teams too.
The other assignment process forced the number of
patients assigned to each pod to be exactly equal,
which was stressful but could not be cheated. To
develop insight into these patterns, I combine my
data with organizational justice research and in-
troduce the idea of justice enforceability, which I
define as an individual perception that authorities
will be able to act fairly, given the possibility of
others cheating. When members of the temporary
teams perceived justice enforceability, they felt they
all had to be “in it together” when dealing with
their work—a solidarity or unity of purpose and
commitment thatwas reinforcedbyvirtuous cyclesof
felt-solidarity and collectively focused extra-role be-
haviors. In contrast, when teammembers felt fairwork
was not enforceable, they did not feel solidarity—they
instead each felt self-protective and so focused on in-
dividual responsibilities but not extra-role behaviors,
and coordination did not develop.

The idea of justice enforceability in temporary
teams advances theory in two main ways. First, it
identifies an undertheorized antecedent of extra-role
behaviors in temporary groups. Group members
were concernedwith other participants cheating fair
workloads, and so benefited from strongly reliable
assurances that work could not be cheated, even
though those binding assurances came with signifi-
cant stress.When theyperceived that fairwork could
be enforced, they felt unity of purpose, or solidarity
with teammates in taking on their work, and were
willing to engage in extra-role coordination behav-
iors that benefited their shared purpose. Cheating
and opportunistic behavior may be more likely (or
more suspected) in temporary groups, which sug-
gests that the structures and processes that enforce
fair work and rewards may be useful for facilitating
temporary team coordination. Second, the notion of
justice enforceability contributes to organizational
justice research. Scholars have shown how workers
respond when leaders adhere to or violate justice

rules (Colquitt et al., 2001, 2013). But scholars have
not yet considered how workers respond when fel-
low workers deliberately cheat leaders’ ability to
adhere to justice rules. In such situations, leaders
make good-faith attempts to adhere to justice rules,
but team members perceive the situation as unfair.
Workers may hold authorities accountable for
enforcing justice in addition to adhering to other
justice rules. This expectationmay be especially true
of temporary groups, where accountability is low
and other solutions to opportunistic behavior are not
possible. I developed these ideas through an induc-
tive comparative field study, described below.

COORDINATION IN TEMPORARY GROUPS

This paper is motivated by the following research
question: what conditions support the extra-role
behaviors needed for effective coordination in tem-
porary groups? A key finding in research on tempo-
rary groups is that people arrive on-scene with
a shared understanding of a role structure that de-
fines the group members’ responsibilities and in-
terdependencies (Bechky, 2006; Bigley & Roberts,
2001; Faraj &Xiao, 2006; Klein et al., 2006; Valentine
& Edmondson, 2015). Working within this role
structure, even people working together for the first
time know immediately what they are responsible
for and what actions others expect of them. For ex-
ample, in their study of disaster response systems,
Bigley and Roberts (2001) suggested that a well-
defined role structure allowed large groups of first
responders to understand without discussion who
was responsible for which activities. The authors
described how “the captain of the first unit that ar-
rived” at the disaster scene became the system
commander for that particular incident (Bigley &
Roberts, 2001: 1287). Everyone in the larger pool
understood that the first arriving captain would be
responsible for certain activities and decisions, re-
gardless of which specific individual ended up oc-
cupying the role. Relatedly, Bechky (2006) showed
how role structures enabled coordination among
movie crewswhoworked together only temporarily.
When people arrived on scene, they had shared
expectations about the responsibilities and inter-
dependencies of “gofers, gaffers, and grips,” some
of the roles involved in movie production. The
broader film industry shaped those role expecta-
tions. Temporary groups of medical personnel are
also organized around well-defined role structures
(Faraj & Xiao, 2006; Klein et al., 2006; Valentine &
Edmondson, 2015).
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A related finding among studies of temporary
groups is that participants must actively engage in
“teaming on the fly” or “continuous interrelating” to
adapt the role structure to the changing situations
they face together (Edmondson, 2012b; Meyerson
et al., 1996). Frequent interpersonal exchanges up-
date and synchronize shared understanding about
changing task conditions and implications for role
responsibilities. For instance, in the disaster re-
sponse example, Bigley and Roberts (2001) de-
scribed how the firefighters frequently engaged in
what they called a “size-up” that included quickly
discussing “What’s the time of day?What’s the wind
like? What are the traffic conditions? What type of
building are we going to?” Through these size-ups,
they developed and updated shared representations
of what was happening. Valentine and Edmondson
(2015: 413) identified behaviors through which
temporary teams of doctors and nurses coordinated
complex patient care, including “updating re-
spective progress, prioritizing mutual effort, and
helping each other.”Note thatmany of the behaviors
described in this literature are discretionary extra-
role behaviors, but little research has explored the
conditions under which group members engage in
these kinds of extra-role behaviors.

The study discussed in this paper took an in-
ductive approach to understanding temporary
groups (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). During my
field research, I observed people drawing on shared
understanding of their roles to interact with relative
strangers in ways that were consistent with prior
research. But I also saw significant differences in
how much people were focused on and pursued the
collective progress of their group, which I labeled
“extra-role behaviors.”Through inductive analysis, I
understood that these differences related to variation
in perceptions of fair treatment among temporary
teams in different EDs. I drew on the organizational
justice literature to develop insight into these pat-
terns. A consistent result in the justice literature is
that workers who feel fairly treated engage in more
extra-role behaviors than those who feel unfairly
treated (Bartle & Hays, 1999Q:3 ; Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Similarly, teams
whose members share perceptions of fair treatment
perform better than teams whose members perceive
unfair treatment (Colquitt, 2004; Colquitt, Noe, &
Jackson, 2002; Roberson &Colquitt, 2005). However,
this research did not easily explain my results. The
differences in fairness perceptions in my study re-
lated to whether or not people could cheat the dis-
tribution ofwork, not onwhethermanagers explicitly

violated justice rules, the focus of past research
(e.g., Scott, Colquitt, & Paddock, 2009). Also, the
perceptions of fair treatment I observed were charac-
teristic of groups thatworked together formere hours,
whereas prior research considers justice perceptions
that “converge” in cohesive groups during ongoing
relationships with authorities (Roberson & Colquitt,
2005: 596). New theory was needed on fairness per-
ceptions andextra-role behaviors in temporary groups.

METHODS

This study reports one of the first comparative
field studies of temporary teams. Previous studies
have examined temporary teams in single organiza-
tions (Bigley & Roberts, 2001; Klein et al., 2006;
Valentine & Edmondson, 2015), or articulated com-
mon processes in temporary organizing (Bechky,
2006; Faraj & Xiao, 2006; Meyerson et al., 1996), but
have not identified or theorized differences between
temporary teams. The study design was exploratory
and involved collection and analysis of open-ended
qualitative data (Edmondson & McManus, 2007;
Eisenhardt, 1989 Q:4). The study compared four differ-
ent EDs that used structures called pods to organize
extremely fluid and temporary teams of doctors and
nurses.

Research Setting and Sites

Hospital emergency departments (EDs) are an op-
portune setting for studying temporary team co-
ordination. EDs operatewith extremely fluid staffing
because they are usually open 24/7 year-round and
because they staff the department using multiple
staggered shifts. Work in the ED is also highly in-
terdependent. Supervising physicians (“Attend-
ings”) and physicians in training (“Residents”)
assess the condition of patients, order tests or imag-
ing, make diagnoses, and decide the ultimate dis-
position of the patients (e.g., admittance to the
hospital or discharge from the ED). Nurses interact
more continuously with the patients, placing them
on treatment beds and gathering information about
their medical status that the doctors then use in their
diagnosing and decision-making. Nurses also carry
out many of the doctors’ medical orders, for exam-
ple drawing blood from a patient and sending it to
the lab.

Many EDs now organize small groups of doctors
and nurses into small, sub-divided areas known as
pods. Eachpod is organized around a team-based role
structure, usually including an Attending physician,
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two to three Resident physicians, and two to three
nurses. The groups that populate the pods are ex-
tremely fluid because of the ED staffing patterns. New
people join the team throughout the day, which
means that someone stays in the pod who knows
about the pod’s patients, while others finish their
shifts and are replaced by new people. A previous
study reported a pre-post comparison of one ED that
implemented pods, and found significant perfor-
mance improvements when organizing the doctors
andnurses intopods (Valentine&Edmondson, 2015).
The current paper compares four different EDs (Al-
pine, Belleview, Carter, and Dyer) that used pods to
organize small temporary teams of doctors and
nurses. The pods in all four EDs were bounded (by
counters or walls) and had the same role structure
(one Attending physician, two to three Resident
physicians, and three nurses). Belleview, Carter, and
Dyer had three pods; Alpine had four.

The four EDs had similar characteristics known to
influence doctor–nurse relationships. First, all four
were academic medical centers. This characteristic
was important because the presence of Residents
influences intergroup and power dynamics between
doctors andnurses (Bartunek, 2011). Second, all four
were urban, safety-net hospitals that served high
volumes of indigent patients and provided a consid-
erable amount of unpaid care, the majority of which
was initiated in the ED. Serving indigent, uninsured
patients often requires different resources that might
influence how the EDs are designed and staffed.
Third, all four hospitals were trauma centers. EDs
accredited to treat trauma cases are laid out, staffed,
and equipped differently than non-trauma EDs
(Southard, 1994). Fourth, all four EDs used elec-
tronic medical records (EMRs), which significantly
influences how physicians and nurses coordinate
(Feufel,Robinson,&Shalin,2011Q:5 ;O’Malley,Grossman,
Cohen, Kemper, & Pham, 2010Q:6 ). Fifth, the nurses at
all four EDs were unionized. Finally, all four EDs
had extremely fluid staffing. Many physicians rotated
among two or more EDs in the hospital systems. The
nurses tended to work at one ED at a time, but there
were “traveler” nurses who rotated throughQ:7 , as well
as temporary nurse trainees.

Qualitative Data and Analysis

Fieldwork was conducted at the four EDs over a
two-year period. Observations were conducted at
each research site and lasted between one and three
weeks at the different EDs, where the three weeks
were staggered across several months. Observations

were conducted at every pod in each ED at different
times of day. The observations were used for tri-
angulation (Jick, 1979); the main source of data was
interviews with the ED staff (Spradley, 1979). In-
terviews were conducted with nearly 170 staff
members across the four different EDs. They typi-
cally lasted between 30 and 60 minutes. The in-
terviews were conducted in private rooms in the ED
before, during, or after participants’ shifts and were
recorded and transcribed. Participation in the in-
terviews was voluntary, and participants were in-
vited by email or through announcements at staff
meetings. Interviews involved open-ended ques-
tions following a semi-structured protocol. Partici-
pation was solicited until interviews were not
yielding new insight (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Level of analysis. The level of analysis for this
study was emergently determined. Data collection
accommodated the possibility that there would be
significant variation between pods within sites—
perhaps structural or physical differences Q:8. If that had
been the case, then the level of analysis Q:9would have
been 13 pods nested within the four research sites.
Observations at all 13 pods were conducted, and
interviews asked participants about any relevant
differences between the pods. There were no salient
differences among the pods within sites. In fact,
managers attempted to control any variation asmuch
as possible so that any staff member could work in
any pod and treat any kind of patient. Instead, the
variation that emerged in data collection involved
how patients were assigned to pods and how the
temporary groups in the pods coordinated, which
varied between EDs. The level of analysis in this
paper is therefore the variation in departments. The
variation played out in the perceptions and co-
ordination behaviors of the temporary teams that
occupied the pods and involved members of the
podsmonitoring and interactingwith their own team
members as well as with the teams in the other pods.

Qualitative analysis. Data analysis followed an
inductive theory development process. Memos de-
scribing a within-hospital analysis for each field site
were written. Field notes and interview transcripts
were read several times, resulting in records of high-
level themes. Using these high-level memos as a
broad framework, I conducted line-by-line analysis
of the interview transcripts. Open-coding started
with reading a thought unit and asking “what is this
an example of?” This first pass produced codes re-
lated to the design of the pods, including: the com-
position of roles; theway that patients were assigned
to the pods; and behaviors such as updating, asking
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questions, avoiding work, and working around those
avoiding work. These codes were intended to be
exhaustive, documenting all themes raised in the in-
terviews. A final round of coding consisted of analyz-
ing every piece of data related to the assignment
process and focused on understanding the theoretical
salience of the articulated relationships and patterns.

Quantitative Data and Analysis

Staffing data were also collected using each ED’s
electronic medical records. Data were downloaded
that listed a de-identified unique identity (ID) num-
ber for the nurses and doctors associated with each
case and each pod.We analyzed these data to assess:
(1) the total number of doctors and nurses who
worked in the ED over a one- to three-year period, (2)
the total number of doctors and nurses who worked
in each ED during a 24-hour period, and (3) the total
number of doctors associated with any one pod
during a 24-hour period. These metrics reflect the
fluidity of the ED staffing and pod teams. The total
number of nurses and doctors who worked in each
ED over a one-year period was calculated by sum-
ming the unique IDs associated with patient cases
starting from 7:00 am on July 1 to 7:00 am the fol-
lowing July 1. The average number of nurses and
doctors in each ED over 24-hour period was calcu-
lated by summingunique IDs associatedwith patient
cases from 7:00 am on one day to 7:00 am the fol-
lowing day and calculating the average value across
a year. The average number of nurses and doctors
who worked in each pod in each ED over a 24-hour
period was similarly calculated. Some of the EDs
closed pods at different periods of the day; empty
pods were not included in the averages. The num-
bers for staff in each pod do not sum to the number of
staff in the relevant ED for a 24-hour period because
staff changed pods and helped with patients even
when not working an entire shift in a pod.

FINDINGS

All four EDs organized temporary teams of doctors
and nurses using structures they called pods. How-
ever, the coordination behaviors of the temporary
teams varied considerably. To explain this variation,
I draw on organizational justice literature and in-
troduce the idea of justice enforceability, defined as
individuals’ perceptions of whether authorities can
act fairly, given the potential for other people to
cheat. The team members’ perceptions of justice en-
forceabilitywere focusedonwhether the distribution of

work within and between teams was fair or could be
cheated. Justice enforceability predicted whether team-
mates felt unity of commitment to their interdepen-
dent responsibilities and were therefore willing to
engage in the extra-role behaviors that coordinated their
efforts, or whether they felt self-protective and avoided
the extra-role behaviors that would have made them
suckers for working hard while others cheated.

Thedifferences in justiceenforceability focusedon the
way that work was distributed to teams. In two EDs,
ChargeNurses ensured that the distribution ofworkwas
exactly equal, like dealing a deck of cards. In the other
two EDs, Charge Nurses monitored the teams’work and
assigned a newpatient when a team seemed ready. This
distribution was intended to be equitable because team
members’skillsandexperience,andthepods’priorwork
and current capacity were taken into account when pa-
tients were assigned. This process ensured that no one
podwouldgetoverloaded.Bothof theseprocessescanbe
considered fair in the sense that the Charge Nurses were
following an idealized justice rule (equality or equity)
when distributing work (Cohen-Charash & Spector,
2001). But despite the defensible rationale for either as-
signment process, the nurses’ and doctors’ fairness per-
ceptions of the two processes differed. The exactly equal
distributionwasexperiencedasstressfulbut fair,because
it could not be cheated. The equitable distribution was
perceived as creating conditions where fairness was un-
enforced, because people suspected and observed cheat-
ing of the equitable decisions.

Similar Team Structures and Staffing Patterns
at all Four EDs

To illustrate that a main source of variation be-
tween the four EDs was the patient assignment pro-
cess and related fairness perceptions, I first describe
ways inwhich thepods in the fourdifferent EDswere
similar. At all four EDs, the pods were small areas,
demarcated by counters or walls. Each pod included
space and seating for a dedicated group of doctors
and nurses. And, each pod included a dedicated set
of beds and chairs for the patientswhowere assigned
to the pod. Thus, the team structures identified in
past research were the same at all four EDs: the team
members had the same task interdependence in the
Attending–Resident–nurse Q:10rolestructure, theyworked
in close proximity to one another, they could easily
identify each other, and they treated the same patients
and therefore had “overlapping representations” of
their shared work (Bigley & Roberts, 2001; Valentine &
Edmondson,2015;Wageman,1995;Wageman,Hackman,
& Lehman, 2005).
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The staffing patternswere also similar across all four
EDs. Each pod bounded a small group that worked
together fora fewhours, but thespecificcompositionof
individuals who were working at any one time was
extremely variable—manyparticipants said “random”

(see Table 2). The Charge Nurse at Alpine described
the pod staffing assignment as random and said,

When you show up for your pod, you don’t know
who’s going to be there . . . I can’t even follow it.You’re
there, you see a new person come in, and it might be
courteous to go and say, “Hey, by the way, I’m your
podnurse,” but they usuallywill pick that up because
you’re the one yelling, “Hey, we just got this ambu-
lance”when they walk in.

AnAttendingdescribed,“Theplace is always in flux
with manpower; people coming and going.” Over the
course of a year, 335 different people worked in one of
the three Dyer pods, and over 600 different people
worked inoneof the fourAlpinepods.Even though the
pods only had around three nurses working at a time,
over the course of a 24-hour period, on average be-
tween 13 (Alpine) and 24 (Carter) different nurses oc-
cupied the nurse roles in the pods. The role structure
organized six people in the pod at a time, but over the
course of a day, between 25 and 46 different people
worked together in staggered shifts. Thepodsprovided
a little bit of structure to these large fluid groups,
helping people recognize teammates, even if they had

never met before, and ensuring teams had the same
set of patients for whom they shared responsibility.

Differences in Work Assignment Processes

The pods were structured and staffed similarly at
all four EDs, but there were subtle but important
differences in how patients were assigned to the
pods. The assignment of patients to pods was either
exactly equal (Alpine and Belleview), or equitable
based on the Charge Nurse’s sense of each pod’s
availability to take on more work (Carter and Dyer).

Alpine and Belleview: Exactly Equal
Work Assignments

Alpine and Belleview EDs both set up a “round-
robin” assignment process to allocate patients to
their pods.At bothEDs, peopleused the analogyof “a
deck of cards” to explain this process. A Belleview
Attending said: “There is a triagenurse standingwith
a deck of cards saying Blue, Red, Green, Blue, Red,
Green assigning patients to the pods.” People called
it “round-robin” assignment because patients were
distributed to pod 1, then pod 2, pod 3, and pod 4, and
this pattern was repeated over and over. A Belleview
Resident said: “It is assigned by the triage nurse on
arotatingbasis. Itdoesnotmatterwhatelse ishappening,
it is just assigned in the order inwhich they came in.”

TABLE 1
Matched Characteristics and Data Collected by Research Site

Alpine Belleview Carter Dyer

Hospital characteristics
Location Urban southwest Urban northeast Urban northeast Urban northeast
Academic Yes Yes Yes Yes
Safety-net Yes Yes Yes Yes
ED characteristics
Pod system Yes Yes Yes Yes
EMR Yes Yes Yes Yes
Data collected 30 interviews 43 interviews 45 interviews 54 interviews

27 Attendings 211 Attendings 214 Attendings 211 Attendings
28 Residents/PAs 213 Residents/PAs 216 Resident /PAs 222 Residents/PAs
210 nurses 212 nurses 211 nurses 211 nurses
25 other 27 other 25 other 28 other
One year of data from
electronic medical
record;100,000
patient cases

One year of data from
electronic medical
record;70,000
patient cases

One year of data from
electronic medical
record;80,000
patient cases

One year of data from
electronic medical
record;60,000
patient cases

Observation of all
pods at different times

Observation of all
pods at different times

Observation of all
pods at different times

Observation of all
pods at different times

Archival materials Archival materials Archival materials Archival materials
– Floor plans, – Floor plans, – Floor plans, – Floor plans,
–workflows, – workflows, – workflows, –workflows,
– staffing plans – staffing plans – staffing plans – staffing plans
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The round-robin assignmentwas treated as inevitable
and binding. An Alpine Attending explained, “Pa-
tients are assigned directly to the pod, and you own
them—no ‘ifs,’ ‘ands,’ or ‘buts’.”Over time, the triage
nurses had learned that they needed two “decks of
cards”—one for acute patients, one for non-acute
patients—and would “deal” with those types of pa-
tients separately, but still a round-robin assignment
among the pods. The round-robin assignment meant
that each pod ended up with a dedicated queue of
patients that grew or shrank depending, in part, on
the triage nurse’s efforts.

Carter and Dyer: Equitable Work Assignments

In contrast, the Carter and Dyer pods were assigned
new patients equitably based on the Charge Nurse’s
perception of their capacity to handle another patient.
This assignment process protected the teams: theywere
never going to be assigned more work than they could

handle. If they became slowed down with a complex
patient, and their other beds were not clearing, they
would not be assigned more patients just because
someone new happened to arrive at the ED.

A Carter Attending explained, “The nurses sort of
triage them [in the waiting room] and then, as space
becomes available, they get them [the patients] in [to
a bed in a pod].”The choice ofwhere to send a patient
was made based on the Charge Nurse’s sense of bed
availability, although availability was not necessarily
easily observed from their desk. A Carter nurse
explained: “The Charge Nurses’ job is to sort of get up
and see what’s going on from one pod to the next and
see what needs to be taken care of.” A Resident de-
scribed how this often involved the Charge Nurse
calling the pods, “like yesterday, the nurses were
calling from thewaiting area to seewhatwas taking so
long on certain patients and to get them out of the
room in our pod” (i.e., so that they could send another
patient in). The same work assignment process was

TABLE 2
Similar Team Structures and Staffing Patterns at all Four EDs

Site Alpine Belleview Carter Dyer

Number of pods

Role structure in pods 1 Attending 1 Attending 1 Attending 1 Attending
2–3 Residents 2–3 Residents 2–3 Residents 2–3 Residents
3 nurses 3 nurses 3 nurses 3 Nurses

Total patients in one year
;100,000 ;70,000 ;80,000 ;60,000

Total number of staff in one year
Attendings 155 70 118 39
Residents 278 158 153 278
Nurses 194 107 137 212
Total 627 335 408 529
Average number of staff in a 24-hour period
Attendings 15.3 9.4 9.5 9.6
Residents 23.5 20.2 22.8 22.8
Nurses 30.1 22.2 31.0 39.2
Total 68.9 51.8 63.3 71.6
Average number of staff in a pod over a 24-hour period
Attendings 5 5a 6 4
Residents 7 9a 16 12
Nurses 13 16a 24 16
Total 25 30a 46 32

a Estimated based on Attending; pod not recorded.
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used at Dyer ED. When a pod looked ready for a pa-
tient, a new one would be assigned, but no queues
were formed at the pod level. The main benefit of
having the Charge Nurses decide where the patients
were assigned was described as “intelligent triage”
meaning theChargeNurse couldmatchpatient acuity
to both staff ability and pod capacity. Table 3 reports
additional evidence illustrating the use of an exactly
equal versus an equitable assignment process in the
four EDs.

Differences in Perceptions of Justice Enforceability

Nurses and doctors at Alpine and Belleview per-
ceived the justice of the round-robin assignment to
be enforceable, though they struggled with the stress
of the inevitable and unavoidablework. But at Carter
andDyer they did not. Their complaints about unfair
work were focused on how easy and prevalent it was
to cheat the assignment process, making the Charge
Nurses’ attempts at equitable distribution unfair.
Although equitable distribution might be more fair
in many settings (e.g., Gilliland, 1993), it became
problematic in this setting because the fairness was
perceived as unenforceable.

Alpine and Belleview: High Justice Enforceability
with Cheating Not Possible

Nurses and doctors at both Alpine and Belleview
cared about how fairly work was distributed to the
pods. They perceived justice enforceability in the
distribution of work because cheating was not

possible. Even when one pod had bad luck and got
overwhelmed by complex patients, people still per-
ceived that the work distribution was fair, and ex-
pected fairwork rather than cheating from teammates
and teams in other pods. First, they expected that
teammateswerenot able tocheat theworkassignment
process. One Alpine Attending described how the
system could not be cheated. He said:

The assignments just keep marching on, 1,2,3,4 . . .

Pod 1 is completely under water and the other pods
are cranking things out. Doesn’t matter. The Charge
Nurses feel that the rules of the game are you get every
fourth patient and youhave todealwith it. That’s how
the pod system works; you just have to deal with it. If
you’re having a bad day today, then someone else is
having a bad day tomorrow.

A Belleview nurse explained, “Patients are as-
signed to the whole team, and it is assigned round-
robin, so there are times like ‘It’s my turn again?’
You can complain about it, but there’s really nothing
we can do.”AnAlpine nurse agreed that gettingmore
work was inevitable, but noted the trade-off: “They
make it fair across the board on what the pods get.
They make it even across the board. But still—on
Saturday night . . . I was getting back-to-back ambu-
lances, and I’m like, ‘This is going to kill me!’” One
Resident explained that with the equal assignment
process “you never knewwhat was coming” in terms
of the number of patients or the acuity of the patients
that might arrive in the pod at any moment. He said
“the whole team” was always looking to see if there
was anything they could do to “move people out”

TABLE 3
Evidence for Equal or Equitable Work Assignments

Equal work assignments (Alpine/Belleview) Equitable work assignments (Carter/Dyer)

We send them patients basically round-robin. They
come through triage or through the ambulance bay.
There’s a little station where everybody stops by,
either ambulance patients or triage patients, and it’s
literally fairly random—1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, 3, 4 pods.
(Alpine nurse)

The Charge Nurse brings the patient in to the right bed, the right nurse, at the
right time . . . it is amuch smoother approach. Just becauseyouhave anopen
room does not mean you have open resources available for that patient.
(Dyer nurse)

The triage is supposed to be equal. They go red, green,
blue, red, green, blue . . . like they give an equal
proportion to the teams unless something is wrong
with that team that day like someonedidn’t showup
to work. (Belleview Resident)

The ChargeNurses knowwho is available, where to get the patients in, how to
get patients in ... that’s their job. (Dyer nurse)

Triage nurse does a quick assessment, and then they
get assigned to a team immediately. In that sense, in
our system team assignment occurs at the front door
. . . it’s first, second, third, fourth, first, second, third
fourth. (Belleview Attending)

The Charge Nurses watch and then when space becomes available, they get
them in. So a patient who shows up could end up in Pod A or Pod B,
depending on where the bed opens up first. (Carter Attending)

TheChargeNursewill say,“Wehave toget thesepeople in.They’vebeenwaiting
a long time.” They look to see if that one bed is available. (Carter nurse)
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quickly so the pod was ready for whatever hap-
pened next. An Alpine Attending said, “There’s
a sense of everybody working together. I don’t see
laziness.” This perception contrasts with the
perception in Carter and Dyer, where people felt
that if they worked hard, they were being suckers
and would be penalized. A PA contrasted her
experience at BelleviewQ:11 as having EDs more like
those of Carter and Dyer, saying, “In other EDs
where I work, when members of the team decide
that they are being ‘supportive’ (said sarcastically)
rather than proactive, it leads to a huge deficit in
productivity.”

The nurses and doctors at Alpine and Belle-
view also perceived fair workloads between the
different pods. For example, one of the Alpine
Residents suggested that one of the most impor-
tant features of the Alpine pods was “the equal
distribution of patients and complaints” because
it meant “distributing work evenly amongst the
pods so that no one is feeling the full weight of all
the complex patients while other people are
cherry-picking easy patients.” A Belleview nurse
said, “Nobody in this facility gets dumped on.
The work is pretty evenly matched on every
team.” There were still times when people ques-
tioned whether the distribution was fair. For ex-
ample, an Alpine nurse explained, “Some pods
end upwith six dialysis patients, and another pod
will have one dialysis patient—just by chance.
I’m like ‘Are you serious? That is insane.’ They
need to do a better job in distributing the wealth.”
But, in general, the nurses and doctors at both
Alpine and Belleview judged the distribution of
patients to be fair.

In fact, this sense of fair and equal distribution of
work meant that when people in different pods
looked at each other’s queues, it was mainly with
a competitive spirit. This competitive dynamic be-
tween pods is in strong contrast with the dynamic in
the EDswith an equitable assignment process, where
people would look at each other’s queues to make
sure they were not “being dumped on.” An Alpine
Resident explained, “It helps for you to compare to
the other pods because it helps you improve your
efficiency.” Another Resident said, “The nurses
get on that, too. They compare between pods by
looking at how many orders they still have to ful-
fill, and they can see that number.” A Belleview
nurse had the same sense, she said “I think there is
always an inherent competition here; it’s almost
like a silent contest . . .Everybody is always looking

at the other pods.” An Alpine nurse described a sim-
ilar dynamic:

We’re looking at the numbers, like howmany are to be
seen versus howmany have been seen; howmany are
getting ready to (bedischarged) out of thehospital or go
upstairs. We watch it, or we compare it to other pods.
“Does Pod 3 have 22 and we have 19?” It always gets
that way, because people are competitive by nature.

A Belleview Resident called it “friendly competi-
tion,” saying “Some of it is a friendly competition
between teams. You look to see, ‘how well am I
keeping my team together versus the other team?’”
The contrast is notable—rather than cheating or
monitoring for cheating, teams looked at each other
and were motivated to work harder. The equal as-
signment process meant that everyone would get
dealt the same amount ofwork, which seemed to free
people fromworrying about other people loafing and
making them do an unfair amount of work, and fo-
cused them instead on competing over who worked
the hardest.

Carter and Dyer: Low Justice Enforceability with
Cheating Observed and Suspected

Carter andDyer bothusedpods to organize doctors
and nurses, but neither had exactly equal work dis-
tribution, and people did not trust that workloads
enforced were fair: cheating was observed and sus-
pected in both EDs. The dynamics of justice en-
forceability in these two EDs differed somewhat.
At Carter, people from every role group observed
teammates cheating the Charge Nurses’ distribu-
tions. At Dyer, people from every role group also
described people cheating the distribution, but the
cheating and work distribution played out around
conflict between the Attendings and nurses. Thus
Dyer staff perceived low justice enforceability, but
also many other injustices that reinforced and exac-
erbated these perceptions.

People at bothEDs described cheating as prevalent
by both teammates and other teams. First, people
observed or expected cheating from their teammates
in their pod. At the Carter ED, this dynamic played
out mostly around people cheating the Charge
Nurse’s perception by keeping patients in the beds
longer or by discharging patients but not entering
updates into the electronic medical record (EMR).
A Carter Attending said of his fellow Attendings:
“Within a pod, if they have a manageable number of
patients, they actually slow down their performance
so that they don’t getmore patients. There are people
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herewhodo that on purpose, it’s a purposeful act.”A
PA said, “I’ve discharged people and said, ‘Let’s take
this person off the board’ and then the nurses will
say, ‘No. If you take them off the board, they’re going
to give us another one.’” A Carter nurse explained:

There are some Attendings that won’t dispo as fast
(i.e., enter information into the computer about when
the patient gets discharged) because they think that if
they dispo, they’ll get hit ... They’ll get another pa-
tient. It’s kind of like the faster you make dispos, the
more beds you have open, and the more patients
you’ll have to see.

A Carter Attending had a similar sense, “There are
definitely specific nurses that ‘do shit’ or try to do as
little as possible.” Another Attending said, “There’s
no incentive to go faster . . . it’s not like if you do
better, you get more money . . . it’s not like its tied to
anything.” A Carter PA highlighted that work
avoidance was possible because the Charge Nurse
could not observe it:

I’mone of the peoplewhowill say, “Well, this patient
is justwaiting for urine. Sit them ina chair, andwecan
open this bed up.”From the nurses I get, “No, because
then they’ll just give me another patient.” Recently I
went to the Charge Nurse and said, “Look at that
waiting room. We could take two more patients,” be-
cause she couldn’t see that.

At theDyer ED, a similar patternwasdescribed, but
the doctors and nurses perceived it differently. Sev-
eral Attendings said that the Charge Nurses assigned
patients topods inways that “protected” thenurses in
different pods from having to do work. The doctors
had a sense that the system was being cheated, but
they thought that the Charge Nurses were “in on it.”
One Attending said, “When the nurses were control-
ling everybody who came back, you felt like it was
almost obstructive sometimes. You have four empty
rooms yet no patients are coming back.”

People also observed or expected cheating from the
teams working in the other pods. The Carter and Dyer
staffdescribed lookingateachother’sworkloadtomake
sure that their own pod was not working harder than
other pods that were slacking. A Carter Attending said,

Pod-level you look [at other pods’ workload] just to
make sure that you’re not getting dumped on. That is
purely on how many patients are dispositioned in
each pod . . . On the board, you can see the patients’
time in the ED, and their dispos. So if a patient is there
for 15 hours . . . Sure, maybe they’re waiting for a bed
upstairs . . . But you sort of wonder, “What are those
guys doing over there?”

When he heard that pods at other EDs competed
with each other on who worked the most efficiently
(as at Alpine and Belleview), another Carter At-
tending laughed and said, “Uh, no. There are people
trying to stop seeing patients in their pod and dump
them on my pod. That’s usually my experience.” A
Carter Resident said theywould look at each other’s
patients and if they suspected “dumping,” they
would protest to the Charge Nurse. She said that on
a recent shift her Attending in the Blue pod noticed
that Green pod seemed to be slacking and “said to
the Charge Nurse ‘Look. The Green trauma room is
open. I’m just saying.We’re going to see our patients
here, but I’m just saying, the Green trauma room is
open.’” She concluded the story by saying, “Is it
fair? No. Is it equitable? No. But we have to do it
anyway and that leads to resentment.”

The Dyer Residents, PAs, and Attendings also
described looking to make sure that the distribution
of patients between pods was fair so they were not
being “dumpedon.”OnePAsaid, “I look [at theother
pods] if the Charge Nurses slam us with four new
patients and they are really sick. Then I look at the
other pods to see why they didn’t take it.” A Dyer
Resident said,

You can actually upgrade people (i.e., enter false in-
formation into the EMR to make the patient seem to
have a more critical status than they really have) to
avoid getting more patients if the other teams aren’t
moving.

The Dyer nurses did not describe looking at the
queues of other pods; their comments were fo-
cused on the importance of the Charge Nurses’
judgment in assigning patients to pods. But, in
general, people at Carter and Dyer described
a shared perception that the fairness of the Charge
Nurses’ assignments was unenforceable, and de-
scribed how they watched the pods to make sure
they were not “dumped on.” Table 4 reports ad-
ditional data on justice enforceability in the four
EDs.

Differences in Extra-Role Behaviors and
Team Coordination

Recall that the pod structures set up a close in-
terdependence among temporary teams of doctors
and nurseswho did not know each other verywell or
work together regularly. This kind of team in-
terdependence (e.g., Van DeVen, Delbecq, & Koenig,
1976) made the temporary team members deeply
dependent on each other. Although there were clear
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divisions of labor and they also shared responsibility
for the same set of patients, which meant they re-
quired information and effort from each other to
carry out their own work effectively. High or low
justice enforceability shaped how the teams experi-
enced and enacted their team interdependence.

Alpine and Belleview: Extra-Role Behaviors and
Team Coordination

With high justice enforceability, the doctors and
nurses atAlpine andBelleview trusted that everyone
had to do a fair amount of work. With justice
enforced, these team members experienced a soli-
darity and a unity of commitment toward their in-
terdependent responsibilities, and developed virtuous
cycles of helping the team, seeing others doing the
same, feeling like they were in it together, and doing

more to benefit the team. These dynamics were not a
given—some shifts struggled with teamwork—but
generally the nurses and doctors at Alpine and Belle-
view expected that in the pods they felt solidarity in
dealing with their shared responsibilities, helped
each other, and and felt part of a coordinated team.

Solidarity and unity of commitment.The doctors
and nurses at both EDs said that their shared purpose
was to do whatever it took to advance their team’s
work. An Alpine Resident said, “The doctors are
focused on moving the room. Getting patients ad-
mitted or sending them home. Nurses, same thing.
They want their team to be as small [i.e., as few pa-
tients in the queue] as possible. They will do what-
ever they can to help make that happen.” A nurse
said, “We will all be focused on the performance of
the team.” A Belleview nurse described the sense of
shared responsibility in terms of everyone being

TABLE 4
Evidence for Perceptions of Justice Enforceability

High justice enforceability (Alpine/Belleview) Low justice enforceability (Carter/Dyer)

Justice enforceability in
distribution decisions

I think it’s the equal distribution of complaints . . . its
distributing it evenly among the pods to where
you’re not feeling the full weight while others aren’t
being proactive . . . Distributing it evenly really
helps. (Alpine Resident)

I go to the Charge Nurse, “Look. [The patients are]
waiting four hours for me because I’m the only one
working. It’s your role as the charge person to
acknowledge and see that. If you can’t ...” (shakes
head). (Carter PA)

(Laughing with interviewer) Sometimes I am tempted
to give one of these doctors the really crappy
patients. Well, there’s not crappy patients, but you
know: the annoying drunks that are loud and
obnoxious. And you just think for a minute—let me
give (this doctor) all of these patients. But we can’t
do that. We have to be exactly equal and fair in
allocating the patients (laughs). But the temptation
is there. (Belleview Charge Nurse)

I go to the Charge Nurse, “It seems like I’m getting lots
more patients. What’s going on?” She says, “Well,
the other group was so busy. So I gave you 18 of the
last 20 patients to let the other group catch up.” I’ll
roll my eyes and say, “That’s not fair.” (Carter
Attending)

Cheating or no cheating by
team mates

One thing about (Belleview) is you are going to be
assigned patients no matter what. So if you are not
seeing patients it is as clear as day. (Belleview
nurse)

If the patient is stable and they don’t need any more
meds or labs, a lot of people will hang onto them
because, once that patient goes, they’re going to get
somebody new. (Carter nurse)

You’vegot a senseof, “Hey,we’re all in this together . . .
it’s a shit-storm that’s dumping patients on us, but
together we’re going to get through this.” (Alpine
nurse)

If you’ve got a nurse who moves at her own pace
regardless of many patients there are, there’s
nothing to do. So you just get backed up. (Carter
Attending)

Cheating or no cheating by
other teams

Everyone has equal patients, and most of us can keep
our teams tight (i.e., few patients) so if one of the
teams is much bigger (has a long queue), something
is going wrong over there andwe see if we can help.
(Belleview Resident)

I think we all still have the tendency to look at other
pods to see if you’re getting dumped on—that if
someone is not working as efficiently as they can, if
they’re notmoving the patients, then all of a sudden
you’re just having a higher volume of work . . . You
feel that way—that you’re being penalized for being
better. (Carter Attending)

You can look at the other pods and compare between
pods andhavepod races to seewho can see themost
patients based on howmany there are left to be seen
in the pod. If your pod has more to be seen, you’re
losing. (Alpine Resident)

If they slam us with four new patients. I look at the
other pods. Like why didn’t pod 3 take it? And I
see that some of my colleagues are carrying two
patients. And I’m like “come on. You guys need to
work harder.” (Dyer PA)
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motivated to “pull their ownweight.”Another nurse
described it in terms of everyone’s willingness in the
pods to do “anything that needed to be done” to help
their pod “move” (i.e., work quickly to discharge
patients). People described how everyone respon-
ded together when their queue started to get long.
One Resident said, “It will be the Resident or the
Attending or the nurse—whoever does it—they just
verbally call everyone over and say, ‘Hey, we’ve got
a lot of stuff going on. Let’s get together and go
through patients to see how to fix all this.’” An At-
tending agreed, “You always have in your mind: try
to do the best that you can to help your team mates
out so it won’t get so dense (i.e., there won’t be so
many patients) in the pod.”

Updating and monitoring. Team members thus
felt they had equally yoked partnersQ:12 and that they
would all benefit as they looked for how to advance
the good of the team. They engaged constantly in
extra-role behaviors thatwould advance the teamand
that helped them coordinate their interdependent
responsibilities. These extra-role behaviors included
actively updating,monitoring, and helping.Updating
and monitoring referred to paying attention to, and
frequently communicating about, mutual priorities,
needs, and progress. These kinds of updates were
informal and frequent in the Alpine and Belleview
pods. A Belleview nurse said, “We’ll sit back-to-back,
which is awesome, because all I have to do to get an
order is spin around inmy chair and be like, ‘So-and-
So needs pain meds’ [and the doctor will respond]
‘Okay.’” A Belleview Resident said that he appreci-
ated the prevalence of these kinds of updating in-
teractions, such as “asking for clarifications, making
sure we have a shared mental model. . . its updating
a nurse, okay, well this is going to be the plan for this
patient. Then checking back.”

Giving or asking for updates often depended on
monitoring the other person’s progress aswell. As an
example, an Alpine Resident described how he
would monitor the nurses in his pod, and update
them on the priority of his request:

I put in the order, and I wait a little bit. If I notice that
nothing has happened, or the patient hasn’t gotten
theirmedication, or the labs aren’t showing up as even
acknowledged in the computer, I will just go to what-
ever nurse it is and say, “Hey, do youmind getting that
done? I know it’s busy, but we’ve been waiting a little
while.” So, it’s really just a subtle kind of verbal re-
minder. It’s not bossing them around or anything.

Thenurses alsomonitored thedoctors andgave them
gentle reminders and updates aboutwhat still needed

tobedone.Oneof thenurses said, “That’swhat I think
my job is—to watch those beds and be able to know
who can come off. I always ask a doctor, ‘You need
to decide. Somebody needs to come off a bed,’ and
they’ll look and be like, ‘This one, this one, this one’
and start making decisions.” As another example,
another nurse said, “You just walk up and say, ‘What
do you see happening with these patients? Where is
this person going?’Because sometimes the doctor just
needs thatpushof, ‘Oh, yeah. I need tocall thatperson
into ADT,’ or, ‘Oh, yeah. I need to consult EKGs.’”
A Belleview Resident described his interactions:

I try tomake apoint to touchbasewith thenurse often.
I’ll go find them or they come find me, or we just run
into each other—however it works. I find that that
helps optimize it, because if I need a critical test to be
done for another patient, I can just let them know.
That will help get that test done faster so that we can
get that patient out the door.

A Belleview nurse said, “The nurses remind the
doctors, ‘please check on this or that’. Every shift for
me on a team, I try to do this. And the other nurses
do also. This is a very busy emergency room.Wehave
high volume.Andweneed to rely on each other to get
through the day.” An Alpine Attending described:

People are sitting together, working together, literally
leaning over their shoulders and talking to each other,
“hey, did we get this back or I am writing the orders
now” or the nurse “I wanted to tell you the blood
pressure. . . .”That back and forthmakes thingsmuch,
much better for us as individuals, but most impor-
tantly for our teams’ patients.

An Alpine Attending described how she adapted her
monitoring and updating to the experience-level of her
Resident. She said, “If it’s a Resident that I know I can
trust, Igivethemalotof freedom;theycangoseepatients,
and I know they’ll come to me if they need help.” In
contrast, with a Resident that she didn’t know, she said,
“If I haven’t heard from a Resident within ten minutes
after seeingapatient, I goask them: ‘Hey,didyousee this
patient? What’s going on? What are you ordering?’ I am
proactive in getting the information from them.”

Helping. Another extra-role behavior that ad-
vanced team coordination was people in the pods
helping each other. One of the most common ways
the nurses and doctors helped each other was step-
ping in to do each other’s work. One of the Residents
described it this way: “I mean you do little things
throughout the day to help out. If I am not terribly
busy, I will start an IV Q:13; I will do stuff that the nurse
is supposed to do to get some patients moving.”
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One Attending at Belleview explained, “If the Resi-
dents are taking too long, I will see the patients my-
self.”Another BelleviewAttending agreed, “If I know
that [my team’s nurses] are too busy, I will go and put
the IV in myself.” Another Attending said,

In the [Belleview] pods, it is a collective effort so all the
nurseswill help out the other nurses . . . If youput in an
order and that nurse is doing an IV, the other nursewill
go andassist theother nurse.At [anearbyhospital] that
does not happen; they stick to their own patients; they
do not help each other out. I think that is probably the
biggest fundamental difference in our pods.

An Alpine nurse agreed that they watched out for
eachother by keeping track of eachother’s progress and
jumping inwhen someoneneededhelp. Shedescribed,

The way you have the pods divided out, maybe your
Resident is stuck in that booth and he’s not coming out
anytime soon. But, your Attending feels free to start or-
dering and start seeing people, and your Interns are still
seeing people andmaybe they step up and take an extra
patient or two. And with standing orders, your nurses
can go ahead and order some of those workups, too.

A Resident said, “We all kind of look out for each
other and anticipate if somebody is not catching up
. . .we offer help as opposed to being asked for help.”

Synchrony. This unity of commitment and purpose
coupled with extra-role behaviors allowed the tempo-
rary teams todevelopsynchronizedgroupcoordination.
They developed synchrony, the “temporal coupling of
behavior.”One of the Alpine Residents explained:

It’s like this orchestrated symphony . . . everything is
happeningat thesametime,andI’mnothaving tocontrol
everysingleaction.SayIhaveacriticalpatient . . . I canbe
at theheadof thebedgetting ready to intubateandIknow
they’re getting the meds ready . . . It is also like that with
the flow [of patients in] the pod, with the nurses putting
patients on beds or taking them off beds. Nurses do that
without me having to tell themwhat to do.

A Resident at Belleview described this rhythm
involving brief moments together as “running the
team,” which meant briefly going through the list of
patients and figuring out next steps, at which point
people pivoted and adjusted their priorities. She said,

Everybody is away from the desk seeing patients in
a brisk manner, and nobody is at the desk at the same
time for long, sowe grab quick overlaps to say “hey by
the way this patient refused the x-ray” That is when
you find out, okay, I have to stop seeing this patient
because I have to go do the blood draw on this one.
Running the team helps us stay in sync.

AnAttending described similar interactions in the
synchrony theydeveloped: “It’s all those interactions,
it’s the asking for clarifications, asking for explana-
tions,makingsurewehavea sharedmentalmodel. It’s
updating ‘okay, well this is what we are doing. This
is going to be the plan for this patient.’ Then a few
minutes later you all check back.” People also de-
scribed becoming emotionally entrained in the pods
as they pulled together. Emotional entrainment is the
feeling of affective attunement with others (Collins,
2004), and in the language of the ED staff, this was the
“mood” of the pod. Their descriptions were reminis-
cent of groupcontagion inBarsade (2002).OneAlpine
Resident explained, “The pod can be in a goodmood;
the pod can be in a badmood” and a Belleview nurse
said, “the workload can dramatically change the
mood of the pod . . . themood can change basically on
a dime.” An Alpine Resident agreed, “It kind of gets
you in a bad mood and then kind of spreads all over
the pod. It puts the pod in kind of a gloomy mood
and makes things a lot worse.”

Pods categorized as teams. All informants inter-
preted the temporary groups in the pods as teams.
People said, “Yes,” “Definitely,” or “Absolutely,”
and listed off all the roles that were part of the team.
An Alpine Attending said, “I am part of a team usu-
ally with two (Residents), and three nurses . . . It’s
very clear.” A Belleview nurse said “Oh definitely.
The teams are very well defined. When we re-
organized a number of years ago, we made sure that
when itwas as a team—wherewewent to a team type
of organization—that it was very clear who was on
the team,what their roleswere, andwhat they all had
to do.” A Resident agreed, “Absolutely. It is clear
who your three nurses are, and who your doctors
are on the team.” One of the nurses elaborated:

It really is a lovely thing towatch . . . to understand the
whole concept of, we are doing this as a group. It is the
doctor, the Resident, the nurses working together. It
really is a lovely thing. The goal here is the patients . . .
And if the group is—the team is—doing it very co-
hesively, you can see the outcomeswill be better right
away.

Table 5 reports more data on extra-role behaviors
and team coordination at Alpine and Belleview.

Carter and Dyer: Limited Extra-Role Behaviors and
Team Coordination

In contrast, with temporary team members at
Carter and Dyer having low justice enforceability,
teaminterdependencewasexperiencedasdemoralizing
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and unfair. The potential for cheating meant that
teammembers expected their ownhardworkwould
make it easier for teammates and other teams to
slack off andunfairly “dump”on them.Theyhelped
the team, saw others slacking with impunity, felt
penalized for their hard work, and started focusing
on their own work or the Charge Nurses’ decisions,
but did not engage with slacking teammates. This
avoidance is a specific coordination process loss
from the well documented “sucker effect” (Hutter
& Diehl, 2011; Robbins, 1995; Schnake, 1991;
Shepperd, 1993). Hardworking teammates put in
more individual initiative—perhaps a teammate
version of the “martyr effect” (Olivola & Shafir,
2013)—but avoided extra-role behaviors focused
on their slacking teammatesQ:14 , which undermined team
coordination, even as the work was done. At Dyer ED,
low justice enforceability and intergroup conflict

exacerbated each other, furthering self-protective re-
sponses and undermining the potential for team co-
ordination. Note that intergroup conflict is common
between ED doctors and nurses (Bartunek, 2011;
Flowerdew, Brown, Vincent, & Woloshynowych,
2012; Risser, Risser, Rice, Salisbury, Simon, Jay, &
Berns, 1999) and also contributed to the difficulties
with coordination in the Dyer pods described below.
This section focuses on justice enforceability, but the
final process model (discussed below) highlights both
group dynamics.

Self-protective focus on individual responsi-
bilities.Many descriptions of the cheating behaviors
used the language of being “dumped on.” Several
people at Carter and Dyer also talked about being
“penalized” for working hard. And many people
expressed a sense of resigned personal responsibil-
ity, like the nurse at Dyer who said, “Normally I’m

TABLE 5
Evidence for Extra-Role Behaviors and Team Coordination at Alpine and Belleview

Collective focus on good of team It psychologicallyhelps you focus on thewhole andnot just yourpieceof thepie. (Alpine
nurse)

We all kind of look out for each other and anticipate if somebody is not catching up.
(Alpine Resident)

I have a good sense where the nurses are in their work flow. They have a good sense of
where I am. If I have a patient who is in pain, they know that. They will have an IV in
and say this patient needs pain meds. (Alpine Attending)

The nurses and the doctors pay attention to the team. I think themovement of the teamas
a whole is the priority. (Belleview Resident).

Teamwork heremeans that if necessary you bring the team together and all focus on one
patient. Then you split up and do your things, being able to respond to one another as
help is needed. You are not focused on one task, it’s aboutmoving the broader picture.
(Belleview nurse)

Updating/ monitoring There is a lot of verbal communication. People are telling each other what’s going on.
That matters in what we do because priorities change constantly. If you can
communicate that to someonedirectly as opposed to putting an order in the computer,
it makes a huge difference. (Alpine Resident)

The nurses remind the doctors, please check on that scan, check that labwork. Or the lab
work came back, their potassium is this. (Belleview nurse)

Helping When your patients are stable and there’s nothing at the moment that you can do for
them, you try to find a patient who you can do something for, whether it be give
medications or, if they’re ready to be discharged, getting their paperwork together and
kind of getting them out, because that can help. (Alpine nurse)

The first thing you do is to do your job correctly. But we also help each other out. Nurses
helpeachotherout quite a lot. I see themget IV’s for eachother, getmedications . . .And
the doctors also help nurses out if they feel like they are really overwhelmed.
(Belleview Resident)

I try to pick up where (the other pod nurse) might have a hard time. If I know that
discharge isnotwhere theyare strong, Imight takeon that responsibility and try tohelp
move that patient along for them. (Alpine nurse)

Synchrony The orders pop up. We say to each other: “There’s three of them. You take that one, I’ll
take this one, and he’s going to take that one.” (Alpine nurse)

We have those positive feedback loops. “Okay, let’s get one milligram of Epi.” “Okay,
we’re going to give one milligram of Epi” “OK one milligram of Epi given.” That’s the
feedback loops in the pods; you give the order, someone repeats the order, and then
you confirm. (Alpine Resident)
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the sucker who’s like all right . . . I’m just doing it.
And then meanwhile the other nurses are like no,
I’m not having next patient.” Because of the tight
interdependence throughout the pod system, the
cheating behaviors were experienced as a demor-
alizing social dilemma thatmade the hard-working
teammembers feel like they were resigned to being
suckers. They dealt with their problematic in-
terdependence by focusing their personal initia-
tive on their own areas but stopped reaching out to
each other. One of the Dyer Residents explained:
“If the patient needs X, Y, or Z, I just do my best to
make sure the patient gets it instead of focusing on
the other people and harassing them and de-
manding that they complete this task. It gets a lit-
tle bit annoying or bothersome after a while.”
Note the contrast with Alpine and Belleview,
where equal commitment was expected; then,
updating or monitoring behaviors were seen as
helpful. With unequal commitment expected,
updating or monitoring behaviors played out as
bothersome or as harassment. A Carter PA de-
scribed a similar view, saying, “I kind of stay away
from all that and just focus on the patient. And
most of the time you end up doing what’s right
anyway.” Many people described deliberately
focusing on “the patient right in front of me” or on
their “own area.”ADyer Attending contrasted the
individual focus with other EDs where she had
worked, lamenting:

It is sort of this segregation of attention and re-
sponsibilities, which is incredibly inefficient. I think
that you should not individually compartmentalize
care like this. I think the care needs to be like . . .when
people are available to give the care . . . they need to
give the care, not just focus on their own area.

Many people expressed a sense that teammates
did not engage with each other, they focused on
their own area. A Dyer nurse said, “It’s supposed to
be a team, but I don’t think you’re worried about the
team. You’re worried about your own area . . . It’s
unusual to be concerned about someone else’s
area.” A Carter Attending agreed, “It’s really more
everyone focused on their own individual pa-
tients.” A Carter nurse said she did not really track
what was happening with her teammates, “I’m do-
ingmywork, I’mnot really paying attention to what
they’re doing.”

Limited updating and monitoring. This individ-
ual focus meant teammates stopped reaching out to
each other and focused their personal initiative on
their ownareas, and sodidnot engage in theextra-role

behaviors needed to coordinate their team’s work.
They had limited interactions in the pods, and in
contrast to Alpine and Belleview, there was little
evidence of updating or monitoring each other. One
Carter nurse described, “We’re all doing our own
thing. We’re all running around ragged, doing our
own thing. They really don’t know what I’m doing,
and I don’t know what they’re doing unless I consult
with them on something.” Note that the doctors and
nurses were in close proximity to each other in the
small pods, similar to Alpine and Belleview. But de-
spite the proximity, as this nurse said: they really
didn’t know what each other were doing. Many Dyer
nurses said that the physicians did not communicate
patients’ treatment plans to them. The nurses shared
many examples of learning their patient’s next step
from someone besides their physician “teammate”
(said sarcastically)—such as from a physician consul-
ting from another department or from the patient them-
selves. One nurse told me:

“So I‘m in [pod 1] today and my patient told me she
is going to the [operating room] and I didn’t even know
it . . . which is an embarrassment.”

(Interviewer: “Because you should have heard that
from ...?”)

She responded, “Oh, I don’t know . . . any of the
physicians involved? Any one of the five physicians
involved in her care?”

In contrast to the virtuous teamwork cycles at
Alpine and Belleview described above, these dy-
namics seemed like vicious cycles that undermined
teamwork and coordination at Carter and Dyer.
These kinds of misses made people pull back even
more, when they thought the other person was not
trying or did not care. A Carter nurse told a story of
when she had to ask the Attending whether he
wanted a certain test that he should have proac-
tively asked for. When the Attending said “Okay”
and then “just totally ignored the result,” the nurse
was resigned that the doctor just did not care and
threw away the results, which expired after an hour.
It was a huge miss because the patient was being
diagnosed with diabetes for the first time, and was
quite sick.

Limited team helping. People also said they only
got help from the other people in their pod on a case-
by-case basis, depending on the discretion of the
person they were asking. One nurse described it as
“depending on the kindness of strangers,”which felt
“problematic” to her. Another nurse said, “If you’re
in a trauma and nobody likes you and nobody comes
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in, youwill drown . . . you’re at themercy of the other
nurses: ‘Will you come in and help me?’ That’s a big
downfall of this system.” A Resident said:

Sometimes I feel like, if I can’t find the nurse for my
patient, I’d like to be able to ask the other nurse. It’s
strange, because theywon’t help because it’s not their
patient. So I feel like it would feel more like a team if
you just kind of feel like, “Oh, well, if I can’t find
Nurse A, I can ask Nurse B to do something for our
patient.”

A Dyer Resident said, “If there is extra work to be
done, and one of the nurses is having a hard time, the
other nurses do not pick up that slack for them. At [a
different ED], they are great. If a sick patient needs all
kinds of attention, the other nurses pick up that
nurse’s patients. Not here.”

Some people still wanted to “make things move”
in the pod, but did not focus their discretionary effort
on engaging with and helping their teammates; they
engaged instead with the Charge Nurse. People from
every role at both EDs described going to the Charge
Nurse to ask for more patients when they wanted to
make thingsmove.ACarterAttending said, “Relying
upon the Charge Nurse is very important because
they are the oneswho can really help youmove. You
just pick up the phone and call them, and you com-
municate with them.” Another Attending said, “I
know that if I call the Charge Nurse, they’re going to
do whatever they can to make it work.” A PA said,
“It’s the Charge Nurse who divvies up the patients
. . . I can go to them and say, ‘Look. I’m swamped.’
But it’s not forme to go to theAttending or Residents
and ask for help.” Another nurse described how an
Attending showed her how to discharge a patient
without signaling to theChargeNurse that therewas
an empty bed. She said that if she ever ended up
working with that Attending, she approached the
Charge Nurse on the side and asked for more pa-
tients for the team. Another said, “If I get frustrated,
I’m going to go to the Charge Nurse. If we have ten
patients admitted, but none of them is moving, I
call the Charge Nurse.”

Little evidence of synchrony. Doctors and nurses
at Carter and Dyer did not actively engage with each
other beyond the minimum communication re-
quired to care for patients, so there was little oppor-
tunity for a coordinated synchrony to develop,
which can be a useful way to coordinate behavior
(Miles, Griffiths, Richardson, & Macrae, 2010;
Vacharkulksemsuk & Fredrickson, 2012). Individual
responsibilities were carried out, and teamwork hap-
pened in one-off episodes, but group-level coordination

did not emerge. A Dyer Resident explained it this
way: “There are different ways of thinking about
teamwork. In the moment you and a certain nurse
are talking, there might be an effective exchange of
information, and you might both end up with an
accurate picture of what is going on with that one
patient. But there is no on-going shared effort to do
that and no collective triage.” A nurse agreed,
“There is teamwork and communication, but you
have to go after it.” Coordination was disjoint, with
people relying on their own individual initiative to
get work done. With some exceptions, the nurses
stood far away from the doctors in the pods and did
not engage with the doctors when they were at their
computers. A Dyer Attending’s sentiment was
widely shared. She said, “I do not think there is
a sense of collectively running the pod. I do not get
that sense amongst the pod as a whole. I think you
have individuals who are helpful and individual
interactions that might work, but it doesn’t feel like
there is a shared goal.”

Pod not categorized as team. Almost no re-
spondents at Carter ED categorized the pods as a
team. One of the Attendings said, “The Attendings
are a team, and the nurses are another team. Medi-
cine is about decision-making, nursing is about car-
rying out orders. It isn’t really a team if we are just
telling them what to do.” Another said, “I rarely pay
attention to the nurses to make them go faster. I just
put in the orders.”AResident gave his point of view,
“I think it’smostly a collectionof individuals, at least
among the doctors. I feel like the nurses are maybe
more of a unit because they swap and they help each
other out more. They start IVs, and they cover for
each other when they’re on a break and things like
that.” The nurses gave similar descriptions. When
asked if the nurses and physicians worked as
a team in the pods, one nurse said, “Tome, the pod
system just means that there are three separate
areas and everybody gets hit differently.” Simi-
larly, no one at Dyer categorized the pods as teams.
One nurse said flatly, “It’s not a team.” One At-
tending said “I don’t have a sense that the pods are
teams. I have a sense that the traditional doctor–
nursing relationship—it’s the same as it ever was.”
Another suggested, “It is hard to keep people on the
same page. If you want to have a real pod team, it
has to be small, organized, everybody on the same
page. As soon as you get too many people with too
many different agendas, then it just breaks apart.”
Table 6 reports additional data on limited extra-
role behaviors and team coordination at the Carter
and Dyer EDs.
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DISCUSSION

This study demonstrated that temporary teams of
doctors and nurses coordinated more effectively
when team members engaged in collectively fo-
cused, extra-role behaviors. Team members’ will-
ingness to engage in extra-role behaviors to benefit
thewhole teamdependedonwhether theyperceived
that workloads were enforceably fair within and be-
tween teams. In the discussion section, I develop
a process model and discuss how this study and the
idea of justice enforceability contribute to role-based
coordination and organizational justice research.

Process Model of Temporary Team Coordination

In this section, I combine the above findings with
literature from organizational justice, role-based co-
ordination, and teameffectiveness to frame aprocess
model of temporary team coordination. When a tem-
porary group assembles, group members arrive with
many a priori expectations of what they each will be
responsible for during their work together (Bigley &

Roberts, 2001; Meyerson et al., 1996). These role ex-
pectations develop as people participate in the larger
labor pools from which temporary groups are con-
vened, and they help group members anticipate and
enact the division of labor in the group, even without
previous interactions or experience together (Bechky,
2006; Klein et al., 2006).

Scholars have also demonstrated that members of
temporary teams look around the shared work en-
vironment to understand how they will work with
team members who are part of a different role group
(Bechky, 2006; Edmondson, 2003, 2012a; Edmondson
& Nembhard, 2009; Valentine & Edmondson, 2015).
For example, people notice situational factors such as
proximity between different roles (e.g., do the doctors
and nurses stand together?) or status differences be-
tween roles (e.g., do the UX designers get less respect
than the UI designers in this group?) as they anticipate
and act out their interactions with different team
members (Edmondson, 2003; Klein et al., 2006;
Valentine & Edmondson, 2015). Different role groups
have different values, different shared language, dif-
ferent mental models, and varying status levels, all of

TABLE 6
Evidence for Limited Extra-Role Behaviors and Team Coordination at Carter and Dyer

Focus on individual
responsibilities

I think people focus on their own individual patients. I don’t think they have a pod focus.
I think people look to make sure they’re not getting more work than other people.
(Carter Attending)

People don’t focus on the pod. You’re so worried about your own area. (Carter nurse)
We had the old plan where a group of nurses and doctors on a team would care for one

group of patients so you could make a plan team-wise . . . but no.We are still focusing
our attention on our individual area. (Dyer Resident)

It’s very rare that a Resident takes that attitude of, “Look, I’m here to help everyone and
not just taking care of my own patients.” (Carter Attending)

Limited updating/monitoring Those kinds of interactions like alerting each other and helping each other don’t happen
so much with us . . . all of us, even within the same pod, work very independently of
each other. (Carter Resident)

Physicians don’t communicate with nurses—you hear it on the computer or fish it out
yourself. (Dyer nurse)

Limited helping teammates;
helping the Charge Nurse

Helping is individual.With some people, there is a lot of individual teamwork and help.
But there isn’t always pod-level helping. (Carter nurse)

When I’mdonewith whatever I need to do and I see that you have amedications to give,
I should help you. That’s how a real team works. But here people . . . if they’re done,
then they’re done, and they wait for their next patient. (Dyer nurse)

I don’t getmuchbackup from theAttending [on thequestionof patient flow],which is not
a great feeling, but I’ve learned, “You know what? The ultimate decision is on the
Charge Nurse as to where the patient is going to go.” So I go to them. (Carter PA)

If Iwant things to go faster, I turn it upmyselfbut I need theChargeNurse to stickwithme,
bringingmore patients in. I’mnot sure that the nurseswho are assigned to the podwill
stick with me. Some do, some don’t. (Carter Attending)

I was in (pod 1) and I went to the Charge Nurse and I said where is this patient going
to go? I said “can you move that patient to (pod 2) because they have some empty
beds?” (Dyer Resident)

Little synchrony For most patients, the nurses just organize themselves with very little interaction with
me. (Dyer Resident)
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which can complicate cross-role interactions (Alderfer
& Smith, 1982; DiBenigno & Kellogg, 2014). Thus fac-
tors that support cross-role interactions, for example
teamstructures that create temporary shared in-groups
and responsibilities (e.g., pods), or inclusive leader
behavior, canhelp support expectations that cross-role
interactions will be well-received and well-integrated
(Edmondson, 2003, 2012a; Valentine & Edmondson,
2015). Another property of the shared work environ-
ment that members of temporary groups consider, as
demonstrated by the current paper, iswhether it seems
likely that authorities can deliver fair work with fair
rewards. Justice enforceability shapes expectations
about how committed everyone is likely to be. Group
members notice how work and rewards are distrib-
uted, and the justice enforceability of those pro-
cedures, which in turn shapes how they choose to
engage with each other. In sum, as temporary teams
assemble, team members have a priori expectations
about roles and role structures, and also quickly de-
velopsituational expectationsabout likely interactions
between different roles. These expectations focus on
whethermembers anticipate respectful treatment from
authorities and coworkers, and also whether they
anticipate equal or unequal effort from coworkers.

Then as the group gets to work, the nature, fre-
quency, and effectiveness of their interactions are
critically important. They do not know each other
well, so most things cannot be assumed or left

unsaid—updates, assumptions,newinformation, and
quick plans are helpful when said aloud to each
other (Edmondson,2012b).Through these interactions,
group members develop and maintain a shared un-
derstanding of their complex task or changing en-
vironment (Bigley & Roberts, 2001; Valentine et al.,
2017;Weick & Roberts, 1993). Groupmembers rapidly
assess whether fair treatment is enforceable based on
interpretations of the shared task environment. And,
they continue to monitor the task environment for
evidence of cheating and fair treatment during
engagements.

This paper illustrates how some behaviors are of
particular importance to coordination in temporary
groups. These behaviors are focused on advancing
the good of the whole group in real time. They emerge
as group members look after their own role re-
sponsibilities, but also watch for anything that can be
doneor said tohelp thegroupmakeprogress toward its
goal (e.g., Bishop & Scott, 2000; Blader & Tyler, 2009).
These extra-role behaviors are discretionary and are
particularly fragile in temporary groups where there is
limited chance for repeat interaction and correction of
free-riding (Balliet&Ferris, 2013;VanLange, Joireman,
Parks, & Van Dijk, 2013). As illustrated by the cyclical
arrows inFigure1, thesebehaviors are likely to support
virtuous cycles of teamwork: as everyone on the team
engages in extra-role behaviors, their work becomes
synchronized and they feel like a team, which in turn

FIGURE 1
Process Model of Temporary Team Coordination
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helps everyone on the team to feel they are “in it to-
gether” and willing to engage in extra-role behaviors.

This process model thus provides insight about
the research question posed in the introduction.
Extra-role behaviors are key to temporary group co-
ordination, yet temporary groups are not character-
ized by strong social identity or ongoing social
exchange, two relational properties that predict
extra-role behaviors. This process model developed
in this paper proposes that extra-role behaviors in
temporary groups relate to a situational solidarity
(i.e., unity of purpose) toward shared responsibilities.
The model suggests that temporary solidarity is an
energizing and motivating state that group members
enter, and in this state, they willingly and actively
engage in the extra-role behaviors that advance their
shared purpose. In the current study, that solidarity
emerged from interdependent, meaningful work
(treating patients), and justice enforceability. It was
invigorated by virtuous cycles of mutual extra-role
helping and felt-solidarity (see Figure 1).

Contribution to Research on Temporary
Group Coordination

In this section, I note specific contributions to re-
search on role-based coordination in temporary
groups (Bechky, 2006; Bigley & Roberts, 2001; Klein
et al., 2006; Valentine & Edmondson, 2015). This
paper differs from that prior research because it
identified and analyzed differences in temporary
group coordination. In two EDs, team members fo-
cused on their individual role responsibilities, and
there was little evidence of synchronized or syner-
gistic team coordination. In contrast, in the other two
EDs, team members focused on the collective prior-
ities and needs of the team, and actively synchro-
nized and coordinated their efforts. These different
group behaviors are notable given that the formally
defined role structure was the same in all four
EDs—the in-role responsibilities of the Attendings,
Residents and nurses did not differ between sites.
These results advance role-based coordination re-
search by characterizing different ways that role
structures are coordinated—with a focus on individ-
ual role responsibilities or on collective performance.

This paper also contributes to role-based co-
ordination research by analyzing conditions under
which groups engaged in these different ways of
enacting the same role structure. The main differ-
ence was in how work was distributed among the
teams, and related fairness perceptions. As such, this
study is a first to theorize how organizational justice

rules and fairness perceptions develop and shape
behaviors in temporary groups. This particular re-
search context thus provided an extreme case to un-
derstand justiceperceptions inhigh-turnover, gameable
situations. Prior research has noted other challenges in
role-based coordination, including intergroup conflict
between role groups, barriers to overlapping represen-
tations of work, and conditions of high uncertainty
(Bigley &Roberts, 2001; Faraj &Xiao, 2006; Valentine &
Edmondson, 2015). This paper used an inductive ap-
proach and discovered an emergent difference around
perceptions of justice enforceability. Future research
can explore thedepartment culture or changeprocesses
that help develop justice enforceability.

The emergent difference in justice perceptions
also revealed a tension in howwork and rewards are
distributed in temporary groups. One process was
equitable so that people got the work they could
handle; the other process was exactly equal. Neither
process was a perfect solution, and equal versus
equitable distribution is a fundamental tension in
many settings (e.g., Gilliland, 1993). The ruthlessly
equal distribution of work was overwhelming and
stressful. The equitable distribution allowed for
help, but also for cheating. In temporary groups
where members have little familiarity and trust,
where the accuracy of information is likely suspect,
and where opportunities to correct opportunistic
behavior are limited, group members might prefer
theprocedurewith justice enforceability, evenabove
the chance to get help when they need it.

The Justice Enforceability Concept

The concept of justice enforceability contributes
to organizational justice research (Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001, 2013). Scholars
conceptualize organizational justice in terms of jus-
tice “rules” that authorities adhere to or violate in
their decisions, actions, or interactions with em-
ployees (Scott et al., 2009). Categories of justice rules
include distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and
informational rules (Adams, 1963; Greenberg &
Cropanzano, 1993; Leventhal, 1980). Employees
perceive justice based on their own experienced
treatment by authorities, and also on their observa-
tions of how others are treated (Colquitt, 2004; Lind,
Kanfer, & Earley, 1990; Roberson & Colquitt, 2005;
Rodell & Colquitt, 2009). Perceptions of fair treatment
are consistently linked with positive outcomes such
as individual performance, commitment, and orga-
nizational citizenship behaviors (Bartle &Hays, 1999 Q:15;
Cohen-Charash& Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001).
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The idea of justice enforceability relates to, but is
different from these previous concepts and studies.
Previous justice constructs refer to employees’ per-
ceptions of whether authorities’ decisions and actions
are fair or unfair. In contrast, this concept refers to
people’s perceptions of whether authorities will be
able to act fairly, given that othersmight cheat, thereby
affecting the authorities’ information, actions, and de-
cisions. Scholars have not yet theorized how em-
ployees react to situations where other workers’
cheating affects authorities’ ability to act fairly. This
study offers a vivid example of such a situation. The
Carter and Dyer Charge Nurses attempted to make eq-
uitable distribution decisions. But people working in
the pods observed their teammates actively cheating
those decisions, and suspected cheating in other pods
too. Distribution decisions happened quickly, emer-
gent situations often arose, and the people involved
changed constantly. Amid all of this flux, cheating the
distribution decisions seemed easy, and when justice
enforceability was so low, people felt self-protective
rather than focused on the good of the group. These
kinds of situations can arise in many workplaces. For
example, a department chair may assign committee
work equitably, but justice enforceabilitymight be low
if department members suspect other members cheat-
ing that assignment. People might prefer a procedure
with more enforceability.

In proposing a new construct, especially in a ma-
ture research area, it is important to explore how the
construct relates to and differs fromother constructs.
Table 7 lists related justice constructs and defini-
tions. Two clarifications are useful. First, justice
enforceability is similar to justice variability, in the
sense that “enforceability” can modify any justice
type (e.g., distributive justice enforceability or pro-
cedural justice enforceability). Justice enforceability
is different from justice variability because it refers to
perceptions that authorities can act fairly, given the
potential for cheating, whereas justice variability
considers experienced variation in justice over time.
Second, this study follows the advice ofMatta, Scott,
Colquitt, Koopman, and Passantino (2017: 7) who
argued that when studies introduce justice con-
structs, it is helpful to explore general perceptions of
justice before “moving on to more specific, di-
mensional levels” (e.g., distributive vs. procedural
vs. interpersonal). Accordingly, this study does not
make claims about specific justice rules, it explores
how people experience justice enforceability generally.

The idea of justice enforceability also relates to,
but is different from, one of the criterion that com-
prises procedural justice. Leventhal (1980) defined
procedural justice as including an “accuracy rule,”
which refers to people’s perceptions that authorities’
decisions were based on accurate information.

TABLE 7
Organizational Justice Constructs

Construct Definition Sample citations

Overall fairness perceptions “Global impressions of fair treatment, rather than on
one or another of the traditional modalities of
fairness.”

(Lind & Van den Bos, 2002Q:21 : 196)

Distributive justice Fairness perceptions of decision outcomes,
determined by comparing one’s output-input ratio
with output-input ratio of a comparison other.

(Adams, 1965Q:22 ; Leventhal, 1976; 23 )

Procedural justice Fairness perceptions of decision procedures,
determined by whether procedures are consistent,
bias-free, accurate, correctable, and amenable to
input.

(Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975Q:24 )

Interpersonal justice Perceptions of the extent to which supervisors show
respect when communicating with employees.

(Bies & Moag, 1986Q:25 ; Greenberg, 1993; 26 )

Informational justice Perceptionsof the extent towhich supervisors provide
honest justification when implementing
procedures.

(Bies & Moag, 1986Q:27 ; Greenberg, 1993; 28 )

Anticipatory justice,
justice expectations

“Expectations regarding whether one will or will not
experience justice in the context of some future
event.”

(Rodell & Colquitt, 2009: 989)

Justice variability “Between-person differences in the stability of
fairness over time.”

(Matta et al., 2017: 2)

Justice enforceability Perceptions of whether authorities can act fairly given
potential for others to cheatdecisionsorprocedures.Q:29
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Leventhal (1980: 20) argued that the criterion that
information be accuratemeans that someprocedures
require “justice safeguards.”He offered courts of law
as an example because courts include safeguard
procedures that prohibit the use of unreliable evi-
dence. The idea of justice enforceability relates to the
accuracy rules and “justice safeguards” because it
refers to participants’ perceptions that the pro-
cedures and safeguards will actually enable author-
ities to act fairly, given the potential for cheating.
Many factors likely enhance or undermine justice
enforceability, such as insider perspective on co-
workers’ motives and commitment, perceptions of
authorities’ gameable biases, perceptions of limited
visibility, status or power differences, or extremely
fluid groups where consequences or corrections
seem unlikely even if intended. Note that group
members may perceive low justice enforceability for
reasons that extend beyond information accuracy,
meaning justice enforceability is more general than
the accuracy rule. For example, female entrepre-
neurs may perceive low justice enforceability in
investment decisions. Justice enforceability will be
low when people feel that decisions are biased
against them in ways that competitors exploit.

Future Research

MystudydesignmatchedEDsbasedon their useof
pod structures and many other characteristics. The
salient variation between EDs also matched, with
twoEDs using a round-robin patient distribution and
two other EDs using a pooled patient distribution.
This paper focused on analyzing the temporary team
behaviors related to this variation. Of course, emer-
gency departments are complex dynamic social
systems and future research could explore other
important issues relevant to temporary team co-
ordination. One issue that came up in most of my
conversations with ED personnel was how the
groups in the ED pods interfaced with the rest of the
hospital. Ancona and Caldwell (1992) demonstrated
the importance of team boundary bridging activities
for understanding the performance of traditional
teams. Future research could fruitfully explore how
temporary teams interface with the larger systems in
which they are embedded. Another open question in
temporary team research is whether and how the
change processes that impact the work of temporary
teams differ from those understood in the organiza-
tional change or learning literature. On the one hand,
team familiarity and cohesion can be useful in some
changeprocesses (Edmondson,Bohmer,&Pisano,2001;

Okhuysen, 2001; Tucker, Nembhard, & Edmondson,
2007). On the other hand, constantmembership change
might weaken expectations about “the way it’s done
here,” thus making room for change. Future research
could explore the dynamics of organizational change
and learning in the context of temporary teams. Finally,
future research could valuably consider how the justice
and coordination dynamics presented in this paper
change across different situations. The ED is unique
because the amount of work (i.e., patients to be treated)
is easily counted, and the physician and nurse roles
are clearly defined (Bartunek, 2011). Future research
could explore how temporary team members perceive
justice enforceability when tasks are less divisible and
the roles are more ambiguous.

Practical Implications

This research has practical implications for orga-
nizations that draw together temporary teams for
accomplishing complex work. First, these results
suggest that organizational leaders can usefully at-
tend to whether they are actually holding team
members accountable for theirwork. Teammembers
are typically more proximate to each other than are
leaders or managers so can observe how much and
how well they are each contributing. The idea of
justice enforceability suggests that peoplewatch and
see if others are able to cheatwith impunity, and if so,
they may withhold their own efforts, and in partic-
ular the extra-role behaviors that weave together the
team’s work. These results also suggest that organi-
zational leaders can valuably explore work assign-
ment processes that provide “justice safeguards.”
In this case, exactly equal assignments functioned
as those safeguards. Other such assurances might
depend on the task type and worker preferences.
Organizational leaders might also note that these
team members were willing to take on considerable
stress for the assurance that no one could cheat.

In this age of specialized knowledge, work teams
perform some of the most critical work of organiza-
tions and societies (Hackman & Katz, 2010 Q:16). Yet the
nature of teams is changing.Work teams are now less
bounded, stable, and exclusive (Cummings & Haas,
2012 Q:17; Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009; Huckman &
Staats, 2011 Q:18). Scholars are working to extend exist-
ing team theories to explain the behavior of these
“messy” temporary work groups (Tannenbaum,
Mathieu, Salas, & Cohen, 2011; Wageman, Gardner,
& Mortensen, 2012). The present study shows how
differently temporary groups coordinate depending
on members’ willingness to engage in extra-role

22 DecemberAcademy of Management Journal



behaviors and theorizes how justice enforceability
can support extra-role behaviors and effective team
coordination.
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Q:1_The in-text citation "Organ 1988, 1990" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation,
add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:2_Re: ‘four different hospital emergency departments’ – should this read ‘emergency
departments in four different hospitals’ to ensure clarity? Below we have ‘all four were
urban, safety-net hospitals’, so I assume such an adjustment would be correct.

Q:3_The in-text citation "Bartle &Hays, 1999" is not in the reference list. Please correct the
citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:4_The in-text citation "Eisenhardt, 1989" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation,
add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:5_The in-text citation "Feufel, Robinson, & Shalin, 2011" is not in the reference list. Please
correct the citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:6_The in-text citation "O’Malley, Grossman, Cohen, Kemper, & Pham, 2010" is not in the
reference list. Please correct the citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:7_Re: ‘but there were “traveler” nurses who rotated through’ – ‘rotated through’what? Please
check clarity.

Q:8_Re: ‘perhaps structural or physical differences’ – I suggest providing further clarification of
what is meant here or deleting.

Q:9_Re: ‘If that had been the case, then the level of analysis . . .’ – this sentence is confusing at
present. It has been confirmed above that there are 13 pods so why the ‘If’? I suggest
deleting.

Q:10_Re: ‘Attending–Resident–nurse’ – should ‘nurse’ here read ‘Charge Nurse’? Please note
that to impose consistency ‘Attending’ has been capitalized throughout as has Resident
and Charge Nurse. If referring to doctor(s) or nurse(s) in general I have kept lower case.

Q:11_Re: ‘A PA contrasted her experience at Belleview’ – please define PA on first use.

Q:12_Re: ‘Team members thus felt they had equally yoked partners . . .’ please check clarity of
this sentence – e.g. what is meant by ‘yoked’?

Q:13_Re: ‘I will start an IV’ – ‘IV’ has not been given in full – please supply.

Q:14_Re: ‘but avoided extra-role behaviors focused on their slacking teammates’ – please check
clarity.

Q:15_The in-text citation "Bartle &Hays, 1999" is not in the reference list. Please correct the
citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.
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Q:16_The in-text citation "Hackman & Katz, 2010" is not in the reference list. Please correct the
citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:17_The in-text citation "Cummings & Haas, 2012" is not in the reference list. Please correct the
citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:18_The in-text citation "Huckman & Staats, 2011" is not in the reference list. Please correct the
citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:19_Please provide publisher location for Colquitt et al. 2001.

Q:20_Please provide page range for Meyerson et al. 1996.

Q:21_The in-text citation "Bos, 2002" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation, add the
reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:22_The in-text citation "Adams, 1965" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation, add
the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:23_The in-text citation "Leventhal, 1976" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation,
add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:24_The in-text citation "Thibaut & Walker, 1975" is not in the reference list. Please correct the
citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:25_The in-text citation "Bies & Moag, 1986" is not in the reference list. Please correct the
citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:26_The in-text citation "Greenberg, 1993" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation,
add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:27_The in-text citation "Bies & Moag, 1986" is not in the reference list. Please correct the
citation, add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:28_The in-text citation "Greenberg, 1993" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation,
add the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:29_In Table 7, final row, the sample citation is not given? Please check.

Q:30_The in-text citation "Goffman 1956" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation, add
the reference to the list, or delete the citation.

Q:31_The in-text citation "Parsons 1951" is not in the reference list. Please correct the citation, add
the reference to the list, or delete the citation.
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