' Aalto University

Peltokorpi, Jaakko; Niemi, Esko
Analysis of the effects of group size and learning on manual assembly performance

Published in:
25th International Conference on Production Research Manufacturing Innovation: Cyber Physical
Manufacturing, August 9-14, 2019, Chicago, Illinois (USA)

DOI:
10.1016/j.promfg.2020.02.001

Published: 01/01/2019

Document Version
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Published under the following license:
CC BY-NC-ND

Please cite the original version:

Peltokorpi, J., & Niemi, E. (2019). Analysis of the effects of group size and learning on manual assembly
performance. In 25th International Conference on Production Research Manufacturing Innovation: Cyber
Physical Manufacturing, August 9-14, 2019, Chicago, lllinois (USA) (Vol. 39, pp. 964-973). (Procedia
Manufacturing; Vol. 39). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2020.02.001

This material is protected by colpyright and other intellectual property rights, and duplication or sale of all or
part of any of the repository collections is not permitted, except that material may be duplicated by ?/ou for
your research use or educational purposes in electronic or print form. You must obtain permission for any
other tuhse: Elgctronic or print copies may not be offered, whether for sale or otherwise to anyone who is not
an authorised user.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2020.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2020.02.001

Available online at www.sciencedirect.com

ScienceDirect P roced ia

MANUFACTURING

CrossMark

Procedia Manufacturing 39 (2019) 964-973

www.elsevier.com/locate/procedia

25th International Conference on Production Research Manufacturing Innovation:
Cyber Physical Manufacturing
August 9-14, 2019 | Chicago, Illinois (USA)

Analysis of the Effects of Group Size and Learning on Manual
Assembly Performance

Jaakko Peltokorpi*, Esko Niemi

Department of Mechanical Engineering, Aalto University School of Engineering, Puumiehenkuja 3, 02150, Espoo, Finland

Abstract

On the basis of a prior experimental study, this paper performs a further analysis of the effects of group size (one to four workers)
and learning (up to four repetitions per group) on manual assembly performance. More specifically, this paper aims to investigate
the factors and the extent to which they affect reduced assembly time as a function of repetitions and reduced productivity per
worker as a function of increasing group size. The ultimate aim of this study is to increase the understanding of how working in
groups of different sizes develops through repetitions when workers are free to organize their work themselves. The results from
the video-based analysis show that with a new, relatively complex product, instructions play a crucial role in learning and the losses
caused by the inexperience of workers decrease rapidly through repetitions. Unequal temporal workloads between workers in larger
groups increase idleness and cause a significant loss of productivity. The findings presented in this paper give insights for industrial
managers when assigning workers to products in variable assembly production of highly customized products.

© 2019 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.

This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/)
Peer-review under responsibility of the scientific committee of the ICPR25 International Scientific & Advisory and Organizing
committee members

Keywords: group size; learning; manual assembly; productivity; activity analysis

* Corresponding author. Tel.: +358-50-566-2382.
E-mail address: jaakko.peltokorpi@aalto.fi

2351-9789 © 2019 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.

This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/)

Peer-review under responsibility of the scientific committee of the ICPR25 International Scientific & Advisory and Organizing
committee members

10.1016/j.promfg.2020.02.001


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.promfg.2020.02.001&domain=pdf

Jaakko Peltokorpi et al. / Procedia Manufacturing 39 (2019) 964-973 965

1. Introduction

Effective manual assembly production needs skilled workforce and adjusting of worker resources with floor-level
processes. At its best, the issues of worker training and coordination for specific products and tasks are addressed prior
to actual production, such as in the context of automotive assembly lines [1-3]. Anticipating these issues becomes
more challenging with increasing variation in product mix [4]. Further, when products are highly customized, besides
learning new tasks, workers have to coordinate activities by themselves during the actual production (similar to self-
directed worker groups [5, 6]), causing productivity losses. Referring to such production circumstances, this paper
investigates how working in groups of different sizes develops through repetitions within a case assembly product.
This is done by performing a further analysis of the experimental study by Peltokorpi and Niemi [7]. The case assembly
product under study has, more than in previous studies, elements from real products in the mechanical engineering
industry. The product was new and, in principle, relatively complex for 68 undergraduate students who participated in
the experiments. The students were randomly assigned to one of groups the sizes of which varied from one to four
workers (the sample sizes were N = 9 for one-, N = 10 for two-, N = 9 for three- and N = 3 for four-worker groups).
The groups were free to organize the work themselves. The following paragraphs summarize the main results from
the experimental study in question [7] that investigated the effects of group size and learning on manual assembly
performance. Alongside this, for the present study, the aims of the more detailed and practical analysis are stated.

For each group size (one to four workers) the mean assembly time decreased at a decelerating rate as a function of
repetitions (up to four repetitions per group). Learning took place rapidly and, across all group sizes, on average, a
45% decrease in assembly time was reached from the first to the second repetition, and the third repetition reduced it
by 19%. Learning of the case assembly was uncommonly fast in comparison to what is typical of real industrial
conditions. To gain further evidence of the effects, the present study aims to investigate more precisely

(1) the factors and the extent to which they affect the reduction of assembly time as a function of repetitions.

Generally, the mean productivity per worker decreased as a function of group size (in line with the statement by
Steiner [8, p. 96]). In relation to a single worker, the productivity loss with two workers was approximately 8-17%,
with three workers 12-33%, and with four workers 23-40%, depending on the repetition. On average, the productivity
loss decreased as a function of repetitions. The workers preferred a two-worker group, especially in connection with
helping with larger parts. Limited physical space and an inadequate number of subtasks for several workers were
perceived as causes of a loss of coordination, especially in the four-worker groups. To gain further evidence of the
effects, the present study aims to investigate more precisely

(2) the factors and the extent to which they affect the reduction of productivity per worker as a function of group size.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Next, the related literature is shortly reviewed. Then methods for
investigating different factors and their effects on assembly performance are presented. The analysis presented and
conducted in this paper is based on video evidence on worker activities during the assembly process (i.e., parts
installation, necessary movements, reading instructions and having loss time). Then the results from the investigation
are presented, analyzed, and discussed. Finally, conclusions are drawn, and managerial implications as well as aspects
for further research are suggested.

2. Literature review
2.1. Coordination and learning of groups

The coordination of a group involves who among the members does what, when, where, and how [9]. In practice,
several aspects should be taken into account when coordinating workers around the assembled product. These aspects
include precedence constraints and the work contents of subtasks [10] as well as space around and physicality of the
subtasks [1, 2]. How easy group coordination is depends on the number of workers, i.e. group size. The number of
coordination links increases with increasing group size, resulting in difficulties and inefficiency in group working [8].
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In general, a considerable increase in group size causes productivity losses as a consequence of increased workload
imbalance among workers [8]. In group working, the efforts of individuals are combined in an additive or interactive
manner [11]. Interaction requires both technical and social skills on the part of individuals [12] and may generate new
ideas, solutions, and efforts [13]. Interaction among group members is thus vital to the success of group working on
complex tasks. Nonetheless, large groups in particular may suffer from social loafing, in which a worker puts less
effort into working [14].

Earlier studies on the coordination of group working on shared assembly tasks were mainly carried out in the
context of automotive assembly lines, e.g. [1, 2]. These studies consider largely identical products and repetitive line
production. In such conditions, work has a routine character and is standardized, thus indicating a high division of
labor. When product variability increases for example as a result of the introduction of new products, use of self-
directed work teams is beneficial [S]. In such teams, workers have autonomy to arrange work assignments and the
ways of working [5] being responsible for a whole process by working together while planning and controlling their
work [6].

Group learning process involves “the activities through which individuals acquire, share and combine knowledge
through experience with one another” [15, p. 370]. For novice workers and worker groups, noteworthy is individuals’
capacity to learn and cognitive stimulation [13]. The model for individuals in [16] proposes that cognitive elements
dominate learning during the early repetitions, whereas motor elements dominate when the number of repetitions
becomes large. To become familiar with a new product and task, one needs to consider how the task information is
presented within the instructions [17]. Traditional assembly instructions do not contain information for groups of
workers on how to collaborate or divide the tasks [18]. Learning through repetition is linked with specialization,
referring to the degree to which individuals perform a narrow range of tasks [19]. When group members are free to
match themselves with subtasks, they tend to perform those tasks they can do most effectively [8], i.e. the tasks they
specialize in.

Based on the literature review, there is a lack of empirical studies that give evidence on how working in groups of
different sizes develops through repetitions when workers are free to organize their work themselves. Evidence on
fundamental factors in group working would give insights for industrial managers when assigning workers to products
in variable assembly production.

2.2. Methods for analyzing assembly work

Analysis of group coordination and learning in manual assembly work needs appropriate methods. To identify
losses and improve productivity, assembly work can be divided into three types of activity, according to Monden [20]:
non-value-adding (NVA), necessary but non-value-adding (NNVA), and value-adding (VA). NVA activities are pure
waste involving unnecessary actions that should be eliminated. NNVA activities may be wasteful but are necessary
within the current procedures. VA activities involve assembling parts. The seven wastes that originate from the Toyota
Production System are overproduction, waiting, transport, inappropriate processing, unnecessary inventory,
unnecessary motion, and defects [20]. One practical way to find losses in NVA movements or transportation is
material handling analysis, such as a spaghetti diagram [21]. The production area used can be recorded and a flow
chart of the activities can be created, including distance moved, time taken, and people involved [22]. All the
information on an assembly process can be gathered efficiently by a video-based activity analysis (e.g. [23]).

3. Methods

This section presents the methods to investigate the factors and the extent to which they affect reduced assembly
time as a function of repetitions and reduced productivity per worker as a function of increasing group size.

Figure 1(a) shows the case assembly product, consisting of different types of parts (the pipe subassemblies (P),
hoses (H), modules (M), plate (PL), and valve (V)) that are assembled in a steel frame. Figure 1(b) presents the
precedence constraints of the parts and, more precisely, the most suitable assembly sequence (left to right) among the
interconnected parts forming a subsystem. The assembly of these parts can partly overlap, while different subsystems
can be assembled in parallel. In addition to the physical precedence constraints, the temporal work contents of different
parts affect the ways in which groups of different sizes assemble the product.
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Fig. 1. (a) The case assembly product; (b) Precedence constraints of parts [7]

3.1. Video-based activity analysis

In the present study, the assembly process of each worker in each group and repetition was examined by means of
a video-based activity analysis (similar to [23]) by using the AviX software (developed by Solme AB, Sweden).
Examples of the timelines that were generated in the analysis are presented in Section 4.3, in Figure 6. In the analysis,
different types of activities were specified as follows:

e Value-adding, VA;
O installing of parts;
e Required, REQ;
O necessary picking and handling of parts, small parts, and tools; necessary moving in the assembly cell;
e Instructions, INSTR;
O looking at (reading) an assembly drawing; measuring the dimensions of parts and small parts;
e Tosses, LOSS;
O Wrong tools: taking and returning a tool that is inappropriate for installing the present part;
O Faulty installing: installing a wrong part or the right one incorrectly so that a part has to be disassembled or
reinstalled;
O Dropping equipment: dropping tools, parts, or small parts;
O Co-worker-related: inactivity caused by a co-worker such as congestion of workers or waiting for another
worker’s help or processing;
O Familiarizing: observing and examining parts (except measuring dimensions), their assembly locations, and
others' working; unnecessary handling of parts and small parts; unnecessary moving in the assembly cell;
O Unexpected: any other unexpected event that interrupts the processing of a worker;
O Idleness: inactivity resulting from there no longer being any (meaningful) task left for a worker at the end of
the entire process.

In the list above, required activities and instructions correspond to NNV A and losses to NV A according to Monden
[20]. Instructions are considered separately from the required activities because of their significance when assembling
new products [17, 18]. Measuring dimensions is a very minor part of assembly time and is combined with instructions
because it is closely related to reading an assembly drawing. The classification of the different types of losses is based
on their importance and specificity, as well as on the possibility of distinguishing them from other losses or activities.
In this study, losses are based on the physical activity (and inactivity) of workers. This also means that since the video
material was muted before the analysis, communication and guidance among the workers were not taken into account.
As shown in the above list, familiarizing covers a wide range of unnecessary activities and inactivity that is largely a
consequence of the inexperience of a worker. These activities are considered together because they overlap and are
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difficult to separate from each other in the assembly process. In general, the accuracy of activity analysis is subject to
variation due to human conducting the analysis [24]. From the activities listed above, only value-adding (VA) and
required (REQ) activities are connected to specific assembly parts, and others are considered independently of parts.

4. Results and discussion
4.1. Reduction of assembly time as a function of repetitions

Figure 2 presents different activities and the extent to which they affect assembly time as a function of group size
and repetition. As Figure 2 shows, for each combination of group size and repetition, the share of the VA time of the
total assembly time is the greatest, and, except for the 2W, 3W, and 4W groups with Rep 1, the share of REQ time is
the second greatest. With Rep 1, the shares of INSTR and LOSS times from the total assembly time are significant
(means of 23% and 18% across all group sizes). Thus, when a completely new product is being processed by novice
workers and groups, losses occur to a great extent and the importance of instructions is obvious.

Rep 2 reduces the assembly time by 45% on average. This reduction is mostly explained by INSTR (a share of
39% of the total reduction) and LOSS (36%), followed by VA (16%) and REQ (9%). This order applies to each group
size. When asked immediately after Rep 2, in the workers’ opinion, they learned quite much from Rep 1 (a mean 4.17
from all the workers on a 1-5 Likert scale, 4 = quite much, 5 = very much, Question: “I learned from the previous
repetition” (Appendix 2 in [7]). It was also asked how learning occurred in the workers’ own performance or that of
the group (open question). To sum up, less need for instructions was reported most widely over different group sizes.
In addition, an improved assembly sequence was more common with single workers and two-worker groups, whereas
the division of work or specializing in tasks were highlighted with three- and four-worker groups. First, these opinions
show that, within smaller groups, there is more flexibility in the assembly sequence, which was also utilized. Second,
within larger groups, there is potential in the better coordination of activities between the group members.

Rep 3 further reduces the assembly time by 19%. The reduction is mostly explained by LOSS (43%) and INSTR
(31%), followed by REQ (15%) and VA (11%). It is noteworthy that INSTR accounts for most of the reduction with
1W, and the VA time even increases with 4W. After Rep 3, the workers felt that they learned neither much nor little
from Rep 2 (mean 3.17, 3 = neither much nor little).

Rep 4 reduces the assembly time by 7% on average. With each group size, the REQ and INSTR times decrease.
Instead, the VA time increases with 1W and 3W and the LOSS time with 3W and 4W. Increases in the VA times are,
as observed by the experimenter, due to occasional problems when installing the large pipe parts, P2 and P5 (see
Figure 1). According to an experimental study by Rohmert and Schlaich [25], problems with installation motions are
one of the major reasons for individual differences in assembly performance. They also state that, rather than training,
methods engineering would tackle these problems.

The above results show in practice what was proposed in the model in [16], that cognitive elements dominate
learning during the early repetitions, whereas motor elements dominate with later repetitions.

iii == ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%

Rep 1|Rep 2|Rep 3|Rep 4|Rep 1|Rep 2|Rep 3|Rep 4 Rep 1|Rep 2|Rep 3|Rep 4{Rep 1|{Rep 2|Rep 3|Rep 4
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Fig. 2. Mean time (min) of different activities per worker as a function of group size (workers, W) and repetition (Rep).
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Fig. 3. Mean time (min) of different types of losses per worker as a function of group size (workers, W) and repetition (Rep).
4.1.1. Sources of losses

Figure 3 illustrates the extent to which different types of losses affect the LOSS time per worker as a function of
group size and repetition. As Figure 3 shows, for each combination of group size and repetition, except for 4W with
Rep 4, familiarizing is the greatest source of loss. As explained in Section 3.1, this loss type covers unnecessary
activities which are mainly linked to the inexperience of a worker.

With Rep 1, across all group sizes, familiarizing explains on average 72% of the LOSS time and faulty installing
(which is also linked to inexperience) 12%. Typically, inexperience appeared as observing and examining parts and
their assembly locations. Rep 2 reduces the LOSS time by 67% on average, from which familiarizing explains 80%
and faulty installing 12%. Rep 3 further reduces the LOSS time by 50% on average, from which familiarizing explains
52%. It is noteworthy that with 1W faulty installing explains the greatest proportion (58%) of the decrease and with
other group sizes, co-worker-related losses the second greatest (18% each). With Rep 4, reduction of the LOSS time
(66%) with 1W is significant and 78% of the reduction is explained by familiarizing. With 2W, the LOSS time
decreases by only 20%. Instead, the LOSS time increases by 13% with 3W (mostly because of unexpected events)
and by as much as 38% with 4W (mostly because of faulty installing and idleness).

To sum up Figure 3, inexperience-related losses (familiarizing and faulty installing) decrease rapidly, co-worker-
related losses quite fast, and idleness slowly as a function of repetitions. Losses related to wrong tools, dropping
equipment, and unexpected events are clearly minor. It is noteworthy that idleness remains a significant source of loss
for 3W and especially for 4W groups with the latter repetitions. The results from the Pearson’s chi-squared test showed
that, for each group size, repetition does not affect idle time significantly (for IW, p < 1.000; for 2W, p < 0.071; for
3W, p <0.467; and, for 4W, p < 0.392). Instead, for each group size, the effect of repetition on the total LOSS time is
significant (for IW, p <0.001; for 2W, p < 0.000; for 3W, p < 0.000; and, for 4W, p <0.028).

4.2. Reduction in productivity per worker as a function of group size

If group output does not increase in direct proportion to the number of additional workers, productivity (i.e. output
per unit of time) per worker decreases (according to Steiner [8, p. 96]). In other words, to assemble a product, a larger
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Fig. 4. Mean time changes of different activities with group sizes of two, three and four workers (W) in relation to single workers (1W) for each
repetition (Rep). Changes (%) in mean productivity per worker with 2W, 3W and 4W in relation to 1W.

group will use more worker resources compared to a smaller one. Figure 4 shows the mean changes in the worker
resources used (in minutes) in different activities with group sizes of two, three, and four in relation to single workers
for each repetition. The changes (%) in mean productivity per worker are also presented.

According to Figure 4, in relation to single workers, the increase in the worker resources used (and the reduction
of productivity per worker) with larger groups can be explained approximately as follows. With Rep 1, LOSS explains
half of the change and INSTR one third; with Rep 2, LOSS explains half and VA one third; with Rep 3, VA explains
half and LOSS one third, and with Rep 4, LOSS explains three quarters.

With each repetition, the LOSS time clearly increases as a function of group size. In general, the VA time increases
moderately as a function of group size. As observed by the experimenter, this was due to wasted resources in assistance
(i.e. workers assisting each other with subtasks) within larger groups. With Rep 1, larger groups (of three and four
workers) used considerably more time with INSTR compared to smaller groups. It is obvious that when all the workers
are novices, larger groups will waste more resources in order for the workers to gain experience. The time spent on
reading instructions with large groups is also discussed in [18]. As a solution to this, they present a tool for dividing
work and dedicated instructions for workers.

4.2.1. Sources of losses

Figure 5 presents the mean changes in the worker resources used (in minutes) in different types of loss with group
sizes of two, three, and four in relation to single workers for each repetition. According to Figure 5, in relation to
single workers, an increase in the LOSS time with larger groups in different repetitions is explained as follows. With
Rep 1, on average, familiarizing explains 63% of the time change, followed by co-worker-related losses (17%) and
idleness (14%). With Rep 2, familiarizing explains 46% of the time change, followed by idleness (27%) and co-worker
(21%). With Rep 3, idleness explains 45%, followed by familiarizing (19%) and co-worker (18%). With Rep 4,
idleness explains 31%, followed by familiarizing (26%) and co-worker (16%).

As Figure 5 shows, with Rep 1 and Rep 2, familiarizing clearly explain most of the LOSS time change, also
increasing as a function of group size. Aligning with the INSTR time taken, this confirms that within a new product,
large groups waste more worker resources as a result of the inexperience of the workers. Idleness clearly increases as
a function of group size and explains most of the LOSS time change with the latter repetitions (Rep 3 and Rep 4).
Pearson’s chi-squared test showed that, for each repetition, the idle time differs significantly depending on the group
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Fig. 5. Mean time changes of different loss types with group sizes of two, three and four workers (W) in relation to single workers (1W) for each
repetition (Rep).

size. Idleness thus appears to be difficult to eliminate with larger groups. In practice, a worker is prone to idleness
when completing his dedicated subtasks before a co-worker. The last sub-tasks are congested by other workers and a
worker cannot contribute to processing or help with them. Further, workers in larger groups may prefer to be idle than
to help others because, as stated in [8], in comparison to smaller groups, with larger groups “individuals are less
willing to do their best”.

4.3. Examples of group working

The results above show how the groups spent time on different activities and how group working developed through
the repetitions. As examples of advanced group working, Figure 6 presents the analyses of the best-performing groups
(of two, three, and four workers) during the last (fourth) repetition. The figure illustrates the timelines of each worker
when processing different parts (as in Figure 1), reading instructions (I), or having LOSS time (F = familiarizing, T =
wrong tools, D = dropping equipment, C = co-worker related, and ID = idleness). For each part of the timeline, the
shares of value-adding (green), required (yellow), and wasted (red) time are shown. Finally, the shares of these times
of the entire assembly process are presented (the highest colored line).

0:00 0:20 0:40 1:00 1:20 1:40 2:00 2:20 2:40 3:00 3:20 3:40 4:00 4:20 4:40 5:00 5:20 5:40 6:00 6:20 6:40 7:00 7:20
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3 AMIATIML [M3 PPz [Pz [H3 [ps [Ps 1D 16:35
1 Affm IE P TP iz [ 457
=2 s [A2 Mz [M3 [;3 D ]4:57
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Fig. 6. Examples of group performance in the best-performing groups of two, three and four workers (W) at the fourth repetition.
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As Figure 6 shows, within the best two-worker group, the workers process extremely independently. Both workers
clearly have their own, reasonably divided subsystems to process: for Worker 1, subsystems M2-M3-P3-H1 and H2-
V-H3, and, for Worker 2, M1-P1-P2 and PL-P4 (see the case product in Figure 1). Assistance occurs only at the end,
when one worker moves to work together with another with P5. Otherwise, that worker would have been idle for a
longer period. Within the best three- and four-worker groups, idleness clearly occurs to a greater extent. In general, a
two-worker group was the most preferred option among all the participants; see [7].

5. Conclusions

The present study examines the factors and the extent to which they affected reduced assembly time as a function
of repetitions and reduced productivity per worker as a function of group size. What is special about the present case
assembly is the fact that the groups of workers were free to organize the work themselves. The ultimate aim of this
study is to increase the understanding of how working in groups of different sizes develops through repetitions when
the coordination of workers processing a new product is not standardized.

The methods used to analyze the performance of group working and the findings provided in the analysis
supplement earlier research on group working and learning. The following points compile the main findings from the
examination and suggest their related practical and managerial implications.

1. When the case product was processed for the first time by novice workers and groups, a significant amount of
time was spent on instructions and losses. Losses typically appeared as the observing and examination of parts and
their assembly locations or as faulty installing. Learning took place quickly as soon as the process was repeated twice,
and this was realized mostly as considerably less need for instructions and as less frequently occurring losses.

This finding highlights the importance of learning processes for workers with new products. Where production
repeatedly requires new learning processes as a result of ever-changing products, inexperience will result in substantial
costs. In this case, learning should be further speeded up by paying attention to the clarity and punctuality of the
instructions, as well as to the identification of assembly parts and locations.

2. Compared to the smaller groups, the larger ones used more worker resources to assemble the product, thus
resulting in reduced productivity per worker. During the first repetitions, this was due to the inexperience of the
workers, which was realized as related losses and reading instructions.

This finding shows how the inexperience of workers reduces the efficiency of a group with increasing group size.
In order to reduce the amount of information and speed up the specialization of workers in their dedicated tasks,
instructions should be developed in a more worker-specific (dedicated) direction.

3. Despite increased experience in the last repetitions, the larger groups suffered from worker idleness. This was
due to a lack of meaningful tasks and working space for several workers at the end of processing.

This finding exposes the challenges in the distribution of the workload between the workers with larger groups. An
unequal temporal workload between the workers can be tackled through detailed planning of the assembly sequence
and division of work. And where it still occurs, if it is possible and useful, workers should assist each other until the
completion of the product. Otherwise, they should be moved to other jobs. Industry foremen should pay attention to
these issues since they are ultimately responsible for the assignments and coordination of workers.

The findings of the present study show what the effects of learning and group size can be in an extreme case. They
show the importance of planning instructions and coordination for groups of workers. These are challenging issues,
especially with ever-changing products (caused by increasing customer needs) and changing groups of workers
(caused by increasing flexibility and turnover of labor resources), which seem to be likely trends in future produc-
tion.

For further research, typical sources of productivity losses with larger groups should be examined in a way that is
even closer to real production conditions, and, if possible, also with professionals. In addition, more research is needed
to develop effective instructions for worker groups at shared task. This line of research could utilize new technologies,
such as mobile displays and augmented reality solutions.



Jaakko Peltokorpi et al. / Procedia Manufacturing 39 (2019) 964-973 973

6. Acknowledgements

The research of Dr. Jaakko Peltokorpi was supported by a grant from KAUTE - The Finnish Science Foundation
for Technology and Economics. The main results presented in this paper have been previously published as part of
his dissertation [26, p. 39-46].

References

[1] H. R. Yazgan, 1. Beypinar, S. Boran, C. Ocak, A new algorithm and multi-response taguchi method to solve line balancing problem in an
automotive industry. The International Journal of Advanced Manufacturing Technology, 57 (2011) 379-392.
[2] M. Martignago, O. Battaia, D. Battini, Workforce management in manual assembly lines of large products: a case study. IFAC-PapersOnLine,
50 (2017) 6906-6911.
[3] Q. Wang, M. Sowden, A. R. Mileham, Modelling human performance within an automotive engine assembly line. The International Journal of
Advanced Manufacturing Technology, 68 (2013) 141-148.
[4] J. K. McCreery, L. J. Krajewski, G. K. Leong, P. T. Ward, Performance implications of assembly work teams. Journal of Operations
Management, 22 (2004) 387-412.
[5] P. Van Amelsvoort, J. Benders, Team time: a model for developing self-directed work teams. International Journal of Operations & Production
Management, 16 (1996) 159-170.
[6] Z. Irani, J. Choudrie, P. Love, A. Gunasekaran, Sustaining TQM through self-directed work Teams. International Journal of Quality &
Reliability Management, 19 (2002) 596-609.
[7] J. Peltokorpi, E. Niemi, Effects of group size and learning on manual assembly performance: an experimental study. International Journal of
Production Research, 57 (2019) 452-469.
[8] L. D. Steiner, (1972), Group Process and Productivity, Academic Press, New York.
[9] G. M. Wittenbaum, S. I. Vaughan, G. Strasser, (2002), Coordination in task-performing groups. In: Tindale RS (ed) Theory and research on
small groups. Springer, Boston, MA, 177-204
[10] M. D. Kilbridge, L. Wester, A review of analytical systems of line balancing, Operations Research, 10 (1962) 626-638.
[11] E. H. Witte, J. H. Davis, (2013), Understanding group behavior: Volume 1: Consensual action by small groups; Volume 2: Small group
processes and interpersonal relations. Psychology Press, New York.
[12] H. Patel, M. Pettitt, J. R. Wilson, Factors of collaborative working: a framework for a collaboration model, Applied Ergonomics, 43 (2012) 1-
26.
[13] G. W. Hill, Group versus individual performance: are N+1 heads better than one? Psychological Bulletin, 91 (1982) 517-539.
[14] B. Latane, K. Williams, S. Harkins, Many hands make light the work: the causes and consequences of social loafing, Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 37 (1979) 822-832.
[15] L. Argote, D. Gruenfeld, C. Naquin, Group learning in organizations, Groups at work: Theory and research 614 (2001) 369-411.
[16] E. M. Dar-El, K. Ayas, 1. Gilad, A dual-phase model for the individual learning process in industrial tasks, IIE Transactions, 27 (1995) 265-
271.
[17] G. Watson, J. Butterfield, R. Curran, C. Craig, Do dynamic work instructions provide an advantage over static instructions in a small scale
assembly task? Learning and Instruction, 20 (2010) 84-93.
[18] C. A. Fraser, T. Grossman, G. Fitzmaurice, WeBuild: automatically distributing assembly tasks among collocated workers to improve
coordination, Proceedings CHI: Human Factors in Computing Systems, ACM, (2017) 1817-1830.
[19] M. A. Schilling, P. Vidal, R. E. Ployhart, A. Marangoni, Learning by doing something else: variation, relatedness, and the learning curve,
Management Science, 49 (2003) 39-56.
[20] Y. Monden (2011) Toyota production system: an integrated approach to just-in-time, CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL.
[21] M. Kurdve, P. Hanarp, X. Chen, X. Qiu, Y. Zhang, J. Stahre, J. Laring, Use of environmental value stream mapping and environmental loss
analysis in lean manufacturing work at Volvo, Proceedings SPS, (2011) 3-5.
[22] P. Hines, N. Rich, The seven value stream mapping tools, International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 17 (1997) 46-64.
[23] T. Engstrom, P. Medbo, Data collection and analysis of manual work using video recording and personal computer techniques, International
Journal of Industrial Ergonomics, 19 (1997) 291-298.
[24] K. Kazmierczak, S. E. Mathiassen, P. Neumann, J. Winkel, Observer reliability of industrial activity analysis based on video recordings,
International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics, 36 (2006) 275-282.
[25] W. Rohmert, K. Schlaich, Learning of complex manual tasks, International Journal of Production Research, 5 (1966) 137-145.
[26] J. Peltokorpi, (2018), Worker Coordination, Collaboration and Learning in Make-to-order Assembly Production. Aalto University, Doctoral
Dissertations, 134/2018.



