" Doing It Right ¢
~ The First Time:

R RN e — SR e

Advancing Performance E:tuitnn:n

Croshy’s

Enduring.
Mal - F<

Qu“ality |

Why Quality
Gets an “F”

Demystify
IS0 9001:2000

Case Study: Use ERP
To Improve Processes




DNE GOOD IDEA

The Deck of Cards

A variation of Deming's funnel experiment

once attended a seminar where

we attempted W. Edwards

Deming's funnel experiment ag
described in hiz book Cual of e
Crisin.” Our facilitator’s literal intes-
pretation of the experiment was
disastrous: The instructions were
difficult to follow, marbles were
rolling across the tile floor, and the
activity took forever

The purpose of the activity was to
demonstrate the harmiul effects of
overadjusting a process. Unfortu-
nately, we w;l!k-t'gawu}' frustrated,
confused and unable to grasp the
key points. Wanting to improve the
process, a colleague and [ created
this variation to Deming’s funnel
experiment that is quh:E, easy fo
explain and has direct application to
FOUE WOTK Processes.

What you need

= A room large enough for four
teams of two Io five to stand and
wark in small circles,

* Fowr packs of plaving cards.

= Four tape measures.

= Four colored dots to serve as the
targets, with one colored dot for
Ly team,

= Twelve colored dot= of a diffenent
color to serve as the last targeted
position for Team B.

# Bule cards for each team.

= Optional: a data collection form
for each team.

The process

1. Prior to the session, place one
colored dot on the place on the
fleor whene each team will work.

2. Divide the participants into four
teams. Tell each to group itself
arcund a dot (target) on the
floor

3. Tell each team the objective is o
produce as many products as
close to the target as possible,
while following a particular rule.
Hold up the four rule cards for
all to =ee.

4. Tell each team it produces a
product by dmiping one play-
ing card from shoulder height
Hint: Drop the card perpendicu-

by Hrimtin J. froold

lar to the target on the floor; this
provides the most vanation.

. Hand out one deck of playing

cards, tape measure and rule

card to each team. Go over the

mabes for each team:

# Team A: Drop every card over
the target.

# Team B: After cach drop, mea-
sure the distance (z) from the
target to the spot where the
card landed. Set the next drop
position over the point -z from
the last targeted position,
which 18 the last spot you
aimed at (same distance, but
opposite direction). Lise a col-
ored dot to mark the last
targebed position

» Team C: After each drop, mea-
surg the distance (z) from the
target to the spot where the
card landed. Set the next drop
position over the poink -2 from
the original tanget.

* Team D: 5et the next drop
position right over the spot
where the last card landed.

Allow the teams to produce 12

products,

. Review the distribution of cards

with the entire group. Ask the

team ko share the male it followed

and the resulls and to speculate
about what happened to the

PrOCEss:

* Team A: The cards will likely
be clustered around the target.
The distribution is stable with
minimum variation around the
target. Even if you have a bad

. you'll get an even dis-
tribution. This is a stable
process and the best choice,

» Team B: The variation explodes
and i unstable but symmetri-
cal around the target. The
operator knows where the
stamdard is, but adjusts it based
on the last piece produced.

Please ga to the Ouwality Progress

Web site af wians asq.arg o see hao
figwres relating to this arhicle

Q. If bme

* Team C: The distribution
explodes in opposite directions
because the team -
sated for its errors. This is
most processes become over-
adjusted from where the
operation was during the last
PrOCEss .

= Team D: The cards will tend 1o
drift because the distribution is
unstable and moves away from
the target in one direction. This
i% the kind of process drift that
can occur when a process uses
the last piece produced as the
standard for the next piece,
instead of using a universal
product standard,

B. Have each team come up with
an example of 1oss in the organi-
zation resulting from rules B, C
and [

rraite, start a second
round where the beams can make
process improvements. Have
each team identify one improve-
ment to make, test it and then
compare. For example, one proc-
55 imﬁrm'emenl: might be o
drop the card parallel to the
floor. I rile A i3 used. almost
eviery card will settle on top of
the target.

10 Close with a discussion of how
organizations take a stable
process and try to make it better.

Make sure you do a dry run. The
rlicipants will only be able io fol-
ow the rules if vou know them.
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I youn wokildd ki to comment o6 this anti-
cle, please post your remarks om the
COualfty Pregress Discussion Board on
wiww.asgnetong, of e-mail them io

editordasg.org. ﬂ



