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A NEW APPROACH TO GLOBAL/VIRTUAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT

“Digital Dashboards” or “Digital Cockpits” (real-time databases) are sets of metrics, usually collected into
real-time or near-real-time displays, which track certain metrics within operating units and provide
management with the capacity to make better-informed and more timely decisions. Few if any of these
measures track how well people are performing. Rather, they track consequences of human
performance, such as ROI, order fulfillment, orders placed, and safety records. While these are vital
measures, an important leading indicator can be found in human performance measures.

In measuring human performance, two problems have bedeviled management in technical areas since the
time that scientific approaches were brought to bear on business:
1. How can team effectiveness be determined, and how does this related to eventual team
productivity, and
2. How can the effect of management policies on scientific and related teams be measured?

Over the past eleven years at ITAP International, we have developed a process to support the
development of metrics that will provide information to management on these vital areas. These
measures have been utilized in the pharmaceutical, chemical, information technology and consumer
products industries.

How does this work? Based on the reality that most project development activity takes place in teams,
and using the Team Process Questionnaire family of online tools, the instruments measure human
process on teams, wherever in the world the team members may be located. ITAP compares human
process on teams to industry norms (developed by ITAP over the last decade).

The teams are measured over time, so that trends in team process are indicated. Teams are measured on
six dimensions of human process.

Research conducted at ITAP International shows a
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Using these metrics system-wide provides the vital feedback loop by which the system is regulated and
improved. Without such a system, managerial instinct alone provides overall direction.

In order to create these categories, a set of core questions has been developed over time that has been
determined to be an effective and highly useful tool for teams.

Whole Team Support System

The TPQ System is recommended as a part of a whole team consulting support system. Such a system
typically consists of the following elements:

1. Aligning New Teams within the Organizational Context

2. Developing Leaders and Team Members

3. Chartering teams

4. Measuring team process & charting against

performance

Providing intervention and support over time

Determining team effectiveness and fit

7. Providing top management with data on team metrics
(“dash”) and policy effectiveness.
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Global Team Process Questionnaire™ GTPQ
Dimensions

Internal Communications: This category comprises both the
quality of internal contacts and the related areas of trust and
conflict resolution.

Team Fundamentals: This category is comprised of team basics

such leadership, objectives, clarity of roles and responsibilities, and team integration and cooperation.

Member Development: This is a set of metrics that focus on the development of individual team
member’s skills and capabilities and the time required to attain this development.

Organizational Alignment: This grouping relates the team to its larger context, including business
strategy, the company’s future success, and strategic goals.

External Communications: This represents the degree to which team members believe that incoming and
outgoing communications with the team are effective.

Language & Culture: This group looks at the impact of language and culture on team interactions.

GTPQ Executive Summary and Results Reports

The analyzed GTPQ data is provided to team members in two formats: an Executive Summary and a
results Report. The GTPQ Executive Summary reviews findings which may include comparing team
results to a selected set of data, for example, industry averages, highlighting key issues. The GTPQ Results
Report is more detailed and contains the following information for each quantitative question: team
average, range, and standard deviation; if appropriate, all relevant or available comparison data;
comments (edited when necessary to ensure anonymity) made by the team members (the facilitator may
be given an unedited version of the comments); and a graphic called a “spidergram” (representing the
team members’ individual quantitative responses). The qualitative questions at the end of the report
contain only comments (again, edited to ensure anonymity). Below3 are some sample report pages. The
spidergrams are an excellent diagnostic tool and can serve as a starting point for discussion and analysis in
an intervention.
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Appendix A: ITAP International’s

Global Team Process Questionnaire™ (GTPQ) — Sample

Agreement
(Low SD)

Disagreement
(High SD)
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[Insert Team Name] ImTENATIENAL
Iteration 1
Positive Results Issues Identified
(High Average) (Low Average)
/ Agreement \ (_ Agreement
(About Successes) (About the Need for Improvement)
Importance of team to company’s @ Group communications

future success a Team effectiveness
Absence of power and control issues
Ability to express ideas and opinions
freely and openly

Treating team members with dignity
and respect

Clarity of roles and responsibilities

a
a
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a
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\a Level of trust J

i Disagreement \
(Bl i et (About the Need for
(About Successes)
Improvement)
a Whether team members have the
necessary skills to resolve unexpected Opportunity to learn of comments
problems about the work of the team
Availability of necessary resources
Clarity of team objectives
Ability of team members to step
outside their areas of responsibility
for the good of the global
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GTPQ Sample 3" Iteration — Dimension Average Comparisons

BT N [Name of Team] SATAP

Dimension Average
Iteration 3

Dimension Average Standard Deviation
3rd Jteration

Communications
1.00
Team Fundamentals
5.80 1.28
Member Development
Organizational 1.12
Alignment
External 0.62
Communications
0.54
Language and Culture
: e Iteration 3
el 1 6 [ |teration 2
X o _ Iteration 1
i
Iteration 3 Team Avg.: Core Questions = 3.12 Iteration 3 Team SD: Core Questions = 0.12
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Appendix B:

The Relationship between Process and Performance on Teams
John W. Bing, Ed.D, President
July, 2002

The purpose of this paper is to provide evidence for the link between process and performance on teams
so that team leaders and management, in making decisions to support the measurement and
improvement of human process on teams, will have confidence that they will receive a favorable return
on that investment. Although the use of appropriate metrics across teams also provides upper
management with information that can be used strategically across a division or company, that issue is
not examined here but will be in a later paper.

The relationship between process and performance in individuals has been well researched. Employees
require knowledge, skill, information, competencies, resources, motivation and incentives to perform
tasks and will fail to perform tasks to the extent that these elements are missing or less than optimal.

This same relationship (between process and performance) exists on teams. At the most basic level, it is
almost a tautology to observe that dissatisfied team members will contribute little to team productivity,
and that therefore team productivity is related to the level of satisfaction of team members. It is of
course obvious that satisfaction is not the only metric that relates to team productivity, and even if it
were, there are many components which make up “satisfaction.”

In considering the use of the Global Team Process Questionnaire™ (GTPQ), team leaders and
management need to have a measure of confidence that the results of the questionnaire, combined with
consequent and focused interventions, will yield improvements in output or productivity. Survey research
can identify the most important components of team process and measure them in order to determine
the relative health of the team and the likely productivity of that team. Below are some examples of
research that supports this perspective:

1. Hendriks, Boone, De Brabander, and Witteloostuijn, in “Team Composition and Organizational
Performance: An empirical research of IT firms in Belgium and The Netherlands”" have identified
factors which correlate significantly with insufficient adaptability of project planning. Among those
factors which correlate at the <.05 level are:

a) Agreements in meetings are not implemented

b) Not sufficiently informed about each others’ activities

c) There is not enough visibility of the management team in the firm
d) Decisions have to be revised repeatedly

2. Rhona H. Flin in “Crew Resource Management for teams in the Offshore Oil Industry"2 cites an
adaptation of team intervention called crew resource management (CRM), initially provided to airline
and NASA crews, for offshore oil crews. This training involves “enhancing team members’
understanding of human performance, in particular the social and cognitive aspects of effective
teamwork and good decision making.”3 One of the most important reasons for providing team
assessment and intervention is that a team “which shares the same understanding of the nature of a
problem is more likely to generate a workable solution. ... [T]he basis for shared problem models is
effective communication among team members, and . . . active crews which communicate more

Yhttp://www.sses.com/public/events/euram/complete_tracks/european_management_boards/boone_de-
brabander_hendriks.pdf
2 Flin, Rhona H., “Crew Resource Management for teams in the Offshore Qil Industry,” Team Performance
g\/lanagement (1997), Vol 3, No. 2, pp. 121-129. http://www.apmforum.com/strategy/crmoil.pdf

Flin, p. 121.
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efficiently make fewer operational errors.”* And assessments such as the GTPQ, when provided
periodically, is in itself an evaluation of training and team effectiveness: “In fact measuring attitudes
before and after CRM training is one of the techniques used for evaluating its effectiveness.””

3. Arecent McKinsey survey, which examined differences between high and low performing top
management teams, noted: “The most effective teams, focusing initially on working together, get
early results in their efforts to deal with important business issues and then reflect together on the
manner in which they did so, thus discovering how to function as a team.”® The pattern of action,
reflection, change, action (sometimes called experiential learning) is enhanced when the reflective
phase is based upon recent metrics which indicate exactly what problems and successes the team has
undergone and what needs to be changed to improve team performance. “Structured self-discovery
and reflection must be combined with decision making and action in the real world; the constant
interplay among these elements over time is what creates lasting change."7

4. The following quote from Atul Gawande, “Annals of Medicine: The Learning Curve”® indicates how
important human process is to performance on technical teams, even more important than the
technical competence of the leader:

Recently, a group of Harvard Business School researchers who have made a specialty
of studying learning curves in industry decided to examine curves among surgeons
instead of in semiconductor manufacture or airplane construction, or any of the
usual fields their colleagues examine. They followed eighteen cardiac surgeons and
their teams as they took on the new technique of minimally invasive cardiac surgery.
This study, | was surprised to discover, is the first of its kind. Learning is ubiquitous
in medicine, and yet no one had ever compared how well different teams do it.

The new heart operation—in which new technologies allow a surgeon to operate
through a small incision between ribs instead of splitting the chest down the
middle—proved substantially more difficult than the conventional one. Because the
incision is too small to admit the usual tubes and clamps for rerouting blood to the
heart-bypass machine, surgeons had to learn a trickier method, which involved
balloons and catheters placed through groin vessels. And the nurses,
anesthesiologists, and perfusionists all had new roles to master. As you’d expect,
everyone experienced a substantial learning curve. Whereas a fully proficient team
takes three to six hours for such an operation, these teams took on average three
times as long for their early cases. The researchers could not rack complication
rates in detail, but it would not be foolish to imagine that they were not affected.

What’s more, the researchers found striking disparities in the speed with which
different teams learned. All teams came from highly respected institutions with
experience in adopting innovations and received the same three-day training
session. Yet, in the course of fifty cases, some teams managed to halve their
operating time while others improved hardly at all. Practice, it turned out, did not
necessarily make perfect. The crucial variable was how the surgeons and their
teams practiced.

Richard Bohmer, the only physician among the Harvard researchers, made several
visits to observe one of the quickest-learning teams and one of the slowest, and he
was startled by the contrast. The surgeon on the fast-learning team was actually
quite inexperienced compared with the one on the slow-learning team. But he made

4 Flin, p. 128.

5 Flin, page 125.

® Herb, Erika et al. “Teamwork at the Top.” The McKinsey Quarterly 2 (2001), p. 34.

" Herb, pp. 41-2.

8 Atul Gawande, “Annals of Medicine: The Learning Curve” The New Yorker, January 28, 2002, pp. 59-60.
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sure to pick team members with whom he had worked well before and to keep them
together through the first fifteen cases before allowing any new members. He had
the team go through a dry run before the first case, then deliberately scheduled six
operations in the first week, so little would be forgotten in between. He convened
the team before each case to discuss it in detail and afterward to debrief. He made
sure results were tracked carefully. And Bohmer noticed that the surgeon was not
the stereotypical Napoleon with a knife. Unbidden, he told Bohmer, “The surgeon
needs to become a partner [with the rest of the team] so he can accept input.” At
the other hospital, by contrast, the surgeon chose his operating team almost
randomly and did not keep it together. In the first seven cases, the team had
different members every time, which is to say that it was no team at all. And the
surgeon had no pre-briefings, no debriefings, no tracking of ongoing results.

The Harvard Business School study offered some hopeful news. We can do things
that have a dramatic effect on our rate of improvement—Ilike being more deliberate
about how we train, and about tracking progress, whether with students and
residents or with senior surgeons and nurses. But the study’s other implications are
less reassuring. No matter how accomplished, surgeons trying something new got
worse before the got better, and the learning curve proved longer, and was affected
by a far more complicated range of factors, than anyone had realized.

This study suggests that process on teams can make the critical difference between an effective and a
flawed approach to complex learning and productivity.

The following two examples relate directly to the GTPQ.

5. A study of the GTPQ showed that the questionnaire, when simultaneously administered to two
Global Product Teams in the pharma industry, was able to distinguish between the higher and lower
performing teams. Almost all of the questions on the lower performing team were answered more
negatively than those answered by members of the higher performing team.’

6. Professor Robert L. Dilworth utilized the questionnaire in his graduate classes at Virginia
Commonwealth University and noted that "qualitative comparison of GTPQ results with other
evaluative reference points. . . suggest strong congruence. ... " He used multiple evaluative methods
and these dovetailed with the results of the GTPQ. He noted: "The GTPQ provides a basis for the
team to target on specific areas that can interrupt or impede team effectiveness. That allows the
team itself to deal with such problems. Since problems have been made evident by the team
members, themselves, through anonymous completion of the GTPQ, the issues are made authentic
and legitimate. It is worth noting that when results are excellent, good performance can end up
being further bolstered (reciprocal causation). If an external facilitator, on the other hand, were to
identify problems to the group based on observations of group activity, that would not tend to carry
as much weight. It would be group process as seen through the eyes of someone not a continuous
part of that process, rather than the inner conscience of the group."10

Process metrics is important to improving team performance. When impediments in team performance,
whether intrinsic or extrinsic to the group, can be identified, appropriate interventions made, and follow-
up measurements taken again to review progress, team productivity is likely to improve, all other things
being equal. The “all other things” usually refer to those influences likely to impact all teams similarly,
such as:

e Communications from top management

® Bing, John W., “Developing a Consulting Tool to Measure Process Change on Global Teams: The Global Team
Process Questionnaire™” Presented at the February 2001 national conference of the Academy of Human Resource
Development. http://www.itapintl.com/measuringprocesschangeonglobalteams.htm
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e  Restructuring, mergers, and acquisitions
e Change in senior leadership
e  External environmental triggers, such as regulatory, market, or competitive changes

For top management, an important benefit of utilizing metrics across teams is that the monitored results
of these assessments can be used to test new or modified policies to determine if they are leading to
improvements in process and productivity. For example, should management change the relative
influence of the team leaders against functional heads, specific marker questions administered before and
after the change can be used to determine the positive or negative impact of this change on teams across
the board. This is very important to clarify whether the change is having the desired effect or, perhaps,
the opposite effect. Without such monitoring, the consequences can only be inferred.

! Dilworth, Robert L. “Mapping Group Dynamics in an Action Learning Experience: The Global Team Process
Questionnaire™ (GTPQ)” Presented at the February 2001 national conference of the Academy of Human Resource
Development. http://www.itapintl.com/actionlearning-gtpg.htm
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