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ABSTRACT

Genuine team working is inextricability associated with good performance. Within
the United Kingdom construction industry the need for team working is extensive. A
proper understanding of teams and the advancement of construction team
management capacity would have far-reaching benefits for the sector. The research

programme investigates the empirical relationship between construction site

management team efficiency and project performance.

The adopted case study methodology employs various data gathering techniques. The

team variable ratings are evaluated using an attitude statement questionnaire. The

team member questionnaire addresses seven key variables identified from the team
literature review as a precondition for enhanced team performance. The responses

are collated, analysed and presented collectively as a team percentage rating. Project
performance is evaluated using seven key performance indicators. The KPI's have
been carefully selected to align with four business perspectives derived from Kaplan
and Norton’s Balanced Scorecard concept. The resultant customised balanced
scorecard provides a holistic measure of project well-being. The responses are

collated, analysed and presented collectively as a project percentage score. Various

statistical techniques test the strength of relationship between the site team and

project performance within a construction site setting.

The research findings authenticate the team-performance relationship and

demonstrate the potential significance of a diagnostic toolkit designed to assess the
‘health’ of the site team dynamic. The innovative performance management model

provides a roadmap for positive team management intervention and subsequent
employment of tailor-made team building programmes. The concept is transferable.
Opportunities exist to develop the initiative not only within the confines of

construction team management but also beyond industry boundaries. For example,

project performance scorecards, reward management and team performance pay.

Keywords: Teams, Projects, Performance Management, Construction Management.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1

TEAM WORKING

“The difference between teams that perform and other groups that don’t is a subject
to which most of us pay far too little attention” (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993a). For
the United Kingdom construction industry the statement has a particular significance.

Construction is commonly perceived to be a team-based business, (Moore and

Dainty, 1999). Enhancement of team management capacity by means of innovative

team performance measurement may have far-reaching consequences for a sector

that has been “widely criticised for...its failure to form effective teams” (Baiden et
al, 2006).

1.2 THE UNITED KINGDOM CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY

The construction industry is one of the most influential business sectors in the United
Kingdom (UK) (Dti, 2005). The latest industry figures suggest that for the fiscal
period of the study (2004) the UK construction turnover exceeded the one billion

pound barrier for the first time. The UK construction output is the second largest in

the European Union and its industry significance for the national economy should
not be under estimated. “Construction is hugely important to the economy

(accounting in 2002 for 8.2% of both Gross Value Added and Gross Domestic
Product with output at £102.4 billion in 2004 current prices)” (Dti, 2005).

Construction is an industry with many unique characteristics. “The industry is
generally driven by single and unique projects, each creating and disbanding project
teams made up of varying combinations of large and small firms” (Pathirage et al,
2005). An official definition of the construction ‘industry’ is set by UK Standard
Industrial Classification of Economic Activities 2003 (SIC). The expression
construction “includes general construction and special trade construction for

buildings and civil engineering, building installation and building completion. It



includes new work, repair, additions and alterations, the erection of prefabricated
buildings or structures on the site and also constructions of a temporary nature.” It 1s
an overly generic classification that would appear to focus on the product of
construction activities at the exclusion of many key players involved in construction
process. The Department of Trade and Industry (Dti) definition of the construction
sector better articulates the eclectic composition of the various participants involved
in the delivery, “the sector is defined as one which embraces the construction

materials and products; suppliers and producers; building services manufactures,
providers and installers; contractors and sub-contractors, professionals, advisors and

construction clients and those organisations that are relevant to the design, build,
operation and refurbishment of buildings” (Dti, 2006). To sum up the process of
construction as both a product and a service the construction industry may be

succinctly defined as “all those firms involved directly in the design and construction

of buildings” (Morton, 2002). The construction industry “is characterised by a large
number of relatively small firms, a large number of relatively small construction
projects and low barriers to entry, particularly in the (small) contracting sub-sector”
(Dti, 2002). A facet often typified by their frequently antagonist yet wholly inter-
dependent working relationships. Current industry figures indicate that the sector has

over 250 000 construction related firms operating of which the majority of

companies are small, medium enterprises (SME’s). In terms of employment it is

estimated that “2.2 million people work in Britain’s Construction Industry” (HSE,
2004).

The statistics highlight the significant contribution and considerable impact that the

construction industry has not only in economic terms but on society in general. Its

size both in term of turnover and employment positions the construction industry as a
strategic barometer of economic and domestic well-being. A fact commonly
acknowledged by the UK Government, stating that “the sector has a profound
influence over our quality of life at home and at work” (Dti, 2002). Government

recognise construction industry performance as a key sector for the realisation of

sustainable socio-economic improvement.



That said, “the UK has a long history of reports bemoaning the performance level of
the construction industry” (Leiringer et al, 2005). In particular the last decade has
been witness to many reports written about the extensive dissatisfaction among
stakeholders and the apparent endemic under-achievement of a construction industry
when addressing issues such as business acumen, health and safety, recruitment,
career opportunities, marketing, public relations and education. In terms of overall
performance “it is universally recognised that the industry must improve” (Dti,
2002). Many reasons have been given for poor levels of attainment in efficiency and
quality. One notable attribute frequently cited, (Latham 1994, Egan, 1998) of the
industry is the disjointed disposition of a diverse cross section of industry
practitioners and stakeholders. Other reasons include a highly competitive industry
with relatively few barriers to entry, procurement practices that promote adversarial

relationships compounded by an industry framework that is disjointed, highly

fragmented and predominately inward looking. It is not all pessimistic news the
construction industry does have its successes, “UK construction at its best is
excellent” (Egan, 1998). However because of the indigenous culture of a
traditionalist industry driven by risk aversion and the familiar, examples of world
class construction represent a one-off achievement rather than a continual learning
experience that can be assimilated in to everyday construction practice. This was
highlighted by CIRIA in their report ‘Guide to developing effective learning
networks in construction’, stating that “most players in the UK industry tend to focus
on winning new projects and completing them in a predictable way.” They find or
make little opportunity for experimentation or learning, or for finding out what others
are doing. “Although there are indeed many examples of excellent practice In

flagship construction projects, often these remain isolated and few industry

practitioners take up the technologies and techniques used” (Holti and Whittle,
1999).

The UK Government’s interest in the welfare of the construction industry symbolises
the wide reaching significance of the sector. “The past decade has seen several
governmental initiatives in the UK aimed at improving the performance of the

construction sector” (Leiringer et al, 2005). Government sponsored reports that



include Latham 1994, Egan 1998, and Accelerating Change 2002 have addressed
many of the core issues. These industry reviews have identified barriers to enhanced
performance and recommended management drivers for change. One of the foremost
recommendations from the ‘Rethinking Construction Report’ by Sir John Egan,
published in 1998 was to eliminate ‘repeated processes’. In production terms this
equated to a more systematic and integrated construction process, utilising modern
technologies and a standardisation of construction component. The cultural shift in
‘manufacturing processes’ can only be realised if supported by the construction team.
Egan (1998) noted that “manufacturing has achieved performance improvements by
integrating the process and team around the product.” This contrasts dramatically
with traditional construction industry practice where “the repeated selection of new
teams...inhibits learning, innovation and the development of skilled and experienced

team” (Egan, 1998). As a consequence team working has been identified as a

fundamental tenet of the construction industry operating and competing in the twenty

first century. This raises the question; does the team perform for the mutual benefit

of the United Kingdom construction industry and the wider economy?

1.3 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

At the heart of the research strategy is the concept of an innovative team
performance diagnostic toolkit, designed to investigate team working from first
principles and analytically determine which facet of the team dynamic if any, would
benefit from the boundless array of team training initiatives available. Much has been
deliberated upon about teams and team working. The volume of team related
literature, number of team related courses and the everyday management rhetoric to
‘work as a team’ is testimony to the ever popular allure of team values. There in lies
the problem. With a plethora of ‘so called’ team solutions readily available how do

construction teams and their companies identify which course of team training action

is best suited to their unique team situation?



1.3.1 AIM

The ambition of this team orientated research programme is probably best stated in
terms of what it is not. It is not a remedy for team ailments. It is not another team
building exercise that offers a quick-fix answer to achieving enhanced team working.
The aim 1s to create a practical team measurement model that is founded upon first
principles and reflects contemporary team working philosophies applicable to the
UK construction environment. It will identify both the strength and weakness of the
team dynamic. The research ambition will present a major investigative challenge.
According to Roger Leveson, (2000), head of Human Resources for Pearce Retail the

evaluation of “team effectiveness i1s one of the last measurement frontiers.” To

achieve the aim of developing an empirically founded team performance diagnostic

toolkit the various research objectives need to be clearly stated.

1.3.2 OBJECTIVES

In order to accomplish the aim ten primary research objectives have been set. The

objectives will also provide direction for research structure and development.

1/ Establish a benchmark of current understanding of team working

philosophies. This will involve a comprehensive literature review of team

working publications both in a theoretical and practical setting.

2/ Establish a benchmark of current understanding of performance management

and measurement. This will include an overview performance management

theory as well as specific performance management and measurement

systems / techniques applied to teams and team working.

3/ Create an investigative framework that satisfies established protocols for

demonstrating appropriate levels of academic rigour and promoting

confidence in the research outcomes.



4/ Develop an assessment criterion for the evaluation of construction site

management team working.

S5/ Develop an assessment criterion for the evaluation of project performance.

6/ Review research protocol for the suitable selection, application and

evaluation of multiple project investigation techniques.

7/ Select appropriate investigative techniques for statistical inquiry.

8/ Organise the data analysis into a coherent and presentable format.

Communicate the outcomes in a clear, concise and meaningful manner. Free

from ambiguity and potential misinterpretation.

9/ Discuss the results of the research.

10/ Predict the prospective implications of the study and present

recommendations for future research.

1.4 HYPOTHESIS

The hypothesis presented in this thesis is based on an original statement made by
Katzenbach and Smith (1993a) published in their seminal team article “The
Discipline of Teams.” The authors make the sweeping proclamation that “teams and
good performance are inseparable; you cannot have one without the other.” This
comment suggests that, regardless of the human, organisational and environmental
backdrop the ultimate definition of a team is best articulated in terms of performance
outcomes. Only working collaborations that can demonstrate satisfactory levels of
project performance may be described as ‘real’ teams. Whereas collaborative efforts
that fail to demonstrate acceptable levels of performance may be more appropriately
labelled ‘groups’. The adopted research hypothesis reverses and contextualises the

original declaration by Katzenbach and Smith and is tailored specifically for a



construction industry audience. The research hypothesis states that ‘construction site

management teams and good project performance are unrelated; you can have one

without the other.’

1.5 SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS

It is important at the outset to determine the scope and limitations of the research

programme. Defining the scope and limitations of inquiry helps establish a

benchmark for research boundaries, third party participation, target audience,

interpretation and understanding.

1.5.1 SCOPE

The scope of the report in its initial stages assumes a broad analysis of the relevant
topic areas, reviewing both teams and performance in an everyday management

context. The appraisal of these two management themes progress to a more exacting

investigation, by explicitly defining the boundaries of both participation and

relevance.

Participation is restricted to a specific ‘unit of analysis’ that has organisational and
team leader parameters. All team participants must be employed by the same
‘principal’ contractor and carry out a management function under the direct
leadership of the site / project manager. Typically this construction site team would
comprise a project manager, one or more site managers, assistant site managers, site

engineers, quantity surveyors, services co-ordinators and planners. All participants

must be permanently site based.

Research relevance relates to the dimension of investigation and may be expressed in
terms of a relevance hierarchy. The primary relevance category is associated with the
construction site based team. A secondary relevance category may adopt a wider
appeal but is still restricted specifically to construction industry interests. Such as

integrated project teams, partnering and other forms of industry alliance. A tertiary



category exports the unique findings of a highly contextualised research
methodology in to the business environment in general. Presenting the research in

universal expressions of understanding and demonstrating potential opportunities for

other sectors to explore, adopt and/or adapt aspects of the original research concepts.

1.5.2 LIMITATIONS

In this particular study, limitations refer to the degree of control and resultant level of
confidence associated with the final research outcomes. For the research to be

manageable it i1s necessary at the outset to accept that limitations will apply. Some

will be logistic in nature such as timescales, resources, access to data sources and
third party co-operation. Other constraints will be more abstract. The statement “all

research is interpretive” (Gummesson, 2003), typifies the dilemma. Regardless of the
research logistics, policy, procedure and systems prepared and practiced in an effort
to achieve uniformity and objectivity of outcome, the results will ultimately need to

be decoded. This act of communication by its very nature is dependent on personal
understanding and experience and therefore places interpretative limitations on the
study. Other theoretical issues abound. For example, project participants may be
inhibited in providing their true response due to organisational or group pressures,
personal reasons or simply because they are being observed for the purpose of a
study. The “unit of analysis’ for multiple project investigation, the measurement of
scale for qualitative data and the application of parametric data techniques for non-
parametric data sources will all contribute to the architecture of the research. At this
point is timely and heartening to comment that the objective of research is not to be

perfect. Limitations whether they are logistical or theoretical are an inevitable feature

of conducting research. The crux of the dilemma is that the limitations should not

detract from the supreme fact that the research has something interesting to say.

1.6 OVERVIEW OF THESIS STRUCTURE

The purpose of this section is to provide an overview for each of the eight chapters of

the thesis.



1.6.1 CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

Chapter 1 is the introductory chapter; its purpose is to acquaint the reader with the
research rationale. This is achieved by firstly introducing the construction industry
within which the research is conducted. Outlining some facts and figures associated
with the construction industry in the UK and commenting on some of the issues and
challenges that face sector stakeholders in the twenty first century. Secondly the
hypothesis to be tested is stated. The commonly held assertion that teams and good

performance are indivisible is investigated within the specific context of construction
site management teams and their corresponding construction project performance.

Furthermore the aims and objectives, scope and limitations of the thesis are also

outlined and established. Chapter 1 sets out the research topography in preparation

for a more detailed ‘ground’ analysis.

1.6.2 CHAPTER 2 - TEAMS AND TEAM WORKING

Chapter 2 begins with a brief historical overview of teams and team working In an
organisational environment. A definition of the team is examined along with the
notion of group to team evolution. The discussion develops into team identification,
team fit and team diversity, citing examples of current team inventories used to

ascertain personal preferences within a balanced team environment. The chapter

concludes by developing a team literature matrix that illuminates seven key team

variables arranged under three contextual headings. All the key team variables make

an important contribution to the collective synergy of the team.

1.6.3 CHAPTER 3 - PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

Chapter 3 examines the concept and development of performance management and
measurement within the business community. Initial analysis is somewhat abstract in
that the idea of ‘learning to perform’ and °‘learning organisations’ potential to
perform is outlined as a precursor to a definition of performance. Organisational

performance management ideals and the increasing recognition of performance



management and measurement as a key managerial function are reviewed. This is
exemplified by the introduction of key performance indicators (KPI's) and the
transition away from the customary monetary outlook in favour of a holistic
understanding of organisational performance credentials. Performance management
of teams receives special consideration. This sub-chapter highlights the frequent
contradiction in organisational behaviour where on the one hand team working is
strongly advocated but on the other hand team performance is rarely acknowledged,
seldom measured and only on occasion rewarded. The chapter concludes with a

review of performance management and measurement attitudes within in the UK

construction industry, outlining some of the challenges facing stakeholders working

in the built environment.

1.6.4 CHAPTER 4 - RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Chapter 4 outlines the research framework, research rationale and key research
questions. A review of research ideology has been undertaken to determine the most
appropriate research strategy to adopt allied with the correct research tactics to apply.
The research methodology also reflects on the question of ethics and addresses the
personal objective to be a ‘considerate researcher’. The construction of a research
model brings in to focus the principal elements of the programme and illustrates the
interdependencies between the key stages. Subsequent discussion concentrates on the
techniques adopted for the measurement of both team and project performance. An
attitude statement questionnaire is designed to capture team member perceptions of
team working. Individual member responses can be scored, aggregated, presented
and expressed as a team percentage ‘rating’. The measurement of project
performance exploits existing key performance indicators (KPI's) developed by
Constructing Excellence in the Built Environment purposely for the construction
industry. The carefully selected KPI's are incorporated within a balanced scorecard
framework to create a customised holistic project performance measurement model.
To test the research reliability, validity, adaptability and reproducibility a pilot study

i1s carried out and an archetypal report presented.
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1.6.5 CHAPTER 5 - CASE STUDY AND RESULTS SUMMARY

Chapter 5 continues with the ideals of the adopted research strategy and reviews the
principles and practicalities associated with the adopted case study methodology. The
discussion concentrates on the virtues of the case study approach, culminating in the
construction of a case study design that is appropriate to the aims and objectives of
the wider research programme. Issues of case study type, unit of analysis, lateral,
longitudinal and hierarchical analysis in conjunction with protocol are discussed and
presented. Chapter 5 concludes with a summary of the case study results. Case study
data and information is pooled together under their corresponding company profile.

Four major UK construction contractors participated in the research, Company A for

the pilot study (see Chapter 4) and Company B, C and D for the main study. A

detailed breakdown of the thirteen participating case studies can be found iIn

Appendix G: Project Case Study Reports.

1.6.6 CHAPTER 6 - DATA ANALYSIS

Chapter 6 presents a detailed data analysis of the case study findings. A number of
parametric and non-parametric testing techniques are employed in an endeavour to
provide statistically founded judgement on the relationship between construction site

team ‘rating’ and project performance ‘score’. Analysis of the data has three distinct

formats. Initially the individual case study data is analysed within company
boundaries, secondly corporate team project data are combined, compared and

contrasted. Finally all thirteen case studies are aggregated and examined as a

representative snapshot of the UK construction industry. The data analysis summary

highlights some of the main research findings.
1.6.7 CHAPTER 7 - DISCUSSION
Chapter 7 discusses two different research perspectives. The first section “Strengths

& Weaknesses’ reflect on the practical merits of the research in relation to the initial

aims and objectives. The section concludes with the embryonic concept of a “Team

11



Training Matrix’. Using the team performance diagnostic toolkit it would be possible
to identify already existing and widely accepted team building initiatives that would
best suit the needs of the team under examination. The second section ‘Opportunities
and Threats’ takes a theoretical look at the potential implications of future research
within the field of team studies. Issues reviewed include theory to practice and
critical management theory. This section also identifies a number of team issues that
may be further developed using the findings of this research study as a starting point.
Suggestions include team performance rewards, HRM and organisational fit as well

as research applicability beyond the boundaries of the UK construction industry.

1.6.8 CHAPTER 8 - CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS

The concluding comments in chapter 8 reflect on the endeavour, originality and

achievement of the research programme as a whole. It provides both a personal and

pragmatic insight in to the many trials and uncertainties associated with undertaking

research. The chapter concludes by making a statement on the rightness of
Katzenbach and Smith’s original hypothesis, “teams and good performance are
inseparable; you cannot have one without the other.” Comment is made on the
complexity of behavioural studies in a team setting, the ever-present risk of research
contamination from the simple act of being observed (the Hawthorne effect) and the
provistonal characteristic of the construction site team. Future research directions are

reviewed with consideration given to integrated project team configurations and

extending the research premise beyond construction industry boundaries. Final

comments reflect on the notable research achievement.

1.7 SUMMARY

Chapter 1 has introduced the research rationale and provided a synopsis of the
research programme in terms of research ambition. The primary management themes
are also introduced, namely; construction site management teams and construction
project performance. The structure of the thesis has also been explained accompanied

by a précis of contents for each of the chapters.
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CHAPTER 2: TEAMS AND TEAM WORKING

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Team theory is a resilient management theme; the notion of team working has a long
history. In the second half of the twentieth century its theoretical and practical
contribution to work-place engineering and re-design has been extensively reviewed
and comprehensively documented. The quantity of readily available team
management literature, team-building seminars and conferences is a tangible
testimony to the enduring appeal of team working philosophies. In an era of ever

changing management trends, corporate interest in the team working ideal has
remained steadfast. In the present day global economy the utilisation of team

working is proclaimed to be an essential management tool, fundamental to corporate

well-being where “properly functioning teams are now central to many
organisations’ health” (Fisher et al, 1998). For ambitious, competitive and highly

motivated organisations, “teams are considered to be on the leading edge of

management and human resource development” (Harris and Harris, 1996).

2.1.1 BACKGROUND

The arrangement of collective human behaviour within a cooperative and
collaborative socialisation framework can be traced back to the origins of

civilisation; for example in the search for something to eat “the hunting party was a

group with a very important common goal — to obtain food to survive” (Cornick and
Mather, 1999). Within an industrial context the investigation and subsequent

recognition of workplace behaviour and worker well-being originate from the
Industrial Revolution of the early nineteenth century. Robert Owen (1771 — 1858), a
British utopian socialist experimented with more humane and progressive
employment regimes. As manager of the New Lanark cotton mills in Scotland from
1800 to 1825, he endorsed an ethos of management responsibility for the employees
that extended beyond the factory environment and included the employees’ families

and the wider community. Robert Owen believed that a cared-for workforce would
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be more motivated and committed to the company. As a result New Lanark gained

international fame when Owen’s programme for enhancing his workers' environment

resulted in increased productivity and profit.

The formal study of workplace behavioural science began in earnest during the
1920’s and 30’s with the development of a research and learning science commonly
referred to as the Human Relations School. The Human Relations perspective on
corporate efficiency has its own origins rooted within Frederick Taylor’s Scientific
Management model of the early twentieth century, but believed that focusing on the

effectiveness and efficiency of a production process at the detriment of the individual

had the potential to de-humanise the workplace at the expense of maximum
efficiency. It may be contended that the Human Relations School advances Fredrick

Taylor’s Scientific Management principles, believing that better understanding of the

formal and informal dynamics that motivate human activity can, in confluence with
improved technical processes, achieve greater efficiencies for the organisation whilst

enhancing the well-being and self-actualisation of the individual. The human
relationship approach to management science, with particular reference to the
renowned Hawthorne Studies (1924 — 1927), clearly demonstrated the significance of
group dynamics in the workplace. The report concluded that a “wage incentive plan

was less important in determining an individual worker’s output than was group

acceptance and security” (Donnelly et al, 1998).

In post-Second World War Britain, the practice of functioning and in this particular

case, dysfunctional team working was initially acknowledged by the Tavistock
Institute of Human Relations in London. Their studies concentrated on the coal-
mining and textile industries of the 1950’s. Trist and Bamforth’s report, “Some
Social and Psychological Consequences of the Longwall Method of Coal Getting’
published in 1951, demonstrated the disastrous consequences of introducing
technological change without taking into consideration the unique social interplay
that augments the productivity of the work group. Their recognition of the ‘socio-
technical’ component of group unity has since become a benchmark for future team

studies in the United Kingdom. Their study highlighted the social and psychological
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consequences that may accompany organisational change in the workplace and the
need for managers to reflect on the informal as well as the formal social hierarchies.
Management concepts have continued to evolve; adopting and adapting knowledge
from other scientific sources such as sociology, psychology and other behavioural
science hybrids to develop models for organisational design and re-design. Examples
include Quality of Working Life (QWL), Business Process Re-engineering (BPR)

and more recently team-based working models that include self-managing teams
(SMT) and high performance teams (HPT).

“Develdpments in modern manufacturing methods and service excellence have put
greater emphasis on team working” (Open University, 2001b). Today, global
industries ranging from aerospace and car-manufacturing to financial services as well
as the public sector have embraced team philosophies in striving for improved
efficiency coupled with increased productivity. There exists a discreet difference

from the team philosophies of previous years. The traditional team work research

perspective of the founding behavioural scientists was, in essence, benevolent in its
concern, “the principal managerial and social science concerns have been with
morale” (Buchanan, 2000). Modern team management theories focus primarily on
the needs of the business leading Cully et al (1998) to observe that “considerations of
performance have obviously contributed to the growth in importance of team
working during the 1990’s.” Johnston et al, (2000) was more explicit in their
observations “they want people who will make them profitable and ... profit-
generation 1s increasingly in the hands of teams.” This viewpoint is further endorsed
by Marchington, (2000), commenting that “more recently, there have been few

doubts that the attractiveness of the team concept has rather more to do with gaining

competitive advantage through advances in productivity and quality — which may be
enhanced by teams, than with any altruistic motive.” After all, “the whole point of
teamwork 1s that the performance of the group as a whole is better than would be the

normal sum of the performances of the individuals comprising the group” (Gabriel,
1991).
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The business perspective for capturing team synergy would appear to be allied
directly with increased corporate competitiveness and subsequent profit-generation.

A new wave of management thinking has shifted the typical team paradigm. From a
primarily tactical approach used, predominately by manufacturing industries to
improve, in a concurrent fashion, productivity and operative morale towards a
contemporary prospective that views the application of team working as a wide-
ranging corporate intent that touches all aspects of business performance. The team

working concept is equally applicable to most business operations, ranging across
manufacturing and service organisations that include Government and the public
sector. Team working as a management concern is presently driven by a corporate

desire to compete via the effective employment of human resources. Or put more

succinctly, “The objectives... are strategic rather than operational” (Procter and
Mueller, 2000).

2.2 DEFINITION OF TEAMS

‘Team’ is a common, everyday expression yet an exact definition remains elusive.
The New Oxford Dictionary of English, (1998) defines a team as “two or more
people working together” and the Chambers English Dictionary (1990) states that a
team is “a set of persons working or playing in combinations.” These dictionary
descriptions communicate a casual application of the team ideal, free of context and
over-simplifying two fundamental concepts. First, the collective nature of the
grouping and secondly the collaborative dimension of ‘working together’ or playing
‘in combinations’. Management interpretation of team virtues supplements this basic
definition by acknowledging group activity but introduces the necessity for a
commonly shared objective. Harris and Harris (1996) define a team as “a work group
or unit with a common purpose through which members develop mutual
relationships for the achievement of goals / tasks.” Francis and Young’s (1979) team
definition is, “an energetic group of people who are committed to achieving common
objectives, who work well together and enjoy doing so, and who produce high
quality results.” Katzenbach and Smith in their book “The Wisdom of Teams”,

(1993b), suggest that the team definition would be better articulated as an “essential

16



discipline that real teams share,” stating that “a team is a small number of people
with complementary skills who are committed to a common purpose, set of
performance goals, and approach for which they hold themselves mutually
accountable.” These statements compare with Harris and Harris in meaning but
elaborate on the strength of social interdependency, a quintessential team
competence: a quality “increasingly being promoted as being necessary for
successful team work” (Tarricone and Luca, 2002). The liberal use of team
vocabulary may support a communal and corporate need for structure and a formal,

readily identifiable expression of social cooperative activity. Unfortunately the

everyday management rhetoric may dilute the true collective nature of team-oriented
operations and therefore “carries with it the danger that team working will lose all
meaning” (Procter and Mueller, 2000). Vague team interpretations will only support

‘lazy’ management in the creation of ‘name-only’ teams. An indefinable meaning

may lessen the importance of the term but “as terminological precision is so elusive,

it is perhaps more appropriate to focus attention on how aspects of organisational

context influence the different forms of team working adopted” (Buchanan, 2000).
Accepting a generic understanding of the term ‘team’, accommodates the diversity
and vitality of the team concept within corporate and sector environments. Teams are
similar yet different; it’s the depth of analysis that differentiates the description
giving rise to the notion that a definition may be better accommodated within the
team taxonomy. In non-specific terms the management team definition is a simple
tripartite relationship that encompasses collective, collaborative activity with a
common objective as initially stated by Harris and Harris. Within a context-specific
organisational situation teams become complex, multifaceted, dynamic but always

provisional, in that “teams are transient” (Gabriel, 1991). Team ideals, compositions

and corporate systems are inherently time-dependant and as such the working

definition needs to be malleable enough to reflect an ever-changing contextual

attribute.

What is the role of organisational context within the definition of team-based
collaborations? Failure to recognise organisational limitations may inhibit team

performance. Examples of unsuccessful team working have highlighted the role

17



organisations play in the formation and support of collaborative effort, “the most
fundamental problem that teams confront is our existing work structure” (Conti and

Kleiner, 1997). Jasmine Tata (2000) commented on the cultural and structural
constraints of team working by stating that “lack of significant success is often not a
failure of the team concept, but as a result of insufficient attention being paid to the
organisational context of team systems.” She expanded on the significance of
organisational limitations by declaring that, “work teams do not exist in a vacuum,
but are part of a larger organisational system with distinct cultural and structural

characteristics.” As a consequence the introduction of contemporary team
philosophies may contradict existing organisational norms. Companies should

endeavour to establish degrees of compatibility between existing working practices
and those associated with a team orientation prior to the implementation phase.

Organisational context will shape the adaptation of team based philosophies and as

such will redefine the generic meaning of team within an organisational-specific

setting. Supporting the suggestion and addressing the objective that team structure

reflects company procedures and values.

The organisational constraints of team definition may be expanded beyond the
traditional boundaries of management structure. The industry environment may also
shape the exactness of team meaning although this facet appears to be overlooked in
much of the team management literature. In many cases the team structure, although
transitory in nature, is conceived and based at predetermined, permanent locations
and for the most part associated with a manufacturing or service industry. The
workplace environment in this case may be classed as constant, whereas In

construction the opposite is generally true. The construction industry is a project-

based industry, focusing on bespoke complex operations that promote cross-
functional collaborative working within a nomadic, highly competitive, client-
interfacing environment. Fluctuating sector parameters such as project availability,
procurement and building type combined with transient people - project
combinations undoubtedly influence the team definition, composition and corporate
customs. It may be reasoned that the construction environment supports an atypical

team configuration. This may be interpreted as an inter-developing, intra-dependent
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relationship. Any modification to accepted industry norms may influence company
perceptions, practice, culture and ultimately team definition. Distinct cultural
identity, as a consequence of sector and corporate idiosyncrasies may also contribute
to team interpretation. People groupings based on functional and character diversity
will create unique combinations that will symbolise the traditions of the sector,
company, professions, trades and skills. Within the construction industry the cultural
identity of the various professions is deep-rooted and habitually antagonistic, with
the potential to impede the formation of truly integrated, shared-focus, project teams.

Within a contextual framework, the precision of a meaningful team definition takes
time and “managers may be well advised to use the label ‘groups’ on all occasions in

the first instance” (Fisher et al, 1997), particularly in the construction sector.

2.3 GROUP-TO - TEAMS

The prospective benefits of team working are well documented, Colenso (1997),

stated that “the primary and overwhelming organisational motive behind the use of
teams is performance enhancement.” Adair (1986) made similar remarks with regard
to organisational output, stating that team working “increased productivity,
efficiency and also the increased motivation of the members of a team.”
Undoubtedly, the underlying principle associated with the notion of team working is
to “improve the organisations competitive position through the effective utilisation of
human resources”, (Morley and Heraty, 1995). These statements endorse the virtue
of collaborative-based work design but it is necessary at the outset to distinguish the
difference between a group and a team. Within the rhetoric of management jargon
the term group and team are often used synonymously, with many authors using the
terms interchangeably, drawing little or no distinction between the two, (Dainty,
2002) and supported by Dr. M. Belbin’s (1997) observation that the expression
“team is often used benignly for a group”. Fisher et al, (1997) in their study ‘Team or
Group? Managers perceptions of the differences’ acknowledge the common
ambiguity associated with the terms, “the conclusion is difficult to avoid: in the
literature many authors continually refer to teams as groups and groups as teams,

neither perceiving nor implying any distinction between them.”

19



Conversely, many management commentators argue that the ‘nouns’, team and
group, are distinguishable, whilst supporting the idea that the team expression is in
essence a derivative of group work design. As stated earlier, a definitive definition of
the term team remains problematic but “it is a mistake to think that any group of
people acting together constitute a team” (Colenso, 1997). “The team is far from a
loose-knit group of workers linked together by proximity or even similarity of tasks.
On the contrary, the team is defined by a small number of individuals with
complementary skills holding themselves mutually accountable for a commitment to

quality, customer service and productivity”, (Natale et al, 1998). The original

interpretation requires further clarification in order that individuals may be identified
as clearly belonging to a group or a team. Luck and Newcombe (1996) succinctly
state that “a group is less formal than a team,” this explanation introduces the
concept of structure but requires further clarification with regard to direction and
ambition. Woodcock and Francis (1995) portray a team as “a group of people who
must directly relate together to achieve shared objectives.” This implies a degree of

interdependency while focusing on the need for a mutual goal. Therefore, “the two
factors which help distinguish teams from groups are: 1/ the level of dependency and
2/ the degree of commonality” (Williams, 1996). A group may be viewed as a
disparate collection of individuals with little shared purpose. Whereas the essence of
a team is that the individuals share a common purpose and where the action of one

member directly influences the chances of success for other individuals and the team

as a whole. Team performance is dependent on collective effort.

The commonly held notion that team compositions cultivate from group origins is
widely respected within team management theory. First published in 1965,
Tuckman’s universal sequential ‘group-to-team’ transition model of ‘forming,
storming, norming and performing’, later revised to include ‘adjourning’ (Tuckman
and Jensen, 1977), is an important point of reference for contemporary group studies.

Alternative group-to-team transition models have been proposed. In Connie J. G.

Gersick’s study, ‘Time and Transition in Work Teams: Toward a New Model of
Group Development (1988)°, she re-examines the pattern of group-to-team

conversion. Accepting the initial premise that group-to-team is an evolutionary

20



process she challenges Tuckman’s synthesised group model, proposing “a new
model of group development that encompasses the timing and mechanisms of change
as well as groups’ dynamic relations with their context”. The model provides fresh
impetus to group metamorphosis, introducing time as measure with which the group
can calibrate their performance. The article suggests that the half-way point in
particular, acts as a catalyst, where the group transfer their attention away from ‘how
much time has passed - to how much time is left’. This heightens the challenge,
focuses resolve and acts as a stimulus for group motivation and performance
standard. The recognition of the contextual element is noteworthy. The comment is
congruent with the lack of team definition. As stated earlier, team definition may be
more accurately expressed and better understood within its context-specific
framework, believing that team functioning may be unique to the contingent

environment in which it operates. Group-to-team development may also be perceived

as part of that equation.

A contained theme running through team management literature is the need for trust.
Trust development is often implied but as a ‘sociological inquiry’ associated with
group-to-team transition it is rarely exposed as a ‘mechanism of change’. Many
commentators identify trust as an ‘ingredient’ for successful team working, “teams
demand strong group culture, which is based on empowerment, shared vision,
creativity, participation, learning ability, trust and shared consensus” (Castka et al,
2001). Johnston et al (2000), suggests that well-structured successful teams will
possess “trust-building™ skills, “Trust and honesty are essential to the success of the
team” (Tarricone and Luca, 2002). Trust as an expression has many similarities with
team. It lacks a definitive definition, it takes time, it’s chronological in its
development and engendered trust becomes a consequence of shared experience, like
teams 1t has a relationship characteristic. The resultant level of trust and intrapersonal
confidence of the initially disparate individuals may ultimately define the parameters
of conduct for the group / team activity and creativity; it can permeate the inter-
social relationships, promoting an iﬁterdependency of practice that can outperform

traditional group endeavours. “The fundamental basis of this distinction is the belief
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that interpersonal relations allow for the creation of trust” (Weber and Carter, 1998),

and “trust is a critical component of the entire team concept” (Natale et al, 1998).

The process of group to teams requires management effort and time, “the
conventional wisdom is that teams take at least six months to create” (Gray and
Suchocki, 1996). Within the construction industry many barriers exist which inhibit
the promotion of constructive team formation and team building. Issues such as
fluctuations in workload, availability of personnel and the temporary nature of a

project-based environment all contribute to a belief that effective team selection and

team-building may be too difficult and short lived for the attainment of any real

benefits. It has been acknowledged that “the endemic characteristics of construction

projects make the formation of a project team difficult” (Luck and Newcombe,
1996). “It is self evident that teams that only construct one project learn on the job at

the client's expense and hence will never be as efficient, safe, productive or profitable

as those that work repeatedly on similar projects” (Egan, 2002).

24 TEAMS IN THE WORKPLACE

Team type in the workplace is fashioned by the environment in which the team
operates and “In many ways, the team represents a miniature version of the
organisation which sponsors it” (Harris and Harris, 1996). The resultant team
composition and characterisations subsequently reflect the various contextual
parameters associated with the wider business environment, for example; industry
sector, organisational structure and membership diversity. An assortment of team
titles exemplify the range of team types commonly formed within organisations.
Terminology such as department teams, quality circles, cross-functional teams, self-
managing teams and high performance teams, to name a representative few have
become everyday expressions in companies worldwide. All of these team types will
posses strategic features that are indigenous to their organisational context; in
particular, membership discretion, i.e. the level of autonomy delegated by the
organisation to the team. In general terms, department teams have a traditional role

within organisations, focusing on group cohesion between members with similar
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backgrounds. Quality circles, as the name suggests, are a product of company quality
Initiatives and can be constructive in the dissemination of business improvement
practices. These teams are normally formed in a problem-solving capacity and have
the lowest levels of team autonomy. A contradictory corporate requirement for
process differentiation whilst facilitating integration supports the creation of an
organisational cross-functional or matrix team formation. Cross-functional teams by
their nature have more autonomy than departmental teams although senior
management generally retain control of membership selection, reward distribution

and project strategy. This type of multi-disciplinary task-force is representative of

project management teams in the construction industry. Self-managing teams (SMT)
may also be referred to as high performance teams (HPT) but a review of the
available literature illustrates that although enhanced performance may be the central

aim of the self-managing team concept, increased performance is not necessarily
guaranteed. In essence self-managing teams and high performance teams have a
significant level of industrial democracy, delegated via a management-initiated
system of employee participation for aspects of production and decision-making that

under traditional departmentalised team structures would have been viewed as a
management function. Self-management team members are encouraged to embrace
task ownership and with it an increased sense of responsibility for their work. For

that reason self-managing teams have the highest levels of autonomy, empowered by

their self-determination; whereas departmental team formations have the lowest

levels of organisational independence.

2.5 TEAM BUILDING

“Team working is a strategy that has the potential to improve the performance of
individuals and organizations, but it needs to be nurtured over time” (Ingram, 1996).
This Introduces the concept of team building. Team building is perhaps the most
_difficult and yet most promoted aspect of human relations in organisations, (Cornick
and Mather, 1999). The idea is straightforward, the application is more challenging.
“The purpose of teambuilding interventions is to enhance performance by improving

the processes that characterize the work of the group” (Kipp and Kipp, 2000). The
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problem is choosing an appropriate team improvement initiative from the
overwhelming array of options available. Team training can be presented in many
guises such as lectures, case study, group discussion and workshops, to name a few

but they will in all probability only deal with one specific aspect of a multifaceted

team environment.

2.5.1 THE TEAM ENVIRONMENT

The team environment has three clearly identifiable points of reference and two key
relationships. “These dimensions are related to: the organisational dimension; the
team dimension; the individual dimension” (Castka et al, 2002). The relationship are
between the individual and the team and may be referred to as the ‘team balance’ and

the team and the organisation and may be referred to as the ‘team fit’, see figure

2.5.1., team relationships.

Team Environment

Relationship (1) Relationship (2)

(Team Balance) (Team Fit)
Individsal _ Team _____ Organisation
Dimension Dimension Dimension

Figure 2.5.1 Team Relationships

The notion of “Team Fit’ is the inter-relationship between team members as a
collective unit and the wider organisational framework. It is a management tenet that
organisational structure will follow strategy. Therefore, endorsing a team working
philosophy as a strategic intent for improved performance may challenge existing
company structures. This differs from ‘Team Balance’ where the focus is on

membership diversity, member characteristics and the resultant interplay between

individual participants.
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2.59.2 TEAMFIT

A basic requirement of the multiplicity of organisational context is that it re-defines
the developing collaborative culture by complementing evolving team structures with
organisational endorsement. Company policy should endeavour to facilitate the
requirements of team working. One of the long-established barriers to fully
embracing a collective approach to organisational social re-design is the continuing
reward of the individual regardless of the team contribution. The implementation of a

reward structure that supports collectivism as opposed to individualism is central to

the effective management of collaborative working practices. Therefore, “companies
implementing teamwork approaches must design plans that reward employees and
encourage workers to participate enthusiastically in team projects” (Natale et al,
1998). Incentives that reward teamwork underpin the evolving cooperative ethos of
the employees. This reinforces the belief that without the various, co-ordinated,
individual contributions to the collective effort, task accomplishment would not have
been realised. To ascertain the most appropriate fit between organisation and team
type it may be advisable to audit existing corporate structures, systems and customs.
A disparity between organisational frameworks and team structures is likely to lead
to unsuccessful team working, “it is not easy to implement autonomous work teams
in an organisational culture that emphasises retaining power in managerial hands”
(Tata, 2000). A well-designed team in the workplace may be assessed against two
broad achievement ratings; a contextual evaluation - relating to the quality of ‘match’

between the team formation and the wider management community and effective

functioning - based on an evaluation of interpersonal processes, with specific

emphasis on team ‘balance’.

2.5.3 TEAM BALANCE

Team balance is often cited as an important facet of the overall team design and

relates to the diversity of individual traits represented within the team composition.
Traditionally the composition of teams in the workplace has been determined

through either functional or status considerations in order to ensure the right level of
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expertise and experience. This approach does not take into account the implications
of individual personalities and behaviours in the team process. In particular, “it
ignores the likelihood that team members will have individual preferences for the
roles they adopt in a team situation” (Partington and Harris, 1999). Team balance
represents the necessity for a suitable ‘mix’ of team players. A blend of team
membership that can provide competent functional representation alongside
behavioural roles that encourages collaborative, harmonious, productive working.
“The compatibility of the members of the team is of vital importance” (Gabriel,
1991). A great deal of research has been carried out within this field of psychology,

developing hypothessi on personality combinations that have the potential to enhance

team performance. Conscious of the fluid nature of socio-technical team dynamics, a
number of these studies have promoted the development of predictive diagnostic and
psychometric models. The models afford management with a suggestive insight in to

the personality dynamics of existing or proposed team formation. The findings can

be benchmarked against a predetermined ‘ideal-team’ blend in an attempt to evaluate
the potential team synergy levels. Two of the most commonly cited personality
inventories employed in the investigation, identification and selection of team
membership personality characteristics are: Belbin’s Team Role Self Perception

Inventory (BTRSPI) and The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI).

2.5.4 BELBIN’S TEAM ROLE THEORY

Dr. R. Meredith Belbin is one of the world’s leading authorities on the formation and

performance of teams and has conducted extensive research in to management teams
and why they succeed or fail. Dr. R.M. Belbin’s concept of Team Role Theory
published in his book, ‘Management Teams: Why they succeed or fail’ (1981), was

the result of nine years research carried out at Henley Management College,
England. By utilising a number of psychometric tests it became possible to
accurately predict levels of team performance. Repeated experimentation disclosed

that various combinations of personnel would result in varying degrees of success.
Belbin argued that a balanced team, representing a spread of personal characteristics

would have a greater chance of outperforming a team that did not exhibit a cross-
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section of individual behaviour preferences. As the research progressed patterns
emerged that could be identified and more importantly related to the typical
contributions that individuals brought to a team. After extensive research Dr. R.M.
Belbin identified nine distinct Team Role categories as worthwhile to have in most

team formations. They were labelled as follows:

Plant, Resource Investigator, Co-ordinator, Shaper, Monitor Evaluator, Team

Worker, Implementer, Completer and The Specialist (added in 1993).

Each label or category incorporates formulaic behavioural patterns that carry
strengths in addition to weaknesses (acceptable and unacceptable). The application of
Team Role Theory therefore offers an insight in to team dynamics, providing a

framework for team selection and a prediction on the likely level of team synergy to
be attained. Since the introduction of the BTRSPI in 1981 (modified in 1993), the
application of Belbin’s team role theory has established a prominent position within

the commercial and industrial sectors of the United Kingdom. “The best-known
model of individual differences in the team context” (Hardingham, 1997) and,

“Belbin’s Team-Role Theory is extensively used as a counselling and team

development tool by organisations and management consultancies in the UK”
(Prichard and Stanton, 1999).

2.5.5 THE MYERS-BRIGGS TYPE INDICATOR

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator is a personality assessment tool based on the
original work of Swiss psychologist Carl Jung (1875 — 1961) and further developed
by two American women, Katherine Cook Briggs (1875 — 1968) and her daughter,

Isabel Briggs Myers (1897 — 1980). The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator is used for the
measurement of an individual’s personality preference, using four basic scales of

extreme bi-polar emotions. The four dimensions are as follows:

1/ extraversion /introversion, 2/sensate /intuitive,

3/ thinking / feeling and, 4/judging /perceiving.
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Various combinations of these four basic characterisations result in sixteen

permutations relating to discrete personality profiles. The Consulting Psychologists

Press (CPP), which owns the copyright to the MBTI, claim that the MBTI is the most
widely used personality inventory with approximately two million people a year
taking the questionnaire (2003). Within a team context, CPP proclaim that the MBTI
can help elucidate differences in personal preferences, work styles and interpersonal
dynamics, helping teams understand how to make the most of the inherent
capabilities different people bring to their shared task. This viewpoint is supported by
Culp and Smith, (2001) in their research publication “Understanding Psychological
Type to Improve Project Team Performance” in which they studied various group

type MBTI configurations, concluding that “project teams can increase their chances

of success by understanding and capitalising on different behavioural styles related to

psychological type.”

2.5.6 TEAM CULTURE

Team culture 1s a term used to describe team behaviour that engenders group norms,

practice and customs. It is a product of the team environment over time.

2.5.7 GROUPTHINK

The expression “groupthink describes those shared values and opinions that can be a
source of innovation or may act as a barrier to organizational change” (Ingram,
1996). Groupthink is founded on cohesion, “for example the greater the attraction
within the group, the more likely it is that membership adheres closely to a group
norm” (Donnelly et al, 1998). A management concern for groupthink behaviour is a
potential inability to critically evaluate the decision making process. This is often
referred to as the ‘groupthink phenomenon’. Group cohesion overrides rational
thought which can lead to irrational decisions accepted by all group members. In
order to avoid dysfunctional group cohesion it is important that the decision making

process is continually contested inside as well as tested outside the team

environment.
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2.6 TEAMS IN THE UK CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY

The application of team concepts and team working within the construction sector 1s
extensive, where “construction is arguably the largely collectivist activity” (Moore
and Dainty, 1999). Over the past decade, construction company awareness of team
working practices has reflected the growing corporate management interest in team
related theory. In keeping with the contemporary team paradigm, the appeal of
enhanced team-based alliances would appear to be, for the most part, commercially
motivated. In Tim Cornick and James Mather’s book publication ‘Construction

project teams — making them work profitably’ (1999), they identify the monetary

dimension as a critical criteria, “the pay-off must be financial in the first instance and

will only come when team working results in each Qusiness firm represented

receiving the profit it expected.”

Common everyday construction language is interspersed with collective expressions.

Phrases such as the ‘Design Team’, ‘Construction Team’ and ‘Project Team’
epitomise the perception that collaborative effort and team working is intrinsic to the
success of many building operations. Expressions of the team ideal are not the sole
preserve of the construction professional. Employees at operative level are also
engaged in cooperative activities. Terms such as squads, gangs and crew highlight
the need for collaborative effort in order that the multiplicity of task that epitomise
construction activity is carried out efficiently and productively. Although the
professional and operative groupings may share similar contextual factors such as
industry and possibly organisational backgrounds the team compositions do have
discernible differences. The operative team may be aligned with a traditional
departmental orientation, where autonomy is routinely low and management
direction and authority is high. The team members generally have a similar skills-
base linked to a trade, experience or both. Skilled ‘groupings’ have a narrow task
definition, such as bricklaying, plastering or joinery work and operate within long-
standing demarcation parameters. The professional teams require a multi-functional,
inter-disciplinary representation, engaging a cross-section of construction

professionals responsible for carrying out duties particular to their specialist
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education and training. This team-type configuration is descriptive of a cross-
functional or matrix team. Autonomy is likely to be project-specific with senior
management intervention confined to decision-making that interfaces project
execution with the wider business performance. The professional cross-functional
team can occur at two notable project levels, the site management team and the

project team. For example, the site management team will comprise of various
professionals, directly employed by the principal contractor and creating in all

probability a unique people combination brought together for one project. The

project team will again comprise of various professionals, including the client,

designer, contractor and specialist representatives, but for every team member there
may be a different employer. Interestingly, membership is unlikely to be exclusive to
one team or the other but loyalty may be, “every individual has a vested interest in

their own ‘firm’ winning — which may or may not be the same as the project team
‘winning” (Cornick. and Mather, 1999). A contextual simulation to the concept of

‘individualism / collectivism’ may be made, where the ‘individualism’ of the
company prevails against the collectivism of project interests. Integration is crucial
but more problematic because of entrenched cultural practices and the increased
likelthood of contradictory agendas. “This in turn often results in blame culture
whereby the various team members seek to minimise their level of exposure to poor
performance, rather than working together in a spirit of trust, cooperation and
collaboration” (Baiden et al, 2006). For the cross-functional construction team, the

formation of a project alliance or task-force at the expense of team working may

directly influence performance.
2.6.1 GOVERNMENT INITIATIVES

The United Kingdom Government has a history of construction related intervention.
Since the Second World War Government initiatives have periodically sought to
address construction related themes in an attempt to modify the practice and
representation of the sector. In the early nineteen-nineties against a backdrop of
economic recession and a growing public scepticism of the sector, the Government

commissioned another review of industry practice in an attempt to appease criticism
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and assist construction clients, including local and national government in achieving
better value for money. In 1994 Sir Michael Latham published his government-
sponsored report ‘Constructing the Team’. The recommendations focused primarily
on issues relating to contractual arrangements but Latham documented the
requirement for an improved team oriented attitude. Recognising that integral to any
business process improvement was the necessity for a more harmonious, trusting
working relationship. Latham (1994) stated that under current industry
circumstances, effective team working was not a company priority, “it is not easy to
create teamwork In construction when everyone is struggling to avoid losses”. This
watershed publication acted as a catalyst for initiating industry change. The
construction sector was challenged explore innovative ways in which to carry out its
business for the mutual benefit of all the principal stakeholders. The Latham report

put the customer at the core of the strategy, believing that the consumer drives
change and that a collaborative, collective working party, including professional
consultants, specialist contractors, building contractors and auxiliary companies

involved 1n the supply chain could focus on the project processes and the end value it

delivers to the client.

Subsequent to the publication of the Latham Report, the promotion of teams and the

concept of team-building became a key feature of the Construction Industry Board’s
(CIB) ‘Constructing Success - the Construction Strategy Code of Practice, 1997°.
The team-working theme was again identified as a key stimulus for change in Sir
John Egan’s construction review paper, Rethinking Construction, published in 1998.
The ‘Egan’ report resulted in construction companies becoming more proactive 1n
their attempts to widen their business portfolio to incorporate an element of
alternative procurement contracts, such as joint ventures, consortia and project
partnering, “The industry must replace competitive tendering with long-term
relationships” (Egan, 1998). In 2000, the government continued its campaign for
more co-operative working practices and reiterated the need for effective team
working across the construction sector through the DETR initiative, Movement for

Innovation (m4i). In the summer of 2002, as an extension to the Government’s

ongoing commitment to the Rethinking Construction programme, ‘Accelerating
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Change’ was published. In an introductory statement Sir John Egan, (2002) acting as
chairman of the Strategic Forum for Construction, emphasised the pivotal role team-
based working would play in creating an industry that could deliver value for its
clients and compete within a global community, “Integrated team working is key.
Integrated teams deliver greater process efficiency and by working together over
time can help drive out the old style adversarial culture, and provide safer projects
using a qualified, trained workforce. I want to see expert teams coming together to

deliver world-class products, based on an understanding of client needs.”

The need for higher performance team working within the construction industry was
beginning to be viewed as a foundation for ‘building’ project success, “sound
teamwork 1s now widely regarded as crucial for the achievement of increasingly
complex and interrelated social and economic goals” (Fryer, 1997) and “effective
teamwork leads to better results for the client and all in the supply chain” (Dti, 1997).
Since the publication of the Latham Report in 1994, team ‘thinking’ has permeated
the majority of government sponsored initiatives. As previously stated, Sir John Egan
identified team working as a key component for the future competitiveness and
success of the UK Construction Sector. The impact has been perceptible, in the
current climate of joint ventures, consortia and project partnering, team working has
become something of an industry buzzword. Although the term is often used when
group might be more accurate. It is important to recognise that team working will not
miraculously occur unless mechanisms are established that will nurture and enhance
the socio-technical dynamics. For construction managers with the responsibility for
the selection and formation of ‘site management teams’ the necessity to affect the
contextual framework bearing on the grouping is paramount. In the pursuit for higher
performing teams, team organisational factors such as unity of objective, leadership
style, reward structure, ‘balance’ and level of autonomy ought to be re-evaluated.
The importance of a ‘best-fit-suitably-balanced’ team composition between function
and personality is well documented, “the members of a team must be carefully
selected.... no matter how competent an individual is, little will be achieved if that
person cannot function as part of a team” (Lavender, 1996). From much of the

available literature teams are often cited as panacea. Notwithstanding the rare
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occasion, better performance team working within the construction environment is

not a naturally occurring phenomenon it requires effort, time and above all good

management.

2.7 TEAM MATRIX - IDENTIFYING THE KEY VARIABLES

The organisation and social interaction of group working has been extensively
researched since the establishment of the Human Relations School of Management

thinking in the late 1920’s, early 1930’s. There have been numerous perspectives on
group thinking since the renowned Hawthorne Studies carried out by Elton Mayo. In

general terms most group research has focused on the dynamic of ‘natural’ work
groups, believing that the “commonalities are more important than the differences

when striving for team performance” (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993b). It is
unexpected to conclude that the potential contribution of team working philosophy
out with ‘natural’ work groups has rarely been scientifically investigated. In

particular, “the cross-functional team has not been the focus of much empirical
research” (Proehl, 1997). Proctor and Mueller (2000), also commented on the
apparent scarcity of team working analysis associated with particular types of
production groupings, stating that “an association between team working and
continuous production is better documented,” although, “other production types offer
greater possibilities for team working. This would appear to be the case in the one-
off nature of job production, but research evidence here is lacking.” The cross-
functional team is the mainstay of the typical construction organisation. Advancing
managerial insight on the working team dynamic may assist a construction company
in realising the strategic goal of corporate competitive advantage in an aggressive,
economically and politically changeable environment. Better understanding of cross-
functional construction team synergy may have an influential outcome for an

industry profoundly reliant on all-inclusive integrative working relationships.
The present-day team literature viewpoint has re-aligned the group emphasis away

from intra-team definition and investigation. Contemporary team analysis embraces a

broader approach that includes team functioning within an organisational specific
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contextual framework. This suggests that the support mechanisms for successful

group / team cohesion are inextricably related to corporate identity, custom and
industry culture that co-exists alongside membership compatibility and diversity.

“The literature on cross-functional teams, places more evidence on the need for

management support, establishing team authority and accountability, carefully

selecting the members and leaders, and communicating effectively with external
stakeholders” (Proehl, 1997). This statement is endorsed by Charles Manz, in a
discussion with Allan Church and transcribed for the article ‘from both sides now:
the power of teamwork — fact or fiction’ (Church, 1998). He remarked that “evidence

Is now starting to identify the organisational conditions that must be in place for a

team to have a real chance of effectiveness, and these conditions have much to do
with structural and contextual features that cannot be implemented through mere

exhortation.” A better understanding of balanced membership roles, coupled with the
contextual constraints to enhanced team performance may improve management

perception of cross-functional team working. Addressing these issues may facilitate

the notion of better performance — faster.

Recent Public and Private sector disillusionment with the construction industry tends
to imply that contractors and their construction site management teams are not
fulfilling their potential. Construction companies often stand accused of failing to
meet completion dates, failing to adequately control budgets and failing to build
defect free buildings, delivered right first time. Responding to the criticism by
adopting superficial management rhetoric and bringing together a disparate group of
construction professionals and calling them a team, as a ‘quick-fix’ endeavour to

instil ‘corporate collectivism’ is unlikely to succeed. Cross-functional teams have

tremendous potential due to their inherent diversity of composition. The in-built
multiplicity and vitality of membership requires to be augmented with organisational
mechanisms that strengthen the project team mind-set. Implementation of
contemporary team related Human Resource Management practice augmented with
tailored education and training programmes may well dissolve barriers to

unproductive collaborative working and dilute the prejudices of an industry

immersed in cultural and ‘tribal’ practices. Modern-day management thinking
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presents construction companies with the opportunity to differentiate their
operational philosophies from their competitors to create and °‘coach’ High
Performance Cross-functional Teams (HPX:T) with the skill, balance, integrity,

creativity and emotional awareness to satisfy the modern day demands of

Government and private industry clients.

The research needs of High Performance Cross-functional Teams (HPX:T) in the

management of construction site operations have three broad categories of trans-
boundary team interaction. The three categories incorporate seven key team variables
identified from the literature review, as a prerequisite in the attainment of team
working within the workplace. Some of the variables identified are frequent points of
reference whilst others receive little direct attention yet are often omnipresent within
the subtext. This may insinuate a credible contribution out with the recognised
boundaries of established team thought, for example the significance of industry
culture and tradition on the attitude of team participants. Within this report, seven
key team variables have been acknowledged and are summarised within their
appropriate category. The relationship between category, variable and author has

been collated in a ‘Team Literature Summary Matrix’. (see Table 2.7.1)
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2.7.1 GROUP COMPATIBILITY AND DIVERSITY
Key Variables:

Interdependency, Membership Diversity, Team Dynamic and Trust

The first category relates to four critical facets of socioemotional logic that shape
group compatibility and diversity. Management awareness and application of
personality inventories developed to assemble ‘complimentary’ individuals would
facilitate the group in both a professional and behavioural role. Working within the
restrictive parameters of the construction industry, managers may ascertain the most
appropriate, suitably balanced team formation from the existing organisational labour

pool. This may promote a more efficient and effective deployment of staff, matching
project placement with the necessary experience, skills and personalities. Discerning

employee ‘preferred role’ using a personality identification inventory has made a

limited impact on the selection and formation of construction teams. “From a review

of construction team literature it is surprising to conclude that the criterion for team

selection remains deficient in its formal appraisal of humanistic skills” (Tennant,

2001). “Industries, other than construction, for example, petro-chemical,
pharmaceuticals, have long undertaken psychometric testing of team members in

order to establish, and build upon, the particular strengths of the individuals”
(Sommerville and Dalzeil, 1998).

Summary of Key Variables within this Category:

v Interdependence: A common theme, placing emphasis on the need for

managed integration and a mutually supportive team environment.

v Membership Diversity: A reoccurring topic for many authors, citing the

widely held belief that diversity of team membership was fundamental in the

selection and formulation of successful teams.

v Team Dynamic: A few authors within the literature review identified team
size as a topic worth considering. The authors implied that the efficiency of

team working may be related to the number present within the team structure.
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Team formations of between eight and twelve members were seen as most

efficient. Large teams were more likely to fragment and behave as disparate

groups as opposed to a unified team.

v Trust: The subject of trust within team formations received reasonable

attention. Focusing on the intra-group / team dynamics, trust was
acknowledged as a key factor in the transition of a group to a team. Trust

between team members was reviewed as essential if a heightened state of

group cohesion was going to be achieved.

2.7.2 ORGANISATIONAL CONTEXT
Key Variables:

Corporate Intent, Systems - Procedures & Customs

The second category relates to the organisational context, the corporate structures,
systems and customs that may influence team cohesion and commitment. Within the
construction company environment the contextual framework may be more complex
than other industry sectors. Entrenched professional stereotypes coupled with
traditional, individualistic management structures conspire to undermine group
cohesion, trust, commitment and ultimately performance. Organisations, in general,
are more comfortable with an individual orientated style of Human Resource
Management. Conti and Kleiner (1997) state that “the most fundamental problem
that teams confront is our existing work culture,” that it “is orientated toward
individual and standardisation of work activity” (Castka et al, 2001). Culturally and
historically an individualistic ideology connects effortlessly with the wants of the
individual and their own agenda but may counteract against the team ethos. The
motivation maxim of ‘what gets rewarded, gets done’ if addressed on a personal
basis may prompt team members to satisfy their own needs thus blurring the
interdependency of their efforts, whereas, “rewarding teamwork will support a

paradigm of collaboration, enabling full utilisation of people’s talents” (Logan,
1995).
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Summary of Key Variables within this Category:

v Corporate Intent (including performance): The changing corporate ethos,
from an initial benevolent standpoint to one of corporate objective and
competitive advantage. The utilisation of teams as a strategic management

decision in the quest for improved company performance.

4 Systems, Procedures & Customs: The most common key variable identified

within the literature search. The consensus revolved around the concept that

teams may identify themselves as micro-organisations and as such exhibit
characteristics representative of the ‘parent’ organisation. Addressing the

systems, procedures and customs of the parent group may reduce the risk of

organisational disparity between the company and its teams.

2.7.3 INDUSTRY CONTEXT
Key Variable:

Culture

The third category relates to the industrial context that reinforces established
convention and behaviour, functional and dysfunctional, within the construction
sector. “This fragmented approach to project procurement and product delivery

processes frequently lead to project team being characterised by adversarnal

relationships, a lack of transparency and mistrust” (Baiden et al, 2006). Confronting
unconstructive industry characteristics such as conflict, fluctuating workloads and
barely sustainable profit margins requires individual and organisational learning

about new or improved ways of carrying out construction management practice.

Summary of Key Variables within this Category:

v Culture: The influence of organisational culture on the likelihood of
successful team working within the workplace. This variable explored the
broader social dynamics that exist within specific industries and the possible
consequences if ignored. Culture, as a variable was infrequent, particularly in

an industry context. Due to the significance of culture within construction and
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the general acceptance that construction is a ‘team game’, construction

industry culture may be noteworthy (key) within the context of the subject

matter.

2.8 CONCLUSION

This chapter identifies a number of strengths and weaknesses within the subject
matter of team study. From the literature review, micro-analysis of the team

composition and the resultant dynamics associated with altering various facets of the
internal team structure, via selection and / or training appear to predominate across

the field of team research. Key variables, such as membership diversity,
interdependency, team dynamic and trust emerge as the most common themes and

are often cited as fundamental in the search for team cohesion, Inter-personal
harmony and effectiveness. Although the micro-analysis of team ‘disposition’
remains prevalent the role of organisations and their impact on team ‘success’ was a

notable and frequent theme. Consequently, recent team research trends are
developing a more ‘outward’ looking perspective, proactively assessing the
environmental dynamic that may facilitate the ‘inward’ psychoanalysis of
membership diversity, interdependency and trustworthiness. A broader, macro-
analysis of team issues adopting contemporary management perspectives of
contingency and agility are raising organisational consciousness In the quest for
improved team creativity and innovation. For example, the strength of relationship
between team working as a traditional ‘human relations’ concept allied with a
contemporary perspective of competitive advantage is extensively studied and
generally endorsed within an increasingly unpredictable and turbulent global
marketplace. Interestingly, this approach contextualises the issue of team work and

enhances management awareness that teams are not created within a vacuum.

External demands undoubtedly have an impact, not only for the team structure and
the participants involved but also those directly responsible for the selection and
management of team working environments. Investigation within an organisational

context highlights possible dysfunctional conflicts with conventional organisational
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systems and procedures, such as; team type, staff appraisal, level of autonomy,
reward, employee recognition and local customs. Organisational structures that are
traditionally ‘individualistic’ in concept are paradoxically opposite to the core beliefs
of team working and the ‘collectiveness’ associated with team philosophy. Culture
within an organisational context was given limited prominence by a few authors but
appeared to be completely overlook when its boundaries were extended to include
the industry or sector environment. Considering the pervasiveness of tradition and
culture within various sectors of the UK economy it was unexpected to remark on the

apparent absence of information relating to possible ‘interdependencies’ between
industry practice, shaped by cultural constraints and team performance. At present,
there is only limited research relating to the UK construction industry perspective

and the performance of construction site management teams.

The team literature review has highlighted aspects of applied team research that
could be of value to the construction industry although, the information available is
In some measure ‘out of context’ and as such requires to be customised to suit the

needs of the UK construction industry. Drawing together the various sub-topics
(acknowledging both the strengths and weaknesses of current team research) it
becomes clear that the research direction should adopt aspects of the known and well
documented studies and adapt these findings to suit the complexities and

idiosyncrasies of the UK construction industry. The concept of investigating team

performance within a UK construction industry context requires the application of
generic team concepts within a specific sector environment and “focusing on

performance — not chemistry or togetherness or good communications or good

feelings — shapes teams more than anything else” (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993b).
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CHAPTER 3: PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

3.1 INTRODUCTION

For Katzenbach and Smith (1993a) the definitive characteristic that distinguished a
group, taskforce, alliance (or any other socially inclusive working party from a team)
is performance. The New Oxford Dictionary of English (1998) defines performance
as “an action, task or operation, seen in terms of how successfully it was performed.”
The Collins English Dictionary (1991) is more concise in its meaning, defining
performance as simply the “manner or quality of functioning.” As an expression of
‘action’, ‘achieving’ or ‘functioning’, the term performance gives the impression of
being vague in its meaning and of limited significance in its evaluation. The lexicon
definitions offer a simple, generic explanation at the expense of exactness. A more
considered interpretation of the stated definitions and in particular, reflecting on the
phrase “in terms of how successfully it was performed,” suggests that for
performance to be unambiguous it requires to be measured against a previous
standard and/or expected quality. This would demonstrate the measure of success
attained, providing observers with a quantifiable dimension of performance
benchmarked against an expected criterion. For example an outcome may be judged
to be ‘below average’, ‘average’ or ‘above average’. The Penguin Dictionary of
Psychology (1990) introduces behaviour into the definition, stating, “in its broadest

sense, performance can be equated with behaviour.” In this explanation there 1s a

definitive, albeit contradictory, distinction between human performance and human
learning. Human performance relates to the overt, observable behaviour where action
and objective criteria can be established and validated whereas learning relates to the
covert, unobservable behaviour and generally remains hypothesised 1.e. latent

functioning.

3.1.1 LEARNING TO PERFORM

The inclusion of learning (individual and company) in a performance related context

is supported by a number of literature sources. Endorsing the notion that
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organisational learning allied with knowledge management can promote performance
management processes, “the learning organisation is an important ingredient of any
‘rounded’ knowledge management programme” (Skyrme and Amidon, 2002). Figure

3.1.1 illustrates a simple sequential dependency between knowledge (know-what),

learning (know-how) and performance (action and reaction).

Knowledge——» Learning— P Performance

I Feedback 4_____l

Figure 3.1.1 Knowledge-Learning-Performance Model

The management of knowledge and the increased ability to synthesis and
communicate knowledge in to learning will undoubtedly impact on an organisations
ability to function, particularly relevant in terms of creativity, innovation and speed

of application. In a business environment that is placing increased emphasis on
intellectual property as opposed to financial actuality, performance management
needs to recognise and better understand the contribution individual learning,
corporate learning and the management of organisational knowledge can make to
corporate performance. Cultivating organisational learning may be viewed as
necessary to ensure corporate longevity. “All firms are in essence knowledge
organisations. Their ability to outperform the marketplace rests on the continuous
generation and synthesis of collective organisational knowledge” (Brown and
Duguid, 2002). Within this focused definition, performance may be viewed as an
abstract philosophy until it is unlocked from its behavioural perspective and
quantified in criteria and outcomes. In other words, performance is characterised as
human behaviour expressed as action. Ingram and McDonnell (1996) in their paper
‘Effective performance management — the teamwork approach considered’,
contextualise performance within a business environment, stating “performance is
the result of achieving organisational objectives,” associating performance with an

explicit expression of business success. Therefore, within a competitive commercial

43

ki



meaning, company performance could be expressed as an outcome(s) of collective
behaviour(s). Bounded by a business framework, company performance may have

two contextual meanings, 1/ ‘action’ which are internal to the organisation and 2/

‘reaction’ which are external to the organisation.

3.1.2 INTERNAL CONTEXT

Within an internal corporate context, performance relates to business operations and

production management. The main constituents underpinning internal performance
are economy and efficiency. The economy of manufacture and service focus
primarily on cost production such as ‘economy of scale’, whereas efficiency is

concerned with level of productivity and the transformation relationship between

output and inputs.

3.1.3 EXTERNAL CONTEXT

Out with the immediate company environment, performance as perceived by the
consumer and/or customer is also pertinent. This may be referred to as the external
contextual meaning of performance. Within this definition aspects such as
effectiveness and ethics can be considered. Effectiveness relates to the matching of
product / service with customer / consumer expectancy. Business ethics correspond

with an organisation’s impact on the corporate social responsibility to the community

and the wider environment.

3.1.4 ORGANISATIONAL LEARNING

The receptiveness of a firm’s ability to adapt and culturally evolve may be expressed
as ‘organisational learning’. “Organisations can improve their effectiveness by
developing competences and skills and by learning how to change attitudes and
practices” (Kyro, 2003). As a consequence organisational frameworks that can
efficiently capture explicit and tacit knowledge (knowledge management) should

benefit organisational learning. In theory the development of knowledge
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management systems should produce enhanced corporate performance. Figure 3.1.2
illustrates managerial dependency between knowledge management (know-what),

organisational learning (know-how) and enhanced performance (action and reaction).

Knowledge—————— Organisational ———9 Enhanced

Management (KM) Learning Performance

I Feedback ‘_____l

Figure 3.1.2 ‘Organisational’ Knowledge-Learning-Performance Model

3.1.5 PERFORMANCE DEFINITION

A precise definition of performance is contingent upon the contextual constraints of a
particular situation. Performance is essentially outcome dependant and can be
interpreted differently from many viewpoints implying that “project success means

different things to different people” (Chan and Chan, 2004). Having identified that
company performance is contingent upon behavioural action and reaction, internally
and externally, the questions that organisations need to address are ‘what key
measures best represent corporate functioning?’ Conscious of the contextual
dimensions, the continuous measurement of corporate competence and achievement
levels is essential for the sustained well-being of the organisation as “it 1s of direct
and immediate importance to the business community, as the very survival of a
business depends on its ability to evaluate performance” (Crowther, 1996).

Organisational performance is only one component part of a cybernetic loop.

Evaluation of likely future performance achievement requires detailed information
on previous performance measures and informed feedback. The closed feedback link
is necessary to enable a comparison with previous efforts and as a possible standard
against other comparable ‘third party’ achievements. For the majority of businesses
the traditional measure of performance analysis have been monetary, “financial
measures have been the most widely used performance measure in the past”

(Gautreau and Kleiner, 2001). In cost-analysis terms, financial performance would
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include accounting standards relating to profitability, solvency, gearing and
investment opportunities with auxiliary measures relating to time and quality. Cost,
time and quality (specification) have been the traditional measures used in the UK
construction sector, “they are identified and discussed in almost every article on
project success” (Chan and Chan, 2004). Within this framework, performance
information can be assessed by comparing planned outcomes against actual

outcomes and quantifying the difference. Contemporary management thinking

interprets performance as an all-inclusive, balanced concept, amalgamating the
traditional ‘hard - financial / productivity’ quantitative measures alongside ‘softer —
creativity / customer satisfaction’ qualitative facets. “Hard measures are those which
are quantifiable, such as profit and market share, while soft measures include
innovation and flexibility” (Ingram, 1996). This emergent ideology concerned with
the definition, formulation, implementation and evaluation of performance,
incorporating broader, less tangible attributes has resulted in the growth of business

acumen analysis. Contemporary performance management concepts continue to

build from the management accountancy models of yesteryear.

3.2 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

In an unpredictable business environment “the success and continuity of an
organisation depends on its performance” (Flapper et al, 1996). Over the past decade
management interest in performance management has evolved from what was
essentially an accounting system of performance measurement in to a heterogeneous

range of performance statistics each specifically intended to assess various

performance attributes of the organisation.

3.2.1 INTRODUCTION TO PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

Historically, organisational performance criterion has focused first and foremost on
the financial aspects of business achievement. As quoted upon by many
commentators, including Crowther (1996), “evaluation of the techniques used for

measuring performance has largely concentrated on accounting techniques.”
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Evidence of double entry book keeping can be traced back to the fifteenth century.
The emergent industrial society of the nineteenth century witnessed the increasing
standardisation of financial accounting procedure, driven by growing Government
Taxation, corporate liability and other stakeholder bodies. Over the coming decades a
sophisticated system of accounting protocol developed in an effort to regulate
procedure and coordinate the manner in which financial information was
disseminated. This approach to performance measurement was satisfactory whilst

corporate trading remained straightforward. By the 1950’s changes in manufacturing

and increased competition from overseas started to create different demands on

organisations and these impacted on their corporate interests.

One of the main catalysts for change was the emerging Japanese economy
underpinned and driven by quality management ideals. The principal player was W.
E. Deming. Deming, an American statistician taught quality improvement methods to
Japanese engineers in the aftermath of the Second World War. In support of the
‘statistical process control’ techniques, Deming developed a model for continuous
quality improvement, the PDSA cycle. It comprised of four logical management
steps that would be repeated; Plan, Do, Study, Act. The quality principles'instilled by
W. E. Deming have continued to evolved and have become more commonly known
as Total Quality Management. It would be another three decades before the quality

movement began to make an impact on Western performance management values.

A key development in the management of performance was the concept of

Management by Objectives (MBO). MBO was first introduced by Peter Drucker in
1954 in his book ‘The Practice of Management’. The MBO concept focused on

strategic positioning and goal setting as a technique to enhance future organisational
performance. MBO principles symbolised a shift away from the scientific
management values of F. W. Taylor (1856 ~ 1915) and the early 20", Century
industrial period. MBO incorporated an evolving Human Relations model where
worker collaboration and industrial democracy was encouraged. Interestingly, this
coincided with developments in team studies and the work of the Tavistock Institute

of Human Relations in the UK. In this respect “MBO could be viewed as a first
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attempt to merge two contrasting paradigms (the rational goal model and the human
relations model)” (Dinesh and Palmer, 1998). Business recognition of Drucker’s
‘Management by Objective’ philosophy became widespread in the 1960’s and 1970’s

and the establishment of a ‘step by step’ method of implementation augmented its

adoption.

By the 1970°’s and 1980°’s the ever-changing business environment increased

competition and the rapid development of information communication and
technology (ICT) strategies meant that the traditional financial measures, still heavily
relied upon within a MBO approach, contributed less and less to a modern day
business operation. By the 1980’s, early 1990’s the introduction and increased uptake
of quality standards revitalised business policies. Milestones in the development of

quality standards include the Quality Assurance systems, BS 5750, ISO 9000 and in
2000 the BS EN ISO 9001 standard was issued. The need to manage quality led to

the development of quality management systems and the encapsulating philosophy of
Total Quality Management (TQM). TQM represented “the most positive step taken
to date in broadening the basis of business performance measurement” (Eccles,
1991). “Companies in Europe and North America, as a result of the success of
Japanese companies, have begun to take a wider view of performance measurement,
with various quality awards and theories being introduced during the 1980°s”
(Beatham et al, 2004). Some thirty years after the inauguration of the ‘Deming Prize’
by the Union of Japanese Scientists and Engineers (JUSE). “The concept of
TQM...embraces the philosophy, principles, processes, practices and procedures of
management to provide customer satisfaction in the goods and services provided by

all parts of the organisation” (Hellard, 1995). Central to the philosophy is

empowerment and collective practices, “TQM...relies heavily on team working”
(Thorpe and Sumner, 2004). By the mid-nineteen nineties quality management
systems (QMS) and TQM had evolved as strategic corporate frameworks to be
utilized In an increasingly competitive global market. “The performance
improvement culture of today largely stems from the quality movement” (Welch and
Mann, 2001). Teams have also become integrated within the quality movement as a

main component of company success. “Teamwork has been shown to be a key
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element for improving business process performance and, as a consequence,

organisational performance” (Telleria et al, 2002”).

3.2.2 CONTEMPORARY PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

Over the years, a number of criticisms have been levied at the cost-accounting
approach to performance measurement. Firstly, financial data records operational
competence, “emphasising economy and efficiency and neglecting measures of

customer satisfaction and quality” (Open University, 2001d). This fulfils
manufacture accountability (economy and efficiency) but is of little consequence for

the external consumer / customer, (effectiveness and ethics). Secondly, “financial
figures are better at measuring the consequences of yesterday’s decisions than they
are at Indicating tomorrow’s performance” (Eccles, 1991). This statement is
supported by Kaplan and Norton (1993), who have written extensively on the
shortcomings of traditional financial accounting systems. They clearly believed that
“traditional financial measures report on what happened last period without
indicating how managers can improve performance in the next.” In the early 1990’s
senior managers began to realise that the effects of globalisation and increased
competitiveness of the marketplace required distinctive strategies from those of
yesteryear. Modern-day assessment of performance including the adoption of a
systematic approach to managing performance had begun to broaden the focus of
performance measurement techniques to include non-traditional performance
dimensions. At the basis of the new corporate thinking was the “shift from treating

financial figures as the foundation for performance measurement to treating them as

one among a broader set of measures” (Eccles, 1991).

In 1992, The Harvard Business Review published an influential article by Kaplan
and Norton, entitled ‘The Balanced Scorecard — Measures That Drive Performance’.
The business perspective presented by the Balanced Scorecard appeared to articulate
the thoughts of many executives, who at that time were being confronted with the
corporate dilemma of managing greater organisational diversity, business complexity

and increased stakeholder accountability. Kaplan and Norton endorsed the utilisation
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of the ‘Balanced Scorecard’ concept by stating that “the traditional financial
performance measures worked well for the industrial era, but are out of step with the
skills and competencies companies are trying to master today.” As a consequence of
Kaplan and Norton’s innovative approach to ‘encompass broader’ corporate
performance measures, there was widespread management acceptance that “the

traditional financial Performance Indicators (PI’'s) alone no longer suffice to

determine the company’s health, and that other types of indicator are needed as well”
(Flapper et al. 1996).

In the USA ‘corporate America’ was advocating Kaplan and Norton’s balanced
scorecard framework for the management of performance objectives. At a similar
time The European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) excellence model
was being introduced, initially to a European business audience. The EFQM business
excellence model is a non-prescriptive framework specifically designed to help
companies’ measure performance, identify performance gaps and encourage
solutions for achieving excellence. It is essentially a management tool designed to
help define and assess continuous improvement of an organisation, and is built on
eight fundamental concepts of excellence, (Beatham et al, 2004). The EFQM model
recognises that the attainment of excellence is likely to be achieved by using various
approaches to business improvement. “The content of the model focused on the
philosophy and practice of Total Quality Management. The 1990s witnessed a shift
in focus towards innovation and creativity, and the growing importance of
partnerships and knowledge management. In April 1999, the model was revised to
reflect these changes, and was renamed the EFQM European Excellence Model”

(Chartered Institute of Management, 2004). The EFQM Excellence Model has been

attributed with encouraging companies to take “a broader view of performance than
they might normally have taken. In particular, they chose to focus on people and

customer components of the model” (Open University, 2001c¢).
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3.2.3 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS (PMS)

Today’s perception of Performance Management may be expressed as a holistic
concept, incorporating a broad cross-section of behaviourally ‘anchored’
organisational cause and effect. The outcomes are communicated to corporate
stakeholders as well as suppliers and customers, mapping progress against previously
determined results. Comparing outcomes with company predictions and developing
future targets in concordance with corporate strategy. For example, performance
management acknowledges that decisions taken today, based on past outcomes may
positively influence the outcomes of tomorrow. In essence, the organisational
responsibility of Performance Management is to provide helpful professional
judgement by taking in to account a wide range of performance measures and
stakeholders. It is important to recognise that the needs of the stakeholders require to
be balanced against each other, albeit disproportionately, depending on management
interpretation and priority setting. In order that the Performance Management
concept is applied in a concurrent, consistent and integrative manner, organisational
protocol requires to be ascertained, taking in to account the strategic fit of a proposed
Performance Management System (PMS) and existing organisational practice. A

Performance Management System requires built-in mechanisms to translate

corporate strategy in to specific measurable achievements, after all, “what you
measure is what you get” (Kaplan and Norton, 1992). Management protocols bound
the concept within corporate and industry ‘standards’, offering a unique opportunity
to benchmark internal and external ‘efficiency and effectiveness’ on a comparable
status with previous results and where possible, offer a ‘like-for-like’ comparison

with industry-wide performance. A fundamental part of the formulation of a

Performance Management System is to establish company measures that are critical

to future performance and corporate survival namely, key performance indicators

(KPI’s) and benchmarking procedures.
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3.3 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT TERMINOLOGY

The terms performance measure and performance indicator are often used
synonymously and refers to the measurement of an activity that is critical to the

success of an organisation. Some commentators find it useful to draw a distinction

between the two terms in order to better delineate the contribution they make to the
data gathering process of a performance management system. Performance measure
may be viewed as retrospective in that it provides ‘hard’, quantifiable data after the

event. Performance indicators, on the other hand, relate to data collection than relies
primarily on °‘soft’ qualitative data and is prospective in nature, “in that they

(indicators) point the way to aspects of performance that will need to be observed”
(Armstrong and Baron, 1998). Regardless of semantics, both performance measures

and indicators can be applied for benchmarking purposes and are key components of

any organisation's desire to move towards realising ‘the best in industry’

performance levels.

3.3.1 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

“Over the last ten years business excellence, performance measurement and
benchmarking have all become important to those organisations pursuing
performance improvement” (Welch and Mann, 2001). It is noteworthy to comment
that many companies have a large number of key performance measures of which
only a few — and sometimes none — are actually adopted by management to measure
performance. “It is not the number and reach of the measures that is most important.
It is the relevance.” (Roest,1997). The establishment of key measures within a
performance management system may help create a partnership between staff,
including team formations and managers in the achievement of business goals. This
notion is comparable with Peter Drucker’s MBO philosophy and aligns with current
management thinking in that contemporary ‘team working’ practice facilitates
‘performance’. A performance management system enables an organisation to
quantify the benefits of a team oriented workplace design in terms of its

predetermined key performance indicators, (KPI’s). A performance indicator may be
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defined as “a measure of a factor critical to success” (Constructing Excellence,
2004). It is important to note that the use of KPI’s for team performance measures is
likely to differ in structure and application although the underlying principle remains
unchanged. The formulation and implementation of a performance management
system is recognised by many management commentators as an increasingly
challenging, albeit necessary, activity. “Firms need to find the right balance between
productivity and people, using indicators which reconcile ‘hard’ and ‘soft’

components” (Ingram and McDonnell, 1996).

The establishment of performance measures challenges managers to link operational,
tactical and financial performance outcomes to key strategic performance indicators.
The level of aggregation is likely to be significant, creating a hierarchy of
performance indicators (PI’s) that link ‘partial’ i.e. operational, tactical and financial,
performance indicators to overall i.e. strategic performance indicators (PI’s) in a
manner that is explicit, coherent and organisationally transparent. The scope of
mutually-supportive PI’s is crucial to the successful implementation of a
‘performing’, performance management system. An advantage of sub-dividing
‘overall’ PI’s into ‘partial’ PI’s permits microanalysis of organisational functioning
and better identifies and evaluates discrete component parts of organisational
performance. It may be suggested that the overall effectiveness of a Performance
Management System is inherent within the level of correspondence between the
various measures. For example operational statistics should correlate with tactical
measures that may in turn be expressed, albeit partly, in financial terms. It is also

important to note that “performance measurement systems are intended to monitor

and control the activities of organisations” (Roberts, 1994).

The role and position of PI’s within the system may be provisional, contingent upon
the many variables related to organisational input / output and industry custom. PI's
should be periodically reviewed with regard to deleting existing PI's or adding
additional PI's, as appropriate to the situation. A necessity of performance
management is the requirement to be both dynamic and relevant, reflecting the ever-

changing company and industry parameters whilst remaining consistent in its
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objective — to facilitate corporate advantage. Performance management systems can
be company-specific and will be invariably characterised by the PI’s adopted. It is
essential that KPI’s make a contribution to managements’ assessment of corporate
economy and efficiency along with effectiveness and ethics. In short, performance

management must make a contribution and ‘account for something’.

3.3.2 KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS (KPI’s)

Measurement is a cornerstone of performance management philosophy. “It is the

basis for providing and generating feedback, it identifies where things are going well

to provide foundations for building further success, and it indicates where things are
not going well, so that corrective action can be taken” (Armstrong and Baron, 1998).
Performance measurement can act as a driver for corporate strategy presenting the
necessary evidence that an organisation is moving in the intended direction. In short,
measurement links business strategy with commercial reality. It is imperative that
what 1s being measured is meaningful and directly corresponds to organisational
performance and is not dictated by the ease of which information may be gathered.
There may be a tendency to collect and interpret data that is easily quantifiable at the
expense of data gathering that is problematic, difficult to assess, subtle in its meaning
but yet significant in its contribution to the understanding of organisational
effectiveness and efficiency. Performance measures should endeavour to be relevant,
significant, comprehensive and used intelligently. Historically, financial accounting
procedures have formed the basis of most performance measurement systems. The
accountancy-focused performance view of the firm has a well-established ‘set of

rules’ for information gathering, presentation and dissemination. Developed over

many decades, companies have relied heavily on financial information as the
principal indicator of corporate health, but in complex markets and information rich

societies, financial well-being is now only part of an organisations performance

appraisal.

An accurate evaluation of corporate performance requires company strategy to be

integrated with performance measures, if not then it is likely that a disparity will
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exist between forecasted outcomes and actual results. The measures should reflect a

cross-section of operational aspects relating to the business, including the already

well-established financial information systems. Identifying key indicators can
communicate senior management goals with desired employee behaviour and
provide informed, continuous feedback on their actions thus cultivating a culture of

continuous improvement. It is fundamental to performance management principles
that the range of measures developed can individually assess specific-operational
activity whilst seamlessly interrelated with other criterion to provide an all-

embracing representation of company performance. Developing a perceptive,
coherent, company wide hierarchy of measures is vital if the results are to provide a
set of best value indicators. “Placing these new measures on an equal footing with

financial data takes significant resources” (Eccles, 1991). Not only in terms of cost,

time and labour but also in management style and mind-set.

3.3.3 BENCHMARKING

Central to the measurement and subsequent evaluation of performance is the concept
of a benchmark. The EFQM definition, as cited by Cain (2004) is “a measured, ‘best-
In-class’ achievement; a reference of measurement standard for comparison; this
performance level is recognised as the standard of excellence for a specific business
process.” A ‘point of reference’ for the appraisal of company attainment, for example

a firm’s Key Performance Indicator used for comparison with an established

company or industry standard.

Benchmarking is the application of the benchmark concept. “Benchmarking can be

described as the process of identifying, understanding and adapting exemplar
practices from within the same organisation or from other organisations to help
improve performance” (Open University, 2001a). Benchmarking is a ‘source of
reference’ for the evaluation of company performance in comparison with an already
established company or industry standard. The application of benchmarking can take
different forms. A common application is internal benchmarking where one aspect of

the company is compared against another. Other categories include; competitive
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benchmarking that refers to company comparison with competitors in the same
industry. Functional benchmarking draws comparison with organisational processes
and procedures from other sectors. Finally, generic benchmarking is an attempt to
learn from innovative practice regardless of industrial or organisational setting. For
example best health and safety practice in offshore oil exploration being adopted on
construction sites. The underlying concept of benchmarking may also be expressed
within an organisational learning context, see figure 3.3.1. “Benchmarking,
benchlearning and benchaction are not a one-time project. It is a continuous
improvement strategy and a change management process. Thus benchmarking is a
part of the total quality management (TQM) system, and it relates well to other TQM
initiatives” (Freytag and Hollensen, 2001). Figure 3.3.1 illustrates the concept of

benchmarking within an organisational knowledge-learning-performance model.

Benchmarking —» Bench——p Bench——— Enhanced

Knowledge Learning Action Performance

I Feedback ‘______l

Figure 3.3.1 Benchmarking-Benchlearning-Benchaction Model

3.4 HOLISTIC PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT MODELS

A holistic approach to performance management assumes that multiple stakeholders

must be satisfied simultaneously, (Open University, 2001c). Two of the best known

holistic performance management frameworks are the EFQM Excellence Model and
Kaplan and Norton’s Balanced Scorecard. The underlying philosophy of both models
1s very similar; “each consists of a non-prescriptive template offering managers a

relatively small number of categories of key performance metrics to focus on”

(Wongrassamee et al, 2003).
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3.4.1 THE EFQM EXCELLENCE MODEL

The first European quality model was created in 1988 and first launched in 1991.
Developed by fourteen leading European companies the objective was to promote
corporate excellence as a response to the increasing competitive pressures of a global
market place. Its popularity has continued to grow and “by January 2003, EFQM

membership had grown to around 800 organisations from most European countries

and most sectors of activity” (EFQM, 2002). “The European Foundation for Quality
Management’s business excellence model emphasises a holistic approach to

performance improvement” (Open University, 2001c). The model is based upon

eight fundamental concepts of sustainable excellence.

They are:
1/ Results Orientation:
2/ Customer Focus;

3/ Leadership and Constancy of Purpose;

4/ Management by Processes and Facts;

5/ People Development and Involvement;

6/ Continuous Learning, Innovation and Improvement;
1/ Partnership Development; and

8/ Corporate Soctal Responsibility.

EFQM suggest that the “Excellence Model is a practical tool that can be used in a

number of different ways:

4 As a tool for Self-Assessment

v Asa way to Benchmark with other organisations

v Asaguide to identify areas for Improvement

v As the basis for a common Vocabulary and a way of thinking
v

As a Structure for the organisation's management system” (EFQM, 2006).

The model has nine criteria, broken down in to five enabling activities (leadership,

people management, policy and strategy, partnership and resources and finally
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processes) which drive four areas of results (people results, customer results, society
results and key performance results). The model also has feedback in the form of
innovation and learning which stimulates leadership and the other four enablers
which in turn drive results, producing more feedback, completing the continuous
improvement loop. The EFQM Excellence Model is a ‘live’ framework where

EFQM continually update the model to reflect changing business needs and current

management thinking.

3.4.2 THE BALANCED SCORECARD

As a result of the outdated nature of transactional cost systems, “distorted cost
information is the result of sensible accounting choices made decades ago” (Cooper
and Kaplan, 1988) and in recognition of contemporary commercial needs business
executives sought innovative ways to articulate corporate well-being. In response to
this challenge Robert S. Kaplan and David P. Norton (1992) devised the ‘Balanced

Scorecard’. The assertion of the Balanced Scorecard was to construct a set of four
interrelated measures that give senior managers a fast and comprehensive
information model that is representative of corporate strategy, objectives and
competitive demands. Financial information on its own is backward looking,
commenting on previous performance without predicting future achievements. The
balance scorecard supplements the financial viewpoint with three other business
perspectives, namely; customer perspective, internal business perspective and an
innovation and learning perspective. The four perspectives create a more ‘rounded’
approach to performance assessment, acknowledging the importance of the various

stakeholders, including the customer / consumer. Kaplan and Norton (1992), stress

that the balanced scorecard presents a cross-functional shortlist of key indicators for

present and future performance. The Balanced Scorecard “provides answers to four

basic questions:

4 How do customers see us? (customer perspective)

v What must we excel at? (internal perspective)
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v Can we continue to improve and create value? (innovation and learning
perspective)

4 How do we look to shareholders (financial perspective).”

Even though the four business perspectives are established, the actual content of the
balanced scorecard is indeterminate. “The balanced scorecard is not a template that
can be applied to businesses in general or even industry-wide. Different market
situations, product strategies, and competitive environments require different
scorecards” (Kaplan and Norton, 1993). Companies are required to customise the
scorecard to best represent their specific corporate desires in terms of vision,
structure, technology and culture. Nor is the balanced scorecard a measurement tool
used solely to monitor and control employee behaviour. An underlying rationale of
the balanced scorecard is to communicate strategic performance, permeating the
various layers of administration in a manner that is comprehensible and constructive
to those involved in the tactics of operational performance. The provision of
meaningful feedback on previous outcomes should provide the motivation and
direction for better performance - faster. There is a strong human relations aspect to
the successful implementation of the scorecard. Notably, this facet concurs with
recent developments in the organisation and structure of the workplace ecology and
in particular the increased adoption of team-based working. The balanced scorecard
“approach to performance measurement is consistent with initiatives under way in
many companies: cross-functional integration, customer-supplier partnerships, global
scale, continuous improvement and team rather than individual accountability”
(Kaplan and Norton, 1992).

3.43 KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS & THE CONSTRUCTION
INDUSTRY

The construction industry has been beset by a number of high profile project setbacks
fuelling claims by construction clients that they were not getting value for money,
often “accused of being, at worst, wasteful, inefficient and ineffective” (Beatham et

al, 2004). In response to the increased criticism the UK Government set up a
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‘Construction Task Force’ to investigate and report on the efficiency and quality of
UK construction from a client’s perspective. In 1998 Sir John Egan published his
findings, entitled ‘Rethinking Construction’ which announced many
recommendations for improving industry performance. One of the central themes

was the need to set targets for improvement, “to drive dramatic performance

improvement the Task Force believes that the construction industry should set itself
clear measurable objectives, and then give them focus by adopting quantified targets,

milestones and performance indicators” (Egan, 1998). To support the development of
‘company scorecards’ and sponsor continuous improvement and benchmarking
initiatives that are industry-wide, the Government set up ‘The Key Performance
Indicator (KPI) Project Management Group’. This specialised group, representing a
cross-section of industry stakeholders merged with the Construction Best Practice

Programme (CBPP) to launch Constructing Excellence and more recently became

Constructing Excellence in the Built Environment. Over the past seven years these

government sponsored forums have developed a comprehensive hierarchy of Key

Performance Indicators particular to the UK construction industry.

The KPI's (first published in 1999) are a ‘live, year-on-year’ commentary of industry
performance. They continue to be developed and refined as more companies adopt
the values and provide the necessary feedback against which industry-wide
benchmarks can be established and reported. As stated in the Construction Industry
KPI Handbook (2002), “KPI’s provide a simple means of assessing performance
against the range of performance currently being achieved in the UK construction
industry. They provide basic ‘health checks’ to establish areas of strength that need

to be maintained, and areas of weakness that need to be improved.” Construction

industry KPI’s shift performance emphasis away from an internal accountability
towards a more outward looking, customer-orientated focus. Each Headline
Performance Indicator is sub-divided in to two main classifications (project
performance & company performance) combined they support a suite of ten KPI's.
For example the ‘UK Economic KPI's — All Construction” wall-chart has ten

individual KPI’s categorised and identified as follows, see table 3.4.1.
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Table 3.4.1 Economic - All Construction Key Performance Indicators

Project Performance:

1/ Client satisfaction — product 2/ Predictability — cost

3/ Construction cost 4/ Client satisfaction - Service
5/ Predictability — time 6/ Construction time

7/ Defects

Company Performance:

8/ Profitability 9/ Productivity

10/ Safety

344 KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS & BENCHMARKING
INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE

Precise guidance is provided by the Government sponsored KPI Project management
Group, regarding data gathering and calculation in an endeavour to promote
uniformity of statistical information across the construction sector. The KPI
templates can combine both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ measures of performance as required.
To assist companies in their acceptance of the performance management system,
exemplars for data gathering surveys, data analysis and data calculation are available
with further support accessible via regional workshops and the Government
sponsored, Construction Best Practice Programme (CBPP). After data analysis and
calculation, the KPI’s are translated in to a performance measure expressed in terms

of a percentage score (%) and plotted on a radar chart for ease of interpretation and

comparison with industry best practice. The radar chart provides a comprehensive
pictorial representation of company performance, readily identifying areas of
strength as well as weakness. In addition to developing and Initiating a new
performance management framework for the construction sector the Government has
also incorporated the setting-up of benchmarking clubs as local forums for industry
practitioners. Membership of a benchmarking club allows the organisation to

compare their performance with those of comparable organisations. It also
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establishes and promotes the notion of best practice, acting as a medium for
construction companies to share their experiences within a forum isolated from the
competitive environment of the marketplace. The benchmarking clubs have a pivotal
role to play in the dissemination of best practice and the promotion of continuous
improvement programmes in that “competitors are more likely to supply information
to a neutral party (which can disguise it and make it available to all its members or
customers) than to one another” (Eccles, 1991). As part of the evolution of industry
KPI’s, discrete sectors within the industry, such as ‘Housing’, ‘Consultants’ and
‘Materials’ as well as ‘Social’ (Respect for people) and ‘Environmental’ themes are
having KPI’s developed as part of the overall hierarchy of construction industry key
performance indicators. Latterly, in response to feedback from KPI users, additional
KPI’s have been developed to supplement existing measures where companies feel it

is appropriate to their needs. Overall, the existing suite of KPI's offer construction
“organisations with a framework to benchmark activities both at a broad level, and at

a level much closer to the ‘coal face’- such as rectifying defects and meeting clients’

expectations” (Raynsford, 2000).

3.5 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT OF TEAMS

“Team working is a long-established practice,” and “has risen in popularity of late as
a response to changes in organisations” (Staniforth, 1996). As a consequence,
company perception of team working as a tactical measure associated with the
improvement of productivity has been ‘promoted’ to a strategic intent impacting on

an array of corporate processes. The paradigm shift in corporate interpretation of

team working has unquestionably tied business interests to the performance of teams.
Within this context, to purport that the measurement of company performance 1s
fundamental to the well-being of the organisation is to imply that corporate interests
are progressively more in the hands of teams. The increasing adoption of team
working philosophies within the working environment also raises the question of
evaluating team performance. This poses a number of basic questions such as, how is
‘team’ performance to be defined and what should (and can) be measured? It has

been widely cited that the effective and efficient channelling of group effort in a
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coherent and functional fashion often outperforms the efforts of individuals or other

types of working group. “Employee work teams, when thoughtfully designed and

implemented, can deliver many important benefits such as waste reduction, increased
productivity, increased product quality and increased employee commitment and

flexibility” (Natale et al, 1995). As Wageman (1997), succinctly stated,

“organisations need teams to compete.” Generating evidence of tangible competitive
gains necessitates a company performance management system to take cognises of
the working arrangements adopted. “If organisations want teams to make an
important contribution towards the achievement of corporate goals, when measuring
team performance companies need to ensure that these measures are consistent with
organisational goals” (Telleria et al, 2002). In terms of performance management and

measurement, benchmarking team performance would be a logical starting point for

establishing new knowledge, (Love and Holt, 2000).

3.5.1 BENCHMARKING TEAMS

There is little documentary evidence for the systematic evaluation and benchmarking
of team performance. Considering the recognised importance of the team formation
and team building in contributing to the overall success of the organisation, it is
somewhat surprising to conclude that team effectiveness is not measured in any
structured way, (Raiden et al, 2004). Companies appear to be more comfortable with
conventional benchmarking procedures that consider processes and outcomes. To
omit team performance displays a management disregard for the role teams and team
working play in everyday organisational practice. The contradiction in management

rhetoric may be indicative of an underlying cultural conflict between attitudes and

behaviours of the individual and the collective societies of the organisation.

3.5.2 INDIVIDUALISM VERSUS COLLECTIVISM

Research suggests that although performance management is widely acknowledged
as a prerequisite for competent corporate management, little has been done to

assimilate and customise ‘individualistic’ performance management principles within
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a team orientated ‘collectivism’ environment. “One of the interesting findings of our
research was that, although everyone we contacted talked about organisational and
individual performance, relatively few organisations made specific arrangements for
team performance management” (Armstrong and Baron, 1998). This viewpoint
concurs with Staniforth’s (1996) observations relating to staff appraisal policy, where
he states that “there is little evidence to suggest that anything other than ‘individual
appraisal’ is done,” and puts forward the question, “do we really appraise team work,
or just individuals who work in teams.” Staniforth concludes by observing that

“many UK organisations do not yet appear to have broken the shackles of an

individualistic approach to work.”

In line with conventional organisational policy, team working should be part of the
monitor / control management structure and as such incorporate mechanisms that
support and facilitate, in a predetermined fashion, team performance. Business
operations would appear to be more comfortable with an individualistic approach to
employee management where “a kind of ‘rugged individualism’ and independence
has been traditionally rewarded and has been the model of success” (Natale et al,
1995). An important characteristic of a ‘true’ team formation is the notion that an
individual’s performance is wholly dependent on the performance of others.
Therefore, a traditionally-rooted individualistic approach to performance
management contradicts team working philosophies and may act as a constraint on
potentially higher performing teams due to the level of individual membership
compromise. Personal agenda’s may predominate over the team agenda if the nature
of performance rewards favours the individual. Company formulation of a
performance management system should be mindful of the team working style and
adopt practices that reflect and reward the collective / collaborative characteristics of

the workplace.

All performance management systems require an input from human resource
management. In a team oriented workplace supplementary human resource
involvement may be required in an attempt to create an accommodating

organisational climate, addressing issues such as; remuneration, reward, appraisal,
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continued professional development and in particular teamwork training. Fatilure to
design a contingent human resource outlook may inhibit performance and further
contradict team principles. Quantifiable performance measurement of team
functioning will most likely be modified for specific situations. That said the basic
framework for performance calibration is expected to be comparable with other types
of working arrangement. In addition to existing key standardised performance
indicators, consideration may be given to specific characteristics typical of team
working, for example relationships, social interaction, purposive and -culture,
(Ingram, 1996). In this respect a ‘Team Climate Inventory (TCI)’ has been pioneered
by Anderson and West (1994) as a viable model for evaluating team performance.

The TCI research focused on innovation as the synthesis of underling team processes

and could be correlated with positive team behaviour(s) and outcome(s). The
resultant TCI scores can then be translated as a measure of team ‘collectiveness’ and

interpreted in conjunction with more traditional performance indicators.

3.6 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT IN CONSTRUCTION

Over the past decade, condemnation of the construction industry has focused on two
key concerns. First, a growing client dissatisfaction in both the private and public
sector and second, increasing disquiet at the management of people and the working
conditions endured by those involved in the wider construction environment. The
principle driving force for the recent demands for improvement in the performance
of construction has come from the former. Construction clients have been
disheartened with the continuing disregard for overall customer satisfaction.
“Construction too often fails to meet the needs of modern businesses that must be
competitive in international markets, and rarely provides best value for clients and
taxpayers” (Egan, 1998). Over the years a developing culture of ever lower tender
prices (compounded by misinformed / naive clients), crisis management and short
term business projections have tainted existing organisational practices, leaving the
client frustrated with repeated under-performance of the construction industry and
increasingly distrustful of the people involved. Disillusionment within the

construction industry is not solely confined to client bodies, professionals within the

65




industry also expressed growing scepticism when assessing the future prospects for
the UK construction industry. The following comments were published in Sir John
Egan’s Government sponsored report, ‘Rethinking Construction’ in 1998. With
regards to company return on investment (ROI) the report stated that construction

“has a low and unreliable rate of profitability...too low for the industry to sustain

healthy development.” On innovation and process improvement it stated that
construction “invests little in research and development and in capital,” and finally
on personal development the report concluded that “there is a crisis in training...too

few people are being trained to replace the ageing skilled workforce...construction
also lacks a proper career structure to develop supervisory and management grades.”

In short the construction industry was in decline with a growing public image of

mediocrity. As a result the sector struggles to recruit the quality and quantity of

personnel required to help raise industry standards and overall performance.

3.6.1 CONSTRUCTION PERCEPTION OF PERFORMANCE

Performance in construction not only needs to improve but management approach to
the measurement of effectiveness and efficiency also requires to be examined.
Traditionally, performance measures within the construction sector have been based
primarily on project cost, project time and specification (quality). These three
variables could be significantly influenced depending on the procurement route
selected by the client. For example a ‘traditional’ procurement route can offer an
element of certainty with regard to cost and specification but project time may be
less easy to predict. Whereas, design and build can offer advantages with regard to

cost and time but at the expense of quality. Within these ‘long-established’

construction performance management criteria, it could be noted that contradiction
and dilemma have been perceived as an uncontrollable consequence of the building
process and as such were accepted as inevitable. For the client, the dominant
criterion for selecting a contractor was nearly always the lowest cost, often at the
detriment of project time and / or specification. Amendments to the building design
and construction would predictably impact on the quality of the building provision

but at the forfeit of rising costs and ongoing extensions of time. Undiscriminating
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clients’ preoccupation with reducing costs, coupled with an unrealistic expectation
with regards to project value compounded the problems already facing a highly
competitive, economically dependant and fragmented UK construction industry.
Tender prices were pushed down to levels that were only sustainable in the short

term by exploiting sub-standard resources and as a consequence promoted client

dissatisfaction with the service / product and disillusionment within the industry. The
current ‘traditional’ performance measures fail to encapsulate the needs of the
construction participants, often encouraging client and contractor to engage in a
cycle of compromise (trade-off) that all too frequently would lead to conflict borne
out of frustration / misunderstanding / suspicion and restrictive performance
parameters. The construction industry needs to modernise and undertake extensive
changes to the way it conducts business (inside and out) if companies wish to remain

competitive and provide sustainable working procedures that promote best working

practice and a ‘healthy’ respect for the people involved in the construction

environment.

3.7 RESEARCH DIRECTION - TEAM PERFORMANCE
WITHIN A CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY SETTING

This research concentrates on the belief that cross-functional team performance, via a
customised management selection and performance criterion, may be utilised to
organise ‘best-fit, suitably balanced’ construction teams within an environment that
supports, measures and rewards team endeavour. The construction site management
team require a balance of technical knowledge, business acumen, organisational

attributes and humanistic skills to facilitate knowledge transfer, communication and

co-operative working to a point where it becomes habitual within the total
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