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TEAM FORMATION

	Goal




This module aims to enable participants to understand the points that need to be considered in a successful team formation and the stages that the team gets through during the process.

  




	Learning Objectives





Objectives

On completion of this session, participants will be able to:

1. Describe the points to be considered in the selection of a successful team’s members.
	-List the considerations when determining a team’s size
	-Define which personal and cognitive characteristics should be taken into    consideration in the selection of team members

2. Describe the stages of a team’s development
	-Compare Tuckman's and Wheelman's team development models
	-Report the stage of a team according to the Tuckman or Wheelman team formation model.

3. Compare the leadership-centered approach with the distributed leadership in the teams.
	-Identify the types of distributed leadership.
	-Analyze the leadership style of a team.




	Core Content



Team composition and effective group size

A well-composed team has members who have the required complement of knowledge and skills, and can effectively integrate their efforts to achieve the team’s purpose1. Further, the team should be as small as possible, given the work to be accomplished. A number of research investigations have focused on the effect of group size on member cohesion and intimacy2,3.
The findings indicated that as size increased, cohesion and intimacy decreased. Members of larger groups perceived those groups to be more competitive, less unified, and more argumentative. As group size increased, member satisfaction decreased. The effect of group size on the participation levels of individual members also has been investigated4,5. All of these studies reported that as group size increased, the amount of communication initiated by individual members decreased. Gibb6 found that as size increased members reported more feelings of threat and inhibition. More disagreements and dissatisfaction with the group were found in larger versus smaller groups as well. Intimacy and cohesion, member satisfaction, participation, and expressed disagreement are all affected by increased group size. However, research findings on the influence of group size on productivity and effectiveness remain equivocal. Some studies concluded that small groups are more efficient and productive than large groups6,7. Other studies found that as size increased, productivity and performance increased as well8,9. Wanous and Youtz10 concluded that increased size broadened solution diversity, which in turn led to better decisions and enhanced productivity. Finally, a number of studies reported no differences in the quality of solutions or productivity in small groups versus large groups11,12.
In an attempt to resolve these contradictory results, some researchers
have proposed that the influence of size on group productivity depends on
the type of task a group is working on13,14. Galvanovskis and Nemov15 suggested that the relationship between group size and performance
may be a function of a group’s developmental level. One study pursued this
possibility and tentatively confirmed that relationship16.However, the groups in the study met for only 6 days.
In evaluating the research in this area, a number of issues emerged. Most
of the research studies on the effect of group size were conducted in laboratory settings with groups that met only once or in educational settings.
College, or graduate, students were disproportionately represented in these
studies as a result. Reliance on laboratory studies as a means of learning about work groups has been criticized because real groups may operate quite differently. Also, most previous studies investigated groups where size varied from 2 to 8 members. Naturally occurring groups, such as staff, board, managerial, or leadership groups, tend to be larger. Wheelan17 investigated the relationship between group size, group development, and productivity utilizing 329 workplace groups of various sizes that have been meeting for at least 6 months. In this study Groups containing 3 to 8 members were significantly more productive and more developmentally advanced than groups with 9 members or more. Groups containing 3 to 6 members were significantly more productive and more developmentally advanced than groups with 7 to 10 members or 11members or more. The groups with 7 to 10 members or 11 members were not different from each other.

When picking people for a team, a manager or supervisor must take into account each individual’s  personality, social style, skills, and thought process. For example, having a team staffed solely with introverts or extroverts, or solely with creative or practical people probably wouldn’t work very well.

Belbin, a British management theorist who in 1981 described eight personality types that needed to be present (and balanced) among members of a team for the team to function optimally18. Belbin’s work is among the best-known theories of how diversity impacts teams. He believed that these personality types emerged naturally, meaning the roles cannot be learned or sufficiently cultivated. So, they are a critical consideration when picking people to form a team.

Belbin’s roles (including the ninth he added in 1991):

The completer-finisher - Deadline driven and conscientious; takes pains to ensure quality.
The coordinator - Natural organizer who excels at delegation and facilitating decision making.
The implementer - Practical thinker who brings ideas off the page and into the real world.
The monitor-evaluator - Known for logical and thorough judgment — and for healthy skepticism.
The plant - Out-of-the-box thinker whom people rely on for creative solutions to tough problems.
The resource investigator - Extrovert who excels at developing vital contacts outside the team.
The shaper - Thrives under pressure, a clear role model for the team when things go wrong.
The specialist - Highly knowledgeable in a particular field, or possesses a specific skillset.
The team worker - Diplomatic, perceptive figure who reduces friction between team members.


Belbin’s theory focused on naturally emerging personalities, but team composition research usually focuses on the attributes of team members that affect the ABCs of teamwork and performance. There are two categories of team member attributes. First, team members possess surface-level attributes. These are readily detectable categories (e.g., age, sex, race) and easily accessible information (e.g., reputation, role) that shape how team members behave, think, and feel toward other team members. Team members may make assumptions based on these attributes (e.g., stereotype based on professional role, sex; judgments on competence, warmth), and then interact with each other based on those assumptions. Second, as team members interact over time, their interactions are shaped by underlying psychological characteristics (e.g., personality traits, abilities, values, attitudes), referred to as deep-level attributes. Both surface-level and deep-level composition variables have the potential to influence the roles team members adopt, the relations between team members, the network structure between team members, and the emergence of important team processes and states. Meta-analyses indicate that, in general, deep-level composition variables have a greater influence on team performance than surface-level composition variables19,20.
Key points for Surface-Level Composition:

Birds of a feather may flock together, but that does not necessarily translate to confidence in the team. 
In task-oriented work teams, there is some evidence that team members have more social affinity toward one another when they are similar; however, social affinity does not necessarily indicate which team members will rely on one another for expertise or team efficacy21. In fact, a number of studies found no relationships between team efficacy and surface-level diversity on age, gender, and ethnicity22,23. Diversity on surface-level attributes, which may serve as markers of underlying task-relevant expertise, may sometimes be related to shared cognition. For example, similarity in educational levels as well as the percentage of members with high team experience was positively related to shared cognition in a sample of work teams in a U.S. Department of Defense organization24. However, surface-level diversity is often not related to shared cognition, although there are exceptions25. Studies on student teams and work teams from various industries (e.g., IT, service) found no direct relationship between age, gender, and education level diversity and the development of transactive memory systems26.
The influence of surface-level composition on the ABCs of teamwork is highly dependent on the situation.
The effect of surface-level composition typically centers on whether differences between team members are perceived27. The context, internal and external to the team, modifies the salience of differences between team members. Within a team, attributes of team members may be configured in a way that creates a faultline—a hypothetical divide between team members28. Stronger faultlines occur when multiple attributes align within a group, dividing the team into homogenous subgroups. As an example, an astronaut crew of four that has two female American astronauts and two Russian male cosmonauts would have a stronger faultline than a crew composed of a male and female American astronaut and a male and female cosmonaut. When faultlines are “activated,” such as when both sides of a faultline have a member high on dispositional entitlement, teams are more likely to form within-team coalitions, have intrateam conflict, and have lower levels of satisfaction and performance29.

Key points for Deep-Level Composition:
Team composition facilitates the emergence of team moods. 
Team composition can shape team moods. Team member trait affect can influence the emergence of team affective states30. In sales teams, for example, team mean trait positive and negative affect were related to the positive and negative team affective states, ultimately shaping team members’ behaviors toward customers31.
Teams with members who value teamwork are more confident and cooperative. 
Values are beliefs about desirable behaviors that transcend specific situations, motivate individuals to engage in behaviors that achieve desired end-states, and are ordered in an individual in terms of relative importance32. Two values reflect prioritizing the team over the self: collectivism and preference for teamwork.
Teams with conscientious members self-regulate teamwork. 
Conscientious individuals are described as responsible, achievement oriented, hardworking, and thorough33. Team member conscientiousness can translate into role behaviors that are oriented to the solution of task problems rather than those that evade task responsibilities34. As an example, team members high in conscientiousness are more likely to step in and assist other members with their work. Teams higher in mean conscientiousness are better able to identify a legitimate need for backup behaviors within their teams35. Schippers36 examined the interactive effects of team mean conscientiousness, team mean agreeableness, social loafing tendencies, and performance in student teams engaged in two projects over the course of the semester. Teams with the combination of high mean conscientiousness and high mean agreeableness were able to compensate for social loafing tendencies and achieve high performance36.
Recent research by Courtright, McCormick, Mistry, and Wang37 provides evidence that teams with members higher on conscientiousness are more likely to self-regulate, and provides a potential solution for teams composed of members lower on conscientiousness.
Teams with sociable members develop better teamwork, and their members care about reciprocation.
Team personality composition on traits related to sociability such as agreeableness, extraversion, and emotional stability can influence positive teamwork behaviors, which in turn can help develop important team emergent states such as team cohesion and shared cognition. Extraverted individuals
are friendly, cheerful, and gregarious. An important study by Barry and Stewart38 demonstrated that extraversion affected team members’ impact on team performance through both (a) the extent to
which the members engaged in behaviors facilitating constructive interpersonal relations (e.g., cooperation) and (b) members’ contributions to team task performance. However, the composition effects were not necessarily straightforward. Barry and Stewart38 found that the proportion of team members high on extraversion was negatively related to the team’s focus on task accomplishment, however the relationship was curvilinear. The reduction in task focus leveled off at higher levels of extraversion. One possible explanation is that extraverts may be more sociable, but their communication may not necessarily be about taskwork. In a sample of project teams, in cases of low task conflict, team members viewed extraverts as energizing and effective contributors. The opposite effects were found for teams with high task conflict39. Team mean agreeableness, facets of agreeableness (e.g., propensity to trust), and emotional stability are related to positive team affective states. Team mean agreeableness was positively related to team cohesion in a number of different circumstances40. Individuals high on emotional stability are described as having a lack of hostility, anxiety, depression, and personal insecurity33 . Higher team minimum scores on agreeableness and emotional stability was positively related to team cohesion, whereas more team variability on these traits was negatively related to team cohesion40.


Teams with high ability members are more likely to work well together.
 Individuals differ in their cognitive abilities—their ability to learn, understand complex ideas, reason, solve problems, and adapt41. These differences are often operationalized as scores on intelligence tests, also referred to as IQ tests. Teams composed of members with higher cognitive abilities can more readily develop important team cognitive states that facilitate teamwork, and adapt their approach to collaborating. Team mean cognitive ability was positively related to team cognitive states, such as team mental models42. Team mental models are knowledge structures concerning the task, team members, the environment, and available resources of a team43.

Team Development Stages:
Dr. Bruce W. Tuckman, a professor of educational psychology at the Ohio State University, who researched the theory of group dynamics, published one of his theories in 1965 called "Tuckman's Stages of Group Development”44. Thus, emerged a four-stage team development model, "Forming, Storming, Norming, and Performing," with a fifth stage, "Adjourning," added in 1977.

The Tuckman team maturity questionnaire identifies the scale of the team (Appendix 1).

1. Forming: A group of people comes together to accomplish  a shared purpose. Their initial success will depend on their familiarity with each other's work style, their experience on prior teams, and the clarity of their assigned mission. At that stage, trainer’s role is to help the team members get to know each other whether by offering team building activities or just a listening ear.
2. Storming: Disagreement about mission, vision and ways to approach the problem or assignment are constant at this stage of development. This struggle is combined with the fact that team members are still getting to know each other, learning to work with each other, and growing familiar with the interaction and communication of group members. Once again, trainer’s role is to help the team get to know each other whether by offering team building activities or just a listening ear, to help the team leader clarify each of the assignments so that the team succeeds.
3. Norming: The team has consciously or unconsciously formed working relationships that are enabling progress on the team’s objectives. The members have consciously or unconsciously agreed to abide by certain group norms and they are becoming functional at working together. Trainer should ask for periodic updates from the team and regularly check the team's progress at agreed upon intervals and critical steps on the path to a successful conclusion.
4. Performing: Relationships, team processes, and the team’s effectiveness in working on its objectives are syncing to bring about a successfully functioning team. This is the stage at which the real work of the team is progressing. The trainer should ask for periodic updates from the team and help solve problems and provide input as needed. 
5. Adjourning: The team has completed its mission or purpose and it is time for team members to pursue other goals or projects. The trainer should, make sure that the team schedules an ending ceremony with a debriefing of the project and discuss how the team could have been more successful.
Another well known theory regarding team development is Wheelan’s integrated model of group development45. According to Wheelan group development has four stages
	The first stage of group development, dependency and inclusion, is characterized by significant member dependency on the designated leader, concerns about safety, and inclusion issues. In Stage 1, members rely on the leader to provide direction. Group members may engage in activities such as exchanging stories about outside events or other activities that are not relevant to group goals. During this stage, members tend to agree with the suggestions made by the leader. Productivity levels during Stage 1 tend to be low. The second stage of group development is referred to as a period of counterdependency and fight. At Stage 2, members disagree among themselves about group goals and procedures. Conformity with emerging group norms, evident at Stage 1, decreases. Conflict is an inevitable part of this stage. The group’s task is to develop a unified set of goals, values, norms, and operational procedures. That task inevitably generates some conflict, which is necessary for the establishment of trust and a climate in which members feel free to disagree with each other. If the group manages to work through the inevitable conflicts of Stage 2, member trust, commitment to the group, and willingness to cooperate increase. Also, communication becomes more open and task oriented. Stage 3 of group development, trust and structure, is characterized by mature negotiations about roles, organization, and procedures. Stage 3 also is a time in which members work to solidify positive work relationships with each other. Member conformity with group goals and norms increases
during Stage 3 because consensus about these goals and norms has been achieved. Group productivity begins to increase as well. The fourth, or work, stage of group development is a time of intense productivity and effectiveness. Having resolved many of the issues of the previous stages, the group can focus most of its energy on goal achievement and task accomplishment.
Based on the Integrated Model of Group Development45, the 60-item GDQ contains four scales that correspond to the first four stages of group development: Stage 1: dependency and inclusion; Stage 2: counterdependency and fight; Stage 3: trust and structure; and Stage 4: work. Each scale contains 15 items. Scale I measures the amount of energy a group is expending in attempting to deal with issues of dependency and inclusion. Items were designed to identify the presence or absence of the characteristic behaviors of groups at this first stage of development. Scale II seeks to ascertain the degree of group
focus on issues of conflict, counterdependency, and other characteristics associated with the second stage of development. The third scale assesses the degree of trust and structure that is present in the group. Scale III, then, is related to issues associated with the third stage of group development. The characteristics of the fourth developmental stage of work are assessed by scale IV.
Each item is scored from 1 (never true of this group) to 5 (always true of this group). Therefore, the minimum score on each scale is 15 and the maximum score is 75. An effectiveness ratio also is determined by dividing a team’s actual mean score on GDQ scale IV by its potential maximum score (75). The minimum effectiveness ratio, then, is 20% and the maximum is 100%. A group’s productivity mean represents the average response to the
question “In your opinion, how productive is this group?” Respondents rate
the group from 1 (not productive at all) to 4 (very productive).
Sample Items Contained in GDQ (Group Development Questionnaire) Scales
Scale Sample Questions
GDQI 
Members tend to go along with whatever the leader suggests.
There is very little conflict expressed in the group.
We haven’t discussed our goals very much.
GDQII 
People seem to have very different views about how things should be done in this group.
Members challenge the leader’s ideas.
There is quite a bit of tension in the group at this time.
GDQIII 
The group is spending its time planning how it will get its work done.
We can rely on each other. We work as a team.
The group is able to form subgroups, or subcommittees, to work on specific tasks.
GDQIV 
The group gets, gives, and uses feedback about its effectiveness and productivity.
The group acts on its decisions.
This group encourages high performance and quality work.

Team Leadership:

 Another valuable point for a successful team development is the team leadership. A longstanding approach to this topic has focused on the effects of leaders on team performance. This is because team leaders play a pivotal role in shaping collective norms, helping teams cope with their environments, and coordinating collective action. This leader-centered perspective has provided valuable insights into the relationship between leadership and team performance46. But the leader-centered perspective may be limited because it assumes that there is only one leader in a group, and because it views leadership as an exclusively top-down process between the leader and subordinates47. Leadership research has been preoccupied with understanding how the style, personality, and other characteristics of the leader influence team dynamics and performance. Relatively little is known about what happens when teams have more than one leader.
This is an unfortunate state of affairs because organizational teams, like human groups more generally, seldom have just one leader. Even when there is a formally assigned team leader, other, informal, leaders can emerge. Team members, like the wirebonders examined in the classic Hawthorne Studies, often choose leaders of their own, leaders who are “…different from the supervisors given them by the company”48.
Leaders, like the wirebonder Taylor, may lack formal power, yet they can mobilize both considerable support and considerable opposition. Indeed, emergent leaders can literally tear an organization apart49.
The idea that leadership can be distributed across a number of individuals, rather than being focused in a single leader, is at least fifty years old50. Although it was largely ignored in the ensuing decades, the idea of distributed leadership has begun to receive increasing attention in recent years. In this more recent line of work, distributed leadership is being conceptualized (and operationalized) in a number of different ways but there appears to be broad consensus on two issues: (1) leadership is not just a top-down process between the formal leader and team members; and (2) there can be multiple leaders within a group51. In the leader-centered model, a single individual (usually the formal leader, if the team has one) is at the center of the network of leadership perceptions within the team. By contrast, in the distributed leadership model, leadership is dispersed widely across team members. The theoretical rationale behind the prediction that distributed leadership structures are related to superior team performance is that when there are many leaders within a group this enhances participation and information sharing among team members, which, in turn,enhances team performance. Although proponents of distributed leadership have interpreted the available empirical results as suggesting that shared leadership is “strongly associated with more effective teams”52 , the evidence for this hypothesis is in fact somewhat mixed. A few studies have found support for this prediction53 but others have not54. 
Although the distributed leadership structure, in which every person is equally a leader and a follower, may be a valid theoretical ideal, evidence on leader emergence from both the field and the laboratory suggests that leadership tends to be relatively centralized in human groups: Only a very small percentage of group members actually emerge as leaders within a group at any point in time55,56. In work groups with a formally appointed leader, informal leaders can emerge for a variety of reasons. However, what may be most important from the perspective of group performance is whether the formal and emergent leaders are able to coordinate effectively. When formal and emergent leaders do not recognize one another's leadership, the group can literally be torn apart. By contrast, when formal and emergent leaders recognize one another as leaders, they should be better able to synchronize their leadership efforts so that decision making and action are more effectively channeled within the group. 
Mehra et al.58 in their study which separates distributed leadership as distributed coordinated and distributed fragmented, found that leadership networks that show a distributed-coordinated structure are associated with higher team performance than traditional leader-centered leadership networks and distributed fragmented leadership networks. (In that study, in each team respondents were provided an alphabetical list of the names of all members -including the formal leader- in their group and asked to check the names of the people they perceived to be a leader. Respondents were free to nominate as many or as few leaders as they deemed appropriate. This operationalization is consistent with the theoretical conception of leadership as a phenomenological construct: A leader is someone who is perceived as such by others58 . The questionnaire did not specify what is meant by the term
“leader” to capture respondents' native theories of leadership. On average, individuals coded as emergent leaders received almost 60% more leadership nominations than the person who was next closest to them in terms of leadership nominations received but was not coded as an emergent leader. They coded a team as exhibiting a distributed-coordinated structure only if the individuals who had emerged as leaders perceived one another other as leaders.Otherwise, the structure was coded as distributed-fragmented.) Team performance is not simply a matter of having more leaders. It also matters whether or not the leaders see each other as leaders.
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	Additional Resources



The Tuckman team maturity questionnaire identifies the scale of the team (Appendix 1).






	Questions




1. As the team’s size increased, intimacy and cohesion decreased.

a. True            b.False

2. Belbin, a British management theorist who in 1981 described eight personality types( Belbin’s roles) that needed to be present (and balanced) among members of a team for the team to function optimally. Which personality is not one of Belbin’s roles?

a. Implementer b. Specialist c. Aggressor d. Resource investigator e. Team worker


3. Literature shows that teams are more confident when team members have more social affinity toward one another.

a. True            b.False


4. Teams with high ability members are more likely to work well together.

a. True            b.False

5. Teams with members who value teamwork are more confident and cooperative.

a. True            b.False

6. Teams with conscientious members has more conflicts.

a. True            b.False


7. According to Wheelan’s integrative team development theory, in stage 1, members rely on the leader to provide direction and tends to agree with the suggestions made by the leader.

a.True           b.False

8. According to Wheelan’s integrative team development theory, member trust, commitment to the group, and willingness to cooperate are at the highest levels in stage 2.

a. True          b. False

9. Team leaders play a pivotal role in shaping collective norms, helping teams cope with their environments, and coordinating collective action; therefore teams with leader centered perspective are more effective 

a.True           b. False

10.  Organizational teams, like human groups more generally, seldom have just one leader

a. True           b. False
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