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Managing Your Team Summary 
What is an Effective Team? 
Managers should apply three interrelated criteria in assessing overall team effectiveness: 
1. Does the team’s output (e.g., decisions, products, services) meet the standards of those who have to use it? It is not enough that the team is pleased with its output or even that the output meets some objective performance measure. If the team’s output is unacceptable to those who have to use it, it is hard to argue that the team is effective. Moreover, the various constituencies who rely on the team’s output may focus on different performance standards (e.g., quantity, quality, innovativeness, timeliness). 
2. Does the team experience contribute to the personal well-being and development of the members? Some teams operate in ways that frustrate the personal satisfaction of team members and thwart their development. Other teams provide their members with multiple opportunities to satisfy their individual needs and to continually stretch and develop. 
3. Does the team experience enhance the capability of the members to work and learn together in the future? If the team functions in ways that lead members to distrust one another, the team will find it difficult to work together on future initiatives. For instance, team members will be less willing to share their expertise and information with one another if the team culture becomes one of unbridled competition in which individuals play out "hidden agendas." In contrast, over the life of an effective team, the members learn to anticipate one another’s moves and to respond appropriately to support those moves as they occur. They learn to revitalize and regenerate themselves (e.g., adapt their agenda and operating guidelines) in response to new demands placed on them by the organization or competitive environment. 
Managing the Team’s Boundary 
As the formal authority and the "nerve center" for their teams, managers are uniquely placed to manage the team’s boundary and thereby proactively create the context necessary for team success. If their teams are to be effective, managers have to continually scan their competitive environment and monitor the activities of key external constituencies (e.g., customers, suppliers, competitors, regulators, financial markets, the media) on whom they are dependent. As appropriate, they must build and maintain key relationships with those outside the organization in order to detect changes in the priorities and needs of these constituencies and prepare the team for new opportunities and threats. The more turbulent the external environment, the more attention should be paid to competitive monitoring and communication with constituencies outside the organization. Managers also need to manage relationships with those who are outside their teams but inside their organizations. To do so, they must understand the power dynamics of the larger organization and invest time and energy in building and maintaining relationships with those on whom the team is dependent. It is the manager’s responsibility to manage the inevitable trade-offs and to equitably negotiate and integrate his or her team’s interests with those of others (e.g., superiors, peers in other functional or geographic areas). In addition, it is the manager’s job, at a minimum, to educate others about organizational structures, systems, or policies that interfere with the team’s performance. For instance, managers should inform the relevant parties when the organization’s information system does not provide timely information the team requires, when the incentive plan discourages collaborative behavior between their team and teams in other functional areas with which they are highly interdependent, or when more formal training is needed because team members lack key expertise. Unfortunately, many new managers neglect these relationships and their teams find themselves having to meet unreasonable performance objectives without basic resources (e.g., time, staff, money, equipment) or with significant organizational obstacles to overcome. 

Managing the Team Itself 
To create the conditions for team success, not only do managers have to manage the team’s boundary, but also they have to manage the team itself—design the team and facilitate the team’s process. 
Designing the Team 
Setting the agenda One of the first tasks a manager needs to address is setting the team’s agenda. Members need a clear and compelling sense of what is expected of the team. If the team does not know where it is going, its efforts will be fragmented and team members will waste much of their energy trying to figure out how to spend their time. If team members do not know how their efforts fit into the broader organizational mission, they will not appreciate why their work is important. The agenda should be doable but challenging if it is to be engaging to team members. Moreover, the manager needs to ensure that the members understand and perceive that they are in fact a "team"—that they share a common agenda and will benefit from their collective action. Simply because individuals are members of the same work unit or even share a joint task does not mean that they perceive themselves as interdependent or part of a team. 
What type of teamwork is needed? After setting the team’s agenda, the manager has to determine just what type of teamwork is needed. How much and what kind of coordination is necessary for the team to fulfill its agenda? Each type of team requires distinct behavior from the manager and its members and each has different strengths and limitations. But in business, the baseball team in which every position (e.g., marketing, manufacturing, finance, human resource management) does its job its own way is fast becoming obsolete. In fact, to meet the demands of the competitive environment, many managers are trying to move their teams away from the baseball and football approaches toward the tennis doubles model. However, the requirements for tennis-doubles- type teams are quite stringent. They require intense commitment, trust, and collaboration on the part of the team. Members have to be trained together and work together for some time before they can fully function according to this model. The managers of such teams must be quite comfortable with, and skilled at, empowering others; the members also have to be comfortable with being empowered and must have substantial team management expertise. 
Team composition and structure Once the team agenda has been determined and the type of teamwork needed to accomplish that agenda identified, managers have to address the composition and structure of the team. The manager must choose team members with the necessary knowledge and skills (technical, conceptual, and/or human) to fulfill the team’s agenda. As many new managers learn the hard way, hiring and selecting team members is a task worthy of much time and attention. If the "wrong" people are at the table, it is hard for the team to be effective. Moreover, a team can only be as strong as its weakest link. Not only do decisions have to be made about the selection of team members, but also many choices need to be made about how the team will be organized and perform its work: for instance, how roles and responsibilities will be divided, how information and other resources will be shared, and how activities of different individuals and subgroups will be coordinated. As with agenda-setting, the manager may choose to make these decisions alone or make them jointly with the team members. 
Facilitating the Team Process 
Effective managers pay attention not only to the team task but also to the team process—how the team gets its work done. The managerial should go about their collaborative work; rather, it is to help them learn how to minimize the "process losses" that invariably occur in groups and take advantage of the synergistic "process gains."20 
Shaping the team’s culture An important way in which a manager can facilitate the team’s process is by shaping the team’s culture—the basic assumptions and beliefs that are shared by the team members, that operate unconsciously, and are "taken-for-granted." Managers should try to influence, as much as possible, certain manifestations of the team’s culture: the team norms, routines, and values. 
Coaching the team Perhaps managers can most constructively think of their role as team "coach" as opposed to team "conductor." Too often, managers assume that the team members know how to work together effectively. In fact, team members may not know "how to work it out among themselves." Team members may have the technical expertise necessary to complete a task but not the human or interpersonal expertise. They need guidance and coaching about how to be an effective team member along the way. 

Managing Paradox 
By now it should be apparent that teamwork is hard work because it is a process of managing paradox. To this end, it is instructive to step back and consider the five conflicting forces or tensions at the heart of team life. These paradoxes must be understood, accepted, and as much as possible, balanced.27 
Embrace individual differences and collective identity and goals The first paradox is the need to embrace individual differences and pursue a collective identity and goals. As discussed earlier, team effectiveness usually demands a mix of diverse individuals. For the team to benefit from the diversity, the team has to have a process that allows for the different voices—perspectives, priorities, styles—to be expressed and heard. To the extent that these different voices are in fact brought out into the open, there will inevitably be conflict and perhaps competition among team members. Too much conflict and competition can lead to a "win/loss" mindset instead of a problem-solving collaborative approach to working out issues. The goal is to integrate the individual differences and mobilize them in pursuance of the team’s common objective. Effective teams allow for individual difference and freedom, yet have in place superordinate goals or a team agenda to which all team members are committed. 
Foster support and confrontation among team members If team member diversity is to be acknowledged and differences of opinion encouraged, the team needs to develop a culture of trust that encourages team members to support one another. In such a culture, team members are cohesive. They are genuinely interested in what others think; they are willing to listen to and clarify what is being said. They are open to accepting the leadership and influence of others whose expertise, information, or experience are relevant to the decision or task at hand. However, if the team members become too supportive of one another, they begin to stop confronting each other. In very cohesive groups, strong norms to preserve harmonious and friendly relationships can evolve and "groupthink" as opposed to critical thinking can begin to occur. Members will stop critiquing each other’s decisions and actions, suppressing their own thoughts and feelings, sometimes at considerable personal cost. The team will end up making decisions with which some individual members privately disagree because no one wants to be responsible for creating conflict. If such behavior persists, over time the team will demand narrow conformity from its members, which will inhibit the free exchange of ideas and the team’s ability to adapt. If and when a dispute finally comes out into the open, team members are likely to become polarized around the particular issue; because of their pent-up frustration, they will just want to "get their way" as opposed to constructively problem-solve about the matter under question. Effective teams find a way to allow conflict to be expressed without it being too disruptive. 
Focus on performance and learning and development The third paradox is focusing simultaneously on current performance and on learning. Producing results today while having an equally strong concern for generating innovation for tomorrow is not easy given the pressures managers face. Trade-offs between making a particular decision "correctly" or using it as a developmental experience will sometimes have to be made. Mistakes have to be treated as sources of learning rather than reasons for punishment, if risk-taking, and hence development and innovation, are to be encouraged. 
Balance managerial authority and team member discretion and autonomy The fourth paradox involves achieving a delicate balance between the authority of the manager and the discretion and autonomy of the team. Managers cannot delegate final accountability for the team’s performance and delegation does not mean giving up control. The more autonomy given to the team members, the more important it is that they be committed to a common agenda (i.e., the control mechanism). More effective teams tend to be flexible; they balance the authority between the manager and the team in ways best suited to the issue at hand. Some decisions are made by consensus. Some are made through negotiations between the manager and only the team members most directly affected. Others are made in a consultative manner; the manager gets input from the team members and discusses different alternatives with team members but retains the role of ultimate decision maker. And finally, some decisions are made by the manager without consultation with team members. In fact, in well-functioning teams in which there is a high degree of mutual trust, managers are given more latitude to decide things without having to explain or justify their actions. By contrast, in less effective teams where there is often little trust, team members will question even the most innocent or innocuous suggestion the manager makes. 
Attend to the triangle of relationships It is important to understand that managers, because of their formal authority, in the end, are not members of the team. Hirschhorn conceived of the manager’s role as managing a triangle of relationships: 



As the triangle implies, managers have to concern themselves with three sets of relationships: their relationship to each of the team members as individuals; their relationship to the team as a whole; and each individuals’ relationship to the team as a whole. Relationships along one leg of the triangle are affected by relationships along the others. 
 Managing Transnational Teams 
With the globalization of the economy and competition, many managers have found themselves in charge of transnational teams, that is, teams composed of people from different nations. Considerable research has been done on topics relevant to managing multinational teams, for instance, the work on global organizational design, cross-cultural management, and cross-cultural interpersonal interactions. However, there has been limited research specifically on transnational teams. 
Does Nationality Make a Difference? 
The nationalities represented in a team will only be of consequence to the team’s functioning to the extent that nationality affects team members’ perceptions, behavior, and interactions. Nationality has been found to influence individuals’ cognitive schema (e.g., assumptions, perceptions, knowledge), values, demeanor (e.g., preferred nonverbal communication patterns) and language —and consequently, their behavior on transnational teams. For example, there are cross-nation differences on the individualism-collectivism dimension. In individualistic cultures (e.g., the United States and the Netherlands), people tend to use personal characteristics and achievements to define themselves, view relationships as more short-term, and value individual welfare over that of the group. In contrast, in collectivistic cultures (e.g., Japan and Brazil), people tend to be highly committed to the interests of the group with whom they identify; they value group harmony, unity, and loyalty over individual identity and accomplishment. Not surprisingly, team-based work designs have been easier to implement in countries with collectivistic as opposed to individualistic cultures.31 

The Impact of Diversity 
Current research suggests that teams composed of individuals with diverse national backgrounds can face special challenges in functioning effectively on the one hand, but also have particular advantages that can enrich their performance on the other. Diversity makes group functioning more difficult because it becomes more difficult to see situations in similar ways, understand them in similar ways, and act on them in similar ways. Diversity makes reaching agreement more difficult. Employees from the same culture . . . trust each other more readily. In culturally diverse groups, misperception, misinterpretation, misevaluation and miscommunication abound. Stress levels increase, and employees frequently disagree, implicitly and explicitly, on expectations, the appropriateness of information, the particular decisions that must be taken. Diversity increases the ambiguity, complexity and inherent confusion in the group’s process. These process losses diminish productivity. Although encountering more process problems, culturally diverse groups also have the potential to work more productively than do homogeneous groups because their wide range of human resources allows them to function more creatively . . . multicultural groups invent more options and create more solutions than do single culture groups. Diversity makes it easier for groups to create more and better ideas. It allows them to avoid the trap of "groupthink." It often forces members to pay closer attention to the contributions of colleagues.

