Getting out of the Way
How leaders create and maintain high performance culture in organisations and teams
Submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirement of

the degree of Master of Business Administration of the

University of Strathclyde

THE UNIVERSITY OF STRATHCLYDE 

GRADUATE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS

Tony Nelson
2005          Dalmore
Supervised by Professor R. Gill
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
To Professor Roger Gill for his encouragement, challenge and support over the last three years. 
To my wife Kathy for her love and understanding during endless hours of study. 
To my team at the LSC who threw themselves into the challenge and have emerged as an exceptional force for change. It is a privilege to lead you. 

CONTENTS
	Chapter
	Item 
	Page

	
	List of Tables & Figures
	4

	
	Abstract
	5

	
	Main Research Question
	6

	1
	Introduction 
	7

	2 
	Literature Review 
	10

	
	Part One – High Performance Culture in Organisations 
	

	
	Definitions

Cultures that nurture High Performance

Measurement in high performance organisations

	10
11

16

	
	Part Two – High Performance Culture in Teams
	18

	
	Definitions

Effective Team Size

Why Teams?
Measurement in high performance teams

Characteristics of high performance teams
High performance teams are Learning Teams

How do High Performing teams occur?
Heterogeneity or homogeneity; the Groupthink dilemma

	18
19
19
20
21
23
24
25

	
	Part Three – Leader’s role in creating and maintaining High Performance culture


	27

	
	The leader’s role in relation to the high performance team

What leaders do to maintain a high performance team 

Standard setting

Is there a ‘best’ leadership style for a high performance team?

	27
28
31
32

	
	Summary of chapter 2 


	35

	3
	Evaluation of the high performance programme within my team
	36

	
	The Programme design and expected outcomes
Evaluation of Delivery

The difference made to baseline performance
Stakeholder review
Weaknesses and problems encountered 

Summary

	36
38
43
43
45
46

	4
	Critical reflection 
	47

	
	The difference a leader makes

A reflective leader

High Performance Balanced Scorecard

Implications for my high performance development programme


	47
47
48
49

	
	Reference List
	53


LIST OF TABLES & FIGURES
	Chapter
	Table number
	Title

	1
	1
	Baseline 2003/4

	
	Fig 1
	Map of Dissertation

	2
	2
	Handy’s view of cultures

	
	3
	Rajan’s mindset shift

	
	4
	Seven factors for success

	
	5
	ConAgra beliefs

	
	6
	Work Foundation Company Performance Index (CPI)

	
	7
	Determinants of group effectiveness

	
	8
	Eight key approaches to high performance teams

	
	9
	Characteristics of effective groups

	
	10
	High Performance elements

	
	11
	Rajan’s personal power

	3
	12
	Team assessment of impact of training

	
	13
	Leadership Trust Communication model individual scoring

	
	14
	Trust scores before training

	
	15
	Trust scores after training

	
	16
	Baseline performance compared with post training performance

	4
	17
	High Performance Balanced Scorecard


ABSTRACT
This is an Action Learning Project examining the effectiveness of a high performance development programme designed for a large team in the Learning and Skills Council (LSC), which is a public sector organisation. The LSC team experienced continuous change over a period of two years and grew in size by 50% during the programme.

The programme drew on experiential tools and techniques used by the Leadership Trust Foundation as well as Transactional Analysis, Neuro Linguistic Programming and Emotional Intelligence fields of personal development. 
The literature review looks at high performance culture in organisations and teams. It discusses the role of leaders in building and maintaining these cultures of excellence in the workplace. The project then evaluates the longitudinal impact of the high performance development programme using quantitative and qualitative methodologies with internal and external stakeholders. Finally the project reflects on the literature review findings and the programme evaluation to set out recommendations for the future. It also proposes a High Performance balanced scorecard.

MAIN RESEARCH QUESTION 
How do leaders create and maintain a high performance culture in organisations and teams? 

This project will be an Action Learning vehicle focused on increasing my self knowledge through a literature search and reflective evaluation of my high performance intervention with my own team.  

LEARNING OJECTIVES

1. To enhance my personal understanding of high performance team work through study of the literature.

2. To evaluate the 18 month high performance programme for my own team which was in part based on MBA (Leadership Trust Foundation) tools. 

3. To critically reflect on that programme’s design in the light of my learning from objective 1 and make recommendations for the development of the programme, possibly including a high performance ‘scorecard’. 

CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION

The context  

The Learning and Skills Council (LSC) is a £9.3 billion public body responsible for planning and funding vocational training for adults and young people across England. It has a statutory duty to promote workforce development to employers. The LSC also seeks to raise demand for skills and ensure that publicly funded training solutions are fit for purpose, working with and through FE Colleges, private training providers, Sector Skills Councils and a host of other employer and public bodies. There are 47 local LSCs and a headquarters in Coventry. I lead the Skills and Workforce Department Department  of the local LSC in London Central (LSCLC).  In LSCLC we invest about £320m per year to raise skills levels and have 92 staff overall. This is an evaluation of the high performance programme I designed and deployed with Hartnell Training Ltd (HTL) over 18 months during 2004/05 in my Skills and Workforce Development department, covering approximately 30 people. 

My department was previously driven by a volume approach to skills investments. We had over 100 small scale projects funded every year, often developed on a reactive basis as organisations with good training ideas approached the LSC for financial support. This was a time-consuming approach, which did not actively identify sustainable investments or take a long term view of requests against our organisational goals. Staff lacked the necessary skills to shape the LSC funded training market to better meet employer needs. The team was also displaying dysfunctional behaviours when I arrived in July 2003. It was not a high performing team although many people worked hard. 

One of the largest programmes supported by LSC subsidy is the Investors in People (IiP) standard which promotes workforce and organisational development through excellence in leadership, communication and alignment to goals. The LSC had previously used a mix of its own staff, and a large number of contracted suppliers, to provide hands-on IiP advice to employers. This was a fragmented, slow and costly approach, which was not making significant inroads into the number of employers in Central London.

A new approach was needed which contracted out IiP support activity and combined it with wider skills advice to individual employers. The training intervention I undertook, and described in this evaluation, concerns the transformation of my department to support this IiP strategy. This first required a restructuring, which released new time for staff to focus on their changed roles. This was intended to look like managing 20-30 projects per year across the team, demanding high levels of networking skills to build successful delivery partnerships. I also looked for a significant increase in the reach of IiP across the London Central employer base through new ways of working with employers.  I needed to create a high performance culture in the team. 

Establishing a baseline for the change

Table 1 shows the baseline level of skills ‘outputs’ purchased by the LSC under the old arrangements – an output includes IiP recognitions achieved by employers as well as the funding of vocational qualifications. This was set as a baseline for the change in terms of how we were applying a key part of our funds. 
	03/04
	Budget
	IiP Recognitions
	Other skills outputs
	Total

Outputs bought
	Unit Price

	Total
	£1,218,280
	

184
	43
	227
	£5367


Table 1: Baseline 2003/4 

The culture of the team prior to the intervention reflected a legacy derived from the Training and Enterprise Council world from which many LSC staff had been drawn when the LSC was formed in 2001. This was a sales driven approach with individual targets and great scope for local experimentation. However my team were now facing dramatic changes working in a young, national organisation striving to increase its strategic impact. These changes included alterations in structure, major changes in job roles and a 20% reduction in staffing numbers at the start of the programme. Their levels of motivation were good but they needed to develop their understanding of how to manage significant change. The team also needed to support the integration of new members by building high levels of trust. Finally they would be required to develop collaborative relationships with employer networks, as opposed to individual employers. This needed development of enhanced influencing skills to proactively create new or shape existing networks. The development programme described in more detail in Chapter Three addressed these needs. 
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CHAPTER TWO  - LITERATURE REVIEW

Part One  - High Performance Culture in Organisations
In this section I will examine the literature on definitions of high performance culture and whether there is a culture which especially fosters high performance in organisations and teams. I will look at how high performance organisations measure success and I will also examine the characteristics of high performance teams. 
Definitions 

The definition of high performance culture in organisations is probably organisation-specific. Drucker is quoted as writing high performance includes present, short term and long term results (Pugh and Hickson, 1989).  Peters and Waterman write that ‘explicit understanding of, and commitment to, a system of values is probably the single most important key to excellence’ (Pugh and Hickson, 1989, 40) along with a ‘strong leader who was instrumental in forming the culture of excellence’. Peters and Waterman write it is a culture where ‘top management does not try to control so tightly that everyone feels stifled’ (Pugh and Hickson, 1989, p39). 

Beech et al (2001 p465) quotes Vaill’s (1982) definition of high performance as            ‘human systems that perform at levels of excellence far beyond those of comparable systems’. Vaill identified characteristics of high performance as ‘clear long term purpose, high levels of energy, motivation and commitment, integrated teamwork to achieve tasks, reliable and predictable leadership ( though leadership could be shared), new ideas implemented quickly although those crossing task boundaries are handled conservatively, and lots of effort maintaining the group’s image and boundaries’ Beech et al (2001 p465). 
Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p16) define a high performance organisation more succinctly as one which ‘consistently outperforms its competition over an extended period of time …it outperforms the expectations of its key constituents: customers, shareholders and employees’. I prefer the clarity of this definition to any of the others I have read. 
Cultures that nurture high performance 

Perhaps the biggest challenge for CEOs is to create the organisational climate in which high performance can flourish. Handy (1976 p 289) recommends ‘more trust and less control, more diversity and less uniformity, more differentiation and less systemization’. A key seems to be to work within the existing culture of the organisation to promote effective teams to deliver the organisation’s products or services. Interestingly, Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p 3) note ‘teams at the top are the most difficult’ with ‘ingrained individualism’. Organisations which aspire to high performance may need to look closely at top team performance - or recognise consciously that they are led by a working group rather than a team. This involves learning ‘the difference between a real team effort and a single-leader working group’ (Katzenbach 1998).  ‘Real teams at the top happen naturally only when a major, unexpected event forces the issue – and only when the instincts of the senior leader permit the discipline of team performance to be applied’ (Katzenbach 1998). Bion (1991) writes ‘ the group is the place where we play out our inner psychological lives – a group’s decisions will reflect those psychological realities.. but for a top team, the stakes are bigger’.  Johnson ( 2002) in a paper exploring Boards writes ‘significant gaps in our understanding remains’ about the contribution which boards make to organisational performance but ‘the creative potential of groups is more than the sum of their parts’. Goleman et al (2003) writes ‘more than anyone else, it is the team leader who has the power to establish norms’ and that setting the right ground rules is ‘common sense but not common practice’. 
Focusing on the creation and maintenance of high performance teams will in itself change the wider organisational culture over time. These teams need to be highly task focused with clear goals, have high standards and be greatly valued by the organisation’s leaders. They should be commissioned to make things better or do better things. ‘Cultivating a few real teams is one of the best ways of upgrading the overall performance ethic of an organisation’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p41). 

They also purport that teams ‘contribute so much to major organisational transformations’ because of their ‘link between performance and behaviour change’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p210). ‘Companies with strong performance standards seem to spawn more real teams than companies that promote teams per se’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p 4). Interestingly, Bevan et al (2005) found that ‘ the exact (organisational) structure and shape deployed seems to make little difference to high performing organisations’. Bureaucracies obsess over structure but in high performing organisations ‘no single organisational design seemed to emerge (Bevan et al 2005).  
Handy (1976) states organisations share one of four dominant cultures in organisations – power, role, task or person based – with the task culture described by Handy as a ‘team culture’. He implies the task culture is closest to a high performance culture and sees it as an extremely flexible culture - ‘ you will find the task culture where the market is competitive, where the product life is short, where speed of reaction is important’ (Handy 1976 p188). But he also warns it may not suit every organisation. Peters and Waterman (1982) write of a mix of task and role cultures in excellent (i.e. high performance) organisations – though the demise of many of these organisations after the book was published is now apocryphal. 

There are varying proponents of the best organisational culture – a view which appears to depend on the preferred frame of reference of the writer. Handy (1976 p216) suggests four views: 
	Role culture
	favoured by those  managing steady state

	Task culture
	favoured by project based environments

	Power culture
	favoured by charismatic leaders

	Person culture
	favoured by proponents of individual rights over the organisation



Table 2 : Handy’s view of cultures
But over time organisations can alter their dominant culture, observes Handy (1976). 
Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p254) suggest that successful organisations are moving towards organisational designs that are ‘simpler and more flexible’ than command and control; ‘organize around processes instead of functions’; ‘emphasise teams as the key performance unit’. Significantly they ‘think it is fair to say that teams are a microcosm of the high performance organisation itself’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p258). In a sense they are describing a team culture as the one most likely to foster high performance working – this expresses an idea of high performance coming not from rigid structure but from looser group working. The literature studied points to a strong correlation between organisational high performance and the use of effective teams as a mutually reinforcing model of excellence. 
Rajan (1996) identifies four types of business culture in the organisations he studied. Caring (relationship driven), Formal (rules driven), Progressive (excellence driven) and Entrepreneurial (performance driven). The latter two were more likely in his view to promote teamwork . I believe these relate well to Handy’s (1976) Task and Power cultures. Rajan (2004a) says that in the private sector ‘the overwhelming emphasis has been to change the employee mindset from a loyal servant to a committed worker’ to create a high performance environment. Whereas in the public sector the emphasis has been to take service development ‘from rigidity to flexibility’ (Rajan 2004a). The ‘mindset shift’ associated with high performance according to Rajan is: 

	Paternalism 
	TO
	Performance

	Entitlement
	TO
	Self employment

	Rigidity
	TO
	Agility

	Blame culture
	TO
	Personal accountability

	Weak Management
	TO
	Strong Leadership


Table 3: Rajan’s mindset shift 
Rajan (2004b p20) uses the metaphor of jazz to describe leadership in a high performance organisation: jazz band leaders bring together a talented group of musicians but ‘the music comes from something we cannot direct, from a unified whole created among the players’. Rajan (2004a) is a proponent of the power of conversational metaphor in business and observes that the mark of a high performance organisation is a greater emphasis in day to day conversations on the ‘future (the realm of possibility) as opposed to the past (the realm of history) or even the present (the realm of action)’. Bolman and Deal explore the power of metaphor and symbol in leadership. ‘From a symbolic perspective, meaning is the basic human need. Managers who understand symbolic forms and activities and encourage their use help shape an effective organisation’ (Bolman and Deal 1997 p 231).

In a study of 850 UK companies who had all been recognised by the Design Council as innovative in the previous five years, seven factors for success were found in the top performers (Talent Foundation, 2001). These were:

	1
	Balancing the demands of today and tomorrow (future focus)

	2
	Innovating with flexibility (job roles and structures)

	3
	Sharing knowledge via relationships 

	4
	Seeing potential in people

	5
	Motivating through valuing

	6
	Building skills through informal learning

	7
	Leading by cultivating


Table 4: Seven factors for Success

This study of the leadership style in top performing organisations showed that leaders create the climate for ‘staff to reach the best answer themselves’ and displayed high levels of trust. They were’ clear about where they want their organisation to go – and good at inspiring their people to reach it.’ The study found ‘people who work for top performers know that their managers and team leaders take an interest in them as individuals’ (Talent Foundation, 2001, section 05). ‘Many highly successful organisations (are) investing in people on the premise that a highly motivated and skilled workforce is a powerful competitive advantage’ (Bolman and Deal 1997 p 119).  

Kotter (1990 p133) quotes Harper, CEO of ConAgra, setting out his views on their organisational culture which ‘strives for high goals and high standards’. It is underpinned by a set of beliefs that most people:
	want to be involved meaningfully in their work

	have a sense of belonging

	want to set goals and use their energies to attain them

	want to be their own person and to feel a sense of responsibility


Table 5 : Con Agra beliefs  
Thomson (2002) however challenges business leader’s thinking with his statement that ‘you can’t change culture’. He continues ’an organisation’s culture, or what people think, feel and believe, is the output of any change process, not the input’. Beech quotes Meek (1992) who has ‘argued that culture is not something that organisations have, it is what they are. Management cannot stand outside culture and change it – all their pronouncements and actions are an expression of the culture of which they are part’ (Beech et al 2001 p116). The implication is that there is no such thing as a high performance culture, rather there are things which high performance organisations do which lead to superior results and it is these actions which need to be studied rather than the culture they produce. 
In an article Pfeffer (1998) writes ‘I have observed three basic principles that leaders use to transform their organisations to a high commitment model of management: build trust, encourage change and use appropriate measures of performance’. 
Gordon (2000 p16) writes of a study in the US of executives in 3000 organisations who were asked to identify essential traits of a high performance workplace. Gordon distils these into three elements – ‘Technology (machinery, software), Process (systems, structures) and People (knowledge workers)’. However he points out that technology and process are being replicated worldwide so are little more than threshold competences. What makes the difference is ‘knowledge workers capable of working in this fast-paced environment’ Gordon (2000 p18).  A CfE (2003) study associates high performance in small businesses with a leadership ability to spot and react to market opportunities – to innovate and adapt to change. 
Heskett and Schlesinger (Hesselbein et al, 1996) studied high performance organisations in the U.S.A. and observed that these leaders used inspirational language, listened a lot, articulated clear core values and lived the values they espoused, developed employee’s capability and treated people with dignity. They believe that culture, leadership and high performance are inextricably intertwined. 
Bevan et al (2005) in a study of high performing firms found some ‘clear cultural norms’. These included a ‘distrust of the status quo, valuing quality over quantity, external and internal focus and a sense of pride’. Critically important was ‘allowing workers as much control as possible over when, where and how the job is done’. The organisations studied had ‘equal measures of task and people –orientation’ (Bevan et al 2005). 
I am unconvinced that there is one organisational culture which is the best fit for high performance in every situation. Certainly there are examples of high performance organisations with Task, Power or Person dominant cultures. The role culture – a hierarchical model based on rules and procedures – probably discourages high performance. What does seem to be vitally important in creating high performance in organisations is teamwork – so the culture needs to be one where teams can flourish along with trust and an embracing of change through flexible patterns of work, thinking and expressions.
Measurement in high performance organisations
Pfeffer (1998) writes of how traditional financial reporting systems go into great detail about ‘what has happened’ but the need is for systems to measure the drivers of success. Pfeffer writes’ it is the job of management to lead a process in which key success factors are understood, measurements for them developed, and then attention focused on those measures’. This is so that ‘their measurement systems contribute rather than cause problems’ (Pfeffer 1998).

Many high performance, world class, organisations use a Balanced Scorecard approach as proposed by Kaplan and Norton (1992) to manage their results holistically – across a basket of a few key measures. Organisations use a Balanced Scorecard to manage results holistically, recognising that unintended consequences happen in complex systems. They manage like a ‘plate spinner’ for those plates which matter. This is the antithesis of the ‘muddling through ‘approach of Lindblom (1959). I believe they satisfice only on non-critical plates. They strive to maximise on those issues which are critical–not with just a ‘rationality’ frame (March, 1994) but with a more emotionally inclusive approach. It takes time for a high performance organisation to develop the right measures to use on its scorecard but this ‘should not be cut short, as it develops alignment and a common understanding of the strategy’ (Jones et al 1996 p233).
The obsession in some organisations with pursuit of dozens of targets produces results in one area which are then offset by unintended results elsewhere. In the NHS, for example, Ministers have reduced problems to a single target but ‘in order for decomposition to work as a problem solving strategy, the problem world must not be tightly interconnected’ (March, 1994). This could be why the NHS is not a high performing organisation - Fuller et al (2003) write that the imposition of central targets on NHS Trusts can divert senior managers away from their more important task of promoting high performance through informal team learning. 
Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p177) set out three dimensions for a ‘balanced performance ethic satisfying shareholders, customers and employees’. This is very close to the holistic concept of the Balanced Scorecard. Work done by Collins and Porras (1994) underlines the importance of organisations developing holistic measures of success. ‘A stunning outcome from Collins and Porras’s research is that companies that emphasise values beyond the bottom line were more profitable in the long run than companies who stated their goals in purely financial terms’ (Bolman and Deal 1997 p343).
Gordon (2000 p106) has developed a Human Capital Scoreboard which covers productivity, performance and profit with seven elements which break down further. It is comprehensive if rather complex though it will contribute to the debate on how organisations measure the contribution of human capital in a high performance organisation.  
Harding et al (2003) developed a High Performance Index from a study of over 1000 high performing UK companies and defined five strategic factors which, when effectively developed and managed, are strongly associated with superior performance. These are:

	Customers and markets

	Shareholders and governance

	Stakeholders

	HR practices

	Creativity and innovation management 


               Table 6: The Work Foundation Company Performance Index (CPI)
‘High performing companies do not perform in just one of these areas – they must perform in all of them’ (Harding et al, p12 2003). They do not take a narrow view of performance. In a follow up study (Bevan et al 2005) The Work Foundation used the CPI above and measured performance in 3000 firms over a year. The research showed that ‘ the top third of firms out-perform the bottom two-thirds by £1600 per worker per annum’ (Bevan et al 2005) using CPI criteria. The study showed that high performance work practices ‘had more impact when implemented in  bundles rather than in isolation’ and that higher performing firms adopted a pragmatic ‘contingency’ approach to the combination of business goals and the practices they chose to achieve them (Bevan et al 2005). In the low performing organisations in this study leadership discussion ‘focused more on what the numbers say rather than how top managers behave and interact with others’ (Bevan et al 2005). 
Part Two - High Performance Culture in Teams 
In this section I will look at how high performance culture in teams has been defined, what is the effective size for such a team and why organisations use teams. I will go on to examine the characteristics of high performance teams including their ability to promote learning. Finally, I look at how high performing teams occur and whether membership should be homogenous or not. 

Definitions

Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p84) define a team performance curve at the bottom of which is the Working Group and, even lower, the Pseudo team. The journey can then progress to Potential team, Real team and exceptionally High Performing team.  A Real team is defined as ‘a small number of people with complementary skills who are committed to a common purpose, performance goals, and approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable’. (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p45)

A high performance team is defined as ‘one that outperforms all other like teams, and outperforms expectations given its composition’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p4).

High performance teams have the characteristics of real teams but are set apart by’ the degree of commitment, particularly how deeply committed the members are to one another’. (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p65). This commitment, they write, is to both one another’s growth and success. A high performance team is a Real team, only more so, with a ‘deeper sense of purpose, more ambitious performance goals, more complete approaches, fuller mutual accountability, interchangeable as well as complementary skills’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p79). 

The scarcity of such high performing teams is, in their view, because of the ‘high degree of personal commitment to one another’. The culture of these teams is a focus on ‘performance and team basics’. However ‘no rules, best practices, or secret formulas exist that ensure high performance outcomes’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p66). These outcomes can be made more likely but are not guaranteed. 

It is not a pre-requirement that all members of a high performing team have to like each other: ‘good personal chemistry is an exceptional phenomenon among any group of people’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p230). 
Beech and Crane (1999) argue that it is the ‘climate of satisfaction’ that is important in a high performance team, rather than more task related factors. They identified three key factors for making the transition from team work to high performance teams -  ‘transparency ( team is involved in how they are measured);  checkability ( team can demonstrate achievement against realistic quantitative and qualitative measures); and social climate of community ( learning not blame culture, shared values and conflicts resolved effectively)’. Leadership, argue Beech and Crane (1999), comes from within a high performance team.  
Effective team size

Katzenbach and Smith (2004 p45) also observed that ‘all effective teams….ranged between 2 and 25 people’. Handy (1976 p151) writes ‘when the numbers get too large the members ….will start reforming into smaller collections’. He suggests an optimal group size of five to seven and defines a large group as 20 or over (Handy, 1976). 
Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p47) write that ‘extending the benefits of a team to a larger group is better accomplished by challenging subsets of the group to tackle significant performance goals and then helping those subgroups to become real teams’. Kernan (2003 p9) writes ‘teams function best with between five and twelve members’. 
Why teams? 

Groups are ‘necessary in order to provide a psychological home for the individual’ and whilst they ‘produce less ideas in total than the individuals in those groups working separately ….they produce better ideas in the sense that they are better evaluated, more thought through’ (Handy, 1976 p154). Handy (1976) also points out that an effective group needs to hold in tension ‘productivity and member satisfaction’. And that ‘although satisfaction does not necessarily lead to productivity, productivity can often lead to satisfaction’. The pride and sense of achievement that comes from being a member of an effective group can lead to satisfaction if the individual values the group and the work that it is doing’ (Handy, 1976 p155). ‘Teams have more fun’ observe Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p19). 
Handy (1976, p155) divides ‘ the determinants of group effectiveness’ into : 

	The Givens
	the group, the task, the environment

	The Intervening Factors
	leadership style, processes and procedures used, motivation

	The Outcomes
	 productivity, member satisfaction


Table 7: Determinants of Group Effectiveness
Givens are seen as mainly short term constraints on team performance, whilst the Intervening Factors may be altered in the ’immediate present’ (Handy 1976, p155). Handy argues that many leadership courses focus on the Intervening factors but neglect the Givens and that greater emphasis is needed on these. Attending to the whole model, Handy believes, will lead to better, ‘more realistic’ outcomes otherwise ‘frustration will set in and dissonance be created’ (Handy 1976, p178). Katzenbach and Smith (1993) write that ‘team basics’ are ‘often overlooked’. These include ‘size, purpose, goals, skills, approach and accountability’ and ‘paying attention to these is what creates the conditions necessary for team performance’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p3). Huselid (1998) demonstrated a strong correlation between ‘high performance work practices’ and corporate performance – these high performance practices included employee involvement in teams. 
Measurement in high performance teams

Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p 13) state ‘real teams are much more likely to flourish if leaders aim their sights on performance results that balance the needs of customers, employees and shareholders’. This mirrors their findings for organisational high performance measures.

High performance teams are usually closely involved in developing their own measures and targets to meet goals and objectives. ‘Team members need to be trained in goal-setting and monitoring techniques’ ‘(Jones et al 1996 p194).  
Meyer (1994) writes of the importance of measurement to gauge success and that the ‘truly empowered team must play the lead role in designing its own measurement system’. Seddon (1992 p 96) adds ‘the key to continuous improvement is that measurement should be used by the people that do the work’.
Characteristics of high performance teams

Teams are an essential part of high performance – indeed Katzenbach and Smith (2004) write ‘we believe that teams will become the primary unit of performance in high performance organisations’.  In their work Katzenbach and Smith (2004 p22-25)

identified in Table 9 eight key approaches which were shared by the successful teams they observed. These were: 
	1
	Establishing urgency, demanding performance standards and direction

	2
	Selecting members for skills and skill potential, not personality

	3
	Paying particular attention to first meetings and actions

	4
	Setting some clear rules of behaviour


	5
	Setting and seizing upon a few immediate performance-orientated tasks and goals


	6
	Challenging the group regularly with fresh facts and information

	7
	Spending lots of time together

	8
	Exploiting the power of positive feedback, recognition and reward


Table 8: Eight key approaches to high performance teams 

Katzenbach and Smith (2004) identified that teams ‘require both individual and mutual accountability’, what they called ‘common commitment’ or ’purpose,’ which was then translated into ‘specific performance goals’. It was, they write, this ‘combination of purpose and specific goals’ that was ‘essential to performance’. And a very important part of the ‘emotional logic that drives team performance’ write Katzenbach and Smith is that ‘every member....does equivalent amounts of work’. A working group isn’t necessarily a team they found for this reason. The very experience of being part of an effective team, they wrote, was for team members ‘energizing and motivating in ways that their normal jobs could never match’ (Katzenbach and Smith 2004 p13). High performing teams become self sufficient in their view. 

Druskat and Wolff (2001) identify three conditions essential to effective working – ‘trust, sense of group identity and sense of group efficacy’. Their research shows ‘the most effective teams are emotionally intelligent ones’. Effective groups bring ‘emotions deliberately to the surface’ to understand ’how they affect the team’s work’ (Druskat and Wolff 2001 p28-29). The three conditions they identified above are underpinned by the group establishing ‘norms for emotional awareness’. This leads to ‘true co-operation and collaboration – and high performance overall’ Druskat and Wolff (2001 p51). 

Garvin and Roberto (2001) cite ‘constructive conflict’ surfacing and resolution as a key requirement of effective decision making in groups. This is conflict which is cognitive rather than affective – focused on the issue or behaviour rather than the person. Garvin and Roberto (2001 p115-118) go on to describe ‘a small set of process traits closely linked with superior outcomes’. These are that effective groups: 

	Surface multiple alternative

	Test assumptions

	Form well defined criteria (or goals) for decision making

	Encourage dissent and debate

	Pay attention to perceived fairness

- also described by Ackermann (2005 p32) as ‘procedural justice’ in groups


Table 9: Characteristics of Effective Groups
Jones et al (1996 p189) identified elements ‘crucial to ensure high performance in teams’ : 
	Creating a sense of purpose
	Clearly defined roles

	Shared goals and objectives
	Open communication

	Measuring and reviewing performance
	Sharing information

	Team rewards
	Team training

	Team process
	Coaching


Table 10: Team High performance elements
Edwards (2002) describes the Leadership Trust model of a high performing team climbing a communications pyramid – see  Table 13  - as members take increasing risks with self disclosure. ‘Willingness, or otherwise, to travel up the pyramid will, to a large extent, depend on the levels of trust, honesty and openness within the team’ (Edwards et al 2002 p 19). 

Bolman and Deal (1997) point out that Vaill’s (1982) research on high performing groups ‘concluded that spirit was at the core of every group he studied’. They go on to write ‘more and more teams and organisations now realise that culture, soul and spirit are the well springs of high performance’ (Bolman and Deal 1997 p 261). They go further and state ’peak performance emerges as a team discovers its soul’ (Bolman and Deal 1997 p 262). Morris et al (1995) emphasise the importance to winning teams of ‘a sense of belonging – mutual trust’. 
In a study of a high performing US Army commando team researchers identified the reason for its success as ‘its ability to reconfigure depending on the situation. Planning for missions, the group functioned democratically…executing the plan was another story. The group’s structure changed from a loose creative confederation to a well-defined tightly controlled chain of command’ (Bolman and Deal 1997 p 82). This team was able to adapt its form and way of working to the phases of the tasks it faced. The learning is that high performance teams must adapt to circumstances so that structure doesn’t get in the way but is used to team advantage. ‘Finding the right group structure is always challenging’ (Bolman and Deal 1997 p 83). 
Adair (2003a) sets out some characteristics of high performing teams – ‘clear objectives; shared purpose; open atmosphere; reviews progress; builds on experience and rides out storms’. 

High performance teams are learning teams 

Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p5) found that high performance teams ‘naturally integrate performance and learning’. They seem to be a visible expression of the learning organisation. Beech quotes Perry (1984) who found that ‘the implementation of the high performance approach ‘involves commitment to learning and risk taking’ (Beech et al 2001 p465). Perry (1984) describes the need to support transition in teams moving towards high performance and emphasises the importance of powerful ‘visions’ to generate commitment. 
The ability to build trust is key to high performance – within the team first and then outside it. The ‘trust building loop’ illustrates this (Huxham and Vangen, 2004). I first experienced the power of this, combined with team learning, at Royal Mail Watford in 1990 -1992 when I joined the board. The District Head Postmaster had built a recognition culture which he called “catching people doing things right” and it was driving unbelievably good results across all Key Performance Indicators. He treated people as people, aspired to the best results, challenged, persuaded and inspired individuals at all levels. I copied that approach and, when taking over the area in 1992, took the organisation to even higher levels of performance. We were benchmarked internationally with a learning culture embedded across 1500 people. 

Kernan (2003 p7) writes that teamwork is embedded in the organisational fabric in the UK, ‘the development of people in teams is one of the explicit requirements of the Investors in People standard’. In describing team learning in a high performance sports environment Kernan writes ‘ what is special and distinctive about team learning can be seen in the shift from individual to team identity. Successful sports teams describe moments of ‘confluence’, ‘peak experiences of intense concentration and awareness when it seems impossible to do wrong’. ‘This kind of potential opens up in teams when members set aside their personal or departmental agendas and engage emotionally with the team’s goals’ Kernan (2003 p14). 
There is a distinction between team building and team learning. Team building addresses ‘attitudes and perceptions’ whereas team learning raises performance by focusing on issues of Purpose, Process, Leadership and Context ( Kernan 2003 p14)). These help build ‘the shared understanding and mental models essential for team performance’ (Kernan 2003 p29). Jones et al (1996) have developed at Ashridge College a model for building a high performance team which embeds coaching as the primary vehicle for team learning. This coaching approach encourages the team to develop solutions, indeed the ‘team creates everything twice – once in vision, once in reality’ (Jones et al 1996 p207). 
How do high performing teams occur? 

Like any team they need to go through a building process. Tuckman and Jensen (1977) argued that teams go through five stages of forming, storming, norming, performing and adjourning. A group has to go through these stages consecutively but may stick at any stage if members are unwilling to develop. Beech et al (2001 p 479) writes ‘Tuckman’s work is most effective when groups reach stage three of development. At this point, the members have experienced stages one and two and are in a receptive mode to take on board the implications of stage four’. However Beech points out that not all groups reach this stage. For those that do ‘there is unity: group identity is complete, group morale is high, and group loyalty is intense’ (Beech et al 2001 p 478). 

Handy (1976 p166) writes ‘when the task is very important, when the individuals are highly committed to the group, or when individual and group objectives are identical then these stages may become almost perfunctory’. This appears to be describing the rapid formation of a high performance team. 

The Leadership Trust  has condensed Tuckman’s model into four stages – Form, Storm, Reform, Perform – ‘we prefer to use the word reform as opposed to norm as it better describes the challenge of re-grouping that leaders are ultimately responsible for overseeing’ (Edwards et al 2002 p 25). Edwards calls this a team development model.

The goal of high performance is what a leader needs to have in mind when leading a team’s development and growth – a journey of excellent results, first class relationships and open communication. Katzenbach and Smith (1993) write that high performing teams ‘emerge’ and are ‘rare’ because of the intense commitment needed amongst members of such teams. 
Heterogeneity or homogeneity? The Groupthink dilemma

High performance teams will display a high degree of social cohesion and group loyalty. This can place the team in a dilemma which Janis (1982 p9) describes as ‘Groupthink’. He defines this as ‘a deterioration of mental efficiency, reality testing, and moral judgement that results from in-group pressures’. 

Garvin and Roberto (2001) describe the importance of ‘advocacy versus enquiry in action’ citing the Bay of Pigs disaster contrasted with the later Cuban Missile Crisis. President Kennedy is shown to have adopted some of these techniques to promote effective team work in the Cuban crisis avoiding the earlier procedural weaknesses. 

Handy (1976 p 164) quotes Janis  summarising these changes as ‘ more diffuse group, more outside ideas, more testing of alternatives and more sensitivity to conflicting data’. President Kennedy and his brother Robert built a high performance team on the group dynamics lessons they had experientially learned during the Bay of Pigs. 

High Performance teams can help avoid groupthink by deliberately promoting challenge within the group, in order to test and develop better thinking. The more socially cohesive a group is the greater the danger of groupthink as the pressure to conform to group norms and ideas becomes intense. Groupthink culture is an intellectually toxic environment and is the antithesis of high performance culture.  Handy (1976) writes that just being out of alignment with a group places a member under intense pressure to conform. There is evidence that ‘heterogeneous groups tend to exhibit more conflict, but most studies do show them to be more productive than the homogeneous groups’ (Handy, 1976 p159). However as tasks become more complex the issue of compatibility becomes more important (Handy 1976) so the implication is that these particular types of groups especially need to be trained to avoid groupthink. Additionally Handy (1976) points out that having two strong leaders in a group tends to undermine compatibility. 
Belbin (1981) writes that teams facing ‘rapid change’ need a full set of team types in the group. Katzenbach and Smith, however, write ‘ while initial selection is important to team performance, it is more important to foster the conditions after selection that will allow members to continually develop and earn their membership in the team’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p41). 
Part Three - The Leader’s Role In Creating And Maintaining High Performance Culture 
In this section I look at the added value of a leader of a high performance team. I look at the role of such a leader in relation to the team, what leaders do to maintain a high performance team, standard setting and whether there is a ‘best’ leadership style for a high performance team. 

The leader’s role in relation to the high performance team
Goals

What the leader’s role is in relation to the task of the team will depend on the viewpoint of who is asking the question. From a shareholder’s perspective it might be to generate exceptional earnings per share, for example, from an employee’s perspective it might be to create a great place to work and from a CEO’s viewpoint it could be to deliver excellent operational results. It is certainly more than just the ‘ability to achieve some control over one’s work’ (Salaman, 1995). The leader must create a clear sense of purpose around the task(s) of the team. ‘A team which does not have a clearly defined goal is not a team ‘(Jones et al 1996 p191). Sometimes goals are mandated to teams, sometimes they are developed from within the team, but ‘holding a shared goal does not mean that team members must be in total agreement about how to fulfil the objective ‘(Jones et al 1996 p191). The leader’s role is to elicit the creativity of the team as to ‘how’ they fulfil the objective. Bevan et al (2005) in a study of 3000 firms found that in high performance organisations leadership was ‘ visible and accessible’ with ‘ high expectations from those in decision-making roles’. 
Task 
Adair (1998 p7) writes of effective team leaders achieving results by attending to the needs of task, team and individuals. These needs have to be held in tension by leaders and all three managed simultaneously for the team to be effective. 
Personal Power

The Leadership Trust (Pocket Book Tutor, 2003) writes about a leader’s ‘personal power’ being more important than ‘positional power’ (which Mintzberg, 1975, calls ‘formal authority’). Rajan (2004) synthesised the lessons learned from his study of leaders in business and public service. These included: 
	Persuasion is more important than power - leaders need to be aware of  inconsistencies in the goals they set for their organisations


	An effective leader is an appreciator of ideas, not a fount of them


	Ability, self discipline and listening are vital – listening leaders attribute success to teamwork




Table 11: Rajan’s Personal Power 

Direction Setting/Alignment
Kotter (1990) writing about the influence of leadership on organisations sets out three leadership tasks which ‘generate highly energised behaviour’. These are direction setting, effective alignment and successful motivation of people. He also describes a leader as’ someone who is able to develop and communicate a vision which gives meaning to the work of others’. 

Common Purpose

The Leadership Trust define leadership as ‘using our personal power to win the hearts and minds of those around us to achieve a common purpose”’( Pocket Book Tutor , Leadership : A Summary). This definition can support the maintenance of high performing teams given its focus on common purpose. The concepts of personal power and winning hearts and minds resonate with the writings of Covey (1992 p239)  ‘you have to build the Emotional Bank Accounts that create a commerce between hearts’. Implicit in this statement of Covey is the sense of a common purpose between leader and follower. The Leadership Trust asks leaders to set leadership and followership at the ‘highest not the lowest levels’ (Pocket Book Tutor , Leadership : A Summary). I believe this means that we need to create high performing teams of individuals ‘who would quickly attain the dizzy heights of co-operation and outstanding results’ (Whitmore 2002, p150). 

What leaders do to maintain a high performance team 
Meaning

In an article, Bennis (1997) bemoans the relative scarcity of research on effective group leaders which he believes reflects society’s obsession with individual achievement. Leaders of what Bennis (1997) calls Great Groups ‘intuitively understand the chemistry of the group…they are able to discern what different people need at different times’. He sets out four behavioural traits of these leaders – they ’provide direction and meaning, generate and sustain trust, display a bias toward action and are purveyors of hope’. 

Frames
One of the enduring characteristics of high performance leaders was revealed in a series of studies undertaken by Bolman and Deal (1991, 1992a, 1992b) who found that ‘the ability to use multiple frames was a consistent correlate of effectiveness. Effectiveness as a manager was particularly associated with the structural frame, whereas the symbolic and political frames tended to be the primary determinants of effectiveness as a leader’ (Bolman and Deal 1997 p 278). Frames are ways of representing reality. 

Dependency vs shared leadership
Some leaders create dependency and despite their team achieving high results ‘they have made themselves indispensable to the effective performance of their group’ (Handy, 1976 ) so making team results personality dependent and therefore not sustainable. One of the characteristics of high performance teams is that leadership is more likely to be shared. ‘The role of the team leader is less important and more difficult to identify because all members lead the team at different times’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p4). 
Team Learning
Edmondson et al (2001 p78) writes that ‘the most successful teams had leaders who actively managed the group’s learning efforts. This was based on observations of specialised heart surgery teams faced with radically new procedures. Rajan (2004) describes key leadership skills to create high performance as ‘improvising, influencing, learning’. Organisational life is complex and unpredictable and Rajan likens the high performance leader’s role to that of a jazz player. Handy (1976) observes that ‘Likert has shown that groups where individuals feel they each have more influence tend to be more productive’. Leaders should encourage the exercise of that influence. 

Team Emotional Intelligence
Goleman (2002) develops the argument that ‘the leader’s fundamental task is an emotional one’. Goleman talks of the importance of the emotional intelligence (EI) of the leader and also the need to develop emotional intelligence across the team. Goleman says’ research clearly shows that when people are angry, anxious, alienated or depressed their work suffers….upsetting emotions are meant to be signals to pay attention to what’s distressing and to do something about that’. The leader’s job is to ‘make the emotional reality discussable’. The leader can develop the behavioural norms that allow this to happen. Primarily, leaders of effective teams need to ‘create a climate where you can articulate a shared mission that moves people’ – a concept Goleman (2002) calls ‘resonance’. Goleman quotes a study by Druskat that shows ‘when a team as a whole shows emotional intelligence –that is resonates – that predicts that it will be a top performing team, no matter what its performance criterion might be’. Finally Goleman (2002) points out six leadership styles. Visionary, Coaching, Affiliative, Democratic (which are good for resonance) and Pacesetting and Commanding (which generally lead to dissonant teams). ‘The best leaders are adept at four or more…leaders who have a full repertoire have the best success’. This supports the findings of Bolman and Deal (1997) who argued for leaders to use ‘multiple frames’.

Goleman et al (2003) write that a leader’s words are contagious, so leaders need to develop their EI. ‘Emotional leadership is the spark that ignites a company’s performance’ and go on to write ‘high levels of EI in a leader are associated with climates where high performance is more likely’. Conversely Goleman et al (2003) state ‘low levels of EI in a leader are associated with toxic climates (fear, anxiety)’. 
Goleman et al (2003) describes the emotionally intelligent leader who can monitor his moods (self awareness); change them for the better (self management); understand their impact (empathy); and act in ways that boost other’s moods (relationship management). 
Creating the right sort of teams 

Katzenbach and Smith (2004 p21) state ‘ the critical role for senior managers .. is to worry about company performance and the kinds of teams that can deliver it’. They argue that a team has a ‘unique potential to deliver results’ and leaders should ‘foster the basic discipline of teams’. It is in doing so that ‘top management creates the kind of environment that enables team as well as individual and organisational performance’. Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p81) advise ‘ the wisest leaders will do whatever it takes, from providing recognition or additional challenges to just getting out of the way, to keep these valuable teams – and all they represent and influence – alive’. 
Conflict 

‘Effective groups ... need maintenance’ writes Handy (1976 p 173) and he explains that this is in part focusing on performance and standards but is also about ‘encouraging the team, resolving conflict, and promoting listening’. Handy (1976) also writes that effective teams need to know regularly how they are doing – what their results are. Supremely the leader needs to raise focus on the task ‘so that it dwarfs individual needs’ (Handy 1976 p177). Conflict can derail a team or it can be used to build a team. ‘The most challenging risks associated with conflict relate to making it constructive for the team instead of simply enduring it’ (Katzenbach and Smith 1993 p110). Polley and Ribbens (1998) argue that ‘team wellness needs to be the focus of attention…. so that limiting factors are resolved in ways which are preventative and on-going’. Amason et al (1995) are clear that ‘high performance teams need to deal with both affective and cognitive conflict’. 
Boundary Management
In a study of 300 self managing teams, comparing ‘average and superior performing’ teams, Druskat and Wheeler (2004) found that the leaders of the best performing teams ‘excelled at one skill: managing the boundary between the team and the larger organisation’. This process involved influencing the team (having established trust);
empowering the team; delegating authority; exercising flexibility regarding team decisions and coaching.  The leaders of these high performing teams developed ‘strong relationships both inside the team and across the organization’ (Druskat and Wheeler 2004). 

Standard Setting
It is clear that leaders of high performance teams set demanding standards – they create the norms of behaviour for the team. ‘Groups without standards satisfice at the lowest level’ (Handy 1976 p 173). Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p128) write ‘each team must find its own path to its own unique performance challenge’ implying a high performing team acts to set and police its own standards. 

In a lecture in December 2004 in London Mark England, Games Services Director of the British Olympic Association described the high performance environment of the England Olympic squad as athletes ’raising the bar on their own performance’. Sir Clive Woodward developed a model to take the England Rugby team to world class performance. He centred this on getting team fundamentals in place, building superb coaching systems and creating an experience of elite working to change the mindset of players. He writes ’inherited thinking is a curse. So before we do anything, we have to change the way we think’ (Woodward, 2004, p163). He realised the way to release potential was in changing the thought patterns of team members – raising aspiration and challenging the old ways of doing things. This was a process of setting new, demanding standards owned by the whole team.

Is there a ‘best’ leadership style for a high performance team? 
It might be expected that some leadership styles are more likely than others to produce a high performance culture. Kotter (1976) relates studies that show ’supportive styles of leadership were found to be associated with higher-producing work groups’. However the productivity differential was only about 15% and causality had not been demonstrated. A supportive leadership style would lead to greater contentment and involvement with the work group, writes Kotter (1976), so whilst ’not necessarily the cause of higher productivity it was a good base to build on’. 

In an opposing study Kotter (1976) quotes Fiedler ‘leaders of more effective groups, when evaluating subordinates, indicate that they maintain greater psychological distance between themselves and their subordinates’. This study was however based on a narrowly set population. 
Kotter’s (1976) overview on leadership styles and their influence on performance is   that ‘leadership is not exercised in a vacuum. First set the stage, then act on it.’ He states his view that a ‘best fit’ contingency approach to leadership is most likely to create effective performance. ‘This approach requires that the style preferences of the leader, subordinates and the demands of the task…have to fit together’. In an interesting summary Kotter (1976) writes ‘ leaders need to develop vision, communication, trust and self -knowledge’. Just as teams were described by Katzenbach and Smith (2004) as ‘essential to organisational effectiveness’, Kotter (1976) writes ‘leadership of groups ….is always going to be a vital ingredient in the effectiveness of organisations’. 

The scientific Taylorist approach to management stifled creativity but maximised productivity in an overemphasis on the Task in Adair’s (1998) terminology. In today’s knowledge-based, service economy the conditions for creating and sustaining high performance need to address the needs of team members who are well-educated. Their needs are high order –  ‘talented, productive people are being thwarted ..by gaps in emotional intelligence – in themselves, their bosses’ (Cooper and Sawaf 1997 p xxxvi). Drucker writes of ‘making human resources even more central to effective performance in organisations’ (Pugh and Hickson, 1989). Huxham and Beech (2003) describe high performance workplaces deriving decisions ‘throughout the hierarchy’ i.e. an involved workforce. High performance leaders address the emotional climate of their team 
Lawlor (2004) writes about leadership in high performance organisations and the importance of creating a ‘leadership brand’ to provide consistency of leadership approach across the organisation. ‘It should not involve what is often called situational leadership…employees do not want to be uncertain about how they will be treated’. 
Feiner (2002 p3) writes ‘high performance leaders see people in terms of their potential and in terms of enabling, teaching and coaching them to meet or exceed that potential’. Mather (2004 p6) who is Chairman of Shell UK writes ’good leaders motivate individuals and teams by empowering them, and so trusting them to take responsibility for themselves and for the tasks they undertake’. He concluded his lecture with these words ‘our need is for leadership – those with the purpose, people and passion to set an agenda that will address the long term. Learning from the past, but not living in it’. 
Sharman (1997 p5) observes ‘a new type of team is emerging that is more fluid and flexible than in the past… and it is the task of the leader to ensure that the output of the group is more than the sum of its parts. This means…real, effective, proactive teamwork, which enables every member of the team to contribute to their full potential’. 

Handy (1976 p 169) suggests that ‘a powerful leader has a positive effect on the morale of the work group. People like working under a respected chief.’ Handy (1976) further suggests that high producing groups are associated with leaders ‘possessing more influence with superiors’. This points to high performance teams having tasks perceived as important and a leader perceived as powerful – by both the team and outside it. Horne and Stedman Jones (2001) stress the importance of a leader inspiring their team and that ‘successful leaders are those who learn to share (challenges) by empowering and trusting their teams’. Adair (2003b) writes ‘ a leader is a dealer in hope’. 
Many high performing organisations train their leaders in a coaching style of performance improvement and in a coaching programme for Nando’s Chicken Restaurants Sir John Whitmore writes of ‘transpersonal leadership’ helping to take organisations into the future – ‘bringing together emotional, spiritual and social domains’ (Whitmore and Einzig 2003). Coaches can help people find wider meaning in their work. 
Jones et al (1996) drawing from Burns (1978) suggest a transformational leadership style is more likely to develop the characteristics of high performance in organisations and teams. ‘It works to help all parties achieve greater motivation, satisfaction and a greater sense of achievement. It requires trust, concern and facilitation rather than direct control. The skills required are concerned with establishing a long term vision, empowering people to control themselves, coaching and developing others and challenging the culture to change’ (Jones et al 1996 p86). Jones contrasts this with transactional leadership which ’depends on hierarchy and the ability to work through the mode of exchange. It requires leadership skills...to obtain results, to control through structures and processes, to solve problems, to plan and organize, and work within the structures and boundaries of the organisation’ (Jones et al 1996 p191).   
Gill (2001 p 18) writes’ transformational leaders dramatically change people’s expectations about themselves. And they achieve much greater motivation and performance in their subordinates or followers than laissez-faire and transactional leaders do’. Gill (2001)goes on ‘research at the Leadership Trust suggests that transactional leaders are primarily directive…while the more effective transformational leaders use the directive, consultative, participative and delegative styles’  - a more holistic approach. However Gill warns ‘current thinking about transformational leadership needs to be expanded ….(which is) weak on the formulation of vision and strategy’ (Gill 2001 p49). He explains ‘effective leaders communicate a rational, appealing vision of the future and show the way through strategies’ (Gill 2001 p29) as ‘without strategies, vision is a dream’. Gill completes the model by adding ‘leaders who create a leadership brand in their organisations through vision, strategy, shared values, empowerment and inspiration will transform the expectations and achievements of their people’ (Gill 2001 p31). 
SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 2
I prefer Katzenbach and Smith’s (1993) definitions of high performance:
A high performance organisation ‘consistently outperforms its competition over an extended period of time …it outperforms the expectations of its key constituents: customers, shareholders and employees’.  A high performance team is defined as ‘one that outperforms all other like teams, and outperforms expectations given its composition’.
High Performance culture seems to be a product of actions taken by leaders to promote effective team work, using a few key performance indicators which are carefully chosen. Such a culture is more likely to occur in an organisation with a sharp focus on performance, which is flexible, open to change, and uses project working. High performance organisations are future focused, have clear direction and employees feel valued. Trust is high in these organisations. 
The key building block of high performance is teams. They are no bigger than 25 and have a clear common purpose and goals, strong task focus and performance measures which they have developed themselves. It is not the team which is their focus but the tasks and team standards – they carry no passengers. Their leaders use metaphor and give meaning.  Leadership is shared around team members and the formal leader manages superbly the boundary between the team and the wider organisation. These leaders use their personal power rather than positional authority. They understand and address the emotional issues which drive and sustain high performance. The needs of stakeholders, customers and team members are met. 
High performance teams feel different to normal teams – key words are urgency, action, feedback, commitment, trust, challenge, emotion, conflict, communication, coaching. High performance teams have important tasks and powerful leaders – but the leader builds capability rather than dependence. High performance teams learn – from themselves, from others, from their environment and from their results. Membership of a high performance team is an almost spiritual experience – intense loyalty, focus and emotion. These teams occur when leaders give them space and team members step up to the opportunity. They push through barriers and guard against groupthink. 
CHAPTER 3 – EVALUATION OF THE HIGH PERFORMANCE PROGRAMME WITHIN MY TEAM
In this part I will evaluate the high performance team development programme which I took my Department through over a period of 18 months. The methodology is a mixture of qualitative and quantitative research. 
The programme design and expected outcomes

To help build a high performance culture the training intervention had four Aims (Nelson and Peel, 2005): 

Aim 1:  Create the conditions for High Performance to flourish through open    communication; high levels of trust; self confidence and understanding of team dynamics. This would be measured by workshop feedback, questionnaire, team feedback and in depth interviews with learners.

Aim 2: Equip team members with advanced personal influencing skills to support networking, partnership working and relationship building. This would be measured by interviews with learners and stakeholders and partnering organisations with whom these relationships needed to be built.

Aim 3 : Give team members a model and language for understanding the changes they were experiencing. This would be measured by workshop feedback, questionnaire, and team meeting feedback and learner interviews.

Aim 4 : Increase the choices available to team members when selecting appropriate behaviour in their new roles. This would be measured by workshop feedback, questionnaire and learners interviews’. 
I jointly designed the overall shape of the intervention with HTL to be workshop based, with practical activities for personal skills development.  HTL designed the learning methodology and led the facilitation of each workshop. I led on specific team based activities within some workshops. 
Learners were expected to develop their understanding and skill set to enable them to create more effective relationships, better networks and stronger partnerships. To this end they were immersed in a range of diagnostic tools and skills based techniques drawn and adapted from Transactional Analysis ( Berne 1964, Harris 1969, Kahler & Capers 1974, Karpman 1968), Advanced Influencing Strategies  (Smith 1996, Laborde 1998) and Neuro Linguistic Programming (Charvet 1997, Dilts 1983, Richardson 1987, O’Connor 2001, Robbins 2001). A change management model called ‘The Change House’ (Peel 2004) was used to help learners understand where they were in the change process and identify how they could move on through developing a range of transitional strategies. A communications model (Pocket Book Tutor 2003) was used to promote effective communication and increase awareness of the need to build trust. Power relationships were explored (Krausz 1986). 
A workshop approach was chosen because it provided an opportunity to develop understanding and practice observational skills in a safe, uninterrupted environment. Workshops allowed the facilitator to directly support and feedback to individuals and groups. The giving and receiving of behavioural feedback would also enhance levels of trust (Pocket Book Tutor 2003) within the teams and additionally provide an opportunity for new joiners to be integrated into the broader team. I was keen to move the focus of daily conversations from the legacy of the past to that of the future (Rajan 2004a). 
Day one covered creating the vision, exploring feelings (Pocket Book Tutor 2003) and introducing a vocabulary for change (Peel 2004). It used rich pictures, group and individual mapping against the models presented and feedback presentations. Day two covered High Performance team dynamics based on selected Leadership Trust models (Pocket Book Tutor 2003), 100 Day Action Planning and an introduction to Transactional Analysis (Berne 1964, Harris 1969, Kahler & Capers 1974, Karpman 1968) giving people an understanding of a psychological model of what drives behaviour. Days three and four covered First Impressions, Managing Relationships, Dealing with Conflict (The Learning Manager 2003) and Networking skills (Richardson 1987). Day five covered Influencing through language (Charvet 1997) and building rapport (Richardson 1987). Day six covered how we sort information, more on networking, how we filter perception, power and influence, and an observational tool. Managers (and subsequently many team members) were trained in performance coaching using the GROW model (Whitmore 2002). 
HTL and I jointly devised the evaluation strategy. Short term evaluation strategy elements included peer review, evaluation at the end of each workshop to Kirkpatrick (1996) levels one and two for learners, workshop evaluation meetings to validate the training objectives and content so we could make adjustments. The long term evaluation strategy was to collect data at Kirkpatrick (1996) levels three and four. This included, after a period of 15 months, a questionnaire for LSC staff to gather data on the significance of the training. Interviews also took place with learners, their managers, other senior LSC managers and a number of stakeholders. 
I wanted to establish new norms of behaviour within the team (Goleman 2003), specifically giving the team permission to express dissent, surface emotions and air conflict.  I did that by disclosing a great deal of personal information as I led elements of each workshop to help build trust (Pocket Book Tutor 2003) by making myself vulnerable to the group. This made it a safe place for team members to experiment with sharing their true thoughts and feelings. I wanted to achieve high performance by creating and building an effective team (Katzenbach and Smith 1993). 
Evaluation of delivery

Attendance at the workshops increased because the team restructured throughout this dynamic period. Workshop numbers started at 23 and rose to 32 as the team grew in size, purpose and scope – the additional numbers caused some problems as sub teams naturally wanted to focus on smaller groups (Katzenbach and Smith 2004).  Delegates, based on the evaluation results, learned all of what was expected and indeed exceeded my expectations in terms of application beyond their immediate environment.  
The delivery approach was very effective, and this was typified by feedback from Marcus Luck a learner who said he was ‘utterly amazed’ and that the workshops were ‘outstanding, interesting and relevant to everyone’ (Nelson and Peel 2005). He also thought that the workshops ‘managed to engage everyone’. Claire Addison another learner found the workshops ‘empowering’ and ‘a great way of knitting people together’ (Nelson and Peel 2005). What went particularly well on the workshops was the opportunity to practice skills in a safe environment. These skills were also used to integrate new team members. A strong sense of common purpose (Adair 2003a) and personal commitment to one another ( Katzenbach and Smith 1993) was created. 
The aims were to create the conditions for high performance to flourish by equipping team members with advanced personal influencing skills. Also to give team members a model and language for understanding change and to increase the choices available to 
team members when selecting appropriate behaviour. The evaluation demonstrates achievement of all four aims.
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Table 12 shows the results from the team questionnaire issued two months after the training. This result is impressive given 77% of learners were new joiners who had to access earlier parts of the programme through peer coaching.

Table 12: Team assessment of impact of training
I used the Leadership Trust Foundation model (see Table 14) to measure communication with Peak being the most advanced and Ritual and Cliché being the least developed (Pocket Book Tutor 2003). 
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Using this sliding scale the distance the team travelled is significant. The diagram above represents day six peer assessment. Final evaluation data three months later, shows before the training nearly 80% were at level three or below and 0% at peak communication. After training this changed to 100% at level three or above, with over 56% in the top two levels, an increase of almost 300%. Each purple dot was placed by a team member. 
Table 13: Leadership Trust Communication Model individual scoring (Pocket Book Tutor 2003)
This is supported by questionnaire feedback from one learner who said ‘I do think that team communications and interpersonal relations within the team are exceptional within Skills and Workforce Development and I would attribute this in no small part to the training programme. Newcomers are very quickly integrated into the team and the theory from the training both increases awareness and gives points of reference to members of the team’ (Nelson and Peel 2005).  This is consistent with Edwards et al (2002). It is also consistent with the creation of a ‘climate of satisfaction’ (Beech and Crane 1999). 
The direct impact of the training on the learners is further evidenced in Tables 15 and 16 by the fact that before the training individual levels of trust within and between the teams rested at 23% low (level one) and 77% medium (level two) levels respectively, with 0% at high (level three), (Nelson and Peel 2005). 
How would you rate the levels of trust within the skills and Workforce Development Team?
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Table 14: Trust scores before training

After the training this shifted to 0% low (level 1), 71% medium (level two) and impressively 29% high (level three) as indicated below.  One learner said ‘people are more honest about how they feel’. (Nelson and Peel 2005). The group was demonstrably more effective as Handy’s (1976) determinants were addressed – ‘Givens, Intervening Factors and Outcomes’.
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Table 15 : Trust scores after training

Supporting this shift is the fact that 79% of learners thought that the team atmosphere had changed for the better with a more positive and energised team (Beech and Crane 1999).  Additionally from the questionnaire 78% of learners thought that their personal understanding of change had been developed as a direct result of attending the training. 

One learner said  ‘the Change House paradigm (Peel 2004) was so central to everything that followed that I think you should note that it has very much entered into the collective consciousness’ (Nelson and Peel 2005). New norms were being set (Goleman 2003). 
80% of learners thought that their understanding of their own and other’s behaviour had increased as a direct result of the training – an essential stepping stone in building better relationships. One learner commented ‘I am more aware of how I come across…. also more aware of other’s behaviour’ (Nelson and Peel 2005). The team’s emotional intelligence was being raised (Goleman 2003, Druskat and Wolf 2001). 
Motivation levels in the team, although relatively high at the beginning of the training, increased by 54%. One learner said that the team was ‘more positive, more engaged, and more energised’. Kotter (1990) would describe this a ‘highly energised behaviour’. Team spirit was commented on positively by visitors and the relationship, with rising performance very clear (Bolman and Deal 1997).   Personal skill levels to support strategic networking, partnership working and relationship building (i.e. influencing) increased as a result of the training by 71%. This is very much in line with managing boundaries external to the team (Druskat and Wheeler 2004). Conflict resolution became much more effective (Amason et al 1995, Garvin and Roberto 2001). 
One learner said it ‘maximised my impact in a £10m contract negotiation by analysing the styles of key players and using tools to build rapport and encourage trust’. Another said ‘I do not think that I could be so effective in my job without at least the level of awareness that the training gave me!’ (Nelson and Peel 2005), another evidence of team emotional intelligence improving (Goleman 2003).  
The difference made to baseline performance

The journey described in this evaluation is the transformation of LSC London Central's Skills team from a body funding multiple small scale, transactional training projects into a more focused investor in skills strategies. This is the journey to create a culture of high performance, recognised by others and which made a real difference.  The team has been reorganised, refocused and retrained over 18 months. Evaluation of the intervention has shown 88% of the team and 100% of managers increased their effectiveness and has recorded favourable comments from external stakeholders. The development programme has released time within the team to focus on LSC priorities, including extending the skills benefits shown below to additional employers with significant value for money improvement. These are 03-04 contracted actuals compared to 05-06 contracted volumes (Table 17). 

	
	Budget
	IiP Recognitions
	Other skills outputs
	Total

Outputs bought
	Unit Price

	03/04
	£1,218,280
	

184
	   43
	  227
	£5367

	05/06
	£1,884,044
	265
	1047
	1312
	£1436

	Difference
	
	+81
	+1004
	+1085
	 - £3931


Table 16: Baseline performance compared with post training performance
Stakeholder review
Additionally a representative survey of external stakeholders and partner organisations was undertaken in order to identify community benefits. The focus of these interviews was to evaluate the specific changes that had taken place over 18 months as a result of this training and the results are as follows:
‘In terms of partnership working the London Development Agency said that the team were a ‘lot more focused’ and that it had become ‘a real practical partnership…what changed within the last year is we entered into a number of joint projects which have been very much about an end product – not just let’s get together for a chat’. Training for Life said, ‘Understood the needs of my business and actually met with clients – never happened before’. Lambeth FE College said, ‘proactive and supportive of us as a partner organisation’. Capital Quality Ltd. said, ‘More focused in setting us targets’ (Nelson and Peel 2005). 
Other qualitative feedback includes:

 ‘(LSC) came in and really delivered – built strong relationships by getting to know everyone by name – also meet the board” and  “actively listened to us and tried to understand our position’ (L’Ouverture Trust Ltd).  ‘Relationship has strengthened – very helpful, positive and supportive, they always get back to me’ (Training for Life)
 ‘Relationship is more open and transparent’ (Lambeth FE College)  ‘We talk and resolve issues before they get out of control” and “although people’s roles have expanded and it’s not just IiP anymore they have maintained the relationship”  and  “they continue to build on strong relationships’  (Capital Quality Ltd)
 (Nelson and Peel 2005)
This powerful feedback demonstrates the Katzenbach and Smith’s (1993) definition of a high performing team outperforming ‘all other like teams’. Trust levels had been significantly improved internally and externally (Huxham and Vangen 2004). 
	In terms of strategic working and other changes Lambeth FE College said ‘the team takes a more strategic, long term view –it was very short term before’ and ‘it is more visible – the senior team are good role models’.

London Development Agency said, ‘(they are) responding quicker – the Area Programme Skills deployment response rate was literally fabulous’
Holts said, ‘There has been a change of attitude’
Capital Quality Ltd. said, ‘(the LSC) gets us involved early in the meeting process’
(Nelson and Peel 2005)


This feedback not only demonstrates that more effective relationships are now being built but also that the team has capitalised on the opportunity to establish true partnership working. In this sense the original needs were exceeded. High standards were being set by the team (Handy 1976). New mental models (Kernan 2003, Woodward 2004) had been created. A coaching culture was embedded throughout the team (Jones 1996) with team members even coaching their leaders on occasion. Leadership is more distributed across the team (Katzenbach and smith 1993) and team learning (Edmondson et al 2001) in place. 
This was pioneering work within the LSC context because it combines culture change with a clear focus on the learners’ underpinning behavioural development. This is especially noteworthy given the pace of change in the LSC with restructuring, new job roles, voluntary redundancy and continually changing teams and team members over this 18 month period. 
In an independently validated national LSC Employee Opinion Survey (Nelson and Peel 2005) in March 2005 my department scored significantly higher than other London Central LSC departments on several elements. Trust satisfaction was 65% (5-6 % higher than others); focus on learning satisfaction was 51% (13 – 19 % higher) and Communication satisfaction was 59% (7-9% higher). 
How does this compare to other LSC’s? In an interview a key internal stakeholder, Verity Bullough Executive Director LSC London Central, said she ‘wouldn’t generally see that level of knowledge and dynamism in individuals in other LSCs’. (Nelson and Peel 2005). A clear leadership brand (Gill 2001, Lawlor 2004) had been created which raised the expectations of team members – this was a transformational style (Jones at al 1996, Burns 1978) which helped the team develop a strong sense of meaning (Bennis 1997, Whitmore and Einzig 2003) from their work. Decisions are devolved throughout the team (Huxham and Beech 2003). 
Weaknesses and problems encountered 
The composition of my team changed several times during the 18 months due to adding in a team of nine contract managers responsible for European Social Fund projects as well as people leaving on promotion, retiring and their replacements. This made it difficult to maintain continuity as new people had to be inducted more thoroughly. The team size grew to over 30 people, which is large and in fact started to reform into natural sub teams. As the team grew in size they and the disparate nature of their tasks increased they struggled to find clarity of common purpose and shared measures of success. Some of my leaders are newly promoted and they require leadership development. 
We ran into budgetary problems half way through the programme (with the training budget taking a 20% reduction for 6 months) which meant a pause was needed for a few months in delivery of the workshops. This did not help people consolidate their learning. We overcame these problems through coaching within the team and running catch up sessions individually or in groups. Some people were less willing to experiment with the tools and techniques they were shown but over time this altered, mainly through peer influencing. To save costs I ran one workshop on LSC premises but this was less successful as some staff were distracted to daily tasks during breaks. 
Summary 
The training integrated a unique mixture of different approaches and applied them for the first time in the LSC. At only £6,000, excluding venues, for an average of 28 learners delivery costs were just £214 per learner (Nelson and Peel 2005). 
The programme met its aims and the LSC team will reach an additional 1085 employers p.a. with skills interventions. The programme has shown value for money in delivery as well as generating a 274% increase in LSC purchasing power as the new influencing skills were applied.  These benefits were achieved in the midst of a period of sustained change and turbulence within the team.  The team is now recognised as a high performance team both by its own members and by stakeholders outside the team. The programme is a finalist for a 2005 National Training Award. A high performance team has emerged (Katzenbach and Smith 1993) where challenge is encouraged (Janis 1982) to avoid Groupthink. The team’s reputation is strong. 
The next task in this project is to reflect on the programme design and delivery in the light of the learning in Chapters Two and Three.

CHAPTER FOUR – CRITICAL REFLECTION 
In this final section I will critically reflect on the design of the LSC’s Skills and Workforce Development high performance programme in the light of my learning from Chapters Two and Three and make recommendations for the future development of the programme, possibly including a high performance ‘scorecard’. 

The difference a leader makes
What differentiates the leader of a high performance team from a merely competent leader is, in my experience, the ability to create consistently better, sustainable results than most not at the expense of their team but rather from a healthy team. A healthy team I define as a team which has open communication, high levels of mutual trust, high standards of team behaviour and which makes effective decisions. 
Short term results can be obtained through dysfunctional behaviour (e.g. bullying) but they will not be sustained and the team will suffer or disband.
The high performance leader reviews where a team is and takes action to build trust, improve communication and teaches the team how to focus conflict on issues not people.
A Reflective Leader
If it is true that “the manager must become proficient at his superficiality” (Salaman 1995, quoting Mintzberg, 1990) then the high performance leader must be different – I suggest he must be a reflective leader. Mintzberg (1975) writes ‘the job of managing does not breed reflective planners’. My experience of 24 years in Royal Mail was that the organisation was full of activist leaders – those with a reflective learning style were rare and not valued in that ‘doing’ culture.  It was the reflective leaders however who achieved sustainable, high performance results – and they were very rare.
‘Argyris identified the capacity to learn on the part of managers…as absolutely fundamental to organisational effectiveness’ (Salaman, 1995) and Argyris described these ‘Model 2 ‘ organisations as ‘open and exploratory’. I believe he was describing high performing organisations and therefore high performing leaders. Highly effective leadership requires learning which requires reflection. High performance leaders reflect and this leads to incremental improvement (Johnson, 1998) but they will also spot the need for transformational change – arguably Tony Blair with the New Labour movement, or Terry Leahy with Tesco. 
High performance leaders help their teams use theory and practice to develop frames of reference or ‘conceptual handles….enabling reflective learning’ (Huxham and Beech, 2003). This includes sharing with their teams the concept that ‘simply understanding that there are no easy answers is empowering’ (Huxham and Beech, 2003). High performance leaders give their teams permission to learn and reflect. 

A high performance leader is able to unlock the potential in teams and individuals – and he does this through enabling the team to learn. This learning is about team dynamics, emotional intelligence, one another, better ways to achieve the task…. the list could be endless. I have developed a definition of high performance leadership:
High performance leaders create exceptional, sustainable results through creating and maintaining a healthy, learning team.

High performance leaders achieve exceptional results – which are significantly better results than the norm. How they do that is through creating and maintaining a significantly healthier team culture than the norm. This is all on a platform of reflective learning. 
The role of the leader is changing in the 21st Century and this will demand high levels of emotional intelligence across teams to produce exceptional results. It is both the challenge and calling of the high performance leader to create the conditions which will allow this level of results to emerge. There is no detailed formula to copy – only other ‘performers’ from whom to draw inspiration. 
High Performance Balanced Scorecard
I have developed a high performance scorecard for teams and their leaders based on analysis of the literature review in Part One. Some things on the scorecard can be measured quantitatively and others can only be observed or felt. The elements of the high performance team scorecard cover key stakeholders. 
	Meeting Customer Needs
	Meeting Organisational needs

	Results are exceptional and sustainable
Team develops measures of success

Team uses flexible approaches to achieve results
Team focuses on internal /external customers  

	Reputation of organisation enhanced through success of the team
Outsiders notice positive atmosphere in the team
Leader promotes high performance team concept across organisation

	Meeting the team’s needs
	High performance leadership

	Team has clear and urgent purpose 
Team has fewer than 25 members
Team members have high levels of mutual trust and behaviour standards
Team has open communication 
Team uses reflective learning to drive performance

Team members feel valued

	Team has future focus with exciting vision

Leadership is shared across team 
Team leader uses metaphors 
Conflict is handled constructively by team
Emotional intelligence is high within team
Leader builds team capability 


Table 17: High Performance Balanced Scorecard
If each of the elements of the scorecard is in place then I believe the likelihood of high performance is greatly increased. 
Implications for my team’s high performance development programme 
What would I have done differently with the high performance programme given what I now know?  

I would have focused more on the sub teams in the directorate once it had grown to over 25 people. The learning from Katzenbach and Smith (1993) is that bigger teams than 25 start to break down naturally into smaller groups. I started with a team under 25 but additions drove up the number to over 30. I struggled to maintain team purpose but now recognise the phenomenon Katzenbach and Smith (1993) describe. 
I would have spent more time developing a stronger common purpose. This is an area that was under developed on reflection. I have used the Making Strategy assignment to develop a stronger team purpose (which embraces the sub teams) through goals and competences. I will further develop this thinking working with the teams. 
I would have ensured each of the teams developed their own measures of success. This is a weak area currently, with the team’s activities contributing to corporate goals but lacking more localised measures.  The literature review clearly showed the importance of teams developing and owning their own measures. This will be a priority area. 
What will I do differently in the future?
I will focus the next phase of the programme on strengthening the purpose and functioning of the sub teams in my department. 

I took over leadership of a dysfunctional group which is now recognised within and outside the organisation as an exceptional and dynamic team following the 18 month high performance programme. The programme addressed many of the key elements on the high performance scorecard but not all of them. I have therefore grouped my planned actions under the relevant high performance balanced scorecard headings. 
Meeting Customer Needs
· I will spend time with my team to develop and refine the emerging strategy and purpose from the MBA Making Strategy assignment. This will help focus the team more sharply on results and outcomes (Katzenbach & Smith 1993, Jones et al 1996, Meyer 1994, Gill 2001). 
· This will be supported by the development of discrete measures owned by the team and sub teams (Seddon 1992). 
Meeting Organisational Needs 
· I want to influence and support the replication of high performance team working across London Central LSC (Rajan 2004). This has already started with training taking place in two other director’s teams as a direct result of my programme. This is part of effective boundary management (Druskat & Wolff 2004).
· This has been supported by the entry of this high performance programme for a 2005 National Training Award (we are a finalist) – which will build the external reputation of the team and reinforce team high performance norms (Katzenbach & Smith 1993, Handy 1976, Goleman 2003). 
Meeting the team’s Needs  
· I have been working to clarify team purpose in the context of a vision and strategy to 2010. I now want to focus on the sub teams in the department rather than treat the whole department as a single team of over 30 people, which is too large (Katzenbach 2004, Handy 1976, Kernan 2003). 

· I will embed reflective learning to drive performance into the way of working for each team (Edmondson 2001, Rajan 2004, Handy 1976, Salaman 1995, Johnson 1998, Huxham and Beech 2003, Beech et al 2001).
· I will do more to build team member’s sense of feeling valued (Bolman and Deal 1997, Covey 1992, Katzenbach & Smith 1993). 
High Performance Leadership 

· I want to ‘manage agreement’ more effectively within the team (Harvey, 1998).  
· I will use metaphor more often (Rajan 2004, Bolman and Deal 1997, Bennis 1997).
· I will build leadership capability within the team with special focus on emerging young leaders (Katzenbach & Smith 1993, Adair 1997, Lawlor 2004, Whitmore and Einzig 2003, Whitmore 2002, Feiner 2002). 
· I will continue to build emotional intelligence across the team (Goleman 2002, Goleman et al 2003, Cooper and Sawaf 1997, Huxham and Beech 2003). 
I have reviewed the literature on what leaders do to create high performance in organisations and teams. I have evaluated the high performance programme I ran over 18 months in my own team. I have also reflected on my learning, in the light of Chapters Two and Three, on the design of the high performance programme. I have set out what I would have done differently and what I intend to do to sustain the programme given what I now know. 
A key learning for me is that I want to ‘get out of the way’ more often (Katzenbach and Smith 1993).
	‘And when you are fortunate enough to spawn a high performance team ,    get out of its way, 
and make sure the rest of the organisation is aware of its unique accomplishments and attributes’
Katzenbach and Smith (1993 p265 my italics)
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