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Abstract. In a major IT development organization, individuals were too often
working alone and sub-optimizing. Their performance was not anywhere near the
desired level. Analysis indicated that this was due to a number of common factors
which lacked attention. To address this, a framework with eight factors grounded
in cross-disciplinary theory was developed and evaluated in the organization. It
emerged that a self-assessment approach to the eight factors, coupled with train-
ing in team theory and facilitated workshops can provide significant value. In the
paper, we present the overall framework and details of how to apply it. Further-
more, we present relevant examples and lessons learned. We conclude that you
can “bootstrap” yourself to become a higher performing team through facilitated
self-assessments using the eight factors.

Keywords: High performing teams; framework; agile development; self-assess-
ment; case study.

1 Introduction

The very first value in the SPI Manifesto (Pries-Heje and Johansen 2010) is that you
“must involve people actively and affect their daily activities”. Furthermore, some of
the underlying principles are to “motivate all people involved” and “create a learning
organisation”. Typically, the way people become involved is through participation in a
software team that develops or updates a piece of software. But how do you ensure that
a software team works well, and people are motivated? That is exactly the problem we
will look at in this paper using a case study approach (Yin 2017).

The case is Danske Bank — a major Northern European Bank with more than 20,000
employees. More than 3000 IT-developers are employed by the organisation. New IT
development takes place in teams, where some are “classic” project teams that ulti-
mately dissolve, and others are permanent and often agile teams. IT is a critical element
of banking, why it is important that these teams are productive and perform well.

For many years Danske Bank’s IT organisation has tried to understand why some
teams are high performing and others are not. In the 2000s, the IT organisation under-
took a comprehensive transformation programme built on the hypothesis that adopting
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project management and software development best practices would yield a significant
boost in productivity as well as achieve higher quality and predictability of project de-
liveries. This programme utilised productivity measurements based on Function Points
(Albrecht 1979; Dumke and Abran 2016) and CMMI (Chrissis et al. 2003) measure-
ment of each IT development project based on the thinking that these measurements
can be performed objectively.

Since 2003, Danske Bank has used agile ways of working at the team level. In 2017
a transformation based on agile at scale was initiated. This involves both businesses, IT
and customer service organisations of Danske Bank with a focus on building the right
solutions for the customers, reducing time to market and increasing productivity.

Agile teams are organised into squads, where each squad is responsible for a distinct
and cohesive business scope. Squad members are chosen from many different job func-
tion backgrounds. Squad members also belong to a chapter, where each chapter is re-
sponsible for the professional growth of a specific role, say a software architect. The
squads are cross-functional compared to the set-up of a traditional organisation. To so-
lidify the integration between IT and business, squads are organised into customer jour-
ney areas. These are jointly led by an IT leader, the business process owner (who is a
business manager), and the primary service owner (who is a manager of a customer
service function).

In 2016, the Danske Bank organisation conducted a study of its projects (Andreasen
and Serensen 2016), inspired by a similar study at Google (Duhigg 2016; Schneider
2017). The overall conclusion of this internal study was that too often individuals for-
mally working as teams were in reality working alone and sub-optimising. Furthermore,
it was found that:

* The real difference between high performing teams and the other teams lay in the
behaviour of the team members

» Team synergy stems from being close together on a daily basis and not from team
days or team charters

* High performing teams tend to have a stable set of team members over time, where
all team members are valued, and they share an agile mind-set

* Management tools such as documentation and workforce allocation plans serve
mainly as management tools; they do not foster higher performance

* First level leaders are critical for team performance

The findings from the internal study triggered the study reported in this paper.

Customer satisfaction, availability or down-time of IT solutions, and release fre-
quency are the ultimate measures of performance seen from the perspective of the busi-
nesses or customers. It is difficult to determine a causal relation between these measures
and specific actions in each team. Although, Jeppe Hedaa (2018) has worked on sys-
tematically quantifying proxy measures to that end, he doesn’t measure the value de-
livered by a team. In light of this, we will focus on underlying performance drivers or
inhibitors.

The research question addressed is: How can we help teams to become high(er) per-
forming?

In the following section we first present the underlying literature study and in section
3 we present our design science research method. Then, in section 4, we present the



framework we have derived as an answer to the research question of how we can help
teams. In section 5 and 6, we go through examples of using the framework and our
summative evaluation of the framework. Finally, we discuss and conclude on the find-
ings and specify our contributions to theory and practice in sections 7 and 8.

2 High Performing Teams

A team is defined as a group of people working together. “Working together” should
not be taken literally. What matters is that they are together in some structure, e.g.,
organizational unit or office. While they may not be able to switch tasks, they can still
spar with each other. A high performing team is a “... small group of people with com-
plementary skills who are committed to a common purpose, performance goals and
approach for which they are mutually accountable” (Katzenbach and Smith 2015). Typ-
ically, a high performing team will be top 10%-15% in their field of work.

We know that some project teams perform better than others even when the team
members have the same background, demographical characteristics, and experience.
An early study by the software guru Gerald Weinberg (1974) found a difference of 1-
to-5 in productivity measured by the size of what was produced. Ten years later in a
study of seven teams Barry Boehm (Boehm et al. 1984) found the difference to be a
factor 3.4. Another sixteen years later when developing the estimation method
COCOMO I, the same Barry Boehm (Boehm et al. 2000) concluded that the difference
between a top-performing team (in the best 15%) and an ordinary team (within 90%)
was a factor 3.5.

Hence, an interesting question is what characterizes the high performing teams as
well as how they become high performing?

2.1  What characterizes a high performing team?

If we start by looking at characteristics, we find that many books on project manage-
ment and teams (cf. Adair 1986) point to creating a balance between:
* People — those who are in the team
» Tasks — what is lying ahead of team
* Processes — the way we do things in the team

When examining the people dimension, Jeppe Hedaa (2018) says that getting the
team in place begins with finding and selecting people who have a strong set of the
right skills for the job. It is primarily the ability to learn how to solve problems that is
important. Hedaa says: “Every day, employees are constantly presented with challenges
and problem-solving tasks whose success depends on their ability to look at problems
from different angles and settings — to be creative and learn new approaches” (Hedaa
2018, p. 57). Hence, the first factor of a high-performing team that we find is: Strong
cognitive adaptability and skills.

Regarding the team itself, Belbin (2012) says that a team is not just a group of people
with assigned titles — it is a congregation of individuals, each of whom has a role to
enact which should be understood by other members. Belbin defines nine roles to be



enacted in a team. Likewise, Tom Kelley (2005) says that to have a chance of succeed-
ing in an innovation project you need to have a learning role, an organizing role, and a
building role enacted in your team. More recently Truss et al. (Truss et al. 2013) furthers
this discussion by focusing on the importance of the employee’s engagement and im-
plications on performance outcomes. They point out the difference between “being”
engaged and “doing” engaged — none of which can be taken for granted. Hence, the
second factor we can identify is a Cohesive Team.

One of the things that causes teams to fail is lack of a common vision (Blanchard et
al. 2000). Hence, it is important to ensure that the overall mission and vision for the
team is translated into a tangible and clear purpose for the work done by everybody in
the team. The aim is to attain a goal-oriented culture, where all team members see their
own importance for the team success and business value (Snabe and Trolle 2018). Thus,
the third factor we find is Clear team priorities.

High performing team members share basic values. They clearly understand their
own strengths and weaknesses and they proactively seek the help needed and construc-
tively engage with each other despite differences (Lencioni 2012). This helps them get
the right solution to a problem. Key to this is to acknowledge the importance of co-
members, as well as other teams, and how they interact socially. The team dynamics
must work constructively also under pressure, so that team members are able to main-
tain delivery pace even under duress (Duhigg 2016). It is the responsibility of every
team member to maintain a culture of psychological safety (Duhigg 2016), though this
is in particular the responsibility of the leader of the team. A Healthy team culture is
the fourth factor that we find.

It is important to make sure that each team member exhibits productive, constructive
and respectful behavior. Having the right behavioral traits that fit the type of job and
role in the team also helps ensuring that the people in the team are happy and motivated.
Appreciating individual strengths and weaknesses of each team member within the
team — “we are different yet one”, reinforces a sense of equality and trust (Smart 2005).
More importantly, it helps the team be united. In a high performing team, trust between
members means that members are not intimidated by each other. Equally, because of
the clear common purpose, link to mission and a clear understanding of their value-add,
they are not intimated by others (McChrystal et al. 2015). Hence Individual responsi-
bility and Personal drive are the next two factors of a high performing team.

One of the most important factors for team performance is easy and quick decision
making (Johnson 2018) — preferably in the team or by the 1st level leader. Achieving
this is as Morriss (2002) explains a matter of balancing choice and control. In the
Toyota Production System (Chiarini et al. 2018), which focuses on creating a quality-
focused culture, each employee is responsible for making the right choices. They
thereby take decisions locally. More generally, we find that this is about bringing the
decisions closer to where the work is done. On the other hand, when delegating deci-
sions, one should take into account whether the candidate for taking the decision has a
sufficient overview and the skills to take the right decision. Hence, Local decision au-
thority is the seventh factor.

The last factor we found in our survey of literature is about having a Proactive
rhythm. It is important that the leader takes a holistic view on the overall plan for the



team. Due focus is clearly required on the immediate deliveries, but this should be done
in tandem with an evolution of skills and an evolution of the product or system which
the team is responsible for. It may not seem important to do at first as it may look like
all focus is needed for a delivery, but it certainly makes it a lot easier to gain momentum
on the next delivery, whether it is yours or that of other teams. This enables the team to
maintain a proactive thythm (McChrystal et al. 2015).

In line with Truss et al. (2013) who discusses the importance of employee engage-
ment and implications on performance outcomes, it is very important to note that eve-
ryone in the team, i.e., all team members and management, are responsible for all of the
above factors and how well they are performed.

2.2 How do a high performing team evolve over time?

A team development model — as its name says — is a model of how teams develop and
how this development evolves over time. Most models consist of several phases, each
with different characteristics and goals. One of the most widespread and well-known
team development models dates back to 1965 when Bruce W. Tuckman (1965) identi-
fied four stages that a typical team goes through, called Forming, Storming, Norming
and Performing. He argued that team members with conscious knowledge of the four
phases had the potential to increase performance.
Bion (1961) has a three-phase model with the following contents:
1. Dependency: Team members attach the leader's authority and power
2. Fight or flight: Team members challenge the leader and other members (= struggle)
and leave the team (= drain)
3. Pairing: Team members come together in order to overcome fear, e.g., of the un-
known
The middle phase of these three is very similar to Tuckman (1965) "Storming" phase.
Another three-phase model was developed by Schutz (1982). He calls his phases:
1. Inside or out: the individual decides whether they are part of the team
2. Top or bottom: Who should have power and authority?
3. Close or distant: How much we pledge?
Allan Drexler and David Sibbet, two American psychologists, spent over 10 years
studying teams and refining a team development model with seven phases:
Orientation
Trust Building
Goal and role clarification
Commitment
Implementation
High performance
Renewal and goodbye
For each phase, there are some things that should be achieved and some symptoms
if the phase is not over. These symptoms can be used by the team leader to say “Aha, I
can see that I'm missing something. I need to go back to that stage ... and do this and
this.”
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The Drexler / Sibbet (Drexler et al. 1988; Forrester and Drexler 1999) model is often
characterized as ‘a ball bouncing’, where the peak of the ball bounce symbolizes the
team delivering high performance — a high performance team. The four initial phases
centers on what it takes for having 'knocked the ball well in the ground', and the re-
maining three are more result oriented.

The Software Engineering Institute (SEI) developed the so-called Capability Ma-
turity Model CMM which was successfully used all over the world. An improved ver-
sion is now called the CMMI — Capability Maturity Model Integrated (Chrissis et al.
2003). In the mid-'90s Watts Humphrey and the SEI began to take an interest in team
processes. The first edition of a Team Software Process (TSP) model was developed in
1996, and the book on the TSP was published in 1999 (Humphrey 1999).

Although the name TSP suggests that it is a model for software projects, the model
is actually applicable to all types of technical development projects where the team
solves a major development task together (Humphrey 2006). TSP operates with three
real stages:

1. Team formation
2. Team start-up
3. Teamwork

An interesting innovation is called "Load Balancing". Here you focus on whether
the team members have enough or too much to do, and if all skills are exploited. Prepare
also a critical path analysis, i.e. an analysis of the activities that will delay the entire
project if they are delayed.

Periodically you imagine five key questions (Humphrey 2006, p.194):

* Does everyone in the team have a common understanding of belonging and mem-
bership?

* Are all team members committed to a common goal?

* Does the team have ownership of processes and plans?

* Do all team members possess the necessary skills and discipline to carry out the
plan?

» Is the team committed to doing an excellent job?

Over the years, many others have worked with team models, although the ones we
have reviewed above, in our view, are the most prominent.

3 Research method

Our research question is how to create high performing teams instead of individuals
who work alone and sub-optimizes? We decided to use a case study (Yin 2017) and
apply design science research (DSR) (Hevner 2007) as our research methodology. DSR
can be understood as an approach where you build and learn. Thus, in order to answer
our research question we have built an artefact to help teams and team members realize
what they could improve in order to become higher performing.

The reason for choosing DSR as our research methodology is that it combines the
need for practical relevance and utility. DSR emphasizes that a design should address
a need or a problem and at the same time should “stand on the shoulders” of existing



research within the problem area (Hevner 2007). Besides having a ‘relevance iteration
cycle’ where you start by identifying a need or a problem you also have a ‘rigor iteration
cycle’ where you identify all relevant academic literature; what do we actually know
by now? The artefact that you are building in order to learn can be a product artefact or
a process (Walls et al. 1992). We ended up building a combination in the form of a
framework and a process for using the framework. March and Smith (1995) argue that
when doing DSR one can build and evaluate four things: Constructs; Models; Methods;
and Instantiations. As we were taking our outset in a case study at Danske Bank you
could say that the framework presented is an instantiation. However, we actually in-
stantiated it in many projects and over many iterations — following the principle of or-
ganizational learning from the SPI Manifesto (Pries-Heje and Johansen 2010). We
ended up with a Framework Model and a Method for using it, which we believe is of
general interest beyond the Danske Bank instantiation.

To answer our research question, we needed to come up with a framework with rel-
evant factors of performance as well as a way of measuring the status in a concrete team
and for a specific set of team members.

We applied the iterative approach inherent in DSR to iteratively build and evaluate
a framework that we called the High-Performing Essentials Framework™ or in short
“HiPEFrame”. For design evaluation we applied the process recommended by Venable
et al. (2016). Thus, we started with formative evaluations at the desk, continued with
real teams in the Danske Bank organization, and ended up with summative evaluation
in the real context with real teams and a real problem that needed improvement. This
way it becomes a naturalistic summative evaluation.

In the following, we report how the resulting HiPEFrame look, how it can be used,
and our final summative evaluation in a number of cases.

4 The High-Performing Essentials Framework (HiPEFrame)

In the literature review above, we highlighted key references that illustrate particular

team aspects. Based on this review, two other references (Andreasen and Serensen

2016; Tan 2018) as well as interviews with key informants in the Danske Bank organ-

ization, we concluded that the reason high performing teams excel amounts to eight

essential factors (HiPEFrame):

1. Strong cognitive adaptability and skills: Strong skills with the ability to adopt new
topics

2. Cohesive team: Tightly knit team with the ability to stand in for each member

Clear team priorities: Shared purpose and aligned operational priorities

4. Healthy team culture: Psychological safety to voice unpopular views and give feed-

back

Individual responsibility: Act responsible for the greater good of the team

Personal drive: Desire to make a significant difference

7. Local decision authority: Empower individuals to take decisions according to their
merit

w
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8. Proactive rhythm: Plan holistically ensuring short-term delivery and long-term sus-
tainability
To operationalize this HiPEFrame a new set of workshop concepts were established:
* Leading a high performing team: What should leaders be mindful about.
* Kick-off to become a high performing team. Bring the team together around a com-
mon goal.
» Team Insights feedback: Identify improvements for the team based on the eight fac-
tors
* Becoming a high-performing team: Deep-dive on the eight factors combined with a
Team Insights feedback
As part of this, a Team Insight assessment tool was designed. The purpose of the
tool was to help a team gauge itself on each of the eight factors in the framework. To
enable this, a survey was created containing a set of statements for each of the eight
factors.
For the “clear team priorities” factor we used the following statements:
In my team, it is clear who the customers or end-users are and what their needs are
The priorities of my team's tasks are transparent
I feel that the tasks I am doing are delivering value
In my team, we have a direct feedback loop on customer/end-user needs
Our performance goals are tied to strategy and business outcomes
My individual performance goals are transparent within the team
In my team, we share a common set of performance goals
In my team, people are transparent with what they are working on
I feel my team is supported by the organization
In the survey, the respondent is asked to rate the extent that they perceive a statement
is true for their team on a 7-step Likert scale.
Survey responses are only accepted for a team of minimum five people and these are
gathered in an anonymized form to mitigate the risk of deducing “who rated what”.
With the survey at hand, a spider-web based analysis was designed to identify areas
with the largest room for improvement.
In summary, using the Team Insight feedback entailed the following steps:
1. Team responds to survey
2. Coaches analyze responses, distil findings, and outline improvement recommenda-
tions
3. Coaches share findings and recommended improvements, and discuss these with
the team with the aim that the team reaches a consensus on what to prioritize (pref-
erably just one improvement)
4. The team agrees on next steps regarding the chosen improvement activity
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5 Result of using the Framework

In Fig. 1 we show an example from using the framework. The example shows that based
on the team’s perception, the two areas “local decision authority” and “clear team pri-
orities” seem to have the largest room for improvement.



Team score per factor

Clear Team Priorities
100%
90%
80%

Personal Drive 709 Proactive Rhythm

Individual Responsibility Cohesive Team

Strong Cognitive Ability and

Healthy Team Culture Skills

Local Decision Authority

Fig. 1. Team Insight score for each factor

Designated team coaches analyse the survey responses by looking at responses and
spider-webs for each of the eight factors. They look for patterns and inconsistencies
that cut across statements or factors. To support this analysis, they use spider-webs for
each performance factor, where each axis represents one of the statements. An example
can be found in Fig. 2. They also explore variance on statements, i.e., the extent to
which the respondents agree.

Based on the analysis, the coaches distil findings and improvement suggestions as
input for team development. Ultimately, the spider-web data is the voice of the team,
and it is key that the team takes ownership of improvement. The coaches facilitate a
conversation in the team about the findings and improvements. The goal is that the team
builds an internal consensus of what to improve and how to do it.

Example findings:

» The team lacks feedback on its work, and does not see clear organisational context
and buy-in

* The team lacks common goals and KPIs

* The team lacks room in its plans to maintain high quality of deliveries and catch up
on issues. Their estimation practices are uneven.

» The team appears cohesive with trust among the team members who are open and
utilise each other well, and the leader removes roadblocks

* Good leadership and team culture where it is OK to fail and learn and a lot of em-
powerment

Example improvement suggestion:
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* We believe that the key point for this team is a lack of feeling of how they create
value for the organisation. Team should make a draft on what their purpose, mission
and value are in the organisation as well as regular feedback with their target groups.

Team Score per statement within "Clear team priorities"

In my team, it is clear who the
customers/end-users are...
10
| feel my team is supported by 90% The priorities of my team's
the organisation tasks are transparent

In my team, people are
transparent with what they...

| feel that the tasks | am doing
are delivering value

In my team, we share a
common set of performance...

In my team, we have a direct
feecback loop on...

My individual performance Our performance goals are

goals are transparent within... tied to strategy and business...

Fig. 2. Spider-web for the statements regarding the "clear team priorities" factor

The framework, the team insight tool, and the coached feedback session was evalu-
ated in a pilot test of six teams consisting of 43 individuals in total. The pilot test created
awareness among these teams on things that they realized needed improvement, and
they then got onto that. Following the pilot, the survey statements were evaluated and
an external vendor of “people surveys” provided suggestions for how to improve the
set of statements. This clarified the scope of statements and removed ambiguities. This
led to some restructuring of the framework bringing it to the form presented in this
paper. In addition, a number of survey statements were modified.

Example survey statement in pilot version:

* Business and customer feedback are delivered to you and your team on a regular
basis

Example survey statement in final version:

* In my team, we have a direct feedback loop on customer and end-user needs

Following the modifications, the solution was made available as an opportunity for
all teams in the organization.

As of June 4, 2019, 29 teams of 252 individuals have used the “team insight” oppor-
tunity. On top of that, 32 teams of 289 individuals have used the “becoming a high
performing team” opportunity.

Reception of these modules has broadly been very positive.

Examples of feedback:

* “The workshop helped me unify my team who worked in two cliques having a
‘them-and-us’ mentality”
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*  “The Insights session actually confirmed what we ourselves thought were our weak
points and afterwards it has been much easier for us to talk about our strengths and
weaknesses.”

*  “The team identified specific actions to focus on and I’ll strive to ensure that these
are prioritized and that this type of retrospective becomes part of the team rhythm”

*  “We have found great benefit from starting our journey towards high performing
teams using the principles from the workshop — it is a really good way to openly
discuss and improve as a team.*

From the coach perspective, there were observations regarding how the teams re-
ceived the spider-web data, which represented their own voice. As the feedback alludes,
most teams appreciated the analysis and insight provided. A few teams, however, re-
acted as if they were in a state of denial, by explaining how they were high-performing
despite they own data indicating room for improvement.

Follow up on agreed improvement is important for it to stick. Although the coaches
have a role to play here, not all coaches have done the required follow up with the teams
who have used the two offers.

6 Evaluation

In this section, we review some representative cases of the more than 50 teams who
have used the Team Insight assessment. Overall, these showed a clear satisfaction of
this opportunity provided by the company.

On 26 March 2019 we performed three interviews with representatives of three
teams, who had used the facilitated Team Insight assessment feedback and in connec-
tion with this got facilitation or coaching. For the evaluation interviews, we had devel-
oped a questionnaire with 22 questions. These three interviews were supplemented with
written response and quotes from three other users of the facilitated team assessment.
The following descriptions and conclusions are based on the responses from six people
on six different teams.

All teams were working with the development of different software-based solutions
and the team size was from six to nine members. The teams differ regarding stability —
one team recently got new members, another team was established as a mix of two
teams, and one team of people had worked together for many years. The full spectrum
is represented.

There are several observations and lessons learned from the respondents:

» The expectations were either non-existent, skeptical or getting knowledge of what
a high-performance team is. One hoped it could be used to demonstrate that the
teams were high-performance teams, like when you get a “star” for good perfor-
mance at school.

» All the respondents found it very easy to use the Team Insight tool as well as the
facilitated part. Questions were easy to understand and answer, and the theories
were translated into plain and comprehensible terms. Completing the questionnaire
took 20 minutes. The principles, factors, theory and model behind the tool fulfil the
needs for now, and no one had recommendations for improvements. There was a
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clear feeling that all eight principles needed to be there. Several expressed that there
was a good balance between theory and practice.

» The introduction process, guaranteed anonymity and the open discussions at the
workshop were viewed as exceptionally good by all teams.

» About half of the teams got ah-ha surprises during the facilitated assessment — sur-
prising recommendations, which made good sense, and all expressed a sense of a
much more informal atmosphere than normal. All teams expressed that the assess-
ment result showed a true picture of the team’s state and they received relevant and
valuable recommendations based on the assessment.

» All teams expressed the follow-up on agreed improvements as beneficial and hoped
it would continue and be more pro-active.

» There is a clear difference in how the teams defined actions. Two teams had defined
actions, which are followed closely. One team did not have time for that yet, and
the rest of the teams are in between.

* One clear shortcoming is the missing performance measurement. The teams were
only able to follow an increase in productivity by looking at velocity, burn down or
feedback. With successive assessments they can demonstrate a change in score of
the principles and factors. They all articulate a lot of value and beneficial discus-
sions — and describe positive changes. But it is currently not possible to quantify.

* Two ofthe interviewees expressed a desire to show a positive result (e.g., as a score)
to management, but they also wanted their data to be anonymous and not compara-
ble to that of the other teams.

* Two respondents raised the risk of not having enough time and focus to successfully
change and improve.

A few quotations from the interviews express it all:

“It helps with changing the mind-set to become a High-Performance Team”.

“The assessment clearly showed the differences in the team and the lack of regular
retrospectives, interacting within the team as well as with target groups”.

“It worked really well that it was so interactive and that there were also good links
between the theory and the conclusions”.

On average, the respondents evaluated the facilitated Team Insight assessment and
theoretical workshop as eight on a scale from one to ten.

The overall conclusion is that the facilitated Team Insight assessment has been very
beneficial for the teams, who gained good insight into the state of their team and re-
ceived the groundwork for becoming higher performing. They have been able to change
and improve their team collaboration — with a limited effort. Every respondent requests
another assessment and continuous improvement of the team’s performance and ex-
pressed their satisfaction with the opportunity provided by the company.

7 Discussion and next steps

We have now presented the HiPEFrame framework and our evaluation results. Overall,
the application of the framework was a successful undertaking. If other organisations
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are inspired to do something similar, we can outline a number of steps for attempting
to do so, so they may draw on our approach and learnings.

First, you need to recognise that you have a challenge — or a problem — with your
teams. You also need to gather information, i.e., through interviews or a survey about
the nature and details of the problem.

Second, you can take the eight factors that we built and critically reflect on whether
they can be used for assessing a team in your organisation. You also need to consider
what kind of training you will provide and whether you will use one or more of the
team models that we used.

Third, you never get it right the first time, but you learn a lot. So plan for a pilot
testing with 2-3 iterations following the basics of design thinking (Brown 2008; Dorst
2011).

Fourth, based on the learning from the design iterations you can create your final
concept of training and assessment and roll it out in your organisation.

We have found it to be very important to have someone with the responsibility of
following up. Thus, we recommend that you design a facilitated process — someone in
charge of the rhythm. Furthermore, it is important that these facilitators have regular
undertakings as coaches in order to stay sharp and be good facilitators. You should
consider whether you will have a group of dedicated experts in your organisation for
this — as we decided to have in Danske Bank.

Another important observation is that the teams, which are consistently successful
at their business priorities, are those that set aside time for the necessary improvements.
An assessment alone doesn’t do the trick. You need to invest time in the improvement
and everyone on the team must be involved in doing so. Furthermore, the key to success
is to be able to create both awareness and desire in the teams. That is a job for the
coaches.

In our research we have drawn inspiration from other published authors. The model
of Lippert & Dulewicz (2018) focuses mostly on operational aspects and nominate
“schedule adherence”, “budget adherence”, “conflict resolution”, “technical innova-
tion”, and “efficiency” as the primary performance parameters. (Elgamel 2018) takes a
slightly different approach focusing more on the organisation than teams and individu-
als. Tan (2018) is the one closest to our model, whose paper also has an 8-dimensional
model. We did find however, that their model misses out on the skills and rhythm as-
pects.

8 Conclusion

We have now presented the development of a team improvement concept to foster high
performing teams in Danske Bank. We have presented the overall framework and de-
tails of how to apply it. Furthermore, we have presented examples and lessons learned
and we have discussed how other organizations can organize a similar bootstrapping
process. We conclude that you can “bootstrap” yourself to a higher performing team
through facilitated self-assessments and carefully planned training.
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In relation to the SPI manifesto (Pries-Heje and Johansen 2010), we address the peo-
ple issue, especially the principle of creating a learning organization. In fact, the boot-
strapping process is a way of creating a learning team.

We believe the framework derived can be of value to other organizations — especially
IT development organizations. As we took our starting point in existing literature and
knowledge on efficient and optimal teams, we are certain that the answer to our research
question in the form of the HiPEFrame framework and method of applying it — is an
answer that other organizations will be interested in.

One of the things we have not mentioned in the paper are cultural differences.
Danske Bank has major IT development organizations in Denmark, India and Lithua-
nia. In relation to that, we have found that there are very interesting cultural differences
between teams based in these three countries. That will be the topic of further research:
how can the HiPEFrame be adapted to different cultures?
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