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into a discipline, and organizations would do
well to absorb project management processes,
transfer them throughout the ranks and build
a knowledge management legacy system that
captures lessons learned. Seat-of-the-pants
problem solving and decision making on pro-
jects is not working. It is crucial for project
teams to employ a common, systematic
process for resolving the problem solving,
decision making and planning issues that
come before them.

3. The performance system. Think about project
teams as mini performance environments that
must be carefully managed. Team members
must be clear on project goals and the end
game, possess the right skills, receive accurate
and timely feedback and be aware of the posi-
tive and negative consequences for various
behaviors.

4. Interpersonal dynamics. Given all the per-
formance pressure on project teams and the
mounting complexity of the environments
in which they operate, it is not surprising
that such teams have become holding pens
for unproductive behavior. Such behavior
takes many forms: putting functional self
interest over team accomplishments, engag-
ing in conflict (both overt and hidden),
adopting a nonassertive or aggressive style,
passing the buck, playing follow the leader
and hesitating to confront one another’s
poor performance and unacceptable behav-
ior. To eliminate these negative behaviors,
all project teams should go through the
same alignment process as the senior team
and receive training in conflict management
and related skills.

While many respondents report experiencing
project success, almost all point to an urgent need
for improvement. To begin your improvement
efforts, ask yourself how your organization’s
responses would compare to those we received.

comment
Please

If you would like to comment on this article,
please post your remarks on the Quality Progress
Discussion Board at www.asq.org, or e-mail them
to editor@asq.org.

Then, look to leadership, process discipline, the
performance system and interpersonal dynamics
as prime targets in which to make the changes
that will propel project teams to the next level of
performance.
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