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ABSTRACT
Purpose: This article aims to develop an instrument to assess the collective performance of work teams' production. Associated with
this, this evaluation instrument is applied to two production teams from the same company in Santa Catarina, to validate it.

Methodology: The study is characterized as descriptive, quantitative and survey strategy. To develop the performance evaluation
instrument, the literature review presented was taken as a starting point to guide the selection of the 10 indicators and 30 evaluation
criteria enabling the elaboration f the questionnaire.

Results: In general, it is possible to observe that the teams performed “good” in most of their indicators, and none of the indicators
showed “poor”, “bad” or “regular” evaluations. It is suggested to develop some strategies to overcome the weakness shown by the
communication indicator in both teams. Regarding the use of the instrument, it proved to be adequate to assess the collective
performance, pointing out its strengths and weaknesses.

Limitation: Singularity of application in a single company, not allowing generalizations to be made to other production teams.

Originality: The proposal of an instrument to evaluate production teams ‘performance, indicating the team’s strengths and
weaknesses.

KEYWORD: performance evaluation, team performance, evaluation instrument, production teams.

UM INSTRUMENTO DE GESTAO PARA AVALIACAO DE DESEMPENHO DE EQUIPES

RESUMO

Obijetivo: Este artigo tem como objetivo desenvolver um instrumento para avaliar o desempenho coletivo de equipes de trabalho de
producdo. Associado a isto, aplica-se este instrumento de avaliagdo em duas equipes de producdo de uma mesma empresa
catarinense, com intuito de valida-lo.

Metodologia: O estudo caracteriza-se como descritivo, quantitativo e survey. Para desenvolver o instrumento de avaliacdo de
desempenho, a revisdo da literatura foi tomada como ponto de partida para selecdo de 10 indicadores e 30 critérios de avaliacao,
possibilitando a elaboragdo do questionério.

Resultados: De forma geral observou-se que as equipes apresentaram desempenho “bom” em grande maioria de seus indicadores, e
nenhum dos indicadores manifestou avaliagdes “péssimo”, “ruim” ou “regular”. E sugestivo o desenvolvimento de algumas
estratégias com o proposito de superar a fragilidade demonstrada pelo indicador comunicagao nas duas equipes. Sobre a utilizagéo do

instrumento, mostrou-se adequado para avaliar o desempenho coletivo, apontando suas potencialidades e fragilidades.

Limitacdo: Singularidade de aplicagcdo em uma Unica empresa, ndo permitindo que sejam feitas generalizagGes para outras equipes
de producdo.

Originalidade: A proposi¢do de um instrumento para avaliar o desempenho de equipes de produgdo, indicando para as equipes da
empresa analisada, suas potencialidades e fragilidades.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE: avaliacdo de desempenho, desempenho de equipe, instrumento de avaliacdo, equipes de
producéo.
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A MANAGEMENT INSTRUMENT FOR TEAM PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

1. INTRODUCTION

The performance evaluation system is an important measurement tool used as a support
mechanism for various areas of the organization, aiming to analyze the performance of
professionals, ensuring the balance of the current reality versus the organization's planning
(Guilherme et al., 2019), and allow the assessment of organizational effectiveness (Staedele, et al.,
2019).

A new perspective that has been discussed within this theme, addresses that performance
evaluation facilitates team integration and management, making it possible to analyze not only the
individual but also the collective performance (Santos et al. 2019). The objective behind team
performance assessment is focused on generating research, providing feedback, training
development, and long-term planning (Salas et al., 2017), as work teams need to work in complex
and dynamic environments (Reis & Puente-Palacios, 2016).

Team performance evaluation has gained importance in recent decades (Marriage &
Kinnear, 2016) with the increase in interest in academic and professional studies, claiming that the
relevance of the result of team performance is superior to the result of the performance of each
employee (Aybas & Uyargil, 2017). Above all, national and international literature still lack
empirical and theoretical studies that advance knowledge on the theme of performance evaluation
(Calvetti et al., 2019; Matos et al., 2019).

Due to the wide dissemination of work teams in organizations, there is a natural growth in
demand for reliable tools to assess the desired results (Puente-Palacios et al., 2016). Soares et al.
(2019) highlight the relevance of the application of instruments that identify gaps that can be
improved and developed, through teaching-learning methodologies with employees, aiming at
improving professional performance.

Since performance evaluation is fundamental for the management of an organization,
research is needed to reflect on this theme, to contribute scientifically to the identification and
search for solutions to the practical problems experienced in organizations (Matos et al., 2019).
Considering the above, the article aims to develop an instrument to assess the collective
performance of work teams' production. Associated with this, this evaluation instrument is applied
to two production teams from the same company in Santa Catarina, to validate it.

The object of this study is production teams due to the production administration, focused on
the way a service is treated, has taken on great importance in organizations (Silva, 2019), since the
lack of knowledge, qualification, or training of professionals can cause failures in the production
process, generating high costs for the organization (Mello & Carvalho, 2017). Productivity can then
be considered a critical success factor in measuring the performance of a company's manufacturing
system (Rocha & Gongcalves, 2018), and in most cases, it can hold the most significant resources for
the organization (Silva, 2019).

To address the topic, this article initially presents the literature review, portraying the
performance evaluation, the team performance evaluation, and the production team evaluation
indicators. Then, the methodological procedures, and finally, the research main results and the final
considerations are exposed.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review presents the performance evaluation, the team performance evaluation,
and the production team evaluation indicators.

2.1 Performance evaluation

The concept of evaluating performance and productivity in organizations emerged in
positivist ideals, gaining greater significance through the emergence of capitalism and large
industries, where mathematics would serve as a support to experiment and validate organizational
processes (Cunha & Corréa, 2013). With the advent of Taylorism, research for the rationalization of
work gave rise to the first scales of merit assessment, applied to discipline the worker, and intervene
in his way of carrying out work activities. Subsequently, based on the need for organizations to
have an instrument to encourage workers to adopt or intensify certain attitudes, performance
evaluation techniques were improved (Branddo & Guimardes, 2001), causing an increase in
performance management in companies. past decades (Van Camp & Braet, 2016; Cuccurullo et al.,
2016).

The performance evaluation system started to be perceived as a balanced and dynamic
system, formed by indicators capable of sustaining the decision process through the collection,
treatment, and analysis of information (Neely et al., 2002). In the field of business administration,
performance evaluation contributes to the improvement and strengthening of professionals'
knowledge, skills, and attitudes, in addition to broadening the managers' view of organizational
reality (Soares et al., 2019).

For a performance appraisal to work properly, it is necessary to have a system based on
goals, rewards, and compensations consistent with a proposal to improve the company's operations
and processes and forecast the organizational future, that is, there is a need to have an alignment
strategic, tactical and operational so that everything works to provide better results for the company
(Santos et al., 2019).

Thus, some considerations regarding performance evaluation can be highlighted:

a) it aims to promote management improvement, the communication of results and
generate information to support decision support (Choong, 2014; Franco-Santos et al.,
2012);

b) assists in management, since it provides an understanding of the positive aspects and
critical factors that can be improved in the work environment (Klein et al., 2019);

c) influences people's behavior, being able to transform the way they orient their learning
to tasks (Matos et al., 2019);

d) it can be improved with training received by employees, who assist in the development
of their activities (Menegon & Zambarda, 2019);

e) it can be used to guide organizational efforts to control and correct their strategies,
determining goals and the desired level of performance (Melnyk et al., 2014);

f) its models aim to provide its users with information about the performance of a given
unit, as well as to provide the alignment between strategies, goals, and actions (Gonzaga
etal., 2017).

It is observed that the performance evaluation can involve three dimensions: individual,

collective, and organizational. Individual performance assessment is the most used model (Pires et
al., 2019), as it influences people's behavior in work activities (Franco-Santos et al., 2012), to the
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employee gets feedback on how his work is being done. In the collective performance evaluation,
teams are informed about their performance. This information can be used to provide guidance and
motivate performance, and team members must participate in the evaluation process, as they are
aware of the contributions of each member of the team (Levi, 2017).

The assessment of organizational performance arises from the need to establish links
between planning, decision, action, and result, which generate interest in measuring organizational
performance (Micheli & Mari, 2014), providing a comprehensive view of the company's processes
and results (Cardoso & Guimarées, 2014). However, the type of assessment used will depend on the
interdependence between the tasks of the employees, and/or mainly, on how the organization
operates (Levi, 2017).

The main challenge of performance evaluation is that it becomes part of the organizational
culture, with the involvement of people in the evaluation processes (Valmorbida & Ensslin, 2016).
Organizations must also take precautions to avoid errors in an individual assessment and to obtain
results that do not match the reality of a particular sector (Klein et al., 2019). An evaluation carried
out by only one individual brings the common occurrence of distortions, whereas an evaluation
carried out by several actors is considered more valuable and authentic, since those involved share
responsibilities for the process and possible distortions in the perception of one of the evaluators,
which may be diluted in the evaluations carried out by the others (Branddo et al., 2008).

2.2 Team performance evaluation

The interest in teamwork in Brazil is linked to the expansion of multinational companies in
the 90s, as well as to the movement of quality certification that is needed to certify the quality of
exported products (Bonfim & Hastenreiter, 2010). Subsequently, with the increase in the use of
teams in organizations, methods of assessing team performance started to be emphasized (Aybas &
Uyargil, 2017).

Teams represent a group of people in a common situation, whose tasks and results are
interdependent, with the articulation of actions and the interaction of professionals. Teamwork
generates positive synergy through a coordinated effort, in which individual efforts result in a level
of performance greater than the sum of individual contributions (Ciampone & Peduzzi, 2000;
Puente-Palacios & Brito, 2017). Teamwork is a way of life in organizations, effective teamwork
makes it possible to create knowledge, promote innovation, minimize errors, increase productivity,
and job satisfaction, in addition to ensuring success.

However, assuring that it performs, learns, develops, and matures is not an easy task for
organizations, it is necessary to create tools that accurately determine the strengths and weaknesses
of teams (Salas, Reyes, & Woods, 2017). The team's performance can be characterized as a set of
interrelationships that aim to achieve the desired products in the face of each context presented
(Rodriguez-Ponce et al., 2017). It results from an emergency process in which several contributions
made by its members are integrated and combined, in a dynamic and complex way, giving rise to a
characteristic of the team (Puente-Palacios et al., 2016).

Individuals interact bringing a range of skills and information that contribute to the strategic
objectives proposed for the team. Its effectiveness is directly related to the performance of all
members, in their cooperation and coordination to achieve the established objectives (Rodriguez-
Ponce et al., 2017). Assessing team performance is essential to understanding how teams work, and
subsequently so that processes can be improved to achieve better results. Understanding how
processes are achieved provides team members with guidance on the impact of their specific
compartments, as well as on their collective transactional behaviors (Marriage & Kinnear, 2016).

Teams can use performance evaluations feedback to identify and correct problems in
operations, in addition to supporting training and development (Levi, 2017). Marriage and Kinnear
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(2016) emphasize the importance of self-assessment of team performance, stating that self-
assessment potentially overcomes the deficiency of not being able to observe tacit behaviors and
cognitions, and allows team members to assess unobservable elements of collective work. Self-
assessment can be performed by providing staff with general questions about their performance and
further facilitating discussion during feedback.

Some works were carried out with a focus on team performance, most of them addressing
performance models and few portraying assessment instruments. Leite et al. (1999) analyzed the
performance evaluations’ records of the elements of a nursing team. Wiese et al. (2015) and Salas et
al. (2017) pointed out guidelines and recommendations for measuring team dynamics. Ensslin et al.
(2015) built a performance evaluation model for health teams, using a multicriteria methodology to
support constructivist decisions. Puente-Palacios, Martins and Palumbo (2016) obtain evidence of
the validity of a scale of job performance in educational teams. Aybas and Uyargil (2017)
developed a conceptual model for assessing team performance and Zin et al. (2018) adapted the
BCG matrix method to assess the performance of sales teams.

It is important to note that not all teams are equal, they have explicit behaviors and implicit
qualities, which can be difficult to capture. However, one must be alert to the excessive use of
dimensions or measures, a frequent team assessment can disrupt the dynamics or change their
normative behavior, in which discrete measures must be used to not disturb the workflow of its
members (Salas et al., 2017).

Some challenges remain in organizations when assessing the performance of teams, which
determine what to measure, developing safe instruments that are diagnostic and ensure that these
instruments can be performed throughout the life of the team, at the same time, in which emphasis
should be placed practicality (Salas et al., 2017). However, one of the problems that arise during
teams' performance evaluation is the poor measurement of several items. It is important to have a
complete performance evaluation system that assesses the individual characteristics of the team,
both in their work processes and in their results, to better understand the nuances of their
performance as a way to improve organizational success (Wiese et al., 2015).

2.3 Production team evaluation indicators

The use of performance indicators provides organizations with a precise level of
knowledge about their work activities, making it possible to monitor and manage their results
(Senna et al., 2016). The indicators are the measures that allow comparing the real performance
with the desired performance. Utilizing a quantification, they indicate good or bad performance to
guide the organization's management to improve actions to achieve the expected performance
(Melnyk et al., 2014). Performance measurement systems undergo evolutions to adapt to different
scenarios, which makes their choice and evaluation complex, considering the range of available
indicators, from the specific ones to the most generic ones (Gongalves & Tortoli, 2015). The
greatest difficulty in selecting indicators is to select those that can be managed and that facilitate the
decision-making process (Lebas, 1995; Neely et al., 1995).

Production planning and control have a significant impact on company management, and its
activities need to interact and communicate in some way. Production and performance management
is part of a modern measurement system that aims to meet aspects of production, quality, and
maintenance necessary for strategic alignment. The objective of performance management in this
process is to relate quantitative and qualitative elements that allow customer satisfaction and cost
reduction. To obtain results, it is necessary: a) support from top management; b) listen to
employees’ opinion about improvements and customer satisfaction; c) define data that allow
employees’ evaluation; d) measure different performances according to the location; ¢) certify that
the data to be collected will provide a basis for investigating improvements in performance, both for
employees in the workplace, and relevant management actions (Galvao et al., 2016).
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Therefore, to assess the performance of production teams, the indicators listed in Table 1
were defined, as it is believed that these represent the aspects proposed by the previously presented
authors.

Table 1: Production teams’ performance evaluation indicators

Indicators Definition
It is related to the team’s production capacity of goods and services; it refers to the balance
Productivity between the need and the accomplished. It is the result of how input resources are used, and

from them, customer value is generated (Rocha & Goncalves, 2018).

It is the link generated between the organization and its employees. The level of commitment is
Commitment fundamental to teams' performance and the highest operational efficiency and effectiveness
(Silva, Oliveira, Bona, Oliveira, & Pinheiro, 2020).

It is the combination of team members' experiences, values, information that they acquire in the
experienced different contexts and in their ability to reinvent and improve. To measure

Knowledge knowledge, it is essential to understand prior knowledge, development, and its role in relation to
what is being performed, its interactions, and its continuous learning process (Senna et al.,
2016).

They are created with the objective of avoiding conflicts in social life. Its purpose is to regulate

Compliance with and formalize the rules and principles to be followed by the teams (Zanatta, Campos, Moreira,

standards Silva, & Souza, 2019).
Interpersonal Itis _based_ ona set_of relationships built based on respect and trust by the team. It is a complex
relationship relat.lon.shlp that involves verbal and non-verbal communication, conflicts, rewards, and
motivation (Novato & Nunes, 2019).
s Considered the ability to have or develop ideas and put them into practice (Bohlander & Snell,
Initiative 2015).
Quality serves for monitoring, is related to the control indexes for conducting processes, that is,
Quality and the_y are the results of activities and acti_ons_, they are attributes that generate a_d«_agree of
quantity satisfaction (Veras et al., 2016). The quantity is related to the execution of work activities, the

amount of work completed in a certain period (Andrianto, 2019), the completion of work
objectives, and the fulfillment of delivery schedules (Epiquén, 2014).

Set of obligations of a professional nature, which involves interest to the client and the team’s

Responsibility needs in general (Fenwick, 2016).

The process of exchanging information in the team aims to equalize the information. The
Communication communication process is influenced by several factors, including team composition, power
relationships, location, environmental factors, among others (Nadae & Carvalho, 2019).

It concerns skills, autonomy at work, job rotation, participation in decisions, teamwork to

Organization achieve results (Neto & Moura, 2019).

It is observed that it is essential to define performance indicators to carry out an adequate
assessment, as they are items that assist in management and control, necessary to understand
whether the objectives proposed by the organization were achieved, thus supporting the decision-
making process (Oliveira et al., 2020). Its definition also provides better knowledge about products
and services (Pereira Junior et al., 2018), and when aligned with organizational objectives, they lead
to improvement initiatives in the short, medium, and long term, which subsidize the changes in a
sustainable way, being the basis for the organizational strategy (Bassi et al., 2020).

3. METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

The study is characterized as descriptive, quantitative, with a cross-sectional survey strategy.
In order to develop the performance evaluation instrument, the literature review presented was
taken as a starting point to guide the selection of the indicators shown in Table 1. Based on this
selection, it was possible to elaborate on the performance evaluation questionnaire by the team,
which was validated by two professors with Ph.D. degrees in the field and by the company owners,
who answered the questionnaire, to verify its alignment with the strategic and organizational
objectives. There were no suggestions to be included in any other items.
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The questionnaire was conducted based on 10 performance indicators, considered essential
to describe the teams' performance. Each indicator presents 3 statements for each of the selected
indicators, totaling 30 evaluation criteria. All questionnaire criteria were designed with a focus on
what the team does and not on each employee’s performance. The questionnaire used a 5-point
Likert scale (great, good, regular, bad, and very bad) because the graphic scales are simpler and
allow the evaluator to express their perceptions gradually (Dalmau & Benetti, 2009).

The research was performed in an aluminum frames company located in the city of
Camboriu/SC, in which it operates in the civil construction market. The company has
approximately 70 employees, distributed in the areas of sales, assembly, placement, maintenance,
repairs, and administration. The sample consisted of two production teams, appointed by the
company owner considering a sampling by judgment, the assembly team has 16 employees, and the
placement team has 12 employees, totaling 28 respondents.

To revise the questionnaire, testing the data collection and treatment, a pre-test of the
questionnaire was performed with 4 employees, different from the selected sample. Respondents
reported that they had no difficulty with interpretation, or ambiguity, and did not suggest changes to
the questionnaire. With the aim of revising the questionnaire, testing the data collection and
treatment, a pre-test of the questionnaire was performed with 4 employees, different from the
selected sample. Respondents reported that they had no difficulty with interpretation, or ambiguity,
and did not suggest changes to the questionnaire.

In September 2019, the employees were made aware, through a meeting held with the
Human Resources department, in which the importance of performance evaluation and clarification
of the indicators and evaluation criteria for better completion of the questionnaire. Then, the
questionnaires were made available for filling in printed form. The company's employees were
instructed to evaluate the team's performance and not their performance.

Finally, data analysis was performed using data obtained from the 28 responses from the
questionnaires, dividing them into two teams, and using descriptive statistical techniques (mean,
standard deviation, coefficient of variation, minimum value, maximum value, and amplitude) that
allowed data to be obtained for analysis and conclusions which are drawn from them (Creswell,
2010). To assist in statistical techniques, Microsoft Excel software was used.

4. PRESENTATION AND RESULTS ANALYSIS

Through the developed evaluation instrument, the employees of Team 1 and Team 2 were
able to evaluate the 30 criteria related to the performance evaluation of their teams using the 10
selected indicators. For each indicator, three criteria should be analyzed by selecting only one of the
proposed assessment levels: excellent, good, fair, poor, and very bad. The results obtained for each
evaluation criterion were transformed into averages for a better interpretation of the data. An
evaluation scale for the instrument is also proposed, to standardize the results’ analysis. The
proposed scale for classifying the teams' performance is shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Performance classification

Terrible Bad Regular Good Great

Oal 1,01a2 201a3 3,01a4 401a5

Thus, the averages between 0 to 1 are classified as "terrible"; between 1.01 to 2 as “bad”;
between 2.01 to 3 as "regular”; between 3.01 to 4 as "good"; and between 4.01 to 5 as “great”.
Table 3 presents the questionnaire results, with the mean and standard deviation of each evaluation
criterion, divided into Team 1 and Team 2.
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Table 3: Questionnaire results

Indicators Team 1 Team 2
Productivity Mean Std Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
(1) Team production capacity 3,94 0,77 3,92 0,58
(2) Speed and coordination in the development of work 3,94 0,40 3,75 0,65
(3) Use of available material resources in an appropriate manner to perform 4,25 0,50 3,75 0,65
the work

Commitment Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
(4) Attention and dedication to work 3,69 0,87 4,33 0,62
5) Fglf_ll_lment of the commitments established by the team in the execution 4,25 0,58 3,83 0,62
of activities

(6) Execution team's work according to the company's objectives 3,94 0,68 4,00 0,51
Knowledge Mean  Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
(7) Team knowledge of the organization's objectives 4,13 0,72 3,75 0,65
(8) Team knowledge of the work to be performed 4,38 0,79 4,25 0,83
(9) Execution of work in accordance with defined standards and instructions 3,94 0,77 4,00 0,67
Compliance with standards Mean Std. Dev Mean Std. Dev
(10) Knowledge of procedural rules related to team assignments 3,38 0,62 4,08 0,74
(11) Exe_cutlon of work in accordance with the rules of procedure related to 3,63 0,62 4,00 0,51
team assignments

(12) Execution ‘of team’s work in accordance with the rules of conduct related 3,94 0,57 417 0,67
to the company's principles

Interpersonal relationship Mean Std. Dev  Mean Std. Dev.
(13) Collaboration between team members 3,69 1,08 4,08 0,74
(14) Interaction between team members 4,19 0,83 3,92 0,72
(15) Relationship with the company, managers, colleagues, and customers 3,63 0,89 3,92 0,83
Initiative Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
(16) Team initiative to learn the work, as well as to solve situations outside of 4,06 0,82 4,00 0,79
day-to-day routine

(17) Ability to have or develop ideas and put them into practice 4,00 0,89 4,17 0,79
(18) The team has collective will and effort 3,75 0,77 3,75 0,62
Quality and guantity Mean Std. Dev.  Mean Std. Dev
(19) Accuracy, attention, and order in the work performed by the team 3,56 0,96 3,75 0,65
(20) Amount of work that the team does 3,56 0,73 3,83 0,62
(21) Staff perfection, care, and precision 3,63 0,96 3,92 0,83
Responsibility Mean  Std. Dev.  Mean Std. Dev
(22) Seriousness, dedication and interest in performing work 3,88 0,96 4,17 0,79
(23) Team commitment to assume responsibilities 3,94 1,06 3,67 1,00
(24) Team willingness to remedy any flaws and not repeat the same mistakes 3,88 1,02 3,33 0,97
Communication Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
(25) Qommqnlcgtlon between management and the team, receiving clear and 2.88 1,02 3,92 0,72
objective guidelines to perform work

(26) Communication between co-workers 3,75 1,13 3,58 1,00
(27.). The company is open to receiving and recognizing contributions, 3,19 147 3,42 114
opinions, and criticisms from the team

Organization Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
(28) Control of team tasks by the manager 3,75 0,58 4,25 1,04
(29) Team organization in work activities 3,81 0,91 4,00 0,67
(30) Organization of work environment by the team 3,63 0,89 4,08 0,95

Based on the results shown in Table 3, it is possible to observe the 30 evaluation criteria
within the 10 selected indicators. In Team 1, regarding the evaluated criteria, the highest average
presented was 4.38. As for the criterion (8) team knowledge about the work to be performed. Cooke
et al. (2000) argued that in teams, knowledge is an essential factor for a series of theoretical
foundations about their performance, from decision making to awareness of the team's situation.
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Both individuals and teams have the knowledge, which is reflected in their actions and behaviors, in
which their performance will be maximized to the extent that the team knowledge is accurate,
appropriate among members, and structured as a form of support and task development.

Other criteria were also evaluated as “excellent”, which were: the criteria (3) use of
available material resources in an appropriate way to perform the work and (5) fulfillment of the
commitments established by the team in the execution of activities, with averages 4.25; criterion
(14) interaction between team members, with an average of 4.19; and the criterion (16) initiative of
the team in learning the work, as well as solving situations outside of day-to-day the routine, with
an average of 4.06.

On the other hand, the lowest average (2.88) was for criterion (25) communication between
management and the team, receiving clear and objective information, the only criterion evaluated as
“regular”, was related to the communication indicator. Communication is used in teams to provide
opportunities for the distribution and execution of tasks, to make creative and quick decision-
making (Giansante et al., 2015), and as a channel where team members can distribute crucial
information to other members. Understanding and using the information received is fundamental to
the team’s performance, as well as having communication focused on knowledge and information
sharing (Marlow et al., 2018).

Regarding the standard deviation, the smallest deviation (0.40) presented was for the
criterion (2) speed and coordination in the work development, demonstrating equivalence in the
answers to this criterion. And the biggest deviation (1.47) was for the criterion (27) the company is
open to receiving and recognizing contributions, opinions, and criticisms from the team,
manifesting a disparity between the team responses.

Regarding Team 2, the highest average presented (4.33) was for the criterion (4) attention
and dedication to work, followed by (8) team knowledge about the work to be performed and (28)
leadership control of the teams’ task, averaging 4.25. It was observed that in Team 1, the criterion
(8) was also considered as “excellent”, demonstrating that in both production teams, knowledge was
a positive factor for their performance.

However, Team 2 did not obtain criteria evaluated as “terrible”, “bad” or “regular”, the
lowest averages were for criteria (24) the team's willingness to remedy eventual failures and not
repeat the same mistakes, (27) The company is open to receiving and recognizing contributions,
opinions, and criticism from the team, and (26) communication between co-workers, with averages
classified as “good” performance. However, for both teams the criteria communication indicators
were those that received the lowest averages. Silva and Ruas (2014) pointed out the importance of
teams’ communication where information is shared, the noise minimized, the people’s knowledge,
and participation maximized concerning the organization and other areas.

Regarding the standard deviation, the smallest deviation (0.51) is observed for the criteria (6)
work execution of the team according to company objectives, and (11) work execution under the
rules of procedures related to team assignments, expressing congruence in the responses of Team 2.
The biggest deviation (1.14) was for the criterion (27) the company is open to receiving and
recognizing contributions, opinions, and criticisms from the team, demonstrating that the employees
opted for different classifications for this performance criterion.

From the 30 evaluated criteria, an average was calculated for each of the 10 selected indicators,
as well as standard deviation, coefficient of variation, minimum value, maximum value, and
amplitude, and at the end, a general average for the performance of each team. Table 4 shows the
results obtained for Team 1.
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Table 4: Team 1 performance

Indicators Average Star)dgrd Coeffi_ci_ent of Minimum Maximum Amplitude
Deviation variation Value Value

Productivity 4,04 0,56 13,86 3,94 4,25 0,31
Commitment 3,96 0,71 17,93 3,69 4,25 0,56
Knowledge 4,15 0,76 18,31 3,94 4,38 0,44
Compliance 3,65 0,60 16,44 3,38 3,94 0,56
with standards
Interpersonal 3,83 0,93 24,28 3,63 4,19 0,56
relationship
Initiative 3,94 0,83 21,07 3,75 4,06 0,31
Quality and 3,58 0,88 24,58 3,56 3,63 0,07
guantity
Responsibility 3,90 1,01 25,90 3,88 3,94 0,06
Communication 3,27 1,21 37,00 2,88 3,75 0,87
Organization 3,37 0,79 23,44 3,63 3,81 0,18

Some points can be highlighted in Team 1, of the 10 indicators evaluated, 8 were considered
as "good" performance, and 2 as "excellent" performance, being the highest average for the
knowledge indicator. Senna et al. (2016) address the importance of knowledge for teams, in which
a network of knowledge that connects can collaborate so that its members develop themselves with
greater potential different from those who work only individually. Productivity was the second
indicator that obtained the highest average (4.04), with the lowest standard deviation (0.56) and
variation coefficient (13.86), a fact that shows homogeneity of responses for this indicator. In
contrast, the communication indicator obtained the lowest average (3.27), the highest standard
deviation (1.21), the highest coefficient of variation (37.00), and the highest amplitude (0.87),
which emphasizes the heterogeneity of responses, indicating a discrepancy in responses among
respondents. To assess the overall performance of Team 1, an average of the 10 indicators assessed
by the team was calculated, with an average of 3.76 considered as “good” performance.

Table 5: presents the results obtained for Team 2.

. . Coefficient of Minimum Maximum .

Indicators Mean Std. Deviation variation Value Value Amplitude
Productivity 3,81 0,63 16,54 3,75 3,92 0,17
Commitment 4,06 0,58 14,29 3,83 4,33 0,50
Knowledge 4,00 0,72 18,00 3,75 4,25 0,50
Compliance 4,08 0,64 15,69 4,00 417 0,17
with standards
Interpersonal
relationship 3,97 0,76 19,14 3,92 4,08 0,16
Initiative 3,97 0,73 18,39 3,75 4,17 0,42
Quality and 3,83 0,70 18,28 3,75 3,92 0,17
guantity
Responsibility 3,72 0,92 24,73 3,33 4,17 0,84
Communication 3,64 0,95 26,10 3,42 3,92 0,50
Organization 4,11 0,89 21,65 4,00 4,25 0,25

In Team 2, of the 10 indicators evaluated, 7 were evaluated as “good” performance, and 3 as
“excellent” performance, the highest average was for the organization indicator. Neto and Moura
(2019) pointed out that in a work organization, tasks are adjusted and redefined through teamwork,
a fact that can justify the best assessment by the team.

The commitment indicator received the lowest standard deviation (0.58) and the lowest
variation coefficient (14.29), indicating homogeneity between the responses, that is, the team
members’ responses are congruent. The communication indicator obtained the lowest average
(3.64), the highest standard deviation (0.95), and the highest coefficient of variation (26.10),
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demonstrating the heterogeneity of responses. The lowest amplitude was 0.16 for the interpersonal
relationship indicator, which obtained an average of 3.97, demonstrating that most of the team
believes that the relationship between the members is a positive factor for their performance.

5. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Novato and Nunes (2019) express the importance of the interpersonal relationship built
within the team for the motivation of its members. Assessing the Team 2 overall performance, there
was an average of 3.91 considered as “good” performance. Compared to Team 1, both teams rated
their performance as “good”, but Team 2 had a higher overall average. To compare the results of
the performance evaluation by the two teams. Figure 1 presents a comparative graph of the average
of the 10 indicators evaluated.
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Figure 1. Performance indicator averages

In general, it is possible to observe that the teams performed “good” in most of their
indicators, and none of the indicators showed “poor”, “bad” or “regular” evaluations. In Team 1, the
favorable indicators to its performance were knowledge (4.15), productivity (4.04), and
commitment (3.96), while in Team 2, the favorable indicators to its performance were the
organization (4,11), compliance with standards (4.08) and commitment (4.06).

A commitment was considered a relevant indicator for both teams, Levi (2017) considered
that production teams control their work processes, usually involving the predictable and efficient
creation of quality products, in which teams focus on minimizing variations in the production
process through standardized procedures, which consequently may require a greater commitment
from team members.

Finally, there was a divergence depending on the relevance of the indicators in the teams,
this fact can be explained by the manifestation of collective performance being present in the
sharing results from individual contributions that were transformed and united, constituting a
characteristic of the team (Puente-Palacios, Martins, & Palumbo, 2016), that is, each team was
integrated and combined uniquely, with different individual contributions, which results in different
collective performances.
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6. FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

This study aimed to develop an instrument to assess the performance of production work
teams, seeking to contribute to the advancement of studies on teams’ performance, since studies on
this theme are still scarce. To validate the proposed instrument, the questionnaire was applied to
two teams from the same company in Santa Catarina.

The evaluation instrument was composed of 10 performance indicators and 30 evaluation
criteria. They were formulated based on a theoretical review, validation by specialists, and company
owners. The performance evaluation demonstrated, in general, a classification of ‘“good”
performance for the two evaluated teams. However, there were some discrepancies in the analyzed
indicators. While Team 1 presented knowledge, productivity, and commitment as the most
favorable indicators for its performance, Team 2 expressed organization, compliance with
standards, and commitment as the most favorable indicators.

In this sense, the proposed evaluation instrument proved to be opportune to identify the
potentials to be valued in the teams and the weaknesses that demanded greater attention by the
company.

Based on the results, it is suggested to develop some strategies to overcome the weakness
shown by the communication indicator in both teams, because communication is an essential factor
for the teams since to act collectively towards common goals, people need to share and exchange
information. Regarding the use of the instrument, it proved to be adequate to assess the collective
performance, pointing out its strengths and weaknesses. Through the calculated averages and the
graphic expression, it was obtained an easy understanding to synthesize the performance
classification of the 10 indicators.

Along these lines, it is possible to affirm that performance evaluation allows organizations
to analyze the development of their collaborators and teams, in the search for improvements to the
work environment and organizational results. Team evaluation makes it possible to understand
through a collective dimension, the positive and negative performance factors, which often could
not be perceived through an individual evaluation. Still, it is possible to consider that this study
presented two contributions: first, a theoretical contribution to team performance evaluation and the
proposal of an instrument to evaluate production teams ‘performance. Second, a managerial input,
indicating the team’s strengths and weaknesses, allowing the company to work on actions to
improve its performance.

As a limitation of this study, there is the singularity of application in a single company, not
allowing generalizations to be made to other production teams. As future work, research suggests
advancing the theoretical framework on team performance assessment, as well as the application of
the proposed instrument in larger samples and companies from other areas, to obtain a more in-
depth understanding of team dynamics assessment.
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