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ABSTRACT

In complex crises, coordination between organizations is challenging. Knowledge needed to coordinate, like
responsibilities, capabilities and interdependencies between tasks are often not known or not communicated
systematically. As a result, coordination develops gradually and causes confusion. In this paper we describe an
approach and tool called ‘Profiler’, that focuses on quickly increasing knowledge and understanding about the
participating organizations while preparing for, or at the beginning of a crisis. Profiler was evaluated during an
exercise of 1 Civil Military Coordination Battalion (1CIMICbat). Teams consisting of functional specialists
performed a damage and needs assessments after a flooding. The results show that participants that used Profiler
increased their knowledge and integrated understanding, when this was initially lacking. Further, participants
with improved knowledge and integrated understanding, coordinated more within and between teams, when
they perceived to be interdependent. Our results point in the direction that coordination effectiveness and
efficiency may be improved with our approach.
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INTRODUCTION

Complex crisis situations affect the responsibilities of multiple organizations, such as governmental
departments, first responders and organizations responsible for critical infrastructure. The needs created by large
disasters require extensive coordination, collaboration and communication between these organizations
(Kapucu, 2003; Kapucu & Van Wart, 2006; Kapucu & Garayev, 2011). Disaster response needs structure and
processes on the one hand and adaptability and improvisation on the other hand (Harrald, 2006). When
dependencies between tasks are known and predictable, the most efficient mode of coordination is through a
prescribed action plan, which directs the choices of actions at a given situation. But as disasters are
characterized by a high level of contingency, actions and responsibilities of actors often cannot be predetermined in detail. Mutual adjustment of activities is required in ad hoc organizational networks. Unified
command brings together the “commanders” or “liaisons” of major organizations involved in the incident in
order to coordinate an effective response. It provides a forum for this team of liaisons for identifying critical
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events and actions and allows mutual adjustment for changing dependency relations. Post-disaster crisis reports
(e.g. IOOV, 2011) have consistently shown that coordination breakdown is one of the core reasons for
ineffective crisis response (DeChurch and Mathieu, 2009).
Coordination is often supported by information systems. “Coordination by awareness” has become a promising
trend of coordination technology in emergency response activities (Gonzalez 2008; Faraj & Xiao 2006). The
idea is to provide awareness of critical events, each other’s activities and to give insight in roles and
responsibilities of participating organizations (Way & Yuan, 2012; Yu & Cai, 2012). The effective use of
information from these systems for coordination requires knowledge about each other’s capabilities and
collective task. It is doubtful that coordination will take place among organizations or team members if they are
unaware of each other or each other’s capabilities (McGuire, 2009). The organizations involved in ad hoc
organizational networks often lack a shared history of working together and do not know each other’s expertise
or how to integrate their tasks. Such common ground is needed for efficient and effective coordination. Getting
to know each other takes time, which is often not available in times of crisis. As a result, coordination and
collaboration develops only gradually and remains limited which often leads to confusion and
misunderstanding. It is therefore important to develop effective and efficient tools and approaches to support
knowledge-sharing for effective and efficient coordination in ad hoc organizational networks. Prior team
research has mostly focused on social and cognitive mechanisms for effective coordination. Practical
interventions to increase knowledge and understanding are largely missing. The goal is to help emergency
managers and their partners to gain knowledge and understanding of other participants' capabilities in a clearly
specified and systematic manner. A solution is needed to support organizations in a crisis to quickly and
effectively share knowledge about each other and about their task dependencies in the early stage of their
collaborative efforts. We developed an approach and a tool that focuses on quickly increasing knowledge and
understanding about the participating organizations.
Three questions in the development of this approach and the tool were:
1.

What are the key coordination constructs for (ad hoc) effective coordination?

2.

What specific knowledge needs to be shared between teams from multiple organizations?

3.

How can this knowledge quickly and effectively be exchanged?

In the following paragraphs we will address these questions.
The Key Constructs

Any group of partners faced with accomplishing a complex task has to resolve two issues: Who is doing what,
and how to coordinate their efforts. Coordination is the activity of managing interdependencies between tasks
performed by different actors (Malone & Crowston, 1994). Three kinds of interdependencies can be
distinguished: outcome, process and input interdependencies (DeChurch & Mathieu, 2009). Input
interdependence refers to the extent to which inputs must be shared to achieve goals (e.g. like people, expertise,
resources or information). Process interdependence refers to the extent to which interaction and integration
between tasks is required. Outcome interdependence refers to the extent to which the costs and benefits received
by actors, depend on successful performance of others. When there are no dependencies between the tasks of
team members or teams, or when none are perceived, there is no task-oriented reason to coordinate and
communicate (Zhang, Hempel, Han & Tjosvold, 2007). According to Parker & Axtell (2001), coordination is
more effective when members have an integrated understanding, meaning that the members understand how
their tasks relate to the tasks of others. Integrated understanding improves perspective taking, adopting the
viewpoint of those that depend on you and vice versa (Parker & Axtell, 2001). The development of integrated
understanding of their interdependencies is expected to improve the coordination between the collaborating
teams from multiple organizations.
DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus (2010) found for team effectiveness, in a meta study, that team knowledge (i.e.
knowledge about who knows what), task knowledge (i.e. knowledge about tasks and responsibilities) and
transactive memory systems (i.e. shared understanding of who knows what in the group) explains effective and
efficient coordination in high performing teams. According to Brandon and Hollingshead (2004) team
knowledge consists of task-expertise-person combinations of others (TEP) in their memory. The recognition of
and access to available expertise based on this team knowledge is useful for coordination: allocating tasks,
finding information, giving and taking advice and involving each other in activities (Faraj & Sproull, 2000;
Moreland, 1999). Transactive memory is a mechanism used to explain how individuals in teams rely upon each
other for encoding, storing, and retrieving information about different domains (Ren & Argote, 2011).
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According to Wegner, Giuliano and Hertel (1985) transactive memory consists of two elements: knowledge in
the memory of the team members and the coordination and communication processes between these team
members. Team members rely on one another to be responsible for specific expertise such that collectively they
possess all expertise and information that is needed (Lewis, 2003).
When coordination is required between teams from multiple organizations, not only knowledge about the tasks
and expertise of own team members is needed, but also knowledge about the tasks and expertise of other teams.
Access to this knowledge is especially important in environments in which tasks and team members change
dynamically (Ren, Carley, & Argote, 2006).
In sum, increasing team knowledge (tasks and expertise of own team and other teams) and integrated
understanding (interdependence of tasks) is expected to improve coordination between the collaborating
partners.
What Specific Knowledge Needs to be Shared?

Based on the literature described above, we formulated a set of items that should be addressed for improving
coordination between different organizations: understanding tasks, expertise and responsibility. The question is
what specific knowledge is needed to be shared between teams of different organizations.
A workshop with collaboration building experts and didactical experts from TNO1, generated fifteen critical
topics that are important to know about each other when working together. A guiding question during the
workshop was “What do you need to know about each other before starting to work together?”. This resulted in
a mindmap with general topics (i.e. ‘background’, ‘capabilities’, ‘dependencies’ etc.), that was further detailed
in subcategories. For example, the general topic capability can be further divided into e.g. expertise, resources
etc. In addition, it was stressed that depending on the context of collaboration (e.g. time pressure, duration of
collaboration, domain) different information is important to know about each other. There is a difference
between a project team that will work together for a year, and a crisis management team that only works
together for a short period under high time pressure. When planning to work together for a longer period of time
other information might be more relevant to share compared to working together only for a limited period of
time. In the latter situation sharing ‘need to know’ information might be more relevant than ‘nice to share’
information.
We evaluated this list of topics with potential (military) users, using a critical case from their operational
experience. We gave the interviewees a set of cards with the different topics from the workshop, which they had
to order for their case in terms of importance/priority. Based on the results of the workshop and of the interview
sessions, we selected the six most important topics (see table 1).
Table 1 Six selected topics
Responsibility & authority (i.e. “my organization acts when…”)
Interests (i.e. “my personal interest in this scenario is…”)
Identification (i.e. “you can best reach me by….”)
Tasks (i.e. “the tasks and roles of my organization in this scenario are…”)
Resources (i.e. “my organization has the following means available”)
Knowledge & Skills (i.e. “I have the following skills, expertise and experience”)
From the workshop and the interview sessions it became also clear that a distinction should be made between
the person at the table and the organization they represent. Organizations and what they mainly do is more
general information and might not (fully) reflect the knowledge an individual might bring to the table.
How to Exchange and Increase Knowledge About Each Other

We have now two clear criteria for the tool to support. The tool should address increasing team knowledge and
1

A Dutch research company
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integrated understanding, and the tool should address knowledge about the person experience and expertise, and
the organization he or she represents. The third criterion relates to the way this knowledge is increased.
Multiple studies have shown that team members that train together improve their coordination and
communication processes and knowledge of each other (Liang, Moreland, & Argote, 1995; Moreland, Argote,
& Krishnan, 1998). Simply exchanging this information does not automatically mean that people internalize, or
remember, the information. Therefore a game-element should be added by which participants are invited to
share, encode and retrieve knowledge, learn from each other and negotiate on how to work together (Gabelica,
van den Bossche, Fiore, Segers & Gijselaers, 2016). A problem with standard training or exercises is that they
are usually time consuming, especially when different organizations are involved. The goal of the tool is to
support increasing knowledge about each other in a short time-frame.
Description of a Tool to Improve Coordination: Profiler

Based on these three criteria we developed an approach and a paper-based tool to improve coordination, which
we called ‘Profiler’. The process is as follows: For a scenario related to the domain of activities the
organizations usually work in, e.g. handling a flooding, participants fill in an individual profile and an
organizational profile. After these profiles are filled in, the participants can see the information on the various
topics that the other participants have provided. In a collective session active sharing of information is
stimulated by using a set of dilemma cards. These dilemma cards challenge the team to decide which team
member(s) should be involved to solve the various dilemmas, or problems, based on what they have shared in
the introductory round and on their profile cards. An example of one such dilemma is, for instance, “the
flooding water is threatening the local art museum and its treasures. Action must be taken to save hundreds of
rare art pieces and time is critical. Who in this group would you involve to tackle this dilemma and why?”. In
this way, the team members actively use the information that was filled in. The Profiler intervention lasts about
120 minutes. See table 2 for a detailed description of the different steps. The different steps should be guided by
a facilitator.
Table 2 Description of Profiler
Profiler Step-by-step
Step 1: Explanation goal Profiler and set-up session.
Goal of Profiler is to get to know each other and each other’s expertise in a short time-frame.
Step 2 Selection of topics.
During this step, team members discuss what topics they want to discuss in order to learn more about each
other. The team has to reach consensus and select three topics from the six topics listed in table 1.
Step 3 Filling out the profiles.
Team members will fill out their profile for the selected topics. Some guidelines:
-Use only relevant information; information has to be specific for the context of collaboration
-Make sure that somebody who does not know you, is able to understand your card.
Step 4 Short exchange and explanation of the information.
The team members shortly exchange and explain the information they have written down on their profile; both
their personal profile and the organization profile.
Step 5 Intervention.
For each dilemma (corresponding to the selected topics) the group must decide what organization should be
involved to tackle the problem. After establishing this, the group must decide which people from that
organization within their team are most suitable. All dilemmas are discussed by the group. If the discussion
does not lead to anything or does not contribute to the intervention, the trainer can put it to a halt.
Step 6 Prioritization.
Step 6 is an optional step that can be in- or excluded. This step is to challenge the participants and to stimulate
discussion. During this short discussion, the group must decide what dilemma deserves their first attention,
second, etc., etc.
Step 7 Reflection.
Team members will reflect on the previous steps. They can use different questions that we have described (e.g.
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‘what did you learn about the other organizations and team members’, ‘how is this of use for your work’).
Step 8 Formulate work agreements.
The group formulates work agreements according to which they will work in the future. They can use the
information from the profiles, and the discussion during the session.

EVALUATION OF PROFILER

The general idea is that Profiler improves knowledge about team members and other teams concerning the
attributes previously described (i.e. improves team knowledge) and Profiler improves knowledge about how
tasks relate to each other (i.e. improves integrated understanding). Profiler does so when team knowledge and
integrated understanding is initially insufficient. This subsequently improved ‘team knowledge’ and ‘integrated
understanding’ in turn increases coordination within and between teams, when interdependencies are perceived
within and between these teams. Coordination is not increased when no interdependencies are perceived. The
model describing the Profiler value chain is graphically represented below.

Figure 1 Model of Profiler value chain
From this model the following hypotheses are derived:
Hypothesis 1: Profiler increases team knowledge and integrated understanding when initial team knowledge and
integrated understanding is low.
Hypothesis 2: team members with more team knowledge and integrated understanding coordinate more within
and between teams, when they perceive to be interdependent.
To prove the practical relevance of Profiler we evaluated Profiler during a military exercise in October 2012.
This exercise Borculo2 takes place once every year and its main training goal is civil-military cooperation. Over
the years, Borculo has evolved into a 2,5 day scenario-based exercise of which the overall theme differs per
year. The unit training in this exercise is the so-called 1CIMIC battalion3 (1CIMICbat), a unit composed of
mainly reservists. All these reservists are employed part-time by the Netherlands Armed Forces because of their
specific (civil) expertise. This concerns expertise that the Netherlands Armed Forces does not have, or has too
little of available. Within 1CIMICbat, the so-called functional specialists are part of one of the six networks:
Humanitarian Affairs; Civil Administration; Civil Infrastructure; Integrated Development Entrepreneurial
Activities; Economy & Employment and Cultural Affairs & Education4, depending on the reservist’s
Borculo refers to the little town in the North of the Netherlands where the first of the series of this exercises took place.
Other venues of the exercise have been –amongst others- Rotterdam, Amsterdam and Utrecht. The name Borculo is
maintained, referring to the place of origin.
3 In 2013 1CIMICbatallion ceased to exist and was turned into 1CMIco (1 Civil-Military Interaction Command). Because
this case was tested when 1CIMICbat was still functional, we will describe the old situation, fully aware of the new situation.
4 In the current set-up these 6 networks have been replaced for new networks, based on the PMESI-factors – Political –
Military – Economic – Social - Infrastructure
2
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background.
Method
Participants

About 150 participants joined the overall exercise. Of these 150 participants about 120 were functional
specialists (reservists) from one of the networks as described above, the others were part of the exercise staff or
the permanent staff of the battalion. The reservists worked together in teams of about six members. Most team
members did not know each other beforehand and the teams were randomly composed by the permanent
military staff of 1CIMICbat. Experience within the teams differed: some reservists had more experience
(exercise experience but also mission experience) than others; experience that is reflected in the military ranks;
varying from first lieutenants to lieutenants-colonels.
Task

The exercise was focused on drawing up an advice for the reconstruction of, and by, civil authorities of the city
of Rotterdam after a devastating flooding. The teams were composed of reservists of the different networks. All
these teams contributed to an assessment in order to inform their commander on the current situation in the
scenario-reality. To collect this information, the teams visited different role-players (e.g. representative from the
community, or the water board) that provided them with vital information for their assessment.
Procedure

The battalion’s commander and the exercise staff approved the pilot. During the first day of the exercise we
applied Profiler. Before the start and at the end of the day, we asked all participants in the exercise to fill out the
questionnaire. Six teams participated in the Profiler-session. These teams were randomly assigned by the
exercise staff. At the start of the first exercise-day, instead of visiting one of the role-players, these teams joined
our session. They were informed that their participation was voluntarily and that they could stop anytime. They
were all willing to participate and there was nobody in the exercise that refused to participate in the pilot. We
introduced Profiler, its goals and its working to these functional specialists. Afterwards, they followed the steps
of Profiler, as described in table 2. The total session lasted 120 minutes.
Measurements
Respondents

59 participants (49%) filled out the questionnaire before the start and at the end of the day. Of these respondents
23 participated in the Profiler session (39%), the other 36 respondents (61%) were the control group. We did not
ask questions about demographics to ensure the anonymity of the participants, which is very important when
using military personnel as a target audience. Moreover, the demographic information was not relevant for our
analysis.
Team knowledge & integrated understanding

We used four items from Parker and Axtell's (2001) integrated understanding scale to measure this construct.
Specifically, we asked participants to rate the degree to which they understood various aspects of their work on
a 7-point scale (1 = completely disagree ~ 7 = completely agree). Items had the stem of “I understand how my
work contributes to the decision-making of the commanding officer” and “I understand how my work affects the
work of other groups in the collaboration.” We supplemented these items using six items of the ‘expertise
location scale’ from Faraj & Sproull (2000) to measure team knowledge. We asked participants to indicate to
what extent they agreed with statements such as “I know which person I should approach for specialist
knowledge and know-how”, using again a 7-point scale (1 = completely disagree ~ 7 = completely agree). We
administered these items before and after the first day of the exercise. We then calculated participants’ initial
(pre-exercise) ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ and subsequent (post-exercise) ‘team knowledge
and integrated understanding’. The combined 10-item scale reliably captured members’ initial (Cronbach’s
alpha = .90) and subsequent levels of ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .87).
See Appendix A for all scale items.
Perceived task interdependence

We adapted four items from van der Vegt, van de Vliert, and Oosterhof’s (2003) task interdependence measure
to capture this construct. The items were adapted so that they captured both participants’ task dependence on
colleagues within and outside their team. Specifically, we used items such as: “In order to complete my work,
my fellow team members and I have to exchange information and advice.” and “I had to work closely with other
teams to do my work properly” (1 = “completely disagree” to 7 = “completely agree”). Cronbach’s alpha was
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.71. We administered these items at the end of the first day of the exercise. See Appendix A for all scale items.
Coordination

We captured participants’ coordination with 11 items from Ancona and Caldwell’s (1992) boundary-spanning
scale. Items were adapted so that they captured coordination within teams (i.e., between the respondent and his
or her team members), as well as coordination between teams (i.e., between the respondent and members from
other teams). Respondents were, for example, asked to report how often they “coordinated work with your
fellow team members,” “resolved problems with your fellow team members,” “collected information/ideas from
members of other teams,” “procured information and resources from other teams,” and “scanned their external
environment for information and expertise” on a 5-point scale (1 = Never ~ 5 = Very frequently). We
administrated these items at the end of the first day of the exercise. Cronbach’s alpha was .72. See Appendix A
for all scale items.
Feedback of participants

At the end of the session we had a short discussion with the participants to provide us with feedback about
Profiler.
RESULTS

Table 3 depicts means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations for all variables. The associations of the
profiler intervention with subsequent team knowledge and understanding (r = -.06, n.s.) and coordination
within and between teams (r = -.18, n.s.) were non-significant, underlining the potential relevance of
considering moderating factors for these relationships.
Table 3 Descriptive Statistics
r
Variables

M

1 Profiler intervention

SD

1

2

3

4

.39

.49

2 Initial team knowledge &
integrated understanding

4.72

1.14

-.02

3 Subsequent team knowledge
& integrated understanding

5.18

.83

-.06

.39**

4 Perceived interdependence
within and between teams

4.16

.96

.12

.00

.17

5 Coordination within and
between teams

2.48

.59

-.18

.14

.26**

.42**

Note: N = 43 to 59 due to missing values; * p < .05; ** p < .01
Hypothesis 1 predicted that initial ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ moderates the relationship
between participation in Profiler sessions and subsequent ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’. We
conducted a hierarchical multiple regression to test for this relationship. In the first step we regressed subsequent
‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ on participation in Profiler sessions and initial ‘team knowledge
and integrated understanding’. Next, we included the multiplicative term “participation in profiler × initial ‘team
knowledge and integrated understanding’ in the regression equation. The multiplicative term reached
significance (B = −.65, SE = .23, p < .007), thereby indicating that participants’ initial ‘team knowledge and
integrated understanding’ moderates the relationship between participation in Profiler sessions and subsequent
integrated understanding (see Table 4). Additional simple slope analyses indicate that participation in Profiler is
positively related to subsequent ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ when initial ‘team knowledge
and integrated understanding’ is lower (simple slope at −1SD: B = .52, SE = .31, p < .098; see Aiken & West,
1991), but negatively when initial ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ is higher (simple slope at
+1SD: B = -.78, SE = .35, p < .031). The result that participation in Profiler is positively related to subsequent
‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ when initial ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ is
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lower, points in the direction of our hypothesis. This result is marginally significant (p <.10). The negative
relation when initial ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ is higher, is remarkable and wasn’t
expected.
Table 4 Regression Estimates for subsequent team knowledge & integrated understanding
Model 1

Model 2

Intercept

5.27 (.17)**

5.29 (.15)**

Profiler intervention (PI)

-.05 (.26)

-.13 (.24)

Initial team knowledge & integrated
understanding (IKU)

.33 (.12)*

PI × IKU

.60 (.15)**
-.65 (.23)**

Adjusted R-Square

.11*

Delta R-Square

.26**
.15**

Note: N = 43 due to missing values; * p < .05; ** p < .01
Hypothesis 2 posited that perceived interdependence moderated the relationship between participants’
subsequent integrated ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ and coordination. As expected, we find a
significant interaction coefficient for subsequent ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ × perceived
interdependence (B = .17, SE = .07, p < .019; see Table 5). Simple slope analyses indicate that subsequent ‘team
knowledge and integrated understanding’ positively related to coordination when perceived interdependence
was higher (simple slope at +1SD: B = .32, SE = .11, p < .005), but not when interdependence was lower
(simple slope at −1SD: B = −.01, SE = .09, .869, n.s.). Hence, we find support for our second hypothesis.
The participants were enthusiastic about the way Profiler works: getting to know each other in a more dynamic
way than a standard introduction round. Also, they usually don’t take time for this during an exercise. They
explained that it helps them to know where to find certain expertise. Furthermore, it gave them a broader
perspective and more integrated view about the different networks. Some people mentioned that the case we
used could be improved.
Table 5 Regression Estimates for coordination within and between teams
Model 1

Model 2

Intercept

2.57 (.09)**

2.55 (.09)**

Profiler intervention

-.21 (.14)

-.25 (.14)

Subsequent team knowledge & integrated
understanding (SKU)

.11 (.07)

.16 (.07)

Perceived interdependence within and
between teams (PID)

.21 (.07)**

.21 (.07)**

SKU × PID
Adjusted R-Square

.17 (.07)*
.17**

Delta R-Square

.24**
.07*

Note: N = 59; * p < .05; ** p < .01
CONCLUSIONS

The results support the hypothesis that Profiler increases ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ when
initial ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ is low (hypothesis 1). This implies that Profiler has the
most value when participants do not know each other very well (i.e. team knowledge and integrated
understanding) and has less value when they do. Surprisingly, when initial ‘team knowledge and integrated
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understanding’ was higher, participation in Profiler is negatively related to subsequent ‘team knowledge and
integrated understanding’. This implies a decrease in ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’ which is
unlikely. The measurements were subjective. A possible explanation is that this group initially overestimated
their knowledge and that participation in the Profiler session made them more aware of their actual level of
‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’.
The results also indicate that team members with more ‘team knowledge and integrated understanding’
coordinate more within and between teams, when they perceive to be interdependent (hypothesis 2). When
perceived interdependence is low, they do not coordinate more. This is understandable because coordination
does not improve task performance when tasks are not perceived to be interdependent. It seems that with ‘team
knowledge and integrated understanding’ coordination is efficient and effective. Therefore we conclude that it is
important to pay attention to increase this knowledge in the preparation and response phases of crisis
management. Profiler seems an approach to achieve this in a short time frame.
The results of our pilot showed that not only coordination within teams improved but also between teams. Even
though participants only performed the Profiler session with their own team, during this session they also
increased their knowledge about the networks at a more general level. This can be explained because during the
session they shared their individual profiles and their network profiles (organizational profile). This way, they
knew better when to inform, involve or coordinate with other networks as well.
We expect that more efficient and effective coordination eventually leads to more synergy and less conflicts
between organizations managing the effects of a crisis.
When using a paper-based version of Profiler, team members have to fill out the profiles during the session.
This takes up a lot of time. When Profiler would be available as a digital tool, profiles could be filled out
dislocated. Another added value is that it is possible to meet your team members before the actual meeting. It
saves time during the meeting to make a digital acquaintance with your team members before the actual
meeting. Moreover, the digital version of Profiler enables team members to access the information on the
profiles whenever needed. It also facilitates changes in the composition of the team; when one team member is
replaced by a new team member, he or she can start by learning all about the other organizations and team
members by using the Profiler digital tool.
We applied Profiler in only one context, civil-military cooperation, with a specific group of participants. The
generalization of these results to other situations is therefore limited. To show the added value of Profiler in
different contexts, Profiler should be applied and evaluated in another context as well.
Profiler can be used to prepare crisis managers for different types of scenario’s. Crisis management teams are ad
hoc teams that differ depending on the type of crisis and depending on who is on duty at that time. Therefore it
seems less relevant to increase knowledge on personal level in advance. However, i knowledge about the
organizations involved is still useful and can be done in advance for different types of scenarios.
Profiler might also be useful in the response phase, mainly for situations when there is more time (e.g. extreme
weather, flooding). In this situations it might be possible to fill in digital profiles of the team members and
organizations involved. This way, team members are able to fill out and share their profiles before their first
crisis team meeting.
FUTURE RESEARCH

The previous years we have been working on a digital version of Profiler. A demo version is ready. Figure 2
gives an impression of the digital Profiler tool. With this digital tool it is possible to fill out the profiles
dislocated. Also it is possible to browse the profiles and to search for specific topics of interest. Another extra
functionality called ‘Mix & Match presents profiles that might be of interest to the user.
Profiler is part of iCOBUS, an ‘intelligent Collaboration Building Suite’ – an integrated concept of tools for
developing effective collaboration (Kamphuis et al., 2013). Profiler is one of the tools incorporated in a demo
version of iCOBUS that we recently worked on. In future research we would like to evaluate the current digital
tools.
Conducting another experiment where we compare our tool with an existing tool would be interesting for future
research. This way we can test the added value of Profiler. Also it is interesting to investigate our explanation
for the negative relation between higher initial team knowledge and participation in Profiler. This explanation
could be tested more deeply in future research.
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Figure 2 Screenshot Profiler (digital tool)
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Appendix A – Survey items
Scale

Item

Cronbach’s alpha

Team knowledge &
integrated
understanding

I understand how my work contributes to the decision-making
of the commanding officer.a

.90 (pre survey)
.87 (post survey)

I understand how my work affects the work of other groups in
the collaboration. a
I understand how the collaboration works as a whole. a
I understand the jobs of the people I pass work to. a
I know which fellow team member I should approach for
specialist knowledge and know-how. b
I know which what task-related skills and knowledge my team
members possess. b
I know which member in the collaboration I should approach
for specialist knowledge and know-how. b
Team members know what task-related skills and knowledge
they each possess. b
The team has a good "map" of each others' talents and skills. b
Team members are assigned to tasks commensurate with their
task-relevant knowledge and skill. b

Perceived task
interdependence

I have a one-person job; I rarely have to check or work with my
fellow team members (re- versed). c

.71

I have to work closely with my fellow team members to do my
work properly. c
In order to complete my work, my fellow team members and I
have to exchange information and advice. c
I have a one-person job; I rarely have to check or work with
other teams (re- versed). c
I have to work closely with other teams to do my work properly.
c

In order to complete my work, other teams and I have to
exchange information and advice. c
Coordination within
and between teams

How often have you…
…coordinated work with your fellow team members.

.72
d

…resolved problems with your fellow team members. d
…collected information/ideas from your fellow team members. d
…procured information and resources from your fellow team
members. d
…scanned your team for information and expertise. d
…resolve coordination issues with members of other teams.
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…coordinated work with from members of other teams. d
…resolved problems with members of other teams. d
…collected information/ideas from members of other teams. d
…procured information and resources from members of other
teams. d
…scanned their external environment for information and
expertise. d
a = based on Parker and Axtell's (2001) integrated understanding scale; b = based on the expertise location scale
from Faraj & Sproull (2000); c = based on from van der Vegt, van de Vliert, and Oosterhof’s (2003) task
interdependence measure; d = based on Ancona and Caldwell’s (1992) task-coordinator boundary-spanning
scale.
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