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A B S T R A C T

Teamwork performance is an essential component for the clinical efficiency of multi-professional teams
in obstetric care. As patient safety is related to teamwork performance, it has become an important
learning goal in simulation-based education. In order to improve teamwork performance, reliable
assessment tools are required. These can be used to provide feedback during training courses, or to
compare learning effects between different types of training courses. The aim of the current study is to (1)
identify the available assessment tools to evaluate obstetric teamwork performance in a simulated
environment, and (2) evaluate their psychometric properties in order to identify the most valuable tool(s)
to use. We performed a systematic search in PubMed, MEDLINE, and EMBASE to identify articles
describing assessment tools for the evaluation of obstetric teamwork performance in a simulated
environment. In order to evaluate the quality of the identified assessment tools the standards and grading
rules have been applied as recommended by the Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Education
(ACGME) Committee on Educational Outcomes. The included studies were also assessed according to the
Oxford Centre for Evidence Based Medicine (OCEBM) levels of evidence. This search resulted in the
inclusion of five articles describing the following six tools: Clinical Teamwork Scale, Human Factors
Rating Scale, Global Rating Scale, Assessment of Obstetric Team Performance, Global Assessment of
Obstetric Team Performance, and the Teamwork Measurement Tool. Based on the ACGME guidelines we
assigned a Class 3, level C of evidence, to all tools. Regarding the OCEBM levels of evidence, a level 3b was
assigned to two studies and a level 4 to four studies. The Clinical Teamwork Scale demonstrated the most
comprehensive validation, and the Teamwork Measurement Tool demonstrated promising results,
however it is recommended to further investigate its reliability.

© 2017 Published by Elsevier Ireland Ltd.
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Introduction

There is more to clinical performance of obstetric teams than
individual knowledge and technical skills. An essential component
underlying the variation in clinical performance is teamwork [1]. In
the current study we refer to teamwork when using the term
“teamwork performance”. This term stands for the performance of
the teams as a collective, instead of the individual performance of
the team members. It consists of teamwork behaviours, including
interpersonal (e.g. communication, leadership) and cognitive skills
(e.g. decision making, planning, situational awareness) [2]. Since
teamwork performance in healthcare is associated with both
effective and safe healthcare [3–5], education and research on this
topic is needed.

A successful learning method to improve teamwork perfor-
mance is simulation-based team training [6–8]. However, for such
training to be effective, it should include reliable measurement of
performance as described by the theory of deliberate practice
[9,10]. To meet this requirement, validated assessment tools can be
used. These tools support two purposes; on the one hand they
provide objective feedback, on the other they enable reliable
comparison between different types of team training courses. It is
preferable that these tools are developed and validated within the
medical specialty of interest. This is especially pertinent to
obstetrics, where discipline-specific teamwork behaviours have
been identified [11].

When using assessment tools, one should consider their
psychometric characteristics. The Accreditation Council for Grad-
uate Medical Education (ACGME) Committee on Educational
Outcomes has proposed a set of standards, grading rules and
summary rules for evaluating the quality of assessment methods
[12]. The ACGME guidelines include standards of six topics:
reliability, validity, ease of use, resources required, ease of
interpretation, and educational impact. The desired weight of
each topic depends on the specific assessment conditions [13].

The aim of the current study is to (1) identify available
assessment tools to evaluate obstetric teamwork performance in
simulated settings and (2) report on their psychometric properties
in order to identify the most valuable tool(s) to use. The provided
overview can support users while choosing an appropriate
assessment tool, based on their educational needs. An additional
advantage is reserved for tool developers, as this overview makes it
possible to put future assessment tools into perspective.
Methods

Search

A systematic search was performed to select all available
validated assessment tools for the evaluation of teamwork
performance (at team level) in simulated settings. The search
was performed with the assistance of a professional medical
research librarian. The electronic databases of PubMed, MEDLINE
and EMBASE were searched for articles between June 1975 and
June 2016, without any language restrictions. Additional articles
were identified by handsearching the references of included
articles. The search strategy was included four categories:
simulation, teamwork skills, assessment and obstetrics. For this
search, also Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) were used. The
complete search strategy can be found in Appendix A in
Supplementary material.

Definitions

Teamwork performance is the performance measured at the
level of the team, which concerns teamwork behaviours. These
skills can be broadly divided into two groups: a) cognitive or
mental skills (such as decision making, planning, and situational
awareness) and b) social or interpersonal skills (such as teamwork,
communication, and leadership) [14].

Simulated environments are medical simulation-based envi-
ronments that resemble reality. They can be used for educational or
qualification purposes, in which medical issues can be managed
without the risks of real patient care.

In- and exclusion of studies

Titles and abstracts were screened to judge their eligibility for
inclusion. Studies referring to assessment tools for teamwork
performance in simulated settings were included. The validation
process had to be presented. We excluded studies describing
assessment tools for medical technical skills, teamwork perfor-
mance in other medical specialties than obstetrics, and/or
teamwork skills at the individual level. Likewise, tools validated
for non-medical or undergraduate healthcare professionals were
excluded. Conference abstracts and meeting proceedings were also
excluded.
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Selection of studies

Two reviewers independently reviewed the titles and abstracts.
Full articles and references were retrieved whenever the reviewers
could not decide on eligibility or when reviewers disagreed. A
standardised coding form was created to indicate the reason for in-
or exclusion and to collect handsearched references of interest. In
case of any disagreement between reviewers, a third reviewer was
consulted. In case of missing data or doubts about eligibility,
authors were contacted by e-mail.

Data extraction

Data regarding tool characteristics, development, and validity
of the tool were extracted. Psychometric properties, including
validity and reliability measurements, were extracted with a
standardised data form. Validity refers to the extent to which the
tool is actually measuring what it claims to be measuring (e.g.
construct validity, content validity). Reliability refers to the ability
of the assessment tool to reproduce results under a same condition
(e.g. inter-rater reliability, test-retest reliability). In addition to
these psychometric properties, data concerning usefulness prop-
erties were collected. These properties are listed under the heading
“Usefulness” and include: ease of use, resources required, ease of
interpretation and educational impact (Appendix B in Supple-
mentary material). The outcome measures of interest were
retrieved from the full articles by two independent reviewers, in
duplicate. Disagreement between reviewers was solved by
consensus, and if necessary, by consulting a third reviewer.

Quality evaluation of included assessment tools

The guidelines proposed by the ACGME Committee on
Educational Outcomes were applied to evaluate the assessment
tools’ quality. We have chosen to use these guidelines as they
provided a set of standards for psychometric and usefulness
properties (Appendix C in Supplementary material). Besides, they
describe useful grading rules for an overall evaluation of the quality
of the assessment method and the level of evidence (Table 1) [12].
Swing et al. mentioned that the ACGME guidelines are therefore
more objective than other evaluation criteria [12]. According to the
ACGME guidelines, the psychometric and usefulness properties
possess the following topics: validity, reliability, ease of use,
resources required, ease of interpretation, and educational impact.
In the current study, two independent researchers applied the
ACGME guidelines, using a standardised form. Subsequently, a
grading for an overall recommendation and a level of evidence
Table 1
Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Education (ACGME) Summary Recommend

Grading for the Overall Recommendation

Class
1

The assessment method is recommended as a core component of the progr

Class
2

The assessment method can be considered for use as one component of th

Class
3

The assessment method can be used provisionally as a component of the pro
value remain, so methods in this class are best suited for investigational res

Criteria for Determining Level of Evidence

Level
A

Published data from methodologically sound evaluation studies of the method
the modified utility index (reliability, validity, ease of use, resources require

Level
B

Published data from methodologically sound evaluation studies of the method
some evidence of validity and, ease of use, and educational impact. Acceptab
stakes decisions. Available evidence for ease of use and resources required s

Level
C

Data from methodologically sound evaluation studies of the method provid
evidence for ease of use and resources required suggests that the tool is usa
(Table 1) was assigned by each independent reviewer. Disagree-
ment between reviewers was solved by consultation of the third
reviewer. The two independent reviewers additionally assessed all
included studies according to the Oxford Centre for Evidence Based
Medicine (OCEBM) levels of evidence for diagnostic studies [15].
Disagreement between reviewers was solved by consensus.

Results

Search results

A total of 439 studies have been identified with the search (Fig.1).
Exploration of all references used in these reports yielded another 17
studies. After removing all duplicates 382 studies remained. Among
these studies, 267 studies were excluded based on their title and/or
abstract because they were a conference abstract, reported on
assessment tools for medical technical skills, or because validation
was performed within other medical specialties. The exclusion of
these studies resulted in 115 studies of which the full article has been
assessed by at least two independent reviewers. Of these studies, 31
were excluded since they did not report on validated assessment
tools, 25 did not focus on teamwork performance, 28 concerned
another medical specialty, and 26 were only a conference abstract.
We have sought the opinion of a third reviewer for four of these
articles [5,16–18], of which three were excluded [16–18]. Further-
more, we contacted six authors by e-mail, to verify whether the
inclusion criteria were met. Three authors did not reply (including
one reminder), one provided us with two published articles on the
subject, one replied that there was no additional information, and
one research group responded that their manuscript is submitted,
but unfortunately not yet published. This resulted in five studies
which were appropriate for inclusion, reporting on six assessment
tools [5,19–22].

Included assessment tools

The six assessment tools that were developed and validated for
the evaluation of obstetric teamwork performance in a simulated
setting are: Clinical Teamwork Scale (CTS) [19], Human Factors
Rating Scale (HFRS) [20], Global Rating Scale (GRS) [20],
Assessment of Obstetric Team Performance (AOTP) [21,22], Global
Assessment of Obstetric Team Performance (GAOTP) [21,22] and
the Teamwork Measurement Tool (TMT) [5]. The characteristics of
the assessment tools and the design of the validation process are
presented in Table 2.

The most common teamwork behaviours included in the tools
were: communication, situational awareness, leadership, and
ations.

am’s evaluation system.

e program’s evaluation system.

gram’s evaluation process. Significant gaps in understanding of the assessment’s
earch.

 in multiple (more than 2) settings provides strong evidence for all components of
d, ease of interpretation, and educational impact).

 in a minimum of two settings provides some evidence of acceptable reliability and
le evidence for ease of interpretation is available for methods used to make high-
uggests that the tool is usable by many programs.
e evidence of acceptable reliability, validity, or educational impact. Available
ble by many programs.



Fig. 1. Flow diagram demonstrating an overview of the selection process.
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decision making. All studies included postgraduate healthcare
professionals working within multi-professional obstetric care
teams. Apart from the study by Siassakos et al. [5] and Guise et al.
Table 2
Characteristics of included assessment tools.

Assessment Tool Items Type of item
response

Medical
specialities
involved in teams

Setting fo

Clinical Teamwork Scale
(CTS)

15 0-10 rating scale
(and 1 Yes/No item)

Obstetrics 3 scripted
different 

performa
Teamwork Measure-
ment Tool (TMT)

7 Multiple choice,
counting of events,
assigning of score

Obstetrics 19 simula
situation

Global Assessment of
Obstetric Team
Performance (GAOTP)

6 5 point Likert-scale Obstetrics,
anaesthesiology

12 simula
clinical si
for reliab

6 5 point Likert-scale Obstetrics,
anaesthesiology,
family medicine

136 simu
situation

Assessment of Obstetric
Team Performance
(AOTP)

18 5 point Likert-scale Obstetrics,
anaesthesiology

12 simula
clinical si
for reliab

16 5 point Likert-scale Obstetrics,
anaesthesiology,
family medicine

136 simu
situation

Human Factors Rating
Scale (HFRS)

45 5 point Likert-scale Obstetrics,
anaesthesiology

12 simula
situation

Global Rating Scale
(GRS)

1 5 point Likert-scale Obstetrics,
anaesthesiology

12 simula
situation
[19], the participating obstetric care teams were multi-disciplin-
ary, meaning that their care teams also included anaesthesiologist
and/or family medicine doctors. The AOTP and GAOTP were the
r validation Number of
raters

Number of assessments
used for validation

 simulated scenarios (with
predefined levels of
nce)

3 raters 9 ratings

ted scenarios (1 clinical
)

2 raters 38 ratings

ted scenarios for usefulness (4
tuations) of which 3 were used
ility measures

14 raters for
usefulness; 3 raters
for reliability
measures

9 ratings for reliability
measures; 168 ratings
for usefulness

lated scenarios (4 clinical
s)

8 raters for reliability 1088 ratings for
reliability measures

ted scenarios for usefulness (4
tuations) of which 3 were used
ility measures

14 raters for
usefulness; 3 raters
for reliability
measures;

9 ratings for reliability;
168 ratings for
usefulness

lated scenarios (4 clinical
s)

8 raters for reliability
measures

1088 ratings for
reliability measures

ted scenarios (4 clinical
s)

9 raters for reliability
measures

108 ratings for
reliability measures

ted scenarios (4 clinical
s)

9 raters for reliability
measures

108 ratings for
reliability measures



Table 3
Psychometric and usefulness properties of the assessment tools.

Assessment tool Validity Reliability Usefulness ACGME
Evidence
grade &
Overall
recommen-
dation

Oxford
level of
evidence

Clinical
Teamwork
Scale (CTS)

Construct validity: 60–82% of scores fell in the
predefined teamwork level.

Inter-rater reliability, Pearson
correlation coefficient: 0.94-
0.96; ICC: 0.98.
Overall agreement, Kappa:
0.78.
Concordance, Kendall
coefficient: 0.95.
Largest variance due to rater �
item interaction; variance due
to the rater was low (0–0.30)

Completeness ranged from 89–100%.
Accurateness: 12 items had 100%
accuracies (�1 point), 3 items had
accuracies of 67–89%.
No tool-specific training, evaluators
were familiar with crew resource
management.
Clear interpretation guidelines
available.

C; Class 3 3b

Teamwork
Measure-ment
Tool (TMT)

Construct validity, Kendall’s rank correlation,
for: stating the emergency t: �0.59; SBAR t:
0.43; task allocation t: 0.41; Room exits t:
�0.36; Situational awareness t: 0.38; Supportive
language t: 0.44.

Details not discussed Details not discussed C; Class 3 3b

Global
Assessment of
Obstetric
Team
Performance
(GAOTP)

Details not discussed Internal consistency,
Cronbach’s a: 0.91.
Inter-rater reliability, (single-
rater) ICC: 0.34; (eight-rater)
Cronbach’s a: 0.81.
Test-retest reliability,
Pearson’s correlation: 0.47.

All raters strongly agreed with ease of
use. 13 out of 14 raters strongly agreed
with ease of score interpretation.

C; Class 3 4

Details not discussed Pre-training internal
consistency, Cronbach’s a:
0.68. Post-training internal
consistency, Cronbach’s a:
0.87.
Inter-rater reliability, pre-
training ICC: 0.54; post-
training ICC: 0.94.

Raters attended an 8 h workshop.

Assessment of
Obstetric
Team
Performance
(AOTP)

Details not discussed Internal consistency, pre-
training Cronbach’s a: 0.83;
post-training Cronbach’s a:
0.91

All raters strongly agreed with ease of
use.

C; Class 3 4

Median amount of time spent was
7.5 min (1.5–50 min); time
requirement evaluated as moderate
and manageable by 75% of raters.
13 of 14 raters strongly agreed with
ease of score interpretation.
The effect of training was
investigated.

Details not discussed Internal consistency,
Cronbach’s a: 0.96.

Raters attended an 8 h workshop.

Test-retest reliability,
Pearson’s correlation: 0.47.

Human Factors
Rating Scale
(HFRS)

Details not discussed Inter-rater reliability, (single-
rater) ICC: 0.34; (nine-rater)
Cronbach’s a: 0.82

Details not discussed C; Class 3 4

Global Rating
Scale (GRS)

Details not discussed Inter-rater reliability, (single-
rater) ICC: 0.45; (nine-rater)
Cronbach’s a: 0.88

Details not discussed C; Class 3 4
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only tools that were studied in two settings, of which Tregunno
et al. especially focused on the usefulness of these tools [21,22].
Five out of six tools used a Likert response scale with behavioural
anchors [19–22].

Development of assessment tools

The used procedure for content selection was extensively
described for the AOTP [21,22], GAOTP [21,22] and TMT5. For the
development of the AOTP and GAOTP the researchers combined
the following techniques to generate a list of themes and
subthemes: narratives of teamwork behaviours by trainees, focus
group sessions, literature reviews, statistical analysis methods, and
expert opinions [21,22]. For the development of the TMT a
literature study was performed to create a list of teamwork
behaviours derived from evaluation studies [5], which was
discussed and transformed by a multi-professional steering group.
Subsequently, it was assessed whether the chosen teamwork
behaviours were observable and measurable in video recordings of
obstetric simulation-based scenarios. For the CTS, HFRS and GRS,
the selection procedure of content was described briefly [19,20].
Regarding the item selection of the CTS, the authors only described
that this was based on the principles of crew resource manage-
ment [19]. The HFRS was adapted minimally from the Operating
Room Management Attitudes’ Questionnaire (ORMAQ) for the use
in obstetrics. The specific adjustments and the rationale for these
changes were not described. The same authors provided no
information about the content development of the GRS [20].
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Validity

Construct validity, meaning evidence that supports that the
assessment tool is measuring the construct which is intended � i.e.
teamwork performance � was determined for the CTS [19] and the
TMT [5]. For the CTS, construct validity was assessed by comparing
the distribution of scores, and raters’ median scores, with the
predefined teamwork level. Overall, they found that 60 to 82% of
the scores fell within the predefined ranges. The median scores of
all assessments (nine ratings) corresponded well with the
predefined teamwork levels (100% within the predefined ranges).
As a proof of construct validity, Siassakos et al. demonstrated
significant correlations between several items on the TMT and
specific categories of the Weller scale (a global rating scale which
was validated using videotapes from an Anaesthesia Crisis
Resource Management course) [23]. Content-related validity was
described for the AOTP [22], GAOTP [22], and TMT [5]. Criterion-
related validity was not reported in any of the studies.

Reliability

Reliability is considered in terms of internal consistency and
reproducibility. Internal consistency measures whether items that
intend to measure the same, have similar scores. It is based on the
correlation of the scale’s items [24]. One study, referring to two
tools (AOTP and GAOTP), presented good internal consistency for
both tools [21]. Reproducibility is defined as the stability of an
instrument over time (test-retest) and inter-rater agreement at one
point in time. Inter-rater reliability is determined for four
assessment tools: good inter-rater reliability for the CTS [18]
and poor inter-rater reliability for the HFRS, GRS and GAOTP
[20,21]. Test-retest reliability was only determined for the AOTP
and GAOTP, and appeared to be moderate [21]. All reliability
measures are presented in Table 3.

Ease of use

All assessment tools were easily accessed and carried out. For
one tool, the AOTP [22], the authors evaluated the time to complete
the assessment tool. The median time to complete this tool was
7.5 min (ranged from 1.5 to 50 min), which was evaluated as
moderate and manageable by the raters.

Resources required

No additional resources were required to use the assessment
tools. However, the raters of the AOTP and GAOTP took part in an
eight hour workshop [21]. For the CTS [19], GRS [20] and HFRS [20],
this was not provided and the authors of the TMT [5] did not report
on this item. Although all assessment tools could be used by
individual raters, evidence for validity and/or reliability of some
tools was based on the combination of scores obtained from more
than one rater (TMT [5], GRS and HFRS [20]).

Ease of interpretation

All tools used an easy to understand scale. The CTS was the only
assessment tool for which some form of normative data were
presented [19]. The authors used a 10-point rating scale with three
predefined levels of team performance which resulted in median
scores for each level (poor/fair � average � good/perfect). Obtained
scores can be compared with these predefined data.
Educational impact

Educational impact refers to the effect of the assessment tool on
the performance of trainees or the curriculum program. As
improvement of trainees’ performance is a main reason to use
an assessment tool, the ACGME guidelines recommend to evaluate
its educational impact. However, none of the included studies
investigated the educational impact.

Overall ACGME grading

By using the standards for tools and summary recommenda-
tions, an overall ACGME grading for each tool and a grading for
each of the six topics were assigned (validity, reliability, ease of use,
resources required, ease of interpretation, and educational impact;
reported in Appendix B in Supplementary material) [12]. None of
the studies received the highest ACGME grade (A) for validity nor
reliability. All studies received the middle grade (B) for ease of use.
The CTS is the only tool that provided evidence to justify the
highest grade for resource required [19]. None of the tools reached
the highest grade for ease of interpretation. Finally, none of the
tools provided any information about educational impact.

All assessment tools received a level C of evidence (see Table 3).
Although the CTS received the highest ACGME grades, the
validation was limited to one study, which implies a level C of
evidence. Consequently, a Class 3 overall recommendation was
applied to all assessment tools which means they can be used
provisionally as a component of a program’s evaluation.

Risk of bias

All included studies were assessed according to the Oxford
Centre for Evidence Based Medicine (OCEBM) levels of evidence for
diagnostic studies (Table 3). Two studies [5,19] offered level 3b
evidence, owing to non-consecutive cohorts. All other studies
consisted of level 4 evidence due to poor or non-independent
reference standards [20–22].

In all studies, teamwork performance was assessed by
independent and blinded raters [5,19–22]. Morgan et al. (AOTP
and GAOTP) reported blinding of the raters to the sequence of the
training sessions. They additionally randomised the scenario order
for each rater to minimise a learning effect [21]. For the validation
process of the CTS, video recordings of teams were unidentified for
the raters and viewed in no specific order [19]. The validation of the
TMT included a randomised order and the authors were blinded to
the site, timing, and type of training [5]. The authors of the HFRS
and GRS did not report on blinding or randomisation of the videos
used for validation [20].

Discussion

This systematic search and review provides an overview of the
available validated assessment tools for the evaluation of obstetric
teamwork performance in simulated settings. The included
assessment tools resulted from a systematic literature search
and were critically appraised for the quality of their psychometric
and usefulness properties. This review demonstrates that several
assessment tools for obstetric teamwork performance in simulated
settings are available but the evidence supporting their psycho-
metric properties remains quite limited.

We concluded that the Clinical Teamwork Scale by Guise et al.
possesses the best psychometrics from the six included assess-
ment tools in this review [19]. The authors were able to
demonstrate a good reliability and validity, and the tool was easy
to use. However, the educational impact of the assessment tool was
not examined, similar to the validation of the other assessment
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tools. Therefore, we assigned a C level of evidence and an overall
recommendation Class 3 to the CTS. However, more research is
desirable, including a larger number of raters and scenarios. More
research is also needed for the TMT [5], especially to explore
whether the TMT can distinguish between different levels of
performance. Both studies received a level of evidence 3b,
according to the Oxford Centre for Evidence Based Medicine
(OCEBM).

With regard to the evaluation of assessment tools for teamwork
performance in medical simulation settings, we encountered one
other systematic review, which focused on hospital action teams
[25]. They identified six tools for the assessment of team-centric
communication in hospital action teams: Team Emergency
Assessment Measure (TEAM) [26], Trauma Non-Technical Skills
Scale (T-NOTECHS) [27], Simulation Team Assessment Tool (STAT)
[28], Trauma Team Communication Assessment (TTCA), Commu-
nication and Teamwork Skills (CATS) [29], Observational Team-
work Assessment for Surgery (OTAS) [30]. A similar limitation of
validity evidence, similar to our review, has been acknowledged by
the authors [25]. The lack of information on the validity of
assessment tools of teamwork performance is surprising, since
training courses are increasingly focusing on the education of these
skills. To ensure effective education of these skills, validated
assessment tools are required. Of course one could argue that a
subjective debriefing session is sufficient for providing a reliable
and valid assessment. However, high stakes testing of trainees and
obtaining robust evidence from educational research should
profoundly rely on validated assessment methods. For the stand-
ardisation of the validation processes we recommend to use the
ACGME guidelines [12].

The ongoing debate about standards for teamwork performance
could be an explanation for the limited quality of the applied
validation processes. The lack of a gold standard, which can be used
to test construct validity, makes this even more complicated.
Researchers use different sources to overcome this problem, for
example the comparison with other validated teamwork assess-
ment tools, and/or the use of expert opinions. Studies in which
standards for obstetric teamwork performance are developed
(such as Siassakos et al. [5]) provide a valid starting point for new
assessment tools. Moreover, exploring other techniques for the
assessment of obstetric teamwork performance might contribute
to the development of a gold standard. This could, for example,
include the moving behaviour of team members.

The strength of this review lies in the systematic way in which
the quality of the available tools has been evaluated. The applied
ACGME grading supplies the readers with a useful synopsis of
available tools and guide them in choosing the most appropriate
tool for their educational needs. Although we consider the
application of the ACGME guidelines as an important strength of
our study, a downside should be acknowledged. In practice,
applying the grading rules was not always easy. This especially
concerns the overall recommendation, as there were no explicit
criteria described by the ACGME. Nonetheless, the two indepen-
dent reviewers of the current study initially differed only about one
study and easily reached consensus about the final recommenda-
tion. Despite this limitation of the grading rules, we found them
very helpful in exploring the quality of the applied validation
processes of the included assessment tools.

Several other limitations of our study should be acknowledged.
In general, the quality of the applied validation processes was
rather limited. This is important to keep in mind when interpreting
the results of our review. Nevertheless, our review provides
researchers with a useful guide for developing new, or validating
existing, assessment tools. Secondly, we deliberately focused on
the validation for simulated settings for obstetric teams. In the
studies of Siassakos et al. [5] and Guise et al. [19], there were no
multi-disciplinary teams included for the validation of assessment
tools. Whenever these tools would be used in clinical practice, with
multi-disciplinary teams, the psychometric characteristics could
be different. However, with regard to the defined teamwork
behaviours in the assessment tools, we do not expect any
differences in clinical practice. Therefore, applying these tools in
daily practice might be possible and could support constant
improvement of teamwork performance. Finally, we focused only
on obstetrics, since Bahl et al. have demonstrated the domain-
specificity of teamwork behaviours in obstetrics [11], we can
imagine that the same holds true for other specific domains (e.g.
surgery, anesthesiology and pediatrics). We therefore recommend
recognition of the domain-specific nature of teamwork behaviours.

In conclusion, several assessment tools for obstetric teamwork
performance in simulated settings are available but the evidence
supporting their psychometrics remains quite limited. Based on a
systematic evaluation of the instruments’ quality using the ACGME
guidelines, we concluded that the Clinical Teamwork Scale [19] has
the most comprehensive validation process, and the TMT [5] is a
promising tool of which the reliability must further be investigat-
ed. Moreover, we recommend researchers to use the ACGME
guidelines to support the design of future validation studies.
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