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Seeing the Obvious.
Five Teamnet
Principles

Stephanie Whitley is a drategic planner a TransOceania, a $6
billion internationa transportation company based in Asa We had
the chance to work with her team, the Trangportation Scheduling
Project. Thelr purpose was to develop a cross-functiond network to
plan the company’s shipping schedules. A few weeks after our last
vigt to TransOceania, we receved a letter from Stephanie with
“some brief news on our progress’:

Although our daus is uncler a the moment, our Friday
afternoon medtings with Johann and Robert [two key vice
presdents] ae continuing. Were inddling an dectronic mall
systlem that will link us to 15 other people who will be involved
in ddivering the new schedule. Richard, David, John, and | have
become quite a determined foursome, each focusng on our own
pecidty. Our misson is “to increase profits by redesgning the
way the company plansits schedules.”

Stephanie gives a precise description of what makes teamnets
work. A successful teamnet has.



? A clear purpose, which Stephanie calsa“misson’;

? Independent members who want to be involved, “quite a determined
foursome,” in Stephanies words,

?0ngoing interaction (“Friday afternoon meetings’) and good
communicaions links, in this case, an dectronic mail sysem;

? Two or more leaders, in this case, four; and

? Connections to different levels of the exiging hierarchy, in her case,
the vice presdents.

The “Five Thamnet Principles’ ae fundamentad to every successfu
effort that involves people crossing boundaries:

?Unifying purpose;

? Independent members;
?Voluntary links

?  Multiple leaders; and
?Interactive leves.

Each principle is found in every successful teamnet. A teamnet must
have a reason to exigd (purpose), a criticd number of committed
participants (members), a rich web of rdationships (links), people who
assume specific responshilities (leaders), and connections & many leves
in the environment.

Companies that understand how their teamnets operate have a digtinct
organizationd advantage. In 1989, former Digitd Equipment Corporation
vice presdent UIf Fagerquist, a nucdear physcis (who dsated the
company’s Swedish operation) with a specid interest in drategic dliances,
asked us to look at the teamnet features of five Digitd projects. Digitd was
an especidly interesting place for teamnets because in 1989, it was a $12
billion enterprise doing business in 97 countries. With its expertise and
devdlopment activity scattered around the globe, for many years the
company had the world's largest private telecommunications network &t its
disposd. For us Digitd has been a paticulaly fascinating, chdlenging
environment in which to obsarve the Five Thamneat Principles in a wide
variety of circumstances.

We began our studies of Digital’ s successful teamnets with its
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1977 project (run by Fagerquist) that enabled Associated Press to network
its stock quotations to newspapers al around the world every day. We
ended with the most successful internd teamnet we had seen to date
“Cdyps0” took place in the mid-1980s a the company’s peak and shows
what 40 to 50 people can achieve when everything “clicks.”

The One-Page Proj ect:
When Everything Clicks

It is late 1986 and Digitd is riding high on its preeminence in the computer
industry, second only to thenfdtering IBM. Marketing dSrategists spot a
“window of opportunity” opening in both the United States and Europe for
a high-volume, high-ticket product. Time, however, is of the essence.
Competitors crowd a shrinking market for mini-computers.

Can Digitd plan, desgn, test, market, manufacture, ddiver, and service
a highly complex computer in a window with & mos a two-year
introduction horizon? Fifteen months later, Digita’s 6200 computer pours
out smultaneoudy from plants in New England, the Caribbean, and
Europe. Code-named “Caypso,” the computer generates the steepest
revenue ramp in the company’s hisory, eventudly deveoping into a
family of products. The window is wide open, the maket loves the
product, and the company regps enormous profits.

How does this happen? Intuitively, the project's managers put into
practice the five principles required for successful boundary crossng
teamnets.

“In the beginning, there are just a handful of people from different large
functiond organizations” explans Pauline Nig, Cdypso's overdl project
manager. “There are people from engineering, manufacturing, marketing,
and sarviceright from the Sart.”

Like many boundary crossng teams, Cdypso’'s members represent
different levels within the organization. And the managers have a wide
spectrum of staff Szes. Some people have large groups report-
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ing to them. Others have none they're on the project for ther unique
expertise.

Geting off the ground quickly, the smal group begins with a brilliant
visgon. “It's compelling because it contains both the market insght and the
creative technica approach,” Nist says. “With our vison in hand, we teke
our show on the road to recruit people, looking for taent, enthusasm, and
commitment.” Before long, severd dozen people sign up.

Because Digitd is such a large company, the “right” people for the
project often are in the “wrong” place. “We don't have the time to move
people and it's too expensive anyway. So, we decide to do this project in a
distributed way,” she says.

Eventudly, the 50 core people who become directly identified with the
Cdypso team gt in 14 separate locations, including severa in New
England, Cdifornia, the Caribbean, and Ireland.

Many methods of communication—rich links—connect Caypso’'s
teamnet members. They phone one ancther often. The members use
telephone conference calls and video conferences and hold scheduled and
unscheduled meetings. They use dectronic mal and  computer
conferencing.” A common database is created that contains al informetion
necessary for the machin€ s design.

“We compensate for everyone not being in the same place dl the time
by setting up lots of ways to communicate,” Nigt says. “If | could have
changed one thing about the project, | would have put in the Puerto Rico
satellite dish sooner.

Even s0, the teamnet members travd frequently. “There are a lot of
project miles on these people” says George Hoff, then Nist's boss,
underscoring the point that face-to-face contact is essentia, contrary to
what many think.

“You don't build trust over the wire” Nigt dlows, resffirming that it's
critical for people to meet periodicdly. “Building trust tekes flesh and
blood, but it doesn't take a long time to make that happen.” Virtudly every
teamnet member dresses this point: trugt is the fird and most maor
sumbling block; once it's achieved, things can begin to click. With the
core internd teamnet in place, Cdypso is ready to tak with other
companies, and form the externd part of its team.



“Then we hit pay dirt,” she says. “When we vidgt potentid vendors of a
key component, we notice that one of them shares our vison and
enthusasm. We propose joint development, which dggnificantly reduces
time and cogts for both companies.”

While anticipating a possible supplier partnership, the Caypso team is
aurprised when it suddenly finds itsdf in a customer partnership. “The
next big bresk is that Raytheon, one of our largest customers, proposes an
dliance” says Hoff. “We make an agreement: they’'ll do padld
devdopment of a product for their military market. The god is to reease
both products a the same time” The partnership succeeds. Both
companies presdents spesk a the 6200's announcement, vastly increasing
the fird-day maket for Digitd’s product while aso ensuring ongoing
customer review of the desgn. Here, Digitad demondrates an extremedy
important point that causes many companies problems when they try to do
this Being dear on who is doing what is criticad for avoiding unhedthy
friction. Companies often have different, conflicting views of wha they
both own.

This is not the success of skunkworks—where a group locks itsdlf in a
room and doesn't come out until they complete their project— but of
teamnets. No driven boss with traditional levers of power manages this
global boundary crossng teamnet. Although Nid, the enginesring
manager, has the designation of overal project maneger, only a portion of
Caypso’'s engineers report to her. Nist reports to the engineering chain of
command (Hoff reports to the vice presdent of engineering and she reports
to Hoff); the project’'s production manager reports to a manufacturing vice
presdent; dill other team members report into ther own functiond
organizetions or what Digitd cdls “sovepipes” Naturdly, Nist has no
direct control over the team members from the outside companies.

At firg glance, it sounds like a prescription for disaster. None of the
traditiond management school principles seems to goply to this dtuation.
Far from adisaster, Calypso is a Smashing success.

Why doesit work? “Why,” indeed, is the key.

Cadypso understands its purpose early on: to develop a multiprocessor
mid-range computer in 18 months using exigting technology.



And it continudly tests it on prospective partners. Shared vison, common
purpose, clear goas, and well-articulated tasks provide an overdl picture
and detaled direction. Jointly, dl the stakeholders accomplish the shared
work on schedule and within budget.

A shared view of a project’s purpose drives a boundary crossing teamnet
to excdlence, not an authoritarian leader. In Calypso’'s case, they are able
to reduce the purpose to a single graphic that fits onto an 8/2-by-1 1-inch
sheet of paper. This “one-pager” summarizes the project so wel that
people carry it around, along with their calendars.

When everyone works toward a shared, common purpose, boundary
crossing teamnets work. Caypso achieves this. Without it, this team would
have faled miserably.

“When you manage to get the goalslined up,” Nist says,

“ the opportunity isthere for great success. In this project, a
number of goals came together simultaneously. They
meshed in a unified way as opposed to an antagonistic one.
Once a project like this gets momentum, there's no stopping
it.”

A Handful of Principles

Cadypso is an example of the new type of organization dready a work
within and between companies. It illusrates the basc principles of
teamnets members of the Caypso team include people and organizations
that cross conventiond lines of authority, both within Digitd and outsde
the company, and cooperate on the bass of common goas without giving
up their independence.



Teamnets combine the concepts of distributed teams and organizationd
networks. They apply across a range of different-gzed companies, from
micro-enterprises to macro-economies. And team-nets take a variety of
forms, ranging from the very familiar to 2 14-century technology-wave
organizaions, just emerging.

The Fve Teamne Princples mix leaning from examples with the
guidance of theory, a conceptud range from concrete to abstract. “Teams’
make the here-and-now promise of precticad idess of vdue, while
“networks’ evoke vison, the ability to grasp wholes and weave pieces
together.

People learn in different ways. Some prefer concepts, others examples.
Our effort to mix these two syles may leave some readers a little impatient
in places. Thy to tolerate the discomfort. Use this book as a *“scratch-and-
siff” experience, a taste of wha it feds like to creste a teamnd,
integrating divergent views and culturesinto a coherent whole.

Although the boundary crossng organization chart is hard to fit into a
typicd bureaucratic box design, it does have a dructure. Unfortunatdly, if
you use a conventiona hierarchicd perspective, it is generdly dl but
impossble to see. Thy looking for “The Boss' when there is more than
one. When members must cross convertional boundaries to solve problems
and accomplish gods, they are mogt likely to develop networks. Teamnets
are not about “breaking” or “smashing” boundaries:

Teamnets are about crossing boundaries.

Boundary Crossing Teamnets
A teamnet is a group of people and groups that cross conven-
tional boundaries for mutual benefit while retaining individual
independence.




Insgde organizations, these cross-boundary teams show up as specific
fooms like <df-directed work groups, outsde, they refer to concrete
arrangements like corporate aliances. Teamnets are the visible people and
groups who work together to get something done.

Networks represent the core logic that ties together the variety of
boundary crossng organizations. The concept stands for the invisible
infragtructure and processes that give life to teamnets of dl Szes and Hyles.
A general network concept is a powerful tool for increesng your boundary
crossing capabilities and improving the effectiveness of your teamnets.

Networks are al about integrating globad and locd. It is imperative that
the locd parts of networks (teams) be able to adapt to locd circumstances
while providing globa vaue. This can be achieved only by understanding
generd principles and how they can be applied to your unique Stuetion.
Our modd, within which the Five Teamnet Principles play a mgor role,
acts as an indrument for coping with the cacophony of confuson in the

ﬁmwwmhmiﬁwmmhmm
mmphhqﬂmauniﬁdnimmmmthlﬂmﬂﬂm

rea world.

When dl five principles work together adapting to loca circumstances,
boundary crossng teamnets can be very successful. Without these
principles, organizationa success is left to luck in the face of coping with
rgpid change. Sometimes, millions of dollars and years of unrecoverable
time evaporate with unnecessary falures.
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In organizational networks, people and groups are the members,
the independent nodes. Voluntary links across boundaries

devel op interdependence among members. Mutual benefits make
unifying purposes tangible. Multiple leaders arise to serve
different needs. And members interact across levels.

You cannot put these five principles together and @me up with a “perfect”
network. At leest weve never seen one have you? In redity, pure
organizationd forms do not exis. Mogly, the new organizations have
fuzzy boundaries, with networks springing up in and between hierarchies.
Sometimes they clash and occasondly they renvigorate these centra
control systems.

There will be no wholesde replacement of hierarchy with horizonta
Sructures. But there is coexigence; often hierarchies and networks can
even thrive together. Alarming as it may sound to some, hierarchy has a
critica role to play in organizations of the future. Hierarchy, bureaucracy,
and networks mix to manage large organizations and smdl for different
needs and purposes.

Our groups and organizationd sructures are in a trangtiond time. As
people aways do, we have one foot in the past and one in the future. The
unique aspect of this trangtion is that the ggp between our feet is widening
fagter than ever before. The Teamnet Principles bridge the gap between the
old and new, and offer platforms on which to build flexible organizations
that work.

THE DYNAMIC BALANCE OF COMPETITION AND COOPERATION
Purpose, members, links, leaders, levels—these are the features to look for

in boundary crossng teamnets Use them as a powerful tool for seeing
these vitd but fuzzy phenomena. Thefive principles are



not aligt. They are an interacting system, connecting members
and leaders through links and purpose, cregting new levels of

organization.
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. COMPETITION - COOPERATION

Networks exist in the crestive tension between competitive and cooperative tendencies,

ever shifting between the sdlf-assartion of individuas and the integration required for agroup
whole.

Two of the principles support competition, the self-assertive tendency:

? Independent members.
? Multiple leaders.

Two of the principles reflect cooperation, the integrative tendency:

? Unifying purpose.



? Voluntary links.



The fifth principle ba ances the opposing forces through:

?Interactive levels.

The combination of “cooperation” and “competition” is not an awkward
contradiction. The root of the two words, the conjunction *“co-opstition,”
literdly means “to work and seek together.” It is the feisty combination of
cooperative power and competitive zed that offers people and companies
organizationa advantages.

As one word, “co-opetition” fuses complementary forces, single-
handedly gripping a complex sysem of concepts. The five principles dlow
you to teke the firgd seps in fusng oppodtes. Treat each principle as a
vaduable tool in its own right. Look a each independently and cdibrate it
for optimal effectivenessin specific teamnet circumstances.

Despite the power of the Teamnet Principles, each one has certain myths
associated with it

1. CLARIFY THE UNIFYING PURPOSE

Cdypso is a project that is a huge success, bringing the company its fastest
revenue ramp of any product to date. A mgor success factor is the team’'s
intid clear view of “why it is doing what it is doing” The group
understands the context within which it is working. Then the team nurtures,
grows, and develops its idea into a powerful motivating force that guides
the project. Were they samply lucky? Many people beieve that success
with  decentrdized, didributed organizations hgppens  randomly,
unpredictably, without cause.

Myth 1: It isjust plain dumb luck when networ ks work.

Quite the contrary. When boundary crossing is successful, there is always
areason. In successful business networks, the reason is
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clear and benefits are tangible. People form teamnets around needs. A
boundary-crossng group drikes a spak and develops an internd
moativation when it meets rea needs. Common goas become so explicit
tha you can test them agang feasible solutions and red products or
SEIViCes.

Teamnet purposes run the gamut from high-flying unifying visions to
caefully crafted misson satements to ligs of specific gods and concrete
objectives to the details of tasks and work. People even wear their misson
datements on lapd buttons, broadcast them from billboards aong the
highway, hang them on banners in cafeterias, and publish them in annud
reports.

Our definition of this key teamnet ingredient admits to its intangible
nature:

Purpose

Purpoze is the vital spirit of a network expressed as a unifying .
aim and set of values shared by participants. :

Be explicit. This hard-learned idea renders hard-to-see purposes more
visible, more able to be used as guides—and debated when necessary:

Boundary crossing teamnets must
express their purposes explicitly.

Purpose needs daboration in a teamnet because it peforms the
coordination role traditionally played by centrdized command and control.

While many networks spontaneoudy emerge to respond to a clear need,
such asin crigs Stuations, most groups require some cork
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scious motivation for formation. Without something that spurs the group to
enthusadticaly agree, many boundary crossng teamnets never get beyond
the taking stage. They cannot aticulate a clear-enough purpose that
benefits a criticd mass of participants. Even after successful formation,
many networks later collapse when ther unifying purpose splits into
factions. Unless a shared purpose is renegotiated, the group begins a dide
into disntegration.

The importance of clarifying purposein
boundary crossing teamnetsiscritical.

Purpose—shared gods—is the vita core of teamnels The term “vitd”
emphasizes the organic nature of teamnets. It contrasts with the mechanica
metaphors that hierarchy and bureaucracy use.

Strength of purpose holds boundary crossng teamnets together. With
links, purpose pulls together disparate eéements acting as a centripetd
force. Purpose replaces traditional glues—such as coercion in hierarchy
and written indructions in bureaucracy—that are weak in fast-moving
teamnets. In the face of rapid change, traditiond control mechanisms falter.
Purpose provides a context for action.

2. IDENTIFY INDEPENDENT MEMBERS

Its a misty May 1992 evening, just before dinner a the semiannud
mesting of the Cavert Socid Invesment Fund Advisory Council.? We are
out waking with a member of the Board of Trustees on the grounds of a
Maryland conference center, the Site of the dinner mesting.

“But don't you think Americans are too independent for networks?’
Terry Mallner asks, when we tel him about this book. He is voicing the
sentiment that people do dl around the world when they first hear about the
idea. Wherever you go, people say, “It won't



work here” In Itdy, people sad the medievd gquild mentdity would
prevent people from working across business boundaries. In Demmark,
people sad that Viking fierceness would get in the way. In the United
States, depending on which part of the country you're from, people point to

Yankee independence, Lone Ranger cowboys, or southern pride to explain
why Americans can't, or won't, cooperate.

Myth 2: If you join a network, you give
up your independence.

The opposte is true. No independence, no network! “When you join, you
discover your independence” writes Charles Savage, author of Fifth
Generation Management.3 Hedthy boundary crossng team-nets depend
upon the hedthy independence of their members. When direct command-
and-control hierarchica dructures are ingppropriate or smply won't work,
networks emerge to coordinate the activities of independent business units
or people indde and outsde companies. In the case of Cdypso, the
collaborative project forms in a corporate culture that has long prided itself
on its strong Y ankee individudigtic traditions.

Teamnets thrive in the dynamic balance between self-
assertion and integration. They seesaw between the
decentralizing forces of independence and the integrating
forces of cooper ative interdependence. So long as teamnet
participants continue to have some measur e of real
independence, you have a boundary cr ossing teamnet. When
independence ceases, you have a hierarchy or a merger.



Members

Membera are the people and groupa that contribute specific
eapabilities to achieving the shared purpose.

Each member has something unique and different to bring to the group.
With multiple leaders, independent members are the “pulling apart’
centrifugal  forces within teamnets. Members are dso the mos tangible
aspect, the parts that are easer to grasp. It is eader to see members than it
IS to see purpose. Boundary crossing teamnets are known by their purposes
and members, but without linking the parts together, a teamnet cannot
exig.

3. CREATE VOLUNTARY LINKS

As Caypso demonstrates, boundary crossing teamnets tend to be spread
out. Without the locd water cooler or cafeteria as a daily meeting ground,
these groups require very different work processes from those traditiondly
used by people located in the same place and same organization. “Working
together apart” is how George Metes and Ray Grenier describe this*

“Oh, 1 know what you're taking about,” a tedlecommunications engineer
says to us. “You people are writing about LANs [local area computer
networks] and WANSs [wide area computer networks].” In a sense, he is
correct, but boundary crossng teamnets need a lot more than copper wire
or fiber optics to be truly connected. Digitd has a saying about this “Just
because the hbits traveled around the world doesn't mean they were
understood.”

Myth 3a: Networks are just the channels
of communication.



Some people, particuarly those with a high-tech perspective, can only see
the links of a network. They see the wires and completely missthe
members. Other people are blind in another dimension:

they cannot see the links that reved trust and other invisible ties.

Myth 3b: Relationships are impossibleto grasp. They are
intangible, unreal, fleeting, short-lived, and can end on the
turn of a sentence.

Inaway, they'reright, because it is very difficult to “seg’ the ineffable
“quff’ of the rdationships that bind teamnets together. But relationships
arereal, and they do last. They are essential to the stuff of teamnets.
Teamnets need interdependent links, both physicdl connections and
voluntary relationships that people build over time. In order for a teamnet
to achieve its gods, there must be sufficient connections among the people.
“You do business with the people you know,” says Jerry Nagd of the Red
River Trade Corridor based in northern Minnesota® First, people have to
know and trust each other. Until there is trust, nothing heppens. And they
have to be able to communicate easlly and effectively.
One way to see rdationshipsisto follow these steps:

Step 1.

Firgt, picture the physica communication links, the concrete comections
between people like telephones, faxes, dectronic mail, and the face-to-face
exchanges.

Step 2.

Now, see people actively communicating through these channdls, the
interactions between senders and receivers. They are o “ quartifiadle’ that
communication researchers actudly study them as



discrete observable phenomena. Researchers bresk them down into such
fine points as “acts” which someone initiates, “interacts” which involve
sender and receiver, and “double interacts” which is what happens when
responses sart to multiply.

Step 3.

Findly, put dl these interactions into motion over time and legp ahead to
see relationships. They emerge in the repeated patterns of the exchanges.
Rdationships are like the patterned coherence that is naturad in chaotic
phenomena like human heartbeats and the weether. 6

Rdationships that develop over time seem to take on lives of ther own.
You can undoubtedly remember how some of your reationships with
colleagues began, developed, and matured over time— say, from a firg
mesting, to follon~up contacts, to perhaps working on the same project and
eventudly saying good-bye in ajob change.

 Links connect teamnet members through voluntary relation-
 ghips, repetitive interactions, and physical ties. =

Both bureaucracies and networks bind ther members through
interdependent links. In a bureaucracy, the decison-meking rdationships
are nonvoluntary, while in networks they tend to be voluntary and more
fredy motivated.” It is this voluntay quaity of rdationships within
networks that enables so many adminidrative mechanisms to be replaced
with market processes.

Links complete our smalest set of core network concepts. The most
rudimentary teamnet requires a& minimum three dements:

? Purpose,
? Members, and
? Links.
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Minimum Nedwork Siraciure

Purpose

If human networks could be cleanly and Smply designed like a
communications network, these three dements would suffice for abasic
tool sat.

You can see the members (nodes)® and physical links. You have to
imagine purpose and relationships, which the shape of the numbers
and links together suggests.

But the redlity isthat teamnets dways have an irreducible “ messy zone,”
which represents the freedom factor. The messy zone is where things get
worked out in real time between rea people who demand independence
while cdling for incluson, cooperation, and anew vison. The messy zone
springs from the inevitable struggles where the essence of networks meets
the nub of hierarchy. Here, leadership is seized, granted, conferred, and
otherwise established, and here the organizationa levelsingde and outsde
the teamnet meet and interact.’



4. RECOGNIZE THE POWER OF MULTIPLE LEADERS

As the Cdypso project manager, Pauline Nist has influence without
traditional authority, the ability to spend money but no control over
paychecks, responsbility for overal project success but little power to fire
people who do not perform. Many members of the team are independent
decison makers, not dependent on the anointed leader for their survival.
Each is an acknowledged leader in his or her own right.

No subject is more complex for the world's leading-edge organizations
than leadership. No pat of a teamnet experience is more fraught with
uncertainty and clashes, minor and mgor, between the “old way” and “new
way,” than is edablishing a successful leadership sructure. While many
successful networks have what gppears to be a single identified leader, this
conventiond shape is just one way leadership Structures form, even in rigid
hierarchies’ *°

Myth 4a: All leadership comesto a single point.

Interegtingly, the notion that hierarchy and other decison-making
dructures come to a single point has provoked a common misconception
about networks, particularly prevdent among our friends who remember
the myriad networks of the counterculture of the 1960s and 1970s.

Myth 4b: Networks have no leaders.

Multiple leadership that works is perhgps the most surprisng feature of
successful  boundary crossng teamnets. Over time, mogt vitd networks
have many leaders. In example after example, you
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can soon read between the lines and figure out that most networks have
more than one leader. The great network anthropologist Virginia Hine
emphasized this point through use of the term “polycephaous” meaning
“many-headed.””

Diversity and fluidity of |eader ship arehallmarks of boundary
crossing teamnets. These groups sport a variety of leaders—
like owners, brokers, experts, strategists, managers,
networkers, and facilitators. Within any particular teamnet,
multiple leadership arises from the multiple roles, skills, and
knowledge required to address the complex problems taken on by
the group.

Be caeful: Thees a hig difference between the network syle of
leadership and the hierarchica dyle. Unfortunately, many people beieve
that the old crack-the-whip, omnipotent command-and-control hierarchy is
the only effective way to lead.

In networks, leaders appear a the nexus of purpose and commitment,
where responghility is taken and shared work gets done. It is critica that
leaders making decisons in one role not fed that they need to make dl the
group’'s decisons. Good network leaders are dso good followers. This
avoids both the hierarchy trap and its antithess Democratic pardyss from
the dis-organization of everyone involved in everything.

We describe teamnet |eaders this way:
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Note the subtlety that leaders may participate in decison making.
Studies show that it is much more important for people to fed they have an
opportunity to paticipate in decison meking then it is to actudly
participate.

“Leaders ae expet followers, mapping the needs, resources and
agendas of network members, so as to create good matches among people
and organizations” writes Elizebeth Lorentz®> who with Seymour Sarason
a Yde has studied resource exchange networksin depth.

With independent members, multiple leaders keep the pressure on for
decentrdization. They provide a good badance to the centrdizng
tendencies of unifying purpose and interdependent links.

How do teamnet leaders interact with traditiond management?
Intensvely. One of the worst mistakes a teamnet can make is to ignore
exiging management. Teamnets dso may have formd leaders, authority
figures who occupy traditiona roles’® In complex teamnets, leaders play
pivota roles in managing relaionships among the different levels of the
hierarchy. This entangling messness needs interpretation; it isn't neat like
the hierarchicd tree structure on which it is easy to hang people.

In teamnetsthere are:

Fewer bosses, more |eaders.
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5. STAY CONNECTED AT ALL LEVELS

Calypso has a core group, some of whose members report to managers who
are one, two, or three layers up in the hierarchy. Calypso is dso a team of
teams, a number of layers deep in places. As pat of a larger company,
Calypso has partnerships with other companies, o the core internd group
aso includes externa members.

Myth 5: Networks are flat.

Like the fla-earth memory of the world before Copernicus, many people
mentaly picture a network as a fla, featurdess, two-dimensond plane of
horizontally connected members.

Perhaps the most common of all misconceptionsistheidea
that networks are only horizontal. This myth is so prevalent
that people describe decentralized companies that
deliberately have cut out layers of management as“ amile long
and aninch high.”

Appeding as this image of “flaness’ is especidly in our bureaucracy-
burdened society, it unfortunatdy is just plan wrong. Boundary crossng
teamnets are lumpy, cugered, and multilevded forms of organization.
People wear many hats, and act a many levels. One teamnet we worked
with included a vice presdent, two senior managers, and a sdes unit
manager, dong with a dozen other people reporting to people a smilar
levels.
This cross-levd multiple-role feature of networks is one source of
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its power. It is ds0 a mgor source of people's difficulty in being able to
clearly see networks among the generd tangle of relationships.

Luckily, there is a powerful conceptua tool available for understanding
levels, which Herbert Simon cdled the “architecture of complexity.”* Like
evarything complex in nature, networks ae organized in leves of
successive incluson. In the context of systems, which networks are, levels
mean sats within s&ts, like cdls in tissues in organs in organisms, or
penniesin dimesin dollars.

A network has at least two levels: the level of the member parts
and the level of the network whole. A teamnet has at least
three levels. a network of teams composed of members.

To use the leves principle to see networks of boundary crossng teams, you
need a point of reference. One excdlent point of reference is the corporate
boundary, which is how we generdly didinguish between “internd” and
“externa” networks. Departments, divisons, projects, and other typica
internd boundaries dso reflect levels Anchor yoursdf to one of these
points of reference, and you can roam the levels, going down into the
depths of intrardaionships and out into the lager world of
interrelationships.

Levels is the fundamentd systems principle of “successive indusion.”’®
People live in levels. For example, people are parts of families, which in
turn are members of communities that comprise regions that assemble into
nations. People are dso organisms made up of organs made up of tissues,
cdls, molecules, aoms, and s0 on. Everything in life is both part of larger
things and can be broken down into smaller things.
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We do not include the principle of levels in the cooperative/compstitive
pairs. Rather, levels result from the dynamic itsalf:
members retaining independence but integrating through the principles of
purpose and links generate a multilevel organizationd structure.

The Fve Principles—purpose, members, links, leaders, and levels—are
found in every successful teamnet. In the next chapter, we illustrate these
principles with some gories Throughout the rest of the firg section, the
principles provide the threads of consstency. They cover a vaiety of
descriptions and stuations. In the second section of the book, you put these
idess to work: we use the Teamnet Principles in a disciplined approach to
garting and managng teamnets.



