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MORE PRAISE FOR OPEN LEADERSHIP

“The struggle in balancing openness and control is a universal human problem. While most leaders agree that greater transparency and authenticity can lead to significant benefits, many remain paralyzed by the risks involved in opening up the lines of communication with their stakeholders. Charlene shows that tapping into the power of social technologies isn’t about mastering the latest shiny technologies, but instead having a clear idea of the relationships you want to form with your stakeholders. A must-read for those eager to embrace ‘the new openness.’”

—Roger Martin, dean, Rotman School of Management, University of Toronto; author, The Design of Business

 

“Charlene Li is absolutely at the top of her game. She’s an expert in social technology—an absolute essential in driving your company forward today. But what’s more, she clearly lays out what’s required to lead. Throw out the old rulebook and put Open Leadership  into play.”

—Keith Ferrazzi, author, Who’s Got Your Back and Never Eat Alone

 

“If there’s one truism that you can bank on it’s this: the most important currency of the 21st century is trust. However, trust requires openness. The more you share and the more you listen, the more you will be trusted. However, becoming an open business is truly challenging. For most businesses, it’s a cultural shift much more than a technological one. In this great work, Charlene Li details through rich stories just how some institutions are opening up and, in the process, earning the trust of millions.”

—Steve Rubel, SVP/director of Insights for Edelman Digital 

“If you are in a quandary about how to use social media and social technologies, Open Leadership is a book for you. It provides a road map for corporate leaders grappling with how to use social media in a thoughtful, disciplined way.”

—Renée Mauborgne, coauthor, Blue Ocean Strategy

 

“Yet again Charlene Li is pioneering how companies must transform themselves to be successful in a global economy in a digital world. Her insights will inspire executives to rethink old approaches and adopt new ways of thinking and operating: Open Leadership is about how companies can leverage multiple networks of customers, researchers, developers, manufacturers, and other partners, etc., to drive innovation, achieve efficiencies, and grow.”

—Larry Weber, chairman, W2 Group, Inc; author,  Sticks & Stones
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INTRODUCTION

In the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, people demanded answers to burning questions. Why wasn’t the country more prepared? Why were citizens of the richest country in the world left abandoned for days when it was clear that a disaster had occurred? In the middle of this maelstrom was the American Red Cross, facing criticism for its emergency response. The executive team wanted to be more transparent about the work it was doing and was also worried that detractors on blogs, discussion boards, and social networking sites were hurting the reputation of one of the country’s most respected organizations. So in November 2006 they hired Wendy Harman as the organization’s first social media manager. “I was hired in part because the leaders knew that people were saying really bad things about the Red Cross’s response to Katrina,” Harman recalls, “and they wanted someone to make it stop.” There was a lot to do—when she arrived, Harman had to lobby IT to get access to the social media sites she was supposed to manage; in their efforts to maintain security, the Red Cross had blocked employee access to sites like MySpace and Facebook.

But although Harman did indeed find some very issue-specific and narrow complaints against the Red Cross in the social networks, for the most part people were passionately positive about the organization and wanted to be involved in the Red Cross’s efforts to provide effective disaster relief. So Harman quickly shifted her focus. “I went to my bosses and said, ‘We have a huge opportunity here. There are  people who want to help the Red Cross and who are online every day.’ ” To help make her case, she culled the most relevant mentions from an average of four hundred comments every day and distributed them via email to the top leadership. She also gathered articles and insights citing the benefits of social media and stuffed them into a four-inch binder that she circulated around the organization.

But most important, Harman addressed with persistence and patience each concern and fear her executives had about engaging in social media, from malware downloads to confidentiality of clients shown in pictures uploaded to Flickr. She made sure that the proper processes and procedures were in place before entering each new media channel. And over the course of two years, Harman gradually added a blog, Flickr, Facebook pages, and Twitter accounts, getting the organization to open up to the new world of social media.1

Then the calls started coming in from local Red Cross chapters hoping to jumpstart their own social media efforts. The American Red Cross is made up of over seven hundred local chapters and regions, and Harman was concerned that people would have inconsistent experiences when interacting with the Red Cross online. “We had a lot of people naming themselves ‘Clara Barton,’ the founder of the Red Cross, or some other sort of random clever names.” So she wrote a handbook that laid out guidelines, procedures, and best practices on how Red Cross chapters could and should use social media, and she put it online for anyone to see.2

With the equivalent of an operating manual in hand, Red Cross chapters quickly started creating blogs and their own Facebook pages, and even setting up Twitter accounts.3 More important, the large base of Red Crossers—people who are employees, emergency responders, or just blood donors or contributors—became part of the Red Cross’s outreach. When the Red Cross puts up a disaster warning on its Facebook page, a typical volunteer return comment is “My bags are packed and I’m ready to go.” Facebook echoes that comment back to the volunteer’s friends, further amplifying the Red Cross’s message of readiness and response.

A big payoff for the Red Cross’s increased openness to social media came when retailer Target ran a Facebook-based fundraising contest for select organizations, among them the American Red Cross. The result: the Red Cross raised $793 thousand from that campaign alone. Says Harman, “If we hadn’t been in this space, we wouldn’t have been invited to be a part of it. We were able to leverage our community and tell them to vote for us.”

What’s fascinating about this story is that the American Red Cross started engaging in social media because it sought to control it, but realized over time that it was better to be open and engage with those who were already engaging them. But here’s a critical point: the Red Cross didn’t simply throw open the doors overnight. It was only when Harman was able to put in place the proper procedures, policies, and guidelines that defined how everyone should and shouldn’t behave, that the Red Cross felt comfortable letting go of the impulse to control.

Today, Harman receives the full support of the organization, starting at the top with president and CEO Gail McGovern. And the impact of that support was seen during the Haiti earthquake response in January 2010, when the Red Cross activated mobile giving and raised over $10 million in three days, driven in great part by people sharing this easy donation channel on Facebook and Twitter.4  Moreover, the Red Cross used these new channels to keep people informed about the relief efforts taking place, answering questions ranging from how donations were being used to the situation on the ground. By letting go and embracing social technologies, the Red Cross was better able to complete its mission.




THE PURPOSE OF THIS BOOK 

Open Leadership is about how leaders must let go to succeed. It’s for leaders like those at the Red Cross who are seeing the ordered world they understand crumbling in the face of customers, employees, and partners empowered by new tools that were almost unimaginable fifteen years ago. They know that greater transparency and authenticity  can bring significant benefits to their organizations, yet they have a gut-wrenching fear that such an opening up involves tremendous risk as well.

This book lays out how organizations and their leaders can approach being open in the face of social technology adoption. It picks up where my previous book, Groundswell, left off, by showing readers just how they can use these new technologies—Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, Yammer, Jive, new mobile services, and many, many more—to improve efficiency, communication, and decision making for both themselves and their organizations.

I have been talking almost nonstop about the ideas in Groundswell  since Josh Bernoff and I wrote the book in 2008, and I’ve spoken to hundreds of groups, ranging in size from five to five thousand interested listeners. I found that people originally picked up Groundswell  because they wanted to learn more about Web 2.0 and social technologies. But they soon came to realize that tapping into the power of social technologies isn’t about mastering the latest shiny technology; it is actually about having a clear idea of the relationship they want to form.

Energized and empowered, these people underlined and dogeared  Groundswell studiously and set about to implement social technologies in their organizations. There they ran into the curmudgeons—people who, no matter how much they appreciated and understood the benefits of social technologies, simply couldn’t force their heads into a new mind-set and new way of thinking. Or they ran into an executive who simply feared what engaging the groundswell would mean in terms of exposing the company to risk. Essentially, they realized that their companies didn’t have the right culture and mind-set—and more important, the right leadership—to engage the groundswell.

These dedicated, loyal souls came back to me, asking me to write the next book to support their efforts. But they didn’t want another treatise on social technologies. They wanted something that would explain to their executives how to change and open up their  organizations. No matter how compelling a technology or potential relationship might be, in the face of an immovable mass called company culture, and without the right organization and leadership in place, any digital strategy will fail.

Being open should be not a mantra or philosophy, but a considered, rigorous approach to strategy and leadership that yields real results. This is not about total transparency and complete openness, whereby everyone from customers to competitors has access to all information and everyone is involved in all decisions. Such an unrealistic extreme of complete openness is untenable if a business is to sustain its competitive advantage and ability to execute.

At the other, equally unrealistic end of the spectrum is the completely closed organization, in which information and decision making is centrally controlled and everyone follows every instruction not only perfectly, but happily. Every organization from Greenpeace to the CIA falls somewhere along this continuum from closed to open.

So put aside the calls to be more transparent, to be authentic, and—my favorite—to be “real.” The question isn’t whether you will be transparent, authentic, and real, but rather, how much you will let go and be open in the face of new technologies. Transparency, authenticity, and the sense that you are being real are the by-products of your decision to be open.




GREATER OPENNESS IS INEVITABLE 

As your customers and employees become more adept at using social and other emerging technologies, they will push you to be more open, urging you to let go in ways in which you may not be comfortable. Your natural inclination may be to fight this trend, to see it as a fad that you hope will fade and simply go away. It won’t. Not only is this trend inevitable, but it also is going to force you and your organization to be more open than you are today.

In the past, organizational leaders had the luxury of remaining ensconced in their executive suites, opening up only when they felt the need to. Today there is information leakage everywhere, with  company miscues and missteps spreading all over the Internet in seconds. And all involved—from employees and customers to business partners—feel entitled to give their opinions and get upset when their ideas are not implemented. What’s really going on here? The fundamental rules that have governed how relationships work are being rewritten, because of easy, no-cost information sharing.

The challenge therefore is to redefine how those relationships will operate. Just as the Red Cross had to lay out the new rules for social engagement, organizations and their leaders need to lay out the commitments they expect from these new relationships.

It is critical that your organization not enter into these new open relationships without guidelines. Simply opening up and devolving into chaos, or worse, “letting this take its natural course” are certain recipes for disaster. Being open requires more—not less—rigor and effort than being in control. This book will show step by step, with case studies and examples from many different industries and countries, how to bring the rigor of this new openness to your relationships, both inside and outside of the organization.




WHAT’S IN THE PAGES AHEAD 

Part One of the book examines what it means to be open. Chapter One shows why greater openness is inevitable in the face of growing adoption of social technologies. I explain the impact that empowered consumers have had on companies like United Airlines, and go into more detail on how Barack Obama was able to manage millions of volunteers in his presidential campaign. In Chapter Two, I define what it means to be open, with case studies from companies as diverse as Mullen Communications and Facebook, Yum! Brands and Cisco. At the end of Chapter Two, I invite you to conduct an openness audit to understand where you are and aren’t open today—this is the starting point to understanding how open you will need to become.

The hard work comes in Part Two, in which we determine your open strategy, weighing the benefits against the risk, and also  understanding the implications of being open. One company I spoke with got the “social media” bug in 2009 and devoted a quarter of its marketing budget to developing Facebook pages, creating blogs and private social networks, and managing Twitter accounts. At the end of the year, they had a lot of activity and “buzz”—but little idea of what it was getting them as a company beyond greater engagement with their customers. To make matters worse, they felt obligated to maintain these new conversations and relationships at significant expense. The problem was, this company’s approach to openness lacked a coherent strategy. Don’t make the same mistake!

In Chapter Three, I explain how to create your open strategy—determining when it makes sense for you to be more open and engaged and when it doesn’t. Organizations like Kohl’s, Ritz-Carlton, and Toronto General Hospital are all using social technologies to become more open to their customers as well as their employees. In Chapter Four, I tackle the issue of how to measure the benefits of being open, and I show how organizations like SunTrust and Dell are becoming more open and are also seeing a significant positive impact on their business. Included in this chapter are details on how to measure and calculate the benefits of social technologies and being open, and also on how to use metrics to manage engagement and increase overall customer lifetime value.

One big concern that comes up around the topic of being open is the tremendous risk involved, especially when employees are free to say what they like in an open forum. In Chapter Five, I’ll detail the guidelines, policies, and procedures that companies like Microsoft and Kaiser Permanente have used to be able to engage with greater confidence. In particular, I’ll explain how pharmaceutical company Johnson & Johnson was able to navigate its legal department and government regulations to start using social technologies such as blogs.

Part Two concludes with Chapter Six, which explains the nuts of bolts of managing your open strategy, ranging from creating robust profiles of how your customers and employees engage to organizing  for openness. Organizations like Ford, Humana, HP, and Wells Fargo shared their secret recipes for how they’ve orchestrated openness within their organizations.

But it’s not enough to have a coherent strategy—you also need open leaders to execute it. Empowered people and organizations are stressing out today’s leaders, challenging traditional command-and-control styles. However, they are called upon to do more than simply let go—in essence, leaders are saying, “I am responsible, so I have to have control. But if you are telling me to be open and give up control, then what is my role?” This is the crux of the problem: these new relationships are forcing leaders to rethink how they lead and how to get people to follow.

Leadership requires a new approach, new mind-set, and new skills. It isn’t enough to be a good communicator. You must be comfortable sharing personal perspectives and feelings to develop closer relationships. Negative online comments can’t be avoided or ignored. Instead, you must come to embrace each openness-enabled encounter as an opportunity to learn. And it is not sufficient to just be humble. You need to seek out opportunities to be humbled each and every day—to be touched as much by the people who complain as by those who say “Thank you.”

In Part Three, I explore what it means to be a leader in the context of these new empowered relationships. Chapter Seven lays out what it means to be an open leader and details the characteristics, skills, and behaviors of effective open leaders like Cisco’s John Chambers and Kodak’s Jeffrey Hazlett. Chapter Eight explains how to identify and nurture open leaders within your organization, and I tackle what it means to be authentic and transparent. I’ll look at how companies like United Business Media and Best Buy develop “zealots” among their employees.

One essential idea I explore is how to successfully fail. In fact, I think it’s just as essential to consider and plan out how to fail well as it is to plan how to succeed—because the reality of business is that  you will fail, at times, and how you lead and recover through that failure will say more about your ability as a leader than how you lead in times of plenty. This is all the more important for an open organization, as its failures will be more likely to be played out on a public stage. In Chapter Nine, the same organizations and leaders that saw success in earlier chapters—Cisco, Facebook, Kodak, and Microsoft—demonstrate why their ability to embrace failure leads to their success. One telling example is how an organization like Google—one of the most successful, innovative companies today—encourages its organization to take risks and fail.

The last chapter of the book examines how leaders are transforming their organizations to be more open—driven not because of a belief in an ideal, but out of economic and marketplace necessity. Organizations like Procter & Gamble and the State Bank of India have entrenched cultures that in some cases have developed over centuries of careful adherence to an organizational credo. If you are a leader facing daunting organizational and managerial challenges, I hope you’ll draw inspiration from how these case studies for how you can turn around your organization.




BEGINNING THE JOURNEY 

Being open is hard. But if you can understand not only the benefits, but also the process, it can get easier. You may be in a leadership position—a manager or CEO—of a business that is trying to use social technologies to introduce a new product or to counter a customer backlash. You may be an HR manager or company strategist eager to tap into the ideas of your workforce. Or you may be a church committee leader who is trying to energize listless volunteers, or a school administrator working with vocal parents agitating for change.

The struggle in balancing openness and control is a universal, human problem. As a parent of growing children, I sometimes long for the days when I could simply strap a discontented toddler into  a car seat and drive off to my destination. Just as children grow and develop their own voices that need to be heard, our customers, employees, and partners want to be brought into the inner sanctum of the organization as well. My hope is that this book will provide guidance and support as you begin your journey into a new world of openness. Bon voyage!

 

Charlene Li 
May 2010




PART I

THE UPSIDE OF GIVING UP CONTROL




1

WHY GIVING UP CONTROL IS INEVITABLE

You may not know who Dave Carroll is, but United Airlines wishes it had never heard of him.

One March day not long ago, Carroll was a United passenger waiting for takeoff. He looked out of the airplane window and couldn’t believe what he was seeing. Out on the tarmac of Chicago’s O’Hare airport, he saw baggage handlers tossing suitcases, sometimes dropping them on the ground. Among the items were guitar cases—and the alarmed Carroll, an independent Canadian musician and songwriter, realized that these were his guitars being thrown back and forth.

Carroll called over a United flight attendant and asked her to check into what was happening outside. As Carroll related in an interview, “She physically held up her hand and said, ‘Don’t talk to me, talk to the gate agent outside.’ Everybody I talked to after that said either they were not empowered to do anything, or they didn’t care.”1

Sure enough, when Carroll landed in Omaha, his final destination, he opened his guitar case and found his beloved Taylor guitar badly damaged. Carroll was in a hurry to get to his gig, and he was booked with back-to-back with shows, so it wasn’t until three days later that he contacted United to report the damage. But United refused to compensate Carroll for the $1,200 repair—the company had a standing policy to not accept claims more than twenty-four hours after a flight, because as time passes it becomes increasingly difficult to pinpoint responsibility for damage.2 Because Carroll submitted his claim more than three days after the damage occurred, United said that it would not pay for damages that could have been caused elsewhere.

Carroll pressed his case for months but made no progress. By November 2008, nine months after the incident, he finally got to talk to someone with some decision making power. But alas, it went nowhere. The United representative explained that her hands were tied because of the policy—and politely, but firmly, said there was nothing else that United could do.

Now, if you were a frustrated, deeply wronged musician like Carroll, what would you do? You’d write a song about the experience! Carroll actually did more than that—he also made a music video called “United Breaks Guitars” and posted it on YouTube.3 He felt better, and he really didn’t think that more than a dozen people or so would see it.

That was on July 7, 2009. Within three days, the video had over one million views, and Carroll’s anthem became a viral sensation. By the end of 2009, there had been over seven million views and hundreds of news stories about Carroll’s experience.4

Understandably, United was aghast. The company immediately reached out to Carroll, who explained that his biggest desire was  to have United’s baggage damage policy changed. Tony Cervone, United’s SVP of corporate communications, told me, “We engaged directly with Dave as soon as this came out, and said, ‘What happened and let us understand this better.’ We listened, and then we changed a couple of the policies almost immediately.” Indeed, United’s willingness to engage Dave Carroll helped to quell the rising groundswell of anger. Carroll posted a heartfelt video statement that explained the incident, applauded United Airlines for its efforts in reaching out to remedy the situation, and even praised the professionalism of United’s employees.5

United was in a tough situation. The airline industry gets luggage and people to their destinations without a hitch most of the time, and when things do go wrong, the airlines do their best to remedy the situation. But today, all it takes is one (talented) person to replace “Fly the friendly skies” with “United breaks guitars.”




THE NEW CULTURE OF SHARING 

What’s really going on here? The answer, both simple and far-reaching, is that there has been a fundamental shift in power, one in which individuals have the ability to broadcast their views to the world. This shift has come about because of three trends:1. MORE PEOPLE ONLINE. Not only is the number of people going online growing, but the time they spend and the kinds of things they do online are both also multiplying. According to internetworldstats. com, 1.7 billion people globally are active on the Internet.6 Penetration ranges from 6.8 percent in Africa and 19.4 percent in Asia to 74.2 percent in North America.
2. THE WIDESPREAD USE OF SOCIAL SITES. These days, it’s hard to find any Internet user who hasn’t watched at least one video on YouTube. Adoption has been quick: in September 2006 only 32 percent of all active Internet users around the world had watched a video clip online; by March 2009 it had grown to 83 percent.7  Similarly, social networking site usage has jumped, growing from  27 percent of global online users to 63 percent of all users ages eighteen to fifty-four globally. So when people go online, they are now spending a disproportionate amount of time on content that they have created themselves.
3. THE RISE OF SHARING. More than anything else, the past few years have been dominated by the rise of a culture of sharing. The activity of sharing is a deeply ingrained human behavior, and with each new wave of technology—printed paper, telegraph, telephones, and email—sharing gets faster, cheaper, and easier.


Now there’s a new dimension to sharing. Until about five years ago, unless you knew how to program a Web page, sharing was limited to the number of emails you could send out. And if you sent out too many, you would start to lose your credibility.

Now widespread distribution of information online is as easy as updating your status to your friends on Facebook and Twitter, which you can access from just about any device (Web browser, mobile phone, even your TV).8 And new services make it easy to upload not only text, but many different types of content: upload a photo to Flickr or a video to YouTube directly from your mobile device, or create a podcast by simply calling a phone service.9 All of these new features have made sharing not only simple, but also scalable. This technological leap has given anyone armed with a mobile phone the ability to share with the world.




GOING PUBLIC 

Social media has not only empowered your customers but also given your employees new ways to collaborate with each other—a good thing—and new opportunities to publicly grumble about their jobs—a not-so-good thing. Problems that once were resolved through private channels like phone calls and emails are now played out in public. You never could control what people said over their backyard fences about your brand, your company, or your management style, but until recently the public impact tended to be minimal.

Take, for example, what people think about their jobs. You’ve probably complained about your job to friends and family members, sharing with them your frustrations at work. In the past, the effect of disgruntled employees was mostly limited to their immediate circle of acquaintances.

But today, one need only go to a site like Glassdoor.com to get the inside scoop on an organization. Employees anonymously review companies and their leadership and also share their titles and salaries, in an effort to help others who may be negotiating a job or raise. Here’s an example:NOT A FUN PLACE TO WORK

PROS • Interesting technology.
• The people at our location are fantastic.



CONS • Senior management (officer level) does not communicate in a constructive way.
• It is obvious that senior management does not value the employees of the company.
• Since our company was acquired by Company X, morale and productivity have plummeted.



ADVICE TO SENIOR MANAGEMENT • Allow business units more autonomy in day-to-day operations. Set goals for business units, then provide the freedom and the resources to get the job done.
• Recognize and reward productive employees.










SAYING GOODBYE TO CONTROL 

Business leaders are terrified about the power of social technologies, but they are also intrigued and excited about the opportunities. I’ve spoken with hundreds of leaders about their desire to tap into the power of social technologies to transform their businesses. They like the idea of being able to hear instantly what their customers are saying about them. They’re curious about the ability to obtain new ideas from customers or to lower their support costs by having customers solve each others’ problems.

A few have actually taken the steps to embrace social technologies and are doing well; many others began the journey enthusiastically, only to fail. There is neither typical rhyme nor reason in these successes or failures—the size of the company, industry, or even prior experience with social technologies did not dictate the outcome. Instead, my research shows, the biggest indicator of success has been an open mind-set—the ability of leaders to let go of control at the right time, in the right place, and in the right amount.

The first step is recognizing that you are not in control—your customers, employees, and partners are. If you are among the many executives who long for the “good ol’ days” when rules and roles were clear, indulge yourself in that kind of thinking for just a few more minutes—then it’s time to get to work. This is a fad that will not fade, but will only grow stronger, with or without you.




LETTING GO TO BUILD RELATIONSHIPS 

At this point, you may be thinking that engaging with these newly empowered people is too risky, that your organization isn’t ready to deal with unruly mobs. Or as one executive commented, “It is one thing for customers to be aiming a gun at me. It is another thing to invite them onto my site and hand them the gun myself.”

The reason to get proactive about giving up control is that by doing so you can actually regain some semblance of control. It seems counterintuitive, but the act of engaging with people, of accepting  that they have power, can actually put you in a position to counter negative behavior. In fact, it’s really the only chance you have of being able to influence the outcome.

The key is to think about the challenge of letting go as a relationship issue. Management gurus James Kouzes and Barry Posner, the authors of The Leadership Challenge, write, “Leadership is a relationship between those who aspire to lead and those who choose to follow.”10 At a time when customers and employees are redefining how they make and maintain relationships with social technologies, it’s high time that organizations rethink the foundations of business relationships as well.

To understand how these new relationships will work, think about the most fulfilling relationship you have in your personal life. Do you control it? Do you dictate the terms and expect the other person to follow you blindly? Or do you continually invest time and hard work and endure many trials to grow and develop that relationship?

Business is no different—it too is built on relationships. There are relationships between individual customers and the organization as well as relationships with employees and partners. And leadership is defined by the relationship crafted between a leader and the people who decide to follow that person—happily or unhappily. In the context of relationships, how much control do you truly have? You can’t make customers buy your products (contrary to what your marketing department may think). You can’t make your employees support a strategy; they can simply act in a passive-aggressive manner and choose not to follow.

Face it—you’re not in control and probably never really were, even though a recent marketing conference promised to teach attendees how to “take back control.”11 So what are you really letting go of? In order to be open, you need to let go of the need to be in control. But to fill that void, you need to develop the confidence—to develop the trust—that when you let go of control, the people to whom you pass the power will act responsibly.




MOVING THE NEW RELATIONSHIPS FORWARD 

It’s clear that we need to think about relationships and leadership in a new way. Companies are used to broadcasting messages to customers, focused on driving a specific action or transaction. Or they tell employees what work they should be doing, or they dictate the terms of how partners will work with them. Although there have always been ways for customers, employees, and partners to communicate back and forth with the company, those channels were minor compared to the volume and weight of the messages being issued by the company. The result: many traditional business relationships lack depth and real engagement. When asked to describe the nature of relationships with customers, many businesspeople will use words like “short-term,” “transactional,” and “impersonal.”

Now imagine a new type of relationship, one built on multiple shared experiences—a relationship in which trust is developed and flourishes. Wouldn’t it be great if you could describe your business relationships with words like “loyal,” “engaged,” and even “passionate” and “intimate”?

Not only is this possible, but it’s happening today. More and more companies are realizing that in this new open world customers, employees, and partners are taking on roles different from that old one—the passive recipient of company missives. They now feel empowered because of a culture of sharing that allows them to spread their thoughts far and wide. Thanks to technology, they are becoming engaged with each other and with those organizations that embrace relationships in a deeper, more meaningful way.




YOU’VE SEEN IT ON AN INTERNATIONAL SCALE 

The most telling example of this new type of relationship and engagement was seen in Barack Obama’s presidential election campaign in 2008.12 From the beginning, it was designed to embrace a grassroots movement, which was an outgrowth of Obama’s community organizing experience. It also prioritized being open about the strategy, with campaign manager David Plouffe laying out the game plan  in multiple venues—including YouTube.13 The logic: the McCain campaign already knew what the strategy was, so the Obama people reasoned they might as well make known the “master plan” so that people could support it in their own way. From the importance of winning Iowa to sharing the detailed budget of how millions of dollars would be spent in Florida, again and again the Obama campaign was open about what it was doing on the campaign.

Obama and his team were comfortable with letting go of control because they spent an inordinate amount of time making sure people were aligned not only with the goal (to get Obama elected) but also, and more important, with the underlying values of the campaign. Michael Slaby, the CTO of the Obama campaign, shared with me, “If you do a good job of teaching your values and mission to the people at the bottom of your organization, then once you give them control, they will do the right things with it.” With a relatively unknown candidate, the team realized that they needed to help people get to know Obama as a person, so they created a private social network and tapped sites like Facebook and MySpace to extend the campaign into a personal space.

Core values of the campaign were respect and humility, which meant that when someone engaged with campaign staff or volunteers, they needed to reply. “These are basic things that you do when you are in a relationship with another person,” Slaby said. “Companies and campaigns typically don’t dialogue well, but I think we did a good job of participating with people across all the environments in which we were working.”

We all witnessed the results of that new personal relationship as Obama’s campaign activated people who had been silent watchers of presidential politics for decades. Some people shared their enthusiasm by putting a virtual sticker on their social networking profiles. Others set up profiles on MyBarackObama.com and asked friends and family to donate. And a few created videos as their own testament to the campaign, ranging from the frivolous (like Obama Girl) and fun (“Wassup 2008”) to the moving, as exemplified by rapper  will.i.am’s video, “Yes We Can,” which drew millions to the campaign.14  The Obama campaign did more than just deploy technology in a savvy new way; it used technology to reach out and create a relationship where there wasn’t one before by welcoming people closest to the front lines who were previously disenfranchised in the political process.




THE LEADER’S DILEMMA 

During the campaign, Obama was able to manage the balance between letting go and maintaining control, but as evidenced in the first year since taking office, running a country openly is vastly different from running a campaign. Balancing letting go with being in command has been a problem that harkens back to the very start of the information age, when the printing press allowed people to transfer and share information at scale for the first time. Education was restricted because church leaders and aristocrats worried that if the lower classes learned to read they could become dissatisfied with their lot and organize themselves.

But once books became more widespread, the people in power found it more and more difficult to maintain absolute control. Professor Samuel Huntington, in Political Order in Changing Societies  (1968), wrote about the “king’s dilemma” to illustrate the challenge of ruling an enlightened, connected populace.15 A forward-thinking king, who gives rights and freedom to serfs and makes them citizens, may end up abdicating his throne as these citizens agitate for more and more freedom over time. But a worse fate awaited those who clamped down on reform and repressed the populace; the pent-up demand for power, coupled with new ways for people to self-organize and communicate, led to an explosive reaction, usually with the result of the leader losing not only his throne but his head as well.

Many companies today face the same dilemma in that they are structured in classic command-and-control organizations that were set up in the post-war industrial age. These centralized hierarchies worked well to organize complex supply, manufacturing, and distribution processes that relied on consistent methods and precise  controls to maintain quality. Although teams could have some discretion on how to get things done, good management meant strict adherence to predetermined measures of success. In addition, the high cost of communications and information meant that only the most precious, important information moved up and down corporate hierarchies—leaders relied on a clear “chain of command,” and any information that flowed outside of that chain was slapped down.

Two things have happened to put pressure on this traditional mode. First, the parameters of success have changed from process control to innovation. You simply can’t “Six Sigma” your way into new markets. Instead, organizations need to develop the organizational flexibility to adapt to fast-changing situations. Second, businesses are now more likely to be delivering services than manufacturing objects. A skilled and motivated workforce on the front lines quickly chafes under strict limitations and hierarchies, unable to do what they think is needed because of headquarters’ disconnected notions of what really works in the market.

A long line of management gurus have studied and recognized the limitations of this organizational structure. In 1946, Peter Drucker described, in Concept of the Corporation, the strong management approaches of General Motors, but also recommended that the company decentralize authority because the people with the most information and expertise weren’t being heard. 16 Robert Greenleaf’s “The Servant As Leader” essay in 1970 turned leadership on its head, positioning executives as the humble stewards of the corporation, not the almighty heads of them. 17 And in his 1982 book In Search of Excellence, Tom Peters encouraged organizations to replace top-heavy management with employee- and customer-led teams.18

But despite the admonitions of these respected management experts, the call for change has so far gone largely unanswered, because it hasn’t been practical. Executives often ask, in so many words, “I’m responsible so I have to have control . . . if you’re telling me to give up control, how can I manage the discrepancy between control and results?” The problem is, these leaders are asking the wrong  question. They should instead be asking, “How do I develop the kind of new, open, engaged relationships I need to get things done?”




THE NEW RULES OF OPEN LEADERSHIP 

What’s changed today is that new technologies allow us to let go of control and still be in command, because better, cheaper communication tools give us the ability to be intimately familiar with what is happening with both customers and employees. The result of these new relationships is open leadership, which I define as:having the confidence and humility to give up the need to be in control while inspiring commitment from people to accomplish goals





Open leadership fosters new relationships—and to understand and govern how these new relationships works, we need new rules like the following:1. RESPECT THAT YOUR CUSTOMERS AND EMPLOYEES HAVE POWER. Once you accept this as true, you can begin to a have a real, more equal relationship with them. Without this mind-set, you will continue to think of them as replaceable resources and treat them as such. And if you ever need a reminder of what that customer and employee power looks like, just go read a social media monitoring report on your company from a vendor like Radian6, BuzzMetrics, or Cymfony—you’ll quickly be humbled by the power of these people.
2. SHARE CONSTANTLY TO BUILD TRUST. At the core of any successful relationship is trust. Trust is typically formed when people do what they say they will do. But in today’s increasingly virtual, engaged environments, trust also comes from the daily patter of conversations. The repeated successful interchange of people sharing their thoughts, activities, and concerns results in relationship. New technologies like blogs, social networks, and Twitter remove the cost of sharing, making it easy to form these new relationships.
3. NURTURE CURIOSITY AND HUMILITY. Often, sharing can quickly turn into messaging if all of the outbound information isn’t accompanied by give and take. Expressing curiosity about what someone is doing and why something is important to that person keeps sharing grounded and focused on what other people want to hear, balanced with what you want to say. The natural outgrowth of curiosity is humility, which gives you the intellectual integrity to acknowledge that you still have a lot to learn, and also to admit when you are wrong.
4. HOLD OPENNESS ACCOUNTABLE. In relationships, accountability is a two-way street—it makes clear the expectations in the relationship, as well as the consequences if they are not met. So if your product causes someone problems, what’s the first thing you should do? Apologize and figure out how to resolve the problem. Likewise, if you give someone the ability to comment on your site and they misuse it, they should understand that you will deny them future access.
5. FORGIVE FAILURE. The corollary to accountability is forgiveness. Things go wrong all the time in relationships, and the healthiest ones move on from them, leaving behind grudges and blame. This is not to say that failure is accepted; rather, that it is acknowledged and understood.
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You’ll find that you are not alone in your concerns, nor unique in your belief that there is an upside to letting go. Find out how other people responded to these questions by going online to open-leadership .com. You’ll have the opportunity there to share your own concerns and hopes as well.

 

We’ve seen some of the opportunities and dangers of this new, open world. To better understand the threats and opportunities, in the next chapter I’ll define in greater detail exactly what I mean by being open.

ACTION PLAN: UNDERSTANDING THE CHALLENGES OF OPEN LEADERSHIP

With these rules in mind, you can ask yourself the following questions. They will give you a starting point, as well as a preliminary roadmap to help you reach where you want to go.• What are your biggest challenges and fears when it comes to your customers or employees using social technologies?
• How would you describe the nature of the relationship today with your customers? With your employees? With your partners?
• How would you like those relationships to look and feel two years from now? What are your biggest fears about giving up control?
• What is the one thing about which you are most nervous about giving up control?
• Where do you see the greatest opportunities in letting go and being open?
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THE TEN ELEMENTS OF OPENNESS

While I was writing this book, I had the opportunity to address a group of Harvard Business School alumni in Silicon Valley about the concept of openness. I asked, “How many of you work for what you consider to be an open organization?” Only three of the hundred or so people in the room thought they did—and they worked for Mozilla, Twitter, and IDEO.

This highlights a fundamental problem with the topic of openness: we lack a basic framework and vocabulary on which we can base discussions and decisions around openness because there are so many different ways to be open. For instance, Mozilla, Twitter,  and IDEO look at openness in three very distinct ways, two of them based in technology. Mozilla’s product is built via open source, so improvements to the Firefox browser can come from anywhere. Twitter has very open application programming interfaces, allowing anyone to build on top of Twitter’s basic structure and use its data, even off of its site. And IDEO, a design and innovation consulting firm, has a famously open work culture that encourages innovative “design thinking.”

To begin to define openness, let’s start with the fundamental problem we examined in Chapter One—that you and your organization already exercise less and less control over your business situation in light of empowered customers and employees. Your focus must shift from trying to retain what little control you have to choosing where and when you will be open so that you can embrace these newly empowered players.

At the center of this problem is confidence. When you open up and let go, you have to have faith that the people to whom you pass the power will act responsibly. This also requires a heavy dose of humility, which is the understanding that there are equally capable—or actually more capable—people who can do the things that you do.

All too often, people believe that being open is just the first part of the definition I gave in the last chapter—Having the confidence and humility to give up the need to be in control—which is why they often fail. Without the second part—while inspiring commitment from people to accomplish goals—which enables openness to lead to results, your efforts will be fruitless and unfocused. So as I further define openness in the pages ahead, I also explain what openness is trying to accomplish.




THE CONTRADICTORY NATURE OF OPENNESS 

As we begin, I want to take a moment and emphasize that organizations can be open and closed at the same time, and this is to be expected. For an organization to be open and still accomplish things requires that some controls be in place, and this is one of the biggest  mysteries of business: How can you be open while still running a tight ship?

I had a chance to begin to answer this question firsthand when I spent twenty-four hours at sea on the nuclear aircraft carrier USS  Nimitz. I was on the bridge speaking with Captain Michael Manazir about the intricacies and challenges of running a carrier when he stopped, looked down at the flight deck, and frowned. He excused himself, picked up a nearby phone, and spoke softly into it. After hanging up, he returned to the conversation, explaining, “One person down there didn’t check everywhere to make sure that everyone was out of the way before the plane took off. I told them to tell him that his head needs to be on a swivel, turning all the way around, all the time.”

There’s no doubt that Manazir runs a tight ship. He has to, as he is responsible for the safety and well-being of five thousand people on board. Moreover, the USS Nimitz is the crown jewel of the navy, and when fully armed represents one of the most powerful military arsenals in the world. Like most jewels, it is protected vigilantly: the navy keeps the carrier safe, positioning a battle group of destroyers, battleships, and submarines around the Nimitz to protect it from threats.

You might think a person or organization with that much at stake would be secretive and paranoid. And when I received the invitation to visit the Nimitz, along with fifteen other bloggers, I assumed that there had to be a catch—that the navy probably wanted us to spread some prescribed recruitment and mission messages. But we found just the opposite: a crew that was surprisingly, disarmingly, and refreshingly open. Captain Manazir welcomed us with a brisk overview of how the ship worked. Manazir was very approachable and easy to talk to, and I was impressed by his directness, energy, and confidence in his crew as, over and over again, he encouraged us to talk to as many people as possible, to ask any question we wanted.1 “This is your navy,” he said, “and it’s your right to know how it works for you.”

And we saw everything! From Vultures Row, high above the flight deck, we watched pilots take off and land. Outfitted with helmets, hearing protection, and white vests (to make it easier to find us in case we fell overboard), we went on to the flight deck, where we stood feet away from the roaring engines of a jet catapulting off the runway. You don’t just hear a jet accelerate from 0 to 140 miles per hour in less than two seconds—you feel it vibrate in your very bones.2

There were no preconditions and no restrictions other than to safeguard our well-being (such as staying out of the way of aircraft taking off and landing). In fact, the only thing the navy would not let us see were the nuclear reactors—but then, only a select group of engineers gets to see them.

The navy’s openness was most amazing to me when we visited the pilot squadron room of the Strike Fighter Squadron 97 (aptly named the “Warhawks”). They were confident and jocular, as you would expect “Top Gun” pilots to be. The pilots shared their love of flying, but they also shared their fears, especially of landing a fighter jet in the dead of the night on a heaving ship. In an interview with another blogger, Navy pilot Lieutenant Luis Delgardo, who flies an F-18 fighter jet, was especially candid about his flying experiences:“Landing at night—it just fills you with terror. Sometimes I’ll be screaming into my mask in the last few seconds before I touch down. And you remember that fear, so it’s very difficult to sleep. But the next day you wake up, and you remember that you gotta do it. In this job, there is no choice. There is a mission that has to get done. As much as I enjoy it [my job], I look forward to not having to do it one day because it takes away from you. Every flight is almost as if you die a little death.”3





Such candor is welcomed in the navy, because it’s that sharing that helps the crew connect with and support each other throughout the long tour of duty. Captain Manazir had confidence in his crew to do and say the right thing in front of strangers because their  training and commitment to the navy’s mission ensured that they would know what they could and couldn’t discuss.

Although there is this very open type of communication, each person on board the ship has a highly specified, prescribed job (such as loading a missile onto the left wing of a fighter jet) that they rehearse under many different scenarios. And as Delgardo shared in the preceding quote, he doesn’t have another choice but to fly and to do so when he’s commanded, even though every fiber of his soul is telling him not to do it.

So, is the navy open? The crew of the USS Nimitz have very little decision making discretion about their jobs, yet they understand that this is essential to their accomplishing their shared mission and goals. At the same time, the navy service members are very, very open to sharing and communicating their experiences, hiding little, and they are very forthcoming about themselves and their feelings. So the navy is open in some ways and not at all in others.




THE TEN OPEN ELEMENTS 

To help make sense of the navy’s seemingly contradictory ability to be both open and closed at the same time, let’s look at what I see as the ten elements of being open, which fall into two broad categories: information sharing and decision making (see Figure 2.1). In the case of the navy, the service is open when it comes to sharing non-classified information. But there is a strict hierarchy when it comes to making decisions, and service members exercise very little discretion in their day-to-day responsibilities.

Within each element or component of openness, we’ll take a look at what it means to be open and also examine what you are really letting go of as you become more open. In many cases, you aren’t giving up control—you are shifting it to someone else in whom you have confidence. As you read, note which types of openness excite you the most and also those that create the greatest anxiety. At the end of this chapter, you’ll have the opportunity to conduct a self-assessment to audit the openness of your organization. There is not one exact “metric” for openness, but you’ll be able to start gauging where you fall on the closed-open continuum. Keep your completed openness audit close by, as it will be a starting point for your openness strategy.

FIGURE 2.1. Defining Openness: The Ten Open Elements
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OPEN INFORMATION SHARING 

Information is the lubricant of any organization. Without it, the company comes to a screeching halt. In the past decade, the flow of information around the company and into and out of the organization has vastly accelerated with the advent of new technologies, starting with the widespread adoption of email and accelerating with social technologies.

I define the six different elements of information sharing primarily by the goal and the nature of the sharing. We’ll first take a look at information that originates from within the organization (explaining, updating), and then move to instances when information comes from outside the organization back into it (conversing, open mic, crowdsourcing). Last, we’ll take a look at how technological openness can create platforms where different groups and people can work with each other using common standards.


 EXPLAINING: CREATING BUY-IN 

The purpose of this type of information sharing is to inform people about a decision, direction, or strategy with the goal of getting recipients—employees, associates, distributors, and others—to buy  into the idea, so that everyone is working toward the same goal. This is typical of the open book management (OBM) approach, which John Case defined in his bestseller by the same title as a “philosophy of involving every employee in making a firm more successful by sharing financial and operational information.”4 Although there have been many books explaining how OBM works, up to now it was an option that few companies pursued, namely because it’s hard to give enough information at a granular enough level to make the knowledge actionable.5 In addition, it was hard to see your employees as partners vested in the success of the company if you saw them only once a quarter when you met to discuss financial results.

As I suggested in Chapter One, a key difference today is that a new generation of workers is coming of age that believes “sharingness” is next to—or more important than—godliness. Moreover, the demand to be more open about how an organization makes decisions and operates is coming from people both inside and outside  the organization.

One leader who believes in this wholeheartedly is Jim Mullen, who founded Mullen Communications, with headquarters in Boston. He says the most important thing he’s learned in his thirty years of running a company is that “the more power you give away, the more power you ultimately have.” For example, he shared Mullen’s quarterly financial information with all of its employees, even though the agency was privately held. He also shared the Association of American Advertising Agencies’ annual salary data with all the employees and based their compensation on the inter-quartile mean figures. This meant that everyone in the company knew within a fairly narrow range what everyone else in the firm was earning—and also what other ad agencies in the region were paying their employees.

Why did he do this? Certainly, Mullen was creating focus around a goal and removing distractions such as who is making what salary, but he was doing more—he was building a relationship. “I felt that if you shared information you actually created a trust, and the  more information you shared, the greater trust you created in people. Because data is factual, as opposed to opinion, it is extremely persuasive.” In this way, Mullen practiced two of the new rules of open leadership that I discussed at the end of Chapter One—namely, he recognized that his employees had power and that he needed to actively practice sharing with them to grow and shape the relationship.

Managing leaks. Of course, this approach to information sharing runs counter to the traditional way of doing business. As Intel’s Andy Grove memorably counseled, “Only the paranoid survive.”6  While Grove’s book counseled a constant look over your shoulder and dissatisfaction with a comfortable business-as-usual attitude, many executives took the message to be something like, “If you want to survive, be suspicious of everybody . . . including your employees, customers, and partners.” Which leads directly to the mindset of “The more secretive, the safer.”

Paranoia has its place—especially in the context of today’s highly porous communications environment, in which an errant employee email can wreak havoc on company confidential information. And although the open book philosophy strives to share as much information as possible, there are practical limits. To examine this, let’s take a look at Facebook, whose mission is “to give people the power to share and make the world more open and connected.”7

Facebook’s platform has evolved from being a closed social network for college students to one that allows developers and companies to use the company’s data on sites outside of Facebook and to create money-making businesses that are worth millions.8 Internally, Facebook practices open book management, with CEO Mark Zuckerberg holding a public question-and-answer session for the entire company every Friday for an hour.

The concern, though, is that sensitive information could be leaked. “Our default is that we would like to talk about everything,” explains Lori Goler, the VP of human resources. “But we have also come out and said, ‘Here are some things that we are probably not  able to talk about.’” For example, Zuckerberg will update employees about progress on finding new office space, but hold back on specific details, explaining that it could affect lease negotiations. And clearly, not only is any information regarding potential strategic moves—such as discussions around investors, acquisitions, or an IPO—too sensitive to share, but to do so may be illegal. So although Facebook is eager to share information widely, it remains sensitive to business realities.

As someone who has been covering Facebook for years, I’ve found that there is astoundingly little leakage, given the amount of information available. How do they manage to do this? Goler says that Facebook repeatedly emphasizes that information is shared only because people keep it internal to the company. “We have had a couple of situations where we wish we could have shared information without it becoming public. One or two emails Mark sent to the company appeared in the press in their entirety, and that is really bad behavior because it puts in jeopardy our ability to share everything internally. So we said, ‘Guys, we want to be able to share everything with you, but if you are not going to treat it with respect, then you are putting that privilege at risk.’ I think there is a lot of peer pressure to not share things and to treat the information with respect.” In this way, Facebook is practicing one of the five new rules of open leadership: holding openness accountable.

As these examples show, the key benefit to this type of sharing is aligning goals by sharing the logic, thinking, and decision making process behind the decision or action. The key difference today is that the give-and-take that typifies OBM happens more regularly, not just once a quarter when the executives of the company descend to share the results. It’s the constant checking-in that leaders do—made possible by blogs, podcasts, and Twitter accounts—that enables them to share their thoughts and decisions.

Technology has also made it possible to extend this type of sharing outside the organization—providing updates and customer service through new channels. Customers and partners want to hear  more details more regularly, especially if they are making long-term plans based on products or services being provided by partnering organizations. Facebook recently opened its product development timeline, exposing future improvements six months in advance so that developers could make better plans for upcoming changes.9  Although competitors can easily see what Facebook is going to do in the near future, it was more important for Facebook to inject confidence and certainty into its developer relationships. Facebook was also confident in its innovation pipeline, so that competitors would also be trying to keep up, rather than trying to leapfrog.


 UPDATING: CAPTURING KNOWLEDGE AND ACTIONS 

In the normal course of work, people provide each other with updates on what they are doing. This includes the everyday information debris that all too often clutters our email inboxes—sales support requests, product and project updates, the endless “cc’ing” of people to make sure everyone is included.

It’s time to end the madness!

New publishing tools like blogs, collaboration platforms, and even Twitter provide updates that are easily available whenever someone needs them. These updates have the added benefit of being archived, searchable, and discoverable, meaning they capture the knowledge, expertise, and actions that happen in the ordinary course of business. Imagine, for instance, that you’re a new employee coming onto a project and need to make a contribution quickly. By reaching into the team collaboration platform or reading people’s internal microblogging updates, you can quickly get up to speed.

Let’s take a detailed look at how that works, with two examples of the updating process both inside and outside an organization through two specific channels: blogging and internal networks.

Blogging provides updates. Paul Levy, the CEO of Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center, maintains a highly active public blog called “Running A Hospital,” covering topics from the hospital’s efforts in lean process improvement and an award they won for their new ICU,  to discussions about whether he gets paid too much.10 He began blogging because he wanted to “share thoughts with people about my experience here and their experiences in the hospital world.”11  Although few health care executives are comfortable talking so openly about medical concerns, technology, and treatment, Levy embraces the scrutiny, arguing that rather than just be attacked, it’s better to state a point of view and to create a framework.

In the book Sticks & Stones by Larry Weber, Levy explained how he balanced blogging with being a CEO, saying, “There are lots of parts to the job of a CEO, but one of them is, in the crassest possible terms, to position your company in the best possible light in the public environment; among your consumers, potential consumers, and potential adversaries. What better way to do that than to write when you want, about the topics you want, in your own words? You’re not being edited by reporters or anyone else; you can get your message out in thirty seconds, and the whole world can see what you’ve said.”12

Levy understands that a key part of his job as the CEO is simply communicating the mission of his organization and providing regular updates on how his hospital operates. This is slightly different from visibility into decisions, which involves a top-down flow of information. With updates, the information can come from anywhere. What Levy is doing is creating a unique culture of sharing, and he’s doing this by setting the example from the top.

One key concern that arises over and over again is that employees will not know what to do with publishing tools that are given to them and thus may end up writing or saying something inappropriate that will harm the company. We’ll look at the need for policies and procedures in Chapter Five, but consider how infrequently this actually happens today, as well as what you realistically can expect to control. Most employees have access to any number of free publishing tools—Facebook, Twitter, blogs, discussion forums, even plain old email—through which anyone can share company secrets and say inappropriate things. Yet it rarely happens. There are inherent risks in giving employees a soapbox to shout from, but you should  also consider the benefits this type of sharing can bring to your relationship with customers.

Internal updates speed up product development. In another example of sharing, Brian Robins, the chief marketing officer of the technology company SunGard, told me that the firm’s development teams started using Yammer, an internal version of Twitter, to support short conversations and updates between employees. Anyone in a company can start a Yammer network and begin inviting colleagues, and Robins says SunGard’s developers started using Yammer without any kind of corporate sponsorship or mandate. “They were using it to share information about projects they were working on. I looked through many of the examples, and the developers are asking technical questions of other developers: ‘Does anyone know how to do this?’ or ‘Has anyone used this or that tool or object?’” It was so effective that SunGard rolled out Yammer access to its twenty thousand employees across more than thirty countries, where it’s starting to affect all aspects of operations from sales to customer service.


 CONVERSING: IMPROVING OPERATIONS 

Senior executives like to say that they want to be closer to customers and employees. They want to know what customers think about the firm’s products, services, and experience and how the company can improve. Today, anyone with a computer can provide feedback to the organization—comments on blogs, discussion forums, review sites—and, even better, the company can talk back. By conversing openly, an organization engages in these conversations with the intent of improving operations and efficiency.

As we saw in the previous chapter, customers are quick to air their grievances in public. So companies like Comcast have led the way in responding in those same channels. Frank Eliason, the senior director of national customer service at Comcast set up a Twitter account, aptly naming it “ComcastCares.”13 In addition to monitoring blogs, Frank and his team actively seek out customers who are having problems with Comcast and have written about it in social  media like blogs or Twitter. They then start the conversation with a simple question: “Can I help?” These three simple words have fundamentally changed the relationship.

Although this may sound like a lot of work, Eliason explained that it’s better for Comcast to proactively find and address these problems before they escalate. As such, they have ramped up the team, shifting and adding resources as demand grows. An important benefit has been to demonstrate Comcast’s desire to provide excellent customer service and shifting—ever so slowly, one person at a time—the public perception that Comcast has poor customer service.

The hardest part for Comcast? It had to adjust to the fact that it was publicly discussing negative comments and problems for the whole world to see. But Eliason argued that since these comments were already public, it behooved Comcast to be there as well to engage these customers in a conversation.

Putting community to work. Customer service is historically a cost center for most organizations. But many companies—especially technology companies with a base of tech-savvy customers—are turning to their expert customers and partner networks to take on that support work. From its inception, SolarWinds, a network management software provider, built a twenty-five-thousand-member user community of network administrators who help each other with their problems, be they large or small. This has allowed them to support a customer base of eighty-eight thousand companies with just two customer support people, as most of the problems that arise are aired and addressed inside the user community.

SolarWinds is able to do this by constantly investing in and managing the health of the community. They frequently provide experts with content and training and use recognition to highlight the best experts. They also monitor the health of the community, tracking response time, issue resolution, and user satisfaction. But, unusual among companies, they also tout their user community as a key competitive advantage—when the company went public in May  2009, they dedicated a part of their precious investor presentation time to explaining the value of their user community. “When you strip away everything that we do, our community is in many ways the key long-term competitive advantage that we have,” said Kenny Van Zant, SolarWinds’s senior vice president and chief product strategist. “They not only provide user support, but they also serve as a sounding board for new products and services.”

Collaboration platforms provide structure for conversations. Conversations can also be quite helpful internally; they differ from the internal updates discussed earlier in that the conversations are centered about a specific topic or problem. For example, Yum! Brands—the world’s largest restaurant company in terms of system units and the parent company of A&W Restaurants, KFC, Long John Silver’s, Pizza Hut, and Taco Bell—wanted to build a knowledge base and internal network that would allow its 336,000 employees in 110 countries to be able to connect with one another in a way they had never been able to before. As Barry Westrum—dean of the Yum! Know How and Innovation Center—put it, the goal was to get the company to “work differently,” not only taking the best practices from one division or geography to another but coming together to solve tough problems as well.

Using a community platform from Jive Software, the network, called iCHING, went live in early 2009. The goals at first were modest. Sharing had traditionally taken place at summits where all the leaders in a function, like marketing, would gather. But these were held only once every two or three years. “We were just looking for a place where we could speak the same language on a 24/7 basis,” said Westrum. On iCHING, which involves about six thousand restaurant corporate employees around the world, you can pose a question at the end of your business day and find seventeen responses from around the world waiting for you when you arrive the next morning. Groups gather together to solve problems, not because they were identified and prioritized by executives and managers, but because people on the front lines self-identify problems and ask for help.

And increasingly, traditional enterprise applications are getting conversational. For example, as this book went to print, Salesforce .com announced that its Chatter collaboration platform will integrate real-time updates and conversations from people directly into the interface, using sales opportunities or customer service incidents as the context for conversations. Is there a hot deal in the works, or is a key customer having a service problem? Rather than carry on the discussion via email, people will have those conversations around work processes that already exist, where information about the account or customer is readily at hand. Even one-off updates are put in perspective when they are tagged and shown in the context of a deal or customer service problem.


 OPEN MIC: ENCOURAGING PARTICIPATION 

You may have been to “open mic” night at a local comedy club, where talented artists are mixed in with many, many duds. Micah Laaker, a director at Yahoo!, has adopted the phrase “open mic” because it so aptly captures the essence of the next type of shared information, where anyone and everyone is welcome to come forward and participate with no preconditions. 14 The epitome of this is YouTube, where you can find jumbled together the following: Randy Pausch’s Last Lecture, a jubilant wedding entrance dance, a how-to on inserting a central vascular line with ultrasound, and, to the delight of children (young and old), silly videos such as one of a hamster on a piano.15

News outlets have long encouraged people to send them tips, but increasingly they also ask them to submit complete news segments, turning over the reporting of a story directly to them. CNN’s  iReport.com is the news channel’s online user-generated site, and although anyone can upload a video, CNN staff do go through and vet a few that they then feature on the main site. One reporter, Chris Morrow in San Diego, is a freelance journalist who produces high-quality news videos (complete with transitions and graphics) from her home.16 CNN iReport becomes a platform for Morrow to  promote her work, and for CNN it’s a way to diversify their news coverage at little cost.

Other companies are following suit. Premier Farnell plc, a UK-BASED multinational marketer and distributor of electronic products to engineers, has approximately 4,100 employees around the world. The firm bought several thousand video cameras, gave them to employees in every office, and encouraged them to record what they considered to be their best practices and upload the video to their internal video sharing site, appropriately called “OurTube.” Allowing individuals to have an unfettered voice that was shared—unedited—with the organization via the Internet brought about profound changes in the company culture, which we’ll discuss in greater depth in Chapter Eight.

What’s hard about open mic sharing is filtering through all of the submissions to find the best and most relevant content. Unless you have the resources of a CNN, you’ll need a system where people rate and rank the material or provide reviews so that the good content rises to the top. Reputations—like the one that Chris Morrow has on CNN iReport—become essential, so there should also be ways to highlight and follow particularly good talent.


 CROWDSOURCING: SOLVING A SPECIFIC PROBLEM TOGETHER 

The goal with crowdsourcing is to grow the sources of new ideas and gather fresh thinking to create or improve a new product or service. This was always possible (think of the Pillsbury Bake-Off, in which customers compete for prizes with new recipes they create). But the difference now is that this is happening on an unprecedented scale and is directed at encouraging a coherent contribution from an individual toward a specific goal, such as improving a piece of open source code, submitting an idea for a thirty-second ad that will air on the Super Bowl, or uploading mobile phone pictures from a concert.

Doritos, for example, brought back its user-generated content (UGC) Super Bowl ad contest for the 2009 game broadcast. Two  unemployed brothers, Joe and Dave Herbert, created a hilarious spot, “Free Doritos,” spending less than $2,000 to make a commercial that beat out all of the Madison Avenue agencies to garner the top spot in USA Today’s Ad Meter survey of the most-liked commercial during the game; it was also voted the show’s favorite ad by YouTube and Hulu audiences. 17 As a result, their commercial won the Doritos contest’s $1 million prize. Of more interest to Frito-Lay’s management, however, was the comScore survey of the effect: Doritos showed the biggest improvement in consumer perception among advertisers on the Super Bowl show.

Most companies can’t afford to run a high-profile contest the way that Doritos does, which is the key reason why UGC contests peaked around 2007. But crowdsourcing has since taken on a different flavor, in that it’s solving everyday problems. Take, for example, logo design. Many companies can’t afford to spend much more than a few hundred dollars on a good logo, so they turn to “logo factories” or to a local office supply store with in-house design capabilities for a logo that costs as little as $99. At the same time, there are many designers who would like the chance to create logos but lack the relationships and visibility to reach clients.

Enter crowdsourcing sites like crowdSPRING and 99designs.18  These sites create a marketplace for design, where clients can submit design requirements and designers submit their ideas. Rather than put all of its eggs in one basket, the client can choose from potentially hundreds of options, but only one designer gets paid in the end, and the art work is transferred to the buying client. The work is highly variable, and is sometimes derided as “spec work,”19 but when I used crowdSPRING to obtain a logo, the winning design was done by the creative designer for a large ad agency. His reason for participating and submitting a design? He wanted to keep up his “design chops.” The cost to me: $800 for two logo designs. The value of being able to review 146 different, unique designs: priceless.

Today, crowdsourcing is gaining a foothold for the design of logos, letterhead, and even site design. In the future, I anticipate that the technology platforms and interest in crowdsourcing will lead to more complex projects—such as designing entirely new products or services—and will attract the attention of teams of people as well as individuals.


 PLATFORMS: SETTING STANDARDS AND SHARING DATA 

eBay is a great example of an open platform—by standardizing how items are listed and how transactions are handled, the company has enabled millions of individual sellers to trade online. The goal behind open platforms is to create standards, protocols, and rules that govern how organizations and people can interact with each other.20 There are two primary types of open platforms: (1) open architectures that structure and define the rules and interactions, and (2) open data access that makes available data so that other entities can freely use it. In the technology world, these two types of open platforms often dominate discussions around “openness,” fueling long debates about how open one company is versus another. I’ll give a few examples of each type of open platform, then explain how they change business relationships.

Open architecture. This type of openness comes as a set of standards that lay out how organizations can work with each other and, in many cases, build on top of the platform—without having to craft detailed agreements with each and every partner. One example is Firefox’s plug-in capabilities, which allow any developer to extend the functionality of the Firefox browser. The specifications for doing this are clearly laid out by Firefox.

Similarly, commercial companies like Facebook and Apple allow developers to create applications that run on their respective sites and phones. The logic: Facebook and Apple have limited developer resources and couldn’t possibly create as many features as their users would want. By opening up their platforms to outsiders, they have turned over the customer experience and relationship to  nonemployees. But in the process they have gained so much more. They have created a much more compelling user experience overall, thereby locking in the loyalty of both those users and the developers. Today, iPhone’s head start on its apps store and Facebook’s half a million apps are significant barriers to entry by competitors.

There are some complaints that the iPhone and Facebook platforms aren’t truly “open” in that they do not conform with industry specifications and standards. Others protest that these are proprietary platforms and clamor for a relaxing of the platform rules. Therein lies the contradiction. For the platform to work and be adopted, it must have clear rules that define that openness.21

Open data access. Inside of every company lies a rich warehouse of data that could be of interest and benefit to customers and partners. Some companies have what are called “application programming interfaces” (APIs) that define how data requests can be made of that warehouse. Software can make requests of another software program or database. For example, Google Maps has an API that allows its maps to be integrated into other sites—one of the first examples of this is a “mashup” at www.housingmaps.com that takes craigslist.orghousing listings and overlays them on Google Maps so that the listings can be searched and browsed within a map’s interface.

Many organizations have gone on to use APIs to open themselves to new partners and opportunities. Here are a few examples:• Twitter. This social technology has very open APIs, which allow its entire service and experience to be rendered in a completely different environment. That means people can experience Twitter completely off of its site, on mobile phones or third-party desktop software like TweetDeck, Twirl, or Seesmic. With such widespread dispersion of users, Twitter benefits from more customized, personal end-user interfaces, but potentially could suffer from an inability to directly monetize users off of its site.
• Best Buy. The entire product catalog on BestBuy.com is available, including pricing, availability, specifications, descriptions, and  images for nearly a million current and historical products. Their challenge to developers is “build a better Best Buy” for their specific audiences. For example, CamelBuy.com provides price drop alerts and price history charts of Best Buy products, while Milo.comaggregates local product availability across multiple retailers. The API also had an inadvertent benefit, in that an employee in Florida decided to build a better home theater recommendation tool by using the API. He didn’t have to wait for approval, ask for permission, or wait for IT to launch an official project. With data access and some basic programming knowledge, he was able to build a better experience than anything corporate marketing could come up with.
• Newspapers. Publications like the New York Times and the Guardian,  a UK-based newspaper, make their content and proprietary databases available for anyone to access. The New York Times makes available data sets like its Congressional roll call votes database, as well as all the content from the Times back to 1981. The Guardian  includes data like the responses from five thousand British citizens on how they think government should reform; all executive pay for FTSE 1,000 companies; and a database of the 23,574 nuclear weapons in the world and where they are located. The goal: allow other people to access and analyze the data for further journalistic use. But there’s also a business motive: the Guardian will show its ads alongside any data that’s being used, essentially changing the business model so that they deliver content and ads to where people are, rather than making them come to the Guardian’s Web site.



Okay, let’s take a breather.

As we shift now from discussing open information sharing to talking about the final four elements of openness that are found within the broad category of decision making (look again at Figure 2.1), I’d like to emphasize how these two areas are related to each other.

Open information sharing is vitally connected to decision making, but they do not necessarily go hand in hand. Recall, for example,  how open the navy is with information, but how very centralized it is in its decision making process. But here’s a critical point—more open decision making processes also typically require open information sharing. If you are going to involve more people in the process, they have to have the right information on which to base their decisions.




OPEN DECISION MAKING 

Like information sharing, open decision making varies significantly not only between companies but also within them. You can find one type of decision making among executive ranks and another type being used at the team level. There are four major types of decision making in organizations today: centralized, democratic, consensus, and distributed. As we go through each one in turn and examine how each type is enabled and also changed because of openness, keep in mind that no one type of decision making is best. Rather, understand that they differ in terms of the degree of control, extent of information shared, and choice of people involved as appropriate for each situation.


CENTRALIZED 

A small number of people—typically the CEO and perhaps a small team around that person—have the knowledge and judgment to make centralized decisions. It is not necessarily micromanagement (although it can be), but the general sense is that for certain types of decisions, especially highly strategic ones, the person in charge can’t afford to let other people make that call.

The advantage of centralized decision making is that it can be decisive and quick—and also effective, if the leader is trusted by the organization. However, it frequently carries the stigma of “command and control,” whereby employees feel they are being dictated to and have little recourse except to abide and obey.

But in a world in which the marketplace is moving at unprecedented speed, few leaders can afford to act within a cocoon of  information or risk not having full buy-in to their decisions. The key challenge to making centralized decision making more open is not to involve more people in the actual decision but to open up information sharing in both directions, so that those in power have the right information on which to base their decisions and also have the commitment to share it back out to the organization.


DEMOCRATIC 

In democratic decision making, a limited set of choices is put forward to a group and voting is used to make the decision. The creation and selection of the choices could be a simple “yes” or “no” vote. Think of the way most public companies approve members of the board of directors, for example. But increasingly, voting is used to allow people to choose from a set of equally viable options—for example, the service provider for the company cafeteria—and the choices are then put to a vote. The result: employees feel a much greater sense of ownership in the process.

This is also becoming prevalent in decisions with customers. Walkers in the UK, for example, held a “Do Us a Flavour” campaign to crowdsource ideas for a new potato chip taste. The company narrowed the choices down to six, produced them as a sample pack, and asked people to go online and vote for their favorite .22 Over a million people voted for the winner, “Builder’s Breakfast,” which tastes like eggs, sausage, bacon, and beans and is now a permanent Walkers flavor. And of course, there are the perennial talent contests like the  American Idol or Who’s Got Talent? TV shows whose viewers vote for their favorite performers.

Although compelling, democratic decision making isn’t well suited for most situations. First, the cost of mounting the outreach to engage potential voters—even inside an organization—can be daunting. Second, this process isn’t suitable for complex decisions that have nuance, and those who use it in such situations run the risk of being perceived as rubberstamping when the decision had already been made. Last, voting is open to politicking and based on  popularity rather than merit, as is often seen on shows like American Idol. This decision making may be appropriate for picking the next best-selling artist, but not if you’re trying to make strategic decisions.


CONSENSUS 

In this decision making model, every person involved and affected has to agree about whatever is being decided, resulting in tremendous buy-in. One typical place where this type of decision making is often used is in hiring—everyone has to feel comfortable that this is a good person to add to the team. But it’s also a cumbersome model, as it takes a tremendous amount of time and effort to corral everyone into agreement.

W. L. Gore, the maker of GORE-TEX fabric, is one of the few examples of enterprise-level consensus decision making in business, and for good reason—it’s really, really hard. From the beginning, Gore has had no employees or managers—only associates. The organization is extremely flat and hierarchies are actively broken down. Decisions are made because people believe they need to be and agree to them.23 So although the decision making process can be chaotic and slow, in the end everyone buys into it. With 8,600 associates and $2.5 billion in annual sales, Gore is able to do this because their culture supported it from the beginning. As Gary Hamel describes in his book The Future of Management, one employee sums up the essence of Gore, saying, “We vote with our feet. If you call a meeting and people show up, you’re a leader.”24

Other companies, like Whole Foods, Google, and Semco Bank in Brazil, have been cited as examples of companies that allow employees to self-manage. The common trait of these companies is that either they are owned by their leaders (Ricardo Semler, Semco Bank) or they began with these philosophies and cultures in place from the start (Whole Foods, Google, and W. L. Gore). But this can also happen when a small company or team decides to operate in a different way. Scott Heiferman, CEO of Internet start-up MeetUp.com, engineered a re-org of its forty-person organization. Actually, it would  have to be called a “de-org,” because he threw out the organization chart.

Starting in February 2008, all decisions on what features the company would add to MeetUp.com would be self-determined—if someone could convince an engineer to spend time on the project, it would get done. A year and a half after the change, I spoke with Heiferman and got an update. “[It’s] working to the point where we really can’t imagine it being another way. The team has the freedom to control their working destiny. In the first six weeks after we made the switch, we got more done than we had in the previous six months, and that kind of productivity has not ended.”

Heiferman admits that things are at times chaotic, and that he’s had to redefine his role as a leader. He is no longer the ultimate strategist and decider of what people should do; rather, he acts as a platform maker. His job is to make sure that the right protocols, the right environment, and the right infrastructure are all in place for people to create new features and make amazing things happen on  MeetUp.com.

Most organizations don’t have the luxury of junking the entire org chart or the ability to do so, but they can realize the benefits of self-managed teams with a variation, which I call distributed decision making.


DISTRIBUTED 

This model of decision making is a hybrid of all of the preceding ones, in that it pushes decisions away from the center to where the information and knowledge to make decisions actually reside, typically closer to the customer. Once decisions are made closer to the edge, the actual  method of making the decision may still be centralized, but the mere act of pushing it down into the organization means that the buy-in that usually comes with consensus decision making is achieved. Decision making inside of distributed models may look confusing and chaotic, but it’s just the opposite—a tremendous amount of discipline and planning is needed to get everyone working in the same direction.

The payoff: the ability to break down complex tasks as well as speed and ability. We’ll look at Mozilla, the provider of open source browser Firefox, as an example of how distributed decision making can work, and we’ll also examine the transformation that Cisco is undertaking.

Distributing complex tasks. Mozilla is the organization behind the Firefox browser, which is itself created as an open source project. Mozilla has 170 employees, but their role isn’t to build the browser—it’s to coordinate the thousands of people who help build and market it.

The way open source works at Mozilla is that anyone is free to contribute suggestions. Volunteers routinely submit between 50 and 60 percent of all patches to Firefox. So that means anyone (including you and me) can propose a change, comment on a proposal, or even submit a change to the code (if we know how).

But when it comes to decision making, Mozilla follows a very prescribed process that is open and distributed out to hundreds of people. As Mozilla explains on its site, “The code is large and complex; the number of daily decisions to be made is enormous. The project would slow to a crawl if a small set of people tried to make the majority of decisions regarding particular pieces of code.25 This means that the actual work at Mozilla is divided into about one hundred “modules” led by “module owners,” the only ones who can authorize changes to the code. Many of these module owners are not Mozilla employees, and there’s a rigorous, detailed process for choosing and replacing module owners.

This means that although anyone can make suggestions, in the end the chaos must be turned to order, with only one person allowed to make the changes. Mozilla incorporates tremendous visibility into the ongoing discussions and decision making process to ensure that everyone understands the way the decision is made. But in the end, only one person makes the decision.

In many organizations there is a similar structure, with leaders positioned all over the organization tasked with making decisions.  But all too often their decisions need to be approved or are second-guessed further up the chain of command. At Mozilla, it’s clear that whatever the module leader decides, goes. Many organizations wish they could do this, but they lack the discipline that Mozilla has demonstrated in terms of transferring and distributing real decision making out into the organization. We’ll take a look next at how Cisco—a very large, established, hierarchical company—is trying to instill that discipline.

Organizing for speed. Let’s first understand what Cisco CEO John Chambers is trying to do. After weathering the 2001 tech melt-down, Chambers was determined to make the company more nimble and responsive to changing customer and market demands. But Cisco is a $40-billion company with 65,000 employees scattered all around the world and a deeply engrained hierarchical structure. Although Chambers is a charismatic leader deeply respected for his leadership and decision making, how could he pull this off?

In effect, he cloned himself. Or at least the decision making part.

Cisco saw that its core business of networking technology was becoming mature, so the company needed to find new market opportunities to enter and grow. To do this, Cisco created councils and boards and shifted decision making down several levels. Only nine councils report directly into the very top “operating committee,” made up of top executives, including CEO Chambers. These councils are typically responsible for $10 billion in revenue and each have about sixteen executives. Reporting into the councils are more than fifty boards, each responsible for $1 billion in business, and reporting into the boards are numerous working groups that come and go to support initiatives.

In total, there were over 750 executives involved in the councils and boards at the time this book was written—up from one hundred executives two years earlier. That means strategic decisions—acquisitions, entering new markets, creating new products—are handled by a huge number of people. Moreover, these councils and boards are almost always co-led by two people, typically one person from sales  and one person from product development or engineering. On the surface, it looks like Chambers created an entirely new matrix organization on top of Cisco’s functional departments—in effect, duplicating the bureaucracy. Requiring consensus at the leadership level would also seem to defeat the purpose of greater speed and agility.

But the proof is in the numbers, and the numbers are shocking. In an interview with me, Chambers shared what the company had accomplished in just the prior forty-five days:• Announced four acquisitions, with two of the acquisitions above $3 billion in value and three of the four acquisitions outside the United States
• Prepared and announced quarterly earnings
• Held a CIO conference and a service partner meeting
• Led a $5-billion debt offering
• Announced strategic partnerships with EMC and VMWare



On top of this, Chambers personally had 125 individual customer meetings in the same time period. And he isn’t doing all of this by working insane hours—in fact, just the opposite is happening. “I am working less than I did two years ago,” Chambers said, smiling. In fact, the amount of time spent by senior executives on strategic decisions is sixty days a year—exactly the same that it was in 2007. But the number of cross-company priorities increased from two in 2007 to thirty in 2009, a fifteen-fold increase. The speed and scale of Cisco’s activities is breathtaking, but to Chambers, this is the way that Cisco should run. He said, “This is business as normal at Cisco. Name me any other organization in the world that could do this.”

What exactly is in Cisco’s secret sauce? Two things. First, it has codified distributed decision making into a disciplined, replicable process. Second, Cisco uses collaborative technology as the “grease” that makes distributed decision making and execution work. I’ll go into more detail about how Cisco does this in Chapters Six and Ten.
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ACTION PLAN: CONDUCTING YOUR OPENNESS AUDIT

Whew! This has been a long chapter, and we’ve covered a lot of ground and presented a great deal of critical information. Now that we’ve laid out the different ways in which you can be open, it’s time to take an audit of how open your organization is. Use the following chart or take this audit online at open-leadership. com.




The Openness Audit 

First, rate how open you are in each of the six different information sharing elements. Be sure to think about internal as well as external examples and instances. You may also want to rate how the openness of your competitors or companies that you admire. Note that these scores are not to be used on an absolute scale, but rather as a diagnostic tool for you to understand where your organization is open and where it is not. The goal shouldn’t be to get a higher score, but to understand why you are more or less open in one area than another.

 

Second, examine how you make different decisions in your organization, documenting when and where you see each type of decision making taking place, who is involved, what shared information is used, and whether it is effective or not. You may find that ineffective decision making is happening not because of the type of decision making process being used, but because the right information or the right people are not involved. In those types of situations, before you undertake a significant change in decision making processes, you should try and see whether making changes in being more open in terms of the people involved or information shared can improve effectiveness.

Information Sharing

For each statement about each type of information sharing, rate yourself on a 1 to 5 scale, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree.” Just as important, provide examples both internally and externally.

 

Interpreting your score: These scores are not to be used as an absolute scale, but rather as a diagnostic tool for you to understand where your organization is open and where it is not. In particular, understand how you do or don’t have the right level of structure, encouragement, and exhibited behavior in each area.



	Explaining 	Total _____
	_____ My organization is disciplined about keeping company information confidential, so that people feel comfortable sharing sensitive information.	Examples:
	_____ The executive team takes the time to explain to employees how decisions are made.	
	_____ Customers and partners outside the organization feel they understand how and why decisions are made by the company.	
	Updating 	Total _____
	_____ Technology and processes like community platforms and collaboration tools are in place to facilitate information sharing and collaboration.	Examples:
	_____ Many executives and employees frequently use social technologies like blogs, video blogs, microblogging, or collaboration platforms to provide updates.	
	_____ Shared updates are perceived as useful and not seen as public relations or HR rhetoric.	
	Conversing 	Total _____
	_____ Employees and executives are free to blog and participate in social media, both internally and externally, as long as they act responsibly.	Examples:
	_____ The organization is committed to hearing from and talking with customers and employees—even when those conversations may be negative in tone.	
	_____ There are community tools that engage customers and partners to talk with each other and to also engage with the organization.	
	Open Mic 	Total _____
	_____ Channels are in place through which employees and customers can contribute ideas and content.	Examples:
	_____ The organization actively encourages employees and customers to contribute their ideas and best practices.	
	_____ Customers and/or partners frequently contribute ideas and suggestions that are adopted by the organization.	
	Crowdsourcing 	Total _____
	_____ There is a platform for large groups of people to be able to contribute ideas, innovations, and solutions in an organized way.	Examples:
	_____ There is a proactive process in place to seek out and try new sources of ideas and innovation.	
	_____ Ideas from outside the organization are frequently incorporated into products, services, and processes.	
	Platforms 	Total _____
	_____ Architecture and data platforms are defined and open for widespread access.	Examples:
	_____ Open platforms are seen as a strategic and competitive advantage for the organization and invested in appropriately.	
	_____ Many employees, developers, and partners tap open platforms to create new products and experiences for customers.	
	Total Score 	Add all column totals
		_____


 



The Decision Making Process

Decisions are made every day in your organization. This part of the audit examines some of the most common decisions that are made in every organization. For each type of decision, identify the decision making process that is used, who is involved, what kind of shared information is used to make the decision, and how effective the decision-making process is.

 

To improve effectiveness, you may want to change the decision making process to be more open, but you may also want to consider who is involved or whether better information sharing could improve effectiveness as well.
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After you’ve completed your audit, keep it handy as you read Chapter Three. We’ll be looking at the different objectives you can achieve with openness. As you read, check your completed openness audit against your strategy—are you as open as you need to be to achieve your goals?

Now let’s move ahead. It’s time to figure out just how open you want and need to be.




End of sample
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ing the adversarial tone that all oo often dominates the customer experience.
If we work togsther and share the responsibilty of furthering effective conver-
sation, we can build mutually respectful long-term relationships.

By adopting these five practical values, we can together realize a meaningful
shiftin our business relationships.

Companies Customers

1) Be Human Use a respectful, Be understanding.
conversational voice. Avoid | Show the respect and
scripts and corporate Kinchess that you'd ke
oublespeak. shown to you

2) Be Accessible Cultivate a public ‘Share issues directly
dialogue with customers | with the company or
and demonstrate your in aplace where the
responsiveness and company has a chance
wilingness to be held torespond.
accountable

3 Be Authentic Encourage employees to | Use your realidentty
use theirreal names and | and foster a long-tsrm
offer a personl touch. reputation vith the

company.

4) Be Patient Some problems take longer | Give companies the
10 fixthan expected, so | information and time
o your best to set lear | required to adequately
expectations for howyou | adcfess issues.
will adfess issues.
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Introduction
« Encouragement and support—why social technologies are important
« When the guidelines apply
© Personaluse of socialtechnologies when s relatedito the organization
© Using social technologies in an offcial capacity
Guidelines
* Identity transparency
© When you do or don't identify yourself as an employee
© Definitely when discussing organization-related topics
© Potential conflct of interests that others should know about
* Responsibilty
© Take responsibilty for your own words; don't post anonymously
© Separate your words from your employer's with a disclaimer
© Respect—for clients, fellow employees, and competitors
© Don'tlet it interfere with your work.
« Confidentialty
© Remember the confidentiality agreement you signed
© Respect the privacy of clients and peers
© Highlight places where confidentiality might siip
o Listwhatis OK to share, what isn't
« Common sense and judgment
© Make it clear there will be areas where common sense is needed
o Askifunsure
Best practices for social media practitioners
* Tone
© Have a personality, develop a voice
© Erm on the side of caution; don't post when angry or upset
 Qualty
© Spelling and grammar
© Addvalue
« Trust-building
© Respond to people
© Speakin your area of expertise
o Linkouta lot
© Admit mistakes
Oversight and consequences
* Wihen the organization will make requests
« Process to follow for managers
« Escalation and resolution process
Additional resources
« HR, press, and legal contacts for managers and employees
+ Training
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Organic
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Centralized | Coordinated

Doscription

Individual effors spring | One person/group | One group provides
up when and where | leads the efforts.and | best practices, with
they find traction. sets the pace. execution at the
edge.
Mests the needs of | Ganmove quickly, | Spreads best
sach department. trycutting edge | practioes broadly,
offorts, small taff | consistent.

needed.

Staffing

Bost
suited for

Inconsistent, kely no | Slowerto spread | Competes for imited
offical funcing, around the. budgets and
suppor, Multiple organization. May | attention, not always
groups uncoordinated, | not appear authentic | cuting edge or fast-
fractured customer | to communit. ‘moving, requires top
experience. ‘down buy-in
Driven by indvidual | One strong Department-iie.
vangelists, who serve | evangelst leads the | investment at the
as experts, butnot | way, buids a central | corporate levl.
coordinators. team overtime.
New adopters with sim | Strongly centralized, | Distributed
coporate staffand | especialy with organizations, or
resources. corporate advanced
marketing/PR. organizations ready
toinvest.
Starbucks, Ford | Red Cross, HP
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Innovate
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Traditional

‘Spends limited time thinking
‘about how to be authentic and
transparent.

Open

Actively manages authenticity and
transparency to form relationships.

hip as a Catalyst

Sets a strategy and commands
control through the leadership.
chain.

‘Sets astrategy and engenders
commitment with a common
shared vision.

Uses communications to message
the vision and strategy.

Uses networks to spread the vision
and strategy.

Believes leadership is a rare,
precious trat

Believes leadership potential
resides In every person.

Engages
sute.

arlly in the executive

Engages at a levels, outside as
well as inside the organization.

Develops trust with transactions.

Inspires trust with engagement.

Controls information tightly for fear
of leakage.

Develops a culture of trusted
information sharing.

Wites rules for conformity and
consistency.

Writes rules for risk taking.
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Percentof South
those online usa UK Korea Brazil
Curator <Ipercent  <1percent <1 percent <1 percent
Producer 24percent 19 percent 53 percent 47 percent
Commenter S6percent 32 percent 74 percent 53 percent
Sharer 61percent 58 percent 63 percent 76 percent
Watcher 80percent 77 percent 91 percent 90 percent
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Description

Increased revenues

- Assumes 10 percent profit on $3M in incremental
sales

~ Encouraged aditional sales from existing customers
from interactions (assumes increased sales by $100 in
10 percent of interactions, 100,000 interactions  year)

Increased awareness

~ Advertising equivalent of social media outreach (fve
million impressions at $10 CPM)

Improve reputation of the organization

~ Negative sentiment reduced from 25 percent to 10
percent (assumes a thousand customers not lost, at
annual value of $100)

Avoid potential PR blowup.

- Assumes would have cost $250,000 in lost reputation
and business

Hire better people, thanks to desire to work for a good

company.

~ Reduces recruitment costs from $10,000/new hire to
8,000, affects 200 new hires

Scale engagement

~ Reach more people with the same amount of
resources and effort (results in 1 percent more sales)

Improved search engine placement, thanks to greater

inbound links in social media

~ Improved position in search results in 10 percent
greater traffc to the site, increases sales by 1 percent
from base of $500 millon (assumes 10 percent profit

Total benefit

Benefit

$300,000

$100,000

$500,000

$100,000

$250,000

$400,000

$500,000

$500,000

$2,650,000
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Platforms.

___ Architecture and data platforms are defined
and open for widespread access.

___ Open platforms are seen as a strategic and
competitive advantage for the organization and
invested in appropriately.

___ Many employees, developers, and partners
tap open platforms to create new products and
experiences for customers.

Total
Examples:

Total Score

‘Add all column totals.
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Description
Diversity of designs and ideas

~ Results in products that sl better (increase profits
by $1 milion

Innovations developed faster
~ Gets product to market quickly in response to greater
demand, $250,000 value.

More accurate projections and predictions.
~ Anticipates that a product will not be a success, so
closes down development, saving $50,000.

Customer and employee commitment and loyalty

~ Btter buy-in for the goal, employee morale
increases, reduces tumnover, recruitment cost
avoidance. Assumes 1 percent decrease in tumover,
avoiding recrutment costs of $10,000.

Total benefits
Costs

Innovation hub

One fll-time person
Total costs

Net benefit

Return

Benefit

$1,000,000

$250,000

$50,000

200,000

$1,500,000

$100,000
$100,000
$200,000
$1,300,000
650 percent
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Personal use of social media

If you could be identiied as a Hill & Knowlton employes or use company.

resources for your personal use of social media, please consider the following:

 Your clients, manager, reports and peers may read what you write. Critiiz
ing them could result in the company losing business or even you losing
your job.

 Think of what you write in the same way as things you might say to a jour-
nalist, or conversations you might have with people you don't know. If you
wouldn't say itin those situations, don't say it online.

 Never disclose any information that is confidential or propristary to our ¢l
ents, Hill & Knowiton, WPP, o any third party that has disclosed information
to us (e.g. journalists, suppliers, etc.), even if you think it is secure. Your
existing employment agresment in any case prohibits this.

 There are many things that we cannot mention as part of a publicly owned
‘company. Talking about our revenue, future plans, or the WPP share price.
could get you and the company in legal trouble, even if it s just your own
personal view, and whether or not you directly identity yourself as an
employee of Hill & Knowlton.

 Your personal use of social media at work should be appropriate for your
role. If you are in doubt, discuss with your line manager or refer to your
‘employment agreement.

« I you explicity identify yourself as a Hil & Knowiton employee, you should
make it clear that the views you express are yours alone. You may want to
use the following form of words on your blog, Web site or profile:

These views are my own and do not necessarly reflect the views of my employer.

Professional use of social media on behalf of
Hill & Knowlton and clients

Wnen it comes to using social media professionally (e. as part of a pitch, ol
ent campaign or when representing Hill & Knowlton), please follow these basic
principles:
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Conversing

Employees and executives are free to biog
and participate in social media, both internally
and exterally, as long as they act responsibly.
___The organization is committed to hearing
from and talking with customers and employses—
‘even when those conversations may be negative
in tone.

‘There are community tools that engage
customers and partners to talk with each other
and to also engage with the organization.

Total
Examples:

Open Mic

Channels are in place through which
‘employees and customers can contribute ideas
and content

The organization actively encourages
‘employees and customers to contribute their
ideas and best practices.

Customers and/or partners frequently
contribute ideas and suggestions that are
adopted by the organization.

Total
Examples;

Crowdsourcing

There s a platform for large groups of
people to be able to contribute ideas, innovations,
and solutions in an organized way.

There is a proactive process in place
to seek out and try new sources of ideas and
innovation.

Ideas from outside the organization are
frequently incorporated into products, services,
and processes.

Total
Examples;
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+Net present value of
future purchases

- Cost of acquisiion

+Value of new customers

« Percent that refer
« Size of their networks

ke clneh, +Percent of referect
+Porcent hat provide Y vaue of nsights people who purchase
B e
of the support el coe)
Gustorar fetme valuo
Y1 Yew2z  Years

Nomber oforiginal customers 10000 5000 3500
Gross profit of purchases $400,000 $200,000 $140,000
Gostof acquisitons andretention  $150000  $25000  $17,500
Net proft $250000  $175000  $122500
Total fetime value over 15 years 748,858
Tacitiona fetime vaus percustomer  $74.60
Value of referrals $30,000 $45,906 $45,287
Valus ofnsights $10000  $sd38  $4080
Value of support. $5,438 $8,156 $6,120
Value of deas $200 100 $1000
Net proft and vaue so743  $205500  $178986
Tota revised lfetime valve
over 15 years $1014830

Revised lfetime value per customer  $101.48

Note: TotalIfetime value is calculated over 15 years, but only the frst three years are.
‘shown. The detailed calculations are available at open-leadership.com.
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Explaining

My organization is disciplined about
keeping company information confidential, so
that people feel comfortable sharing sensitive.
information.

‘The executive team takes the time to
explain to employees how decisions are made.

Customers and partners outside the
‘organization feel they understand how and why.
decisions are made by the company.

Total
Examples;

Updating
___ Technology and processes like community
platforms and collaboration tools are in place to
faciltate information sharing and collaboration.
Many executives and employees frequently
use social technologies like blogs, video blogs,
microblogging, or collaboration platforms to
provide updates.
Shared updates are perceived as useful and
not seen as public relations or HR rhetoric.

Total
Examples;
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Effectiveness

Typeof (onattos
decision Whatshared |~ scale, with
‘making used information | 1="not
(centralized, isused effective
democratic, tohelp | atall"and
Typeof | consensus,or | Whois | makethe | 5="highly
decisions | distributed) | involved? | decision? | effective’)
Acquisition
Partnerships
Branding or
positioning
Product
development
Budgeting
Workflow
design
Hiring

Other
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CHARLENE LI
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Description
Reducing the cost of focus groups
~ Assumes twelve focus groups at $5K each.

Faster, real-time insight generation

- Speed to market, develops one extra product per
year (10 percent of new products profit of $1M).

~ Avoid a big mistake, cost savings from not doing an
ad campaign.

Developing alignment for a strategic goal

- Reduced training classes and mesting times,
employee productivity increases four hours/year/
employee at $20/hour for two thousand employees.

~ Btter buy-in for the goal, employee morale
increases, reduces tumover, avoids recruitment
costs. Assumes 1 percent decrease in tumover,
recruitment costs of $10,000.

- Strategic partners develop more solutions and can
sell 1 percent more than their existing $250 million,
at 10 percent profit o the company.

Total benefit
Costs

Social media monitoring platform
~ Assumes $5,000 per month
Private community.

~ Assumes $250,000 per year

Internal resources

~ Assumes one fulktime employse at $100,000
per year)

Total cost
Net benefit

Return

Benefit

$60,000

$100,000

25,000

$160,000

$200,000

$250,000

795,000

$60,000

$250,000

$100,000

$410,000
$385,000
94 percent
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Possimistic Optimistic
Cautious Realist
Tester Optimist
Pessimistic (<2)  » Optimistic (-2)
« Gollaborative (>2)  * Collaboratve (-2)

Collaborative

Worried Transparent
Skeptic. Evangelist

« Pessimistic (<2) » Optimistic (-2)

« Independent (<2)  * Independent (<2)

Independent
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Charlene L.

bestselli author of Groundswell

Founder, Altimeter Group

HOW SOCIAL TECHNOLOGY
CAN TRANSFORM THE

WAY YOU LEAD
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Score yourself on a scale from 1 (“Ifind this hard to do") to § (*| can do
this very well and | actively practice this regularly”).

Demonstrate authenticity Score
1 seek out and listen to different points of view. 12345
| make myself available to people atall levels of | 1 2 3 4 5
the organization.

1 use social technologies effectively to 12345
communicate,

1 actively manage how | am authentic. 1234 s
Average 123 45
Practice Transparency Score
Itake the time to explain how decisions are 12345
being made.

I reach out to customers frequently via social 12345
technologies, wherever they may be.

1 encourage people to share information. 12345
I update people regularly using social 1234 s
technologies.

1 publicly admit when | am wrong. 12345

Average 12345
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Below are contrasting statements about having pessimistic and optimistic mind-ses.
Rate yoursaif on sach pair as: 1 (agree strongly with left statement), 2 (agre.
‘Somewihat wih lot statemont) 3 agroe somewhat with right statemont),

4 (agroe strongly with right statement). Then add up your scores and divide

the total by 8 to produce your average score.

[ —— e

Peoplewil beharmtulf | 5 5, Peoplewilldo the right thing

aiventhe opportunity. when given the opportunty
Peopl wil be negatve and Peopl il be postive and
ryto cause ham withtheir 12 3 4 consructven their
comments comments

Ve have more tolose by Wie have more to gan by
sharing informaion publcall 1 2 3 4 sharing nformation publcally
than v stand to gain. than we stand t loose.
Enployeescantbettusied | , 5 4 Employees canbe rusted
withconfidental information. withconfiental information
Employees should get oy Employees should get as

as much informationas 12 3 4 much iformation as possble
noeded to do theijob. todo therjobs.

Frontline employeesand |, 5 , | canleam ot from frontfine

customers mostly complain. ‘employees and customers.
When someons ciicizes 4 5 5 4 When somonecriicizesme,
me, Iake it personally. 1 uss the opportunity to learn.
Mistakes should be avoided 1 5 5 4 When amistake s made, its
atall costs. an opportunity to learn.
Average score

You are pessimistic f your score s equal to o less than two.
‘You are optimistic If your score is greater than two.
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* Understand the rules, beliefs and desires of the online communities you
communicate with.

* Don't engage with social or consumer-generated media on behalf of a client
without their knowledge, permission and guidance from the Hill & Knowl-
ton consultant leading the engagement, or if it contravenes a client's own
policies.

* Understand your clients’ policies and abide by them. Where thers is irre-
solvable conflict, Hill & Knowlton's principles prevall

+ Disclose who you are and who you work for (both agency and client)

« Be honest and don't pretend to be someone or something you are not.

* Respect the privacy and contact preferences of each individual you interact
with, where available.

Where practical, link to our principles in your opening communications (http://
www hillandknowiton.com/principles).
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0 Open Strategy Objective
Leam, Dialog, Support, or Innovate.
0O Create a socialgraphics profile
Social audit
Engagement audit
Influence audit
O Workflow
Inbound comment triage
Customer service request
Marketing and sales support
Internal communications
Market research or product development
O Stakeholder impact
Executives
Other departments (legal, IT, support, products)
Partners.
Investors.
Suppliers
Press
Customers
0O Organizational model
Organic, centralized, or coordinated
0 Assign roles and responsibllties
Strategist
Community or program manager
Agency role
0O Training and incentives
Quarterly reviews
Rewards and contests.
Recognition
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Description
Call deflection

— Assumes 10 percent of 100,000 calls/year at
s10/call.

Identify support problems in advance

~ Notifies customers ahead of ime of problem; avoids
10,000 new calls at $10 per call

Greater employee productivity (fewer emails, find info or

experts faster, fewer meetings)

~ Assumes employees get back two hours a week at
$150/employee value per hour.

- Cost avoidance because employees find solutions.

Batter employee morale and commitment

~ Better buy-in for the goal, employee morale increases,
reduces tumover, recruitment cost avoidance.
Assumes 1-percent decrease i tumnover, avoiding
recruitment costs of $10,000.

Total benefits
Costs.

Discussion forum software
Collaboration software
Two full-time people.

Total costs.

Net benefit

Return

Benefit

$100,000

$100,000

600,000

200,000

200,000

$1,200,000

$50,000
$50,000
200,000
$300,000
$900,000
300 percent
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Develop and Encourage Open Leadership.

identify and actively nurture potential open
leaders at al levels of the organization.

I rain and encourage people to use open
leadership skills.

I encourage the use of social technologies
throughout the organization.

I create a support network for open leaders.

Iask “What did IAwe leam?” when things fail.

Average

234
234
23 4
234
234
203 4
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Collaborative

Independent

Pessimistic
Cautious

Tester

Worried
Skeptic

Optimistic
Realist
Optimist

Transparent
Evangelist
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Information Sharing Decision Making

* Explaining * Centralized
« Updating « Democratic

« Conversing * Seff-managing
« Open Mic: « Distributed

* Crowdsourcing

« Platforms





OEBPS/li_9780470636718_oeb_020_r1.jpg
[

H

]





OEBPS/li_9780470636718_msr_cvt_r1.jpg





OEBPS/li_9780470636718_oeb_034_r1.jpg
(e

)|





OEBPS/li_9780470636718_oeb_005_tab.gif
5)Be Productive Do your best to keep.
the conversation going.
Demonstrate good
intentions by speaking
‘candidly with customers as
You work toward a solution.

Bs ready to continue
‘conversations you
begin. Give companies
the benefit of the doubt
while they work toward
a solution.

Available at http:/getsatisfaction.com/ccpact.
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Costs.
Salary + benefits of one full-time manager
Total cost

Net benefit

Return

$150,000
$150,000

$2,500,000

1,667 percent
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Below are contrasting statements about having individualistic and collaborative:
mind-sets. Rate yoursaif on cach pair as: 1 (agrae strongly with left statement),

2 (agree somewihat with let statemen), 3 (agree somewhat with right statement),
4 (agroe strongly with right statement). Then add up your scores and divide the.
total by 8 o produce your average score.

D ——— VT
I attribute much of my I attribute much of my
successtomy abilfyto 12 3 4 success to my abiltyto
personally get the job done. collaborate with other people.

When times are tough, |

When times are tough, |

depend mostlyonmysatl. ' 2 dopend on other pecpie.
Involving key stakehalders, Involving key stakeholdars,
and thus more people, il 1 2 3 4 and thus more people, il
slow down dacisons. spesd up decisins.

Involving fewer, more
Knowledgeatle peopls can
improve the end result.

Involving more people in a
decision can improve the.
end result.

When starting a new project,
1 think irst what | have to do.

When starting a new project,
I think first who to involve.

The judgment of an individual The collective wisdomof
trumps the colletive wisdom 1 2 3 4 group trumps the judgment.
of the group. of an indivdual.

It good to give decision- Its good to push decision-
making authority o people 4 » 3 4 making authority down to
whoknow what the whole people who are closest to the
organization is doing. customers.

My knowledge and Important decisions can be
leadership is needed to 123 4 madewihout my direct
make important decisions. involvement.

Average score

You are individualstc if your scors s equal o or less than two.
You are collaborative if your score s greater than two.






