


FEATURE GETTING YOUR STARS TO COLLABORATE

GETTING YOUR
STARS 10

COLLABORATE 4

HOW DANA-FARBER TURNS RIVAL EXPERTS
§%§”§‘“€Z§ PROBLEM-SOLVING PARTNERS

BY HEIDI K. GARDNER

OW can you trans
competltlve i
culture in

a@Uestion, partlc
WF ﬁknowledge work is §
offering. Here’s the unde
tension: Their subject-m
experts must deeply imm
themselves in their disciplines to
stay on the cutting edge And yet

2 HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW JANUARY-FEBRUARY 2017

COPYRIGHT © 2016 HARVARD BUSINESS SCHOOL




FOR ARTICLE RERRINTS CALL 800-988-0886 OR 617-783-7500, OR VISIT HBR.(HREG

SERGIY KUZMIN/123RF

JANUARY-FEBRUARY 2017 HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW 3




FEATURE GETTING YOUR STARS TO COLLABORATE

that expertise must be integrated across fields and
areas of practice to solve the complex problems that
today’s customers face.

Can you have it both ways? Yes—by engaging in
smart collaboration, which is about producing re-
sults, not just playing nicely together in the sandbox
(though that’s also important). By pooling their know-
how and resources across boundaries, organizations
can solve problems more creatively, increase their pro-
ductivity, and reap higher profits—achievements that
attract top-caliber talent and keep the stars engaged.
Collaboration is not easy, given how time-pressed
managers are, how reluctant they are to cede control
over projects and relationships, and how tough itisfor
them to stop working in silos when they’ve been doing
so for ages, Those rewards make it worth the effort.

TI've observed all this in my empirical research with
more than a dozen professional services firms over the
past decade. Through further surveys and interviews
with hundreds of executives and employees across
organizations and industries, I've discovered similar
themes in pharmaceutical companies, commercial
real estate firms, financial institutions, and other
knowledge-based settings,

Take Big Science, where networks of researchers
and labs come together around large-scale problems
of national or international concern. Examples range
from the Manhattan Project, which developed the first
nuclear weapons in the 1940s, to the Human Genome

Project, launched in 1990. In contrast to traditional
science, in which individuals or small teams investi-
gate theories that explain observed phenomena, Big
Science attempts to bridge the gap between basic re-
search (pure theory) and translational research (appli-
cation to people’s lives). The ultimate goal is to deliver
a real-world solution, such as a warhead or a medical
therapy. Initiatives like these tend to receive govern-
ment or philanthropic support, and researchers often
team up with industry to increase scale and impact.

Within that context, public-minded organizations
like the Boston-based Dana-Farber Cancer Institute
use collaboration in sophisticated ways to reconcile
their experts’ need to stay on top of their respective
fields with the larger aim of bringing institutional
knowledge to bear on societal challenges. When I
worked with Edo Bedzra and Shereef M. Elnahal, a cou-
ple of my students in Harvard’s dual MD-MBA degree
program, to write a case study about Dana-Farber, I
saw firsthand how difficult it was for the institution to
move away from a star-based system to one that gets
researchers working together across specialties and
facilities. Here we’ll look at how that played out—and
at the benefits the organization eventually reaped.

WHY DANA-FARBER SPEAKS TO BUSINESSES

Dana-Farber started off, in 1947, as the Children’s Cancer
Research Foundation. It has sinice evolved into one of
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the world’s leading institutions that care for adult and
pediatric patients in addition to conducting research. It
also serves as the lead institution for the Dana-Farber/
Harvard Cancer Center, a partnership of five hospitals
and two schools that together oversee some 700 clinij-
cal trials a year. The institute provides a valuable exam-
ple for anyone trying to foster smart collaboration in a
knowledge-based organization, for two reasons,

First, knowledge in business is changing so rap-
idly that, like scientists, professionals across nearly
every domain must narrow their focus to keep cur-
rent and break ground. At Dana-Farber skilled prac-
titioners evolve quickly from generalists to special-
ists—intellectual visionaries who identify and tackle
some of the toughest problems related to cancer de-
tection and treatment. Edward Benz, the institute’s
president and CEO, explains, “We now have a deeply
detailed understanding of what cancer is and how
it arises, thanks in large part to talented individuals
who pursued undirected research goals.”

You may be thinking, Really? No direction? And
that works? It does—on the “staying on the cutting
edge” side of the equation. Over the years, Dana-
Farber’s system has been honed to encourage cre-
ative, talented scientists to study what interests
them. Faculty stars have run essentially freestand-
ing laboratories filled with postdoctoral researchers,
and they’ve typically had complete control over their
daily lab activities. Until recently, the institute has
provided little or no guidance on project selection.
“Scientists had a tremendous amount of autonomy
over how they used institutional resources,” says
Dana-Farber’s chief scientific officer, Barrett Rollins.
“As long as they published their work in high-impact
journals and advanced whatever field they chose, it
didn’t matter what they studied. As aresult, some fac-
ulty members here do research with implications for
diabetes treatment rather than cancer,”

Allowing such autonomy seems a reasonable price
to pay for developing world-class specialists. As the
principal investigators on research programs, those
stars have played a critical role in winning grants from
the National Institutes of Health and other funders.
That funding, in turn, has fueled a virtuous cycle:
More money enables better research, which gets pub-
lished in prominent journals, which brings greater
prestige to the institution and its researchers, which
attracts high-caliber new talent, which increases the
likelihood that the next grant applications will be ap-
proved. At the same time, the institution’s fundraisers
market those stars and their successes to potential do-
nors, generating another welcome source of revenue.

Conversely, not allowing sufficient autonomy
could be dangerous. The experts’ skills, intellectual

property, and research funding are highly portable, g

Scientists might well start disappearing if other world-
class organizations offered the same advantages Dana-
Farber does, but with fewer constraints.

The parallels with business are clear; Stars are a
crucial source of innovation and competitive advan-
tage for companies. This is especially true in certain
industries, or at certain stages in a company’s evolu-
tion, “In the engineering/consulting industry,” noted
one contributor to my web-based forum, “iconic
practitioners are often critical to start new practices
or move an existing practice towards ‘blue chip’ sta-
tus. A cluster of icons in a practice or service area can
have transformational effects” And, of course, having
astar poached can be just as disastrous for a business
as it is for Dana-Farber,

But there’s a problem here, What if the challenge at
hand grows bigger than the capabilities of one brilliant
star? What if what’s needed is a constellation?

That brings us to the second reason for looking
so closely at Dana-Farber: Its challenges are as com-
plex as those faced by almost any knowledge-based
company today. About a decade ago, Benz, Rollins,
and other leaders at the institute concluded that
preventing and treating cancer effectively required a
multidisciplinary effort. “Cancer” is, in fact, an um-
brella term for a multidimensional phenomenon. Its
causes and effects must be addressed on a number
of fronts, including disease biology, imaging and di-
agnostics, drug discovery, treatment administration,
population monitoring, and research methodology.
Given cancer’s pathogenic intricacy and the range of
spheres across which it can be confronted as a clinical
and public health issue, translational research efforts
can’t focus on applying the findings of deep, narrow
studies; they must add up to a much broader, more in-
tegrated program, Indeed, as Benz and Rollins began
to rethink Dana-Farber’s approach, it became increas-
ingly clear that the most promising breakthroughs in
translational research were coming from all-new cat-
egories that cut across traditional disciplines, such as
bicinformatics and biomedical imaging.

Again, consider the parallels with knowledge-
based companies. A 2016 PwC study of more than
1,400 CEOs across 83 countries found that they were
more worried than at any point in the previous five
years about the increasingly complicated business
landscape, Business leaders must respond to diverse
constituencies—customers, regulators, competitors,
employees, shareholders, local communities, and
more—often across the globe, They must navigate
dense thickets of regulation that have sprouted up in
recent years and try (against worsening odds) to guar-
antee cybersecurity for their companies and custom-
ers, Those are just a few of the major challenges that
require multidisciplinary expertise.

IN BRIEF

THE CHALLENGE

A multifaceted problem like
cancer must be fought on
many fronts. So the Dana-
Farber Cancer Institute

had to coordinate across
highly specialized areas

of expertise—which was
difficult to do.

THE ROADBLOCKS

Staying on the cutting edge
required independent,
undirected research,

And Dana-Farber’s star
researchers liked calling
the shots in their own
labs~they had built their
careers on niche expertise.

THE SOLUTION

Dana-Farber created

10 Integrative Research
Centers to facilitate
knowledge and resource
sharing across fields,
helping the stars operate
with financial discipline
and do even better work.
The Institute also added
incentives for collaboration
while retaining the
traditional funding model,
which continued to drive
breakthroughs.
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OVERCOMING OBSTACLES TO CHANGE

Let’s assume that the leaders of a knowledge-based
organization perceive the need for smart collabo-
ration. It can still be hard to get specialists on board
when they have built their careers and reputations
around their niche expertise and are continuing to
reap the benefits of that investment.

Dana-Farber’s experts liked designing their ownre-
search programs and calling the shotsin their labs., But
given the growing complexity of the problems they’re
charged with solving, their fiefdoms couldn’t last for-
ever. Benz, Rollins, and their senior colleagties knew
they needed to find ways to persuade the powerful
and highly autonomous stars to change their behavior
before their competitive, siloed ways of working made
them obsolete.

To create a sense of urgency and facilitate buy-in
among the specialists, the top team asked Dana-
Farber’s faculty stars to work together to drive strate-
gic planning for the entire institute. Collectively, they
had the institute’s deepest expertise about cancer and
the best sense of where research could be rapidly and
effectively applied. They identified 10 areas as having
the greatest potential, One was oncological genom-
ics, which focuses on detecting genetic alterations in
tumors. What became clear, in this field and others,
was that many experts had to contribute, Applying
genomics techniques to cancer research, for exam-
ple, requires the best thinking of a host of specialists,
including geneticists, genome scientists, technical
experts in DNA sequencing, and bioinformaticists.

As aresult of the strategic planning process, Dana-
Farber created the first 10 of its Integrative Research
Centers, and Benz asked Rollins to lead their launch.
Rollins saw his new role as twofold: implementing the
faculty’s most promising ideas, and ensuring account-
ability. He viewed the program as an opportunity to
transform the institute’s culture from primarily cel-
ebrating individual achievements to also cherishing
collaboration, with the aim of hastening diagnostic
and therapeutic progress.

Still, Rollins knew that he faced a number of big
constraints. The most important of these lay in the
paradoxical nature of the assignment: While fostering
smart collaboration, he also had to maintain Dana-
Farber’s entrepreneurial approach to research, which
continued to make breakthroughs. The entire structure
of tesearch funding, particularly through the National
Institutes of Health and other government agencies,
was still based on this proven model for innovation.
Could that model somehow be augiented?

On a more practical level, Rollins lacked some of
the tools that would have been available to him in a
traditional corporate context. Because the researchers
in question were members of the Harvard faculty, he

couldn’t influence promotion criteria or reward peo-
ple differentially through compensation. Butas an ac-
complished scientist in his own right, he understood
how his colleagues thought, and he knew what other
levers he could pull.

Rolling’s first step was to build a new organiza-
tional structure on top of the existing one. Individual
laboratories would continue to conduct the research,
and the 10 Integrative Research Centers would be an
administrative overlay. The centers would be led by
faculty members who had the appropriate content ex-
pertise, but anyone who wanted to engage in relevant
research would be eligible for center membership,
regardless of departinental home. This was a radical
departure for scientists accustomed to “owning” their
resources, operating as principal investigators, and
even deriving their status partly from the physical size
and location of their labs.

Next Rollins mitigated the negative effects of the’
old incentives. The architects of the strategic plan
recognized that the traditional model (supplying un-
restricted financial support to brilliant individuals to
pursue their own goals) had motivated experts to com-
pete tather than collaborate, That basic funding model
remained in place, but as a counterbalance, Dana-
Farber offered a separate set of financial incentives.
In exchange for agreeing to lead a fully collaborative
center, faculty members received extremely generous
seed funding—10 to 20 times as much as they were
accustomed to getting for individual projects.

Of course, this largesse came with very significant
strings attached, Faculty leaders who accepted funding
under these terms would have to apply basic project-
management principles and tools to their activities,
Most business practitioners are familiar with these,
but scientists tend not to be. Each prospective center
leader was asked to prepare a detailed business plan
for his or her center, outlining intended activities and
their rationale and estimating expenses for the first five
years. Though each center would begin its work with
the institutional seed funding, it would need to be
self-sustaining within five years, relying on revenues
generated from grants or commercial contracts,

Ultimately, the true measure of a center’s success
would be its impact on patients with cancer, But since
that is an extremely long-term goal, Dana-Farber
needed to define interim objectives against which to
measure centers’ progress, Some of them were stan-
dard academic metrics—such as the number of papers
published in high-quality journals by center scientists
and the amount of outside funding received—because
thosereflect peer groups’ assessment of the quality of
the research being conducted. But new metrics came
into play as well, Collaboration was one of the main
goals of the strategic plan, so center leaders were
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asked to provide a quantitative accounting of collabo-
rative interactions with other laboratories and centers,
at Dana-Farber and elsewhere, and to track the related
research outcomes. In addition, scientists needed to
submit project budgets and plans with concrete mile-
stones. All these checkpoints ensured that when a
project was approved, its contribution to the center’s
mission and to the bottom line had been reviewed
and documented.

Rollins was responsible for monitoring center per-
formance and had the authority to mandate changes
within centers—or even to eliminate them—if they
were deemed to be underperforming. An external ad-
visory board would evaluate each center’s scientific
progress independently and provide annual reports,
Each center would also be evaluated annually by its
own oversight committee, composed of faculty mem-
bers and administrative staffers not directly associated
with the center. Those reviewers would determine
how well the centers capitalized on their opportu-
nities for collaboration and hold them accountable
for their financial performance and progress against
milestones,

Because center leaders weren’t accustomed to
this level of scrutiny, some initially chafed at the new
rules. Rollins learned that he needed to meet with
them individually, often multiple times, not only to
sell them on the merits of a formal process but also
to explain the consequences of failing to meet their
objectives. Over time, Rollins reports, those conver-
sations became easier, as more scientists benefited
from the world-class technologies and resources that
were available only because other centers had worked
collaboratively and operated with financial discipline,

The centers were also required to use a new web-
based platform to disclose each project’s goals and
progress to all Dana-Farber faculty members. This
encouraged more scientists to join the efforts—and to
sign up in the right frame of mind. The increased infor-
mation flow, which kept the individual centers’ work
in line with Dana-Farber’s overall strategy, allowed
researchers to say to one another, “Hey, I saw your
proposal. We're doing something over here that may
be useful to you. Should we put our heads together?”

Throughout this change process, Rollins knew he
had to support Dana-Farber’s leader-experts and let
them play to their strengths. Because most of the ac-
ademics were unfamiliar with developing detailed
business plans, the institute’s Department of Strategic
Planning worked closely with them, providing tem-
plates and financial spreadsheets and frequently
reviewing drafts, Over time, externally recruited re-
search scientists with significant pharmaceutical or
biotech experience took on more and moré opera-
tional duties in the centers so that the faculty leaders

The traditio ? _
unrestricted

could focus on contributing their expertise and sci-
entific vision. After all, Rollins realized, great people
want to do great work—it’s highly motivating.

As for the new recruits, Rollins and the centers’
directors looked for candidates who would happily
forgo high commercial salaries in exchange for intel-
lectual excitement, an inspiring mission, and a com-
munity of stimulating peers. “We now have over 120
of these people who are on the nontenure research sci-
entist track,” Rollins noted at the end of 2015. They can
advance through six “ranks” and earn salary increases
as they gain experience, publish papers, and acquire
letters of recommendation. Tenured faculty members
turn to these research scientists regularly for help and
advice. “It’s a respected track,” Rollins says, “a vibrant
way for people to have a career hete.”

ACHIEVING RESULTS

Within a few years, smart collaboration at Dana-Farber
had already borne fruit, Consider, for example, the
results at the Center for Cancer Genome Discovery
(CCGD), a research and development group that
supports precision medicine efforts at Dana-Farber,
Brigham and Women’s Hospital, and Boston Children’s
Hospital, Its mission is to “advance precision cancer
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Smart collah
a nice-to-h;

medicine by developing new technologies for the anal-
ysis of cancer genomes and to provide basic, transla-
tional, and clinical investigators with access to these
technologies” Since its founding, in 2008, the center
has worked on 257 projects, all of which have involved
collaboration among multiple faculty members, and
several of which have spawned new partnerships with
outside academic and commercial institutions. With
its multidisciplinary skill sets and cutting-edge tech-
nology, the CCGD allows scientists to perform analyses
they would otherwise be unable to do—resulting in 103
groundbreaking publications since 2008.

The CCGD has also helped Dana-Farber launch
Profile, a large-scale cohort research study aimed at
collecting and synthesizing as much genomic informa-
tion as possible about every type of cancer. The goal
is to learn more about the genetic and molecular al-
terations that cause cancer to develop and progress—
and then to create better treatments and prevention
strategies. Since August 2011 more than 43,000 pa-
tients have participated in Profile, and more than
15,000 tumor profiles have been generated. And with
the help of a next-generation sequencing tool devel-
oped at Dana-Farber and applied by the Department of
Pathology at Brigham and Women’s Hospital, roughly

isn't just
strategic

60% of the study participants have had “clinically
actionable” test results—that is, results their doctors
can use to select the right therapies and understand
the hereditary risks so that family members can be
assessed. Bioinformatics, a joint team of the CCGD
and Profile, boosts the CCGD’s efforts by developing
sophisticated analytical tools that mine and translate
the sequence data for researchers and clinicians.

That’s just what one integrative center is up to; the
others have been similarly productive. “Meanwhile,”
Rollins says, “the most significant impact of the cen-
ters program has been a cultural shift. People don’t
want to close their laboratory doors anymore. They
want open spaces where they can interact with each
other, and the centers have been a catalyst for that.
And because we’ve lowered barriers to access to a lot
of these expensive, advanced technologies, nobody
complains anymore about some people having all
these resources and the rest of us not having them.
There’s no more of this cynical view.”

Of course, some prominent Dana-Farber research-
ers had achieved great success under the prior sys-
tem. They were the most likely to feel threatened by
this major institutional change. But Dana-Farber has
evolved its approach to win over the skeptics. These
days, well before launching a new center, the leader
of the proposed initiative holds meetings with fac-
ulty colleagues to gather their insights about the best
use of the platform., It’s a “listening tour” that helps
shape the business plan—but also an opportunity to
explain how the stars’ research can benefit through
shared resources.

FROM BIG SCIENCE TO BUSINESS

We’ve seen how smart collaboration works in Big
Science, but how does it work in business? If you step
back from Dana-Farber’s story, you can see elements of
McKinsey’s classicmodel of influence—levers of change
that executives can pullin a wide range of organizations:

First, sell your stars on collaboration by giving
them quantitative evidence that it works. Youneed
to show people that smart collaboration is not just
a nice-to-have. It’s a strategic response to external
change. So make a business case for it. Early in the game,
use analytics to find pockets of excellence in the orga-
nization, and hold them up to illustrate potential gains
inother areas. In one organization Iworked with, for ex-
ample, we used data from its time-reporting system to
map how employees’ project-based networks had grad-
ually changed and then examined how those changes
had affected individuals’ ability to bring in revenue and
meet other business objectives. Demonstrating that
highly collabotative employees consistently achieved
stronger results made a difference. People could see
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that their own colleagues had been able to make the
desired behavioral changes, which helped reassure
the “It’s not possible herel” skeptics, who also couldn’t
argue with better performance,

In crafting your message about smart collabo-
ration, spotlight benefits that may appeal to a range
of people in your company. Because it’s a collective
effort, youw’ll need widespread buy-in across levels,
roles, and functions. Many people will value the pros-
pect of becoming higher achievers. In surveys of thou-
sands of employees worldwide, I’ve also found that
the camaraderie of collaboration, the intellectual chal-
lenge associated with more-complex work, and the
ability to learn from others can be crucial motivators.
And those who are approaching the end of their careers
often report wanting to leave a legacy of juniors who
have apprenticed with them.

Sometimes telling a compelling story requires
proof of concept. Consider testing a small-scale ver-
sion of the collaboration initiative you’re envisioning.
In retrospect, Rollins admits that he and his senior
colleagues at Dana-Farber were naive to launch 10 in-
tegrative research centers all at once, without any pi-
loting or prototyping. Prototyping establishes a visible
change that speaks for itself—and small wins motivate
people to keep going.

Change your stars’ behavior by tweaking sys-
tems and structures. Don’t treat compensation as
a magic bullet, Granted, it plays a large part in shap-
ing employees’ behavior and probably explains why
Some compaties are, on average, more collaborative
than others, But it doesn’t account for differences
in collaboration between people who operate under
the same compensation system. In one firm I worked
with closely, about a third of the practice leaders al-
most never collaborate, whereas a quarter of the lead-
ers make it a core part of their work, This degree of
variation exists in most companies I’ve studied—even
those with “lockstep” systems, where partners’ com-
pensation is a tenure-based share of overall profits,
You’d think that in such organizations, each partner
would be motivated to share work across geogra-
phies and practices to optimize the client experience
and grow accounts profitably. But at a lockstep firm I
studied in depth, people hoarded work locally. Some
account leaders involved only partners and associates
from their own office, even when those profession-
als weren’t best suited for the work. And sometimes
the lead partner had an opportunity to involve a
world-class expert from an office not only in the same
country but within driving distance—and didn’t. The
result was predictable: Those accounts grew more
slowly than others.

Clearly, money isn’t everything when it comes to
influencing collaboration. Indeed, most psychologists

(and, increasingly, economists) argue that performance
metrics, whether or not they’re linked to compensation,
drive behavior. So turn your attention to your compa-
ny’s performance management system. Every relevant
lever, when pulled, should work in support of collabo-
ration—and nothing can actively work against it, But
beware: The outcomes of smart collaboration are long-
term, whereas the investment has to happen up front.

Have your stars provide business plans of their
own, and then track progress against concrete, quan-
tifiable goals. When evaluating people, focus on ends
that are best achieved through collaboration, such as
growth in the number of customers served substan-
tively by different parts of your organization. Relying
too heavily on metrics that track initiation but not
follow-through, such as the number of cross-unit re-
ferrals or multidivisional projects, may leave the sys-
tem open to being gamed—for example, by employees
who introduce colleagues to clients that are unlikely
to place an order. To counter this risk, measure the
broader outcomes you want collaboration to improve.

Use technology to make the business objectives
of individuals and groups transparent to your whole
organization. If those objectives are searchable, col-
leagues can build on them by offering their expertise
or seeking help on similar projects, Managers should
beable to access their plans easily (from a smartphone,
for instance) so that they can post brief updates when
their teams make progress toward their goals. That
makes the plans feel like living, breathing parts of the
workday and helps people stay focused and motivated.

It’s also important to create an organizational
structure that supports collaboration. That may be
less about changing existing, formal reporting lines
and more about creating an overlay, as was done at
Dana-Farber, Such overlays are relatively common
in large professional services firms, which are now
moving toward a sector-based approach that mirrors
their clients’ industries and helps align internal ex-
perts with the needs of those industries, But plenty
of other types of companies are bringing together
employees from various divisions or functionsin cre-
ative, informal ways to promote innovation or serve
customers better,

For example, Cisco had the goal of selling end-to-
end technology solutions but found that the experts
who needed to create these complex systems were
scattered across multiple, globally dispersed busi-
ness functions, and many of them were cut off from
customer-facing staff members, To foster the kinds of
collaboration necessary for addressing client problems
and driving innovation, Cisco created its Architecture
Center of Excellence—a technology-enabled work-
space for sharing content and tools, backed up with
incentives for participation,
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As you’re working on organizational structure,
make stre role descriptions are clear. Think about
how various roles support one another—that will
push you to attach specific behaviors to each one.
Youw’ll need to revisit these descriptions periodically
to reflect what’s needed—and what’s actually hap-
pening—in the changing organization, (Recall that at
Dana-Farber, people were eventually brought in from
outside to take on alot of the operational work so that
the research stars could go back to doing what they
did best.) At the same time, identify and deploy proj-
ect managers to keep things on track. Consultants can
play a eritical role too, but relying heavily on outsiders
sends a message that change is temporary. So investin
internal change agents who have the capabilities and
authority to sustain what you’ve started.

Shore up your stars’ collaborative skills. For
collaboration to work over the long term, leaders
must invest one-on-one time with the key imple-
menters of the strategy and support them with ade-
quate training and coaching. Like Rollins’s multiple
meetings with prospective center leaders, these ses-
sions are critical for ensuring technical capabilities
and modeling collaborative behavior.

We’ve long known that adults rarely learn merely
by listening to instructions; they must also absorb the
new information, use it experimentally, and integrate
it with their existing knowledge. In practice this takes
time, even for those who are willing. To get started,
try building and using a personalized competency
grid—a tool I learned about in my time at McKinsey.
Work with your professional development staff to de-
fine the core capabilities—say, six of them—that are
necessary for success in each role in the organization,
Then sit down (or have the team leader sit down) with
each person and agree on which areas to prioritize.
Typically, everyone should meet a minimum standard
in all six areas but develop what McKinsey calls a spike
in one or two. In effect, you’re pushing individuals to
build on their strengths.

This is a particularly effective way to foster
smart collaboration, because it highlights and val-
ues the various contributions required for effective
cross-boundary work. For example, someone who
spikes on functional specialist knowledge can be le-
gitimately recognized as a strong contributor, even if
he or sheisn’t great at closing deals,

Ideally—and yes, this is an especially long-term
prescription—start developing the right capabilities
in your junior ranks. McKinsey, for example, pro-
vides associates with highly visible collaborative
leadership opportunities (suich as heading recruiting
teams or planning business-unit retreats) early in
their time with the firm, Day to day, McKinsey proj-
ect managers—who typically have three to five years’
experience at the firm—oversee mary aspects of client

relationships. Build in collaboration at this level, and
you are building for the future.

If you can’t be the change, point to it. Perhaps
most important, employees want to see you and
your senior colleagues behaving in the prescribed
way. Model the kinds of collaboration you want to
see take root. Take some calculated risks by making
visible investments (time, money, reputation) in new
kinds of teams. Lead those teams, as Rollins did at
Dana-Farber,

Above a certain level in the organization, your
administrative responsibilities may keep you off the
front lines of collaboration. If that’s your situation,
remember that your actions and words still convey
what types of behavior are truly valued. But you can
also rely on other powerful leaders within the orga-
nization who—like you—want to push toward smart
collaboration, Call it role modeling by proxy.

Your most effective proxies aren’t always the most
obvious ones. At one public relations firm I worked
with, the core change leader turned out to be a rela-
tively junior professional who was passionate about
collaboration. He first educated himself so that
he could deeply understand and articulate the business
case—going so far as to devote all his vacation time in
a given year to attending an executive development
program,

Drawing on the knowledge he gained there and
through his prior collaborative efforts, he crafted a
rationale that persuaded senior leaders in the firm to
invest in collaboration, He also organized workshops
and focus groups to bring his peers along, and got a
budget to hire outside experts to support the initia-
tive. Being the pathfinder can be arduous—after all,
there’s no beaten path—but also exhilarating. Work
with those collaborative individuals who are ready to
be challenged and exhilarated.

And finally, don’t forget storytelling. At one com-
pany I worked with, the senior leaders were reluctant
to publicly praise small-scale examples of sticcess, on
the grounds that such a granular celebration might
seem to show favoritism or otherwise skew the organi-
zatiorys value system. But then, at a series of town hall
meetings, the CEO told a story about a team that had
collaborated effectively, and the response was almost
universally positive, People liked seeing someone on
more or less their level getting public recognition for
collaborating. And they liked hearing an “accessible”
story. It got them thinking, That could be me. ©
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