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Abstract

This paper offers advice on how to organise doctoral programs in design based on theory, generalisation from the team organisation project at the Norwegian School of Management (NSM) and the author’s personal experience as a team leader. 

A doctoral program in design employs experts from conceptually separate disciplines and physically separated units. Teachers and students create the learning climate of creative and investigative processes. Knowledge managers convert from hierarchical organisations based on individual empowerment to teams. They motivate to accept team task responsibility. Members participate in team co-ordination and integration to create superior development and implement the production, distribution, and application of knowledge. 

The author presents theories of conversion to teams. The paper discusses ideal leader and member values and behaviour during and after conversion. Experience from the conversion process at the Norwegian School of Management (NSM) illustrates effects of following and deviating from ideal theory of team organisation. 
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THE CONTEXT

Design involves many disciplines (Friedman 1999; Margolin 2000). The international design environment bridges differences in culture, tradition, language, systems, strategies and goals at several institutional levels. These are all reflected in doctoral education. Meeting people from different knowledge cultures and professions is productive when the participants can communicate. Communication requires common explicit knowledge and the ability to codify tacit knowledge and to create situations for shared experience that multiply tacit knowledge (Johannessen, Olsen and Olaisen, 2000). 

The organisational challenge is threefold: 

-
Creating open, inclusive information and communication technology (ICT) systems to transfer explicit knowledge and store shared memory. The system should promote easy use, dialogue, and individual studies. This is single-loop learning (Argyris, 1977).

-
Establishing meetings for shared development of learning and transfer of tacit knowledge. This is double-loop learning (Argyris, 1977), or generative learning (Senge, 1990).

-
Creating a learning environment. This is the fifth discipline (Senge, 1990), or triple-loop learning (Argyris, 1993).

The advantages of meetings across the boundaries of organisational cultures and professional knowledge cultures disappear if participants become too alike through intensive interaction or if the group excludes deviant people. Tolerance, acceptance, and ability to combine different competencies in dialogue create rich learning environments.

Creativity, discovery, and investigation are essential for the design doctorate. Some forms of knowledge can be codified and communicated as explicit knowledge. Some can even be stored and distributed by ICT systems. However, the most valuable knowledge is tacit. It is produced in individual single-loop learning circles. It is embedded and embodied in individual teachers and students. Differences in tacit knowledge are discovered and codified through dialogue. 

ORGANISING HETEROGENEOUS GROUPS FOR A COMMON PURPOSE 
Throughout history people have worked together to accomplish tasks, make decisions and solve problems too big or complex for one individual. An organisation requires a common purpose, accepted by the group performing the overall task (French, Bell and Zawacki, 1994). The task is best defined, organised and executed if the group has a shared understanding and accepts a common purpose. The group participates ideally in developing a goal hierarchy, a strategy and solutions, activities and knowledge that helps the group achieve the purpose (Aranda, Aranda and Colon, 1998).

It is vital to create an organisation oriented toward the needs of multiple constituents. Members of the organisation must know the constituencies, how they are affected by and how they value solutions. Though the organisation must develop a common purpose and a common set of solutions, these solutions must also satisfy the diverse wants, goals, and agendas of each constituent. If not, people will exit the network, whose social legitimacy is reduced (Tellefsen, 1995 and 1999).

The International Doctorate in Design should therefore find solutions promoting

-
the necessary communality of culture and language, 

-
a shared sense of purpose and belonging,

-
a widespread acceptance of solutions,

-
a rich, heterogeneous learning environment

-
the development of people who can communicate with each of the constituencies, institutions, and experts in different disciplines

-
multilingual, multicultural, multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary people.

TWO APPROACHES TO ORGANISING FOR LEARNING AND PRODUCTION
The Western World has a culture focussed on the individual. This is reflected in how the value production is organised around the individual. The West has a culture for producing new knowledge through confrontation. Competing theories and hypotheses fight for acceptance. Only one paradigm can rule the ground at any point in time. The approach creates distance and adversaries, that have to be integrated and co-ordinated to make the world go around.

The Eastern World has a culture focussed on groups, leading to a very different approach to organisation. Change is generated through placing oneself side-by-side with the other persons, focussing on combining insights and wisdom to generate a higher understanding through integrative dialogue. Group values and ties are thereby strengthened.

Each approach has advantages and disadvantages. The Western solutions have been exported to the east, and vice versa, with varying degrees of success. Let us compare the two.

Organisations Focused on Individuals

In organisations built on the individual the overall task is divided into subsets of functionally defined sequential tasks until each task is small enough to be handled by one individual. When a task requires duplication to achieve sufficient capacity, identical individual experts are employed in parallel. 

Each individual must be empowered to use their expertise to extract the benefits of it. Individuals are appointed to lead the expert groups. Authority is delegated down a hierarchy from individual to individual.

When an overall task is split up, two organisational challenges arise:

-
Hierarchic integration of expertise to manage the total task.

-
Horizontal co-ordination among experts to link activities along value producing chains and networks.

Integration and co-ordination are the domains of individual managers. The line of command is the vertical integration axis. 

Systems are designed top-down with instructions on how experts co-ordinate by using the systems to communicate with other experts across functions and units. Staffs and units serving the line also have co-ordinating functions.

The line-staff solution can be very efficient in stable environments. It has been modified through the development of matrix organisations to handle adaptations. The dominant axis is the line. The support axis consists of advisory experience circles, limited-duration project teams or permanent teams with subordinate task authority (Daft, 2001).

The individual focus tends to overload the hierarchy. Extensive control of lower levels, bureaucratisation, and inflexibility follows. Since the hierarchy is developed top-down, experts at lower levels are not expected to take part in co-ordination and integration, and they lack the motivation and insight to do so. 

Limited span of control produces many vertical layers. Decision-making is removed from where the value production takes place at the bottom levels in the production line and at the points of interface with the environment.

The adversary nature of change and the production of new knowledge tend to divide the individuals into adversary political groups. Since only one truth can be used to legitimise the use of power, selection of means and solutions, the idea fight becomes a war of organisational dominance and personal position in the hierarchy. Learning organisations tend towards being blown apart. The micro-organisations continue to conduct endless fights on right and wrong, and directing resource to their own cause.

Team Based Organisations

Team-based organisation originated in the group-oriented Japanese society. The team defines purpose, goals, values, strategies, products, and the means and methods to be employed. Every team member contributes to integration and co-ordination. The organisation is driven and directed bottom-up. 

Instead of leaving the problem detection and solution to individuals who dictate others, the team members all listen to the environment and share information in horizontal systems. The team works on the problem definition and solutions until it has reached a common understanding and consensus on what to do. Creating solutions often require more time and effort in teams. Compromises may eliminate optimal solutions. Implementation is normally faster and less prone to sub-optimisation, conflict, misunderstandings, and mistakes. When a team works optimally, leaders emerge and are elected. Leaders at one level become members of the next level team until accumulation is reached to take care of the total task. Rewards are group based (Manz and Sims, 1995).

Team organisation promotes development of a strong team spirit. Team proponents believe that individual expertise only has value when combined with the expertise of others. Focus is on totality, integration, synergy and co-ordinated change. This allows flat structures with decisions close to the point of value creation. 

The socialisation process can make teams self-centred. The lack of room for distance, alternative thoughts, and divergent and competing power structures may reduce the production of new tacit knowledge that the group solution is so adept at turning into tacit knowledge. By including members from other cultures, institutions, teams and constituencies on a rotating basis this problem of lack of heterogeneity and inward focus can be eliminated.

THE NORWEGIAN SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT EXPERIENCE 
The situation at the NSM in 1996 was similar to the challenges that many doctoral programs in design face today. 

At the NSM, mergers and internal growth made the NSM the largest business school in Norway. The organisation had 700 employees. About 16.000 students attended 25 study programs on 16 campuses. The NSM managed Executive MBA programs in China and in Latvia, foreign exchange programs and International Business programs for Norwegians abroad. The NSM faculty had specialists in many disciplines and application areas and had the highest publication rate per faculty member in Norway.

A complex triple-matrix system managed the volume and diversity of the school. The triple matrix involved Finance and support, Educational divisions (three), and Faculties (five). Central management, division leadership, The Graduate Business School Division, and most of the research faculty and the doctoral programs were located in Sandvika near Oslo. The Continuing Education Division with Executive Masters programs was located at Ekeberg in Oslo. The Undergraduate Studies Division operated 14 regional campuses with the division headquarters in Sandvika. The main undergraduate campus was located at Schous Plass in Oslo. The newly merged Norwegian School of Marketing (NMH) with 2500 students was also located at Schous Plass, including the graduate level program in marketing management. NMH had a different culture, logo, and market appeal.

There were 260 full-time permanent faculty members. 170 were located in Sandvika, organised in four discipline-based institutes. They served all the educational programs as teachers, course designers and managers, and trainers of adjunct faculty. About 50 were located at Schous Campus as the faculty of the NMH. They had the same responsibility as Sandvika faculty plus the design of NMH study programs. 40 full-time teaching faculty worked at the 14 undergraduate campuses. The NSM employed 600 adjunct faculty.

NMH had a tradition of integration, frequent use of ad hoc teams and organic processes for co-ordination across functions and disciplines, and nearness to adjunct faculty and students. The NSM had a tradition of focus on hierarchy, formalisation, centralisation, functional specialisation, with information from the top and infrequent use of ad hoc committees for horizontal co-ordination. NSM solutions were often imposed on NMH.

The faculty was close to anarchy. Team research was uncommon and arenas for academic discourse were few. Teachers seldom discussed educational matters. Course ownership competition was keen, as courses were the economic basis for employing faculty. Everyone defended his or her own turf. Faculty and departments fought among themselves. Members of the administration had their own in-fights. Students complained about disjointed service, not knowing who to speak to. They complained about conflicting information from different parts of the organisation.

Introducing the Team Organisation

At a joint meeting of administration and faculty at NMH in the fall of 1996, the problem of lack of co-operation was discussed. The author of this paper suggested a conversion to team organisation. The new dean of NMH had been a team leader in a consulting firm. He asked me to head a committee to investigate the theoretical and situational pros and cons of team-based organisation, the process of implementation, and alternative team structures. 

Choosing a team structure

Boyett and Conn (1991, 1993) gave us the theoretical start. The first point is to identify the basis for defining teams. At the NMH each study program represented a value network and a product that students bought. The basic team units were consequently built around the various groups of related study programs. The Dean of the Schous campus became very enthused about the team organisation idea, and asked us to help him team organise the whole campus with 5000 students and a number of study programs under the leadership of two deans (The NMH studies and the NSM studies). Support activities for both groups of study programs were organised by function. See Figure 1 for details.


Each study team consisted of: 






Dedicated faculty administering the study program

Shared adjunct teaching staff

Dedicated administrative staff

Elected student representatives

Rotating library representative

The Schous campus leadership group consisted of the director and the team leaders. The NMH, which was profiled as a separate educational brand, had its own Dean, who reported to the NSM Academic Dean in Sandvika, but consulted on local matters with the Oslo Campus Director. The dean and the study team leaders made up the NMH leadership group.

Organising each team

A clear mandate for each team was essential. At the start, the rest of the organisation with 11.000 students spread all over the country and abroad was still organised as a line matrix. I was appointed leader of the Masters of Marketing Management Program (MMM). I had to delegate my line authority to the MMM study program team. The mandate gave decision making power on matters affecting the MMM only, and advisory rights on matters affecting both the MMM and other teams at the Schous campus, all within agreed budgets, NSM strategy and policy guidelines. 

Theory recommends a maximum of 15 team members. My team had 28 members, including administrative staff, four students (one elected from each of the class cohorts) and one member of the library team with rotating membership to ensure lateral co-ordination and customer orientation. To make problem solving work, all tasks originated in the team, but various duties were delegated to sub-teams. 

Each class cohort had its own self-administered team with duties to co-ordinate across disciplines for pedagogy, learning themes, work load, and following up the sociology of each class. Self-administered discipline based teams were established to ensure progress within each discipline. Ad hoc teams were established to take care of projects like co-ordinating exam forms and pedagogy for the whole study. Sub-teams related to teams that did not have rotating members (the NMH marketing team, the alumni organisation, etc). Only the whole team in plenary session could make binding decisions, most often made unanimously, but sometimes passed by a majority. 

Educating team leaders and members

Top-down programs for cultural change should accompany structural changes. In the early conversion process, appointed team leaders should have team values and social and coaching abilities. They must also be trained in team leadership. Once stabilised, the team should elect its own leader. 

The Schous Campus leadership arranged two training days for the new team leaders, which is not enough. Every employee received training on how to work in teams during a two-day session. Theory recommends using an expert group on team processes to follow up new teams and compensation based on team performance. Neither was done. To this date, the NSM has no elected team leaders. Consequently, the teams got off to a tough start. Several teams functioned poorly, and some still do. Other teams work well.

Compensating for Organisational Shortcomings

Motivating administrative personnel and students for teamwork was easy. Motivating faculty was difficult. In Norway, external committees evaluate faculty for promotion. Published research is the dominant factor. Consequently, many faculty members view teaching as distraction. 

Ideally, contribution to teaching and pedagogic development should be given greater weight. I motivated faculty members by stressing the personal flexibility and broad learning opportunities team participation offered. Faculty members who contributed to the team got preferential treatment for coaching masters thesis students who could contribute to faculty research. Faculty could use their teaching duties for pedagogical experiments. We worked together to develop good senior students as teaching and research assistants, enlarging our resource pool.

I pushed to convert the team from a control and punishment culture to one of self-control, support, and encouragement. If a teacher got poor student ratings in a large class, he got the news first. He could meet with students to correct matters. If that was not enough, he was offered pedagogical development coaching, or he was encouraged to take on duties in small classes or thesis coaching for which some teachers were better suited.

The efforts worked. Team members reported that mutual respect increased. Understanding of other disciplines and opportunities for synergy were detected and exploited. Co-operation within disciplines improved. Pedagogy and exams became more purposeful and varied. The study program became more goal-oriented and better positioned externally. Most conflicts and internal politics disappeared. Students reported great improvements. Student learning efforts improved dramatically. Student workload was evened out. External evaluators noticed a positive change.

Team Organising the Whole NSM

The developments at the Schous campus, in spite of its shortcomings compared to theoretical ideals, was such a success that it tempted other parts of the NSM organisation to follow suit. In the summer of 1997 the Executive Programs leadership at the Ekeberg campus in Oslo team organised themselves along principles identical to the Schous campus. In the late fall of 1997 the then new President of the NSM, Professor Torger Reve, lamented that the school was ungovernable. It was too complex, and had too many strong experts to lead it from the top-down. I quickly asked for a comment, and suggested that the school would be best lead from the bottom-up except in terms of drawing the broad lines as found in a mission statement, the vision, the common value basis, and the corporate strategies. I suggested that a team organised NSM could achieve just that. The Board of Directors shortly thereafter approved the President’s plan for team-organising all of the NSM.

A recognised approach for identifying the basis for constructing teams is to identify major value chains of the organisation (Porter, 1985), and organise cross-functional teams around each value chain. The NSM identified these as knowledge production activities, largely defined within discipline areas in terms of basic research, and by industry for applied research, and dissemination of knowledge. Doctoral education and purely scientific dissemination was grouped together with the knowledge producing teams, named departments and research centres. 

Educational dissemination was the other major value producing activity. The various study programs were the natural basis for setting up educational teams. Accordingly, the basic teams became research departments populated with research faculty, and study program teams populated with members from both research and teaching faculty and administration. 

Support functions were organised functionally at the first level of departmentalisation, and geographically at the lower levels of departmentalisation because of the large number of campuses operated by the NSM. 

The NSM had several niche schools separately branded for marketing and historical reasons. These were: The (Norwegian) School of Marketing, The School of Trade and Retail, The Norwegian Shipping Academy, The School of Financial Services (Bankakademiet), and The Distance Learning Centre. The management of each of these brands was team organised.

Students organised themselves by study programs and geography (Sandvika, Schous, and Nation-wide).

See Figure 2 for overall structure of the organisation (Norwegian School of Management, 2001). The research division is put in the centre to signal that everything is driven by the production of new knowledge.


The faculty organisation consisted of two levels, the academic dean and ten department leaders constituting the leadership team. Research faculty was ad hoc members of one or more research centre, as well as a permanent member in one of the departments. 

Large Norwegian corporations that entered long-term agreements as NSM Partners, and medium size firms becoming NSM Associates provided basic financing for the research centres. Within the centres larger research projects were administered. See figure 3 for how the research departments and centres were organised in an organic web (Norwegian School of Management, 2001).


The individual faculty member was as a minimum belonging to two teams: the research department and a study program team. Most faculty were members of several study program teams and research centre teams and research project teams. The individual faculty member’s team membership configuration was decided in dialogue with the research department head. The primacy of research over teaching was thus secured. 

The teaching division had to buy research based teaching capacity from the research departments. Course designers and main teachers at the graduate level had to come from the research faculty. Study program associate deans and specialisation track assistant deans had likewise to be recruited among the permanent research faculty. The education division was free to recruit teaching staff and adjunct staff to man all other teaching activities. The course designers were charged with updating teaching and adjunct staff on new knowledge within their field, and teaching staff ran updates on pedagogy for the adjunct staff. In this manner the large adjunct staff became more closely integrated in the teaching teams.

All doctoral students were treated as research faculty, with full membership in one of the research departments. 

DEVELOPMENTS

The combination of focusing on the value creation from research and research dissemination, and organising the school into teams lifted the research efforts and output dramatically. From being an average plus business school the Financial Times (2001) ranked the NSM as number 100 among the business schools in the world, and number 11 overall and number 8 in terms of research among European business schools based on student salaries and faculty publication. The magazine EuroBusiness (2001) ranked the NSM as no. 11 in Europe based on reputation among students and employers. The short-term task oriented results of the conversion to a team organisation are very convincingly positive.

With the lack of team training and team-based rewards, and the appointment rather than election of team leaders, the performance of each team varies dramatically. Some of the teams are too large, and some of the large team leaders have not understood the necessity of organising oversized teams into sub-teams for decision preparation and implementation purposes. 

It seems that since the effort to convert from an individual based to a team-based organisation has not been sufficient, the NSM is slowly converting back to an individual based solution. The longer-term organisational culture results seem to be much less convincing. The long-term effect of the effort is therefore in doubt.

SUMMING UP 
Theory and experience show that teams are superior to line-staff organisation in knowledge-heavy and turbulent situations. Doctoral education and scientific research automatically fall into this situational category. Hybrid solutions, e.g. less than theoretically perfect solutions, may work satisfactorily in transition periods if team leaders are properly trained and coached. The cultural values and rewards must be changed from individual orientation to team oriented to reap long-term benefits. Constituent-defined value chains and networks should be the basis for structuring the main teams (Tellefsen & Love, 2001). The transformation must be top-led, and it must involve everybody. Transformation requires energy and time.

RECOMMENDATIONS
• Use the team approach. Involve constituents.

• Structure the teams of up to 15 members as economic units around study programs and research centres.

• Create sub-teams to deal with permanent and ad hoc matters. 

• Have members of support teams and interest groups as rotating members of the study and research teams.

• Select and train team leaders possessing beliefs, values, and abilities supporting the team solution

• Emphasise a culture of self- and peer-based discipline

• Use encouragement, supportive, open-minded, social and a coaching-based leadership style

• Have experienced teams select their own leaders and build the hierarchy bottom-up 

• Develop team-based rewards 

• Use experts to coach teams during transformation.

Word count whole paper (including figures): 4550
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