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0 of 0 people found the following review helpful. to be my favorite and most applicable to my current career seasonBy 
Josh GainesAvoiding Dictator Syndrome: The Paradox of Circular Logic in TeamsIn HBRrsquo;s 10 Must Reads On 
Teams (2013), I have found Frischrsquo;s (2008) article, When Teams Canrsquo;t Decide, to be my favorite and most 
applicable to my current career season. In my career, Irsquo;m considered one of three core discipline leads, whose 
work impacts the other in a circular fashion. When having team meetings to discuss creating new features, each lead, 
representing the expertise of their teamrsquo;s function, weighs in on the conversation. This often presents the issue of 
what Frisch has identified as ldquo;circular logicrdquo; (Strategichellip;, 2012). Circular logic, also known as the 
ldquo;voting paradoxrdquo;, was first discovered by an eighteenth century French mathematician and social theorist, 
the Marquis de Condorcet, in which ldquo;hellip; different subsets of the group can generate conflicting majorities for 
all possible alternativesrdquo; (Frisch, 2008, loc. 2144). The article focuses on how teams can circumvent the 
ldquo;dictator-by-default syndromerdquo;, which is cornering their superior to make an either/or decision, and 
navigate the complexities of circular logic (Frisch, 2008). The purpose of this paper is to review Frischrsquo;s (2008) 
article.ldquo;The test of a first-rate intelligence is the ability to hold two opposed ideas in the mind at the same time, 
and still retain the ability to functionrdquo; (Fitzgerald, 1945). In math, the transitive principle is stated as follows: if 
A B and B C, than A C. However, the Marquis de Condorcet proved this principle is only true as an individual or in 
pairs (Strategichellip;, 2012). The transitive principle never became a law because it does not work for groups in 
which there are three or more decisions, each offering multiple options (Strategichellip;, 2012). What is perceived as 
irrational within the context of individuals and pairs is normal for groups and thus, no voting mechanism can 
overcome Condorcetrsquo;s paradox in a group (Strategichellip;, 2012). In applying this to my career, team members 
often approach a superior to help overcome decision-making logic because team members are more biased towards 
their functional areas. This produces a stalemate of sorts by not having the ability to rank preferences to decisions and 
enabling circular logic. Because information is presented to the superior as an either/or problem, it places them in a 
lose-lose situation. If A is selected, B and C lose, thus not favoring their superiorrsquo;s decision. Is it possible the 
information can be nuanced and presented as a both/and? Spanier (n.d.) noted,Instead of being oppressed by the 
tyranny of the OR, highly visionary companies liberate themselves with the genius of the AND, the ability to embrace 
both extremes of a number of dimensions at the same time. Instead of choosing between A OR B, they figure out a 
way to have both A AND B. In order to circumvent ldquo;dictator-by-default syndromerdquo;, and cater more towards 
having both A AND B, Frisch (2008) provided four suggestions: 1) specify the desired outcome, 2) test fences and 
walls, 3) surface preferences early, and 4) assign devilrsquo;s advocates (loc. 2168-2193). By focusing on the overall 
goal, the superior is able to narrow down the amount of options to what clearly achieves the goal (Frisch, 2008, loc. 
2168). Frisch (2008) stated, ldquo;Without clear desired outcomes, team members choose options based on unspoken, 
differing assumptions. This sets the stage for the dictator-by-default syndromerdquo; (loc. 2168). With clear direction 
on the goal, team members can now test their options against company policy to see if their ideas are stopped, a wall, 
or presented a passable barrier, a fence (Frisch, 2008, loc. 2193). Once passed, the options must be filtered based on 
the customer or stakeholderrsquo;s preferences (Frisch, 2008, loc. 2193). ldquo;Using weighted preferences is another 
way to narrow the decision-making field and help prevent the dictator-by-default syndromerdquo; (Frisch, 2008, loc. 
2259). The remaining options can be deliberated over until a final solution emerges. Frisch (2008) stated, ldquo;By 
breaking the false binary of a business case into several explicit and implicit alternatives and assigning a devilrsquo;s 
advocate to critique each option, you can depersonalize the discussion, making thorough and dispassionate 
counterarguments an expected part of strategic deliberationsrdquo; (loc. 2280). In conclusion, Frischrsquo;s (2008) 
article, When Teams Canrsquo;t Decide, focuses on how to work within the complexities of circular logic in decision-
making and circumventing ldquo;dictator-by-default syndromerdquo;. Frischrsquo;s (2008) concepts to narrowing 
options for decision-making focuses on achieving the overall goal by not cornering a superior to an either/or decision, 
but enabling a both/and decision. The remaining options are then deliberated over until a final decision 
emerges.ReferencesFitzgerald, F. S. (1945). The crack-up. New York, NY: New Directions Publishing 
Corporation.Frisch, B. (2008). When teams canrsquo;t decide [Kindle]. In HBRrsquo;s 10 must reads on teams(loc. 
2129-2344). Boston, MA: Harvard School of Publishing.HBRrsquo;s 10 must reads on teams [Kindle]. (2013). 
Harvard Business Review. Boston, MA:Harvard School of Publishing.Spainer, N. (n.d.). Excerpts from The Tyranny 
of the ldquo;ORrdquo; vs the Genius of the ldquo;ANDrdquo;.Strategic Offsite Group, Inc. (2012). Bob frisch on why 
teams canrsquo;t decide [video file].Retrieved from [...]0 of 0 people found the following review helpful. to be my 
favorite out of HBRrsquo;S 10 Must Reads (2013)By CustomerI found the article, Eight Ways to Build Collaborative 
Teams (Gratton Erickson, 2007), to be my favorite out of HBRrsquo;S 10 Must Reads (2013). Building a team that 
knows how to work together is a tremendous benefit in todayrsquo;s growing business culture. The article proposes 
that ldquo;the qualities required for success are the same qualities that undermine successrdquo; (Gratton Erickson, 
2007, p. 56). These qualities for building collaborative teams are being large, virtual participation, diversity and the 
high educational levels. This article suggests using the eight ways to build collaboration in teams with complex and 
major initiatives. They refer to the large actions that companies need to make to stay competitive or change to create 
value.Gratton and Erickson began by researching fifty-five large teams that seems to demonstrate high levels of 



collaboration in order to find similarities in their practices (2007). What they found were four categories in which all 
the businesses seems to ldquo;overcome substantially the difficulties that were posed by size, long-distance 
communication, diversity and specializationrdquo; (Gratton Erickson, 2007, p. 58). The four categories were executive 
support, HR practices, strength of the team leader and the structure of the team. The rest of this review breaks down 
each of the four categories in which the authors came up with their eight ways to build collaborative teams.Executive 
Supportldquo;At the most basic level, a teamrsquo;s success or failure at collaborating reflects the philosophy of the 
top executives in the organizationrdquo; (Gratton Erickson, 2007, p. 59). Top leaders have to (1) invest in signature 
relationship practices. Gratton and Erickson found that ldquo;in every case the companyrsquo;s top executives had 
invested significantly n building and maintaining social relationship throughout the organization (2007, p. 60). But it is 
not enough just to invest in this for employees, executives need to (2) model collaborative behavior. People should see 
the top leaders working hand in hand with others. ldquo;A senior teamrsquo;s collaborative nature trickles down 
throughout the organizationrdquo; (Gratton Erickson, 2007, p. 63). Another area executive support is needed is by (3) 
creative a gift culture. This gift culture is made up of leaders investing time, energy and resources in mentoring and 
coaching. It should be evident in both themselves personally and throughout the entire organization. The huge benefit 
of this practice is that it allows people within the organization to build the networks they need to do the work they 
have been tasked with across the company (2007).HR PracticesSurprisingly, Gratton and Ericksonrsquo;s research 
showed, reward systems didnrsquo;t have a noticeable effect on collaborative behavior in the companies they 
interviewed. More so, it was the human resources signification investment to (4) ensuring the requisite skills and (5) 
supporting a sense of community that made a significant impact for collaborative teams (2007). When HR departments 
intentionally made sure teams had specific relational skills necessary for working with others it displayed in team 
performance. HR should invest in teaching employees ldquo;appreciating others, being able to engage in purposeful 
conversation, productively and creatively resolving conflicts and program managementrdquo; (Gratton and Erickson, 
2007, p. 66). Their studies also showed ldquo;While a communal spirit can develop spontaneously, we discovered that 
HR can also play a critical role in cultivating it, by sponsoring group events and activitiesrdquo; (Gratton and 
Erickson, 2007, p. 68). By investing in relational skills and providing informal opportunities for employees to gather 
together, a leader can encourage better cooperation and collaboration.Strength of the Team LeaderIt is very important 
for the collaboration of a team to have the correct leader. Gratton and Erickson speak to the importance of 
lsquo;flexibilityrsquo; as a quality of managers (2007). This means that organizations need to (6) assign leaders who 
are both task- and relationship-oriented. ldquo;They make the goal clear, engaged in debates about commitments, and 
clarified the responsibilities of individual team members. However at a certain point in the development of the project 
they switched to a relationship orientationrdquo; (Gratton and Erickson, 2007, p. 70). Leaders that can change their 
style during a project are more likely to lead a successful collaborative team.Team Formation and StructureThe 
complex nature of team-member can stifle the goals a team is working toward, especially when they do not know each 
other. Gratton and Erickson found that ldquo;when 20% to 40% of the team members were already well connected to 
one another, the team had strong collaboration right from the startrdquo; (2007, p. 71). This shows it is important to 
(7) build on heritage relationships in order to build team collaboration. These heritage relationships have already 
invested time and effort in building trust with each other. The one pitfall that can move a team away from 
collaboration with this practice is ldquo;if not skillfully managed, too many of them can actually disrupt collaboration. 
When a significant number of peole with the team know one another, they tend to for strong subgroupsrdquo; (Gratton 
and Erickson, 2007, p. 72). This can cause a divisive nature within the team that will work against accomplishing 
collaboration. A way that teams can limit certain friction within the group setting is for there to be an (8) 
understanding of role clarity and task ambiguity. Gratton and Erickson state, ldquo;Collaboration improves when the 
roles of individual team members are clearly defined and well understoodrdquo; (2007, p. 72). When people know, 
specifically, what they are supposed to be doing and how their role impacts the whole, leaders limit the need for 
sharing when it isnrsquo;t needed. It also empowers those who are highly skilled to work independently on their 
portion. Given this practice, teams can be successful if they are ldquo;composed of specialists who had deep expertise 
in their given function , and each person had a clearly defined rolerdquo; (Gratton and Erickson, 2007, p. 73).If team 
can practice the eight ways above they will succeed in working together on complex tasks or projects. Gratton and 
Erickson summarize this article by saying, ldquo;Strengthening your organization capacity for collaboration requires a 
combination of long-term investments ndash; in building relationships and trust, in developing a culture in which 
senior leaders are role models of cooperation ndash; and smarter near-term decisions about the ways team are formed, 
roles are defined, and challenges and takes are articulatedrdquo; (2007, p. 74). Once a company can articulate these 
practices it will overcome the four traits that are crucial to successful teams but can also undermine them; size, virtual, 
diversity and expertise. The authors conclude this article well when they state ldquo;Companies can assemble the 
breadth of expertise needed to solve complex business problems ndash; without inducing the destructive behaviors that 
can accompany itrdquo; (Gratton and Erickson, 207, p. 74).0 of 0 people found the following review helpful. A review 
of HBR's 10 Must Reads on TeamsBy GlennFHBRrsquo;s 10 Must Reads on Teams gives the team leader a quick 
place to find down-to-earth articles containing much needed research into how teams operate, should be constructed 



and how they can be made more efficient. While I enjoyed reading the articles in the book, I was deeply interested in 
the first one, which I believe should catch the imagination of any technical-minded leader, ldquo;The New Science of 
Building Great Teamsrdquo;. Starting the book of with such a well-written and researched article is certainly 
powerful.Until I read this article, I wondered if there was a way to follow and track the social interactions of team 
members to see what skills were most important to building a good team. Pentland was able to build such a device: a 
wearable badge that collects data on ldquo;what tone of voice they use; whether they face one another; how much they 
gesture; how much they talk, listen, and interrupt; and even their levels of extroversion and empathy. By comparing 
data gathered from all the individuals on a team with performance data, we can identify the communication patterns 
that make for successful teamworkrdquo; (Pentland as cited in HBR's 10 Must Reads On teams, p.5, 2013). This 
research shows that face-to-face interactions are more important than emails, phone calls, voicemails or texts. While I 
like emails for data-trails, I would rather discuss issues and ideas in person, so I am pleased to learn how teams can be 
at least 8% more effective by adding more face time (2013).Pentlandrsquo;s research shows that successful teams 
share several defining characteristics: team members talk and listen equally, members face one another with energetic 
conversations and gestures, members interconnect, members carry-on side conversations, and members get 
information from outside the team periodically (2013). These characteristics are boiled down into three elements of 
communication: energy, engagement and exploration. Energy comes from the number and nature of interactions 
between team members with the most valuable being face-to-face exchanges (2013). Video or voice calls are next in 
line of importance, but the value decreases from face time. The research shows that even in our technological world, 
sitting down to have a conversation with the person across from you is the best interaction you can have. The 
engagement element comes from the ldquo;distribution of energy among the team membersrdquo; (p. 7, 2013) which 
means that all the team members have equal and high energy as they interact. The exploration element stems from the 
amount of interactions team members have with individuals and teams outside of their own team (2013). I believe 
these three elements are easily remembered and applicable.Pentland is able to show through data collection how a 
company can be very inefficient in its communication until a problem arises and then it will switch to face-to-face 
communication to solve the problem (2013). This shows that the problem may have been avoided if the teams would 
have communicated in this fashion from the start. The issue with this type of communication over email, text, social 
media or voicemail, is that it needs more investment. Time to schedule, plan and have such interactions are hard to 
accomplish at times in our fast-paced business world. However, when crucial issues arise or are expected to arise, we 
need to make the time to plan these meetings.I enjoyed the diagrams of social interactions the article contained, 
especially the ones showing the progression of the project and the problems it caused. Knowing that the different 
departments of a company did not speak directly, but instead relied on electronic media, failed in their product roll-out 
but had to fix it with direct verbal communication is extremely powerful and important for team leaders and 
executives. It should be enough to make leaders change how teams are constructed and how they communicate.

Most teams underperform. Yours can beat the odds.If you read nothing else on building better teams, read these 10 
articles. Wersquo;ve combed through hundreds of articles in the Harvard Business Review archive and selected the 
most important ones to help you assemble and steer teams that get results.Leading experts such as Jon Katzenbach, 
Teresa Amabile, and Tamara Erickson provide the insights and advice you need to:Boost team performance through 
mutual accountabilityMotivate large, diverse groups to tackle complex projectsIncrease your teamsrsquo; emotional 
intelligencePrevent decision deadlockExtract results from a bunch of touchy superstarsFight constructively with top-
management colleagues

About the AuthorFor over 30 years, Bob has worked with Senior Executive Teams and Boards on their most vital 
strategic and organizational challenges, both as a consultant and a corporate executive. He is considered one of the 
world's leading strategic facilitators, having designed and conducted offsites in sixteen countries with companies 
ranging from Fortune 10 multinationals to German mittelstand family businesses.nbsp;Bob is the author of four 
Harvard Business articles: Off-Sites That Work (June 2006, co-authored with Logan Chandler), When Teams Can't 
Decide (November 2008), Who Really Makes The Big Decisions in Your Company? (December 2011), and 
Leadership Summits That Work (March 2015, co-authored with Cary Greene). HBR named When Teams Can't 
Decide one of ten 'must read' articles on teamsKathleen M. Eisenhardt is the S. W. Ascherman M.D. Professor of 
strategy at Stanfordrsquo;s School of Engineering and co-director of the Stanford Technology Ventures Program. She 
is the coauthor of the award-winning book Competing on the Edge: Strategy as Structured Chaos and is the recipient 
of numerous awards for her research. She lives in Palo Alto, California. 


