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Milestone

Team mission

How will the team decision-making process work; voting or consensus or a blend
What is each person on the team accountable for (role clarity)?

Goals for the team

How will the team track its progress

OKRs, initiatives mapped to them and how do we progress with those
Strategy to meet mission and alternative course of action if strategy is not working

How will the team communicate issues and problems

emails?, slack?, initiative document signals to stakeholders

How will team leaders be selected for tasks

How will the charter be kept alive

How will the team help each other when they are struggling

How will the team give each other feedback other than the required feedback

How will interdependent actions be handled, such as when multiple people are writing parts
of a whole assignment

How will team members hold each other accountable
How will the team measure its action processes

How will the team handle conflict when it arises
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structure

Conway's law

organizations which design systems ... are constrained to
produce designs which are copies of the communication
structures of these organizations

1968

interfaces
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WikipeprA — Scientific wild-ass guess
The Free Encyclopedia From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia
Main page For other uses, see Swag (dfsambfguaﬁon).
Contents

Featured content Scientific wild-ass guess (SWAG) is American slang meaning a rough estimate made by an
Current events expert in the field, based on experience and intuition. It js similar to the slang word guesstimate, a
Random article Portmanteau of guess ang estimate.[1]

Donate to Wikipedia

Wikipedia store Contents [hide]

1 Hist
Interaction Istory
Help 2 Use
About Wikipedia 3 See also
Community portal 4 References
Recent changes 5 External links
Contact page
Tools .
What links here History [ edit ]
Related changes The slang term "SWAG" is generally thought to have originated in the Us military, either the
gpb?c: fle Armyl or the Air Force.l3] Journalist Melvin J. Lasky wrote that it was first ysed casually by Us
eclal pages
P P g. Army General William Westmoreland during the Vietnam War Westmorelang would sometimes
Permanent link
Page information reply "SWAG" to reporters' questions about American failyre o neutralize the enemy,[1]
Wikidata item Westmoreland's use of the term was affirmed in court by Colonel John Frank Stewart in

Cite this page November 1984 during witness testimony for the lawsuit initiated by Westmoreland against CBS
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History [edil

The slang term "SWAG" is generaily thought to have originated in the US military, either the
Armyt? or the AIf Eorce 8! Journalist Melvin J. Lasky wrote that it was first used casually by US
Army General William Westrnoreiand during the Vietnam War. Westmoreiand would sometimes
reply "SWAG" 10 reporters’ questions about American failure to neutralize the enemy."
Westmoreiand's use of the term was affirmed in court by Colonel John Erank Stewart in
November 1984 during witness testimony for the lawsuit initiated by Westmoreiand against CBS
for their TV documentary The Uncounted Enemy: A Vietnam Deception. ON the witness stand,
Stewart explained that in Vietnam, the military intelligence pranch that he commanded would
deliver numbers of enemy strength 10 Weetmoreiand, the numbers derived from 1the SWAG
principle” 4 There wWas Jaughter in the court when Stewart explained what was meant by the
acronym SWAG™

An earlier use of term is mentioned by linguist J. Robert pumouchel who wrote the 1975 book,
Dictionary of pevelopment Terminology- pumouchel says he first encountered SWAG "in the
vernacular of community development" in the US in the 1960s.12!

Regardless of its origin, the term gained greater prominence in the first half of 1999 in connection
with the NATO bombing of Yugoslavia. Reporter John F. Harris of the Washington post was the
first person 10 put the term into a newspaper article. Describing the factors that led 10 President
Bill Clinton relying on the US Air Force in Kosovo instead of employing "200,000 NATO troops” 151
Harris wrote that NATO's estimate requiring 200,000 ground troops wWas regarded by American
war planners as poiiticaiiy impossible to achieve; it was quickly removed from consideration.
"NATO's analysis, officials said, wWas not a comprehensive study. Instead, it was an initial review
that some officials called @ \gWAG'—military parlance for 2 scientific wild-ass guese.“"t"'1
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Research 0N socjg| Ioaﬁng began with rope pulling experimentg by Fringeimann, Who foung that Members of 5 group tended 1o exert legg effort in pulling a ope than gjg individuais alone, |n more
recent research, studies invoiw‘ng Modern Iechnoiogg Such as onling and distribyteq groups, haye also shown clear evidence of Social loafing, Many of the Causes of sqgjg loafing stem from an

I History '
1.1 Rope—puﬂing Experiments |
1.2 C!appr'ng and shoun‘ng EXperiments [
1.3 Me!a-ana!ysis Study ang the Collective Effort Mode| (CEM) |
1.4 Dispersed Versug Collocatey groups |
| 2 Effect of Culture |
| 3 Causes [
' 3.1 Diffusion of responsibimnyvaiuation Potentiaj |
3.2 Motivation |
3.3 Dispensability of effort [
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I 2 Real-lifg instances [
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All advice is bad

Tools are just tools

TPS lean Principles work

continuous improvement

respect people
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