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Description: When IT applications, cloud or otherwise, don’t fulfill their potential, companies often misidentify technology as the culprit. 

However, it isn't always the technology, but a lack of effective teamwork and communication that led to faulty design. To 
combat the problem, successful organizations are building more cohesive, stream-aligned teams and fostering systematic 
communication throughout the DevOps process to produce better outcomes for software development projects. In this 
episode of the podcast, Mike Kavis and guest, Matthew Skelton—head of consulting at Conflux—discuss Matthew's new 
book, Team Topologies: Organizing Business and Technology Teams for Fast Flow, and ways to build better teams and align 
communication strategies with the goal of achieving more predictable—and more effective—outcomes from development 
projects. 

Duration:  00:21:31 
 
Operator: The views, thoughts, and opinions expressed by speakers or guests on this podcast belong solely to them and do not necessarily reflect those of 
the hosts, the moderators or Deloitte.  
Welcome to Architecting the Cloud, where we get real about cloud technology, what works, what doesn’t and why. Now, here’s your host, Mike Kavis.  
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Mike Kavis: 
Hey, everyone. Welcome back to Architecting the Cloud podcast, where we get real about cloud technology. We will discuss what’s new in 
cloud, how to use it and why with people in the field who’ve done the work. I’m Mike Kavis, your host and chief cloud architect over at 
Deloitte, and today I’m joined with Matthew Skelton, head of consulting at Conflux, who has a new book on the way, which is a big topic 
we’re going to talk about today. So, I will welcome Matthew to the show, and tell us a little bit about your background, your company and 
about this book coming out. 

Matthew Skelton: 
Hi, thanks very much, Mike, and it’s good to be here. So, I’m head of consulting at Conflux, a company I founded a few years ago, and we 
combine consulting with training and publications, so we got a range of books, and the material in the training and in the publications is all 
full of proven practices that work in the field, on the ground. With my colleagues, I get to see some interesting things happening in lots of 
different organizations around the world, and we help them to improve their software delivery practices. Mostly, obviously, most 
organizations these days are involved in some kind of cloud infrastructure, delivery and that’s quite a big change for lots of organizations 
compared to how they did things before. So, it’s an interesting time to be in the field. 

 
Mike Kavis: 
Yeah, it is. Things are moving faster than I’ve ever seen before, and one of the things that’s happening often is the companies are head-on 
addressing the tech but not so much head-on addressing the people and process stuff, which I think is a topic that’s relevant for your book. But 
before we talk about your book, you also have a website on team topologies, and it shows all the different kind of operating models, per se, that 
people are approaching. So, tell us a little bit about that website, what the URL is, and what you’re trying to accomplish there. 

 
Matthew Skelton: 
Sure. So, this is a website we put together a few years ago now. It’s called DevOps Topologies, and you’ll find it at DevOpsTopologies.com. The 
material actually came out of a blog post I wrote back in 2013 when I was working for a company in London in the U.K., and some of the 
discussions we were having there were around kind of who’s responsible for what, effectively, particularly the responsibility boundaries 
between development and operations. And it inspired me to kind of have a think about some possible models for how to make this kind of 
stuff work really effectively, go and have a look at what other companies were doing, particularly companies like Pivotal and Netflix at the 
time, back in around 2012, 2013, and see what they’d written about how they run things. 
 
So, I came up with this kind of catalogue of different, effective ways of organizing teams and a lot of kind of anti-patterns, bad ways of 
organizing teams. And then we took that blog post and turned it into the website at DevOpsToplogies.com, and lots of people have found this 
really useful. So, you might’ve seen the diagrams. It’s typically kind of a yellow circle for “dev” and a blue circle for “ops” and various different 
other kind of other options in terms of collaboration, in terms of maybe SRE, in terms of databases and this kind of thing. The diagrams are in 
a kind of Venn diagram form. They’re trying to show where we have a shared responsibility, where the circles are overlapping, and where we 
actually have a clean interface between two teams, in effect, in terms of the responsibilities. That’s more like an API. 
 
And the DevOps Topologies website, has been really useful, and there’ve been companies that have publicly thanked us for the work that 
we’ve done around that. So, the head of engineering at Netflix, has found it super-useful for them to understand – to talk internally about 
how they arrange their teams. And, also, companies like Conde-Nast International, a big publishing house, have also found it really useful as a 
way to stimulate conversation about the right kind of boundaries between teams. The website, by the way, is all Creative Commons, open-
source, so you can send us a pull request, and we’ll add new patterns and get it updated. 

 
Mike Kavis: 
Yeah, I’ll tell you consultancies have used it a lot, too. I can’t count how many decks I’ve seen with some of those diagrams in there. And what 
was interesting, I think, when I first stumbled onto (Inaudible) about five, six years ago, everyone was latching onto the anti-patterns, because 
that’s what everyone was doing. And then over the last few years it’s been more of a focus on the good patterns, because now everyone’s finally 
realizing this is more than tech, and they’re finally – to scale, they really have to change the organization. So, with that, now you have a book on 
this topic, Team Topologies: Organizing Business and Technology Teams for Fast Flow, and you talk a lot about fast flow when I look at your 
Twitter stream and your presentations. So, talk a little bit about the theme of the book and what we’re trying to accomplish in that book. 

 
Matthew Skelton: 
So, the book brings together a few different things that address some of the challenges that many organizations have when developing 
software in kind of the modern world. So, obviously we need to be developing software in a way which is sort of sustainable for the people 
involved, for the businesses or organizations involved, in a way which means that behaves in a predictable way, reliable way, we’re not kind 
of leading to burnout in teams. But we’re also making sure that we’re doing things rapidly and safely, and there’s a whole new set of ways of 
working effectively to make that stuff work. We can take use of cloud technologies, but it’s not just about cloud technologies. It’s also about 
lots of other stuff, too. The book has got focus on making sure we’ve got fast flow, because that’s based on practices like continuous 
delivery, operability, books like the product-development stuff from Don Reinertsen, books like Accelerate from Nicole Forsgren and Jez 
Humble and Gene Kim. 
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These books, together, have identified practices that lead to high-performing organizations, high-performing teams, high-performing 
organizations. And key to this is flow at a team level, at an organization level, basically avoiding handoffs, avoiding situations where we’re 
waiting for another team to do something in order to get something done. So, that means that the way in which we need to set up our 
teams and organization is to minimize those handoffs. 
 
And in many organizations, so AWS and Google and Netflix and the big, large-scale, successful organizations and organizations who are in 
different contexts, too, found this pattern of a cross-functional team that has kind of end-to-end responsibility for the building, testing and 
delivery and operation of a kind of single service or a single product or single kind of group of things about the user journey. And that’s a 
very different pattern from how things were being done in the past, where you had a development team and then a testing team and 
perhaps a release team and then a separate operations team with lots of handover and lots of kind of responsibility, boundaries that really 
stopped the flow of change or really made it difficult for change to flow.  That’s kind of the core of the flow aspect of the book. 

 
Mike Kavis: 

So, I’ve done a lot of work with large organizations, we’ll describe them as unicorns: “We can’t be like that.” But the reality is every company’s 
becoming a software company now, and they need to start acting like that. So, the biggest challenge I see when we start talking about improving 
flow and doing the value-stream mapping is sometimes it crosses organizational boundaries, where the organizational leader of one of those groups 
isn’t really as invested in cloud or in building applications to the others and doesn’t want to let go of processes and let go of resources. So, how do 
you deal with that? 

 
Matthew Skelton: 
That can be a challenge. So, there are some things that we can do within a smaller part of the organization to demonstrate how effective it can be to 
have end-to-end flow, even if we then come up against a boundary, that actually we’re able to demonstrate a huge improvement in the – kind of the 
upstream part, where the flow of change is happening upstream. And then that’s been much more effective. It becomes a kind of internal case 
study, if you like, and we can then accumulate more and more of these case studies that show actually that we need to be in a position where we 
can extend the flow further towards production, becomes harder and harder for these people to say no, effectively. 
 
There’s plenty of published case studies. I mentioned the Accelerate book, where there’s statistically significant data coming from thousands of 
organizations around the world that show some of this stuff. So, it becomes kind of harder and harder for execs or managers to push back against 
this approach, I think, because it’s proven to work. But there’s another process to – there’s another aspect of this, which is a team that is – a cross-
functional team that is there to deliver a kind of product or service. In the book we call them stream-aligned teams, because the word product 
means something different in manufacturing, and obviously software is kind of – software is eating the world, if you like, and it’s starting to extend 
into manufacturing and other spaces as well. 
 
So, we needed a word which was a bit more independent of meaning. So, we talk about a team that’s aligned to a stream of change. So, this team is 
responsible for delivering the updates and the new features that are business-relevant, but they can’t take on everything. They can’t take on more 
than collectively the team is able to kind of deal with mentally. We talk about the team cognitive load, and so there is a limit on the complexity and 
the things that the team’s got to think about, effectively. So, what many of these successful organizations have found is that it’s hugely valuable to 
define a platform which acts as an accelerator for the stream-aligned teams, basically, so the platform is a combination of infrastructure, tooling, 
ways of working, access to metrics and logs and this kind of thing, and provides – I think some organizations call it a kind of paved path, so a nice, 
easy route for stream-aligned teams to deliver new software or services products very rapidly and safely without having to think about a lot of other 
stuff. So, there is opportunities for quite – and there’s value for quite clear boundaries at certain points inside the organization, but the boundaries 
have kind of shifted from before. 
 
And some of the boundaries being in place blocking flow, the boundaries are effectively in terms of where service is provided, so the platform is kind 
of provided like a service. It’s provided as a product, and then the customers are effectively these stream-aligned development teams. So, some of 
the dynamics are kind of shifted, if you like, through 90 degrees or shifted quite a bit internally in terms of where we put these boundaries compared 
to in the past. 

 
Mike Kavis: 
Yeah, the whole platform approach is very, very common these days, especially, I work in heavily in regulated fields, and we call it guardrails 
but taking your cloud provider, putting in your company’s guardrails and then providing it as a service out. The biggest challenge I see, though, 
is the platform owners aren’t thinking like a cloud provider. They’re still thinking like command and control, and a lot of time those platforms 
put handcuffs on people. And instead of the cloud being cheaper, faster and having access to innovation, it’s slower, more expensive, and you 
can’t get a sandbox with all the abilities that you need. So, part of that is the platform, I believe, is the way to go. It creates standardization. It 
helps you mitigate risk, but you have to treat the developers as a customer, right, instead of treating the security team as a customer. And 
that’s the big pain point I’m seeing right now is everyone’s got their platform, but in many companies it’s a battle to actually get work done on 
that platform. I don’t know if you see the same thing. 
 
Matthew Skelton: 
Absolutely, absolutely, absolutely. I mean, ideally, we’d have a new word rather than the word platform, because too many places people have 
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experienced a platform and found it really awful. But the key thing here is a really strong focus on what’s called developer experience, or DevEx. So, 
what’s the experience for the developers and other people in the stream-aligned teams, testers and BAs? And so, what’s their experience of using 
the platform? There’s a great example at Twilio, who do communications APIs, and they’ve done talks about their internal platform. And they even 
use a net promoter score, so NPS, from kind of large-scale consumer marketing as a practice for large-scale consumer marketing and things. 
 
They’re using NPS internally to work out whether their platform – it has a good developer experience across multiple development teams. So, that’s 
a really high-disciplined approach to creating a platform and keeping the people who are developing the platform honest and open-eyed, if you like, 
to how good that platform is. So, a platform needs to be managed like a proper product or service. You need to manage it in a way which – we treat 
the development team or the stream-aligned team as customers. So, we go out, and we say, “What do you need? How easy is it to use this 
platform? Show me where the difficulty is,” and then responding to that by better documentation, by better onboarding, by better examples, by 
some helper tooling, whatever it is to make the platform as compelling to use as possible.  That’s a massive, massive difference from the 
platforms of before, which were always mandated, and their development teams just happened to use it without any kind of say in how it 
felt. 

 
Mike Kavis: 
Yeah, I like that, and that provider score method - they have people in the field working with you, getting feedback and surprise you with 
new features that you didn’t even know were coming. Take that mindset internally for your own company as opposed to saying, “We’re 
blocking all access to X,” right? That doesn’t really help anyone. So, you had mentioned stream-aligned. I had jotted down there’s three 
other fundamental topologies that you mentioned in your book and in your writings. One is the enabling team. The other is complicated 
subsystem team, and the third one’s platform team, which I think we just talked about. But talk about a couple of those other ones. 

 
Matthew Skelton: 
So, some organizations have found it really useful to have a team that has a kind of enabling role for other teams. So, this enabling team is full 
of specialists, and there might be specialists in testing, or automation, or development, or operations, or big data, or something like this. They 
might have a mixture of people inside that enabling team, and their mission is to – over a kind of shortish period of time, so it might be weeks 
or maybe small number of months—to help other teams increase their capability. So, for example, if you’re moving from one type of 
infrastructure to another, maybe you’re adopting containers, or maybe you’re moving from containers to serverless, or something like this. 
You’ve got an enabling team of people who really understand how to explain the new technology or the new approach to the team they’re 
working with and really help them to get up to speed really, really quickly, identify any gaps – so let’s say they’re working with this – the 
enabling team’s working with a stream-aligned team, and it becomes clear after a few weeks that actually the stream-aligned team really has 
a really fundamental lack of capability around test automation, for example. 

 
So, that’s then a signal that actually we need to maybe hire someone else or bring someone else into that team to give them the capability 
that they’re going to need if they’re going to use this new technology or this new approach. There’s some nice conference talks and blog posts 
and things that we found, and we’ve actually – both me and Manuel have also ourselves personally been on that kind of team in the past, sort 
of speaking from firsthand experience, too. But as a team type, then it’s a group of people who’ve got a high degree of experience in several 
different approaches but also are very capable of mentoring and helping other people in another team to kind of get up to speed in something 
very quickly. And that feels like potentially a fairly new kind of way of interacting with other teams, which might not be familiar to lots of 
organizations. 

 
Mike Kavis: 
That’s pretty cool. The last topic we’ll focus on, and I picked this out of one of your blog posts – I think you talked about this in a recent 
presentation but the concept of the Spotify model. And too often people say, “Hey, Spotify’s got this great model. Let’s copy it,” and a lot of 
people like yourself, myself, say, “Well, maybe that’s not the best strategy.” So, let’s talk about what is the Spotify model, and how can we 
leverage that without trying to actually copy it, and why wouldn’t we want to copy it? 

 
Matthew Skelton: 
So, the Spotify model was talked about in 2012 in the blog post. What was really interesting in that original – and the Spotify model then talks about 
kind of squads and tribes and guilds and chapters and so on and how in 2012 they had arranged their teams in groupings and how different people 
interacted. It’s been really valuable for lots of organizations to think about it in those terms, because it makes organizations think about boundaries, 
so kind of that implies software boundaries as well. It makes companies think about how much time they invest in things like cross-team learning, 
which is great for the guilds and so on. But there’s a warning in the original blog post, which says, “This is how we currently run things, but by the 
time you read this, it will have already changed.” So, the authors of that original Spotify model were already cautioning people not to follow it. So, 
what we found, and this is part of the reason why we wrote the book, Team Topologies, is that in organizations – so many organizations think that 
it’s just about how you arrange the structure of the teams to be successful. That’s all they think about. 
 
But they still find software delivery very awkward, or something’s not working properly. And what we realized when we were out there consulting 
and when we were looking at what other organizations had done as they were describing how the teams interacted, was that a really crucial aspect 
of effective software delivery at any kind of interesting scale or with any kind of interesting business domain, is how teams interact, how teams 
expect to interact with other teams. So, the Spotify model doesn’t really talk about that, and I think that’s probably deliberate, because they might 
be giving away the secret sauce, if you like. So, what we’ve done in the Team Topologies book is to distill down different ways that teams can 
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interact into just three ways – three different kind of team interactions. 
 
And the first one is collaboration, so this is, fairly straightforwardly, two teams working together but, crucially, working together for a defined period 
of time to solve a specific problem or to discover something new, because collaboration on an ongoing basis can be kind of either stressful or quite – 
it produces quite mental overhead and often can lead to awkwardness between the two teams, because they may be coming from two very 
different disciplines. Maybe one is kind of frontend software development, and one is kind of big data or something like that, and they don’t 
naturally fit. 
 
The second kind of interaction mode is consuming or providing something as a service, so we call it X as a service, and that’s where you’ve got a very 
clearly defined boundary. You got very clearly defined responsibilities, and if you’ve got the boundary right, then that kind of interaction can work 
very well. Obviously if you’ve got a boundary wrong when you’re trying to consume a service – a boundary that doesn’t work, then you’ve got a 
problem. And then you might need to go back to collaborating between the two teams to try and to find out where the boundary should be. 
 
The third interaction mode is strongly related to the enabling teams that we talked about before, which is a kind of facilitation mode, where one 
team is facilitating another team to do something more effectively. And by thinking carefully about what kind of interaction we should have with 
other teams, we can end up making the responsibilities much clearer between different teams. That’s going to produce better software architecture, 
because we know from Conway’s law that the structural architecture that we’re likely to produce is effectively a kind of mapping from the 
communication between teams. So, we’re likely to get a better, cleaner software architecture out of this. We’re also likely to get a better kind of 
relationship between different teams, because people understand why they’re having to collaborate with another team, or they understand why we 
should be consuming this thing as a service from another team. What we can see is organizations are doing this stuff really well have got some of 
these things in place, effectively. They’ve got a dynamic approach to organization structure, which is why we talk about organization dynamics. It’s 
not just about a structure; it’s about how teams interact, how teams change their interactions over time in order to solve different problems.  
 
And that’s a really key point, which is we’re not looking for a structure that’s fixed. We’re looking for some patterns of structure which kind of work 
well, and then we’re trying to sense whether the current structure is actually the right thing to use or whether you actually need to change the team 
interactions in order to, for example, discover a new approach or whether we need to kind of establish something as a service. So, we finished 
discovering how this new automation framework works, and now it’s time to actually have the platform provide that as a service back into the 
development teams. 

 
Mike Kavis: 
Yeah. It’s great, important topic, too, because what I’ve been preaching for a while is that you can always find enough smart people to build 
and deploy in the cloud, but to get cloud at scale within an organization we really have to tackle people on the process side. And your book is 
an important component of that. So, when can we expect this book to be out? 

 
Matthew Skelton: 
So, the book’s published in early September 2019. I think we’re scheduled to have some early copies at DevOps Enterprise Summit in London 
the 25th to the 27th of June. 

 
Mike Kavis: 
I can’t make that one. I have to send a spy in to steal me a copy but appreciate your time today. Also, where can we find you on Twitter? 
What’s your Twitter handle? 

 
Matthew Skelton: 
So, my Twitter handle is @MatthewPSkelton, and the book itself has got a Twitter handle, which is just @TeamTopologies. 

 
Mike Kavis: 
Awesome. Thanks for your time today. That’s our episode for Architecting the Cloud. You can find this and today’s show notes. Just head 
over to www.DeloitteCloudPodcast.com, where you can find more podcasts from me and my colleague Dave Linthicum just by searching for 
Deloitte on Cloud podcast on iTunes or wherever you get your podcasts. I’m your host, Mike Kavis. You can find me at Twitter, 
@madgreek65, or you can contact me directly via e-mail, MKavis@Deloitte.com. Thanks for listening today, and we’ll see you next time on 
Architecting the Cloud.  
 
Operator: 
Thank you for listening to Architecting the Cloud, part of the On Cloud Podcast with Mike Kavis. Connect with Mike on Twitter, LinkedIn, and 
visit the Deloitte On Cloud Blog at Deloitte.com/US/Deloitte-On-Cloud-Blog. Be sure to rate and review the show on your favorite podcast 
app.  
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