NEW MANAGEMENT ATTITUDES


	Many of the ideas expressed below have been taken from an article entitled "The New Boundaries of the 'Boundaryless' Company", published by Larry Hirschhorn and Thomas Gilmore in the May-June 1992 issue of the Harvard Business Review.�


The challenge to management


	In the new environment founded on innovation and change, one of the premier challenges of management is to design more flexible organizations.


	Companies (organizations) are replacing vertical hierarchies with horizontal or matrix networks; linking together traditional functions through interfunctional teams; and forming strategic alliances with suppliers, customers and even competitors.


	Managers are insisting that every employee understand and adhere to the company's strategic mission without distinction of title, function or task.


	The challenge is to modify the company so that it becomes a corporation without boundaries.  Such a company removes the barriers between traditional functions, recognizes that there is no distinction between internal (domestic) and external operations and ignores or erases group labels such as management, salaried or temporary, which get in the way of people working together. 


	After breaking down the boundaries that make organizations rigid and unresponsive, a new set of boundaries becomes important.


	These new boundaries are more psychological than organizational. They are not drawn on an organization chart but exist in the minds of management and employees.


	Because these new boundaries are so different from the traditional kind, they tend to be invisible to most managers.  YET KNOWING HOW TO RECOGNIZE THESE NEW BOUNDARIES AND USE THEM PRODUCTIVELY IS THE ESSENCE OF MANAGEMENT IN THE FLEXIBLE ORGANIZATION.�


Flexible work


	In the traditional agency, the hierarchy of occupational titles made manifest differences in power and authority. Independent functional departments coordinated pools of specialized expertise.


	That organizational structure was rigid but had the singular advantage that the roles of managers and employees within the structure were simple, clear and relatively stable.


	Company boundaries functioned like markers on a map.  By making clear who reported to whom and who was responsible for what, individual performance was coordinated and harnessed to the purposes of the company as a whole.


	The problem is that this traditional organizational map describes a world that no longer exists.  New technologies, fast-changing markets and global competition are revolutionizing business relationships.


	As companies blur their traditional boundaries to respond to this more fluid business environment, the roles that people play at work and the tasks they perform become correspondingly blurred and ambiguous.


	However, just because work roles are no longer defined by the formal organizational structure DOES NOT MEAN that differences in authority, skill, talent and perspective simply disappear.  Rather, such differences present both managers and employees with an added challenge.


	Everyone in a company now must figure out what kind of roles they need play and what kind of relationships they need to maintain in order to use those differences effectively in productive work.





Take the simple example of an ENGINEER on an interfunctional product design team.  To be an effective participant on the team, the engineer must play a bewildering variety of roles.  Sometimes he/she acts as a technical specialist to assess the integrity of the team's product design; at other times as a representative of the engineering department to make sure that engineering does not get saddled with too much responsibility while receiving too few resources; then again, in other situations he/she may act as a loyal team member to champion the team's work with his/her engineering colleagues.�
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How to know what role to play and when?�
�



Good working relationships are crucial to innovation, but they don't happen automatically


	In corporations without boundaries, creating the right kind of relationships at the right time is the key to productivity, innovation and effectiveness.


	But good working relationships don't happen automatically; they are not the simple product of good feelings, team spirit or hard work. In fact, opportunities for confusion and conflict abound in a flexible organization.


�
	Imagine a shop-floor worker and an engineer at a company trying to create a team environment.  The worker takes the company's commitment to team work seriously and, in an attempt to learn how and why product engineers make the decisions they do, asks an engineer to explain the criteria to be used to approve some design changes on a blueprint.


	The worker has focused on the task.  He wants to be the engineer's colleague, perhaps believing that together they can develop a new and more productive way to divide up the work.  Unfortunately the engineer hears the question not as a simple request for information but as an implicit attack on his authority. So he answers vaguely and dismissively, making it clear he doesn't think much of the worker's question.


	The worker feels put down and doesn't press his question.  But instead of trying to understand why the engineer reacted the way he did, he simply chalks up the response to the contempt that "elitist" engineers feel for "uneducated" blue-collar workers.


	WHAT HAS HAPPENED?





The engineer and the worker DON'T KNOW how to manage the psychological boundaries that order their relationship. During their interaction, they draw on a succession of distinctions -- between expert and novice, superior and subordinate, exploiter and victim.  The interaction that was intended to make them more effective colleagues only serves to separate them.  The result is a failed encounter and an unproductive relationship.�
�
	In fact, too much focus on eliminating old boundaries can cause managers to misunderstand their fundamental role in the flexible organization and believe that differences of authority, talent or perspective will no longer be a source of friction.


	Nothing could be further from the truth. As traditional boundaries disappear, establishing such differences becomes simultaneously more important and more difficult.  Flexibility depends on maintaining a creative tension among widely different but complementary skills and points of view.


	But this kind of creative tension does not come easily.  As the tasks, roles and outcomes of work become more uncertain, clashes of opinion and perspective become more lively.  If a team approaches a boundary that needs managing, such conflicts can be healthy and productive provided they are contained or bounded so that they don't become overwhelming.


	Managers in flexible organizations must therefore focus on boundary management, teaching people what new boundaries matter most, then how to recognize such boundaries in their relationships with others.  Finally, good boundary managers encourage employees to enact the right kinds of boundaries at the right time, just as a director helps talented actors to take up and perform the roles of a good play.�


Remapping organizational boundaries


	What psychological boundaries must managers pay attention to in a flexible and participative organization?


Four major psychological boundaries may be cited:


*	the "authority" boundary


*	the "task" boundary


*	the "political" boundary


*	the "identity" boundary


	Each is rooted in one of four dimensions common to all work experiences and can be recognized by the characteristic feelings it evokes.  If managers are attentive, they can use these feelings as a tool for effective management.


	This idea may be expressed as a manager's guide to the boundaries that matter and to the characteristic feelings which arise and must be turned to managerial advantage.


�



Boundary�
Key question�
Necessary tensions�
Typical positive feelings�
Typical negative feelings�
�
AUTHORITY�
Who is in charge of what?�
* How to lead but remain open to criticism


* How to follow but still challenge superiors�
Trustful��


Open�
Rigid��Rebellious


Passive�
�
TASK�
Who does what?�
* How to depend on others you don't control


* How to specialize yet understand other people's jobs�
Confident��


Competent��Proud�
Anxious��


Incompetent��Ashamed�
�
POLITICAL�
What's in it for us?�
* How to defend one's interests without undermining the organization


* How to differentiate between win-win and win-lose situations�
Empowered����


Treated fairly�
Powerless����


Exploited�
�
IDENTITY�
Who is - and isn't - "us"?�
* How to feel pride without devaluing others


* How to remain loyal without undermining outsiders�
Proud��


Loyal���Tolerant�
Distrusting���Contemp-tuous�
�
�The authority boundary


	Even in the most boundaryless company, some people lead and others follow, some provide direction while others have responsibility for execution.


	When managers and employees take up these roles and act as superiors and subordinates, they meet at the authority boundary.


This boundary poses the question: "Who is charge of what?"


	In most companies, that question used to be relatively easy to answer.  Those in authority were easy to identify.  Bosses issued orders and workers followed them. Management was primarily a matter of effective monitoring and control.


�
	In flexible horizontal organizations, issuing and following orders is no longer good enough.  The individual with the formal authority is not necessarily the one with the most up-to-date information about a business problem or customer need.  A manager may lead a quality team, for example, that includes not only his peers but also his boss.


	In such situations, subordinates face the far more complicated task of adequately informing their superiors and helping them to think clearly and rationally, even as they work to implement their superiors' request.


	Paradoxically, being an effective follower often means that subordinates have to challenge their superiors. After all, allowing superiors to act foolishly only undermines them.


	Managers need to take charge and to provide strong leadership, but in the process they must also remain open, even vulnerable, to criticism and feedback from below.  If subordinates need to challenge in order to follow, superiors must listen in order to lead.





In the new flexible, participative organization, subordinates must challenge to be able to follow (obey), while managers must listen in order to lead.�
�
	When superiors and subordinates work well together, both can play their respective roles.  Subordinates feel trusted by their superiors, and that feeling of trust frees them to exercise initiative at work.  Superiors feel simultaneously supported and challenged by their staffs, which allows them to lead.


	But when people don't work effectively at the authority boundary, other feelings predominate.  Subordinates who don't believe that their bosses trust them can become either rebellious or excessively dependent and cautious.  Similarly, superiors who are not challenged by their employees may feel invulnerable, as if they can do no wrong.  At the same time, the lack of support from their subordinates may make them suspicious and overcontrolling.
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The task boundary


	Work in complex organizations like telecommunication agencies require a highly specialized division of labour.  Yet the more specialized the work becomes, the harder it is to give people a sense of a common mission.


�
	This contradiction between specialized tasks and the need for shared purpose helps explain why teams have become such a popular form of work organization in recent years.  Teams provide a mechanism for bringing together people with different complementary skills and tying them to a single goal.


	But in order for teams to work, those involved must manage their relationships with the task boundary.  Here the critical question is "Who does what?".


	People in task relationships divide up the work they share and then coordinate their separate efforts so that the resulting product or service has integrity.


	In the traditional organization, managing task relationships was largely a matter of overseeing the formal interactions between departments.  But in the new team environment, people from all these areas are mixed together.


	Increasingly, individuals have to depend on others who have skills and resources they cannot control and often don't even understand.  To be effective, they CANNOT simply ignore the work of others.


	Indeed their own performance may depend directly on what their colleagues do.  So, while focusing primarily on their own task, they must also take a lively interest in the challenges and problems facing others who contribute in different ways to the final product or service.


	When task relationships with colleagues go well, people feel proud of their work, comfortable about their dependence on others, and confident that they have the resources and skills necessary to get the job done.


	But when a team has problems defining the task, dividing up responsibilities and apportioning resources, individual members begin to feel incompetent, unable to accomplish their work and sometimes ashamed of the job they have done.
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The political boundary


	Politics involves the interaction of groups with different interests and any large complex organization contains many such groups.


	These relationships can be extremely useful to senior managers, because they mobilize the different interests and perspectives that together add up to a comprehensive view of the entire situation.


	Political activity becomes detrimental only when people are unable to negotiate and bargain in productive ways and when they cannot define their interests broadly enough to discover mutually beneficial solutions.


	When managers meet at the political boundary, they view one another as members of distinct interest groups with different needs and goals.


	They pose the question: "What's in it for us?".  Then, by negotiating and bargaining with each other, they form coalitions to further their ends and develop strategies and tactics for advancing their interests.


	At the political boundary, people face the challenge of defending their interests without undermining the effectiveness and coherence of the organization as a whole.  They must try to distinguish between "win-lose" and "win-win" strategies.


	When groups in a company do this effectively, people tend to feel powerful. Staff members believe they are treated fairly and rewarded adequately.  But when political relationships go badly, members of a particular work group can feel unrecognized, unrepresented in important decisions, and exploited.
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The identity boundary


	The corporation without boundaries seems to offer employees a common identity.  In fact, people have a multitude of group identities at work. Sometimes these identities are a product of a particular occupation or professional culture; lawyers, engineers, software programmers, etc.


	Sometimes they are rooted in the local work group: the team, department or regional office.  And sometimes their origins are more personal, grounded in the individual's experience as a member of a particular race, nationality or religion.


	When people begin to think in terms of "us" versus "them", of their "in-group", as opposed to other "out-groups", they are engaged in a relationship at the identity boundary.


	Unlike the political boundary, which is about interests, the identity boundary is about values.  Put another way, the identify boundary raises the question: "Who is - and isn't - 'us'?"


	People acting at the identity boundary trust insiders but are wary of outsiders. Identify relationships are important because they tend to be extremely energizing and motivating.


	In a work place where effective performance increasingly depends on employee commitment to and engagement in the job, organizations need to tap this energy source and put it to productive use.


	But relationships at the identity boundary also run the risk of disrupting the broader allegiances necessary to work together.  For this reason, creating and supporting a sense of team spirit ("we are the best group") without devaluing the potential contribution of other groups is the real challenge of work at the identity boundary.


	When organizations strike this balance, people feel loyal to their own groups and also maintain a healthy respect for others.  But when team spirit is accomplished by contempt for others who don't share the same values or experience, identify relationships become extremely disruptive.





It is important to remember that these four psychological boundaries don't exist in isolation from one another. In any work experience, they interact dynamically.�
�



The authority vacuum


	Senior executives know that in the new business environment the old authoritarian style - management by control - no longer works.  Eager to encourage participation, team work and employee empowerment, managers assume they must give up their own authority. 


	But this decision has a paradoxical result.  When managers abdicate authority, they CANNOT structure participation or team work effectively, which makes it impossible for their subordinates to be productive.


	In the case of the unsuccessful team, the authority vacuum is filled by excessive group cohesion. In other cases, teams respond to the authority vacuum by becoming passive. Instead of suppressing their differences and conflicts, team members are paralyzed by them.


	Because there is no strong authority to contain the inevitable tensions that increased participation necessarily generates, subordinates quite rightly believe that any conflicts will remain unresolved.  They therefore dig in to protect their patch and the conflicts become politicized. Since the senior executive is psychologically absent, people feel there is no court of last resort, no guarantor to ensure that decisions will be fair. An authority is required to act as decision�maker when serious disagreements arise.�


	Authority within a flexible matrix agency is exercised not on the basis of control but on understanding and containment.


	In other words, understanding and containment of the conflicts and anxieties which interrupt productive work.  Managers need to be present with their subordinates in precisely that way, ready to solve conflicts that cannot be handled by the team and willing to absorb the anxieties peculiar to working in an uncertain and risky environment.


	When managers can do that and use their personal skills to get people to work, extraordinary results can be achieved even in extremely difficult situations.
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