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			“We need a new way of thinking to solve the problems caused by the old way of thinking”.

			

			Albert Einstein
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			THE AUTHORS

			We have known each other a long time; we met back in the early 1980s at Uppsala University.

			Our opinions on most things were diametrically opposed and no one could ever have imagined that we would work together.

			But as the years went by and our experiences grew, we discovered a dynamism and creativity in our discussions.

			We both have a passionate interest in the development of working life, including organisation, leadership and human resource management. Over the years, this has been expressed in hundreds of blog spots, trend forecasts to thousands of subscribers, and various articles in the Swedish trade media.

			In addition, we are exceptionally early risers. The contents of this publication are the result of hundreds of early morning discussions. The ideas and observations presented here have been thrashed around and mulled over from Magnus’s predominantly practical perspective and Kjell’s more theoretical approach. Despite (or thanks to) the fact that we still never really agree, a common outlook has emerged.

			By now, our ideas have been presented to thousands of managers in all types of trades, organisations and businesses. Discussing our ideas with them has given us support and inspiration, as well as endless corrections to our lines of argument.

			We would especially like to thank Kristian Borglund, journalist; Claes       Norrhede, SEKO (Swedish Union for Service and Communications Employees); Bengt Blomberg, Swedish Transport Administration; Per-Olof Pettersson, Swedish Prison and Probation Service; Marie-Christine Taylor, KRUS (Swedish Council for Strategic Human Resources Development); Jan Löwstedt, Stockholm University; Åsa Lundquist Coey, Outstanding Leadership; Mona Gafvelin, Noden; Ann Fagraeus and Eva Sundman, HR-akuten, for their shrewd advice. And, of course, Emilie Lindström, Noden, who has moved the work forward in an excellent and commendable way.

			In addition, we have received a great number of viewpoints during the writing process via Facebook and Twitter, for which we are also very grateful!

			Many thanks also to our favourite translator Maria Morris. And, not least, to Professor Chris Brewster, Geoff Fordham, John Lloyd and Dr David Cowley for their valuable comments.

			Magnus Dalsvall

			Since finishing my academic studies in 1983, I have spent more than 25 years working as HR manager/director in different companies and organisations. My positions have included HR manager at Scandinavian Airlines, HR director at BP Sweden, HR manager at Telia Data, HR director at the Swedish Defence Materiel Administration (FMV), and HR manager at Solna Municipality. In 2007, I started HR-akuten, and since then I lecture and give advice alongside my work as an outsourced HR manager. I also contribute to the Swedish HRM debate through blogs at the HR Society. In 2008, I was elected HR Visionary of the Year in Sweden.

			

			magnus.dalsvall@hr-akuten.se www.hr-akuten.se

			Facebook:   http://www.facebook.com/HRakuten

			Twitter: @mdalsvall

			Blogs: http://www.dalsvall.se

			Kjell Lindström

			Following a period as researcher and lecturer at Uppsala University in the 1980s, I have continued to work at the interface between academia, ideas development and practice. In 1996, Noden was set up, and since then I have worked by lectures, training and business development programmes in all types of companies and organisations. Over the years, I have been responsible for a wide range of qualified leadership development programmes at various institutes, companies and public administrations. I have increasingly focused on Business Intelligence, expressed through reports, articles and columns, including the weekly environment scanning newsletter noden trender (‘noden trends’) which has been circulated to subscribers since 2006.

			

			kjell.lindstrom@noden.se www.noden.se

			Facebook: www.facebook.com/nodentrender 

			Twitter:  @kjelllindstrom

			Noden trender: http://noden.se/produkter/noden-trender
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			INTRODUCTION

			This is not a textbook. It is a handbook of ideas and discussions on issues that are central to organisations, managers, employees and HRM.

			In the best of worlds, businesses and organisations are effective and productive environments where both employees and managers thrive, are challenged and develop. Clients and owners are satisfied and the operation is efficient. The business has an active and sound interest in society and the world around it.

			Unfortunately, we see many examples of the opposite. Increasing change fatigue within organisations, managerial roles that are becoming less and less attractive, and the fact that young people and immigrants can’t get work at all. We would like to argue that this is because we’re stuck in an old paradigm. A paradigm that generates a destructive mind trap when it collides with reality and with how modern organisations actually look and function.

			We want to point to a new, more realistic and forward-looking approach to organisation, leadership and human resource management.
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			THIS BOOK IS AIMED AT...

			

			anyone who is interested in worklife development, business intelligence, and issues of organisation, leadership and the future. But above all business leaders, managers, HRM, and consultants engaged in HRM, organisation and leadership issues and, also students of HRM.

			OUTLINE

			

			Chapter 1 is about how we already have a basic organisational view in our genes, which constitutes the basis for our thinking – often subconscious and unspoken – and our expectations on how organisations should look and function.

			

			Chapter 2 describes the emergence of today’s dynamic organisational landscape.

			

			In Chapter 3 we show how the conflict between our subconscious expectations and the reality of the organisational landscape has created a mind trap.

			

			Chapter 4 focuses on the often recurring frustrations in our day-to-day work and discussions on organisation, leadership and what it means to go to work today.

			

			In Chapter 5 we present a number of tips for those who have been caught in the mind trap.

			

			In Chapter 6 we demonstrate how the mind trap can be avoided through a more realistic view of the distinctive nature and advantages of the organisational landscape.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER ONE

			IN THE GENES

			It seems that we already have a basic, fundamental idea in our genes of how organisations are constructed. An idea that generates perspectives, assumptions and prejudices that we perhaps don’t think too much about, but which dominates us more than we know.

			We are talking about the idea of a hierarchical organisation.

			The word ‘hierarchy’ is derived from the Greek hieros archos, with the approximate meaning divine order. According to this order you become – for example, if you are promoted as manager – more ‘divine’ the higher you go in the system. There are fewer people, the higher the level, giving the organisation a pyramid shape. A hierarchy is also built on several other assumptions. The top of the pyramid is assumed to contain both a power and information advantage, something which is accepted by the rest of the pyramid who therefore follow the decisions made by the top.

			Many people believe that this idea of how an organisation functions is a timeless natural law; and that when a number of people work together, it is inevitable that a system of leaders and led will emerge.

			Hierarchy is sometimes associated with blind exercise of power. Robert Michels (1915) formulated the iron law of oligarchy, which says that having once tasted power you are loathe to relinquish it. But there are also completely different descriptions. A hierarchy is something that ‘flourishes’ and offers guidance and meaning, which other people like to follow. Or as an ideal, to counteract, for example, arbitrariness or nepotism.

			For millennia, hierarchy as an idea was unchallenged. The Church adopted a hierarchical order with few levels. Priest, Bishop, Archbishop, Pope, God.

			The military organisation also adopted hierarchical forms with insignia, uniforms and titles to mark rank. Corporal, major, colonel and general – all subordinate to the king.

			Since it was believed that work at the top required more thinking and wisdom, systems of reward were worked out accordingly. It was only natural that those at the top of the organisation earned more than those at the bottom.

			The emergence of industrialisation in the 19th century tested organisational thinking. How would you actually tackle the enormous challenge of building up an industrial society? There was a need for creating systems that were better and more efficient and profitable than before. The great uncertainty paved the way for new organisational ideas and solutions.

			  In the early part of the 20th century, three key persons appeared who had an enormous impact on the development of the modern organisation. They were the American F.W. Taylor (1920) with his ideas about the horizontal and vertical division of work, which resulted in assembly lines, time and motion studies and civil engineers. 

			Then there was the German sociologist Max Weber (1905), who with his ideas about the principles of rational organisation gave us high-ranking officials and bureaucracy. Finally, we have the Frenchman Henri Fayol (1923), whose ideas about management resulted in the line and staff organisation.

			All these thinkers expanded and developed the assumption that the basic organisational order was hierarchical. This meant that the pyramidal thinking, its models and concepts, held an iron grip on how industry, administrations and idealistic organisations were shaped. Also the legal systems and the basis for employer responsibility were later founded on hierarchy as a basic model.

			In Sweden, the hierarchical principles played a highly important role. Firstly, the country became characterised by large organisations. ‘Sweden – the country of big industry, big public sector and big unions’.

			Secondly, Sweden was built on a great belief in the positive effects of hierarchical thinking. The report Democracy and Power in Sweden, (SOU 1990:44) describes the principles of the so called Swedish model as follows: belief in the strong/good society; universalism; rule by experts; corporatism; centralisation; conflict resolution in the labour market; centralised collective bargaining;  historic compromise; culture of consensus and the idea of full employment.

			All these principles were based on the idea that large-scale systems, central government and planned redistribution of wealth would make the country function. The whole society was a tribute to hierarchy as a basic idea; a society populated by large organisations which followed the same pyramidal logic.

			The organisational thinking by countless generations has thus been formed by hierarchical principles and manifestations. It’s not so strange that the basic idea of hierarchy has become something of an organisational gene that still governs our expectations.
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			Hierarchy as seen in the classical line and staff organisation – our organisational DNA?

			Ask children what a boss is, and they will know! Then ask them what an HRM business partner, a  process owner or a controller do.  Most likely, they’ll have no idea. The usage of organisational language is something that we already have in our genes.

			Expectations play a large role in our thinking and for our norms. Most of us probably have ideas about e.g. how a manager should be and act. If the manager’s behaviour and attitude disagree with our expectations, we become frustrated.

			It is because of these expectations that we still seem to believe that today’s organisations are good hierarchies with the following qualities:

			

			- A clear centre of power 

			- Stable inner structure 

			- Careers always move upwards

			- Higher levels supervise lower levels 

			- Higher level = fewer people

			- Only acceptance of the organisation’s own goals 

			- Clear boundaries to the outside world

			- Responsibility/ authority is tied to position. Communication takes place via superiors.

			- (From Johnsson 1995: Hierarkiernas harakiri (‘The Harakiri of Hierarchies’)

			

			The problem is that organisations no longer look like this. Our expectations prevent us from applying new knowledge of complex structures, decision making and how people develop. Instead, we try to solve new problems using old knowledge and experience. We solve the problem correctly, but it’s the wrong problem.

			In the next chapter, we will describe the challenge facing our organisational gene – the emergence of the organisational landscape.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER TWO

			THE ORGANISATIONAL LANDSCAPE

			If you are to believe influential organisational researchers such as the American James D. Thomson (1967) and the Swede Sven-Erik Sjöstrand (1980), a basic task for all organised systems is to deal with internal and external uncertainties. Uncertainty creates feelings of lack of control and overview. In an effort to handle these feelings, you introduce reorganisation, skills development, change visions and goals, redistribute power, and move people between different positions. Most things that happen in organisations can therefore be explained as a reaction to uncertainty.

			During different periods, dominating organisational ideas can be understood by the various ways of trying to tackle uncertainty caused by the political, social, technological and environmental developments of the day.

			In the early 1970s, we had the oil crisis. For many people, this meant the end of the belief in continuous growth and infinite resources on earth. In the turmoil caused by this momentous international issue, another highly important change took place almost unnoticed. We more or less slipped into what is called the service society. In the early part of the 1970s, Swedish statistics show that more people worked in the service sector than in the previously dominant industrial sector. 

			Some people saw the signs. One of them was the American writer Alvin Toffler, who in the book ‘Future Shock’ (1970) said that stability would disappear and that society would become complex and heterogeneous.

			This dramatic prediction did not lead to any big revolutions within organisational thinking, until the early 1980s.

			Toffler (1982) presented his celebrated theory about societal development. The First Wave agricultural society, gave way to the Second Wave industrial society. According to Toffler, the Third Wave service, knowledge or information society would place completely new demands on organisations, leadership and co-workers.

			At the same time, the concept of service management was introduced. Nordic researchers gained international acclaim for their ideas about how a more customer and market oriented approach would be designed. Keeping the customer in focus was a tough nut to crack in the established organisational paradigm. A book which directly attacked hierarchical thinking was published in Scandinavia, Jan Carlzon’s (1984) ‘Riv pyramiderna’ (English title: Moments of Truth). It became an international success and led to an unprecedented wave of decentralisation.

			The hitherto prevailing ideas of stability and security were if anything, linked to rigidity and reactionary thinking. The new concepts were flexibility, change and speed. Businesses and administrations resolutely moved responsibility and authority closer to the customer, and organisations became flatter.

			The question of how to actually organise in a more market-oriented way became critical. With increased insecurity, organisations were at a loss and tried to find new solutions. This, in turn, led to an exploding consultancy market in the USA and Europe with suggestions of new organisational solutions from all directions.

			Learning organisation, dream organisation, doughnut organisation, adhocracy and cluster are just a few examples of new organisational panaceas that were believed to meet the requirements of the new society.

			This flow of ideas together with a lively debate created openings for testing new forms of organisations. The ideas about matrix organisation were introduced in the 1970s; the project form gained a foothold in the 1980s; and standardisations became increasingly common in the 1990s; IT and the language of systems caught on and in its wake came network thinking.

			In the early 2000s, the process organisation, lean production and the idea of continuous improvement (see e.g. Liker 2009) raised hopes that the new ‘patent solution’ had finally been found. A solution that would, once and for all, replace the line-staff organisation and solve all problems with customer orientation, flexibility and resource utilisation. Here was an idea reminiscent of classic management ideas on rationality, simplicity and control.

			Decades of testing new organisational forms have resulted in an increased internal complexity within our businesses and administrations. The new forms of organisation have not replaced previous ones but remain in different combinations.

			A modern organisation is therefore no longer a simple hierarchy. It is a complicated mixture of different forms of organisation, each with their own people with different ideas on power, information channels, meetings and agendas.

			We see that an organisational landscape has emerged where the line and staff organisation is accompanied by matrixes, processes, standardisations, IT-systems, projects, informal or professional networks and various types of change management.
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			The organisational landscape - a complex mix of different organisational forms.

			

			Here follows a brief presentation of the organisational forms and their characteristics:

			

			Type of organisation 1: Line and staff organisation  

			Shaping and structuring a company in terms of line management and their staff is the classic and still the absolutely most common way of organising the activities within a company, especially large and medium sized businesses. This organisational form is based on hierarchy, not least the military way of trying to bring order to management structures, control and commands to achieve integrated actions towards a common goal.

			

			The focus for this form of organisation is power and information structures.

			

			Type of organisation 2: Matrix organisation

			The matrix organisation had its breakthrough in the 1970s and 1980s. The basic idea was to create sections where decision makers’ functional areas of responsibility cross.

			Since managers were thus forced to discuss with each other and agree, the idea was that this would lead to better, more creative and more supported decisions with a better overall view.

			

			The focus for this form of organisation is decision making.

			

			Type of organisation 3: Process organisation 

			The idea of trying to bring order to production is as old as industrialisation itself. Early thinkers such as Adam Smith described in ‘The Wealth of Nations’ (1776) how the manufacturing of pins could increase many times over by division and specialisation of labour.

			The basis of this thinking is to divide the flow of activities involved in the entire production process, i.e. from raw materials/components to the finished product, into small parts. Each part can then be developed, monitored and refined. You can also develop the system as a whole, the dependency on support functions, etc., in order to achieve as rational a production process as possible. One example of a classic process organisation was the assembly line, ‘Fordism’. Today, we more often talk about ‘lean production’.

			

			The focus for this form of organisation is productivity.

			Type of organisation 4: Standardisation 

			Standardisation and regimentation have been important strategies for many organisations in recent years. Different ways of reducing the scope for local solutions have been seen as a strategy for coordinating expectations on the brand and simplifying control and follow-up.

			Some standardisation develops naturally, but some of it is purchased on an expanding market. The clearest example is ISO certification*, where organisations can buy authorisation from external players to show that they are running quality ensured processes (see Brunsson & Jacobsson, 1998).

			

			The focus for this form of organisation is uniformity and control.

			* ISO = International  Standard  Organisation

			Type of organisation 5: IT systems

			All modern organisations have become dependent on IT systems for handling information in all conceivable ways. This has led to IT systems developing their own organisation with specific norms, rules, attitudes and other cultural expressions. 

			

			The focus for this form of organisation is the different information flows within organisations.

			

			Type of organisation 6: Projects

			Typically, a project is believed to have a time limit and a specific purpose. This creates expectations of overview, focus, control and results.

			

			The focus for this form of organisation is time-limited tasks.

			

			Type of organisation 7: Networks

			Networks received a great deal of attention in the 1990s, when they were presented as an alternative to traditional hierarchies and steering forms. By developing cross-border relationships, there was a desire to create synergy effects by way of faster information flows, knowledge exchange, and the breaking of traditional power structures.

			

			The focus for this form of organisation is information exchange, generation of ideas and informal influence.

			

			

			Type of organisation 8: Change

			An organisation is constantly changing. Many changes can be described as ‘adjustments’. That is when co-workers/work-teams discover that something is not working well and simply ‘fix it’.

			Another type is top-down change. This includes more sweeping developments, often for strategic reasons. Change management has its own goals, people in power and structures, and can therefore be regarded as a separate organisational form.

			

			The focus for this form of organisation is development.

			

			The mix of organisational forms described above means that a business can be regarded from a number of different perspectives, depending on which position and outlook you have in the system.

			Based on Michel’s reasoning (see above) there are further complications, since ‘the iron law of oligarchy’ can lead to local, internal power struggles. These are handled more or less wisely in the meeting between different organisational forms.

			Organisation is often defined as ‘a number of people who carry out different activities in a coordinated way to achieve a common goal’. Politics has a completely different definition: ‘to act on an arena together with players who have explicitly different goals. In this respect, the organisational landscape becomes a ‘political arena’.

			We have presented the organisational landscape at countless lectures,          seminars and workshops, for thousands of managers in all possible types of     operations. So far, we have not heard any other reaction than ‘this is just how our organisation looks’!

			It is apparent that the organisational reality today is far removed from the idea of a simple hierarchy. And if reality doesn’t agree with the map – could it be that the map is wrong?

			TO CONCLUDE

			In this chapter, we have described how the organisational landscape has emerged and what it comprises. The next chapter deals with how the idea we inherited about the good hierarchy collides with real life’s organisational landscapes, thus creating a mind trap.
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