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Abstract

This paper seeks to deepen the understanding cdgearent practices adopted by organizations chaizede
by significant levels of participation and influendrom their employees. Based on the assumptionttiea
successful utilization of such practices is circtansal, a conceptual framework is proposed idgimigf the
essential elements that should be dynamically atigo allow organizational success in the long tédifferent
types of work & participation practices — that arfsom the adoption of the dimensions locus of kieolge and
locus of power — support the reasoning on how ignathese elements and, consequently, how to lead t
organizational renewal and survival in the long.run

Key words: work and participation practices; dynamic cagtéd; human resource management; intellectual
capital; organization ambidexterity.
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F. de Biazzi 40

Introduction

The pursuit of dynamic capabilities (Harreld, O'Rei& Tushman, 2007, p. 24) that lead to
sustainable growth and long-term survival has lhberfocus of several recent studies, and reaching
them is a dream — or a nightmare — for those imtapagement positions. Individuals and teams — and
their different kinds of arrangements — can be saeman important part of the equation: high
performance working teams, collaboration, decemafbn, autonomy, and empowermeate
frequently presented as paths to reach such céjmsbilThese paths do not develop at random, leut ar
due mainly to two trends that have been transfagmwork throughout decades: (a) an increasingly
educated workforce, capable and eager to learncantinuously develop; and (b) technological
development that, after substantially diminishingnmal work at companies and significantly
increasing productivity, has drastically reducede tltost of processing information and
communications. Today people can make specificritutions with high intellectual contents, and
individuals and teams also emerge as essentiatsaf®ethe creation of value and work more
efficiently in more collaborative and informal orgzational arrangements (Pfeffer, 1998). In theesam
direction, new information technologies make it mopossible and desirable to attain more
decentralized and empowerams of work organization (Malone, 2004).

However, the reality of current management prastidees not necessarily point toward this
trend. Empirical evidence — as summarized by thetr€efor Decision Making Studies of the
Tavistock Institute — reveals a limitation to tlewels of participation and influence non-managerial
functions have in organizations (Heller, 1998a)eik\earlier studies, such as those of Locke and
Schweiger (1990), have already shown that the afficof participative solutions is strongly
dependent on other contextual factors — not ordigrtelogy — and that they do not necessarily lead to
more efficiency.

These apparent contradictions indicate that higaeels of participation and engagement,
although more desirable and possible than evemeiteer simple paths, nor immediately applicable
to the various organizational situations. 50 yesags, Drucker (1999) introduced the concept of the
knowledge workerin order to define well-prepared and sophisticallijycated individuals capable of
making specific contributions with high intellectusontent. Only 10 years ago, the same Drucker
(1999) asserted that the main challenge to be fagede managers of the 21st century would be how
to increase the productivity of these much bettepared workers, immerged in situations of higher
technological content. Similarly, Welch (2005, p) binderscored the need to give “voice and dignity”
to individuals and call on managers to bring “eviergin into the game”. Adler, Heckscher and Prusak
(2011, p. 97) argued that long-term success dependshared purpose, an ethic of contribution,
processes that enable people to work in a flexablé disciplined way and culture and practices “in
which collaboration is valued and rewarded”.

And what should we do to engage, to focus peogleésgy on making significant contributions,
to have them working collaboratively, and to ta&al mdvantage of participation in order to survive
the long run? Parker, Wall and Cordery (2001, 2)43iggest that a conceptual framework should
describe the relationships among work “characiesistrelevant factors, results, mechanisms, and
contingences”. This paper aims to identify and shimvinter-relations among the key elements for the
attainment of the appropriate equation for levdlawonomy and participation of individuals and
teams in organizations. Following this perspectitie, author proposes that competences, motivation,
work & participation practices, human resource @e8, technology, and culture be seen in an
integrated and systems-thinking perspective, a powelynamic way of comprehension still
underutilized by organizations (Ackoff, 2006).

The main premise adopted here is that — if worked tonsistent and systemic mode — these
elements are capable of leading organizationsgbehilevels of competitiveness and adaptation — or
borrowing a remark from O’Reilly and Tushman (20f1,19), allowing organizations “to survive in
the face of change”. Thus, an organization’s sucdepends on the dynamic adjustment among its
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Intellectual Capital and Organizational Renewal 41

work organization practices and people managemeictigs, its technological choices and the

predominant modes of behavior and relationship @mité components and culture. These same
organization and management tools need to be apgie consistent when we look at each individual,
with their unique features in terms of skills amdgj@agement, that is, competences and motivation.

The Elements of the ‘Triple Scull’ Framework

The engagement of and the opportunity for eachviddal to contribute to the organization
occur, first of all, in the interaction with oneiramediate superior, in responsibilities that austied to
him/her, within the scope and autonomy given fom/hier to perform these tasks, and in the
subsequent possibility for learning and growingtiBthe employee and superior are responsible for
the dynamics to be established, but undoubtedlydleeand capacity to control the situation are Imuc
more in the hands of those in a higher positiothénhierarchy.

Individual performance and its management do nppéa in an empty or inert environment. If
the performance of tasks and functions dependsthiren skills and motivations, the ways in which
individuals interact with their colleagues and thteinsic content of these same tasks also depand o
two conditions given by the organization and ovéicl individuals have little impact: technological
bases and cultural bases. On one hand, the altemdhbat will make sense in a certain situatiol wi
depend on the limitations or possibilities resugtifrom the technological choices made by the
organization; for example, a given automatic cadtribution software adopted in a call center. Om t
other hand, the relationships between individuald their immediate superiors, peers and other
colleagues will be guided by the values, objectaed beliefs shared by this group of people, and by
the level of trust in the organization in genepalrticularly in the immediate manager and spedlfica
among peers. Individual and group perform accortbnpe very unique features of each organization,
based on its technological choices and on the sahared by its members.

Last, an organization that wants to extract whésest from its employees will then need to not
only build skills in its managers for them to balarabilities and motivations with individual tasksit
also to establish convenient Work & Participatiaadiices and introduce the application of Human
Resource Policies consistent with these same peactindividuals need to be managed respecting
their competences and motivations. In turn, teams$ @reas need to have their processes — and
management policies — organized so as to enableotitébutions and engagement of individuals and
groups of individuals. Thus, the organization \aiBo need to establish these practices and polities
a systematic and integrated fashion, which wiltpe performance and management of individuals
and the cultural and technological bases upon wihietiunctioning of the organization lies.

Thus, building an organization in which individuadsd teams’ work enable it to successfully
exploit mature business and explore new ones esgjufa) the management of tasks, capacities and
motivations at the individual level; (b) the desighWork & Participation Practices and defining
Human Resources Policies consistent among thenssedwel (c) consistent with the technological
choices and characteristics of the processes éptbduction of goods, services and/or information,
and that are also aligned with the shared valuegpagsals, beliefs, and behaviors. By selecting and
combining these elements, the author has develiyaddiple Scull Framework (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The Triple Scull Framework.
Source: Elaborated by the author.

Although a real triple scull boat does not exisis representation can help us to understand the
mechanics of creating sustainable competitive adgaidynamic capabilities: (a) at individual level
there is interaction between motivation and compeds, forming the first line of oars; (b) at the
organizational level there are the influences dtuce and technology, the third line of oars; (T)he
middle, the second line of oars operates the #atiom between the individual and the organizationa
levels, presenting the practices and policies.rtteoto succeed, however, the harmonization must
involve all six oars, forming a consistent, cohé¢ramd dynamically adjusted set of elements. The six
elements form the basis for the execution of argsteategy, and the “scull” points at the “strategi
insight”, as it is defined by Harreld, O’'Reilly affdishman (2007, p. 29), that sets an overall doect
by considering goals, the understanding of custonemds, competitor moves and technological
developments, innovation focus and business de@gstomer selection, value proposition, value
capture and scope of activities).

Competences

The first element to be considered — when seekirigdrease individual contribution and have
individuals strongly dedicated not only to work,tho its improvement and to the solution of
problems — is one’s competence. Competence canderstood as a set of individual experiences and
skills. The need for skill building will be greaterhen the level of complexity of the task or of
“operational uncertainty” is higher; that is, whéime understanding of the causes, effects and
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interdependences among the different parts of dustive process or system are more difficult to
identify (Wall, Cordery, & Clegg, 2002, p. 159).

Competence — as the remaining elements that coenived riple Scull Framework — is at the
same time a requirement (antecedent) for participaand a consequence of it. Participation has a
positive effect on personal development and onattiuisition of cognitive, social, self-regulatory,
and also technical competences, whether directhte@ to the function of the individual or not
(Wilpert, 1998). On the other hand, someone’s idaad initiatives will only be effective if
competences are previously developed. In the abseha minimum level of experience and skills,
any work situation that gives voice and autonomyindividuals carries a high risk of making
contributions insignificant, or even becoming acgp#or “non-authentic” participation, with the sole
intention of “simulating” higher levels of engagemeand participation (Heller, 1998b, p. 153). The
principle that should guide the adoption of papitive solutions was called “skill match” by Frank
Heller (Wilpert, 1998, p. 46), meaning a conveniealance between skills and experiences, and the
complexity of attributions and responsibilities weggd by participative practices.

Motivation

Skill match itself already represents a drive ia threction of greater motivation. Excessively
simple or excessively complex tasks lead individuatspectively, to boredom or to high levels of
anxiety (Ulrich, 1997). A convenient definition dfallenge and achievement in terms of work content
— and of responsibility, growth and the recognitassociated to them — is a powerful motivational
leverage, a fact widely acknowledged as from theka@f Herzberg (1968) and more recently
reinforced by Amabile and Kramer (2011). Then, whi@nking about engaging and enabling people,
a balance of the competences offered by individaaésthose required by their work or their supsrior
is absolutely essential. Ideally, when the contihtvork allows not only the use, but also the
significant development of skills, the level offditilty of tasks or of participation in improvement
and problem solving should have moderate and gfazhanges, because individuals tend to react
negatively when exposed to major leaps in thereliewof autonomy and responsibility (Heller, 1998a).

This first set of two key elements (the first lineoars in the scull boat) — competences and
motivation — operates basically at the individualdl, and when conveniently weighed, comprises
double interaction dynamics, a virtuous circle thmaty lead to successive cycles of learning through
the development of skills to execute the task, alsd skills to act in improvement and problem-
solving activities and, consequently, leading tevrievels of performance. The managerial role is
essential for building this weighting or balanae this field in particular, as underscored by Rfeff
what is true is more important than what is nevefflef & Sutton, 2006): the guidance for successful
managerial action were very well detailed in thedelaleveloped and improved by Hersey, Blanchard
and Johnson (2000, p. 189). Competences and motiyaiamed by them as “skills and will”, should
be worked to take individuals to a state of reasknend it is the role of the manager to read the
situation in terms of competences brought on bfhbissubordinates, their level of motivation orlwil
and the complexity of tasks. The levels of indiabdautonomy and contribution should be greater
when the skills and motivation of specific suboedés are also greater.

Technology

Along the 20th century, the increase in the maaket organization complexity transformed the
predominance of manufacturing work into clericaldaservice functions. At the same time,
technological development transformed manufactuvilogk though mechanization and automation,
while clerical and service activities have beeorggty modified by automation and computerization.
In the manufacturing environment, the growing awttiamn ultimately transferred product processing
to automatic machines and transformed workerssystem controllers(Kern & Schulmann, 1992).

In this scenario, automation led to a reconfigoratif roles and more autonomous and complex
activities by workers, who then became respondilmananeuvers, equipment reconfigurations, and
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order sequencing, which freed engineers and masagertest new products and processes
(Hirschhorn, Noble, & Rankin, 2001). Strongly autded environments demand high levels of skills
and experience from operators, under the risk ofipgomising the performance of the production
system as a whole. As pointed out before by AdI8BR?, p. 5), “the absence of skills, rather than th

excess of skills, has proven to be the most conynfmind hurdle in automation projects”. More

recently, Adler and Chen (2011) found that congtems are compatible with creativity and

intrinsic motivation.

In functions related to non-manufacturing actigtietypically clerical processes, service
rendering, consulting, and the full range of tasikat fit into the concept oknowledge work
(Drucker, 1999), not only automation, but mainljormation technology has been the variable with
the greatest impact on organization alternativestha forms in which individuals can contribute or
participate in decision making. Particularly, lowgr communication costs are feeding many people
with enough information to make decisions by thduese generating quality decisions, creativity and
flexibility (Malone, 2004).

The intensive use of information technology hasordy permitted companies to develop new
forms of generating ideas and alternatives for lgrabsolving and decision making, but has also
allowed the emergence of new businesses and nevws whycollecting and coordinating the
contributions of different people. It has also apetthe possibility for these contributions to comae
only from employees, but also from customers anthbes of their communities, in processes built
by collective intelligence(Malone, 2004) orcrowdsourcing (Liberty & Spector, 2009). Although
these are very recent phenomena — based on thiisioms of Thomas Malone — it is already possible
to say that the success in the intensive use ofrirdtion technology to involve people in innovasipn
improvements, and decision making relies on theesiadividual levers that support performance in
any form of organization and participation: motisatand competences.

Different types of production processes, in a wagt is very independent from the issue of
automation or the use of information technologysoalkarry different levels of uncertainties,
instabilities, intensities of unpredictable eversd, consequently, opportunities for standardnati
and task prescription. The nature of a productimiesn can limit the feasibility of participationdn
organization choices(Trist, 1981) must be made in order to reach al lof joint-optimization
(Heller, 2001). For instance, flow production sys$e(like automobile assembly lines) generate
necessarily limited and repetitive tasks, limitihg forms through which workers can contribute and
solve problems. On the other hand, continuous geieg technologies, as in the chemical and pulp &
paper industries, with high occurrence of eventd imstabilities, demand an intensification of the
interaction between operators and an integratignirser-relationship between tasks.

The kind and the intensity of mechanization, autimnaand computerization in a given
production process of goods, services or infornmatiwill strongly determine the intrinsic
characteristics of employees’ tasks, with impacperformance and motivation. Technology emerges,
in short, as a variable that enables or hindefferéifit forms of contribution and participation. The
understanding of its nature or characteristicshentessential for different Work & Participation
Practices to be consistently chosen and permibdéisé possible use of individual contributions and a
greater will for engagement by these same individua

Culture

“Culture influences the company’s way of being aothg things... cultural practices can guide
and uphold the development of certain competentegeiriment of others” (Fleury, 2009, p. 12).
Innovation, adaptation capacity, and survival imayic environments call for creativity, speed and
quality in answers and solutions. These, in turepeshd on the engagement, collaboration and
integration between the members that form teamagdidition to a high level of trust between them,
managers, and the organization. This calls for é@emunication, the possibility of making mistakes,
transparence in objectives and purposes, the puosuconsensus, influence based on technical
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competence and on knowledge, and the acceptarite afievitable conflicts in dealing with change
and innovation. In short, as authors like LikerdaBennis said around 50 years ago, individual
participation and contribution need to be nouristyddemocratic values to produce results and
differentiated performance (Likert, 1961; SlateB&nnis, 1964). These democratic values, translated
into common operation assumptions and principlesnvelving workers and managers — are
fundamental for innovations to survive and probter(Schein, 1996).

Another component of the organizational culturet tsafundamental for the engagement of
individuals is an unmistakable consistence of psegoand attitudes in the long term, which
encompasses a commitment, without exceptions, eathblished and agreed-upon rules (Galford &
Drapeau, 2003). This consistence also emanates droobjectivist ethics stand of the managers
(Locke, 2006). Managers’ behaviors should alwaysish sense of justice, a veracity of what is said,
keeping agreements and promises and respectingidodis — their intrinsic value and their
contributions to the organization (Clawson, 200B)s also important that consistence occurs across
all managerial layers (O'Reilly, Caldwell, Chatm&apiz, & Self, 2010).

And this consistence leads to a connection withsa but essential element that enables and
involves people: trust. “Trust is a belief, segyriand positive expectation that emerges inside a
community in which behaviors are regular, honest enllaborative — based on rules shared by the
members of that community” (Fukuyama, 1995, p. Z@ompanies can't innovate, respond to
changing stakeholder needs, or function efficientijess people have access to relevant, timely and
valid information. It's thus the leader’s job toeate systems and norms that lead to a culture of
candor” (O'Toole & Bennis, 2009, p. 56). It onlywddops in a reciprocal way, through personal
contacts and by knowing the other — which meansftrans of distant collaboration, supported by
information technology, usually require a high legétrust (Heller, 1998b). It blossoms through a
virtuous circle in which the organization, managansl/or colleagues show to be worthy of trust, and
those who, in turn, start to trust them due tortpedofs of delivery capacity and contribution. Hey
levels of trust mean greater capacity for managegive autonomy and delegate power and, in this
manner, limit control actions.

Human resources policies

People management in organizations has been faitedaw important transformation in the
formal bonds between the company and its employ#esk relations have been getting increasingly
more flexible. The employees of an organization raoe just regular full-time employees, but also
temporary workers, part-time workers, contracteglegees, and free-lance workers. Everyone can
work side-by-side on important tasks and functitreg require intense interaction and engagement.
To support a culture of trust and collaborationmnhua resource policies must consider this diversity
and minimize differences and avoidable barrierégpwahg motivation, sense of belonging, and
competence development to reach everybody regarthesype of bond. These policies can reinforce
participative behaviors and lead to growing engaggnand more autonomous and collaborative
work. They have demonstrated a significant synendly participative practices.

The main people management themes with effectipaaity to cause an impact on the levels of
competence and motivation of individuals and teames (a) stability and profound respect in the
relationships between the company and its emplofffesfer, 2010; Sutton, 2009); (b) an egalitarian,
or with minimal difference, treatment for full enogkes and workers with other types of employment
ties; (c) higher levels of compensation than inanigations that do not adopt participative prastice
because employees expect to be rewarded and reeddior better financial results. In this manner,
compensation should depend on performance (Pfafe&8); (d) profit-sharing programs and bonuses
based on group performance (Levine & Tyson, 1996); selectivity in recruiting, focusing on
necessary competences and considering that incipattve environments, individuals must be
previously endowed with minimal competences to meacsatisfactory performance (Pfeffer, 1998).
Moreover, hires must have the “cultural fit” as aimcriteria (Baron & Kreps, 1999, p. 190); (f)
competence development and balancing — throughheipb training, job rotation and other
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modalities — thus making employees reach the leMetapacity necessary for participative practices.
In this case, as well as in the item before, tlealids to seek the aforementiongdll match. This
usually implies significant investments allocatedjtialification (Strauss, 1998) (greater detaitstlie
development of competences can be found in the wvaidriHeller, 2003; Pfeffer, 1998 and
Sydanmaanlakka, 2002); (g) minimization of wagdet&nces and status symbols (Levine & Tyson,
1990; Pfeffer, 2010); and (h) guarantees of indigidrights, so as to ensure to people that thely wil
not be punished for participation (Levine & Tysd§90) and that they will not be bullied by
managers with improper attitudes (Sutton, 2007)os$®s who ignore and stomp on their
subordinates’ humanity sometimes generate quicksgdut in the long run, such shortsightedness
undermines creativity, efficiency and commitmer&utton, 2010, p. 95).

A ninth theme that must comprise this set of peficand practices pertains to managerial
capacity-building and development. Supervisors, agars and executive officers also need training
and capacity-building to deal with situations rethtto power sharing and greater delegation and
autonomy. A usual reaction managers have when nootlaborative and participative work
environments are established is the feeling ofathaed loss of control and power (Heller, 1998b). A
tenth and last theme is related to the empowermientanagers themselves: empowering leadership
has a positive correlation with knowledge sharing égeam efficacy (Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke,
2006).

Coping with uncertainties, being able to listenarhéng participation and engagement
techniques and tools, reducing the drive to congaining capacity to orient and delegate are soime
the competences that need to be developed by managdhe many levels of the hierarchical
structure. As highlighted by Drucker (1999), thedarctivity of knowledge workers who can make
specific contributions with high intellectual contds the great challenge that Administration has t
face in the 2% century. More than directing and controlling, mgexs need to understand how their
subordinates and themselves learn, which are th&wes, which are the contributions their
subordinates can make, which results they caneateland which organization and participation tools
they can use to leverage the contributions of all.

Work & Participation Practices

Among the elements that comprise theple Scull framework, Work & Participation
Practices stand out because it is through themwbat and individual/team contributions happen.
Work & Participation Practices encompass the omgitnal arrangements and solutions that allow
individuals — to some extent — to contribute anitlénce in a discretionary and critical way, using
their intellectual capacities, relationship skileid experience toward innovation, problem-sohgngd
decision making. In this manner, they enable soersgmal impact in terms of the content, format or
result of their more immediate work, the activitie§ their group, even extending beyond the
organization as a whole. They are callemtk and participation because they comprehend both work
organization arrangements — that is, when conighubpportunities emerge during tasks directly
related to functions — and off-line contributionpoptunities — that is, activities complementary to
those intrinsically related to the organizatiortasfks.

Understanding the nature and the significant dffiees between the many Work &
Participation Practices comes by the utilizationvad key dimensions. The first of them was already
addressed when we talked about technology and ggeseThe way technology is adopted not only
determines what will be made by the machines, coenpuand systems, but also the way people
connect, interact and collaborate. The essentia¢dsion presented here is intellectual capitabtxt
in theLocus of Knowledge

For the practical purpose of building the conceptmadel developed by the author, the
taxonomy proposed here will consider two componehtsgowledge/intellectual capital: (a) practices
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in which people are the predominant Locus of Knalgke that is, activities and forms of work in
which there may be tools (physical or analyticaltmptual), equipment, and systems used in the
tasks, but the most important and effective couatiims depend on the intelligence and experience of
individuals and their relational networks, and {ipctices in which the most important part of
knowledge, based on the organization’s orientatod investments, is incorporated in routines,
machines, and computers, that is, practices intwthie Locus of Knowledge lies predominantly in
processes, systems and equipments. In relatiorclessification adopted by Kang and Snell (2009, p.
68), the first component embraces the categoriethwian” and “social” knowledge/intellectual
capital and the second one the “organizational”wledge/intellectual capital.

The second key dimension for understanding ther@aiti Work & Participation Practices is
related to decision power. Individuals’ participettiand contribution capacities are either directly
attached to the existing space for minimally autooos work or negotiated between workers and
managers. The decision power, or the level of erfte in the decision-making process, is an estentia
condition to “ensure the interests or contributeand the choice process”, as in Wilpert's (1998, p.
42) definition of participation. Different parti@tion approaches come into being when managers no
longer decide unilaterally about a given theme,ratiter subordinates start to have room for infbgen
or even for participation in decision making atfeliént degrees. The importance of the decision-
sharing degree shows in the prominence it gairs®ine of the most renowned conceptual references
— Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958), Likert (1961), ldatsey, Blanchard and Johnson (2000) — and
also in the main reviews found in the literatureCetton, Vollrath, Frogratt, Lengnick-Hall, and
Jennings (1988), Locke and Schweiger (1990), Legime& Tyson (1990), and Heller, Pusic, Strauss,
and Wilpert (1998).

In this manner, the second key dimension is thauk@f Power, and for the construction of our
taxonomy, we will adopt two types of work and papation arrangements whose concepts are based
on those developed by Levine and Tyson (19%@nsultative participation and substantive
participation. Consultative participation is that which allows@oyees to give their opinions, but
final decisions are stil made by managers. Théiatives, ideas, and proposals generated by
employees must be validated by the immediate superia group of managers or specialists. In these
circumstances, workers can identify problems, geeealternatives or even make recommendations
about issues not directly related to their most @diate attributions, but will always need to have
their contributions validated by managers.

On the other hand, substantive participation ig¢ thavhich Work & Participation Practices
imply effective power sharing. The issues or protdemay even be similar to those of consultative
participation, but in this case, through formalapieast institutionalized mechanisms, employees ar
involved in a clear and significant manner in decismaking. The decision power, in this second
case, is not concentrated just in managers, bdisigbuted, giving avoice to employees. Managers
never give up 100% of their decision power, becay@n omission or complete delegation are still
evidences that they hold power. In practice, sityildo the definitions related to the Locus of
Knowledge, we adopt two possibilities in the caséhe dimension Locus of Power: (a) consultative
participation, in which largely managerial decisigrevail; and (b) substantive participation, inakh
the decision power is clearly shared by the grosimavhole and the manager, although usually
entitled to participate in decisions, cannot mdiant alone. Based on these two dimensions — locus of
knowledge and locus of power — and their altereativ knowledge concentrated in processes/systems
vs. knowledge concentrated in people, and conswdtatrticipation vs. substantive participation e w
arrive at four basic types of Work & ParticipatiBractices (Figure 2). The Dril Matrix, developed by
the author, presents a taxonomy of Work & ParttbgpaPractices based on the dimensions of Locus
of Knowledge and Locus of Power. The walril is an acronym with the initials of the four diféert
types of practices.
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Figure 2. The Dril Matrix.
Source: Elaborated by the author.

Improvement practices

In this referential, these are the Work & Partitipa Practices in which the decision power lies
in the hands of managers, and that take placeeimtirk situations in which a set of activities have
been extensively studied, detailed, understood, @adslated into procedures, equipment, and
information systems. In these circumstances, dmtions are made through practices and tools in
which the scope and form of employee participatimquite well-defined and detailed, giving margin
to contributions usually very focused on issuesemdosely related to the work of these individuals
and permitting small advances and gains in termgrofiuctivity and quality in already very well-
established processes.

Although not limited to them, the main example loisttype of practice are the arrangements
developed by the Japanese, particularly Toyotadmtwhe 50’'s and 70’s, and which resulted in TQM
and Lean Production models. From this source we Imgiylight, for example, warning devices for
assembly problems connected to information pandlsdgns), through which any worker can
momentarily stop the line and telped by colleagues and supervisor, who will decide Waeto
effectively stop or implement another solution lshere what they hear from the operator who rang the
alarm and his/her colleagues. Control quality esclthe 5Ss technique and the Ringi system
(Wickens, 1995) also fit into improvement practices

Other Improvement Practices emerged from the agdic of job enrichment developed by
Herzberg (1968), according to which some task otmtare removed for operators to take on more
responsibility for their work and their own perfante. The master and apprentice dynamics that
originated in Germany (Appelbaum & Batt, 1994; Fykna, 1995) can also be considered as sources
of improvement practices. But such practices donemtessarily need to be attached to any of the
former examples. A simple meeting of operators hat &€nd of a shift in a service center for
reporting/debating occurrences, and receive ofiientefrom the supervisor can be considered an
improvement practice.
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Listening practices

These are the practices that also keep the deqgwiasr in the hands of managers, but that
occur in work situations in which the knowledge #&nel development of activities strongly depend on
the intelligence and initiative of the individuatsrolved — even if for the execution of their wdHey
have the support of equipment or information tetdy In these circumstances, contributions can be
made through suggestions, recommendations, anddadi or collective initiatives. These practices
can be established informally, in the every-dagrattion between employees, their colleagues and
superiors, but the final decision will always be dmaby the manager. Individuals can take the
initiative of proposing an idea for a given issueeeen managers can make room for the contributions
of their subordinates by consulting them individyair collectively. Managers can present a problem
or propose a solution, which can then be compleatkr@ind enriched with the suggestions of
subordinates, in an equivalent manner to the irgdrate levels of théeader behavior continuum
developed long ago by Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958)

But Listening Practices can also be formal andtirtginalized. In this case, perhaps the most
widely known example are the Work-Out sessions ldgesl and disseminated by GE. Work-Out is a
practice in which small groups of managers and ewgas, multifunctional, multilevel or both,
address fundamental issues, develop recommendainahgresent them to a senior leader in a general
meeting. After an open conversation, the leaderediaiely makes decisions of the tyyes or noin
relation to such recommendations, transfers powrs people for them to execute the
recommendations approved, and then regularly aeslpzogress to make sure results are attained
(Ulrich, Kerr, & Ashkenas, 2002).

Another interesting example was created by HP fmeeroject themes and teams: (a) people
present ideas and themes for projects and senioageas choose the projects that will be sponsored,
(b) projects are disseminated and employees appiyhdse they would like to work in and (c) project
leaders build their teams selecting members fraaegtwho applied (Malone, 2004).

In the field of crowdsourcing, the development d@fiux can be considered an example of a
Listening Practice, because all voluntary contiing from its developers have to be approved by a
committee structured by Linus Torsvald. Anothercassful examples of the adoption lobsely
connected collective intelligence groupsan be seen in Google, Wikipedia and Threadlesdaihé,
Laubacher, & Dellarocas, 2010).

Redundancy practices

This type of practice, similar to the improvemeypd, happens in activities that are extensively
studied, in which there is a pursuit for predidifgpiand possible anticipation of events. The
knowledge about functions is strongly transfere@dquipment, monitoring, and control systems. But
different from Improvement Practices, Redundanggcttes happen in decision processes that also
allow workers a high level of discretion, with cajtg for intervention and making decisions that are
frequently made without direct intervention from magement. An immediate consequence of the
adoption of this type of practice is that they hhigher implementation and operation costs thaaroth
types of Work & Patrticipation Practices. In thiseathe option is to invest in processes and making
themautomatic, predictable, reliable and, at the same time ptopensate more qualified people and
train them so they can intervene and act in annamous way, using their skills and experience
whenever they judge convenient or necessary.

The most representative organizational arrangemieRedundancy Practices are the so-called
semi-autonomous groupsthat originated from studies at coal mines cotelliby researchers from
the Tavistock Institute around 1950 (Trist, 198T)ey are organized based on principles callado-
technical and are characterized by the participation of wkin the definition of tasks and work
methods, being “collectively responsible for a sab8al and manageable part of the process, with a
work arrangement that enables personal relatiors @voperative interaction and... authority,
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equipment and materials necessary for the execofidasks” (Pearce & Ravlin, 1987, p. 756). This
practice initially spread in Norway — in pulp & pap fertilizer and steel manufacturing plants
(Gustavsen & Hunnius, 1981) — and in Sweden, pdatity at Saab and at Volvo (Auer & Riegler,

1990). After the 1970's, the semi-autonomous grompee successfully implemented in hundreds of
companies, mainly in continuous processing plagtsfi, Grant, Krishnan, & Thompson, 1992). At
Volvo, Redundancy Practices were adopted for saeimsons — a highly qualified workforce and a
closed work market — but its adoption began to bestioned with market opening, transfer of
production units to other countries like Belgiumdadhe joint-venture with Renault.

The convenience of this kind of arrangement fos tiype of potentially hazardous plants —
nuclear, pulp & paper, chemical & oil, and stee$ +elated not only to the absence of clear frostie
between functions, but mainly to the need to cdratnal anticipate events that might result not anly
loss of momentary performance, but in accidenth pittentially catastrophic consequences. That why
it makes sense to invest heavily in automation prmtess computerization, and, at the same time
count on highly qualified autonomous personnel vitte capacity to make quickly decisions and
intervene (Wilpert, 2008a, 2008b). A similar logigplies to small crews of the most modern Boeing,
Embraer and Airbus aircrafts, supported by soptastd redundant flight control systems, but still
capable of intervening at any moment, within theapeeters established in these same systems.

Diffuse practices

The last type of Work & Participation Practice Isacacterized by significant power sharing,
both for conducting activities in a quite autonomooanner and in the distribution of decision power.
And also by a clear dependence on the capacitigistives and interaction of those involved inksas
Even if informally or non-structured, these typek arangement occur in research centers,
universities, consulting, and other professionalises’ offices. Nevertheless, they can still barfd
— and developed — in a wide range of organizations.

Due to decision sharing, these practices are natlgseelated to decentralization, autonomy
and pursuit for consensus involving not only themhers of a team, but also their managers.
Organizational arrangements contemplating sharetsidas and pursuing consensus were already
suggested in the 1960’s — by authors like LikeA6() and Slater and Bennis (1964). In the late
1970’s, Frederick and Merrelyn Emery developeddbecept ofparticipative projects — involving
representatives of several levels of the orgamimatduly skilled to be able to generate proposals
without the support of consultants — and the conoépearch conferences- in which scenarios for
the organization should be discussed and plannuidetines should be laid out in large plenary
sessions, involving up to hundreds of people ofaedlas and levels of the company (Emery, 1982).
More recent reports of the utilization of these azpts at Microsoft and Motorola were given by
Purser and Cabana (1998).

Another Diffuse Practice — named scrum — is anngement for the development of new
products in which self-organized project teams cehdlevelopment phases partially overlapped in
time. These teams begin from guidelines with littigtail, work in a very interactive way, and are
obliged to keep in contact with the remaining sutgs and external sources of information, learning
in a multidisciplinary manner throughout the prace$he scrum process was first observed in
companies like Canon, Fuji-Xerox, NEC and Hondaafgement establishes some checkpoints to
prevent instability, ambiguity and tension from tening chaos. At the same time, managers avoid
rigid control forms that could block creativity asgontaneity” (Takeuchi & Nonaka, 1986, p. 86).
The complex interactions and interdependenciedertsiis and other kinds of teamwork arrangements
have been better understood through a “networkppetive”, as developed by Cross, Ehrlich, Dawson
and Helferich (2008).

At AES there is amxtreme delegationpractice, consisting of the possibility that amypdoyee
can make a decision or take initiative, so londh@she has asked and received advice from several
people in the organization. Managers work primaasyadvisors and guardians of AES’ principles and
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values. With this way of working, the company hagdtbmany business cases, like the employee who
bought a power generation plant in England aftefntgaworked at AES for only two years. He had
the idea and sought advice, mainly by e-mail, frdoaens of people in many positions and areas in
AES (Malone, 2004, pp. 47-51).

The examples given of this and other types of W&Rarticipation Practices do not intend to
be comprehensive, but to show the most signifieauat representative cases of each one of the types.
Considering the development of the present textfits beginning, an initial issue was proposed: how
to improve organizational effectiveness throughviitidials and groups, that is, how to make the most
of and leverage the contributions of all, profitifrgm the engagement, initiatives and capacities of
each individual in the organization. As the firsirtpof the answer, th€riple Scull Framework was
proposed, underscoring 3 sub-sets of essentialeglisnfor the task: (a) individual competences and
motivations, (b) Human Resource Policies and WorRaticipation Practices; and (c) cultural and
technological bases that will guide these polieied practices. The second part of the answer comes
through a conceptual reference of Work & OrganaratPractices, identifying 4 types of these
practices based on their basic dimensions: Locusnofvledge and Locus of Power (Figure 3). The
last part of the answer comes in the following isectin which the guidelines to adopt differentegp
of Work & Participation Practices are summarizeging to highlight in which situations each one of
them is more likely to succeed.

GE Work-out Canon Scrum v
5 ; =
HP Project Teams AES Delegation _g
Linux Development Search Conferences =
= v
N . . . - g
(Listening Practices) (Diffuse Practices) = 8
SR
z 2 =2
N —_— g < =
Quality Circles Semi-autonomous 8 — v
i - . 172l
Toyota Line Stops Working Groups &
Job Enrichment Aircraft Crew Teams §
U,wj
g
(Improvement Practices) | (Redundancy Practices) i,_\:

Consultative Substantive
Participation Participation

Locus of Power

Figure 3. Main Examples of Work and Participation Practices.
Source: Elaborated by the author.

Final Propositions — Balancing the Elements of th€Triple Scull”

Almost as strong as the evidence that participativangements and practices can cause much
more positive impacts for the people and orgaronatiare the evidences that these practices only
succeed in certain situations. As summarized bpuSs (2006, p. 799), for participation work,
“conditions have to be appropriate”. There is a jglex dynamic between Work & Participation
Practices and the context in which they are adopthith then requires a systemic approach (Heller,
2003). The Triple Scull Framework is a model whidles to highlight the essential elements to be
dynamically harmonized and adjusted for by difféneractices to effectivelgive voice means and
opportunities for significant contributions, ancheequently support organizational renewal. Cerainl
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this harmonization, alignment and detailing exer@an and must be refined and furthered in future
studies and papers.

For the summaries that follow, some reference ssuveere used. Although they started from
different models and perspectives, they servethaithe entire array possibilities in terms of eliént
values, competences, managerial behaviors, andlepeagnagement practices could be retrieved,
categorized and summarized by the author in theeimmdposed. These main sources were the works
of Helleret al. (1998), Sisson and Storey (2000), Hersey, Blamchad Johnson (2000), and Clawson
(2009).

The first element that needs to be considereccintdogy and the overall characteristics of the
organizations that have usually adopted the diffetgpes of practices. Improvement Practices are
usually found in organizations that have flow psses, like the large-scale assembly of cars or
electro-electronic products, with intense emphasigjuality and cost, characterized by a traditional
hierarchical structure and vertical informationwWk They are conditions that may also be found in
service companies like, for example, call centBedundancy Practices are more frequent in capital-
intensive continuous processing facilities, withosgy emphasis on risk minimization and intense
lateral communication flows. Diffuse Practices,contrast, are predominantly found in companies
intensive in human capital, with emphasis on d#ffgiation and innovation, that are more
decentralized and less hierarchical, with netwaflrimation flows. Last, although the most widely
known Listening Practices were developed in orggions like GE — that are high tech, diversified
and compete through the differentiation of thewdurcts and services — they are characterized by not
presenting too mangontingency ties and can be adopted in technology and businegsxisrthat
are comparatively broader than the other typesraétiges. This characteristic will recur when we
seek the alignment of the other elements.

When we focus on organizational culture, above iallis necessary to stress that trust
atmosphere and relationships, along with the aaoept of democratic principles, are the basis for
adopting any initiative aimed at higher levels afjagement and contribution by the members of an
organization. On the other hand, there seems tsobee specific emphases more closely related to
each type of practice, as shown in Figure 4.

No specific set of values, | Continuous leaming

but sharing with the Product orientation .c—“;f
other quadrants basic Inquisitive posture _GS
attitudes of respect, Information sharing 5
collaboration, Flexibility =

consistency and trust A= . £

(Listening Practices) (Diffuse Practices) : 'E

o D E

Continuous Predictability g .3 =

improvement Process ornentation sed 4
Quality/cost orientation Risk avoidance Al
Padronization Cooperation E
Discipline Mutual support 7
Reliability 5
(Improvement Practices) | (Redundancy Practices) DE_

Consultative Substantive
Participation Participation

Locus of Power

Figure 4. A Variant of the Dril Matrix Highlighting Organizanal Values and Cultural Characteristics
to Be Shared Among Workers and Managers in Eack ©f/pVork & Participation Practice.

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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Conversely, when we focus on motivation, the mgtdrtant consideration is to see that Work
& Participation Practices themselves and their dyinainteraction with Human Resources Policies
will be the main drivers of individual and team iwation, in all cases providing reinforcement in
terms of realization, recognition, and respongdipilappropriate to each individual's level of
competence. In the case of competences, it seesstbfmand desirable to define which sets are more
attached to each type of practice, as presentEidjime 5.

Collaborative posture Multitask functioning

Results orientation Autonomy and curiosity -—3
Analytical skills Tolerance to ambiguity =}
Information seeking Team & networking =
Problem solving skills Continuous learning =

Teamwork Information seeking L= = S0

(Listening Practices) (Diffuse Practices) o E

w o B

Discipline Teamwork = S S

High boredom treshold Cooperation 2 K
Low risk taking Risk avoidance Al
Specialization Interaction with systems E
Quality orientation High concern with A
Teamwork processes 3
(Improvement Practices) | (Redundancy Practices) Qe_

Substantive
Participation

Consultative
Participation

Locus of Power

Figure 5. A Variant of the Dril Matrix Highlighting the Modtmportant Competences Demanded from
Workers in Each Type of Work & Participation Praeti
Source: Elaborated by the author.

In relation to the managerial competences in eask,ove may say that Improvement Practices
demand more directive managers, widely using theepmf their position in orders and commands
and for the determination of objectives and tint&s. Redundancy Practices, the emphasis lies on the
manager’s ability to provide support, monitor alistance without the concern of interfering, taking
care, serving, and providing the resources anditiond for their subordinates’ work through their
connection power in the organization. To conduatdring Practices, on the other hand, managers
will predominantly use their expertise in the ongation's problems and workings to orient their
analyses, arguments, explanations, and decisi@sslyl Diffuse Practices require managers to focus
their work on their reference power as a role moitkehddition to their capacity for facilitation @n
creation of environments conducive to collaboratod high interaction between team members.

It is also fundamental that Human Resource Polibiesaligned with Work & Participation
Practices and be efficient for the developmenthef $pecific set of competences of workers and
managers in each case. In addition to the alignmatit Work & Participation Practices, Human
Resources Policies — training, compensation, jetriaion, career paths, and others — need to show
consistency between themselves (Figure 6). A latevelopment or future work could focus
specifically on detailing the different Human Res@uPolicies necessary for each type of Work &
Participation Practice proposed in thgl matrix.
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Figure 6. A Variant of the Dril Matrix Highlighting Guidelire for Designing Human Resources
Palicies in Alignment with Respective Types of Wé&Harticipation Practices.
Source: Elaborated by the author.

A final but crucial consideration is related to htmvconciliate the frameworks and arguments
proposed in this article with the compelling evides that, in order to adapt and survive, an
organization can face a portfolio of “current cdrasiness, growth business, and future growth
business — with each type of business having unigoallenges and requiring a different
organizational architecture” (O'Reilly, Harreld &shman, 2009, p. 86)? How to, at the same time,
pursue cost, efficiency and incremental innovatd@manded by mature business with learning,
adaptation and risk taking demanded by future ol@&illy and Tushman (2011) state that this
ambidexteritywill succeed if — although sharing values — an pizition builds “separate but aligned
organizational architectures (business modelsctsire, incentives, metrics and cultures) for the
exploratory and exploitative units” (p. 9). It ings that, if an organization has a strategic irtsilght
simultaneously embraces exploitation and explonatits respective units or parts — accountable for
mature or new business — must be set accordingingBg this argumentation to the conceptual
referential developed in this paper, it is cohetenstate that different quadrants of el Matrix
can and should be adopted by the same organizatiothhe same time. For exploitative business,
improvement and redundancy practices appear todve appropriate, while diffuse practices appears
to be the best choice for exploratory businesgehiag practices seems to be adopted in both cases.
Following the proposition that it is necessary ligrathe elements of th&riple Scull Framework,
the logical consequence is that just aoall may not be enough. An ambidextrous organizatidh wi
succeed if its exploratory and exploitative units eonsistently arranged in terms of #heple Scull
Framework elements (competences, motivation, Work & Parditgn Practices, Human Resource
Policies, Culture and Technological backgroundjndtans that there will be two differestdulls— one
for exploratory units and another one for exploratunits — each one internally consistent but
different between themselves (partially overlappedhost), pursuing different strategic insight goal
but sharing common essential values and the sagralbdirection for the whole organization.

Although obviously calling for improvements, deitagl, and ratification in further researches
and studies, the herein presented conceptual frarkewand propositions — based on the
understanding of the underlying structuring logic ahe assumptions that support each type of Work
& Participation Practice — provide opportunities: f(a) enabling the understanding of the impact of
these practices on individuals and organizationsarrangements and organizations that prevailed
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along the 28 century, and in the organizations and businesk#®emost-industrial age, particularly
the new businesses and organizations based omtémmdt and on the intensive use of information
technology; (b) expanding the adoption of the af@etioned and partly already “renowned” Work &
Participation Practices; (c) promoting in each caSadoption the alignment of the elements that
comprise the Triple Scull Framework and, in thisnmer, increase the chances of success and the
impact of such adoptions; (d) encouraging and mrgpithe creation of new practices; and also (e)
opening a new perspective and new reflections atimitsuccessful development of ambidextrous
organizations and organizational renewal.

There is wide evidence that power is excessivehycentrated at higher hierarchical levels of
organizations and workers long for more particpatiand influence (Heller, Pusic, Strauss, &
Wilpert, 1998). In spite of a typical discourse angcexecutive officers, “there is little evidence of
experimentation with new forms of participationtrg@iss, 2006, p. 800). It is surprising that tkis i
the case although organizations need increasinghg to make the best use of individuals' initiagive
and capacities in order to evolve and survive mltng run. The key question is maust or must
not organizations adopt practices that allow greate participation and influence of their
employees? The question is “how to do it?".
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