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When reading  HRMonthly {March 1999}, I was struck by Ron Callus' article in which he says [p11], "…only 37% of employees said that they felt management at their workplace could be trusted….the workforce becomes …less committed to the organisation. The relationship becomes more instrumental and precarious" {My italics}

In contrast I noticed my colleague, Barbara Lasky's closing remarks [p20], "It is by treating people's feelings seriously that you confirm their value. People who feel valued will work hard for the organisation."

The contrast between instrumentality in human relationships at work and the valuing of their feelings is marked, apparent to all and almost entirely ignored under conditions of hegemonistic rational economic cultures.

A Sydney Engineer, attending a short course of mine several years ago, told this story when discussing how TQM was being implemented in his workplace:

"At our place we call it TQDQ…Total Quality Dole Queue!"

The gap between what he perceived as the espoused narratives of the organisation and the theories in use [Argyris 1990] was apparent to him. This in turn lead to his cynicism, lack of trust and compliance with rather than commitment to organisational purposes. His reality was that management was not committed to the values of TQM and was using it as a means of downsizing.

His feelings of anxiety and uncertainty were not discussable and were buried. He learned that he must play the organisation games. Openness and trust, respect for difference, and teamwork based on the clashes of opinion required for synergy, were absent.

As he and his colleagues suppress their anxieties and feel loss of identity and self-worth, the costs are higher stress from having to pretend what is not, however unconsciously, and psychological absence from work. When human beings cannot be psychologically present at work they suffer and the bottom line suffers.

Hugh Mackay {The Age, News Extra, 13 Mar 1999, p8}calls the bluff of the instrumentalists: "This is crazy stuff. Among Australia's full-time workforce, we've now reached the situation where overwork is the norm….Crazy stuff alright. At the very time when many corporations are posting record profits, downsizing is still the buzzword … they’ve found a way to get the necessary work done by fewer people. There's a name for this strategy, though it's not a word found in the vocabulary of contemporary management theory. The word is exploitation."

Although he uses stronger language, Mackay's view is not inconsistent with the results of the Australian Workplace Industrial Relations Survey as reported by Callus [1999, p 11].

Thankfully, in recent years I do not hear so often, the pious claim from top management that "people are our most important resource". Clearly many workers do not believe it, as they suffer the shame of seeing their colleagues lose their jobs and feel the guilt associated with maintaining theirs while seeing 'productivity' increase.

When was the last time that you heard of workshops for the survivors of restructuring to deal with their sense of grief and loss as colleagues leave and old beliefs, values and work practices are replaced? 

"…people deal with these difficulties by playing games, whose primary features are

· The rules are known to all players

· They are undiscussable, and

· Their undiscussability is also undiscussable" {Argyris, 1982}

This gameplaying denies valid data and knowledge to the organisation and prevents its learning.

It seems to me that with fewer people to do the work, we have never had so great a need for top quality teams. This entails not only team skills but the availability of the psychic energy of all team members. This energy can only be made available when people can be psychologically present, not absent.

Without trust, human wisdom, emotion, passion and heartfeltness, thoughts and feelings cannot be brought into service of the task. Unless people are led in such a way that helps them bring themselves to their roles, their full potential cannot be realised.

When human beings feel alienated from their work, they may play out their roles in mechanistic ways at the expense of themselves and the organisation. Role without self is ineffective; self without role is inefficient. An authentic management approach invites people to be fully themselves while meeting role demands.

Callus [1999, p10] while arguing for a role of HRM practitioners in the wider policy debate, refers to the 'microlevel concerns of HR'. These latter are part of the figure against the wider background. While he argues effectively for HR's influencing the frame in which organisations are embedded, the micro-level concerns of HR are also important and may need a shift in emphasis from managing humans as "resources" to humans as "persons".

While I am not one who cavils at the word "Resource" in HRM, I have heard others express fears that the term reduces human beings to mere 'resources'. To such resources are brought the lexicon of managerialist concepts of measurement, perhaps only partly applicable to the management of people.

What is missing from otherwise valuable practices such as TQM, CBT, KPI, WBP just may be those unmeasurable features necessary for personhood such as sentience and psychological presence.

Has the HRM profession been caught up in the rush to the rational at the expense of the irrational at work? Has it unconsciously colluded with the late 20th century economic rationalism and the political forces that attend it?

While accepting the gains of applications of strategic HRM and its technologies, has not the emphasis on the being of  the person been somehow forgotten, less emphasised or pushed into the background?

Denigratory remarks about "soft skills" are often made, yet it is just these that must be supplied if trust is to be restored more fully. The soft skills are also hard skills…

Especially now under conditions of downsized organisations, doing more with less and working harder not smarter, a part answer to our concerns may be the introduction of practices that return the human being to the role. Perhaps HRM departments could be reinvented as HBM departments, Human Being Management.

Given that many are working very long hours, how can HRM departments take up a new role as Human Being Managers? Their primary task may become, "Facilitating the creation of practices that will lead towards the bringing of every person's being to their organisational roles".

 Values of authenticity, tolerance of difference, expression of feelings as well as thoughts in the service of direct talk, dialogue, empathy, robust presence, respect, acknowledgment, inclusion, deep listening, freedom to be and become, advocacy and inquiry, learning, congruence, free and informed choice, conflict as an asset, balancing authority with collaboration, bounded democracy, free speech, task orientation…valuing the irrational and the rational…could inform a new practice, a Gestalt of humanistic existential and rational economic principles.

Many would say that this is already happening. No doubt in some cases it may be, but when Callus informs us that nearly two thirds of workers do not trust their managements, something is wrong.

There is a gap between what is said and done…It is well documented that many managers are unaware that the theories they hold about managing people and leadership are not what they practise. They are trained to be unaware of this. However, their followers perceive what they do [theory in use] and then learn to cover up their perception because they understandably feel anxious about commenting upon the incongruity.

Thus the naked emperor receives only feedback that he is clothed and the single loop is recreated, perpetuated.{Argyris, 1990} The culture is often antithetical to peoples' being themselves… trust and openness required for optimal organisational learning and performance are its  victims.

To create cultures of the kind that invite, stimulate and motivate people to extraordinary efforts, long hours and sacrifice at World's Best Human Practice,  will encourage the development of people's being and becoming themselves at work, and will require a new kind of leadership.

This sort of leadership will manage roles, tasks and strategies while also creating the best human relationships possible at work. The added value from better teamwork, commitment rather than compliance and psychological presence on the job could be extraordinary. For people to be encouraged to be themselves and to become what they have yet to become while playing their organisational roles will release much of the potential energy which now lies dormant.

Prudence alone dictates that managers consider what they must do to mine this lode  and direct its energy towards organisational purposes. Would that this transformation will be easy! It will not be, for it will require changing hard-wired habits of the past; the very challenging of old beliefs and mental models {Senge, 1990}.

The new 21st century leader will exercise his authority quite differently. Hirschhorn in his book Reworking Authority [1997, p26-28] says:

"As the market becomes more turbulent…we must develop a culture of openness in which leaders, followers and peers make themselves vulnerable to one another as a precondition for confronting the external challenges they face….Whereas in the past enterprise leaders increased their control in the marketplace by controlling their subordinates, today enterprise leaders must release their own subordinates to regain such control"

He suggests that in becoming more open and vulnerable, people's sense of risk is compounded and that if this becomes too strong, people will withdraw from their roles - "they will be psychologically absent" [p27].

"The forces for such regression are strengthened by job and career loss. In the transition to a post-industrial society, anxiety about their jobs leads individuals to withhold  information, know-how, and simple helpfulness from one another" [ibid]

I suggest that Human Being Management can address these concerns by enabling persons to be fully present with all their strengths and weaknesses. It can give support to the organisation by helping with the development of a new form of leadership which gives up the 'command and control' role for new authority relationships based on learning and inquiry.

These new leaders will be unashamed to learn with and from their followers. By their  being fully present, they will model the way and contain the anxieties of their followers whose energy can be productively directed towards the task.

In this way, the trust so missing from our organisations may be restored, leading to that openness necessary for team and organisational excellence.
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