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Abstract This paper decribes a value destructing culture and the difference between many IT and
HR departments in large organisations. The fact that IT departments tend to focus on technology
rather than information and HR departments tend to focus on the legal aspects of personnel
management rather than competence and knowledge transfer is a continual challenge to overcome.

| have said it numerous times in my lectures bdegerves to be put down in writing as well — there
is too much “T” in IT and too much “R” in HR. Thigyptic statement hides one of the most value
destructing conflicts in organization setups — thetiveen IT and HR departments on one hand and
that between “hardware” and “software” within theespective departments on the other.

The arguments for the first conflict, the one batwél and HR departments, boil down to a series of
simple observations within many companies. Onéeé$¢ is that if there are two directors on the
corporate management team that very rarely hold etiwr in high esteem, these tend to be the IT
and the HR directors. Typically they come from ctetgdy different backgrounds and education
paths and for some reason this difference seeims big enough to cause a great deal of
suspiciousness between the two. Is this importédes? it is devastating, which we will further

‘prove’ in this article.

Regarding the internal “conflicts”; let’s start Withe IT department. However, before we even put
the spotlight on IT, let's assume something ableteémployees in the organization. This assumption
is simply that the vast majority of employees inkaids of organizations come to work each day
with an aim to achieve something. Granted, soreetsis will argue that | am overoptimistic in my
assumption, but I claim they are wrong. At the Viegst | can argue that of all the representatifes
different kinds of organizations | have met, alm®atryone has had a sincere desire to contribute by
their activity. The problem is rather that orgati@as’ structures, processes and tools very often
prohibit them from doing so. Thus, let us agairklabthe IT department. Put yourself in the role of
the ambitious employee who suddenly finds himseHarself facing a comparably new task. Step
one is to find supporting information and/or congmete to shorten the learning lead time. The
problem is that you rarely pass step one with youabitious mood intact. Barrier no 1; ‘where do |
find this information which | do not know whetheewossess?’ Call the Information Technology
department and you will rapidly learn that IT haghing to do with Information (I have firsthand
experience of this). IT departments provide har@wafrastructure, software solutions, security
routines, etc. The actual business value residirigase systems — the information — is someone
else’s responsibility; the question is whose? S& departments focus entirely on T — Technology
and not on | — Information, who, then, might belvarge of this immensely valuable resource? The
“line organization”, of course! Barrier No 2; ‘wheedo | find a person who may know something
about my task?’ The task at hand was a ‘companadblytask’, which means that | cannot assume
that there is a ‘department’ in the company, listethe company phonebook, to which | may call to



ask for help. A standard initiative would be tol taé Human Resources department and ask where to
find a human resource (a colleague) who may knanesieing about my task. By now you may not

be surprised, however, to learn that my experieattes doing this are also quite dismal. HR
departments focus primarily on employee ledgelargaystems, staff insurance, etc. These are all
very important functions (as are the IT departnehtirdware), but very few departments have
routines for keeping track of employees’ actualiess experience and knowledge. The result is that
HR departments manage people as “Resources” btiitiman’ part, that is the part that

intelligently ‘processes’ the information we possés not managed.

Where does this line of thought take us? Well,éfagree that a company’s most valuable resource is
its personnel but also agree that those individamdssignificantly handicapped in their daily wdfrk
they cannot access information and contacts retdeatheir task and daily decision making, we find
ourselves in a situation where immense values @rbaing managed at all.

Business value in an organization is created wigeple communicate in order to develop, leverage
and provide competitive products and servicesaaarket. The key word in that sentence was
‘communication.’ Usually we think of this as twornore individuals talking, mailing, or chatting,
more or less in real time, but communication caty wauch be non-real time. Communication is the
transferring of information, whether spoken, writter drawn. Whether that information is
‘consumed’ in real time or at a later point is healot important as long as it is timely and releva
for the receiver at the time of use. The sum oflitteeof arguments above is that most companies
totally lack managerial models that enable suchrmmomcation throughout an organization.
Communication thus becomes limited to each empley@aen domains of competence and people
network. Apparently, today’s business equationsvafior such waste of values (companies are
profitable despite this), but just imagine the firlgfvels that companies could command by being
first movers in adopting models for such managemfsb, imagine being a company that has not
adopted such methods when these start getting caplaee and seriously affect pricing strategies
(as all efficiency gains eventually benefit the endtomer).

So why, then, is the limited communication betwgleand HR a great risk? The answer is; simply
because the solution to this challenge needs todo®perative effort between | and H! In more
practical terms it can be said that even though few HR departments have embarked on this field,
these are, indisputably, the right unit for thektdhey already have the central personnel ledger,
they are seen as the natural repository of infadonabout personnel and not seldom do they already
have “CV-registers”, career planning data, etcfilen but no processes to make these more
continuously updated and useful for the organipatitowever, the process of “making information
useful to the organization” will require some radinew thinking regarding IT strategy as we are
looking for solutions where personnel have acoessformation about other individuals as well as
their information, completely cross-border, withamty limitations such as organizational belongings.
Achieving such a situation requires a thorough wstdeding of the information at hand (and of how
it can be used) as well as the technologies angtisgecequirements available to realize the tasit. L
us hope that HR and IT managers will start talkiegentually such communication will benefit all of
us as consumers immensely.



