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[bookmark: _Toc8697405]Introduction
The objective of this report is to present a critical self-reflection about my current and past professional experiences under an employer. The focused theme of this report is communication – what I felt about how well employers communicated with me, and the wider organisation / workforce in general. This report will attempt to normalise my reflected experiences with managerial theories defined in the academic literature. The intended outcome of this report is to provide academically-sound recommendations through which companies can improve communication with their workforce and what potential operational benefits they can derive from such recommendations.
[bookmark: _Toc8697406]Poor top-down communication
The most disappointing, and arguably the most common, problem I have experienced with workplace communication is poor top-down communication. This is a problem that I have found in almost all my professional employments, including for large corporations as well as small businesses. The pertinent characteristic of this issue is that the owners, directors, or the top management of a company communicates a certain order or outcome to the workers. However, this order, rather than straightforwardly traversing downwards to the intended department, goes through multiple managers and supervisors, to the point that much of the original intention of the plan has been compromised or changed in some minor or major way.
This miscommunication leads to a predictable outcome – the order is mishandled by the intended department, which leads to repercussions for employees that have not necessarily made a mistake by intention. 
The most common scenario for this problem is; 
Manager: “You are supposed to create a report for X client for Y purpose.”
Employee: “But there is a problem with Y purpose; Are you sure about this?”
Manager: “Just do in the Z way – that’s what we did once before.”
The original plans, in such a scenario, was to create the intended report using the ‘A’ method. This is a real-life experience for me, when my managers blamed me for parsing the wrong data on a spreadsheet, even though they earlier told me in a confused manner to parse the same data. This experience had repercussions for me, but the manager got away blameless because as a junior worker I was not allowed to have a legitimate concern within daily operations.
In my experiences, in organisations where orders do not flow properly downwards (efficiently), there is almost always a high-power distance. In the three large companies that I have worked for before, I was almost always expected not to speak with the management about the problems facing myself or my colleagues. Instead, I was asked to file a complaint or concern with the relevant department manager, who would communicate it upwards and so forth, even for some simple problems that could be fixed with a single verbal order from someone in the top management. I believe that this bureaucratic tiering of authority in a workplace is what leads most large companies to be very inefficient.
I think that Weber’s Bureaucratic Theory exemplifies and defines companies that face these problems. In this theory, Weber defines that companies have different forms of bureaucracy structures; Task specialisation, hierarchical authority, formal selection, rules and requirements, impersonal, and career orientation (Jain, 2004). 
Most formalised and large companies have a strong bureaucratic structure that follows all these aforementioned principles (Esau, 2006). Work is specialised, while there is a clear chain of command for the processing of work and order. Rules and requirements diminish most interpersonal barriers or conflicts between workers by explicitly prescribing what is wrong and what is right (Jain, 2004). Although it is reasonable to argue that having a strong bureaucratic structure better equips a large company to collaborate a large workforce and complete work objectives effectively, with a lot of evidence to show that a proper bureaucratic force can lead to improved organisational performance (Stojanovski, et al., 2014; Dobbin, et al., 2015).
However, one problem with this approach is that it overlooks the individual problems for a mass-approach to workplace management. I think that small problems make a big difference in the long-term, and every time that I have quit working for a company has been because the combination of questionable decisions from supervisors and logistics problems within the work environment leads me to a state of complete demotivation. These are problems that would not require more than a few minutes to complete, but their solutions are walled behind complex bureaucratic structures that make the pursuit of resolution not worth it. I do not want to be blamed for spending company time making complaints when I could be working and completing my work objectives during the same time.
[bookmark: _Toc8697407]Poor Supervisory Style
The second most prominent problem has been with how supervisors and managers (or the ‘leaders’) lead their respective work teams or departments. During one of my experiences at a junior marketing position for a prominent and large UK company, I encountered an almost careless managerial style in the department, which I later read was a ‘Laissez-faire’ or French for complete independence, approach to work (Pahi, et al., 2018). The department manager simply allocated daily and weekly goals, without providing any creative direction or strategic oversight of how the marketing objectives should be met, except for some insight from the relevant department (i.e. top management, operations department, design department).
Although this meant that the department had complete creative independence to complete its objectives, I did quickly encounter the conflict that this leadership approach gave rise to. It was difficult for any work team to complete its work because of continued arguments and disagreements about how work should be done. Even though our manager spent all time resolving inter-team conflicts, and his reasoning that inter-team conflict is good for creativity, I felt that the role of a ‘leader’ was not really being fulfilled. The leader has to consolidate strategic oversight and manage the progress of a project, and without the leader, the scope of progress will be low.
An examination of the academic literature about this experience shows me in a grey position. While there is evidence to suggest that inter-team conflict is good to improve creative thinking (Santos, et al., 2015; Saravanabawan & Long, 2014), there is also evidence that a Laissez-faire approach to management is potentially destructive because it creates too many conflicts than can be efficiently resolved, which indicates that simply following a traditional approach to management in the long-term would lead to better department outcomes compared to giving everyone free reign (Tosunoglu & Ekmekci, 2016; Wellman & LePine, 2017; Zheng, et al., 2017). The main problem here was communication; had the manager been clearly with communicating the strategic oversight for the project, we would all have been able to work better.
In contrast, one positive leadership experience I had was with a small, local grocery store. The store had only fifteen workers, and the workforce was closely knit. I had never been a better communicating place, especially because the leader was very closely engaged in daily operations. He was always available to discuss emerging problems, whilst also helping us with daily operations. He created short work plans every day of what every ‘group’ or ‘department’ had to complete in a single day, with instructions to contact him personally if anything went wrong. In my experience, I had never before worked with such a well-formed company because the leader was reachable to solve problems that we did not have the (perceived or formal) authority to complete.
Work was completed on-schedule almost every day, without there being a major conflict between the workforce. I will concur, however, that small businesses have the benefit of a better management because the scope of work is small too. It would be reasonable to think that when the store grew in workforce and branches, the leader would not be available at all time (Andrews, et al., 2017). However, I do feel that the ‘hotline’ option to reach the leader (or managers) for an exceptional problem that bypasses regular bureaucratic procedures should be available. There is evidence in the literature to show that a simple hotline for exceptional circumstances can reduce the problems faced by the workforce, as characterised in the (Dennis, 2006) study. However, this study focuses on a group in a small environment, rather than a large and bustling organisation. I think that better policy in terms of employee communication can solve work disputes before they become a major problem.
[bookmark: _Toc8697408]Appropriation of Workers
A little less common, but the most frustrating element of workplace communication has been the concept that workers are ‘stupid’ or ‘brainless’. I have felt this vibe in at least two places that I have worked at. Interestingly, the bureaucracy of the respective companies is to blame here. Specifically, many work structures consider workers to be passive, demotivated, and brainless. They assume that workers do not want to work, and only do the ordered work because it fulfils their personal ambitions (i.e. salary, wages). In practice, working under a controlled regime means that there are extremely strict work-related policies.
A simple work process, i.e. creating a report, or funding an account, requires a clear procedure to be followed and reported (i.e. most commonly with a checklist, that is to be submitted to the operations or HR departments). This reporting creates an additional, unnecessary burden to complete, which reduces overall work pace and speed. Workers cannot deviate from the standardised procedures, even if they can complete the same work most efficiently using fewer resources and time and going against the order will lead to a citation that can eventually lead to the loss of employment.
I was once asked to file an expense report on a short business trip. As this was something I had done before, I simply completed the report and filed it with the respective finance department clerk. However, a few hours later, I was called into office and reprimanded for not printing a ‘receipt’ for submitting the expense report. This was just a bureaucratic layer of work that did nothing but remind the employee to file the reports on-time and with proper accuracy.
I think that this scenario is exemplified by the X and Y theory of management. The X theory posits that workers have little ambition and desire to take a proactive role in the workforce, and instead is motivated by self-interest. The Y theory, on the other hand, posits that workers are motivated to complete their work and do not require a ‘hand’ to complete duties that have been allocated to them (Bille, 1978; Bobic & Davis, 2003). In the experience I shared, I think that too much communication to the point that employees are assumed to be brainless is not good either, because it only creates contempt between the employees and the management. Instead of following the X assumption, I think that employers should follow the Y approach and give appropriate respect to their workers, especially if the scope of their work is dynamic (i.e. not straightforward, line manufacturing work).
[bookmark: _Toc8697409]Conclusion
Communication is a key element of organisational success. Proper communication can reduce workplace conflict, create an engaged workforce, and promote creative thinking and innovation (Gremler, et al., 2001; Welch, 2012). Communication is also linked to customer satisfaction and better work outcomes (Mishra, et al., 2014; Welch, 2011). As this report has demonstrated, the biggest culprit to poor communication in organisations is the overreliance on formalised procedures and bureaucratic hurdles.
The main recommendations that this report will stress is the need to ‘ease’ the formalised procedures. Keeping the ‘human’ side of workplace alive can arguably lead to better communication and employer outcomes. This will require employers to proactively seek out hurdles where they exist (i.e. employee feedback) and eliminate them. It is not possible to standardise hurdles because they are different for every company. Employers should also consider the importance of creating better feedback channels where employees of all positions (i.e. top, middle, lower) can communicate with the top management to resolve conflicts and problems before they become prominent. These simple policy changes can arguably produce a positive, prominent change in the long-term.
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