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Abstract

This paper examines the perception of Indian employees on the role of organizational structure; it
also aims to assess the impact of culture on the views of Indian employees regarding their choice of
work environment and the feasibility of self-management practices in India. Despite widespread
acknowledgment of the challenges presented by flat structures and hierarchical structures, little is
known about today's Indian workforce's think and needs. The relationships between various factors
on the employees’ orientation of the preferred organizational structure and its effect on their
motivation are studied in this paper. The results reveal no great disparity in the views and choices of
the employees who have an experience of flat structure and those who do not. However, it does
indicate various other relationships between the factors that impact the organizational structure like
Control and Capability, Reward-Systems and Organizational Levels, Culture and Reward Systems,
Tendency to Explore and Reward Systems, Organizational levels and Motivation and lastly,
Organizational Level and Culture. The results also suggest that Indian employees do want to have
autonomy and responsibility in their work. However, they do believe that the different organizational
levels have their role in managing the organization.

Key-words: Organizational Structure, Employee Perception, National Culture, Job Satisfaction,
Control, and Capability.

1. Introduction

The concept of flat structures is not new and has been talked about for ages. The main purpose
of these structures is to provide enough autonomy and responsibility with employees to enhance their
productivity and commitment to the organization due to direct involvement in the decision-making
processes [1]. Indian history has been deeply rooted in hierarchy, right from the "caste system™" to the

culture of sycophancy. In the dimensions of cultures defined by Hofstede, India has a rating of 77 in
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the Power distance factor, which substantiates that Indians have a high acceptance rate for the
unequal distribution in power [2]. As every country is different in its culture and values, there is a
difference in the approval of flat structures. Some might find this unsettling as more flexibility is
given to self-managed employees or teams and might find it disrespectful to leaders [3].

Each country might require different planning and decision-making regarding management
related to organizational structure to reduce the friction brought about by different perceptions of
fairness [4]. There has been a plethora of research on the pros and cons of both the structures, but
little is known on the perception of the Indian employees on their choice of work environment and the

factors related to organizational structure that led to their dissatisfaction at the workplace [5].

2. Literature Review

There have been various studies in the past related to the field of organizational structure.
Among the first studies was of Worthy (1950), where it was observed that the flatter or decentralized
structures create potential better employee attitudes, more effective supervision, and autonomy,
thereby creating a greater sense of responsibility, self-development, and creativity among employees,
which is a requisite to the personal contentment of employees and is a vital component for the
democratic way of life [6]. It also suggested that one of the major causes of the strained
manager-employee relationships in today’s times is the overly complex nature of the organizational
structure. Worthy’s findings intrigued everyone about the idea of equality and autonomy [7].

Different organizational structures (tall, medium, and flat) were considered. 295 trade sales
representatives were monitored. It was observed that employees in the flat arrangement were more
satisfied due to their freedom and perceived lesser amounts of anxiety and distress. They also
performed more effectively than the employees of medium and tall organizations [8].

Another important factor that comes into play when discussing organizational structure is
decision time. The decision time of both (hierarchical and flat) was not affected due to the difference
in organizational structures of the two organizations. However, it had a considerable effect on the
performance which was judged by profits made [9]. Teams working in the hierarchical design
performed considerably better than those working in a flat design. The reasoning defined this
outcome: the taller firm had an orderly decision-making process due to its narrow structure. More
levels facilitated team members to analyze the decisions regularly [10].

It cannot be denied that flat structures have the upper hand over hierarchical arrangements in

terms of freedom and flexibility, but few things can be considered. In relatively flat structures, as
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there are fewer levels, the opportunities to grow are also less [11], which was because advancement
to a higher grade acts as one of the drivers for motivation in a tall structure. In contrast, the work
culture in a flat arrangement plays a major function in the gratification of the employees [12].

Empirical endings strengthen the hypothesis that in a tall structure with more reporting levels,
employees tend to interpret more opportunities for promotion. What attracts them in a flat structure is
the satisfaction due to the work environment [13]. The perception of promotional opportunities had
a positive correlation with the employees’ dedication and satisfaction. The way an organization
is structured and the reward systems are decided can have a considerable impact on employee
commitment. It can be liked with their perception of institutional fairness [14].

Another important aspect is innovation. The decentralization was linked with more innovative
behavior among employees as compared to centralization [15]. In centralization, employees need
their superior’s approval which inhibits the creative and exploratory behaviors. It could give
employees the feeling that their ideas are not being appreciated. Formalization also resulted in
reduced innovation [16]. When rules and guidelines take the front seat in an organization and
employees have little control over decision-making, they are less likely to explore new ideas,
methods, and techniques [17].

When supervised defined fix work practices, employees had fewer prospects for trial and
error. The way supervisors practice control and flexibility given to employees to explore important
factors which are impacted due to the difference in nature of the organizational structures. Leadership
plays a central role in organizational structure [18]. The emergence of new job roles makes it
important to recognize how an organizational design can hinder or enable the supervisory decisions
related to the current job roles [19].

The program's configuration of decentralization and semi-structured formalization provided
the most encouraging circumstances for supervisors to use their decision to take groundbreaking
sustainability initiatives [20]. The conclusions talk about the idea of "shaping and being shaped” as
organizational arrangements and management decisions are interrelated and co-evolve over time [21].
The organizational arrangement affects the project reporting levels, and therefore, it is essential to
balance the different units of an organization. Organizational discords arising in the project setting
can be prevented by the right selection of the organizational structure. For example, the role and
authority level should be established to prevent conflicts between functional managers and project
managers [22].

There are two kinds of behaviors exhibited in transformational leadership, Organizational
Behaviors (OB) and Personal Behaviors (PB). Centralization weakened the permitting process of
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personal behaviors. Formalization supported to allow the processes of organizational behaviors and
weakened that of Personal Behaviors [23]. Both the behaviors (Organizational Behavior and Personal
behaviors) increase employee satisfaction and commitment towards the organization.

A firm is considered a network of employees where informal conversations have a deep
impact on employee behaviors. These collective behaviors then form the organizational culture.
Social interactions between staff portray the level of satisfaction of employees and influence
their productivity [24]. Formal meetings are accompanied by casual, less structured views and
discussions in which parties involved are often able to and mutual understanding and create
shared intentions. The way the organizational structure is designed has an impact on how they
collaborate. The management can plan strategically while designing the firm's structure and set a
culture that leverages workers' informal interactions to increase organizational performance.
Digital transformation changes the way of operations in an organization that sometimes cannot be
completely anticipated [25]. Therefore, leaders should establish an organizational structure that
encourages autonomy, agility, transparency, and innovation.

Later, the concept of Self-Managed Work Teams (SMWTs) also came into the picture. These
are the relatively autonomous teams that have their roles and decision-making responsibilities without
any management above them. SMWTs become more complex in their implementation in the different
cultures because the national culture can form a different notion of organizational fairness. What
appears right in one culture may not be considered justifiable in other [26].

Holacracy was first introduced in 2007. It is a practice of governance that has self-managing
teams rather than a traditional hierarchy in the organizational structure. It is built on the concept of
integrative decision-making. There are predefined rules in the holacracy framework, and it applies to
everyone in the same way. In holacracy, the jobs are defined as 'roles [27]. The teams are surrounded
by ‘circles’ where each circle administers itself by finding the roles required to reach the objectives of
the circle and assigning circle members to fill them. This practice provides agility to organizational
practices and a sense of ownership and autonomy to the employees. However, at the same time,
scaling up such a model comes as a huge challenge [28].

Effectiveness in organizational processes can be achieved by a 360° agile organizational
structure, an amalgamation of the matrix organizational structure overlaid with cross-functional teams
(CFTs). This structure does not form any hierarchy. The only player to report will be of the
founders/management [29]. The holacracy structure was found ‘chaotic’ due to the inner circles
reporting to outer circles, but there is no reporting individual outside the matrix in the proposed
model. They report to each other and in the absence of any one of them, the other takes over [30].
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Once they are contented with the output, they deliver it to the management. Another hindrance in the
holacracy model is the scalability model. However, this model introduces the concept of 'scaled
agility," which will help to expand the anticipated structure to a sizeable extent. It will also lead to fast
decision-making [31]. The self-esteem component of personalities can be gratified by providing more
autonomy and equal opportunities. A clear definition of roles will fill communication gaps and
enhance collaboration and transparency [32].

Another relevant aspect to look at while designing Organizational structure can be culture. It
can be a valid argument that some of the differences in the feasibility and success of organizational
structure can be attributed to cultural factors because every country has its history and beliefs [33].
The way we are raised in our families has a significant impact on our personalities and thoughts.
Hofstede (1994) concluded that the culture of a nation plays a major role in operating an organization.
There were many differences found based on dimensions which included concepts like finding the
degree to which the people in a society within a country hope for and agrees to the unequal
distribution of power, the extent of interdependence the community maintains among its members,

and whether the real motivation comes from enjoying what you do or being the best [34].

3. Methodology
3.1. Hypothesis Development

The organizational structure's important factors were identified from the review of literature
and interviews conducted and embedded in the questionnaire.

It aims to determine the perception of employees on these eleven key aspects of the
organizational structure:(1) Experience (2) Supervision (3) Communication Gap (4) Collaboration (5)
Reward System (6) Tendency to explore (7) Motivation (8) Culture (9) Organizational levels (10)
Capability (11) Effectiveness of SMWT (Self-Managed Work Teams).

3.1.1. Experience: This factor segregates the people who have any experience working in a
flat structure from those who do not have any experience, which will be useful in determining
whether employee perceptions differ due to their experience and whether it has any relationship with
other factors [35].

3.1.2. Supervision: This factor was used to assess whether they have experienced or observed
that the constant monitoring of their supervisors harms employee productivity. It would assess

whether the quality of work is getting impacted due to the supervision.
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3.1.3. Communication: This factor has a huge impact on assessing whether an employee is
being heard or not, impacting their satisfaction levels. An organization with a hierarchy of multiple
levels is more likely to have communication gaps than a flat organization having fewer levels where
people can engage with everyone.

3.1.4. Collaboration: The need for promotion in a hierarchy can come in the way of
collaboration between employees. It can resist sharing of ideas and relationship building. It can foster
jealousy among co-workers due to the need to secure a higher position and status.

3.1.5. Reward System: It shows if the employee believes in the concept of promotions, levels
and therefore, wants to get rewarded in the form of higher status and position in an organization or
prefers an equal status with an increase in compensation and benefits [36].

3.1.6. Tendency to explore: The choice between becoming an expert and exploring different
roles/fields can explain an organization's innovative capability. It also determines the Tendency of
subservience related to one's work.

3.1.7. Motivation: The respondents were asked to choose what will motivate them: autonomy
and flexibility at the workplace where they were in charge of everything from choosing the project to
working on it or a boss who guides them well or working with Self-Managed Work Teams
(SMWT’s).

3.1.8. Culture: Their views on whether our culture & history (of hierarchies and putting
people in levels) will impact India’s feasibility of self-management practices.

3.1.9. Organizational levels: Their views on whether they would like to have no leadership
titles and believe that everyone should work at the same level because excellence can occur at any
level. So, why have those levels? Alternatively, every level plays a different role in guiding,
structuring, and balancing the organization. Does hierarchy balance an organization better or giving
power to individuals' will?

3.1.10. Capability: Respondents were asked whether they think that not everyone is equally
capable of self-management and that the uncertainty will create more confusion and decline
performance. If you start assigning responsibility to employees, they will feel empowered. They
might make mistakes (which bosses also do sometimes), but eventually, they will learn and grow.

3.1.11. Effectiveness of SMTWs: Respondents were asked whether they think Self-Managed
Work Teams with no bosses to guide can be effective in India. These eleven aspects were then
studied and analyzed, and then the following hypotheses were created:

H1: There is no relationship between Supervision and Capability.
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The hypothesis is formulated to test whether there exists a relationship between the
micro-management of the supervisor and the difference in capabilities of the employees.

H2: There is no relationship between Organizational levels and Reward System

The hypothesis is framed to verify whether there exists a relationship between their choice of
organizational structure and the reward that motives them.

H3: There is no relationship between Reward System and Culture

The hypothesis is formulated to establish whether there exists a relationship between the
impact of culture and the choice of rewards.

H4: There is no relationship between Tendency to explore and Reward System

The hypothesis is formulated to identify whether there is a relationship between their
innovative capability and the choice of rewards.

H5: There is no relationship between Organizational levels and motivation

The hypothesis is formulated to test whether there exists a relationship between their source
of motivation and choice of organizational structure

H6: There is no relationship between Organizational levels and culture

The hypothesis is formulated to test whether there exists a relationship between their choice

of organizational structure and the impact of culture on this perception.

3.2. Sample and Data Collection

The survey was based on a self-administered questionnaire. A total of 182 responses were
considered for the analysis. A Chi-square test was applied to identify the relationships between the
different factors mentioned above.

The sample is majorly comprised of employees working in private organizations. The
questions covered their perception based on experience or observation and their general perception
about the feasibility and effectiveness of the flat structures in India. In other words, this questionnaire
had a simple and clear purpose of finding out whether they would like to work in a hierarchy or a flat
structure, their views and reason of inclination, as well as dissatisfaction towards an organization due

to its structure of the Indian workforce concerning the Organizational structure in today's times.
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4. Results and Findings

It is to be noted that all the findings were based on the results analyzed from respondents’
perception. In this study, 48.9% of respondents have worked in a flat structure before, and 51.1%
have not. Therefore, an almost equal distribution on both sides will give us a better picture. The
sample is taken from all the parts of the country. The demographic distribution of the respondents is
64.7 % Males and 35.3% Females. The Highest Education Qualification of the respondents is a
Master's degree with 62.1%, Bachelor's degree with 37.4%, and 0.5% with Diploma.

4.1. Hypothesis 1: There is No Relationship between Supervision and Capability

The null hypothesis suggests that there is no relationship between the perceptions of the
constant monitoring of the supervisor and the difference incapability of a person for self-management
practices. Out of 182 respondents Table 1, 133 (73.1%) employees believe that they have experienced
/observed that the monitoring declines the productivity of the employee, and out of those, 106
(58.2%) believed that if you start assigning responsibility to employees, they will learn better. The %2
value for this comparison is 12.752, and the p-value 0.000, which is less than 0.05. Hence, we reject
the null hypothesis. It proves that there exists a statistically significant relationship between the
perceptions of Supervision and Capability.

Table 1 - Cross-tabulation between Supervision and Capability
Supervision * Capability Crosstabulation

Capabhility
Mot everyone
is equally
capable of If you start
salf- assigning
management responsibility
and the to employees
uncertainty they will feel
will create empowered
confusion and they will
and decline lzarn and
performance. grow. Total
Supervision Yes Count 27 106 133
Expected Count 36.5 96.5 133.0
% of Total 14.8% 58.2% 7T31%
Mo Count 23 26 49
Expected Count 13.5 355 49.0
% of Total 12.6% 14 3% 26.9%
Total Count a0 132 182
Expected Count 50.0 132.0 182.0
% of Total 27.5% T2.5% 100.0%
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4.2. Hypothesis 2: There is no Relationship between Organizational Levels and Reward Systems

The null hypothesis suggests no relationship between the perceptions of the importance of
organizational levels and the choice of reward system an individual chooses. Out of 182 respondents
Table 2, 148 (81.3%) employees believe that every level of an organization plays a significant role,
and out of those, 101 (55.5%) want to work in a company where they will be promoted to higher
levels. It signifies that many people in India still give importance to hierarchy and prefer being
promoted rather than working in a flat structure and getting pay and promotions according to the
delivered results.

The y2 value for this comparison is 17.523, and the p-value of 0.000 is less than 0.05. Hence,
we reject the null hypothesis. It proves that there exists a statistically significant relationship between
Organizational Levels and Reward Systems.

Table 2 - Cross-tabulation between Organizational Levels and Reward Systems
Organizational_Levels * Reward_System Crosstabulation

Reward_System
A company
where
everyone has
A company equal status
where high butthere is a
performers difference in
are promoted compensatio
to a higher nand
level. benefits. Total
COrganizational_Levels  There should be no leadership Count 10 24 34
titles & everyone should work at E ted G t
the same level hecause ¥pecied Loun 20.7 13.3 34.0
Excellence can occur at any level 9 of Total 559 13.29% 18.7%
Every level plays a different role Count 101 47 148
in guiding, structuring and
balancing the organisation. Expected Count an.3 a7 T 148.0
% of Total 55.5% 25.8% 81.3%
Total Count 111 T 182
Expected Count 111.0 71.0 182.0
% of Total 61.0% 39.0% 100.0%

4.3. Hypothesis 3: There is no Relationship between Reward System and Culture

The null hypothesis suggests no relationship between the perceptions of choice of the reward
system and the importance of culture at organizational levels. Out of 182 respondents Table 3, 148
(81.3%) employees believe that Indian culture and history impact the feasibility of self-managed
practices in India. Out of those, 83(45.6%) believe that they want to work in a company where high

performers are promoted.
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The 2 value for this comparison is 8.021, and the p-value of 0.005 is less than 0.05. Hence,
we reject the null hypothesis. It proves that there is a significant relationship between the perception
of the Reward System and culture.

Table 3 - Cross-tabulation between Reward System and Culture
Reward_System * Culture Crosstabulation

Culture
Yes Mo Total
Reward_System A companywhere high Count 83 28 111
performers are promoted to a
higher level. Expected Count 90.3 20.7 111.0
% of Total 45 6% 15.4% 61.0%
A company where everyone has Count 65 i 71
equal status butthereis a
difference in compensation and Expected Count 517 13.3 71.0
henefits. % of Total 35.7% 3.3% 39.0%
Total Count 148 34 182
Expected Count 148.0 34.0 182.0
% of Total 81.3% 18.7% 100.0%

4.4. Hypothesis 4: There is no Relationship between Tendency to Explore and Reward Systems

The null hypothesis suggests no relationship between the perceptions of the importance of
organizational levels and the choice of reward system an individual chooses. Out of 182 respondents
Table 4, 120 (65.9%) employees have a higher tendency to explore and want to work in different
roles and projects, while 62 (34.1%) want to work only in their field of roles and projects.

The y2 value for this comparison is 6.891 and with a p-value of 0.009, which is less than 0.05.
Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis. It shows that there exists a statistically significant

relationship between Tendency to explore Organizational Levels and Reward System.

Table 4 - Cross-tabulation between Tendency to Explore and Reward Systems

Reward_Systemn * Tendency_to_Explore Crosstabulation

Tendency_to_Explore
Projects in
different
areas other
Projects than your own
related to your that interests
areaffield to you and help
gain you learn and
expertise. arow. Total
Reward_System A company where high Count A6 65 111
performers are promoted to a
higher level Expected Count 37.8 732 111.0
% of Total 25.3% 35.7% 61.0%
A company where everyone has Count 16 55 71
equal status butthere is a
difference in compensation and Expectsd Count 24.2 46.8 .o
benefits. % of Total 8.8% 30.2% 39.0%
Total Count 62 120 182
Expected Count 62.0 120.0 182.0
% of Total 34.1% 65.9% 100.0%
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4.5. Hypothesis 5: There is no Relationship between Organizational Levels and Motivation

The null hypothesis suggests no relationship between the perceptions of the importance of
organizational levels and the source of motivation. Out of 182 employees Table 5, 82 (45.1%)
chooses autonomy and flexibility at the workplace as their motivation. In contrast, 56 (30.8%) believe
they will be motivated by a boss who guides them well, and 44 (24.2%) believe that working in
Self-Managed Work teams will motivate them better. 61(33.5%) believe that every level plays a
guiding role while they still want to have autonomy in their work.

They2 value for this comparison is 6.105 and with a p-value of 0.047, which is less than 0.05.
Hence, the null hypothesis is rejected. It verifies that there exists a statistically significant relationship

between their choice of Organizational Levels and Motivation.

Table 5 - Cross-tabulation between Organizational Levels and Motivation
Organizational_Levels * Motivation Crosstabulation

Motivation
Autonomy
and Flexibility
where you are
in charge of
everything
from
choosing the A boss who Waorking with
projectto guides you SelfManaged
working on it wiell. Woark Teams. Total
Organizational_Levels  There should be no leadership Count 21 5 a 34
titles & everyone should work at
the same level hecause Expected Count 15.3 105 8.2 340
Excellence can occur at any level 9 of Total 11 5% 2 T% 4.4% 18.7%
Ewvery level plays a different role Count 61 a1 36 148
in guiding, structuring and
balancing the organisation. Expected Count 66.7 455 358 148.0
% of Total 33.5% 28.0% 19.8% 81.3%
Total Count 82 56 44 182
Expected Count 82.0 56.0 44.0 182.0
% of Total 451% 30.8% 24 2% 100.0%

4.6. Hypothesis 6: There is no Relationship between Organizational Levels and Culture

The null hypothesis suggests no relationship between the perceptions of the importance of
organizational levels and culture. Out of the total 182 Table 6, 148 (81.3%) believes that Indian
culture does play a role in the feasibility of self-managed practices in India, and out of that, a
whopping 116 (63.7%) believes that every level in an organization plays a significant role in
balancing and managing an organization. Hence, it points toward that majority has a perception that

different levels will manage an organization better than a flat organization with no levels. The 2
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value for this comparison is 17.523, and the p-value of 0.000 is less than 0.05. So, we reject the null
hypothesis. It suggests that there exists a significant relationship between Organizational Levels and

Reward Systems.

Table 6 - Cross-tabulation between Organizational Levels and Culture

Culture * Organizational_Lewels Crosstabulation

Qrganizational_Levels
There should

be no
leadership
titles & Every level
everyone plays a
should work different role
atthe same in guiding,

level because

structuring

Excellence and
can occur at balancing the

any level aorganisation. Total

Culture Yes Count 3z 116 148
Expected Count 27.6 120.4 148.0

%% of Total 17.6% G3.7% 81.3%

Mo Count 2 3z 34

Expected Count 6.4 27.6 34.0

% of Total 1.1% 17.6% 18.7%

Total Count 34 148 182
Expected Count 34.0 142.0 182.0

2% of Total 18.7% 81.3% 100.0%

5. Discussion

The results provide support for the fact that constant monitoring of bosses does impact the
efficiency of employees. 73.1% of the workforce in the sample feels that there exists micro-
management, which declines their productivity. The supervisors should provide some autonomy in
work given to the employees. 72.5% of them believe that if you start assigning responsibility to
employees, they will learn in a better way. Learning is a choice, and in order for this decision to come
naturally to them, they should not be monitored all the time. Giving them some control will lead to
better results. For the same reason, researches have shown that employees feel more satisfied in flat
organizations as more control is given to them.

Out of the total, 45.1% people in our research feel that they will be motivated to work in a
place with full autonomy where they are in charge of the work they do while 30.8% wants to work
under a boss who guides them well and 24.2% wants to work in Self-Managed Work teams. It clearly
shows that most people want to control what they do, which is provided by flat organizations.
However, at the same time, 81.3% of the people believe that every level of an organization plays a
significant role in guiding and structuring an organization which is a characteristic of a hierarchy.
ISSN: 2237-0722 5241
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Also, not every individual is equally capable of working independently. Many of us might require
someone to guide us through the process. It completely depends on the nature of the job and the
ownership taken by the employees in a company.

The promotion comes as another important factor. 61% want to work where high performers
are promoted, whereas 39% want to work where everyone is at the same level, but high performers
are paid high in terms of compensation and rewards. It clearly shows that people are not just satisfied
with the higher recognition in terms of rewards but still care about their status or the level they are put
in. Another issue related to promotion in a flat organization is that people are at the same level with
the same designation for years as there is no hierarchy. If they want to change jobs and move to a
hierarchical company, they have to justify their designation. Also, some people with 15-20 years of
experience do not feel comfortable working with an employee having 2-3 years of work experience
with the same designation. These are a few challenges faced in a decentralized organization.

Talking about innovative capability, 65.9% of employees tend to explore and want to work in
different roles and projects, while34.1% want to work only in their roles and projects. As culture was
assumed to be an aspect to consider for the success of self-management practices in the country,
81.3% of employees believe that Indian culture and history impact the feasibility of self-managed
practices in India.

All these factors are interrelated and impact our perception, which then shapes our satisfaction

levels.

6. Conclusion

Perception is the first step towards action. In order to find out where we are heading, it is
pertinent to understand the perception of employees of an organization in particular and a nation in
general. This study was envisioned to capture a general perception of the Millennials who are current
or to-be employees in India. Results indicate that there is not much difference in perception of flat
structure and those who do not. However, it does indicate various other relationships between the
factors that impact the organizational structure like Control and Capability, Reward-System and
Organizational Levels, Culture and Reward Systems, Tendency to Explore and Reward Systems,
Organizational level, and motivation and lastly, Organizational Level with culture.

The results also suggest that Indian employees do want to have autonomy and responsibility
in their work. However, they also believe that the different organizational levels have their role in

managing the organization. The majority of them agreed that Indian culture and history of hierarchy

ISSN: 2237-0722 5242
Vol. 11 No. 4 (2021)
Received: 28.07.2021 — Accepted: 30.08.2021



and levels would impact India's feasibility and acceptance of self-management practices. The
majority of them have experienced/observed that the constant monitoring of the boss decreases
employee productivity and they have experienced/observed that there is a communication gap
between frontline employees and the top leadership. Also, most of them believe that promotion
between employees comes in sharing ideas and relationship building. In a country of so much
diversity and complexities, we can first try to implement the self-management practices in parts of an
organization and then expand based on the organizational requirements. Using self-management
practices to design an entire organization is wise, but only if the level of adaptability is high and the
company functions in a fast-changing and highly competitive environment. The paybacks of making
rapid changes far outweigh the costs, and the wrong decisions will not be that disastrous.

Since the present study is based on perception, the results must be treated cautiously. The
appropriateness of the structure differs depending on the industry as well as the job roles. Some roles
might require supervision and guidance, while others need to be autonomous to perform better.
However, it is true that if we allow people to start taking charge, they will eventually learn, but it is
highly based on the context of the organization. The upcoming generation of self-managing teams
desires a new generation of leaders to see the difference and decide when it is best to put aside the
hierarchy for a different way of operating and be bold enough to defend hierarchy where it serves the

organization’s fundamental goals.

7. Limitations and Future Research

Even though the purpose of the present study was effectively accomplished, limitations
addressed in future studies should be illustrated. First, this study was purely intended to capture a
general perception of the Millennials who are current or to-be employees in India.

As every organization is different concerning its nature and employees, some results may not
hold. Thus, future research should elucidate the precise cause-and-effect relationship between the
different perception factors in a particular organization and then capture its results by designing and
executing a longitudinal survey. The insights derived could be used to formulate policies related to
organizational structure.

Second, to generalize the outcomes to other countries, upcoming studies are needed to test the
conceptual framework of this study in other countries and then equate the results with the conclusions
of this study. Also, the framework can be used, but the study results might change in different time

frames due to the ever-evolving nature of the world.
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Given the circumstantial dependency of the framework, other factors could also be added if
found relevant. Lastly, future research can also be carried to compare the perception and dynamics of

organizational structure in smaller and larger organizations.
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