Given that the mind is the new basis of wealth creation and that unique competitive advantage increasingly derives from the imagination and creativity of the people in a business, effective staffing is now among the most important tasks of management. It is one of the four must-focus-on areas for new leaders; ie, Focus on Talent - how to attract, hold, align and energize talented people.

Staffing has, of course, always been important to organized operations involving an input of labor, but the skills involved in staffing have changed with the technologies of the times. The tasks of talent staffing and talent leadership are arguably at the more difficult end of a spectrum that runs from staffing a Roman galley with slaves to row it, through staffing factories during the first and second industrial revolutions, to staffing knowledge based projects in the present day. Everyone can accept that the technology is more advanced and of more significance in staffing matters in the present day than was the case in industrial or ancient times but not everyone recognizes how control over the means of production has shifted from managers to workers and what that means when it comes to staffing.

In early hunter-gatherer societies labor and the means of production, in the form of hunting and foraging skills, were combined. There were partial separations in subsequent ages, but it was only during the relatively short span of the second industrial revolution that an absolute separation of labor and the means of production occurred. Then, the owners or managers of highly capital intensive production plants or large scale service business infrastructures bargained with workers who, despite the existence of employee share schemes, did not truly own or control any part of the means of production. Unions were effective in winning higher wages and better conditions for workers during the peak decades of the industrial age, but owners and managers remained in control of the means of production.

During the 20th century, large productivity increases funded very significant wage rises but the proportions of created wealth divided between owners and employees remained remarkably constant and did not shift greatly in favor of organized labor. Despite the efforts of unions and various legislators to change this situation, ultimate economic power lay with the owners of facilities, brands and capital. Labor was selling its time, skills and willingness to be directed by managers and supervisors in relation to narrow jobs and a limited set of tasks set out in job descriptions. If workforce relations and bargaining became too difficult, proprietors could, and often did, decide to relocate the means of production in another part of the World where labor was available at more reasonable rates.

This was the context of staffing as a traditional management task. Managers designed an organization structure, specified jobs, approved position descriptions and oversaw recruitment and promotion processes that filled the positions with appropriate people. Although job expansion and flexible roles policies led to a need for more versatile and competent staff during the 1990s, for most of the industrial age, jobs were deliberately narrow in design and limited in scope. This was hugely wasteful of human resources because most jobholders were capable of contributing more widely than their job specifications required or allowed. The origins of narrow job designs go back to the first industrial revolution when the workforce was largely drawn from former agricultural workers and domestic servants who had little education and were thought to be incapable of anything other than the most routine repetitive tasks. Even after education systems were producing well schooled workers and technicians, the notions of specialization, division of labor and the "one best way" to do a job caused narrow job designs to persist.

To this day there are managers and human resources practitioners who will, when faced with the opportunity to design and staff a completely new business to compete in the new economy, still create narrow positions such as Programmer or Analyst Programmer. Although there is no preexisting structure or history for the various jobs in the new company, nor any legacy of salary scales and agreements, many managers will still specify 20th century jobs and titles. If these managers subsequently wonder why there are difficulties in finding and keeping talented people who exhibit such vital qualities as drive and creativity, the reasons often lie in the fact that the World has changed, but their thinking hasn't.

The workers that will power the hyperknowledge age are very different from those that came from the farms and from domestic service, to work in the new factories of the First Industrial Revolution. They are far better educated and informed, more affluent and wider traveled, and they have higher expectations and ambitions than their own parents, let alone the parents of the folk who staffed the first factories. Moreover, these new e-workers are technologically fluent and capable and they can command ever-higher salaries and better conditions than those enjoyed by senior managers, only a decade ago. But they want more. These new workers want to use their minds, to think, to imagine, and to create.

Most new knowledge workers are highly involved with technology. Not only digital information technologies but many other forms, such as light technologies, life technologies, robotic technologies, and nano technologies. They are also interested in digesting scientific knowledge, in the broad sense and in working and thinking freely and widely, beyond limited specializations. With the advent of readily available computing power and the interconnection of knowledge and ideas provided by the Internet, science has already learned the advantages of integrating knowledge and expertise from diverse disciplines. Many of the breakthroughs in science and technology now come from multi- disciplinary teams that focus on particular research and development projects, and blend the diverse experience and perspectives of members to achieve understandings and insights that might have previously escaped realization within narrower investigations. Although big business has yet to recognize and implement synergistic, web-like innovation frameworks, new knowledge workers are drawn to the collaborative discovery models appearing across the sciences.

Human Resources executives frequently complain that IT staff are more loyal to the computer technology they work with than the firms they work for. They find that it is hard to attract and keep these specialists, even if IT salary and benefits levels are raised well above the normal practice of the firm that employs them. However, these same HR executives might need to look at what could reasonably be expected to hold talented knowledge workers and what such individuals might find to relate to in the underlying aims of the company.

Alfie Kohn, the author of "Punished by Rewards", makes the point that the use of monetary incentives in creative knowledge work has been shown to be counterproductive, in that narrowly targeted goals and rewards generally divert people from wide ranging thought and innovation. Another effect he describes is the diversion of attention away from performance building that occurs as a result of linking performance appraisal processes to pay. Such linking transforms the relationship between managers and employees into a monetary conflict, when it should be a constructive search for improvement, rapport and trust. If this is so, (and the abject failure of most pay for performance plans to raise performance suggests that it is), then it could also follow that placing the emphasis on remuneration as a way of keeping talented knowledge workers is also doomed to fail.

Kohn notes that three factors are important in knowledge work: its content, the choice and freedom involved in performing the work, and the degree of collaboration and sharing of ideas and knowledge. This is quite evident in IT work. For example, IT staff want to learn and keep up with the latest technology. They know that besides providing the most interesting work, being at the forefront of the expansion of knowledge in IT makes them highly employable and guarantees their near future. (The longer term future of employment in IT is a different question.) The content of the work is very important in this regard. IT people can easily stagnate technically, and consequently they seek opportunities to work in new development with new tools, rather than plod away at maintaining legacy programs using outdated languages. No amount of money will entice truly talented and creative people to work on yesterday's systems.

Talented people also need (not just prefer) to work in a stimulating, collaborative environment in which they find peer synergy and free and open debate of imaginative and unconventional ideas. They are more than intelligent enough to realize that they do not have to work in the restrictive, initiative deadening organization cultures that typified the factory age. Talent is now free to think and work globally. This liberation of creative, imaginative individuals is due to a reacquisition by knowledge workers of the means of production - in the form of the human mind. When various commentators now speak or write of "The Death of Deference" they are referring to a growing phenomenon throughout the Western world, in which knowledge workers are rejecting the top-down management authority models on which two industrial revolutions were built, and opting instead for enterprise cultures that are considerably freer, self-organizing, and more intellectually energized than anything that has gone before. Such talent friendly cultures don't just evolve; they are built by new leaders in collaboration with all the people that work in them.

The implications are profound for staffing of two factors: the death of deference due to the ultimate possession by workers of the cognitive means of production; and the fundamental need of 21st century knowledge workers to continue to learn and remain employable. Some of these implications are:

It is not sufficient to offer high salaries; these are now a given. To compete for talent, it is essential to provide an organization format and culture that facilitate creative knowledge work and learning. When it comes to talent, it is a seller's market and talent is increasingly hired on talent's terms rather than those of a powerful employer.

Traditional structures and jobs are out. While it is still possible to find applicants to fill narrow positions such as Programmer or Analyst Programmer, the more highly talented people probably won't stay long in such jobs; if they even join at all. All truly creative knowledge workers, not just IT staff, will increasingly become averse to traditional structures and 20th century job prisons.

For creative knowledge workers to want to join and stay with a firm, they must like the business and connect with its aims and values. It is the role of new leaders to develop and articulate success strategies and engender a values driven culture that supports innovation and creative knowledge work. A clear and meaningful purpose is essential to both business activities and personal growth and fulfillment. Meaning provides the framework for high affiliation, full engagement of the workforce and wide contributions to success that extend to the full capacities of each individual.

Talented people will not tolerate hierarchical structures that narrow at the top and limit their opportunities to learn and advance quickly. They will not happily work with outdated tools and technologies while new development is either postponed or is outsourced to external contractors, when it could otherwise be tackled by internal teams. To attract and hold creative knowledge workers, new leaders must provide plentiful opportunities for learning and knowledge sharing. While new development projects might involve the use of some external expertise, there should always be knowledge building and experience roles for internal members of the enterprise.

This all means that, not only are the caliber and capability of creative knowledge workers important within the staffing activity, but the structural, directional and cultural context of the roles is also becoming vital to success. It is not enough to approach the task of staffing an enterprise with talented people by following the traditional sourcing, selection, pricing and induction steps. The cultural context of the knowledge work, as well as the nature of the workforce engagement and alignment processes, has to form an integral part of staffing a 21st century business.

Are there any lessons that can be drawn from nature that might relate to the areas of staffing, learning and culture? Yes, there are several. The significance of habitats and of the difficulties in reintroducing captive animals into a natural environment are two aspects that can provide some useful insights. Thinking about structures and cultures in terms of different habitats often helps managers to understand the true differences between 20th century organizations and what lies beyond them. The issue of reintroduction into the free, unbounded, spaces of nature has quite a lot in common with the plight of longer-term employees of traditionally organized and managed businesses.

A major production facility, such as a car plant, is usually thought of in terms of the machine paradigm. The plant buildings, the manufacturing equipment, the many vehicle components, the energy that runs the plant, even the computer systems and the information they hold in the form of electrical charges (equivalent to zeros or ones) represent inanimate inputs to the production process. The only animate and biological inputs come from human workers, their supervisors and managers. All these people are organized as if they were also component inputs to the production machine. The people are fitted into narrow, often specialized jobs and, while training is generally available, the pyramidal structure limits learning and promotion opportunities. People are conceived of as parts of a static mechanism. This machine habitat was the only option for our parents and grandparents. If they sold their time and skills in the employment market, they inevitably ended up as parts of an economic engine, whether that was a factory, a bank or a chain store.

As we enter the 21st century, the models in science and technology have changed. Instead of the deterministic, orderly universe notions of Newton, or even the relatavistic physics of the 1900s, the forefront of modern science, and the technologies it spawns, has now become life itself. The Complex Sciences, as they are increasingly called, involve rich layers of detail and complexity that were undreamt of in the 19th century, when the machine paradigm was adopted as the principal organizational model in business. Given these new insights that reveal that even the simplest organisms are more complex and self organizing than any machine, it is wise to consider organization and habitat models from life. As the First Global Economy develops, the survival of many traditionally organized firms might well depend on these new models. One such organic model is the flock.

Birds embody organic design that makes even the most advanced machine technology pale by comparison. Swallows, for example, migrate over large distances by highly efficient use of stored fat reserves. As the northern winter ends, birds gather into large flocks in South America, from as far south as Brazil and Argentina, and fly together to the USA and Canada. As it travels across the US, the main flock separates into flights that disperse along the various routes to their regular destinations. A typical journey might cover 12,000 km and, during that time, each bird in the flock totally consumes its store of fat, stopping only for rest, but not to eat or drink. The flock travels at a cruise speed of 30 kilometers per hour, in fifteen or sixteen hour stretches, navigating with unerring accuracy and astonishing timing, to reach the same nesting areas it has used in previous seasons.

Unlike a machine, a flock is self-organizing and inherently dynamic. Machines, and machine models of organization, are generally static and deterministic. By comparison, flocks and various organic models of organization, tend to be mobile and adaptive - they do not necessarily stay in a single habitat. Once the conditions around them begin to change unfavorably, the members of a flock, as if with a single mind and purpose, move to more habitable locations. Above all - and this is a vital point for aspiring new leaders to understand - the flock is free and mobile.

During the late 1980s, and throughout the 1990s, employers began to experience a new phenomenon. Whole teams of technically specialized employees resigned en masse and joined another firm, together, as a going concern. This trend continues to the present day and is likely to intensify in the future. The new employer of a specialist group, such as an IT applications development team or a money market team, might often be an existing competitor or even a new firm established by the departing knowledge unit.

In Australia some industrial relations practitioners have seen merit in attempting to use individual employment contracts to limit mass exits of this type and to also prevent directly competitive use of knowledge acquired during the period of employment. But such thinking fails to recognize that, in a fast changing world, it is not past knowledge that is valuable, it is the new ideas that spring from past experience and collaboration. The cohesion and synergy that has developed within a successful team can be of immense value. Sometimes this understanding and respect has taken years to develop and an intuitive meshing of minds has become the basis of the creative successes of a group. In a global employment market that is increasingly linked in cyberspace, it is wishful thinking to expect contractual ties to limit the scope of talented teams to take their intellectual prowess elsewhere, or to hope that their future ideas might not soon operate to the advantage of competitors.

Where high levels of affinity and synergy develop within talent groups, it is quite likely that an increasing proportion of any employment contracts entered into will be on a team collective rather than an individual basis. This would accord with the notion of the flock, in which the whole is preeminent and is the vehicle for the survival, growth and fulfillment of its constituent members. Note that any team collective agreements of this sort will not be similar to old forms of industrial agreements, in which trade unions represented and bargained for organized labor. In the latter case, unions negotiated with the owners of the means of production, or their agents, on behalf of workers who made time and skills inputs to an enterprise. In the probable team collective case, the talent group would actually possess the key means of production - in their many minds. This means that the historical legal notion of the "master and servant" relationship, which can be traced back to the family law of Roman times, loses all relevance. In these circumstances, the executives and directors of a knowledge centered enterprise might well place a message in meter high letters on their board room wall. It would say; WE ARE NOT IN CONTROL.

There is really nothing revolutionary about such a situation. Every coach will instantly recognize that it is typical of the way they operate with both individual athletes and teams of players. On the field of play it is the rules of the game, as enforced by a referee, and values such as fair play and sportsmanship, that guide and constrain action. But ultimately it is the teams of players that control events and determine the outcome of the contest. In nature, flocks and other animal groupings also operate without the command and control hierarchies associated with traditional corporate structures. Instincts, learned habits and collective behaviors combine to deliver results that no individual members of a flock could ever achieve on their own.

The flock is, in effect, a success system. (The machine model of the industrial age is also a success system, but a very primitive one in comparison to organic forms of organization.) Once it is recognized that the flock is a behavioral framework that enables members to survive and compete in the world at large, it is obvious that there remains a vital role for leaders in an organic model. Besides ensuring that the necessary financial and administrative systems are in place to support the firm, new leaders provide the meaning and goals for success. Like good coaches, they seek out and nurture talent, and offer advice and counsel regarding learning and development. New leaders also look ahead and develop and articulate strategies for dynamic growth in new markets and with new technologies. In a knowledge centered enterprise there should be a second line in meter high letters on the wall; WE ENABLE AND LEAD SUCCESS.

By joining a well-led firm that is organized on an organic basis and has a strong ethos of growth, development and innovation, talented individuals will find the culture and habitat they need to succeed. Moreover, a well-led enterprise will not stagnate in old areas of business or technology, it will move into new markets and products as the opportunities are identified by its sharp-eyed strategists. Like the swallows that leave the rain and sleet behind them and join the flocks headed to conditions of plenty, talented people will migrate with the enterprise as it seeks the opportunities that are building up in the First Global Economy. New leaders understand that it is not the present plant or distribution infrastructure that represents the real value in a business, but the mind wealth that is accumulated in its talent groups and the success drive that is expressed throughout its culture.

Finland's Nokia had a long history (beginning in the 1860s) as a timber company and later as a conglomerate manufacturer of paper products, rubber boots and snow tires. Only a decade ago Nokia's management saw the opportunity in a (then anticipated) deregulated, global telecommunications market and completely shifted the direction of the business. By the end of the 1990s over 90 percent of Nokia's operations were in telecommunications and it had become Europe's largest manufacturer of cellular phones, with 38,000 employees. This story is seen as so remarkable that it is frequently quoted and is also used as a case study by management schools. However, this sort of transformation will be commonplace during the coming decade.

Motor car plants are not likely to remain major employers of humans, nor is auto manufacture likely to offer anything but the leanest margins. As rationalization of the auto industry continues, economies of scale will become critical, and a few major facilities will churn out all the cars the global market needs. These plants will run in the dark because their exclusively robotic workers will use infrared and other sensing means to do their precise, repetitive work and there will be no need to waste energy on lighting the workplace.(Dark data centers already operate on this principle.)

Manufacturing plants of themselves are no longer the key to competitiveness. That key increasingly lies in knowledge and creativity, in conceptualizing and designing new products, and in devising and implementing new means of marketing and distribution. Foresight is vital to strategic transformation of a business. Nokia used foresight to identify the changes and opportunities that loomed in the telecommunications market, and then swung all its mind power and other resources behind the repositioning of its business. In the present decade, countless firms will need to do the same, simply to survive in the First Global Economy.

Whereas the traditional machine model of organization, with its static mindsets and sense of permanence, is ill suited to non-linear changes and radical shifts in business direction, the new, organic models are very well matched to migratory business strategies. In the latter case, the talent teams travel from old to new business habitats, while old facilities and their supporting infrastructures are sold or abandoned. A major difference between staffing the old machine form of business and the modern organic models is that the new way values continuing talent development and creative synergies above all else, while the old way mainly values people as inputs to a static success model. The latter results in the view that it is sensible to lay off labor - even knowledge workers - in a business downturn and re-hire once volumes pick up again. In contrast, in an organic form of business, the emphasis is on keeping and nurturing talented people, who will help to find the way ahead and move the business beyond old products and services that face an uncertain or difficult future. The collective intelligence and adaptability of its permanent mind-flock is the greatest advantage a firm can have in times of discontinuous, and often chaotic, changes and opportunities.

Finally, we should note the growing problem of workers who are, after many years of service in old business structures, unable to adapt to employment in the global economy. Because they have spent too long in narrow and quite limited positions within traditional organization models, these people are not well equipped to journey into new markets and ventures (using the Nokia example, to change from constrained roles in slow paced timber production to flexible roles in fast paced telecommunications). Their plight is directly analogous to that of birds or other animals that have been taken from the wild and kept far too long in artificially protected habitats. In the wild these workers would perish; they could not join the free flocks and travel to far off locations of abundance and success.

Employers need sound policies in relation to the lowered employability and prospects of workers who have spent, or might spend, too long in narrow job cages and have, therefore, become vulnerable to what might be termed the 20th century careers trap. It is not the purpose of this article to discuss various policy options in any detail. However, two observations are offered here. First, it will make no sense to set up new businesses along old lines. That will only serve to trap more workers than are already caught in the job cages dilemma. Where a new start-up business is being formed it is imperative to adopt modern, organic principles of organization, and thus minimize future employability traps from the outset.

Existing organizations with long term employees in traditional job hierarchies need to do as much as possible to lessen the difficulties arising from placing workers in narrow positions with limited scope to advance or develop self- managing abilities or mind-work skills. While it depends on the individual to a great extent, many people who have spent twenty plus years in various job cages within a traditional command and control structure can be severely disadvantaged if they are retrenched at, say, 40 years of age and left to find employment in a market filled with thousands of others like themselves. In the early 21st century, life spans, for those able to afford the appropriate drugs and medical treatments, are expected to extend to 100 years or more. People who potentially have a considerable period in which they would be fit to work and earn, could, if they are unable to adapt, face a bleak future at the hands of some heartless social security system.

Retraining will not help these individuals as much as fresh perspectives and new mindsets. Conventional out-placement services might not be sufficient, and major employers could consider various means of funding self-help collectives to support people attempting to refresh or rebuild their levels of employability. It might not be prudent, or wise, to simply abandon those workers who cannot make the leap into creative knowledge work. In principle, there might be little difference between a liability for past exposure of workers to hazards, such as asbestos, and a liability for the diminution of further employability that stems from hierarchical organization structures and limited career advancement opportunities. Lawyers have been known to construct viable class actions out of much less.

