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job of reinforcing performance, with nearly nine in
10 consistently holding team members accountable
for results.

But although execution should be driven from
the middle, it needs to be guided from the top. And
our data suggests that many top executive teams
could provide much more support. Distributed
leaders are hamstrung in their efforts to translate
overall company strategy into terms meaningful
for their teams or units when top executives fail to
ensure that they clearly understand that strategy.
And as we’ve seen, such failure is not the exception
but the rule.

Conflicts inevitably arise in any organization
where different units pursue their own objectives.
Distributed leaders are asked to shoulder much of
the burden of working across silos, and many ap-
pear to be buckling under the load, A minority of

middle managers consistently anticipate and avoid
problems (15%) or resolye conflicts quickly and wel]
(26%). Most resolye issues only after o significant de-
lay (37%), try but fail toresolve them (10%), or don’t
address them at all (12%). Top executives could hel

b.y adding structured Processes to facilitate coordinz-
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on improving alignment, they risk deve19ping ever
more refined answers to the wrong question.

In the worst cases, companies slip into a.dY'
namic we call the alignment trap. When executiol ]
stalls, managers respond by tightening the screws ol Z
alignment—tracking more performance metrics, for ]
example, or demanding more-frequent meetings t'o
monitor progress and recommend what to do. This
kind of top-down scrutiny often deterioratesint -
micromanagement, which stifles the experimenta
tion required for agility and the peer-to-peer in.tef'
actions that drive coordination. Seeing executlol} 1
suffer but not knowing why, managers turn 0nc ]
more to the tool they know best and further u‘ghte_ﬂ ]
alignment. The end result: Companies are trappedi

adownward spiral in which more alignmentleadst®
worse results.

If common beliefs about execution are inco™"
plete at best and dangerous at worst, what should
take their place? The starting point is a fundamen!
redefinition of execution as the ability to seizé
Pc?rtuniu‘es aligned with strategy while COOl'dmaﬁng' -
with other parts of the organization on an ongoi®

basis. Reframing execution in those terms can !
managers pinpoint why it is stalling. Armed Wi
more Comprehensiye
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