
ORGANIZATION DESIGN FASHION OR FIT

The key to organizational design, then, is consistency and coherence. If managers are to design effective organizations,
they need to pay attention to the fit.

As the organization grows, it acquires intermediate managers between the chief executive and the workers.
Margaret K. When these characteristics are mismatchedâ€”when the wrong ones are put togetherâ€”the
organization does not function effectively, does not achieve a natural harmony. Divisionalized Form Like the
professional bureaucracy, the divisionalized form is not so much an integrated organization as a set of rather
independent entities joined together by a loose administrative overlay. Managers abound in the
adhocracyâ€”functional managers, project managers, integrating managers. Thus, whereas in each of the other
configurations power is more or less concentrated, in adhocracy it is distributed unevenly. In other words, the
choice is between evolution and revolution, between perpetual mild adaptation, which favors external fit over
time, and infrequent major realignment, which favors internal consistency over time. Finally, the most
complex organizations engage sophisticated specialists, especially in their support staffs, and require them to
combine their efforts in project teams coordinated by mutual adjustment. This is clearly the structure of our
age, prevalent in almost every industry that has grown up since World War II and none I can think of
established before that time. It flows, not according to authority or status but to wherever the experts needed
for a particular decision happen to be found. In this case, unit size is small and span of control is low despite a
relative absence of direct supervision. Some direct supervision is usedâ€”headquarters managers visit the
divisions periodically and authorize some of their more important decisions. The technical system of the
organization influences especially the operating core and those staff units most clearly associated with it.
When it does not, the money is wasted. In the operating adhocracy, the operating and administrative work
blend into a single effort. When the screws of the performance control system are turned tight, the division
managers, in order to achieve the results expected of them, are driven to ignore the social consequences of
their decisions. Remember that these are configurations of situation as well as structure. These are certainly
abstract ideals, simplifications of the complex world of structure. Government administrators assume that just
a little more formal control will bring this callous hospital or that weak school in line. Divisionalization refers
to a structure of semiautonomous market-based units. Those goals tend to get translated down the line into
more and more specific subgoals and, eventually, work standards. Unit grouping refers to the optional bases
by which positions are grouped together into units and these units into higher-order units. The results are
devastating. As a result, the structure emerges as very decentralized; power over many decisions, both
operating and strategic, flows all the way down the hierarchy to the professionals of the operating core. Also,
with day-to-day decision-making decentralized, the central team can focus on "big picture" strategic plans.
Some organizations do indeed achieve and maintain an internal consistency. Where one pull
dominatesâ€”where the conditions favor it above allâ€”then the organization will tend to organize itself close
to one of the configurations. But innovative organizations have challenges. Or it can maintain internal
consistency at the expense of a gradually worsening fit with its environment, at least until the fit becomes so
bad that it must undergo sudden structural redesign to achieve a new internally consistent configuration.
Adhocracy in some sense achieves its effectiveness through inefficiency. The more an organization is
controlled externally, the more centralized and bureaucratic it tends to become. Some endure as they are,
continuing to innovate over long periods of time. Management that grabs at every structural innovation that
comes along may be doing its organization great harm. Planning and control systems are used to standardize
outputs. Some evidence suggests that the control systems of these structures discourage risk taking and
innovation, that the division head who must justify his or her performance every month is not free to
experiment the way the independent entrepreneur is. And to design these control systems, headquarters creates
a small technostructure. Adhocracy can do no ordinary thing well. An organization begins with a person who
has an idea. Indeed, adhocracy contradicts much of what we accept on faith in organizationsâ€”consistency in
output, control by administrators, unity of command, strategy emanating from the top. And that permeates
every part of it. But the problem all too often is that it is not left alone. And that tends to happen most often in
the largest and most mature organizations, those that have run out of opportunities or become stalled in their
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traditional markets. In other words, they encourage the bureaucratization of structure. But are they appropriate
for a machine bureaucracy? It identifies the needs of its clients and offers a set of standardized programs to
serve them.


