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ά²ŜΩǾŜ ŀƭƭ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ  ¸ƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŘƻƴŜ ŀǘ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǎƻ ǎƛƳǇƭŜΦ  !ƴŘ ȅŜǘ 
ƛǘ ŜƴŘǎ ǳǇ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎƻ Χ ƘŀǊŘΦ  ¢ƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ƭŀȅŜǊǎΣ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ǊǳƭŜǎΣ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƻƪǎΣ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ 
everything.   ²ƘŀǘΩǎ ŜǾŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǊǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ ŦǊǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  !ŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳΦ  Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƻŦǘŜƴ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ 
complexities there in the first place.  So they remain blissfully ignorant of ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ 
ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘΦ  ¦ƴǘƛƭΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƻƻ ƭŀǘŜΦ  ¦ƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜ ώƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴϐ ƛǎ ǘƻǇǇƭƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ 
ƻǿƴ ƛƴŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎƛŜǎΦέ  
 

Editors Note to the Wall Street Journal/MIT Sloan Management Review  
Business Insight article Too Big to Manage,  

Wall Street Journal, October 26, 2009.  

ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN AT WORK 



 
ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN AT WORK 

 

 

2 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 

Large complex organizations continuously evolve their organizational structure, 

management control systems, and governance as they adapt to constantly changing economic, 

political and competitive pressures (or for the Army, changing warfighting pressures).  That 

evolution may reflect new missions assigned to the organization, or it may be reflective of 

changing strategies to meet new challenges.  The net effect is that change is constant.  

Evolutionary changes accumulate and often drive the need for revolutionary changes in 

organizational structure, management control systems, and governance systems.  We believe that 

since 9/11 and the publishing of General Orders 3 (GO-3) in 2002, HQDA needs a revolutionary 

change in its governance system.  (The revolutionary change in HQDAôs organizational structure 

is currently underway with four new core enterprise boards and a new executive board.)  We 

further believe that leadership, organization structure, and governance are the driving force 

behind any organization in achieving its mission and goals.  The subject of this brief is 

governance. 

 

Governance, in its simplest form, ensures that everyone in an organization understands 

the mission of the organization, their role in carrying-out the mission, and the accountabilities 

and authorities associated with their role.  If, through a clearly communicated and documented 

governance system, individuals understand mission, roles, accountabilities and authorities, they 

will add value to the organization in accomplishing its overall goals.  Consequently, one of the 

critical success factors underpinning an organizationôs ability to accomplishing its mission is an 

effective governance system. 

 

An effective governance system requires clearly defined and documented accountabilities 

and authorities for all roles in an organizationôs structure.  In the absence of clarity and 

documentation, especially in the underlying authority base that defines the web of working 

relationships extant in any organization, employees establish their own rules about ñwho does 

whatò and ñwho can tell whoò what to do.   In these organizations, management control becomes 

blurred and the effectiveness and efficiency of the organization wanes.  By contrast, the outcome 

from a clearly defined and documented governance system is more likely to be a practical and 

effective management control system, and a well-structured, effective and efficient organization. 

Failing to meet its mission is the cost of a nonexistent or weak governance system. 

 

Our purpose in this brief is to demonstrate why revising GO-3 is absolutely critical to 

accomplishing the mission of the United States Army.  We will present what we believe is both 

the correct process and correct content for revising GO-3 in the form of General Orders 3 

Rewrite (i.e., GO-3R).  With GO-3R vetted and signed, we believe the Armyôs generating force  
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will have an effective governance system in place.  Before discussing the GO-3R governance 

system, however, let us address the question:  What organizational problems arise from a weak 

or nonexistent governance system? 

 

WITHOUT A FORMAL GOVERNANCE SYSTEM 

 

 Best business practices (from business literature and academic research) tell us that large 

organizations who fail to clearly define and document a governance system suffer the following 

problems: 

 

 Its people are not aligned with the organizationôs mission (an effectiveness issue) 

 People fail to perform the work for which their role was created (e.g., people at HQDA  

strategy levels running DRUs) 

 Accountabilities for and the output expected from work are not defined and measured 

(e.g., wartime rapid-fielding policies not crafted and promulgated after 9/11) 

 Authority that accompanies an accountability not carefully and uniformly documented 

(e.g., allowing one agency to define ñoversightò as supervision, another as prescription, 

and yet another as monitoring;  see GO-3) 

 Working relationships, essential for getting work done across functional boundaries, are 

left to individuals to define for themselves or for organizations to turn to the latest 

management fad for resolution, e.g., social networking where everybody interacts with 

everybody else 

 Taking-on or duplicating other peopleôs work, overlapping work, or friction points on 

whose work it is (an efficiency issue) and what authority one individual has to tell 

another what to do (an effectiveness issue) 

 

WHY A FORMAL GOVERNANCE SYSTEM FOR THE HQDA? 

 

The importance of a clearly documented governance system for the Armyôs generating 

force is shown by the complex relationships in Figure 1.   The basis of the complexity is three 

separate but closely interrelated organizational entities: the civilian Secretariat, the military 

ARSTAF, and the operating units (ACOMs and DRUs).  Each has different roles in carrying-out 

the Armyôs mission as shown in Figure 2a and Figure 2b.  These two figures show the 

relationship of the Secretariat and ARSTAF to the Army Commands (ACOMs).  
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                                                           FIGURE 1 

             
 

                                                  FIGURE 2a 
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FIGURE 2b 
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Even without horizontal and diagonal arrows, line labels, dotted and solid lines, colors, 

and actual number of boxes for the entire generating force, Figures 2a and 2b show the 

complexity of relationships in the generating force.  Hopefully, the need for a formal governance 

system with clearly documented roles, accountabilities, and authorities is obvious from simply 

viewing these figures. 

 

Under Title X, the Secretariat staff exists to assist the SA in ñrunningò the enterprise.  

The essence of the Secretariat role is to ñoverseeò operations.  The ARSTAF, on the other hand, 

is charged with assisting the CSA in carrying out his role, which encompasses two missions: to 

assist the SA in running the enterprise, usually, by assuming a ñCOOò role; and to assist the CSA 

in executing his Joint Staff duties.  In order to facilitate the CSA in carrying out his dual role, the 

ARSTAF will need to be properly informed about the status of current operations and how those 

operations may affect future strategies and future operations.  To maintain proper situational 

awareness, the ARSTAF will have to ñmonitorò existing operations.  Thus, by Title X, the role of 

the ARSTAF is to ñmonitorò current operations.  As shown by the bottles in Figures 2a & 2b, the 

workflow for both the ARSTAF and the Secretariat is upward and focused on assisting their 

respective ñbossesò in their roles of overseeing and/or monitoring.   
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How have these working relationships been defined in the existing HQDA governance 

document?  We believe not very clearly.  In GO-3, the terms ñoversightò and ñmonitorò are not 

defined at all, although they were used freely throughout the document.  Oversight and monitor 

are but two of the 84 action verbs contained in the GO-3, none of which are defined.  What is 

missing is a lexicon of terms describing HQDA authorities and working relationships. A 

governance document with a clearly documented lexicon is missing in HQDA.  (This is, of 

course, not true for the Warfighting Army, where authorities and relationships are clearly 

documented in doctrine.) 

 

GO-3 also leaves undefined accountabilities for the different organizational levels in 

HQDA.  For example, who is accountable for policy and strategy at specific levels in the HQDA 

organizational structure?  Why is this important?  Because left undefined by level, policy and 

strategy work (situational awareness, policy application, strategy formulation, tracking, 

evaluation, etc.) is circumvented by operations work.  Many ARSTAF elements, and some 

Secretariat elements, are running DRUs.  As a result, their attention is often diverted away from 

higher level policy and strategy work by the day-to-day demands of running operations.  In some 

cases, ARSTAF principles have direct hands-on, rather than ñmonitoring,ò working relationships 

with ACOMs.  Policy and strategy work suffers because accountabilities are not clearly 

documented in a governance document.  Many senior leaders in the ARSTAF and Secretariat are 

not engaged in ñenvisioning the futureò or formulating the ñnext new strategyò to meet the 

changes of which we wrote in the introduction to this brief.  Without a clearly documented 

governance system, they may not even be aware that this is one of the accountabilities for their 

level of work.  We would reiterate again that this is an indication of the need for a revised 

governance document and a governance system. 

 

The changes that we have experienced in the Army since 9/11 have triggered a 

proliferation of other organizational entities not shown in Figure 1:  councils, committees, and 

working groups (e.g., 3-Kings).  Because many of these groups post-dated GO-3 (2002), they are 

not documented in GO-3 or elsewhere.  Questions arise:  What are the accountabilities and 

authorities of these working groups?  How will their work be linked to the evolving core 

enterprise boards?  Or will they be replaced by the boards or board subcommittees?  The roles, 

accountabilities, and authorities of these HQDA working groups should be clearly documented 

in a formal governance system.  
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GO-3R ɀ A PROCESS AND A GOVERNANCE SYSTEM 

 

The rewrite of GO-3 (GO-3R) was undertaken to address many of the above problems 

and to off-set future problems.  The current GO-3 doesnôt address many of these problems, partly 

because it was intended to be a static document and not a dynamic governance system, and partly 

because of the many changes in the generating forceôs op tempo which have occurred since its 

publication.  Still today, GO-3 (and Title X) are used by Headquarters elements to justify what 

they want to do rather than what they should be doing.   

 

We will discuss first how we changed the process of producing the revision, and then 

how we hope to redefine the governance of HQDA from a single document into an enterprise-

wide governance system.  The original process of writing GO-3 in 2002 was to ask each HQDA 

agency to list its functions, tasks, mission areas, and legally mandated activities.  Some agencies 

submitted long lists, possibly under the fear that if they didnôt include an area, another agency 

would claim it as their own; alternatively, other agencies submitted very short, broadly defined 

lists.  The individual lists were then staffed for comment throughout the Headquarters.  The 

staffing process reduced duplication of functions, defined which staff element claimed the lead 

for a particular function, and gave visibility to previously undefined mission areas.  Although a 

short paragraph from Title X preceded each agencyôs list, specific authorities were not tied to 

specific functions or mission areas.  For most items on the list, there was no reference to with 

whom/for whom the agency worked in carrying-out its functions.  Little attempt was made in the 

document to define work for the various levels at which the agency functioned (strategic or 

operating levels).  The process left many governance questions unanswered.  In short, the 

process produced a descriptive document (ñHow the HQDA Runsò) and not how HQDA and the 

generating force should run. 

 

Our revision of GO-3 and our process to revise it encompassed the following steps: 

 

1. An education phase (workshops, executive briefings, and white papers) to teach 

principles of a well-structured organization and normatively what is value-adding 

work at various levels in that structure, 

2. Defined what agencies and people in their roles should be ñaccountable forò at the 

strategic levels of work in HQDA, 

3. Recognizing that in order for most people to perform their missions effectively, 

they must work with others, therefore, we carefully defined a lexicon of  
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authorities to accompany their roles and accountabilities, especially as they 

related to other people in the headquarters or in subordinate organizations, 

4. Asked each agency to define its own value-adding tasks and outputs by either 

submitting worksheets or sitting for interviews.  (We categorized level of work, 

accountability, and helped identify the authority necessary to carry-out the task  -- 

the beginning of the normative purpose of the GO-3R governance process.), 

5. Staffed each drafted section to the agency itself for markup.   

6. (To be done)  Staff the entire document to all agencies in HQDA.  (This will be a 

normative step in which agencies that have working relationships with other 

agencies will agree on the authority-base underlying their relationship 

(prescriptive, oversight, monitoring, advisory, collaborative, cooperative, service 

providing) 

7. Using the document itself and organizational analytical tools to define 

overlapping work, missing work (voids), and communities-of-practice ï again, 

normatively defining what should and should not be done, who should do the 

work, what is their underlying accountability and authority. 

As we moved through the steps in the revision process, we realized that the information 

we captured would have to be recorded and maintained in an electronic database ï that we were 

no longer producing a simple document, but a governance system.  And accepting our 

introductory comment that ñchange is constant,ò that a written document would be outdated as 

soon as a new mission, strategy, or organization structure change occurred (e.g., core enterprise 

boards), we recognized that what we were producing was an electronic governance system. 
1
   

FILLING THE GOVERNANCE VOID IN HQDA 

 

The work product from revising GO-3 will be an electronic governance system capable 

of documenting new missions, roles, tasks, accountabilities, authorities and working 

relationships.  It also will be capable of incorporating new organizational entities such as the  

                                                      
1 During the Enterprise Task Force off-site in February, we were encouraged by the VCSAôs comments that the 

whole of HQDA seems to rely on a seven year old document and Title X é and that  nothing  in the way of a 

searchable database exists to find out who does what in the Headquarters é  

 



 
ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN AT WORK 

 

 

9 

 

Core Enterprise Boards and the Army Executive Board, defining their work, accountabilities, 

authorities, and working relationships.  GO-3R can be analyzed using organizational analytical 

tools to assist HQDA agencies in carrying-out their mission more effectively and efficiently.  

Most importantly, the GO-3R governance system and the analytics that accompany it will yield a 

set of organizational design principles by which HQDA will be continuously improving the way 

it organizes and manages itself. (These principles are currently evolving and will be published in 

a separate document.)  Figure 3 shows the place of governance in the management system of 

HQDA. 

FIGURE 3 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For more information about this subject, or any other white paper, please visit us on our website at: 

www.organizational.com or send us an email to odi@organizational.com 

 


