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“We’ve all been there.  You want to get something done at work that seems so simple.  And yet 
it ends up being so … hard.  Too many layers, too many rules, too many cooks, too many 
everything.   What’s even more frustrating is that those at the top often aren’t even aware of 
the frustrations.  After all, they don’t have to deal with them.  In fact, they often put those 
complexities there in the first place.  So they remain blissfully ignorant of the problems they’ve 
created.  Until, that is, it’s too late.  Until the [organization] is toppling under the weight of its 
own inefficiencies.”  
 

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

Wall Street Journal, October 26, 2009.  
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BOTTOM LINE 

 

The most fundamental duty of any Director or Agency Chief of any organization is to 

sustain its competitive edge over the long-haul. Most organizations seek to remain competitive 

and cost effective by focusing on improving their operating efficiency and effectiveness. But, the 

steps to increasing efficiency and  effectiveness, however, are sometimes mutually exclusive. 

Nevertheless, these two goals can be synergistic if they are applied in the right sequence.  

 

Organizational Design Inc. (ODI) has been involved in helping companies and 

government agencies throughout the world achieve these two goals for the past 25 years. Several 

important lessons learned can be gleaned from the recent completion of a four year business 

transformation project within the U.S. Army. In sharing this information with other executives, 

the authors hope to expand the body of knowledge pertaining to the application of requisite 

organizational design principles to government agencies.  

 

The following broad objectives were pursued in the recent U.S. Army project: 

 Restructuring  non-warfighting organizations and transferring savings to the warfighting 

mission ($700 million savings in one command) 

 Reducing overhead and reprogramming savings to innovation projects ($39 million)  

 Clarifying roles and working relationships to eliminate redundancies and non-value adding 

work (10% reduction in overhead) 

 Getting employees at each organizational level to work on tasks appropriate to their 

respective levels (Refocused HQ staff on longer range tasks) 

 Developing and institutionalizing an internal lean six sigma capability (27 Shingo prizes 

earned in 2007) 

 Developing and promulgating new principles and supporting doctrine to dramatically 

simplify working relationships and their underlying authority base (52 half day workshops 

presented to all senior staff – flag officers) 

 These gains in efficiency and effectiveness were achieved by applying a proven set of 

organizational design principles. These principles were developed by ODI company founder 

Stephen Clement as a result of extensive field work over the past 25 years. (These principles 

build upon the seminal research of Elliott Jaques with whom Dr. Clement worked closely with 

throughout much of this period). The principles have proven to be instrumental in identifying 

and eliminating non-value adding work, work related redundancies, and dysfunctional 

organizational behavior. The following discussion illustrates how these principles were applied 

to a large complex government agency and the lessons learned from this project work and the 

challenges facing many government agencies in today’s operating environment. How to meet 

these challenges is explained in subsequent sections of this paper. 
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THE GOVERNMENT CHALLENGE 
 

 Agency Heads and/or Directors must ensure that their organization’s can take in stride 

major political, economic, social and technological upheavals that may appear anywhere in a 

rapidly changing world, and turn them to their advantage more quickly, better and more 

effectively than anyone else can. In addition, these senior leaders must constantly improve their 

operating efficiency and effectiveness to ensure that they are perceived by their constituent base 

as good stewards of assigned resources.  

 

Government executives face similar challenges. The U.S. Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB) recently announced an initiative aimed at improving the overall operating 

performance of all Government Agencies. This effort, coupled with previous OMB management 

initiatives, is a continuing clarification of the requirements dictated by the U.S. Congress under 

the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA). Collectively, these efforts were designed 

to improve the operating effectiveness of existing Government Agencies. OMB reportedly also 

plans to take on a new role; moving away from a compliance focus regarding management issues 

to one emphasizing education, training and the sharing of best practices. (This “thought piece” 

specifically addresses the “best practices” issue). 

 

 

AN AGENCY’S RESPONSE 
 

In accord with Congress’ attempt to improve Agency operating effectiveness, then 

Secretary of the Army Dr. Francis Harvey embarked on a comprehensive business 

transformation program designed specifically to improve the Army’s operational efficiency and 

effectiveness. The Secretary, together with the Chief of Staff (CSA), sought to transform the 

Army into a leaner, more agile and more responsive fighting force. Organizational Design Inc. 

(ODI) was privileged to be selected to provide organizational design expertise and organizational 

leadership to the Army as it pursued this effort. The following discussion provides insights into 

the underlying organizational design principles utilized in that endeavor and a brief discussion of 

major lessons learned. 

 

The Army embarked on a two pronged approach to business transformation. One strategy 

focused on introducing revolutionary change to both warfighting and warfighting support 

organizations. The second approach focused on developing and fielding an evolutionary oriented 

continuous improvement capability. Thus, the Army attacked the efficiency and effectiveness 

challenge by simultaneously pursuing increased effectiveness through innovation (revolutionary) 

and efficiency gains through continuous improvement efforts (evolutionary). 

 

On the warfighting side, the Chief of Staff “led the charge” in successfully restructuring 

warfighting organizations into smaller, more responsive, yet more lethal units. This was a 

massive multi-year undertaking moving the Army from a division centric force (a level V 

organization) to a brigade centric organization (level IV units). While transforming warfighting 
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units was a difficult endeavor, this effort took place in a culture of “Adapt or Die”. Sustaining a 

culture of adaption and innovation has long been a necessity and a source of pride for the 

warfighter. The presence of this culture facilitated the wide-spread acceptance of major 

organizational change among soldiers in warfighting units.  

 

On the support side of the Army, however, transformation proved to be far more difficult. 

In the absence of the “warfighters” culture of innovation and the lack of an accepted internal 

burning platform, the generating force (the non-warfighting support Army) was reluctant to 

embrace true transformational change. Instead, non-warfighting organizations were far more 

comfortable embracing continuous improvement efforts, e.g., evolutionary change (lean six 

sigma projects, ISO 9000, etc.).  

 

Continuous improvement is evolutionary in nature because it involves taking something 

we already do and figuring out ways to do it better, cheaper, faster. It’s about driving down costs, 

improving productivity and reducing waste. Innovation, on the other hand, is the process of 

looking for ways to do something fundamentally different. True innovators challenge all 

assumptions. They take nothing for granted. They are not afraid to ask why not? Innovation is 

thus revolutionary. The civilian employees of the Army embraced evolutionary change whereas 

their military counterparts were much more comfortable with revolutionary ideas. 

 

 

LESSON 1:  THE CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT TRAP 
 

Organizations are created to achieve order.  They have policies, procedures, and 

formal or powerfully informal (unspoken) rules.  The job for which the 

organization exists could not possibly get done without these rules, procedures, 

and policiesé. Creativity and innovation disturb order.  Hence, organization 

tends to be inhospitable to creativity and innovation, though without creativity 

and innovation it would eventually perish.  

Theodore Levitt 

“Creativity Is Not Enough” 

Harvard Business Review, August, 2002 

 

 

 

THE PROBLEM 
 

As described previously, to remain competitive and cost effective, organizations must 

continuously improve their operational efficiency and effectiveness. Thus, the concept of 

continuous improvement is on the forefront of nearly every manager’s work agenda. Most 

contemporary managers spend a considerable amount of their time seeking ways to achieve 

incremental improvements that can produce steady increases in overall productivity levels. In the 

long term, however, continuous improvement alone is not enough. Such improvements will only 
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take you so far. If you are focusing primarily on doing the same things better year after year, you 

don’t think about the big threats that lie further down the road.  

 

 Simply stated, the Continuous Improvement (CI) trap is unduly focusing on improving 

rather than innovating.  Academic research has found a trade-off between the two in business 

organizations.  Organizations that only continuously improve become lulled into thinking that 

they are changing with the times (the environment, the market place, the demands of their 

customer), when in fact, they are on the verge of irrelevance and nonexistence.  Business history 

is full of examples:  Polaroid and Kodak; U.S. Steel; J.I Case; General Motors; to mention only a 

few.  CI can squash innovation in any organization. 

 

Continuous improvement (CI) seeks ways of doing what we’re already doing “better” – 

cheaper, faster, and/or of higher quality.  CI typically focuses on processes with its tools today 

being Lean Six Sigma (LSS), Total Quality management (TQM), etc. CI falls under the broader 

category of “change,” but is more evolutionary change than revolutionary change. It is less 

threatening to people than revolutionary change or less threatening than radically changing the 

way an organization does things, including manage.  Because CI in an office or administrative 

setting (as opposed to a manufacturing setting) is incremental, less threatening, and typically 

focuses on saving dollars rather than replacing people, buy-in is easier.  The antibodies don’t 

rise-up to kill CI initiatives as they might with innovation.   

 

The CI trap occurs when what is needed is revolutionary change or doing what we’re 

doing in radically new ways or possibly not doing it at all. What is needed is innovation.  For 

example, on the warfighting side, the recent Army Chiefs of Staff could have applied CI methods 

to all elements of doctrine, organization, training, leadership, materiel, personnel and facilities 

(DOTLMPF), but this strategy would have had the Army “improving” on how it fought the 

Nations’ last conflict.  Doctrine had to be radically rewritten to address insurgency warfare; 

divisions transformed to brigades; training centers made into villages; warfighters taught to be 

diplomats; Improvised Explosive Device (IED) detection researched, developed, and deployed; 

and equipment dramatically reconfigured.   

 

Since 9/11, the operating Army has not limited itself to CI; rather, it has engaged in 

radically changing the way it operated – it has engaged in innovation.   There was, of course, 

resistance to some of these changes, but the cost of resistance or moving too slowly with 

innovation was soldiers’ lives.  The risk of “not changing” was too high so innovation and 

radical change happened.   

 

The LSS initiatives in the generating force were basically CI initiatives, therefore, they 

experienced little resistance.  They were most successful in the depots and arsenals of Army 

Materiel Command (AMC) where the work load was high and the elimination of non-value 

adding tasks permitted these organizations to more effectively cope with higher throughput. The 

up-tempo of war meant that there was always more demand waiting to be met.  As a result, 

people did not lose their jobs. Thus, the workforce (and the union) was less intimidated by the 

proposed changes.  
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The Organizational Development and Design (ODD) initiatives, on the other hand, were 

more radical and frequently innovative (at least in Headquarters, Department of the Army - 

HQDA).  As described in the next section, the radical restructuring of organizations is generally 

disruptive and challenges the status-quo. In those organizations, people were expected to 

embrace significant change and many found this difficult to accept. 

 

 Similarly, the development of a governance system within HQDA was new and 

innovative, although large complex business organizations often have elaborate governance 

systems, especially after Sarbanes-Oxley.  In lieu of “improving” General Orders 3 (a 40-page 

document laundry listing functions of each HQDA agency) by simply rewriting it, Secretary 

Harvey sponsored a statement of management principles, and a definition of organizational 

levels and the work to be performed at those levels (General Orders 00).  After being signed by 

Secretary Harvey, GO-00 – itself an innovative management tool -- became the foundation for an 

innovative governance system that went far beyond simply listing the functions of each HQDA 

agency.   

 

LESSON 1(A):  Innovation initiatives require following the rules of change management much 

more closely than CI initiatives.  Innovation in large organizations, especially government 

organizations, is much more threatening and generates more resistance, than CI projects.  

Innovation projects need continuing senior leadership sponsorship and monitoring; they must 

be started early and continuously pushed-along in light of shorter senior leadership tenure in 

many government agencies such as the U.S. Army (usually four years but often shorter); they 

should be recognized as culture changes, which mean longer-term time horizons and laying 

permanent foundations for change beyond one administration. 

 

Lesson 1(b):  Clearly communicate to senior leaders and others impacted by innovation 

projects (e.g., a new governance system) that the initiative is in fact innovative and not 

continuous improvement. Develop a communication plan to continually inform the 

workforce so as to minimize their anxiety and defensiveness.  

 

Lesson 1(c):  A large, complex organizational unit such as HQDA, with both civilian and 

military roles, needs a much more comprehensive governance system than a 40-page 

document (GO-3) with each agency’s interpretation of their duties as stated (or not stated) in 

federal law (Title 10).  Large business organizations have a single chain-of-command while 

HQDA has both a civilian chain-of-command (the Secretariat) and a military chain-of-

command (the Army Staff).  And the Secretariat has other than direct lines of authority over 

its staff; it also has lines-of-authority (e.g., oversight, monitoring, advisory, coordinating, and 

collaborating) over the Army Staff.  All these lines are complicated, all are complex, and all 

require more than a 40-page list of functions.   

 

Lesson 1(d): Innovation requires not only the development of new doctrine but also new 

training to support that doctrine. Much of the effort associated with introducing a new 
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governance system involved developing and promulgating new doctrine and new HQDA 

operating procedures.  

 

 

LESSON 2:  INTRODUCING LARGE SCALE ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 
 

If youôve spent any time inside large organizations, you know that expecting them 

to be strategically nimble, restlessly innovative, or highly engaging places to 

work ï or anything else than merely efficient ï is like expecting a dog to tango.  

Dogs are quadrupeds.  Dancing isnôt in their DNA.  [We would add: so it is with 

government organizations.]  

Gary Hamel 

The Future of Management 

Harvard Business School Press, 2007  

 

 

 Organizations change when they are confronted with irrefutable evidence that such 

change is warranted, e.g., a burning platform.  In most business organizations, awareness of 

eroding performance indices such as falling stock prices, profits, market share shifts, new 

disruptive technology, etc, tend to become rapidly visible, especially in an economic downturn.  

The degradation of these indices, in turn, demands swift remedial action on the part of the 

current executive team if they hope to continue in office.  If cost efficiency is the issue, drastic 

cost cutting initiatives generally follow, including such actions as personnel layoffs, working 

hour reductions, hiring freezes, inventory reductions, and outsourcing.  In more serious 

situations, revolutionary change occurs in the form of major organizational restructuring efforts 

and/or changes in the senior level leadership.  These externally driven change effects occur much 

more rapidly in corporations than in government agencies.  

 

The absence of true market forces allows many government agencies to continue 

operations for long periods of time in denial of the presence of dire external conditions. Unless 

there is an externally imposed “burning platform” foisted on such agencies there is no “stomach” 

for real and substantial organizational change. At best, Government agencies will tinker with 

current processes and structure. While the leadership of such agencies may subscribe to 

evolutionary change in the face of dismal performance indices, they will typically do all in their 

power to avoid revolutionary change. “Adapt or die” simply is not in their “game plan”.  

 

 Government Agencies are also subject to an unusually large percentage of overhead 

expense attributed to personnel costs. For example, in the Army, approximately 84% of the 

current cost structure is related to personnel.  Thus, any substantial change must involve the 

reduction or elimination of non-value adding roles.  This simple fact creates considerable tension 

in the organization and leads to substantial resistance to revolutionary change. Such resistance is 

understandable and must be dealt with if change is to be effectively introduced.   
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Lesson 2(a):  Major organizational restructuring efforts are successful when they are driven 

by severe economic conditions (burning platform) and strongly supported by the senior 

leadership. For example, the efforts to restructure the Installation Management Command 

(IMCOM) occurred in the face of a $2 billion dollar annual deficit that simply could not be 

absorbed in its entirety by the Army Headquarters. Further, both the SA and the CSA 

directed that a major organizational development project be commenced to identify 

innovative ways to reduce the existing deficit. The senior leadership of IMCOM strongly 

supported this initiative and participated fully in all aspects of the change effort.  

Consequently, radically new ways for managing the IMCOM organization were proposed 

and subsequently implemented. Substantial personnel savings were identified and the whole 

change process was timed to coincide with the Command’s move from Washington D.C. to 

San Antonio, Texas.  

 

Lesson 2 (b): Several organizational restructuring efforts were successful because they 

benefited from the presence of external pressures imposed by the senior leadership at the 

time. For example: 

(1) G-3 Force Management Directorate – achieved a mandated 20% personnel staffing 

reduction. (This study was strongly supported by the FM Director with the follow-on 

change management process driven by Directorate personnel).  

(2) Office of Chief Legislative Liaison (OCLL) – achieved a DoD imposed 10% 

personnel cut 

(3) Office of the Administrative Assistant to the SA (OAA) – achieved a $39 million 

savings imposed by PBD 753 budget cuts 

The lesson learned was that if change is to be successful, the effort must be driven from the 

top, and implementation supported by the local agencies leadership.  

 

Lesson 2(c): Because of the proclivity of existing organizations to resist revolutionary 

change efforts, truly innovative projects must be sponsored at the Department level or by an 

Agency other than the one where the change will eventually be made; pilot tested at the 

outside Department or Agency; changes made and integrated into the new program; and then 

handed-back to the original organization for full implementation or placed within an entirely 

new command. The following examples illustrate the success of this process:  

 

(1) RCI Housing – Developed and pilot tested at the ASA(I&E) Secretariat level and 

handed-off to the army staff (ACSIM)  for final implementation 

(2) Rapid Equipping and Fielding (REF) – Developed and piloted in the G3/5/7; awaiting 

hand-off to Army Materiel Command (AMC) 

(3) JIEDDO – Department level project 

(4) Biometrics – Developed and pilot tested in G3/5/7; Awaiting hand-off 
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LESSON 3:  OPERATING FROM A THEORY BASE 
 

ñNormal science means research firmly based upon one or more past scientific 

achievements, achievements that some particular scientific community acknowledges for 

a time as supplying the foundation for its further practice" 

        

T. S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 1st. ed., Chicago: Univ. of Chicago 

Pr., 1962 

 

THE UNDERLYING THEORY 

 

 All human relationships take place in some sort of social structure. It is the social 

structure which is known to the parties to a relationship that sets the limits and basic rules within 

which we behave toward one another. Structure is manifested in the pattern of roles that exist in 

any organization. If this pattern is not absolutely correct then organizational pathologies will 

emerge. Such pathologies, in turn, give rise to dysfunctional behaviors, lack of clear 

accountabilities and potential misuse of authority. The importance of structure on human 

behavior should not be underestimated. Establishing a requisite organizational structure is central 

to improving operational efficiency and effectiveness.  

 

The roles in any structure or working relationship are vested with two main properties: 

accountabilities and authorities. Accountabilities are those aspects of a role that dictate the things 

the occupant is required to do by virtue of the role. Authorities, on the other hand, are those 

aspects of a role that enable the person in the role to act legitimately in order to carry out the 

accountabilities with which he or she has been charged.  

 

Knowing what each person is accountable for in a relationship and with what authority 

each has been vested with respect to the other or others, is the absolute foundation of effective 

human relationships of any kind. Unclarity about what is required of each person simply by 

virtue of his or her role in the situation, and equally about what each person is authorized to 

require another person to consider or to do, is a recipe for potential disaster. In contrast, role 

clarity lays the foundation for effective interaction.  

 

This fact of the existence of structure which provides the context for all social 

interactions by setting limits to them is especially important for leadership and organizational 

behavior. It explains why it is so necessary to understand leadership within the context of the 

particular roles within which it is carried. The roles set the limits and expectations on the 

behavior that is required in order to help us to get to what are experienced as common goals, “the 

organization’s “ goals. The existence of social structure also underscores the changing nature of 

the accountabilities and authorities associated with roles at different levels in an organization.  
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HIERARCHICAL LAYERING 
 

Central to managerial organizations is the meaning and structure of hierarchical layering, 

since hierarchical layering is fundamentally what these organizations are about. Hierarchical 

layering stems from the manager-subordinate role relationship, which is precisely and 

exclusively what organizational layers are about. Those in one layer are in roles in which they 

may delegate work to those, called subordinates, in the layer immediately below; and they can be 

held accountable (by someone in the next layer up) for the output of those subordinates. 

Unfortunately, many contemporary organizations have embraced trends or philosophies that 

have “clouded” the traditional manager-subordinate relationship, e.g., networked or flat 

organizations. 

 

The proper number of layers in any organizational structure must be such as to 

encompass successive categories of “work” related complexity. Extensive project work, started 

by Elliott Jaques and continued by Stephen Clement, in a variety of public and private 

organizations throughout the world over the past four decades has discovered the existence in all 

managerial hierarchies of a universal underlying pattern of true managerial layers. This pattern 

was found to coincide with the basic categories of task and cognitive complexity.  

 

It means that there is one, and only one, correct system of organizational layers, e.g., a 

requisite structure. Using this particular requisite structure makes it possible, in turn, to bring the 

organizational hierarchy into full synchronization with the basic nature of task complexity and 

human nature. Task complexity reflects the nature of work at a given layer. It is made up of a 

number of variables that characteristically change, layer by layer. (How these variables change is 

the subject of a future white paper).In a properly structured organization, there is one layer of 

organization for each category of task complexity. 

  

Synchronizing individual capacity with work requirements is central to achieving 

sustained competitive effectiveness in any organization. The chosen technique in most 

organizations for achieving such synchronization is trial and error. If a person does well in one 

layer then he/she is promoted to the next layer. The newly promoted person is then evaluated as 

to whether or not he or she is successful in performing the work of a given role in the new layer. 

There is a better way of doing this, however. First, one needs to clarify the nature of work (and 

its underlying complexity) at successive layers in the organization. This step allows the senior 

leadership of the organization to ensure that every layer “adds-value” to the work of the next 

lower layer. Second, the proper number of layers must be established sufficient to accomplish the 

work inherent in carrying out the organization’s basic mission.  Third, the systems and processes 

that support individual career progression need to be brought in line with the structure, e.g., the 

performance appraisal system, the potential assessment process, etc. 
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GOVERNANCE 
 

Establishing a requisite structure, e.g., one with the proper number of organizational 

layers and with clearly defined roles in each layer forms the basis of an effective governance 

system. 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 organization’s ability to accomplishing its mission is an 

effective governance system. 

 

 As described above, an effective governance system requires clearly defined and 

documented accountabilities and authorities for all roles in an organization’s 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 “who does what” and “who can tell who” 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. 

 

Lesson 3(a):  All human behavior is guided by theory. Unfortunately many people are 

simply not aware of the specific theory that they subscribe to. Thus, they seldom question the 

underlying assumptions or concepts inherent in that theory. When they are confronted with 

an opposing theory, especially one that requires change in their behavior, they often 

challenge the relevance of the new theory. This challenge is steadfast even in the face of 

substantial data to support the new theory. The greater the change demanded by the new 

theory, the more an individual is likely to resist that change. Extensive communication is 

required in such situation. Communicate; communicate; communicate! 

 

Lesson 3(b): Requisite organizational design principles espouse a theory of human behavior 

in organizations first developed by Dr. Elliott Jaques over a 40 year career. These principles 

have been substantiated in a number of long term field research projects conducted in the 

U.S. Army and at CRA (a former subsidiary of Rio Tinto Corporation). They have stood the 

test of time. Note the success of Hammersly Iron in Western Australia over a 25 year period 

and the on-going success of the U.S. Army in a variety of conflicts throughout the world.  

 

Lesson 3(c): While theory is helpful as a guide to behavior, extensive project work suggests 

one needs to refrain from being too dogmatic and entrenched. All theories evolve over time 

as new evidence is amassed and new experiences digested. Requisite Organizational 

principles and theory are an excellent starting point but sometimes RO concepts must be held 



 
ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN AT WORK 

 

 

12 

in abeyance or modified to better fit the local situation. Be careful to not “win the battle but 

lose the war”. 

 

 

THE SOLUTION 
 

 Previously, it was stated that improving operating efficiency and effectiveness requires 

both innovation as well as continuous improvement efforts. The sequencing of these two 

initiatives is important to their overall success. Lessons learned in implementing the Army 

program of business transformation concluded that most continuous improvement programs 

delivered “cost avoidance” savings as opposed to tangible “in the pocket” savings. Cost 

avoidance entails doing things differently in a given program or functional area so as to not incur 

additional costs. But cost avoidance is hard to put in one’s “pocket” or to transfer tangible 

savings to other more critical areas. That is where innovation comes in.  

 

 Innovation, in the case of the Army experience, was discovering new ways to organize 

and/or to deliver products or services. For example, in one study, Organizational Design Inc. 

analyzed geographically distributed regional offices and consolidated them into a single 

corporate location. Substantial resource savings were achieved as a result of this reorganization. 

These savings were subsequently transferred to support the warfighting mission. In another 

situation, duplication of effort caused by too many organizational layers and too many roles in a 

given layer was identified. Once these non-value adding roles were eliminated, continuous 

improvement techniques were then applied to figure out more efficient ways to get the work 

done with fewer people involved in the overall process. (Resource savings were then distributed 

to other under-resourced areas). 

 

Thus, the most effective sequencing of events is to first take out or eliminate existing 

work related redundancies, non-value adding work (and/or roles) and other dysfunctional 

organizational pathologies, e.g., too many layers. Once these savings have been accrued, then it 

is useful to reanalyze the work flow processes to look for efficiencies so as to be able to do the 

work within the newly established personnel parameters.  

 

Continuous improvement efforts are best done from the “bottom-up” in an organizational 

setting, e.g., at the first three organizational levels. Most of the people work at these levels and 

this is the home of most large scale work processes. Alternatively, innovation, to be successful, 

must be driven from the top down because of its revolutionary nature.  An organization’s senior 

leadership must be seen to lead such change for it “too stick”.  

 

Change, whether it involves innovation or continuous improvement, generally engenders 

individual resistance to change among employees in most organizations. Employees worry about 

their jobs and/or whether or not they will have to be retrained or relocated to a new job. All of 

this uncertainty is disconcerting to most individuals. The nature of this resistance is far greater in 

cases of innovative change because such change tends to be complex, disruptive and filled with 

uncertainty. On the other hand, continuous improvement (evolutionary change) is far less 
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disruptive because most individuals still see themselves performing the same tasks only better or 

quicker. Implementing a sound change strategy is essential to overcoming individual resistance 

levels. Such a strategy is also critical to the ultimate institutionalization of any transformational 

initiative. 

 

THE ñORGANIZATIONAL DOCTORSò 
 

Having the right organizational structure and a corresponding supportive work system is 

central to implementing any type of innovative or continuous improvement initiative. 

Organizational Design Inc. specializes in diagnosing the health of an organization’s structure and 

its attendant work system. The company’s “organizational doctors” have a long history of 

helping commercial and governmental organizations assess the relevance of their internal 

structure to their assigned mission. Over the past 25 years, ODI has developed a set of design 

principles that have proven particularly useful in treating organizational pathologies eliminating 

non-value adding work, duplication of effort and dysfunctional behavior in all types of 

organizations. 

 

The systematic application of a set of formal design principles that define the 

accountabilities associated with key positions and roles in an organization is crucial to any 

successful treatment protocol. Achieving clarity around: authorities assigned to positions; the 

nature of working relationships with others; rights to make decisions and receive information; 

the securing and assigning of resources; problem solving and managing the systems and 

processes central to accomplishing the organization’s mission are central to improving the health 

of any organization.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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 


