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ABSTRACT

Organizational diagnosis is the process of diagnosing an organizationa health, finding pathogens if any and finally re-
moving those pathogens through some corrective actions. In order to perform an effective diagnosis, the first step isto
identify the organization’ s health types. In this paper we propose three basic states of an organization with respect to the
health of the organization. These three states in which an organization can be at any point of time are performing, stable
and disarranged. Every state has its own characteristics, which can be measured through the extended diagnostic model.
Based on those measurements diagnostician can classify an organization to be in one of the states. Finaly the diagnos-
tician suggests corrective actions for the stable or disarranged states to move the organization to the performing state.

K eywords; Organizational Health; Organizational Pathology; Organizational Diseases; Organizational Diagnosis

1. Introduction

Organizations are often considered as living systems.
These living systems are vulnerable to pathogens as hu-
mans. Beer commented that an organization might be
quite ill and its condition may be pathologica [1]. Or-
ganizational diagnosis is the process of diagnosing an
organizational health, by finding any pathogens and sug-
gesting a cure for those pathogens. The purpose of this
paper is to create an understanding of the system; this
understanding provides a basis of determining if any
changeisrequired [2].

Similar to a medical practitioner an organizational dia-
ghostician diagnoses an organization by first examining
the current state of an organization and tries to answer
the question “what is happening now?’. Once the answer
to this question is found the diagnostician then moves to
the next question i.e. “what needs to be done?’ Practi-
tioners in the organizational change field often run or-
ganizational diagnosis to analyze the current functioning
level of the organization [3-5]. The information collected
from the diagnosis is then fed to develop an appropriate
change intervention to enhance the organizational per-
formance [6]. We define an organization’s health state as
the “condition of leadership, strategy, systems and struc-
ture encapsulated within the environment”.
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2. Organizational Pathologies

We have defined an organization’s health as the “condi-
tion of leadership, strategy, systems and structure en-
capsulated within the environment”. The health of an
organization can be measured through extended diagnos-
tic model developed by us but it is for the moment un-
published work. We have identified that organizations
can be, in any period of time, performing, stable or dis-
arranged. The characteristics of these states are discussed
in the following subsections along with the corrective ac-
tions. These characteristics are shaped through the leader-
ship, strategy, structure and systems of an organization.

2.1. Performing Organizations

In a performing organization virtually no pathogens exist
and hence it does not need any corrective action apart
from maintaining the current performance. In a perform-
ing organization the mission is clear. The leadership ar-
ticulates a mission or purpose. At the same time the em-
ployees understand that how they can contribute towards
the attainment of the mission. Senge states that “building
a shared vision” creates a creative tension that leads to
organizational learning [7]. The clarity of mission also
leads to the identification of values and employees con-
forming to those values [8].
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In a performing organization the leadership is com-
mitted to the organizational goals [9]. The performance
standards are well set and the optimal performance is
recognized by giving rewards and incentives in a timely
manner. The leadership is effective at communicating
what they need from the employees. Delegation of au-
thority (where needed) is a common practice and there is
acommon belief that the people can do it. The leadership
promotes teamwork and builds passion for group work.
The leadership is aways open to constructive criticism,
admits their mistakes.

The strategy of any organization has been in the lime-
light and is mostly the focal point of literature and is also
closely associated with organizational performance [10,
11]. The strategies of a performing organization are pri-
oritized so as to ensure the selection of the right goals at
the right time. These strategies are realistic and are al-
ways related to a measurable outcome hence ensuring the
performance standards. The organizationa strategic plans
include detailed operational plans which support the
execution of the organizational strategy.

McCormack and Johnson argued that managing any
organization means managing its processes or systems
[12]. The different systems or operations running inside a
performing organization are well defined. The different
resources (e.g. human, capital, etc.) are made available
on time and are managed effectively. The running sys-
tems are constantly checked and maintained for the op-
timum performance. The different operations in the or-
ganizations show consistency and are flexible to adapt to
the changing technologies. Research and development is
a common practice, and the relevant tools and techniques
are applied to perform any operation. The demands of the
customers are kept in mind and the quality is never com-
promised.

Organizationa structure plays a vital role in organiza-
tional performance, may it be fiscal or non-fiscal, di-
rectly and aso through the organizational learning and
innovation [13]. The structure of a performing organiza-
tion is well developed. The teams and different groups
are empowered to make necessary decisions. The work-
load is evenly distributed to ensure employee commit-
ment and job satisfaction. The tasks are divided in a
logical manner and are given to people who are expert of
that field. The structure also accommodates responsibi-
lity and promotes accountability [14]. The different
teams are self managing so that they can solve their
problems in their working domains.

2.2. Stable Organization

A stable organization can also be termed as half perfor-
ming because it has certain features of a performing organi-
zation. In a performing organization there is somewhat
consistency to be observed in performance. In a stable or-
ganization the following pathogens are found and these
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pathogens are discussed in the following paragraphs.
¢ Empowerosis

Decisionosis

Alignosis

Domainosis

Maintainosis
The leadership is successful in setting short term prio-
rities. This type of organization emphasizes more on
short term performance and neglects long term perform-
ance [15]. The mission is not in line with the processes
and procedures (alignosis). The leadership is not effect-
tive in valuing people and is aso unable to provide them
directions.

The strategy is also not very well developed hence
goals are not that clear. This leads to less developed per-
formance standards. Similarly in the organizational struc-
ture the working domains are not clear (domainosis) and
an objective might be partly missed out. This can aso
create redundancy which leads to resource wastage. The
different teams are not self managing and are not em-
powered hence hindering them to make decisions neces-
sary for the performance (empowerosis and decisionosis).
In a stable organization resources are available to per-
form a certain task. The different running systems are not
well maintained and are not thoroughly checked leading
to extra costs (maintainosis).

Remedy

An organization, which is suffering from empowerosis,

decisionosis, alignosis, domainosis and maintainosis,

requires the remedy involving the following steps:

e Align process and procedures with a mission to fulfill
the organizational purpose

¢ Value people to keep them motivated

e Create an environment of shared decision making to
keep the people involved

e Empower employees to enable to make decisions
related to their work

o Clarify working domains

2.3. Jumbled Organization

A jumbled organization can also be termed as disarran-
ged or chaotic. Jumbled organization is the one in which
almost no or very less performance and growth is ob-
served. The diseases found in this type of organization are:
Leaderitis

Strategitis

Structuritis

Systemitis

The leadership of an organization fails to give direc-
tion and align the process with the mission and core pur-
pose [16]. Ineffective leadership is considered to be as
the silent killer of organizational effectiveness [17].
Similarly Schyns and Schilling elaborated in their study
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that destructive leadership gives rise to poor organiza
tional culture eventually giving poor organizational per-
formance [18]. It is also noted that in a jumbled organi-
zation the leadership does not delegate authority and
power leading to less motivated workforce. Calculated
risks are not taken leading to decreased innovation.
Communication channels are not set and vertica com-
munication is almost impossible. The performance stan-
dards are not set hence areward system and positive mo-
tivation are not observed.

The strategies are reactive rather than proactive. There
is no linkage of strategies with the overall organizationa
vision. The direction of the organization is not clear. No
matter how the strategy is conceptualized, a bad strategy
will always lead to poor organizational performance [19].
Priorities are not set leading wrong goal a the wrong
time. The goals set are aso not related to a measurable
outcome and are not redlistic. While developing a strat-
egy the employees are not consulted.

The different operations or the running systems are not
managed effectively. Employees are not provided with
the resources required to perform a certain task. Research
and development is almost never observed. People are
not aware of the relevant advances in their field. Quality
is almost never the organizational objective and demands
of the customers are not well satisfied.

The organizationa structure in a jumbled organization
is poorly developed and the work load is not evenly dis-
tributed [20]. The tasks are not distributed logically and
given to people who are not expert in that field. The
managers are overburdened with large number of report-
ing employees. The teams and groups are not self man-
aging and adjusting hence does not have the power to
solve work related problems. The observed structure
does not have any room for accountability.

Remedy

Jumbled organization can be treated by following the

steps stated as below:

e Leadership should create shared vision and collective
sense of success

e Strategies of the organization should define policies
and procedures in line with the overall mission

o Define clear rules of success and define clear
(SMART) goals and objectives

e Performance standards should be well articulated

e The resources for performing a certain task should be
made available

e Communication channels should be open and well
developed

e Quality should never be compromised and customer
aways comesfirst

e Research and development should be a common prac-
tice

e There should be clear working domains

e Pick the right people for the right task at the right
time and empower them

3. Conclusions

In this paper we have classified the state of an organiza-
tion through a diagnosis model. The diagnosis is per-
formed through the examination of leadership, strategy,
systems and structure of an organization. After the diag-
nosis and finding the pathogens the organization is clas-
sified as performing, stable or jumbled. The remedies
proposed can be used to remove the pathogens and
transform the organization into a performing one.

A summary of the diagnostic process is shown in Table
1.

Table 1. Summary of the diagnostic process.

Characteristics“What is happening now”

Organizational types

Corrective action “What hasto be done”

. Clarity of mission

. Clarity of values

. Well defined processes Performing

. Involved/empowered workforce

. Clear communication channels

. Consistent performance .Stabl € Empowerosis

. Somewhat clear goals . Decisionosis

. Well set priorities R Alignosis

. Resources made available . Domainosis

. Clear policies and procedures T
. Maintainosis

. Inconsistent performance

. Lacking strategic vision Jumbled

. Unclear direction . L eaderitis

. Unclear responsibilities . Strategitis

. Unmotivated workforce . Structuritis

. Palicies, systems and process not in place o Systemitis

. Lacking resources

Maintain performance

Align process and procedures with mission
Value people

Shared decision making

Employee empowerment/invol vement
Clear working domains

Create shared vision

Make resources available

Define policies and procedures

Create/bring clarity in:

Goals

Communication systems

Control (benchmarking, comparing, corrective action)
Responsibilities/roles

Rules of success

OO OO0 e o o o

Copyright © 2013 SciRes.



58

(1]
(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]
(8]

(9]

(10]

(11]

The Art of Organizational Diagnosis. Pathogens and Remedies

REFERENCES

S. Beer, “The Heart of Enterprise,” John Wiley & Sons,
Chichester, 1994.

C. P. Alderfer, “Boundary Relations and Organizational
Diagnosis,” Humanizing Organizational Behavior, Vol.
142, 1976, p. 175.

A. Langley and J-L. Denis, “Neglected Dimensions of
Organizational Change: Towards a Situated View,” New
Perspectives on Organizational Change and Learning,
Vol. 1, 2006, pp. 136-159.

D. R. Brown and D. F. Harvey, “An Experiential Approa-
ch to Organization Development,” Prentice Hall, 2006.

A. A. Armenakis, K. W. Mossholder and S. G. Harris,
“Diagnostic Bias in Organizational Consultation,” Omega,
Vol. 18, No. 6, 1990, pp. 563-572.
doi:10.1016/0305-0483(90)90048-E

J. A. Di Pofi, “Organizational Diagnostics: Integrating
Qualitative and Quantitative Methodology,” Journal of
Organizational Change Management, Vol. 15, No. 2,
2002, pp. 156-168. doi:10.1108/09534810210423053

P. M. Senge, “The Fifth Discipline,” Currency Doubleday,
New Y ork, 2006.

S. C. Goh, “Improving Organizational Learning Capabi-
lity: Lessons from Two Case Studies,” The Learning Or-
ganization, Vol. 10, No. 4, 2003, pp. 216-227.
doi:10.1108/09696470310476981

B. Wooldridge and S. W. Floyd, “Research Notes and
Communications Strategic Process Effects on Consen-
sus,” Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 10, No. 3,
2006, pp. 295-302. doi:10.1002/smj.4250100308

V. Govindargjan and J. Fisher, “Strategy, Control Sys-
tems, and Resource Sharing: Effects on Business-Unit
Performance,” Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 33,
No. 2, 1990, pp. 259-285. doi:10.2307/256325

F. T. Mavondo, “Environment and Strategy as Antece-
dents for Marketing Effectiveness and Organizational

Performance,” Journal of Srategic Marketing, Vol. 7, No.

Copyright © 2013 SciRes.

[12]

[13]

[14]

[19]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

4, 1999, pp. 237-250. doi:10.1080/096525499346350

K. P. McCormack and W. C. Johnson, “Business Process
Orientation: Gaining the E-Business Competitive Advan-
tage,” CRC Press, Boca Raton, 2001.
doi:10.1201/9781420025569

Q. Hao, H. Kasper and J. Muehlbacher, “How Does Or-
ganizational Structure Influence Performance through
Learning and Innovation in Austria and China,” Chinese
Management Sudies, Vol. 6, No. 1, 2012, pp. 36-52.
d0i:10.1108/17506141211213717

F. A. Csaszar, “Organizational Structure as a Determinant
of Performance: Evidence from Mutual Funds,” Srategic
Management Journal, Val. 33, No. 6, 2012, pp. 611-632.
doi:10.1002/smj.1969

J. V. Gdllos, “Organization Development: A Jossey-Bass
Reader,” Jossey-Bass, Montgomery, 2006.

D. Bartram, |I. T. Robertson and M. Callinan, “Introduc-
tion: A Framework for Examining Organizational Effec-
tiveness,” In: |. T. Robertson, M. Callinan and D. Bartram,
Eds., Organizational Effectiveness: The Role of Psychol-
ogy, Wiley, Hoboken, 2008, pp. 1-10.

M. Beer, “Developing an Effective Organization: Inter-
vention Method, Empirical Evidence, and Theory,” Re-
search in Organizational Change and Devel opment, Vol.
19, 2011, pp. 1-54.
doi:10.1108/S0897-3016(2011)0000019004

B. Schyns and J. Schilling, “How Bad Are the Effects of
Bad Leaders? A Meta-Analysis of Destructive Leadership
and Its Outcomes,” The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 24,
No. 1, 2012, pp. 138-158.

A. Inkpen and N. Choudhury, “The Seeking of Strategy
Where It IsNot: Towards a Theory of Strategy Absence,”
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 16, No. 4, 2006, pp.
313-323. doi:10.1002/smj.4250160405

R. J. Marshak and D. Grant, “Organizational Discourse
and New Organization Development Practices,” British
Journal of Management, Vol. 19, No. S1, 2008, pp. S7-
S19. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8551.2008.00567.x



http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0305-0483(90)90048-E
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09534810210423053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09696470310476981
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100308
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256325
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/096525499346350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1201/9781420025569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17506141211213717
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.1969
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/S0897-3016(2011)0000019004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250160405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2008.00567.x

	2. Organizational Pathologies

