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118 PART 2 « ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN

Assignment

1. How differentiated is your organization? Is it simple or complex? List the major
roles, functions, or departments in your organization. Does your organization have
many divisions? If your organization engages in many businesses, list the major divi-
sions in the company.

2. What core competences make your organization unique or different from other or-
ganizations? What are the sources of the core competences? How difficult do you
think it would be for other organizations to imitate these distinctive competences?

3. How has your organization responded to the design challenges? (a) Is it central-
ized or decentralized? How do you know? (b) Is it highly differentiated? Can you

identify any integrating mechanisms used by your organization? What is the
match between the complexity of differentiation and the complexity of the
integrating mechanisms that are used? (c) Is behavior in the organization very
standardized, or does mutual adjustment play an important role in coordinating
people and activities? What can you tell about the level of formalization by
looking at the number and kinds of rules the organization uses? How important
is socialization in your organization?

4. Does your analysis in item 3 lead you to think that your organization conforms
more to the organic or to the mechanistic model of organizational structure?
Briefly explain why you think it is organic or mechanistic.

5. From your analysis so far, what do you think could be done to improve the way
your organization operates?

Sony’s “Gaijin” CEO is Reorganizing the Company

Sony, the famous Japanese electronics maker, was renowned
in the 1990s for using its engineering prowess to develop
blockbuster new products such as the Walkman, Trinitron
TV, and PlayStation. Its engineers churned out an average
of four new product ideas every day, something attributed
to its culture, called the “Sony Way,” which emphasized
communication, cooperation, and harmony among its com-
pany-wide product engineering teams.*® Sony’s engincers
were empowered to pursue their own ideas, and the lead-
ers of its different divisions, and hundreds of product
teams were allowed to pursue their own innovations—no
matter what the cost. While this approach to leadership
worked so long as Sony could churn out blockbuster prod-
ucts, it did not work in the 2000s as agile global competitors
from Taiwan, Korea, and the United States innovated new
technologies and products that began to beat Sony at its
own game.

Companies such as LG, Samsung, and Apple innovated
new technologies such as advanced LCD flat-screens, flash
memory, touch-screen commands, mobile digital music,
video, and GPS positioning devices, and 3D displays that
made many of Sony’s technologies, such as its Trinitron
TVs and Walkmans obsolete. For example, products such
as Apple’s iPod and iPhone and Nintendo’s Wii game con-
sole better met customer needs than Sony’s out-of-date

and expensive products. Why did Sony lose its leading
competitive position?

One reason was that Sony’s organizing approach no
longer worked in its favor because the leaders of its differ-
ent product divisions worked to protect their own personal
empires and divisions’ goals and not those of the whole
company. Sony’s leaders were slow to recognize the speed
at which technology was changing and as each division’s
performance fell, their leaders felt threatened and compe-
tition between them increased as they sought to protect
their own empires. The result was slower decision making
and increased operating costs as the leaders of each divi-
sion competed to obtain the funding necessary to develop
successful new products.

By 2005 Sony was in big trouble; and at this crucial
point in their company’s history, Sony’s top managers
turned to a gaijin, or non-Japanese, executive to lead their
company. Their choice was Sir Howard Stringer, a
Welshman, who as the head of Sony’s U.S. operations had
been instrumental in cutting costs and increasing profits.
Stringer’s was known to be a directive but participative
leader; although he was closely involved in all U.S. top
management decisions he nevertheless then gave his top
executives the authority to develop successful strategies to
implement these decisions.









