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Apstrakt

Organizacione krize su neminovna posledica same prirode organizacije i
manifestuju se i reSavaju na razlicite nacine. Krize pogadaju preduzeca,
industrijske grane, drustvo itd. Ovaj rad se bavi novim pristupom razvoju kriza
unutar organizacija (kao neminovne posledice procesa organizovanja) i pojavom

-----

.....

organizacionih paradoksa i patoloskih stanja organizacione strukture i
Sfunkcionisanja organizacija, koji su neizbezni i koji se javljaju u svim
preduzecima (u stacionarnim uslovima, u preduzecima koja uspesno posluju, u
uredenim privredama, itd.) ali koja se lako Sire u tranziciji ili se transformisu u
jos opasnije mutacije. Patologija Zivotne sredine svakako je dodatni inicijator
nastanka patoloskih stanja u preduzecima.

Kljuéne reci: organizovanje, organizacione krize, patologija organizacije, KMS,
informacioni sistem

JEL: E32, E39.

Uvod

Krize organizacija (neizbezne makro i mikro strukturne poteskoée svakog
organizacionog sistema) 1 patoloske pojave (koje su uzrok 1i/ili posledica
organizacionih kriza ali i drugih faktora) direktno uticu na infrastrukturne sisteme
preduzeéa i kao 1 na sav poslovni informacioni sistem. Poteskoce i problemi
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svojstveni poslovnom informacionom sistemu su mnogobrojni i raznovrsni, pocev
od tehnickih, semantickih, gramatickih, preko antropoloskih problema pa sve do
problema piramidalnog informacionog sistema, odnosno problema komunikacije
izmedu hijerarhijskih nivoa u oba smera. Informacija je infrastrukturna podrska
svakog organizacionog sistema, ukljucuju¢i i KMS, §to dodatno otezava odnos
izmedu poslovnog informacionog sistema 1 upravljanja kvalitetom, imajuc¢i u vidu
da informacioni sistem ima dvostruku prirodu kada se pojavljuje: prvo kao
infrastruktura kompletnog organizacionog sistema (tj. preduzece) i njegovih
makroorganizacionih podsistema, a drugo kao poseban makroorganizacioni
podsistem preduzeca. Stoga je KMS izuzetno osetljiv na patoloSke pojave 1 krize
organizacije, jer one (krize i patologije) deluju dvojako, makrostrukturisano kroz
organizacioni entitet 1 infrastrukturno kroz negativne promene informacija.

Prema tome, neophodno je razumeti osnovne organizacione patoloske pojave 1
preduzeti odredene mere za ublaZzavanje njihovog neizbeznog uticaja na kvalitet
KMS. Logi¢an redosled aktivnosti je da se prvo razume priroda i manifestacija
organizacionih kriza i patoloSkih pojava, a zatim da se osmisle i sprovedu
adekvatne mere za ublaZavanje negativnih posledica. Ambicije ovog rada
pocivaju na prvom delu prethodno izre¢enog.

Organizacione promene su trajne i veoma raznovrsne. Neke su namerno, i (u
izvesnoj meri) kontrolisane, druge su nepoZzeljne (predvidljive ili nepredvidive),
treCe imaju brz ritam, a cetvrte spor. Jedina zajednicka karakteristika
organizacionih promena je njihova neminovnost. One se deSavaju neprekidno,
iako ponekad ose¢amo da ih nema. Kako su organizacione promene neizbezZne,
pristup kreiranja (osmi$ljavanja) organizacionih promena i upravljanje njthovom
implementacijom namedée se kao dobra strategija. Otezavajuca pojava u proceni,
osmiSljavanju 1 upravljanju promenama je neprestano menjanje paradigmi
organizacije. Stavovi i uverenja o organizaciji (to smo shvatili kada smo shvatili
sustinu osnivanja i promene u korporativnoj kulturi) menjaju i pogorsavaju
problem organizacionih promena. Nadolaze¢e 1 veoma opasne promene
manifestuju se kao organizacione krize. Neki autori su pokusali da objasne
organizacione krize kao i karakteristike pojedacnih faza rasta preduzeca. Ali krize
su neizbezne kada se preduzece ne razvija i kada se klju¢ni faktori nepredvidenih
okolnosti poslovanja ne menjaju iznutra. Takvi faktori su: portfolio, eksterno i
interno okruZenje, tehnike i tehnologija itd. Cini se, kao $to je prikazano u
nastavku rada, da je kriza je svojstvena svakoj organizaciji.

Organizacione promene, promene paradigmi organizacije i organizacione krize (u
zavisnosti od dominantnog faktora kontingencije u organizaciji) stvaraju
privremena ili trajna patoloska stanja organizacije. Ove uslove dodatno pojacavaju
problemi koji se javljaju u tranzicionim procesima u Srbiji, a po nasem misljenju
iu drugim zemljama bivSe SFRJ. Dinami¢ko okruzenje nije se stabilizovalo u
tranziciji, pa je preduzecu teSko da stabilizuje svoje poslovanje (¢ime bi se
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efikasnost podigla na visi nivo). U sustini, preduzecu uvek nedostaje vremena da
shvati Sta se deSava, koji su novi zahtevi i ogranic¢enja okruzenja 1, shodno tome
da prilagodi 1 stabilizuje svoje poslovanje.

U ispitivanju organizacionih promena treba razlikovati dva bliska koncepta: rast i
razvoj. Rast podrazumeva kvantitativno povecanje odredenih varijabli (broj,
duzina, tezina itd.) prilikom odrzavanje postojece strukture u prihvatljivim
granicama (npr. povecanje veli¢ine kristala). Razvoj se definiSe kao kvalitativna
promena, odnosno kao strukturni rast. Ovo je fenomen koji se javlja kada rast u
kontekstu date strukture dostigne granicu, nakon cega sledi ili dezintegracija ili
skok na viSi nivo uredenja strukture (na primer, razvoj celije). Rast ima
kontinuitet, dok ga razvoj nema jer se odvija kroz niz faza (u svakoj fazi sistem
pokazuje karakteristi¢nu strukturu za datu fazu). Svakom fazom dominira druga
varijabla, grupa varijabli ili podsistem, pri ¢emu sledeca faza uvek ima veci nivo
sloZenosti 1 diferencijacije.

Rast je kontinuiran, rekurentan i ogranic¢en, dok je razvoj, usled diskontinuiteta,
nepovratan proces koji se uslovno moZe predstaviti kaskadnom funkcijom
vremena 1 rasta, kao ilustracija nestabilnog pretvaranja kvantiteta u kvalitet,
odnosno rasta u razvoj. Rast je kvantitativno povecanje broja zaposlenih, obima
proizvodnje, obima prodaje, ukupnog prihoda itd. Rast Cesto inicira ili podstice
razvojne 1 kvalitativne promene, ¢ime se podrazumevaju i promene osobina
elemenata organizacionog sistema i promene u nekim od odnosa izmedu delova
preduzeca i1 odnosa medu njima. Rast i razvoj su glavni unutrasnji mehanizmi
promena unutar preduzeca i moraju biti adekvatno podrzZani u organizacionom
(strukturnom) i kadrovskom (upravljackom) smislu.

Krize u organizaciji su rezultat razli¢itih patoloSkih promena. Novinari su prvi
pisali o krizama preduzeca, a pratili su ih istori¢ari poslovanja i na kraju naucnici.
Njihove aktivnosti uglavnom nisu uklju¢ivale objasnjenje klju¢nih faktora razvoja
kao ni objasnjenje kljucnih faktora krize i kolapsa. Kasnije autori su se bavili
krizama u preduze¢ima u kontekstu prouc¢avanja razvojnih pitanja, §to znaci da su
u vedini slucajeva krize smatrali posledicama gubitka ravnoteze najvaznijih
faktora razvoja, a najéesce su ukazivali na faktore (ili grupu faktora) koji su bili
glavni uzroci nastale krize u posmatranoj fazi razvoja.

Stoga je Greiner (Greiner 1967) razjasnio glavne faktore uzroke kriza (problemi
liderstva, autonomije, kontrole, birokratizacije itd.) i nac¢ine njihovog resavanja.
Pet godina kasnije, isti autor (Greiner 1972) ukazao je na elemente koji su uticali
na rast kompanije i ometali organizaciona i operativna prilagodavanja u
poslovanju (tj. odnos pojedinca i preduzeéa, odnos izmedu formalne i neformalne
organizacije, odnos izmedu stru¢njaka i menadzera itd.). U oba scenarija,
predmetna pitanja su ispitivana u kontekstu organizacije koja nastaje i razvija se.
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Opste je poznato da Ce, kao deo organske progresije rasta i razvoja, organizacija
pro¢i kroz niz eskaliraju¢ih faza razvoja, kao 1 kroz krize i znacajne organizacione
1 druge promene (na primer, promene portfolija). Stepen uspeSnosti u reSavanju
teSke krize sa kojom se preduzeée suoCava putem organizacionih i1 drugih
prilagodavanja odredi¢e u kojoj meri ¢e firma mo¢i da odrzi svoj kvalitet i svoju
buduénost. Naucnici koji su se bavili ovom temom razlikuju broj faza razvoja,
njithova imena, njihove osnovne kvalitete 1 njihove posebnosti. Oni takode
razlikuju uzroke 1 sadrzaje kriza. Tako prethodno pomenuti Greiner (Greiner
1967) elaborira pet faza razvoja, Skot tri, a Daft (Daft 2010) cetiri faze rasta i
razvoja kao 1 isto toliko specifi¢nih kriza i metoda za njihovo reSavanje. Svi ovi
autori govore o istom broju konkretnih kriza i nacinima njihovog reSavanja.
Tokom ¢itavog zivotnog ciklusa organizacije, postojace vreme razvoja i vreme
krize u naizmeni¢nom redosledu. Tokom faza rasta, organizacija izgraduje svoju
fizicku 1 finansijsku snagu, a u fazama krize mobiliSe sve resurse koji su potrebni
da prode kroz te faze i1 izade kao pobednik.

Neki autori, (na primer Altman 1968) su se u proucavanju krize fokusirali na njeo
prognoziranje, na osnovu finansijskih rezultata preduzeca. Razlicite opcije,
dopune 1 poboljSanja ovog koncepta nastavljene su do danaSnjih dana. Drugi
autori su se fokusirali na razli¢ite nefinansijske uzroke kriza. Ford (Ford 1981)
predlaze unapredenje sistema planiranja i ukljuc¢ivanje veéeg broja ucesnika u
lanac donoSenja odluka, uz naglaSavanje rizika od izoblicenja informacija u
navedenom procesu. Zanimljivo je da navedeni autor ukazuje na Cinjenicu da
simbol krize u kineskom pismu oznacava opasnost, ali 1 moguénost, implicirajuéi
da kriza moZe imati i pozitivne posledice. Kovoor -Misra i saradnici (2000) bavili
su se prognozama krize naglaSavaju¢i medusobnu kontradiktornost nekih njenih
uzroka, poput tehnickih.

Van Laere (van Laere 2013) otiSla je i korak dalje konstatuju¢i da se
organizovanje u kriznim uslovima i1 organizovanje u stacionarnim uslovima ne
razlikuju znacajno, dok smatra da se kompleksnost krize odnosi na to $to su krizni
elementi skriveni, ali uticu na funkcionisanje organizacije. U poslednje vreme
(Cigler & Sroka 2014) uzroci krize i1 patoloskih stanja se prate do strukturalne
patologije i meduorganizacijskih mreza. Medutim, ovaj pristup autora delom ¢ini i
zarobljenikom ideje o nastanku problema u procesu razvoja unutarorganizacionih
1 meduorganizacionih mreza. Purves 1 saradnici (Purves et al. 2016) isticu
nefinansijske (ne zanemarujuci finansijske) uzroke neizbezne pojave kriza,
smatrajuci da su predvidanja nastanka krize najbolji nacin da im se suprotstave.

Ovo moze biti slucajan ili mozda nameran odgovor na Hermanov (Hermann
1963) stav, prema kojem je nerazumevanje krize, njenih uzroka i manifestacija
vazan razlog neuspeha u suocavanju sa njom. Prema nalazima naseg pregleda
literature, dosli smo do zaklju¢ka da veéina autora (od pocetka sistematskog
proucavanja organizacione krize do danas, Sto je viSe od pola veka kasnije) krizu
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gotovo uvek smatra zastojem ili opstrukcijom u razvoju preduzeca, posebno u
nekim fazama razvoja preduzeca. Samo mali broj autora smatra da su krize
posledica protivljenja planiranoj organizacionoj reformi.

Organizacione promene i krize

Nas pristup problemu nastajanja kriza u preduzecima (videti sliku br. 1) nije, za
razliku od pristupa navedenih autora i drugih, vezan iskljucivo za Zivotni ciklus
preduzeca. To znaci da se ne bavi nastankom i reSavanjem kriza tokom razvoja
organizacije, to jest, od osnivanja malog preduzeca, preko njegovog razvoja, pa
do velikog organizacionog sistema. Umesto toga, fokusira se na Zivotni ciklus
preduzeca u celini. U vreme svog osnivanja, preduzeca nisu nuzno male veli¢ine;
u stvari, nije nemoguce da se novoosnovana preduzeca nalaze na veéinskoj strani,
niti je nemoguce da se veca preduzeca podele na nekoliko manjih preduzeca.

Elementi koje je Greiner identifikovao u svojoj studiji (Greiner 1967) su, bez
sumnje, vazni i dominiraju u specificnim periodima poslovnog rasta; ipak, oni
nisu osnovni niti stalni uzrok nastanka kriza. Preduzeée ulazi u krizu u tacki 1 na
slici br. 1, Sto se moze pokazati usporavanjem stope rasta i razvoja firme (Ksr),
stagnacijom (Kst), ili smanjenjem nivoa poslovnih performansi preduzeca (Kpp).
Znacajne organizacione (i druge) promene uvode se u tacki 2 (koja se nalazi na
slici na kraju Kst 1 koja se moZe nalaziti na kraju bilo koje od tri manifestacije
krize, odnosno i na kraju Ksr i Kpp), §to moZe rezultirati ubrzanim rastom i
razvojem preduzeca (R&R), ili, u slucaju da su promene neuspe$ne, nekim
negativnim (st ili pp) ishodom uvedenih organizacionih promena.

Slika 1: Faze krize u poslovanju preduzecéa (Cvijanovi¢ 2004)
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* 1- The beginning of crisis in an enterprise

*  2-Completion of organizational changes
readiness for further growth and
development

3-The beginning of next crisis

R&R - business growth and development

Ksr - slower growth

Kst - stagnation

Kpp - decline in business performance

Indicators of business operations of an enterprise
L - - L] -

\J

Operating period of an enterprise

Sta je, zapravo, sustina stvari kada je u pitanju neminovnost pojave krize, ne samo
u rastu organizacije ve¢ 1 u samom njenom postojanju? Poslovni ucinak
organizacije je jedinstven proces, a proucavanje tog procesa u odredenim
oblastima poslovnog ucinka organizacije moze biti olak§ano podelom procesa na
faze rasta 1 razvoja kao 1 na faze krize. lzrazi rast, razvoj i1 kriza podlezu
subjektivnom tumacenju i zavise od kriterijuma koji se koriste (mere kvaliteta).
Svaki akt organizacije radi protiv prirodnog napredovanja entropije, Sto se takode
moZe smatrati radom protiv haosa 1 dezorganizacije koji su podrazumevano stanje
stvari.

Posto je kompanija strukturisana sa krajnjom svrhom da ostvari svoje ciljeve,
uspesan poslovni u€inak moze se definisati kao postizanje tih ciljeva. Dakle,
delotvoran 1 efikasan posao je onaj koji je u stanju da se organizuje tako da
uspe$no uspostavlja red i usmerava radnje svojih radnika ka uspeSnom
izvrSavanju zadataka koji su tom poslu dodeljeni. Kada se to uradi, medu
zaposlenima ¢e, naravno, biti osecaja frustracije, stresa, zrtvovanja i
nezadovoljstva.

Pored toga, bi¢e potrebno pribegavati raznim kompromisima izmedu pojedinaca i
grupa, gomilanju i reSavanju niza razli¢itih problema, odlaganju nekih aktivnosti
na Stetu drugih itd. U nekom trenutku, metode organizovanja i kontrole operacija
¢e biti u senci svih ovih nereSenih izazova, kompromisa i razoc¢aranja, a neki
favorizovani ucinak kompanije ¢e poceti da degradira. U takvom scenariju,
organizacija je prinudena da se menja, modifikuje, da se okrene novim metodama
suoCavanja sa problemima, da odredene delove svoje istorije utisne u kolektivno
pamcenja, da trazi nova reSenja i nove mehanizme za organizovanje preduzeca i
za linijsko i redovno uskladivanje njegovog poslovanja i trazenje novih nacina za
reSavanje problema.
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Kao rezultat, kriza je neizbezna posledica svakog, pa i1 uspeSnog poslovanja
organizacije. To je neizbezna posledica inherentne konkurencije izmedu reda i
haosa u pravom svetu. Preduzeée prolazi kroz proces unutrasnje reorganizacije i
transformacije kao deo nastojanja da zadovolji zahteve okruzenja ili da se suoci sa
opasnostima koje predstavljaju pretnju iznutra, a ovaj proces se odvija
istovremeno sa naporima preduzeca da uspesno realizuje svoje ciljeve. i interese u
njegovoj interakciji sa okruzenjem (u razmeni materijala, usluga, energije,
informacija itd.). U slucaju ta to nije moguce, suocice se sa istinskom krizom, a
kriterijumi koji je odabralo za uspeh otkrivaju prirodu i veli¢inu takve katastrofe.
Zanimljivo je napomenuti da mnogi razli¢iti elementi mogu imati ili dobar ili
negativan uticaj, u zavisnosti od konteksta i stepena u kojima oni imaju svoju
ulogu.

Broj radnika je primarni faktor koji odreduje veli¢inu preduzeca. Zaposleni su
takode primarni izvor problema i kriza unutar organizacije, Sto je za ocekivati s
obzirom na to da su frustracije svojstvene ljudima, a ne masinama. Ukupan broj
zaposlenih, nacin na koji su rasporedeni i nacin na koji medusobno komuniciraju
rezultat su skoro svih relevantnih faktora u poslovanju preduzeéa. Ovi faktori
ukljuCuju portfolio, tehnologiju, inzenjering, opremu, kancelarijske prostorije i
objekte, starost i veli¢inu preduzeca, ekonomske rezultate i poziciju na trzistu.

Covek je onaj koji pokreée, upravlja i usmerava sve radnje koje se desavaju u
kompaniji. Zaposlenom se dodeljuje pozicija u organizaciji prema njenoj
vertikalnoj 1 horizontalnoj strukturi hijerarhije. Ovo se radi kako bi se osiguralo da
aranzman podrzava, na najefikasniji moguéi nacin, sprovodenje aktivnosti koje
proizilaze iz fragmentacije (podele) ukupnog poslovanja i da obezbedi smislenu 1
svrsishodnu koordinaciju i integraciju svih ovih aktivnosti. ka postizanju ciljeva
preduzeca. Organizaciona struktura firme sluzi kao skelet najznacajnijih 1
najces¢ih poslovnih procesa, kao 1 zajednickih akcija na menadZmentu i
rukovodenju u preduzeéu. Ova struktura pruza pouzdanu potporu za proces koji se
opisuje. Na ovaj nacin, organizaciona struktura pomaze da se odrzi dinamicka
ravnoteza izmedu podele posla s jedne strane i njegove koordinacije s druge
strane.

Sirenje i unapredenje poslovanja su medu najbitnijim preduslovima za postizanje
ciljeva koji su postavljeni za njegovu predvidenu buducnost. Isto tako, nije
mogucée voditi razgovor o ocekivanoj buduénosti firme van okvira njene
organizacione strukture. U tom kontekstu posebno mislimo na organizacionu
strukturu kompanije, koja, u sustini, daje fiksiranu sliku svih primarnih procesa
koji se odvijaju unutar kompanije. Mozemo primetiti da je vecina vaznih
razvojnih odrednica i preduzeca koja su bila uspeSna u pogledu svog rasta
organizacionog porekla.

Sve operacije rasta i razvoja preduzeca su integrisane u organizaciono okruzenje,
a stepen do kojeg se pruza organizaciona podrSka razvojnim aktivnostima je
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znacajan faktor u odredivanju komercijalnih posledica takvih napora. Moguce je
da najpametnije, najinventivnije 1 najprogresivnije ideje nikada nece biti
implementirane ako postoji 1 najmanja nepovezanost izmedu organizacione
strukture, upravljanja i razvojnih aktivnosti.

Kada se organizacione paradigme promene, dodatni izvori neizvesnosti i
nezadovoljstva stupaju na scenu, §to moZe poremetiti normalan tok rada unutar
kompanije. (Cvijanovi¢ & Lazi¢, 2006) Pokazalo se da su paradigme od najvece
vaznosti u nau¢noj zajednici kao celini, posebno u novijim naukama, ¢ijim delom
se 1 dalje smatra teorija organizacije. Konceptualni okvir, na¢in razumevanja sveta
1 skup navodnih kategorija na koje su ¢injenice podeljene su primeri onoga Sto se
naziva paradigmama. Promena paradigme ukazuje na promenu u ljudskom umu
pre nego na promenu zakona, ali je ova vrsta promene ipak veoma vazna jer
modifikacija necijih pogleda i uverenja ima direktan uticaj na ljudsko ponasanje.

Nove tehnologije 1 novi sistem vrednosti daju nove paradigme, koje, uprkos
¢injenici da nisu definisane i eksplicirane, generiSu (u vecoj ili manjoj meri)
drugacije ponasanje u preduzecu. Uprkos ¢injenici da nisu definisane i objasnjene,
nove paradigme generiSu drugacije ponasanje u preduzecu. Kao posledica ovoga,
nove paradigme pocinju da deluju i pre dolaska proroka koji ith moZe javno
proglasiti 1 inaugurisati. Posle duZzeg vremena primene, neke fundamentalne
pretpostavke teorije organizacije dospevaju u zonu postepenog ili iznenadnog
gubitka relevantnosti 1/ili prakti¢ne primenljivosti. U ovu zonu se moze uéi
postepeno ili naglo.

,Paradigma koncentracije i specijalizacije predstavljala je sustinsku pretpostavku
uspesne ekspanzije i razvoja industrijskih (i drugih tipova) preduzeca tokom
prethodna dva veka.” Ova paradigma je podrazumevala smanjenje cena,
transformaciju luksuznih predmeta u proizvode Siroke potroSnje, i pretvaranje
proizvodnje u slugu potrosackog drustva. To je bilo podrzano ekonomijom obima,
Sto je pomoglo u smanjenju troSkova proizvodnje. Buduci da koncentracija bez
adekvatne specijalizacije samo povecava rezijske troskove (Sto se Cesto deSava u
slu¢aju spajanja), a specijalizacija bez adekvatnog obima proizvodnje rezultira
vis§im jedini¢nim cenama, upravljanje takvim poslovima je zapravo bila nauka i
umetnost koordinacije prave mere. specijalizacije i relevantne koordinacije.

Ovo je mogucée pod uslovom da su prisutne obe dimenzije, jer koncentracija bez
adekvatne specijalizacije samo povecava rezijske troskove. U kontekstu ove
paradigme, specijalizacija se Cesto odnosi na proces razlaganja posla na
komponente koje su progresivno manje slozene. Zbog jednostavnosti zadatka,
haoti¢ni rad u fabrici zahteva placanje odgovarajuée psiholoske cene. Ova cena se
placa u zamenu za bilo kakva zna¢ajna ograni¢enja nametnuta na poslu. Ovo je
poznato kao odsustvovanje i prili¢no je tatno merenje (kao i cena) otudenja.
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Sledece pitanje je rutina, koja mozZe biti 1 korisna 1 Stetna u zavisnosti od okolnosti
u praksi. Tacnije, rutina je jedan od potomaka standardizacije koja se desila u
nekim aspektima ponaSanja 1 stavova poslovanja preduzeca. Rutina ¢ini lakSim 1
efikasnijim postizanje ciljeva koji se ponavljaju. Zato Sto su periodi¢na osvezenja
(promene) neophodna da bi se sprecile razne opcije dodatnih rutina za menjanje
drugih rutina (tj. metarrutina) 1 smanjenje paznje posebno usmerene ka
verifikacijama, pa Cak 1 preskakanje verifikacija, jer je rutina prvo monotona,
zatim dosadna i na kraju toliko neprijatna da se pokuSava izbe¢i, ona je neprijatel]
promeni i samim tim protivnik neophodnih osveZenja u svim organizacionim
tehnikama i metodama.

Posto je hijerarhija svojstvena organizaciji i bilo bi nemoguce opisati 1 objasniti ih
jedno bez drugog, paradigma hijerarhije kao prirodnog fenomena nastavlja da
vazi, 1 nastavie da vazi jo§ dugo vremena. Uprkos tome, u strucnoj literaturi
postoji obilje teorijskih 1 empirijskih istrazivanja o kraju hijerarhije, $to je
prirodan odgovor svih onih koji su na niZzem stepenu na lestvici ekonomske ili
drustvene hijerarhije. Vec¢ina psihologa ne razume u potpunosti kako bezli¢na, ili
zasnovana na poloZaju, mo¢ 1 hijerarhija koja ide uz nju mogu koegzistirati.

Ocigledno, pogresno je povezati linijsku hijerarhiju (ili obi¢nu hijerarhiju)
direktno 1 u potpunosti sa redosledom donoSenja odluka o ucinku posla. Ovi
dogadaji su povezani sa ekviordinarnom (transfunkcionalnom) centralizacijom,
Sto je drugi nacin da se kaZe hijerarhija.

Da budemo precizniji, pitanje redosleda izbora, kao i komercijalnih i produktivnih
poduhvata, nije jedini faktor koji se treba razmotriri u kontekstu organizacione
hijerarhije. Re¢ je 1 o piramidalnoj dimenziji informacija koje su dostupne
donosiocima odluka na pojedinim organizacionim nivoima, kao i o hijerarhiji
interesa 1 hijerarhiji motivacije.

»Jedna od organizacionih paradigmi koja je delimi¢no zastarela jeste paradigma
zivog rada kao cene. Ovo je jedna od paradigmi organizacije. Danas nije
izvodljivo predstavljati zaposlene troSkom koji je vezan za njihovu nadoknadu. To
je zbog Cinjenice da se zaposleni viSe ne vide kao troSak, ve¢ kao veoma vazni
¢inioci u kompaniji. Trenutno je mnogo jednostavnije menjati proizvod nego
menjati zaposlene zbog unapredenja procesa izboru i selekciji radnika, kao i
ulaganja u profesionalne i psiholoske profile radnika (za razliku od vremena kada
je vazila paradigma koncentracije i specijalizacije).

Prema empirijskim rezultatima Kocha i Hackenberga (Koch & Hackenberg 1971),
prakse organizacije i rada su relativno inertne i otporne na promene. To je u
skladu sa tim nalazima, jer pokazuje da je tako. Dodajmo da se plata koja se daje
zaposlenima sve manje dozivljava kao neka vrsta nadoknada za vreme provedeno
u radu. Umesto toga, ona se smatra nekom vrstom kompenzacije za obavljeni
zadatak. TehniCki resursi preduzeca progresivno postaju instrumenti koji
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povecavaju ljudske mogucnosti, a oCekuje se da ¢e se ovaj trend nastaviti. Sve je
manje masina koje su pod kontrolom ¢oveka.

Koncept organizacije kao vrste svojine se u ovom trenutku uglavnom se smatra
arhai¢nim. Prava 1 obaveze su uvek sluzile kao osnova za ono $to ¢ini vlasnistvo.
Na pocetku rasta preduzeca, prava su bila jedino Sto se cuvalo. U kasnijim
godinama istaknute su i obaveze, pocev od finansijskih aspekata pa sve do zastite
zaposlenih, zastite potrosaca i zastite zivotne sredine. U danasnjem poslovnom
svetu, tradicionalni model vlasniStva u ogromnim korporacijama se dovodi u
pitanje zajedno sa samim modelom. Danas, umesto nekoliko pojedinaca koji
poseduju preduzecda ili nekoliko banaka koje daju kredite, akcionari su evoluirali u
veliku grupu anonimnih finansijera koji nisu u stanju da precizno odrede koji
procenat kompanije kontroliSu (posto su vlasnici idealnog dela preduzeée, npr.
Njegovog hiljaditog dela).

Oni imaju pravo samo na finansijsku beneficije koje su u direktnoj prooporciji sa
iznosom rizika koji proizilazi iz posedovanja akcija u toj konkretnoj kompaniji.
Preduzeca su presla u pravna lica poznata kao kompanije (korporacije, itd.), 1 iako
preduzeca ne pripadaju nijednoj osobi, pojedinac je jedino lice koje moZe biti ¢lan
kompanije. Kao direktan rezultat ovoga, ideja deoniCara je postavila veliki broj
validnih i1 zakonskih ogranicenja, koja postepeno zamenjuju pojam tradicionalnog
vlasniStva sa konceptom preduzeéa. Udaljavanje od ove paradigme je korisno za
inovacije i1 razvoj jer oni koji donose odluke o sprovodenju razvojnih projekata
(koji su tipi¢no rizi¢ni) nisu dodatno ograniceni vlasnistvom. Umesto toga, odluke
se donose prvenstveno na osnovu analiza i zaklju¢aka koje donose eksperti
analiticari unutar organizacije ili izvan organizacije (Cvijanovi¢ & Lazi¢ 2006).

Organizaciona patologija

Kontinuirani rast i razvoj organizacije kao odgovor na stalne promene u
spoljaSnjem 1 unutrasnjem okruzenju preduzeca, organizacija i promena paradigmi
organizovanja i kontinuirane promene i organizacione krize neminovno rezultiraju
patoloskim pojavama. Polazeci od ¢injenice da je Covek najvazniji faktor svih
pojava (dakle i patoloskih) u preduzecu, patologije se takode uglavnom profilisu u
zavisnosti od Mintzberg grupe koja dominira u preduzecu (menadzeri, radnici,
administrativna podrska i tehnicka podrska) (Mintzberg 1979) .

Ako je ovo birokratski aparat, koji se uglavnom sastoji od administrativne podrske
i ¢esto koncentrisan na vrhu hijerarhije, dolazi do patologije ((Michels 2012) jo$
1925. godine Michels ju je nazvao Gvozdenim zakonom oligarhije). U slucaju
dominacije tehnicke podrske, primenjuje se GreSamov zakon planiranja. Ako
dominiraju menadZzeri srednjeg 1 nizeg nivoa, govorimo o Parkinsonovom zakonu
(Parkinson 1955) . A kada dode do nejasnoc¢a u vlasnistvu, $to je u tranzicionim
procesima lako moguée, kao i brze promene u najviSem menadzmentu preduzeca
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(posebno u slucaju javnih preduzeca) Piterov princip (Peter & Hull 2011) dolazi
do izrazaja .

Konac¢no, kada granice poslovnih sistema, uklju¢ujuci 1 drzave, postanu nejasne i
propusne na Stetu sistema, to rezultira patoloskom globalizacijom poslovanja. U
procesu tranzicije, u slucajevima uobicajenog, nejasnog 1 stalno promenljivog
vlasni$tva nad preduze¢ima (drustveno, odnosno drzavno vlasnistvo se deformise,
prakticno, u privremeno vlasniStvo politickih partija na vlasti, Sto rezultira
proliferacijom nepotrebnog zaposSljavanja nekompetentnih radnika), osim
Parkinsonovog zakona i Piterovog principa pojavljuju se svi navedeni patoloski
oblici organizacije. U prilog navedenom govori sledeé¢i kratak prikaz osnovnih
karakteristika ovih patologija.

Organizacija operativnih i drugih drustveno-tehnickih, vestackih sistema (u cilju
njihovog efikasnog i1 efektivnog funkcionisanja) je u suprotnosti sa prirodnim
rastom entropije ili nereda u sistemu 1 njegovoj okolini. U zavisnosti od izabranog
organizacionog oblika 1 modela, ovaj sukob rezultira nastankom razli¢itih
organizacionih paradoksa i patoloskih stanja. Iako se neki od paradoksa i
patologija u organizacionoj teoriji i praksi Cesto leZerno, pa cak i duhovito,
tretiraju kao nebitni sistemski incidenti, uvereni smo da organizacioni paradoksi i
patologije zasluzuju ozbiljnu paznju u proucavanju njihove pojave i efekata, kao 1
nastojanja da se otklone njihove posledice. To prakti¢no znaci da pojam patologija
u organizovanju treba shvatiti pre kao odstupanje od oc¢ekivanog, nego kao nuzno
Stetnu pojavu u organizaciji preduzeca. U svakom slucaju, iako organizaciona
patologija izaziva negativan stav kao prvi odgovor, zasluzuje pazljiv i nepristrasan
pristup, u nadi da ¢e takav pristup doneti korist u nastojanju da se poboljSa
efektivnost i efikasnost organizacionih sistema.

Gvozdeni zakon oligarhije ustanovio je Robert Michels 1925. godine (Mihels
2012) na osnovu analize strukture socijalistickih partija (bilo ih je mnogo u to
vreme) u periodu pre Prvog svetskog rata: ,,Ko kaze organizacija, kaze oligarhija”.
Birokratija je rodena iz politic¢ke partijske organizacije, povezana sa partijskim
vodom, §to je podrazumevalo obostrani interes (i partijski i liderski) za odrzavanje
sopstvenih pozicija. Primarno sredstvo osvajanja i odrzavanja vlasti je kontrola
komunikacije unutar partije. Oni mladi i ambiciozni (slobodni mislioci koji
rukovode) bivaju ili kooptirani u partijski aparat (njih manje) ili raznim
mahinacijama izbaceni iz partije.

Umesto da se bore za stvarne ciljeve Sirokih masa, oni masama (narodu) namecéu
ciljeve prilagodene potrebama partije 1 partijskog aparata. Umesto da sprovode
ono $to misli veéina, oni nameéu svoje misljenje vecini. Oni potiskuju pocetne
ciljeve, Cesto prvobitne militantne ciljeve partije u korist konzervativnih, jer
partije u ratu prakticno gube egzistenciju ili, u najmanju ruku, znac¢ajno gube na
znacaju 1 uticaju. Organizacija (partija) je majka vlasti izabranih, nad onima koji
su ih birali. Ovaj proces se odnosi na sve vrste udruzenja (bez obzira na njihove
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primarne ciljeve), ali 1 na preduzeca u kojima je mo¢ takode koncentrisana na
vrthu, medu menadzmentom preduzeca, uz jacanje tendencije nametanja
konzervativnih strategija.

Odrzavanje Gvozdenog zakona oligarhije podrzava i dugovecnost i Cvrstina
birokratske organizacione strukture. Institucionalna teorija pocCinje Veberom
(Pugh & Hickson 2007) i njegovom teorijom autoritarne strukture. Naravno,
Veber je pravio razliku izmedu moci i autoriteta. Mo¢ je sposobnost (moguénost)
prisiljavanja ljudi na poslusnost (nezavisno od njihovog otpora), a autoritet
podrazumeva dobrovoljno potéinjavanje. Dakle, autoritarni sistemi su oni u
kojima podredeni izvrSavaju naredenja nadredenih jer ih smatraju legitimnim.

Veber je razlikovao tri autoritarne organizacione konfiguracije (u zavisnosti od
na¢ina na koji se autoritet legitimiSe unutar organizacije): harizmati¢nu,
tradicionalnu i pravno-racionalnu. Pravno-racionalna je srz savremene birokratske
organizacije. Ove konfiguracije obi¢no prate razli¢iti administrativni aparati kao
nosioci hijerarhijske strukture. Ove tri Ciste konfiguracije se obi¢no kombinuju u
praksi, ne samo u birokratskim makroorganizacionim strukturama, ve¢ u svim
ostalim strukturama koje su kasnije napravljene.

PJ DiMaggio 1 VV Povell (Pugh & Hickson 2007) tvrde da se razliCite
makroorganizacione strukture ne razlikuju znacajno. Ovi autori analiziraju zaSto
je birokratska makroorganizaciona struktura toliko rasprostranjena i zasto je
postala prakticno dominantan oblik organizovanja u dvadesetom veku u svim
oblastima i delatnostima ljudske organizacije. Posebno je indikativno da su
pocetne makroorganizacione strukture (nova preduzeca sa novim ili starim
delatnostima) osmiSljene i prvobitno postavljene sa veoma razli¢itim (znacajno
razli¢itim od birokratskih) makroorganizacionim strukturama, brzo i neizbeZno
konvergirale ka birokratskim makroorganizacionim strukturama.

Da li je ova konvergencija generisana superiornom efikasnos¢u birokratske forme,
ili institucionalnim pritiskom okruZenja na menadzere da svoje organizacije ucine
slicnim jedna drugoj (bez obzira na kriterijume efikasnosti)? Poslednji uzrok je
doveo do institucionalnog izomorfizma makroorganizacionih struktura preduzeca.
Uskladenost institucionalnog izomorfizma postize se kroz tri mehanizma
izomorfizma: prinudni (prinuda generiSe politicki uticaj na preduzeée), mimicki
(kao odgovor na strah od neizvesnosti; znak iz strukture onih koji prezivljavaju) i
normativni (generisani profesionalizacijom menadzera i profesionalaca; takve
strukture su se ucile u Skoli). Kroz sva tri mehanizma, ideje i reSenja iz okruzenja
su prilagodena 1 prihvacena kao sopstvena reSenja makroorganizacionog
strukturiranja. To nas navodi na zaklju¢ak da c¢e birokratski model jo§ dugo
opstati u svim oblastima ljudske delatnosti, uprkos taénom dokazu njegove
neefikasnosti i neefikasnosti, prvenstveno zbog institucionalnog izomorfizma.
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Gresamov zakon planiranja nasledio je neke delove Gvozdenog zakona oligarhije
jer takode pokazuje tendenciju organizacije da bude sredstvo za postizanje
sopstvenih ciljeva, ali na drugaciji nac¢in. U stvari, ovaj princip su ustanovili
March & Simon (March & Simon 1958) kao zakon programiranih aktivnosti, a
kasnije ga je dopunio Merton (Merton 1968) koriste¢i analogiju originalnog
Greshamovog zakona prema kojem los novac tjera dobre novac. To smo doziveli
u vreme inflacije 90-ih kada je wvlast, zajedno sa budu¢im tajkunima,
»~implementirala” prvobitnu akumulaciju kapitala u postsamoupravnoj Srbiji.
Mogucée negativne posledice programiranih aktivnosti leze u c¢injenici da
organizacija, gréevito se drZi plana, postaje rigidna i svesno zanemaruje promene
u okruzenju (takve promene moraju biti ublazene organizacionim promenama).

Veoma je tesko odupreti se programiranim aktivnostima (Ford 1981) jer one
pojednostavljuju  komunikaciju, precizno definiSu selekciju informacija,
stabilizuju organizaciju 1 smanjuju potrebu za koordinacijom. GreSamov zakon
planiranja podrazumeva da programirane radnje, odnosno planovi postaju
prepreka znacajnim promenama, jer se insistira na proceduri (sve dok promena ne
diskredituje ili gubi aktuelnost), jo§ viSe kroz institucionalizaciju usvajanja i
sprovodenja inovacije 1 kroz proceduralne probleme saradnje izmedu
organizacionih jedinica preduzeca (pa i ministarstava) koji su pokretaci pojedinih
faza u inovativnoj promeni.

Parkinsonov zakon (Parkinson 1955) ima psiholosku pozadinu i oslanja se na dva
principa. Prvo, svaki nadredeni tezi da ima svoje podredene koji su medu sobom
rivali, pa (Sto je u skladu sa principom hijerarhije) ima najmanje dvojicu, a po
mogucénosti 1 viSe podredenih. Drugo, svaki podredeni ispunjava svoje radno
vreme ,,aktivnostima® i momentalno dolazi do tacke kada se oseca preopterecen
poslom, zbog <¢ega trazi pomocnike (opet najmanje dvoje). Njegovi
pretpostavljeni podrzavaju njegove zahteve jer doprinose proSirenju organizacione
jedinice koju vode.

To dovodi do (Parkinson 1955) Sirenja hijerarhije (broj nivoa), kao 1 sve veéeg
broja radnika, bez obzira na stvarnu potrebu za pozicijama u korist posla
(institucija, ministarstvo, itd.), ve¢ za cilj ostvarenja dva ranije naznacena
kriterijuma. Cak iu Srbiji, narodi koji su bili deo stare Jugoslavije sada se
raspravljaju o tome da li treba ili ne treba da smanje svoju ukupnu javnu potrosnju
i, tacnije, da li treba ili ne da smanje broj zaposlenih u drzavnoj upravi i javnim
preduzeéima. Trenutna situacija je potpuna kopija Parkinsonovog zakona. Vodi se
beskrajna rasprava o poslovima koji su zaista neophodni (obavezni) i koje moraju
da obavljaju drzavna uprava i javna preduzeca ($to je nemoguéa misija), umesto
da se raspravlja o maksimalnom trosku javne potro$nje koji moze da snosi drzava,
odnosno poreskih obveznika (izrazeno u procentima BDP-a) za postavljene
poslove koje je potrebno obaviti za taj iznos sredstava, pri ¢emu broj zaposlenih i
njihove zarade nisu pitanje od presudnog znacaja za poreske obveznike. Dakle,
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preskocili smo suStinu, ali je veSto nametnuta rasprava o platnim razredima,
socijalnim kartama 1 drugim detaljima, pri ¢emu je na kraju uvedena neka posebna
uredba da se broj zaposlenih u ovoj oblasti smanji manje nego $to se povecavao u
toku rasprave o ovom problemu.

Piter Princip (Peter & Hull 2011) glasi da u svakoj hijerarhiji svaki zaposleni
napreduje do svog nivoa nesposobnosti: odli¢an bravar postaje lo§ menadzer,
dobar ekonomista postaje lo§ finansijski direktor, itd. 1z navedenog je jasno da
posle izvesnog vremena veéinu mesta u svakoj organizaciji zauzimaju oni koji su
za ta mesta nepodobni. S druge strane, zadatke obavljaju oni koji jos nisu dostigli
nivo nekompetentnosti. ProSirivanje ovog principa na svestrane menadzere
opravdano je stanovistem da je menadzment u razli¢itim preduzecima i na
razli¢itim nivoima zapravo isti. Na taj na¢in dobar ugostitelj moze biti direktor u
velikom javnom saobracaju ili predsednik upravnog odbora nekog drugog javnog
preduzeca. Nazalost, ovaj stav je obi¢no ispravan jer su ovi menadzeri, koji su i$li
po politicko-partijskoj spirali, odavno dostigli nivo nesposobnosti. Takav
menadZer je podjednako neuspesSan u svim preduzeéima.

Ozbiljno timsko istraZivanje inicirao je francuski inZenjer i agronom Ringelman
koji je 1918. proucavao performanse konja 1 otkrio da vucna sila prikolice, ako su
dva konja bila upregnuta, nije dvostruko veca od zbira sila koje vrSe konji
upregnuti pojedinacno. Dakle, konji udruzeni u timski rad takode imaju tendenciju
da budu lenji. Ringelman je zatim angazovao studente, ¢lanove tima, da povuku
konopac. Kada su dvojica povukla, sila je smanjena za 7% u odnosu na silu koju
su vezbali pojedina¢no. Kada su njih trojica povukla smanjenje je bilo 15%, a
kada je ceo tim povukao smanjenje je bilo 51%. Danas je ovaj fenomen poznat
kao Ringelmanov efekat i varanje (razliCit za razliite poslove) potvrduje se u
efektima grupnog ili timskog rada u svim oblastima i situacijama: u Skolama, u
gradevinarstvu i drugim proizvodnim delatnostima, u vojsci, u poslu. susreti, u
veslackim, fudbalskim i drugim timovima.

Intriga o sinergijskom dejstvu grupnog i timskog rada bila je rasuta, kao Sto
vidimo, pre 90 godina, odnosno pre nego $to je uvedena u nastavne programe
fakultetskih predmeta, ali je studentima joS uvek pune glave o tome. Prvobitno,
sinergija na grékom znaci zajednicki rad. Dakle, nema govora o 1+1=3 koje
zagovaraju oni koji su ignorisali elementarna algebarska znanja koja se odnose na
sabiranje razlomaka (zajednic¢ki imenilac). Da je pric¢a o sinergiji u timskom radu
istinita, "Real Madrid" ne bi ni igrao, ve¢ bi samo poslao sumu svojih performansi
ili jednostavno neto vrednost svojih igra¢a svom protivniku i pobedio i/ili izgubio
utakmicu bez igre.

Varanje u grupi (ili, potencijalno, nemoguénost ispoljavanja najvaznijih
sposobnosti) je racionalno ponasanje pojedinca koji ne rasipa snagu bez potrebe.
Skandinavci su prvi priznali da je to tako, i umesto da svako izvr$i samo jednu
ofanzivno jednostavnu operaciju u produkciji sa polovinom svoje snage, naterali
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su pojedinca da zavrSi ceo posao koji je prethodno obavila manja grupa. I
produktivnost se povecala. Ovo otvara jo$ jedno vazno pitanje, odnosno problem
rutine. Rutina je jedan od derivata standardizacije u ponaSanju i stavovima. Stvara
repetitivni obrazac u razmisljanju 1 ponasanju, uvodi precice u realizaciju posla,
smanjuje paznju, preskace neke kontrolne radnje 1 tako postize vecu efikasnost u
izvodenju operacija koje se ponavljaju.

Rutina, dakle, moze biti korisna. Ali takode moze biti i veoma Stetna. Konkretno,
bez obzira na to koliko se ¢ini da odredeni aspekti poslovanja i/ili proizvodnog
procesa imaju deterministiCku prirodu, ovo nikada nije u potpunosti tacno.
Linearna zavisnost, odnosno prava linija, u nekom trenutku postaje zakrivljena i
izaziva slom. Stavie, rutina je neprijatelj promena i osveZenja, posebno nekog
radikalnog napretka u tehnologiji i1 organizacionim tehnikama i metodama. S
druge strane, promene i1 poboljSanja u organizaciji 1 poslovanju preduzeca su,
nesporno, neophodne.

DZon Ricard Hekman (videti /11/) navodi da nema spora da veliki broj ljudi misli
da su timovi savremeni demokratski pristup efikasnijem izvrSavanju zadatka.
Magija timskog rada, pra¢ena dodatnim resursima, odnosno boljim uslovima, ne
menja sustinu. Ljudi u timovima imaju tendenciju da rade manje 1 niZim
intenzitetom. Tacnije, vrlo mali broj ljudi ima takozvanu kolaborativnu
inteligenciju, ili je sposoban i voljan da radi ,,zajedno nezavisno®. Iako zvuci kao
oksimoron, po Hackmanu se ¢ini da je to jedan od klju¢nih faktora neefikasnosti
grupe ili timskog rada. Prema istom autoru (videti /26/), da bi se resili problemi
koji generiSu neefikasnost timskog rada, neophodno je preduzeti brojne mere u
uspostavljanju i funkcionisanju timova. Tim mora imati jasne granice (ko jeste, a
ko nije u timu), nezavisnost i stabilnost ¢lanova tima. Tim mora da ima veoma
jasno definisane zadatke (negde izmedu ARIR i BRIS detalja) sa podsticajnom
orijentacijom ka njihovom ispunjenju i motivom za angazovanje sveobuhvatnog
talenta svih ¢lanova tima.

Stabilan i uspesSan tim ne sme biti homogen, §to predstavlja dodatni problem u
uspostavljanju klju¢nih zajednickih normi ponasanja. Linearna makro organizacija
u kojoj tim radi ¢e stimulisati efikasnost tima kroz svoj informacioni sistem i
fleksibilan sistem nagradivanja. Cesto se zaboravlja da sve ove radnje treba uzeti
u obzir kada se pravi balans izmedu efikasnosti i efektivnosti tima. U
metodoloskom smislu, pogresno je uzimati u obzir samo energiju koju su ¢lanovi
tima potrosili i ignorisati sve spoljne inpute, od kojih su neki ovde pomenuti.

Konacno, uspesan tim treba da vodi struénjak zaduzen za upravljanje timom (opet
oksimoron). Timske odluke se Cesto svode na stanoviSte najjaeg Clana tima
(obi¢no pomenutog stru¢njaka za upravljanje timom) umesto na kvalitetnu sintezu
misljenja svih ¢lanova tima. Problem postaje slozeniji kada najjaci ¢lan tima ¢esto
ne deluje ubedivanjem na osnovu svog znanja, ve¢ deluje na druge na¢ine. Ovo ne
samo da stvara problem upravljanja timom, ve¢ otvara vrata mentalnom, a samim
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tim 1 fizickom omalovazavanju ¢lanova tima. Ocigledno, ljudska instinktivna
potreba da pripada grupi (jer im pruza osecaj sigurnosti) placa se slobodom,
pazljivim ponasanjem (precutnost) i generalno niskim profilom ponasanja, Sto sve
rezultira smanjenjem efikasnosti 1 efektivnosti. grupe. Kada na razgovoru za
posao kandidata pitaju da 1i je timski igra¢, on odlu¢no potvrduje da jeste, ne
znajuci da ¢e, ako mu se pruzi Sansa za timski rad, biti sklon varanju. Sre¢om, ni
oni koji postavljaju to pitanje nisu toga svesni, jer je timski rad jos uvek ,,in“.

Prethodnih pet primera patologije definisano je nakon njihovih masovnih
manifestacija. Princip globalizacije (pre svega vezan za poslovanje, ali 1 za druge
ljudske aktivnosti) je (Simonovski et al. 2014) unapred smisljen instrument ili
metod neograni¢enog povecanja profita. Po ovom principu, globalizacija
podrazumeva neograni¢eno slobodno kretanje finansijskog kapitala Sirom sveta,
bez provere porekla, kvaliteta (ukidanjem zlatnog standarda pod sloganom da Steti
napredovanju poslovanja otvorile su se neogranicene mogucénosti za zloupotrebe),
1 druge karakteristike novca, kao §to se obicno trazi od robe (i, delimi¢no, i od
usluga).

Dakle, globalizacija je patolosko stanje sistema bez normalnih granica, konkretno,
sistema sa cudnim granicama, odnosno sistema sa granicama ¢ija svojstva namece
(diktira) okruZenje i suStinski su na Stetu interesa organizacije (preduzece,
industrija, drzava itd.) koja se nalazi u okvirima takve granice. U globalizaciji,
granice su savrSeno propusne za novac (a novac je proizvod cCesto sumnjivog
porekla, kvaliteta i vlasniStva) u oba smera, jednosmerno propusne za proizvedena
dobra, sirovine i usluge i nepropusne za radnu snagu. Stoga nije iznenadujuce da
su krajem osamdesetih godina 20. veka transnacionalne kompanije kontrolisale
preko Y2 svetske proizvodnje, preko 2/3 svetske trgovine, preko ¥4 medunarodnog
transfera tehnologije i preko 4/5 finansijskih tokova. Danas su ovi razlomci
verovatno mnogo vecéi.

Dakle, po principu globalizacije (Cvijanovi¢ & Lazi¢ 2015) finansijski tokovi nisu
ni na koji nacin ograniceni, robni tokovi su pod strogom kontrolom, a tokovi
radne snage onemoguceni jer razlika u platama, primena zakona o zastiti Zivotne
sredine, sindikalnim i dr. prava "tamo" i "ovde" je ogromna. Krajem proslog i
pocetkom ovog veka jasno je da je finansijski kapital gurnuo industrijski kapital 1
ljudske resurse na stranu. Samo nekoliko zemalja u Evropi jo§ uvek brine o
srednjoj klasi kao ,,tamponu* izmedu ekstremno bogatih i ekstremno siromasnih.
Tokovi prisilno invalidne radne snage stvaraju ogroman pritisak u ovim
regionima. Prema aktuelnim procenama, u svetu trenutno preko 175 miliona ljudi
migrira iz ,kontrolisanih zona“ u bogate zemlje. Isti izvor (analitiCari
globalisticke patologije) procenjuje da ¢e migracije obuhvatiti oko milijardu
stanovnika na Zemlji u narednih dvadeset godina.

Globalizacija je stara koliko 1 pisana istorija CoveCanstva. Motiv i cilj
globalizacije su ostali isti, ali su se promenili samo nacini njenog sprovodenja. I
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ime takode. Nekada se zvalo carstvo (Inka, Asteka, Maja, Rimsko carstvo, carstvo
Aleksandra Velikog itd.). Kraljevina je, najcesce, bila drzavni okvir (veéinskog)
naroda, dok je imperija bila meta-drzava, odnosno tvorevina sastavljena od
mnogih kraljevstava i1 naroda. Lovacki atavizam podstice u coveku njegovu
sklonost da prigrabi tude rezultate (re¢ne ili Sumske proizvode, ili proizvode
drugih grupa ljudi) umesto da zivi od svog strpljivog i mukotrpnog rada (u
poljoprivredi, na primer). Ogromno visok ,,ulov* (danas poznat kao ekstra profit)
se generiSe oduzimanjem silom oruzja (bronza, gvozde, vatreno oruzje) ili, kao
danas, drugim sredstvima, kao Sto su: novac, jezik, tehnologija (proizvodnja,
transport, elektronske komunikacije itd.).

Zakljucéak

Napravili smo ovaj rad u nadi da ¢e ova uvodna kritika dominantnih pristupa
krizama 1 patologijama organizacije generisati krizu, odnosno radikalno
preispitivanje pristupa ovom problemu. To ne znaci da se zalaZemo za napustanje
proucavanja mnogo razli¢itih uzroka i posledica kriza 1 patoloskih stanja. Mi samo
insistiramo da se u ovim razmatranjima uzme u obzir da svako suprotstavljanje
neredu, odnosno rastu entropije koja je svako organizovanje, dugoro¢no izaziva
probleme 1 krize.

Gde god se covek suprotstavlja prirodnom poretku stvari pomocu vestackih
sistema, mogu se ocekivati spontane (ili druge) akcije u pravcu postizanja
prirodnog stanja stvari. Organizaciona patologija je, po naSem misljenju, rezultat
prirodnog 1 legitimnog odgovora neadekvatno shvaéenih 1 organizaciono
artikulisanih faktora u organizacionim sistemima svih vrsta 1 veli¢ina.
Ublazavanje ili izbegavanje pojave patoloskih stanja je veliki, neistrazen problem.
Individualni napori su, s pravom, usmereni pre svega na pokusaj razumevanja
mehanizma koji generiSe patoloska stanja. Tek nakon razumevanja suStine
nastanka patoloSkih slomova, moguée je pristupiti trazenju reSenja problema. U
Srbiji je stabilizacija organizacije bila otezana istovremenim, gotovo
koordinisanim udarima tranzicije i globalizacije, $to je pogodovalo pojacavanju
patoloskih stanja koja su inace bila normalna kako u stacionarnom okruzenju, tako
iu slucaju stabilnog poslovanja preduzeca.

Problemi koji generiSu organizacione krize u preduzeéu u celini nisu ravnomerno
rasporedeni na pojedinacne makroorganizacione celine preduzeca, niti na
mikroorganizacioni nivo sadrzan u njemu. Makrostrukturni entiteti, posebno
pogodeni krizama i patolosSkim stanjima, su organizacioni entitet sa artikulisanim
makrostrukturnim dimenzijama poslovnog informacionog sistema i organizacioni
entitet sa artikulisanim KMS-om. Buduc¢i da su ovi problemi najveéi u ova dva
entiteta, na njih treba usmeriti dalju paznju i traziti reSenja za ublazavanje
posledica kriza i patologija u njima. Nasi dalji napori ¢e svakako biti usmereni ka
navedenom.

155



10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Literatura

. Altman, E.I., 1968. Financial Ratios, Discriminant Analysis and the Prediction

of Corporate Bankruptcy. The Journal of Finance, 23(4), pp.589—-609.
Available at:http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0022-
1082%28196809%2923%3A4%3C589 %3AFRDAAT %3E2.0.CO%3B2-R.

. Cvijanovi¢, J.M., 2004. Organizacione promene, Beograd: Ekonomski

institut.

. Cvijanovi¢, JM. & Lazi¢, J., 2006. Organizational harmonization and

connected themes. Industrija, 36(1-2), pp.1-45.

Cvijanovi¢, J.M. & Lazi¢, J., 2015. Organizational Pathology. In SIE 2015
Proceedings. Belgrade: Faculty of mechanical engieering, University of
Belgrade, pp. 239-242.

. Cygler, J. & Sroka, W., 2014. ScienceDirect Structural pathologies in inter-

organizational networks and their consequences. Procedia -Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 110, pp-52-63. Available at:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.12.847.

Daft, R.L., 2010. Organization Theory and Design 10 edition., South-Western
College Pub.

Ford, J.D., 1981. The Management of Organizational Crises. Business
Horizons, 24(3), pp.10-16.

Greiner, L.E., 1967. Patterns of Organization Change. Harvard business
review, 45(3), pp.119-130.

Greiner, L.E., 1972. Red flags in organization development. Business
Horizons, (3), pp.17-24.

Hermann, C.F., 1963. Some Consequences of Crisis Which Limit the Viability
of Organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 8(1), pp.61-82. Available
at: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2390887.

Koch, G.A. & Hackenberg, W., 1971. Technisch-organisatorische
Umstellungen in der industriellen Produktion - Objekte, Umfang, Tendenzen,
Frankfurt/Main: Springer Verlag.

Kovoor-Misra, S., Zammuto, R.F. & Mitroff, I.I., 2000. Crisis Prepareation in
Organizations. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 63(303),
pp.43-62.

van Laere, J., 2013. Wandering Through Crisis and Everyday Organizing;
Revealing the Subjective Nature of Interpretive, Temporal and Organizational
Boundaries. Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management, 21(1), pp.17—
25.

March, J.G. & Simon, H.A., 1958. Organizations, Oxford, England: Wiley
Organizations.

Merton, R.K., 1968. Social theory and social structure, New York: Free Press.

156



16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

Michels, R., 2012. Soziologie des Parteiwesens: Oligarchien und Eliten - Die
Kehrseiten Moderner Demokratie, Frankfurt/Main: VS Verlag fiir
Sozialwissenschaften; Auflage.

Mintzberg, H., 1979. The structuring of organizations. a synthesis of the
research, Prentice-Hall Inc.

Parkinson, C.N., 1955. Parkinson’s Law. The Economist.

Peter, L.J. & Hull, R., 2011. The Peter Principle: Why Things Always Go
Wrong, Harper Business.

Pugh, D.S. & Hickson, D.J., 2007. Writers on Organizations, Penguin; 6Rev
Ed edition.

Purves, N., Niblock, S. & Sloan, K., 2016. Are organizations destined to fail?
Management Research Review, 39(1), pp.62—81.

Simonovski, Z., Cvijanovi¢, J.M. & Lazi¢, J., 2014. Organization of planning
(Leadership and managerial dimensions), Belgrade: Economics Institute.

Datum prijema (Date received): 08.02.2023.

IzvrSena prva korekceija (The first correction was made): 31.05.2023.
IzvrSena druga korekcija (The second correction was made): 02.07.2023.
Datum prihvatanja (Date accepted): 23.07.2023.

157



ORGANIZATIONAL PATHOLOGY AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT

Biljana Petkovié 42, Nebojsa Deniéﬁ, Tomo OdaloviéM, Aleksandar

Stankovi¢®, Kostadinka Stojanovié®®

Abstract

Organizational crises are an inevitable consequence of the nature of the
organization and are manifested and resolved in different ways. The crises affect
enterprises, industrial branches, the society, etc. This paper addresses a new
approach to the development of crises within organizations (like inevitable
consequences of the process of organizing) and the occurrence of the most
common pathologies of organizations as the consequences thereof, with special
emphasis on further intensification of the crisis processes and the multiplication
of consequences under the conditions of transition in Serbia. The paper explains
some of the most common manifest forms of organizational paradoxes and
pathological conditions of the organizational structure and functioning of
organizations, which are unavoidable, and which occur in all enterprises (under
Stationary conditions, in the enterprises operating successfully, in the regulated
economies, etc.) but which easily explode in the transition or transform into even
more dangerous mutations. Certainly, the pathology of environment is an
additional generator of the occurrence of pathological conditions in enterprises.

Keywords: organizing, organizational crises, pathology of organization, QMS,
information system

JEL: E32, E39.

Introductory remarks

Crises of organizations (the inevitable macro- and micro- structural difficulties of
each organizational system) and pathological phenomena (which are the cause and
/ or the consequence of organizational crises, but of other factors as well) directly
affect the company's infrastructure systems and above all the business information
system. Difficulties and problems inherent in the business information system are
numerous and diverse, starting from technical, semantic, grammatical, through
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anthropological problems, up to the problem of pyramidal information system, i.e.
the problem of communication between hierarchical levels in both directions.
Information is infrastructure support of every organizational system, including
QMS, which additionally complicates the relationship between business
information system and quality management, having in mind that information
system has double nature when appearing: firstly as the infrastructure of the
complete organizational system (i.e. of a company) and its macro-organizational
subsystems, and secondly as a separate macro-organizational subsystem of a
company. Therefore, QMS is extremely sensitive to pathological phenomena and
crises of an organization, because they (crises and pathologies) act dually, in a
macro-structured manner through an organizational entity and in an infrastructure
manner through negative information changes. It is therefore necessary to
understand the basic organizational pathological phenomena and to take at least
some measures to mitigate their inevitable impact on QMS quality. Logical order
of activities is to first understand the nature and manifestations of organizational
crises and pathological phenomena, and then to devise and implement adequate
measures to mitigate negative consequences. The ambitions of this paper rest with
the first part of the preceding sentence.

Organizational changes are permanent and very diverse. Some are intentional, and
(to some extent) controlled, others are undesirable (predictable or unpredictable),
the third have rapid pace and the fourth have slow pace. The only common feature
of organizational changes is their inevitability. They happen continuously, even
though we sometimes feel there are not any. Since organizational changes are
inevitable, the approach of designing (devising) organizational changes and
managing the implementation thereof imposes itself as a good strategy. The
aggravating occurrence in assessing, devising and managing of changes is the
incessant change in paradigms of the organization. Attitudes and beliefs about the
organization (we have realized this when we grasped the essentials of the
establishment and changes in corporate culture) change and aggravate the problem
of organizational changes. Impending and very dangerous changes are manifested
as organizational crises. Some authors tried to explain the organizational crises as
well as the characteristics of individual stages of an enterprise growth. But crises
are inevitable when an enterprise is not growing, and when the key contingency
factors of business operations are not changing within. Such factors are: portfolio,
external and internal environment, techniques and technology, etc. Apparently, as
presented further in this paper, the crisis is inherent to every organization.
Organizational changes, changes in organizations' paradigms and organizational
crises generate (depending on the dominant contingency factor of an organization)
temporary or permanent pathological conditions of the organization. These
conditions are further intensified by the problems arising in the transition
processes in Serbia and, in our opinion, in the other countries of the former SFRY
as well. Dynamic environment is not stabilized in the transition, so it is difficult
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for the enterprise to stabilize its business operations (thus to raise the efficiency to
a higher level); essentially, the enterprise always lacks time to realize what is
happening, what are the new requirements and restrictions of the environment
and, accordingly, to adjust and stabilize its business operations.

In examining organizational changes two close concepts are to be distinguished:
growth and development. Growth implies quantitative increase in certain variables
(the number, length, weight, etc.) while maintaining the existing structure within
acceptable limits (for example, increasing the size of the crystals). Development is
defined as a qualitative change, i.e. as a structural growth. This is a phenomenon
that occurs when growth in the context of a given structure reaches the limit,
followed by either disintegration or a jump to a higher level of structure
arrangement (for example, the development of a cell). Growth is continuous and
development is discontinuous as it unfolds through the series of stages (at each
stage, the system shows a characteristic structure for said stage). Each stage is
dominated by a different variable, group of variables or a subsystem, whereby the
next stage always has higher level of complexity and differentiation. Growth is
continuous, recurrent and limited, while development, due to discontinuity, is
irreversible process which can tentatively be represented by a cascading function
of time and growth, as an illustration of a bouncing transformation of quantity into
quality, i.e. growth into development. Growth is a quantitative increase in the
number of employees, production volume, sales volume, total revenue, etc.
Growth often initiates or induces development and qualitative changes, thus
implying the changes in the characteristics of the organizational system elements
and changes in some of the relations between the parts of an enterprise and
relations between them. Growth and development are the main internal
mechanisms of changes within the enterprise and have to be adequately supported
in organizational (structure) and staffing (management) terms.

Crises in the organization result from different pathological changes. Journalists
were the first who wrote about enterprise crises and they were followed by
business historians and finally by scientists. Their activities generally involved
neither the explanation of key development factors nor of key factors of crisis and
collapse. Later, the authors addressed crises in enterprises in the context of
studying development issues, which means that in most cases they considered the
crises to be the consequence of the loss of balance of the most important factors in
the development, and they pointed most often to the factors (or group of factors)
which were the main causes of the resulting crisis in the observed development
stage. Therefore, Greiner (Greiner 1967) explicated the main factors as causes of
crises (problems of leadership, autonomy, control, bureaucratization, etc.) and the
ways of solving them. Five years later, the same author (Greiner 1972) outlined
the elements that exerted an influence throughout the growth of a company and
impeding the organisational and operational adjustments in the business (i.e.
relationship between an individual and the enterprise, relationship between formal
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and informal organization, relationship between experts and managers etc.). In
both scenarios, the issues at hand are investigated within the context of the
evolving and developing organisation. It is common knowledge that, as part of the
organic progression of growth and development, an organisation will go through a
series of escalating phases of development, as well as crises and significant
organisational and other shifts (for example, portfolio changes). The degree of
success in resolving a severe crisis faced by a business via organisational and
other adjustments will determine the extent to which the firm will be able to
maintain its quality and its future. The writers in this subject distinguish between
the number of phases of development, their names, their fundamental qualities,
and their idiosyncrasies. They also differentiate between the causes and contents
of the crises. Thus, the previously mentioned Greiner (Greiner 1967) elaborates
on five stages of development, Scott on three, and Daft (Daft 2010) on four stages
of growth and development as well as on the same number of specific crises and
methods for resolving them. All of these authors discuss the same number of
specific crises and ways to resolve them. Throughout the whole of an
organization's life cycle, there will be times of both development and crisis in
alternating order. During the phases of growth, the organisation builds up its
physical and financial strength, and during the stages of crisis, it mobilises all of
the resources that are required to go through those stages and emerge victorious.

Some authors, for example (Altman 1968) focused in studying of the crisis on its
forecasts, based on the financial results of the enterprise. Various options,
supplements and improvements of this concept continued to the present day.
Other authors focused on various non-financial causes of crises. Ford (Ford 1981)
proposes an improvement in the planning system and the inclusion of a greater
number of participants in the decision-making chain, while emphasizing the risk
of distortion of information in said process. Interestingly enough, the above author
points to the fact that the symbol for crisis in the Chinese script means danger, but
also the possibility, implying that the crisis may also have positive consequences.
(Kovoor-Misra et al. 2000) approached the crisis forecasts by emphasizing the
mutual contradiction of some of its causes, such as technical ones. Van Laere (van
Laere 2013) went a step further by concluding that organizing in crisis conditions
and organizing in stationary conditions do not significantly differ, while believing
that the complexity of crisis refers to the fact that the crisis elements are hidden
but make impact on the organization functioning. More recently (Cygler & Sroka
2014) the causes of the crisis and pathological conditions have been traced back to
structural pathology and inter-organizational networks. However, this approach
also makes the author partly a prisoner of the idea of problems emergence in the
process of the development of intra- and inter-organizational networks. Purves et
al. (Purves et al. 2016) emphasise non-financial (without neglecting the financial)
causes of an inevitable occurrence of crises, believing that the crises forecasts are
the best way to oppose them. This may be a random or perhaps a deliberate
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response to Hermann's (Hermann 1963) view, according to which the failure to
understand a crisis, its causes and manifestations is an important reason for the
failure in coping with it. According to the findings of our review, we have come
to the conclusion that the vast majority of authors (from the beginning of a
systematic study of organisational crisis until today, which is more than half a
century later) almost always consider crises to be a halt or an obstruction in the
development of an enterprise, specifically in some of the enterprise's development
stages. Only a small number of the writers believe that the crises are the
consequence of opposition to the planned organisational reform.

Organizational changes and crises

Our approach to the problem of crises emerging in enterprises (see picture no. 1)
is not, unlike the approaches taken by the authors mentioned above and others,
solely related to the life cycle of an enterprise. This means that it does not address
the emergence and resolution of crises during the development of an
organization—that is, from the establishment of a small-sized enterprise, through
its development, and into a large organisational system. Instead, it focuses on the
life cycle of an enterprise as a whole. At the time of their founding, the businesses
are not necessarily on the tiny side; in fact, it is not unheard of for freshly founded
businesses to be on the larger side, nor is it unheard of for larger businesses to
split themselves up into several smaller businesses. The elements that Greiner
identified in his study (Greiner 1967) are, without a doubt, important and
predominate at specific periods of business growth; yet, they are not the
fundamental nor the ongoing cause of the occurrence of crises. The enterprise
enters a crisis at point 1 on Figure no. 1, which may be shown by a slowdown in
the rate of growth and development of the firm (Ksr), stagnation (Kst), or a
decrease in the enterprise's level of business performance (Kpp). Significant
organisational (and other) changes are introduced at point 2 (which is located in
the Figure at the end of Kst and which can be located at the end of any of the three
crisis manifestations, i.e. also at the end of Ksr and Kpp), which may result in
accelerated enterprise growth and development (R&R), or, in the case that the
changes are unsuccessful, in some adverse (st or pp) outcome of introduced
organisational changes.
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Figure 2: Stages of crisis in an enterprise business operations (Cvijanovi¢ 2004)
A

* 1- The beginning of crisis in an enterprise

*  2-Completion of organizational changes
readiness for further growth and
development

3-The beginning of next crisis

R&R - business growth and development

Ksr - slower growth

Kst - stagnation

Kpp - decline in business performance

Indicators of business operations of an enterprise
- - - = -

Operating period of an enterprise

What, in point of fact, is the crux of the matter when it comes to the inevitability
of the appearance of a crisis, not only in the growth of the organisation but also in
its very existence? The business performance of an organisation is a one-of-a-kind
process, and the study of that process in particular areas of the organization's
business performance may be facilitated by dividing the process into phases of
growth and development as well as crisis stages. The phrases growth,
development, and crisis are subject to subjective interpretation and are contingent
on the criteria that are used (quality measures). Each act of organisation works
against the natural progression of entropy, which can also be thought of as
working against the chaos and disorganisation that is the default condition of
things. Because a company is structured with the end purpose of achieving its
objectives, successful business performance may be defined as the
accomplishment of those objectives. Therefore, an effective and efficient business
is one that is able to organise itself in such a way that it is successful in
establishing order and in guiding the actions of its workers toward the successful
completion of the duties that are assigned to that business. When this is done,
there will, of course, be feelings of frustration, stress, sacrifice, and dissatisfaction
among employees. Additionally, there will be a need to resort to a variety of
compromises between individuals and groups, an accumulation and disposal of a
number of different problems, the disposal of some activities to the detriment of
other activities, and so on. At some time, the methods of organising and
controlling operations will be overshadowed by all of these unsolved challenges,
compromises, and disappointments, and some favoured company performance
will begin to degrade. In such a scenario, the organisation is compelled to change
itself, to mutate, to turn to new methods of dealing with problems, to relegate
certain parts of its history to the recesses of the collective memory, to look for
new solutions and new mechanisms for organising an enterprise and for line and
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ordinary harmonising of its business operations, and to search for new ways to
deal with problems.

As a result, the crisis is an inevitable and unavoidable consequence of each, even
successful operations of an organisation. It is an unavoidable consequence of the
inherent competition between order and chaos in the natural world. The enterprise
is undergoing a process of internal reorganisation and transformation as part of an
effort to satisfy the requirements of the environment or to face the dangers that
pose a threat from within, and this process is occurring simultaneously with the
enterprise's efforts to successfully implement its goals and interests in its
interaction with the environment (in exchanging material, services, energy,
information, etc.). In the event that it is unable to do so, it will be facing a true
crisis, and the criteria that it has selected for success reveal the nature and
magnitude of such a catastrophe. It's interesting to note that many different
elements may have either a good or negative influence, depending on the context
and the degree to which they play a role.

The number of workers is the primary factor that determines the size of the
business. Employees are also the primary source of issues and crises inside an
organisation, which is to be anticipated given that frustrations are vented by
humans and not by machines. The total number of employees, how they are
deployed, and how they interact with one another are all the result of nearly all of
the relevant factors in the operations of the enterprise. These factors include the
portfolio, technology, engineering, equipment, office premises and facilities, age
and size of the enterprise, economic results, and market position. A man is the one
that drives, manages, and directs all of the actions that take place in a company.
An employee is assigned a position within an organisation according to its vertical
and horizontal structure of hierarchy. This is done to ensure that the arrangement
supports, in the most effective manner possible, the implementation of activities
that result from the fragmentation (division) of the overall business operations and
that it provides a meaningful and purposeful coordination and integration of all of
these activities toward the achievement of the enterprise goals. The organisational
structure of the firm serves as a skeleton of the most significant and most common
business processes, as well as common actions on management and leadership in
the enterprise. This structure provides a dependable backbone for the process
being described. In this manner, the organisational structure helps to maintain a
dynamic balance between the division of work on the one hand, and its
coordination on the other.

The expansion and advancement of the business are among the most essential
prerequisites for reaching the goals that have been set for its envisioned future.
Concurrently, it is not feasible to have a conversation about the anticipated future
of the firm outside of the framework of its organisational structure. In this context,
we are particularly thinking about the organisational structure of the company,
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which, in essence, gives the fixed image of all the primary processes that take
place inside the company. We can observe that the majority of the important
development determinants and the firms that have been successful in terms of
their growth are organisational in origin. All of the enterprise's growth and
development operations are integrated into the organisational environment, and
the degree to which organisational support is offered to developmental activities is
a significant factor in determining the commercial consequences of such efforts. It
is possible that the smartest, most inventive, and most progressive ideas will never
be implemented if there is even the slightest disconnect between the
organisational structure, management, and developmental activities.

When organisational paradigms shift, extra sources of uncertainty and discontent
enter the picture, which may disrupt the normal flow of work inside a company.

(Cvijanovi & Lazi, 2006) It has been shown that paradigms are of utmost
importance in the scientific community as a whole, particularly in the more recent
sciences, which organisation theory is still considered to be a part of A
conceptual framework, a manner of understanding the world, and a set of the
supposed categories into which the facts are divided are all examples of what are
referred to as paradigms. A shift in a paradigm indicates a change in the human
mind rather than a change in the laws, yet this kind of change is nevertheless
highly important since the modification of one's views and convictions has a
direct impact on human conduct. New technologies and a new value system
provide new paradigms, which, despite the fact that they have not been defined
and explicated, generate (to a greater or lesser degree) different behaviour in the
enterprise. Despite the fact that they have not been defined and explicated, new
paradigms generate different behaviour in the enterprise. As a consequence of
this, new paradigms begin to operate even before the arrival of a prophet who can
publicly declare and inaugurate them. After a longer time of application, some
fundamental assumptions of organisation theory reach the zone of gradual or
sudden loss of relevance and/or practical applicability. This zone may be entered
either gradually or abruptly.

"The paradigm of concentration and specialisation constituted the essential
assumption of the successful expansion and development of industrial (and other
types of) firms during the course of the previous two centuries," This paradigm
entailed price reduction, the transformation of luxury items into consumer
products, and the conversion of production into the servant of consumer society. It
was supported by economies of scale, which helped drive down production costs.
Because concentration without adequate specialisation only increases overhead
costs (which frequently occurs in the case of mergers), and specialisation without
the adequate volume of production results in higher unit prices, the management
of such businesses was actually the science and art of coordinating the real
measure of specialisation and relevant coordination. This is the case provided that
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both dimensions are present, since concentration without adequate specialisation
only increases overhead costs. In the context of this paradigm, specialisation often
refers to the process of breaking down work into components that are
progressively less complex. Due to the simplicity of the task at hand, jumbled
labour in the factory necessitates the payment of a suitable psychological price.
This price is paid in exchange for any substantial restrictions imposed at work.
This is known as abseentism, and it is a fairly accurate measurement (as well as
the cost) of estrangement.

A further issue is the routine, which may be both beneficial and detrimental
depending on the circumstances in practise. To be more exact, the routine is one
of the descendants of the standardisation that has taken place in some aspects of
the behaviour and attitudes of company operations. The routine makes it easier
and more efficient to achieve objectives that are repeated. Because periodic
refreshments (changes) are necessary to prevent various options of additional
routines for changing other routines (i.e. metaroutines) and decreasing of attention
especially paid to verifications, or even skipping of verifications, because the
routine is first monotonous, then boring, and finally so unpleasant that one tries to
avoid it, it is the enemy of change and therefore the opponent to necessary
refreshments in all organisational techniques and methods.

Because hierarchy is innate to organisation and it would be impossible to describe
and explain one without the other, the paradigm of hierarchy as a natural
phenomena continues to hold true, and it will continue to hold true for a
considerable amount of time. In spite of this, there is an abundance of theoretical
and empirical research on the end of hierarchy in the professional literature, and
this is a natural response of all those who are at a lower rung on the ladder of an
economic or social hierarchy. The majority of psychologists do not fully
understand how impersonal, or position-based, power and the hierarchy that goes
along with it may coexist. Obviously, it is a fallacy to relate a line hierarchy (or an
ordinary hierarchy) directly and entirely to the sequence of decision-making about
job performance. These events have been connected to equiordinary
(transfunctional) centralization, which is another way of saying hierarchy. To be
more specific, the issue of the order in which choices are made, as well as
commercial and productive endeavours, is not the only factor to consider in the
context of an organisational hierarchy. It is also an issue about the pyramidal
dimension of information that is accessible to decision-makers at certain
organisational levels, as well as the hierarchy of interests and the hierarchy of
motivations.

"One of the organisational paradigms that have partially become outdated is the
paradigm of living labour as the cost. This is one of the paradigms of organisation.
Today, it is not feasible to represent the employed by the cost that is linked with
their compensation. This is due to the fact that employees are no longer seen to be

166



a cost, but rather a very important asset in the company. It is currently far simpler
to alter the product than it is to change the employees because of improvements
made in worker selection and recruiting, as well as investments in workers'
professional and psychological profiles (as opposed to the time when the
paradigm of concentration and specialisation was valid). According to the
empirical results of Koch and Hackenberg (Koch & Hackenberg 1971),
organisation and work practises are relatively inert and resistant to change. This is
in accordance with those findings, since it demonstrates that this is the case. Let
us add that the salary that is given to those who are employed is becoming less
and less seen as a kind of recompense for the time that is spent working. Instead,
it is seen as the compensation for the task that has been carried out. The
enterprise's technical resources are progressively becoming the instruments that
boost human possibility, and this trend is expected to continue. They are
becoming fewer of the machines that are under the control of man.

The concept of organisation as a kind of ownership is mostly considered to be
archaic at this point. Rights and obligations have always served as the foundation
for what constitutes ownership. At the beginning of the growth of enterprise,
rights were the only thing that was safeguarded. In later years, the obligations
were also outlined, beginning with the financial aspects and extending all the way
to the employee protection, consumer protection, and environmental protection. In
today's business world, the traditional model of ownership in huge corporations is
being called into question along with the whole model itself. Today, rather than a
few individuals owning businesses or a few banks providing loans, shareholders
have evolved into a large group of anonymous financiers who are unable to
determine precisely what percentage of the company they control (since they are
the owners of the ideal part of the enterprise, e.g. the thousandth part of it). They
are only entitled to financial benefits that are in direct proportion to the amount of
risk that comes with having shares in that specific company. Enterprises have
transitioned into legal entities known as companies (corporations, etc.), and
although companies do not belong to any one person, an individual is the only
person who may be a member of a company. As a direct result of this, the
stakeholder idea has placed a great number of valid and legal limits, which are
gradually supplanting the traditional ownership notion with the enterprise concept.
The shift away from this paradigm is beneficial for innovations and development
because those who make decisions on carrying out development projects (which
are typically risky) are not additionally restricted by ownership. Instead, decisions
are made primarily on the basis of analyses and conclusions made by expert
analysts either from within the organisation or from outside the organisation.
(Cvijanovi¢ & Lazic¢ 20006)
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Organizational pathology

The continuous growth and development of the organization in response to the
continuous changes in the external and internal environment of the enterprise,
organization and changing of the paradigms of organizing and continuous changes
and organizational crises inevitably result in pathological phenomena. Starting
from the fact that man is the most important factor of all occurrences (thus
pathological ones) in the enterprise, pathologies are also mainly profiled
depending on the Mintzberg group which dominates in the enterprise (managers,
workers, administrative support and technical support) (Mintzberg 1979). If this is
the bureaucratic apparatus, largely composed of administrative support and often
concentrated at the top of the hierarchy, the pathology arises ((Michels 2012) back
in 1925 Michels called it the Iron Law of Oligarchy). In the case of dominance of
the technical support, Gresham's Law of Planning applies. If middle- and lower-
levels managers dominate, we speak of the Parkinson's law (Parkinson 1955). And
when ambiguities in ownership occur which is in the transition processes easily
possible, as well as rapid changes in the top management of an enterprise
(especially in the case of public enterprises public) the Peter Principle (Peter &
Hull 2011) comes to the fore. Finally, when the boundaries of business systems,
including the states, become vague and permeable to the detriment of the system,
this results in the pathological globalization of business. In the transition process,
in cases of usual, unclear and constantly variable ownership of enterprises (social,
i.e. the state ownership is deformed, practically, into temporary ownership of the
political parties in power, resulting in proliferation of unnecessary employment of
incompetent employees), apart from the Parkinson's law and Peter Principle all the
above pathological forms of an organization appear. The following brief outline of
the basic characteristics of these pathologies speaks in favor of said.

Organization of operational and other socio-technical, artificial systems (for the
purpose of efficient and effective functioning thereof) is in conflict with natural
growth of entropy or disorder in the system and its surroundings. Depending on
the selected organizational form and model, this conflict results in the emergence
of different organizational paradoxes and pathological conditions. Although some
of the paradoxes and pathologies are often treated in organizational theory and
practice casually, yet even humorously, as non-essential system incidents, we are
convinced that organizational paradoxes and pathologies deserve serious attention
in studying the occurrence and effects thereof, as well as efforts to eliminate their
consequences. This practically means that the term pathology in organizing has to
be understood rather as a deviation from the expected, than as necessarily harmful
phenomenon in the enterprise organization. In any case, even though
organizational pathology provokes negative attitude as first response, it deserves
careful and impartial approach, hoping such approach will yield benefit in trying
to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of organizational systems.
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The Iron Law of Oligarchy was established by Robert Michels in 1925 (Michels
2012) based on analysis of the structure of socialist parties (there were many at
the time) in the period before the First World War: "He who says organization,
says oligarchy". Bureaucracy was born from the political party organization,
associated with the party leader, which implied mutual interest (of both the
apparatchik and the leader) in maintaining their own positions. The primary
means of conquest and maintenance of power is the control of communication
within the party. Those young and ambitious (free thinkers who swing the boat)
are either co-opted into the party's apparatus (fewer of them) or expelled from the
party by means of various machinations. Instead of fighting for real goals of broad
masses, they impose on masses (people) the goals tailored to the needs of the
party and the party's apparatus. Instead of implementing what the majority thinks,
they impose their thinking on the majority. They suppress the initial goals, often
the party's original militant goals in favor of conservative goals, because the
parties practically lose their existence in war or, at least, significantly lose
importance and influence. Organization (the party) is the mother of the power of
those elected, over those who elected them. This process applies to all kinds of
associations (regardless of their primary goals) and also to enterprises in which
the power is also concentrated at the top, among the management of an enterprise,
while strengthening the tendency of imposing conservative strategies.

Perpetuation of the Iron Law of Oligarchy is also supported by longevity and
toughness of the bureaucratic organizational structure. The Institutional theory
starts with Weber (Pugh & Hickson 2007) and his theory of authoritarian
structure. Of course, Weber differentiated between power and authority. Power is
the ability (possibility) to force people to obedience (independent of their
resistance) and authority implies voluntary subjugation. Hence the authoritarian
systems are those in which the subordinates execute orders of the superiors since
they consider them legitimate. Weber differentiated between three authoritarian
organizational configurations (depending on manner in which the authority is
legitimized within the organization): charismatic, traditional and legal-rational.
The legal-rational is the core of the contemporary bureaucratic organization.
These configurations are typically accompanied by different administrative
apparatus as the bearer of a hierarchical structure. These three pure configurations
are usually combined in practice, not just in bureaucratic macro-organizational
structures, but in all the other structures which were later made.

P. J. DiMaggio and W. W. Powell (Pugh & Hickson 2007) argue that the various
macro-organizational structures are not significantly different. These authors
analyze why bureaucratic macro-organizational structure is so widespread and
why has it become practically dominant form of organization in the twentieth
century in all fields and activities of human organization. It is particularly
indicative that the initial macro-organizational structures (new enterprises with
new or old activities), designed and initially set up with very different
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(significantly different from the bureaucratic) macro-organizational structures,
rapidly and inevitably converged toward bureaucratic macro-organizational
structure. Was this convergence generated by superior efficiency of the
bureaucratic form, or by the institutional pressure exerted by the environment on
managers to make their organizations similar to each other (regardless of the
efficiency criteria). The latter cause led to the institutional isomorphism of macro-
organizational structures of enterprises. Conformity of institutional isomorphism
is achieved through three mechanisms of isomorphism: coercive (forced; coercion
generates political influence on the enterprise), mimic (mimic, in response to the
fear of uncertainty; cue from the structure of those who survive) and normative
(generated by the professionalization of managers and professionals; such
structures were being taught in school). Through all the three mechanisms, the
ideas and solutions from the environment and adapted and legitimized as own
solutions of macro-organizational structuring. This leads us to the conclusion that
the bureaucratic model will survive for a long time in all fields of human activity,
despite the exact proof of its inefficiency and ineffectiveness, due primarily to
institutional isomorphism.

Gresham's Law of Planning inherited some parts of the Iron Law of Oligarchy as
it also shows tendency of an organization to be a vehicle for achieving own goals,
but in a different way. In fact, this principle was established by March & Simon
(March & Simon 1958) as the Law of programmed activities, and was later
supplemented by Merton (Merton 1968) using the analogy of the original
Gresham's Law according to which bad money drives out good money. We
experienced this during inflation in the 90's when the government, together with
tycoons-to-be, "implemented" the original accumulation of capital in post-self-
management Serbia. Possibly negative consequences of programmed activities
rest with the fact that the organization, frantically sticking to the plan, becomes
rigid and consciously disregards changes in the environment (such changes have
to be mitigated by organizational changes). It is very difficult to stand up to
programmed activities (Ford 1981) because they simplify communication,
precisely define selection of information, stabilize the organization and reduce the
need for coordination. Gresham's Law of Planning implies that the programmed
actions, i.e. plans, become obstacles to significant changes, because one insists on
the procedure (as long as the change does not make the actualities discredited or
lost), even more through institutionalization of adoption and implementation of
innovation and through procedural problems of cooperation between the
organizational units of enterprises (even ministries) which are the drivers of
certain stages in an innovative change.

Parkinson's Law (Parkinson 1955) has psychological background and relies on
two principles. First, every superior strives to have his underlings who are rivals
between themselves, thus (which is in accordance with the principle of hierarchy)
he has at least two and, preferably, even more underlings. Second, every underling
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fills his working time with "activities" and instantly comes to a point when he
feels overburdened with work, which are his grounds for asking for assistant
employees (again, at least two). His superiors support his demands as they
contribute to enlarging of the organizational unit they lead. This leads in
(Parkinson 1955) an expanding hierarchy (the number of levels), as well as an
increasing number of workers, regardless of the real need for positions in favour
of the business (institution, ministry, etc.), but rather for the goal of achieving the
two criteria indicated earlier. Even in Serbia, the nations that were a part of the old
Yugoslavia are now debating whether or not they should reduce their overall
public expenditure and, more specifically, whether or not they should reduce the
number of personnel working in state administration and public companies.The
current situation is a complete carbon copy of the Parkinson's Law. There is an
endless discussion about tasks that are really necessary (required) and that have to
be done by the state administration and public enterprises (which is mission
impossible), instead of discussing the maximum cost of public consumption that
may be borne by the state, i.e. taxpayers, (expressed as a percentage of GDP) for
the assigned tasks which have to be done for that amount of funds, whereby the
number of employees and their salaries are not the issue of prime importance for
the taxpayers. Therefore, we have skipped the essence but the debate on pay
grades, social maps and other details was skillfully imposed, whereby some
special regulation was eventually introduced to reduce the number of employees
in this field less than it increased in the course of the debate about this problem.

Peter Principle (Peter & Hull 2011) reads that in every hierarchy, every employee
gets promoted to his/her level of incompetence: an excellent locksmith becomes a
bad manager, a good economist becomes a bad CFO, etc. It is clear from the said
that, after a while, most of the positions in every organization are occupied by
those who are unfit for those posts. On the other hand, the tasks are carried out by
those who have not yet reached their level of incompetence. Extending this
principle to allround managers is justified by the standpoint that management in
different enterprises and at different levels is actually the same. In that way, a
good caterer can be a director at a large public transportation enterprise or
Chairman of the Board of Directors at some other public enterprise.
Unfortunately, this attitude is usually correct since these managers, who were
following a political-party spiral, have reached their level of incompetence long
ago. Such a manager is equally unsuccessful in all enterprises.

Serious teamwork research was initiated by a French engineer and agronomist
Ringelmann who studied in 1918 the performance of horses and found that
traction force of a pick-up hitch, if two horses were harnessed, was not twice the
sum of forces exercised by horses harnessed individually. So, horses joined in
teamwork tend to loaf as well. Ringelmann then engaged students, team members,
to pull the rope. When two of them pulled the force reduced by 7% compared to
the force they exercised individually. When three of them pulled the reduction

171



was 15%, and when the entire team pulled the reduction was 51% (sic/). Today,
this phenomenon is known as the Ringelmann effect and loafing (different for
different jobs) is confirmed in the effects of a group or teamwork in all areas and
situations: in schools, in construction and other production activities, in the
military, at business meetings, in rowing, football and other teams.

The intrigue pertaining to synergetic effect of a group and teamwork was
scattered, as we can see, 90 years ago, i.e. before it was introduced into the syllabi
of faculty courses, but students' heads are still filled with it. Originally, synergy in
Greek means working together. Therefore, there is no question of 1+1=3 which is
advocated by those who ignored elementary algebraic knowledge that pertains to
summing of fractions (common denominator). If the story of synergy in teamwork
was true, "Real Madrid" would not even play, but would only send a sum of its
performances or simply net worth of its players to its opponent, and would win
and / or lose the game without playing. Loafing in a group (or, potentially,
impossibility to express the most important abilities) is the rational behavior of an
individual who does not waste his strength needlessly. The Scandinavians were
first to acknowledge that this was the case, and instead of having every person
perform only one offensively simple operation in the production with half his
strength, they had an individual complete the entire work which had previously
been completed by a smaller group. And productivity increased. This opens up
another important question, i.e. the problem of routine. Routine is one of the
derivatives of standardization in behavior and attitudes. It creates the repetitive
pattern in thinking and behavior, introduces shortcuts in job realization, reduces
attention, skips some control actions and thus achieves greater efficiency in
carrying out repetitive operations. Routine, therefore, can be useful. But it can
also be very harmful. Specifically, no matter how certain aspects of business and /
or manufacturing process seem to have deterministic nature, this is never entirely
true. Linear dependence, i.e. the straight line, becomes curved at some point and
causes a breakdown. Moreover, routine is the enemy of change and refreshment,
especially of some radical advancement in technology and organizational
techniques and methods. On the other hand, changes and improvements in the
company organization and business operations are, indisputably, necessary.

John Richard Hackman (see /11/) states that there is no dispute that a large
number of people think the teams is a modern democratic approach to more
efficient accomplishment of a task. Teamwork magic, followed by additional
resources, i.e. better conditions, does not change the essence. People in teams tend
to work less and at a lower intensity. More specifically, very few people have the
so-called collaborative intelligence, or are capable of and willing to work
"together independently”. Although it sounds like an oxymoron, according to
Hackman it seems to be one of the key factors of in(efficiency) of a group or a
teamwork. According to the same author (see /26/), in order to solve problems
that generate teamwork inefficiency, it is necessary to take numerous measures in
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the establishment and functioning of teams. The team must have clear boundaries
(who is and who is not in the team), independence and stability of team members.
The team must have very clearly defined tasks (somewhere between ARIR and
BRIS detailing) with a stimulating orientation towards their fulfillment and a
motive for engaging comprehensive talent of all team members. A stable and
successful team must not be homogeneous, which is an additional problem in
establishing key common norms of behavior. The linear macro-organization in
which a team operates will stimulate the team's efficiency through its information
system and flexible reward system. It is often forgotten that all these actions
should be taken into account when making the balance between efficiency and
effectiveness of a team. In methodological terms, it is incorrect to sum up only the
energy spent by team members and to ignore all external inputs, some of which
have been mentioned here.

Finally, a successful team should be led by an expert in charge of team
management (an oxymoron again). Team decisions are often reduced to the
viewpoint of a strongest team member (usually the said expert for team
management) instead of having a high-quality synthesis of the opinions of all
team members. The problem becomes more complex when the strongest member
of a team often fails to act by persuasion based on his knowledge, but rather acts
in other ways. This does not only create team management problem, but opens the
door to mental and, consequently, to physical loafing of team members.
Obviously, human instinctive need to belong to a group (because it provides them
with the feeling of security) is paid for by freedom, careful behavior (taciturnity)
and generally low profile of behavior, all of which results in a decrease in
efficiency and effectiveness of a group. When at job interview a candidate is
asked whether he is a team player, he decisively confirms he is, not being aware
that he declares if given a chance for teamwork he will tend to loaf. Luckily, even
those who ask that question are not aware of this, because teamwork is still "in".

Previous five examples of thee pathology have been defined after their massive
manifestations. Globalization principle (primarily related to business, but also to
other human activities) is (Simonovski et al. 2014) a premeditated instrument or a
method of an unlimited increase in profits. According to this principle,
globalization means unlimited free movement of financial capital worldwide,
without verifying the origin, the quality (by abolishing the gold standard under the
slogan that it is detrimental to the progress of business operations, unlimited
opportunities for abuse have opened up), and other characteristics of money, as is
normally required of goods (and, partly, of services as well). Thus, globalization
is a pathological condition of the system without normal boundaries, specifically,
the system with strange boundaries, i.e. the system with boundaries whose
properties are imposed (dictated) by the environment and are essentially at the
expense of the interests of an organization (enterprise, industry, country, etc.) that
falls within such boundaries. In globalization, boundaries are perfectly permeable
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for money (and money is a product often of dubious origin, quality and
ownership) in both directions, unidirectionally permeable for manufactured goods,
raw materials and services, and impermeable for the workforce. Therefore it is not
surprising that in the late eighties of the 20th century, transnational companies
controlled over % of world production, over 2/3 of world trade, over % of an
international transfer of technology and over 4/5 of financial flows. Today, these
fractions are probably much higher.

Thus, according to the principle of globalization (Cvijanovi¢ & Lazi¢ 2015)
financial flows are in not way restricted, commodity flows are under strict control
and labor flows are prevented because the difference in wages, implementation of
laws on environmental protection, trade union and other rights "there" and " here"
is huge. At the end of last and the beginning of this century, it is clear that the
financial capital has pushed industrial capital and human resources on the siding.
Only few countries in Europe still care for the middle class as a "buffer" between
the extremely rich and the extremely poor. Forcibly disabled labor flows create
enormous pressure in these regions. According to the topical estimates, over 175
million people in the world currently migrate from "controlled zones" to rich
countries. The same source (globalization pathology analysts) estimates that
migrations will include about one billion inhabitants on Earth in the next twenty
years.

Globalization is as old as written history of mankind. Motive and goal of
globalization have remained the same, but only the means of implementation
thereof has changed. And the name, too. It was once called an empire (of the Inca,
Aztec, Mayan, the Roman Empire, the empire of Alexander the Great, etc.).
Kingdom was, most often, the state framework of a (majority) nation, while the
empire was a meta-country, i.e. the creation composed of many kingdoms and
nations. Hunting atavism fuels in a human his propensity for seizing someone
else's results (river or forest products, or products of other groups of people)
instead of living by his own patient and painstaking work (in agriculture, for
example). An enormously high "catch" (known today as extra profit) is generated
from seizing by force of arms (bronze, iron, fire arms) or, as today, by other
means, such as: money, language, technology (of production, transport, electronic
communications etc.).

Conclusion

We produced this paper hoping that this introductory critique of the dominant
approaches to crises and pathologies of organization will generate crisis, or radical
review of the approach to this problem. This does not mean that we advocate the
abandonment of the study of many different causes and consequences of crises
and pathological conditions. We only insist to take into account in these
considerations that any opposing to disorder, i.e. the growth of entropy which is
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every organizing, causes problems and crises in the long run. Wherever the man
opposes the natural order of things by means of artificial systems, spontaneous (or
other) actions can be expected toward achieving the natural state of things.
Organizational pathology is, in our opinion, the result of the natural and legitimate
response of inadequately understood and organizationally articulated factors in
organizational systems of all types and sizes. Alleviating or avoiding the
occurrence of pathological conditions is a major, unexplored, problem. Individual
efforts are aimed, rightly, primarily at attempting to understand the mechanism
that generates pathological conditions. Only after understanding the essence of the
emergence of pathological breakdowns, is it possible to start searching for the
solutions to problems. In Serbia, stabilizing the organization was hindered by
simultaneous, almost coordinated transition and globalization blows, which was
conducive to reinforcing pathological conditions that were ordinarily normal in
both the stationary environment and in the case of stable business operations of
the enterprise.

Problems that generate organizational crises in the company as a whole are neither
evenly distributed to individual macro-organizational entities of a company, nor at
the micro-organizational level contained within. Macro-structural entities,
particularly affected by crises and pathological conditions, are an organizational
entity with articulated macro-structural dimensions of the business information
system and an organizational entity with articulated QMS. Since these problems
are the biggest in these two entities, further attention should be directed towards
them and solutions should be sought to mitigate the consequences of crises and
pathologies therein. Our further efforts will certainly be directed towards the said.
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