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Abstract

This study examines how organizational design, competency management, and workforce 
planning can be integrated to support coordination and operational capacity in a grow-
ing Colombian technology company. Drawing on information processing theory and a 
competency-based perspective, it adopts a single-case design combining document analysis, 
functional mapping, aggregated workforce data, and an exploratory survey of 41 employees. 
The findings identify hierarchical dependence, unclear decision rights, cross-functional 
frictions, and changing competency priorities. Based on this evidence, the study develops 
the ON Competency Model and an integrated framework linking structural diagnosis, 
competency requirements, and workforce planning. It proposes that workforce composition 
should be determined after clarifying processes, interdependencies, decision rights, and 
required capabilities. The framework remains to be validated through longitudinal and 
comparative research.

Keywords: organizational design; competency management; workforce planning;
operational capacity

1. Introduction
Technology companies operate in environments shaped by continuous innovation, 

digital transformation, and rapidly changing markets (Joseph & Sengul, 2025; O’Reilly 
& Tushman, 2013). In their early stages, they often rely on flexible structures, broadly 
defined roles, and informal coordination. As headcount, product portfolios, and opera-
tional interdependencies grow, however, these arrangements may generate role ambiguity, 
overlapping responsibilities, and difficulties in processing the information required for effec-
tive coordination (Galbraith, 2012). Organizations must therefore align strategy, structure, 
competencies, and integration mechanisms without losing the adaptability that supports 
agility (Bagni et al., 2025).

Organizational design concerns more than headcount or the formal chart. It determines 
how information flows, where decisions are made, and how interdependent activities 
are coordinated. Information processing theory argues that organizational arrangements 
should match the uncertainty and information requirements of the work (Galbraith, 1974). 
As complexity and reciprocal interdependence increase, rules and vertical supervision 
may become insufficient (Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Some coordination problems arise 
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from missing information, whereas others reflect competing interpretations and require 
direct interaction and shared meaning-making (Daft & Lengel, 1986). Accordingly, no 
single structure is universally effective; its suitability depends on strategy, environment, 
technology, interdependencies, and available integration mechanisms (Burton & Obel, 
2018). This challenge is particularly relevant for technology companies seeking to improve 
current operations while developing new solutions (Joseph & Sengul, 2025; O’Reilly & 
Tushman, 2013).

Structural redesign also depends on the capabilities of the people who operate the 
organization. Competency models identify the knowledge, skills, and behaviors required 
to execute strategy. To be useful, they must emerge from organizational needs, draw 
on multiple sources of evidence, and translate competencies into observable behaviors 
(Campion et al., 2011). They complement job analysis by introducing a cross-functional 
and forward-looking view of how roles should evolve (Sanchez & Levine, 2009). While 
functional analysis identifies activities, responsibilities, overlaps, and gaps, competency 
management provides a common language for selection, development, assessment, and 
internal mobility (Rodriguez et al., 2002). Integrating these perspectives can strengthen 
the alignment among structure, responsibilities, and capabilities in highly interdependent 
settings (Bagni et al., 2025).

This relationship is particularly important when structural change involves greater em-
ployee discretion and decentralized decision-making. Autonomy can create organizational 
and psychological value when employees possess the capabilities required to exercise it 
responsibly. Evidence from Colombian organizations indicates that autonomy is associated 
with important motivational, self-regulatory, and well-being outcomes, reinforcing the need 
to consider human capabilities alongside structural arrangements (Santiago-Torner, 2024).

Strategic workforce planning adds a third dimension by anticipating how many people 
and which capabilities will be required, in which processes, and under what operating 
conditions. It directs attention toward roles and workforce segments where talent gaps may 
have the greatest strategic impact (Boudreau & Ramstad, 2005). This requires connecting 
available headcount and skills with forecast demand and organizational constraints (De 
Bruecker et al., 2015), using methods appropriate to the decision problem, time horizon, 
and quality of the available data (Peck, 2025).

This perspective is especially important when hiring, replacement, or redeployment 
decisions are driven by efficiency pressures. Workforce changes based only on cost or 
average productivity may shift workload to other processes, weaken service quality, or 
erode critical knowledge. Capacity decisions should instead consider interdependencies, 
required competencies, and the wider work system (Levenson, 2018). Their quality also 
depends on combining reliable data, analytical capability, and a clear understanding of the 
organizational problem (Margherita, 2022; Marler & Boudreau, 2017; Minbaeva, 2018).

Data availability alone does not guarantee sound decisions. The uncritical adoption of 
analytical tools may create technological dependence and interpretations detached from 
actual work conditions (Angrave et al., 2016). It may also intensify surveillance, opacity, 
bias, and loss of autonomy when transparency, participation, and ethical governance are 
absent (Giermindl et al., 2022; Tursunbayeva et al., 2022). Workforce design should therefore 
balance efficiency, legitimacy, and responsibility. This principle is consistent with sustainable 
human resource management, which evaluates talent decisions not only through their 
immediate financial contribution but also through their longer-term effects on employees 
and the organization (Kramar, 2014, 2022).

This broader perspective is also consistent with evidence showing that digitally me-
diated work arrangements may generate both resources and psychosocial demands, de-
pending on how autonomy, intensity, relational conditions, and organizational support 
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are configured (Santiago-Torner et al., 2026c). Accordingly, organizational optimization 
should not be understood as workforce minimization, but as a sustainable alignment among 
capacity, productivity, competencies, employee well-being, and operational continuity.

Despite the maturity of these three research streams, an important integration problem 
remains. Organizational design explains how information, authority, and interdependence 
should be configured; competency research explains the capabilities and behaviors required 
to perform effectively; and strategic workforce planning addresses future workforce quantity 
and composition. However, these perspectives generally provide field-specific answers to 
different parts of the organizational problem rather than specifying how decisions in one 
domain condition decisions in the others (Campion et al., 2011; De Bruecker et al., 2015; Gal-
braith, 1974). In particular, the literature offers limited guidance on the sequence through 
which coordination problems should be diagnosed, translated into role and competency 
requirements, and subsequently incorporated into workforce-capacity decisions. This frag-
mentation creates a practical and theoretical risk: structures may be redesigned without the 
capabilities required to operate them, competency models may remain disconnected from 
actual coordination problems, and staffing decisions may be made before the underlying 
work architecture has been clarified.

The research gap addressed in this study therefore does not arise from the absence of 
organizational design, competency, or workforce-planning models individually. Rather, it 
concerns the limited conceptual articulation of these domains as an interdependent decision 
process, particularly in rapidly growing technology firms where formalization must coexist 
with adaptability.

This study examines ON OFF Soluciones en Línea S.A.S., a Colombian technology 
company that grew from approximately ten employees to more than 240. Its expansion 
increased interdependence among Sales, Customer Onboarding, Customer Experience, 
Development, Technology Infrastructure, and support functions. The diagnosis identified 
rework, potential functional overlaps, multiple approval layers, uneven workloads, and the 
absence of integrated criteria connecting structure, competencies, and workforce sizing. 
These issues were examined through document analysis, functional mapping, comparative 
analysis of organizational practices, aggregated workforce data, and an exploratory survey 
completed by 41 employees.

The case brings together three fields that are often developed through separate con-
ceptual and methodological traditions: organizational design, competency management, 
and strategic workforce planning. Their integration is particularly relevant for technology 
companies in emerging economies that must formalize their structures without undermin-
ing adaptability.

Against this background, the objective is not to test whether a new organizational 
framework improves firm performance, but to develop and apply an analytically grounded 
integrative framework that clarifies how structural diagnosis, competency requirements, 
and workforce-planning decisions can be connected within a single organizational process.

The research question is: How can the integration of organizational design, compe-
tency management, and strategic workforce planning support operational capacity and 
internal coordination in a growing technology company? To address this question, the study 
examines structural tensions associated with growth, gaps in role definition, leadership, and 
competencies, the incorporation of a competency model into organizational redesign, and 
the criteria required for future workforce-sizing decisions. It also considers the analytical 
transferability of the findings to comparable organizations.

The study makes three related contributions. First, at the conceptual level, it proposes a 
process-based framework that goes beyond placing organizational design, competency man-
agement, and workforce planning alongside one another. It specifies their decision sequence 
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and interdependence: coordination and structural requirements are diagnosed first; role 
and capability requirements are then clarified; and workforce quantity and composition are 
considered only after those organizational conditions have been established. This reframes 
workforce sizing as a downstream consequence of organizational architecture rather than 
as an independent headcount exercise. Second, at the empirical level, the study provides 
contextualized evidence from a Latin American technology company, a setting that remains 
comparatively underrepresented in these research streams. Third, at the applied level, it 
offers a traceable sequence connecting organizational frictions with capability requirements 
and subsequent workforce-planning criteria. The framework is analytically informed by 
the case, but its effectiveness has not yet been empirically tested; consequently, it should be 
understood as a proposition for subsequent validation rather than as a validated model of 
organizational performance.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Organizational Design and Information Processing

Organizational design determines how responsibilities are distributed, activities 
grouped, authority assigned, and interdependent tasks coordinated. It extends beyond the 
formal chart because it also shapes information flows, decision rights, and the resolution of 
problems spanning multiple units. Its effectiveness therefore depends on the alignment 
among strategy, work characteristics, and coordination capacity. Information processing the-
ory explains that uncertainty increases the amount of information required to perform work 
effectively. Predictable activities can be coordinated through rules, procedures, and supervi-
sion, whereas variability and interdependence require lateral mechanisms, cross-functional 
teams, information systems, or selective decentralization (Galbraith, 1974). Under recip-
rocal interdependence, vertical coordination may generate delays, repeated consultations, 
unnecessary approvals, and inconsistent decisions (Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Daft and 
Lengel (1986) further distinguish uncertainty, caused by insufficient information, from am-
biguity, which arises from competing interpretations. The former can be reduced through 
better data; the latter requires direct interaction and shared meaning. Additional procedures 
therefore do not necessarily resolve unclear priorities, responsibilities, or decision criteria.

Growth intensifies these demands. Portfolio expansion, specialization, and workforce 
growth multiply process interfaces and increase the need for lateral coordination (Galbraith, 
2012). The challenge is not to centralize every decision, but to determine which decisions 
should remain at senior levels, which can move closer to operations, and how organizational 
units should interact. From a contingency perspective, design must fit the organization’s 
strategy, environment, technology, and specific interdependencies (Burton & Obel, 2018). 
Formal architecture should also be examined alongside decision processes, dependency 
relationships, and adaptive capacity (Joseph & Sengul, 2025). This alignment is particularly 
important in technology companies that must improve current operations while developing 
new solutions. Balancing exploitation and innovation requires deliberate choices regarding 
differentiation, integration, leadership, and resources (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013).

Dynamic capabilities provide a complementary explanation of adaptation. Organi-
zations must integrate, build, and reconfigure resources and competencies in response 
to environmental change (Teece et al., 1997) through processes of sensing opportunities, 
mobilizing resources, and transforming the organization (Teece, 2007). These capabilities 
are expressed through strategic decision-making, resource recombination, and alliance for-
mation, whose configuration varies with environmental dynamism (Eisenhardt & Martin, 
2017). Resilience likewise depends not only on possessing resources but also on reorganiz-
ing and redeploying them (Joussen et al., 2025). In digital settings, this process includes 
creating and integrating the knowledge required to transform structures, processes, and 
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work practices (Mele et al., 2024). The evolution of the concept confirms its relevance for 
understanding how organizations renew their resource base in response to technological, 
competitive, and social change (Teece, 2022). Organizational design can therefore be under-
stood as a continuous alignment among complexity, information, coordination, and human 
capabilities. Even a formally coherent structure may fail when employees lack the compe-
tencies required to make decisions, collaborate, and anticipate the wider consequences of 
their actions.

2.2. Competency Models and Strategic Alignment
Competencies encompass knowledge, skills, attributes, and behaviors associated with 

performance. They may refer to individual characteristics or to capabilities required by a 
role, profession, or organization (Salman et al., 2020). This conceptual diversity makes it nec-
essary to specify both the level of analysis and the purpose of the model (Mills et al., 2020).

In this study, a competency model is understood as an architecture of capabilities and 
observable behaviors that supports strategy execution. It provides a common language 
for selection, development, assessment, mobility, and succession, thereby increasing con-
sistency across human resource practices (Rodriguez et al., 2002). Competency modeling 
complements rather than replaces job analysis. Job analysis identifies tasks, responsibilities, 
and functional relationships, whereas competency models provide a strategic and forward-
looking view of how roles should be performed and developed (Sanchez & Levine, 2009). 
Moving toward a competency-based approach requires connecting expected behaviors with 
everyday work and organizational outcomes (Soderquist et al., 2010).

A robust model should derive from strategy, draw on multiple sources of information, 
involve relevant stakeholders, and translate competencies into observable behaviors and 
proficiency levels (Campion et al., 2011). It should also document how competencies were 
selected and which evidence supported their definition. Without this traceability, a model 
may be presented as strategic while lacking sufficient methodological rigor (Shippmann 
et al., 2000). Competencies become operationally useful when they are linked to observable 
behavior and performance outcomes. Broad competency domains can support performance 
criteria when they are coherently defined and adapted to different levels of responsibility 
(Bartram, 2005). Their integration with organizational design helps align responsibilities 
with the capabilities needed to perform them, particularly when processes span several 
areas and require shared expectations regarding collaboration, decision-making, and results 
(Bagni et al., 2025). Technology can support gap identification, assessment, and learning, 
but only when it is built on clear definitions and established organizational processes 
(Draganidis & Mentzas, 2006).

Competency management should also connect individual development with collective 
capabilities. Individual behaviors create strategic value when they support coordination, 
learning, innovation, and execution (Škrinjarić, 2022). In emerging economies, this connec-
tion may be constrained by limited formalization, weak information systems, or centralized 
decision-making, making leadership, organizational support, and explicit strategic align-
ment particularly important (Shet et al., 2022; Santiago-Torner, 2025a). The expression 
of competencies also depends on the interpersonal context. Psychological safety allows 
team members to raise concerns, acknowledge mistakes, and share information, thereby 
supporting collective learning in interdependent work (Edmondson, 1999). This condition 
becomes especially important when organizations seek to expand autonomy and strengthen 
cross-functional coordination.

Multisource assessment can provide complementary perspectives on competency ex-
pression, although its effects depend on acceptance, perceived usefulness, and translation 
into development goals (Atwater & Brett, 2005). Differences between self-ratings and exter-
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nal evaluations should not automatically be treated as deficiencies because they may reflect 
context, interpersonal relationships, or self-awareness (Fleenor et al., 2010). Improvements 
following 360-degree feedback are generally modest and depend on coaching, follow-up, 
and a developmental orientation (Smither et al., 2005). Its relationship with innovative 
behavior may also be influenced by perceived organizational justice (Souki et al., 2025). 
Competency models should therefore be integrated with roles, coordination mechanisms, 
employee development, and strategic workforce planning.

2.3. Strategic Workforce Planning and Operational Capacity
Strategic workforce planning anticipates future people and capability requirements, 

compares them with available resources, and defines actions to close identified gaps. Unlike 
administrative headcount management, it seeks to ensure that the appropriate capabili-
ties are available where and when they create the greatest value. Boudreau and Ramstad 
(2005) distinguish efficiency, effectiveness, and impact, challenging uniform approaches to 
workforce sizing because roles differ in strategic relevance and talent gaps do not produce 
equivalent consequences. Contemporary models integrate workforce numbers, skills, de-
mand, availability, and organizational constraints (De Bruecker et al., 2015). A workforce 
may appear sufficient in aggregate while still presenting capability shortages or overloads 
in critical processes. Operational capacity should therefore be assessed through volume, 
variability, time, quality, complexity, and interdependence rather than through general 
ratios alone.

Quantitative methods can represent workforce size, experience, hiring, and cost to 
support decision scenarios (Doumic et al., 2017). Their usefulness, however, depends on 
data quality and process clarity. Organizations that are still formalizing their structures 
may need to diagnose functions, relationships, and competencies before adopting advanced 
workforce models. Planning can combine modeling, scenarios, and stakeholder participation 
to integrate quantitative and qualitative considerations (Willis et al., 2018). No single 
methodology is universally appropriate; the choice should reflect the planning horizon, 
demand complexity, and available information (Sutton et al., 2023). Ratio-based methods, 
forecasting, optimization, simulation, and scenarios address different questions and levels 
of uncertainty (Peck, 2025).

People analytics can support this process by connecting data on people, processes, and 
outcomes. However, conceptual diversity within the field requires clarity about whether 
the analysis concerns human resource practices, workforce configuration, or organizational 
outcomes (Tursunbayeva et al., 2018). Applications include selection, performance, mobility, 
and planning, but they remain vulnerable to problems of data quality, interpretation, and 
bias (Cho et al., 2023). Analytics should begin with a relevant organizational question and 
combine reliable data, technical capability, and strategic understanding (Marler & Boudreau, 
2017; Margherita, 2022; Minbaeva, 2018). It risks becoming a management fashion when it 
starts with available data rather than the problem to be solved (Rasmussen & Ulrich, 2015). 
Its sustainability also depends on integration with strategy, human resource configuration, 
and information systems (Van den Heuvel & Bondarouk, 2017).

Creating value requires turning analysis into decisions, building internal credibility, 
and overcoming organizational and professional barriers (Di Lauro et al., 2025; Thakur et al., 
2025). Forecasting can anticipate future needs when it complements rather than replaces 
human judgment (Di Prima et al., 2024). Artificial intelligence further expands the capacity 
to process information and identify patterns, but its outputs must be interpreted within the 
organizational context and combined with human and strategic judgment. As AI becomes 
more deeply embedded in organizational processes, its effective use also depends on lead-
ership capabilities, governance arrangements, and the management of emerging ethical 
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and organizational risks (Venugopal et al., 2024). Uncritical adoption may create vendor 
dependence, weak interpretations, and decisions detached from actual work (Angrave et al., 
2016). It can also intensify surveillance, reduce autonomy, and reproduce bias or opacity 
(Giermindl et al., 2022). Governance should therefore incorporate privacy, transparency, 
fairness, and participation (Tursunbayeva et al., 2022).

Strategic workforce planning should not be reduced to cost savings. Sustainable human 
resource management considers long-term economic, social, and human outcomes (Kramar, 
2014, 2022). Evidence from the Colombian context also shows that work arrangements 
can affect employee well-being through their interaction with ethical climate, affective 
commitment, and work intensity, reinforcing the need to evaluate workforce decisions 
beyond purely economic criteria (Santiago-Torner, 2025b). The field increasingly empha-
sizes the balance among performance, well-being, and sustainability (Faisal, 2023), while 
evidence links sustainable practices with stronger employee engagement and satisfaction 
(Sypniewska et al., 2023). Capacity decisions should therefore account for both efficiency 
and their effects on people and operational continuity.

2.4. Proposed Integrated Framework
Organizational design, competency management, and strategic workforce planning 

address distinct but connected dimensions of the same organizational problem. Organiza-
tional design determines how work, authority, and coordination are structured; competency 
management specifies the capabilities required to operate that structure; and workforce 
planning identifies the amount and combination of talent needed to sustain it. Applied 
separately, these approaches may produce structural changes unsupported by adequate 
capabilities, competency models disconnected from actual work, or staffing decisions that 
overlook interdependencies and critical knowledge.

The framework proposed here differs from approaches that address these domains 
independently by treating them as a sequence of mutually dependent organizational deci-
sions. Its theoretical contribution lies less in introducing new constructs than in specifying 
the relationships and ordering among established ones. Information-processing require-
ments define the coordination problem; process and role analysis makes those requirements 
organizationally observable; competency modeling translates them into human capabilities; 
structural redesign aligns authority and coordination mechanisms with those capabilities; 
and workforce planning subsequently addresses the quantity and composition of talent 
required to sustain the resulting configuration.

This sequence introduces an explicit dependency principle: later workforce decisions 
should be conditioned by the organizational architecture established in earlier stages. In this 
sense, competency modeling acts as a conceptual bridge between structural requirements 
and workforce planning, connecting what the organization requires people to do with 
the capabilities and staffing configuration needed to perform that work. The framework 
therefore theorizes workforce sizing as an organizational-design outcome rather than as an 
isolated calculation of headcount.

The framework connects these perspectives through five components. First, complexity 
and coordination diagnosis examines growth, specialization, authority, interdependencies, 
and information flows to identify mismatches between work demands and organizational 
processing capacity (Galbraith, 1974; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Second, process, role, and 
friction analysis identifies overlaps, gaps, overloads, bottlenecks, and unclear decision rights.

Third, strategic competency modeling translates identified gaps into observable capa-
bilities and behaviors, supported by multiple sources of evidence, stakeholder participation, 
and differentiated contribution levels (Campion et al., 2011). This stage is particularly 
important because autonomy or decentralization cannot be inferred from structural re-
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design alone; they depend on employees having the capability and judgment required to 
exercise discretion effectively. Research in Colombian work settings has similarly shown 
the organizational relevance of autonomy, self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation, and creativity 
when employees operate under changing work arrangements (Santiago-Torner, 2024).

Fourth, structural and integration redesign reviews roles, groupings, authority, and ver-
tical and lateral mechanisms to balance clarity with flexibility. Fifth, capacity and workforce 
planning estimates future requirements, critical positions, risks, and supply-and-demand 
scenarios after processes, responsibilities, and required competencies have been clarified 
(De Bruecker et al., 2015; Peck, 2025). The sequencing is analytically important. The five com-
ponents should not be interpreted as independent tools or as a universal linear prescription. 
Rather, they represent conditional decision stages: shortcomings identified at one stage may 
require reconsideration of earlier stages, and changes in strategy, technology, or demand 
may reactivate the sequence. This recursive logic distinguishes the framework from a simple 
aggregation of organizational design, competency, and workforce-planning practices.

As shown in Figure 1, people analytics and ethical governance cut across all five 
components. They integrate information about people, processes, and performance, support 
monitoring, and enable continuous learning without replacing organizational judgment. 
Data quality, privacy, transparency, and fairness are therefore foundational conditions of the 
framework. The human implications of these decisions are also relevant to this transversal 
layer. Digital and technology-mediated work can reshape autonomy, relational experiences, 
and employee well-being, reinforcing the need to interpret organizational data within 
their social and interpersonal context rather than as neutral indicators detached from work 
experience (Santiago-Torner et al., 2026b).

Figure 1. Proposed integrated framework for organizational design, competency management, and 
strategic workforce planning. Note. The framework integrates insights from information processing 
theory (Galbraith, 1974; Tushman & Nadler, 1978), strategic competency modeling (Campion et al., 
2011), and strategic workforce planning (De Bruecker et al., 2015; Peck, 2025). People analytics 
is conceived as a cross-cutting infrastructure for evidence, monitoring, and learning, governed by 
principles of data quality, privacy, transparency, and fairness. Source: authors’ own elaboration.

The framework identifies five intended organizational outcomes: stronger coordination 
and agility, clearer roles and decisions, more consistent operational performance, capabilities 
aligned with strategy, and sustainable use of talent. These outcomes represent theoretically 
expected directions rather than effects demonstrated by the present study. Because the 
research is based on a single cross-sectional case and does not evaluate post-implementation 
performance, the framework should be regarded as an analytically derived proposition 
whose effectiveness requires longitudinal and comparative empirical validation.
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Its logic is iterative because changes in strategy, technology, or demand may require 
earlier stages to be revisited. The central premise is that organizational optimization cannot 
be reduced to isolated changes in headcount. It requires closer alignment among work, 
capabilities, coordination, and strategy.

Accordingly, the framework advances a specific theoretical proposition: workforce size 
and composition should be treated as dependent on prior clarification of work processes, 
decision rights, coordination requirements, and required capabilities. This proposition 
provides the conceptual basis for examining the ON OFF case; it does not imply that the 
framework has already been validated as a general model of organizational effectiveness.

3. Methodology
3.1. Research Design

The study adopted an applied, descriptive single-case design combining organiza-
tional diagnosis with the development of a redesign proposal. This approach enabled 
the examination of growth, structure, operational interdependencies, competencies, and 
strategic workforce planning within the real context of a Colombian technology company. 
Case study research is appropriate when the phenomenon cannot be clearly separated 
from the conditions in which it occurs (Yin, 2018). Structure, processes, competencies, 
and operational capacity were therefore treated as interdependent elements of a single 
organizational configuration.

The study did not seek to establish causal relationships or statistically generalize its 
findings. Its purpose was to develop an analytically grounded explanation of the case 
and identify mechanisms that may be transferable to comparable organizational settings 
(Eisenhardt, 1989). Qualitative and quantitative evidence was used in a complementary 
manner. Quantitative information described workforce distribution and survey response 
patterns, while documentary and functional evidence supported the interpretation of 
interdependencies, organizational frictions, and coordination gaps.

3.2. Case Context and Selection
ON OFF Soluciones en Línea S.A.S. is a technology company located in Pereira, Colom-

bia, that develops digital solutions for commercial, operational, and financial management. 
It grew from approximately ten employees to a workforce of more than 240, alongside 
portfolio expansion, functional specialization, and the introduction of additional levels of 
responsibility. The organization operates through strategic, core, and support processes. 
Sales, Customer Onboarding, Customer Experience, Development, and Technology Infras-
tructure are highly interdependent because commercial and implementation decisions affect 
customer service, operational workloads, and technical requirements.

The case was selected because it represents the transition from an organically developed 
structure to a configuration requiring greater formalization, clearer decision rights, and 
stronger cross-functional coordination. Its analytical relevance lies in the convergence of 
rapid growth, operational interdependence, expanding leadership levels, and the need 
to integrate organizational design, competencies, and workforce planning. Alignment 
between case selection and the research problem is an important quality criterion in case-
based research (Goffin et al., 2019).

3.3. Sources of Evidence
The study combined organizational documents, aggregated workforce information, 

functional mapping, comparative organizational analysis, and an internal survey. Docu-
mentary analysis covered the organizational chart, process and subprocess maps, workforce 
distribution, functional relationships, and materials related to organizational identity, lead-
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ership, and human resource management. These sources were used to reconstruct the 
formal structure, identify authority levels, and examine the main interfaces between orga-
nizational areas. Aggregated workforce data provided contextual information about the 
relative distribution of employees across processes. They were not used to calculate an 
optimal workforce size because complete measures of demand, processing times, variability, 
productivity, and service levels were unavailable.

Cross-functional mapping examined processes, roles, and critical activities to identify 
situations involving several areas, unclear responsibilities, repeated approvals, or rework 
transferred from one process to another. Its purpose was exploratory. Accordingly, the 
findings were interpreted as evidence-based hypotheses concerning functional overlaps, 
responsibility gaps, overloads, and dependencies rather than as a conclusive job audit. The 
comparative analysis considered organizational principles related to hierarchical simplifica-
tion, operational autonomy, cross-functional coordination, value-based units, leadership, 
and competency management. External practices were not treated as directly transferable 
models, but as interpretive references for assessing possible development paths.

The internal survey, Co-creating ON OFF Leadership, targeted a population of 185 op-
erational employees. C-level executives, directors, managers, coordinators, and process 
leaders were excluded. This exclusion criterion was adopted because the survey sought 
primarily to capture the perceptions of employees who experience leadership and coordina-
tion practices in their day-to-day work, rather than the self-assessments of those formally 
responsible for exercising managerial or supervisory authority. Separating these perspec-
tives also reduced the possibility that responses would reflect managerial self-evaluation 
rather than employees’ experience of leadership, communication, autonomy, and cross-
functional coordination.

Within this target population, the principal inclusion criterion was organizational 
tenure of at least one year. This criterion was established to ensure that participants had 
sufficient exposure to the company’s leadership practices, organizational routines, coordina-
tion mechanisms, and evolution over time to provide informed assessments of both current 
and required competencies. Employees with less than one year of tenure were therefore not 
included because their more limited organizational experience could restrict their ability to 
compare established practices with the capabilities required for the company’s next stage 
of development.

After applying the inclusion and exclusion criteria, 51 employees met the eligibility 
requirements. All 51 eligible employees were invited to participate; therefore, they were 
not selected through random, stratified, or quota sampling. The survey should instead be 
understood as an invitation to the complete eligible subgroup defined by the study criteria. 
Of these 51 employees, 41 completed the survey, yielding an 80.4% response rate among 
eligible participants and representing approximately 22.2% of the total target population of 
185 employees.

The instrument combined closed- and open-ended questions concerning perceived 
leadership, current and required competencies, communication, autonomy, performance, 
and the prospective use of 360-degree feedback. Its scope was exploratory and descriptive. 
Because participation was restricted by predefined eligibility criteria and the survey was 
not designed as a probability sample, the findings are interpreted as descriptive patterns 
within the eligible respondent group and not as statistically representative estimates for the 
entire workforce.

The survey was used to identify patterns and complement the organizational diagnosis, 
not to support statistical inference, validate a psychometric scale, or provide conclusive 
measures of leadership, organizational climate, or culture. This distinction is particularly 
important because the survey formed one component of a broader triangulated case-study 
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design rather than an independent population survey. The complete questionnaire is 
provided in Supplementary File S1, and the eligibility criteria, exclusions, and respondent 
profile are reported in Supplementary File S2.

3.4. Analytical Procedure
The analysis was conducted in three stages. First, the organizational chart, process 

map, workforce distribution, and functional relationships were compared. The resulting 
tensions were organized into four interpretive categories: concentration of decision-making, 
partial definition of responsibilities, overload in core or support processes, and dependence 
on cross-functional coordination. Closed-ended survey responses were analyzed using fre-
quencies and descriptive comparisons. Because some questions allowed multiple selections, 
frequencies represent mentions rather than mutually exclusive response categories. Open-
ended responses were examined through inductive thematic categorization. Recurring 
themes included communication, empathy, autonomy, innovation, team orientation, and the 
balance between performance expectations and respectful interpersonal treatment. These 
categories were subsequently compared with the documentary and functional evidence.

Second, documentary, functional, and perceptual evidence was examined to identify 
convergence, divergence, and plausible interpretive relationships. For example, concen-
trated approval structures were considered alongside demands for greater empowerment, 
while frictions among Sales, Customer Onboarding, and Customer Experience were related 
to communication needs and limited awareness of how decisions affected other processes. 
Comparative organizational evidence was used to assess principles such as lateral coordina-
tion, selective decentralization, and organization around value flows without automatically 
treating them as recommendations.

Third, the competency model was developed by triangulating recurring survey themes, 
identified organizational frictions, and the strategic capabilities required to address them. 
Related behaviors and organizational needs were grouped into broader competency do-
mains and subsequently reviewed with General Management, Human Talent Management, 
and the consulting team to assess their organizational relevance and conceptual coherence. 
This process produced four domains: Strategic Execution and Results, Mobilizing Lead-
ership, Systems Awareness, and Interpersonal Intelligence. This stage constituted model 
development and internal stakeholder review rather than empirical validation; the latter 
remains a subsequent research requirement.

3.5. Methodological Rigor
Methodological rigor was strengthened through the triangulation of sources, proce-

dures, and organizational actors, as well as through explicit limitations on the interpretation 
of findings. Internal documents, aggregated data, functional mapping, organizational 
references, employee perceptions, and assessments from different company stakeholders 
were compared. Triangulation was not intended to produce complete agreement among 
all sources, but to identify convergences, discrepancies, and alternative explanations while 
reducing dependence on any single form of evidence (Schlunegger et al., 2024). A chain 
of evidence was maintained between the sources examined, the tensions identified, their 
interpretation, and the proposed guidelines. The triangulation matrix linking evidence 
sources, observed issues, analytical interpretations, and proposed organizational responses 
is provided in Supplementary File S3.

When the available evidence did not confirm a functional duplication or a specific 
workforce requirement, the finding was reported as a potential area for improvement rather 
than as a definitive conclusion. This distinction separated evidence-supported observations 
from analytically derived recommendations. Transparency in case selection, procedural 
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description, and the connection between evidence and conclusions reflects established 
quality criteria for case-based research (Goffin et al., 2019; Yin, 2018).

3.6. Ethics and Confidentiality
Survey participation was voluntary and anonymous. Before responding, participants 

were informed about the diagnostic purpose of the instrument and the aggregated treat-
ment of their responses. No directly identifying information was collected or included in 
the study. ON OFF Soluciones en Línea S.A.S. authorized the academic use of informa-
tion concerning its organizational structure, process map, general workforce distribution, 
anonymized survey results, the ON Competency Model, and relevant institutional materials. 
Personal, financial, commercial, customer-related, and strategically sensitive information 
was excluded.

Following an institutional assessment by Universidad Internacional de La Rioja (UNIR), 
formal review by a research ethics committee was not considered necessary. Nevertheless, 
the study followed principles of voluntary participation, anonymity, confidentiality, respon-
sible academic use, and protection of organizational information. One researcher’s internal 
position within the company facilitated access to documents and contextual knowledge 
but also created a potential risk of bias in evidence selection and interpretation. This risk 
was addressed through triangulation, consultation with different organizational actors, 
procedural documentation, and cautious reporting. Exploratory observations were explic-
itly distinguished from conclusive audits and from recommendations derived through 
analytical interpretation.

3.7. Use of Generative Artificial Intelligence
Generative artificial intelligence tools were used only to support language editing, 

translation into English, and stylistic condensation of the manuscript. They were not used 
to collect data, recruit participants, conduct the survey, code responses, perform statistical 
analyses, generate findings, or make methodological and interpretive decisions. All AI-
assisted content was reviewed, corrected, and approved by the authors, who retain full 
responsibility for the accuracy, originality, and integrity of the manuscript.

4. Results
4.1. Structural Evolution and Complexity

The analysis revealed a growing mismatch between the structure developed during 
ON OFF’s early stages and the demands associated with its current scale. The company 
expanded from approximately ten employees to more than 240, distributed across strategic, 
core, and support processes and coordinated through several leadership levels. Portfolio 
expansion and functional specialization strengthened technical capacity but also increased 
interdependence among Sales, Customer Onboarding, Customer Experience, Development, 
and Technology Infrastructure. Decisions made in one process consequently affected work-
loads, response times, and service quality in subsequent processes. Coordination remained 
highly dependent on hierarchical approval channels. Although these mechanisms sup-
ported control and traceability, senior-level intervention was frequently required to resolve 
recurring operational matters. Formal assignment of positions and responsibilities was not 
always accompanied by equally clear decision rights.

The concentration of employees in core processes was consistent with the company’s 
technological and service orientation. However, headcount by area was insufficient to 
determine whether staffing levels were adequate because processes differed in volume, 
variability, customer exposure, technological dependence, and strategic importance. The 
evidence therefore did not support immediate workforce adjustments. Instead, demand, 
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workload, productivity, quality, and service-level indicators should be established before 
workforce-sizing decisions are made.

4.2. Organizational Frictions and Potential Functional Overlaps
Cross-functional mapping identified nine areas of friction involving approval struc-

tures, process interfaces, functional boundaries, and shared responsibilities, as summarized 
in Table 1.

Table 1. Main Sources of Friction Identified in the Organizational Structure.

Process or Interface Source of Friction Main Consequence

General Management Concentration of approvals Hierarchical dependence and 
reduced agility

Support and Technology 
Infrastructure Recurring escalations across areas Longer response times

Development Coordination among development, quality, 
and support Rework and delays

Customer Experience Interface with Sales and Customer 
Onboarding Inconsistent customer experience

Customer Onboarding Tension between implementation and 
commercial commitments Functional ambiguity

Sales Misalignment between sales commitments 
and operational capacity Unrealistic expectations and rework

Administrative Management Dependence on multiple internal processes Administrative delays

Quality and Legal Concentration of documentation-related 
workload Bottlenecks

Marketing and Human Talent 
Management Partially shared responsibilities Limited functional clarity

Note. The identified frictions were derived from document analysis, functional mapping, and com-
parison across processes. They do not necessarily indicate complete duplication of positions. Instead, 
they reflect partial overlaps, dependencies, responsibility gaps, or approval channels requiring further 
review. Source: authors’ own elaboration.

The evidence did not confirm complete duplication of positions. Problems were concen-
trated in partial activity overlaps, insufficiently defined functional boundaries, and reliance 
on multiple approvals. Centralization constrained autonomy and increased response times, 
while some activities crossed several areas without clearly establishing who should decide, 
execute, or remain accountable for the outcome.

Certain support functions had also accumulated additional activities as the company 
expanded without an equivalent review of their capacity. Meanwhile, customer-related 
processes required forms of cross-functional coordination that could not be managed 
effectively through hierarchy alone. These frictions were therefore not attributable solely 
to individual performance. They reflected an uneven relationship between organizational 
growth and the development of processes, decision rights, and coordination mechanisms.

4.3. Leadership and Competency Gaps
Survey findings indicated that current leadership was primarily associated with execu-

tion. Results orientation was selected by 24 respondents (58.5%), while monitoring and 
control and teamwork were each selected by 18 (43.9%). Overall, leadership was perceived 
mainly through goal achievement, supervision, and operational coordination.
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Different priorities emerged when respondents assessed the competencies needed for 
future growth. Effective communication was the most frequently selected competency, with 
27 mentions (65.9%), followed by team empowerment with 15 (36.6%), teamwork with 
14 (34.1%), and decision-making and innovation with 13 each (31.7%) (Table 2).

Table 2. Most Frequently Reported Current and Required Leadership Competencies.

Assessment Focus Competency n %

Current leadership Results orientation 24 58.5
Current leadership Monitoring and control 18 43.9
Current leadership Teamwork 18 43.9
Required for future growth Effective communication 27 65.9
Required for future growth Team empowerment 15 36.6
Required for future growth Teamwork 14 34.1
Required for future growth Decision-making 13 31.7
Required for future growth Innovation 13 31.7

Note. Percentages are calculated using the 41 respondents as the denominator. Multiple responses 
were permitted; therefore, percentages within each assessment do not sum to 100%. The table reports 
the most frequently mentioned competencies documented in the survey analysis and should not be 
interpreted as a complete ranking of all response options.

Because both questions allowed respondents to select more than one option, percent-
ages indicate the proportion of the 41 respondents who selected each item and do not sum 
to 100%. They should therefore be interpreted as descriptive indicators of relative salience 
rather than as mutually exclusive distributions or inferential estimates.

The descriptive contrast suggests a shift in emphasis from execution and control to-
ward capabilities that support communication, empowerment, autonomy, and adaptation. 
Teamwork remained salient in both assessments, whereas effective communication emerged 
as the most prominent competency for future growth. These differences indicate changing 
perceived priorities rather than statistically tested competency gaps.

Open-ended responses associated the desired leadership profile with empathy, emo-
tional intelligence, clear expectations, employee support, adaptability, innovation, and a 
balance between performance demands and respectful treatment. These findings converged 
with the structural diagnosis. Empowerment was linked to concentrated approvals; com-
munication to cross-functional friction; decision-making to hierarchical dependence; and 
innovation to the need to preserve flexibility while formalizing the organization.

4.4. The ON Competency Model
The ON Competency Model emerged from the integration of three sources of evidence: 

recurring patterns in the survey, structural and coordination problems identified in the or-
ganizational diagnosis, and strategic capability requirements discussed with organizational 
stakeholders. The four domains should therefore be understood as analytically developed 
and internally reviewed competencies rather than empirically validated constructs.

Strategic Execution and Results refers to translating strategic priorities into objec-
tives, indicators, and sustained action through operational discipline, monitoring, and 
accountability. It preserves the company’s existing results orientation while preventing 
execution from being reduced to supervision and control. Mobilizing Leadership concerns 
the ability to influence others, build commitment, develop employees, and progressively 
expand their autonomy. It responds to the identified gaps in empowerment, support, and 
decision-making.

Systems Awareness involves understanding interdependencies and anticipating how 
decisions affect other processes and the customer experience. It addresses functional 
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fragmentation and rework arising at organizational interfaces. Interpersonal Intelligence 
integrates communication, empathy, relationship-building, and the management of inter-
personal situations. Its inclusion responds both to the principal survey gap and to the need 
for stronger cross-functional coordination.

The model was organized around progressive contribution levels defined by autonomy, 
decision complexity, scope of impact, and responsibility rather than formal hierarchy alone. 
The same competency could therefore be expressed differently in operational, coordination, 
and strategic roles. At this stage, these levels provide a proposed architecture for devel-
opment and assessment rather than validated measurement categories. Their reliability, 
discriminant properties, and relationship with organizational outcomes require subsequent 
empirical examination. The ON Competency Model provides a shared language for devel-
opment and assessment while supporting differentiated expectations and future decisions 
concerning structure, responsibilities, and talent planning.

4.5. Evidence-Informed Redesign and Workforce-Sizing Proposals
The empirical findings reported in Sections 4.1–4.4 provide the basis for, but should be 

distinguished from, the organizational proposals that follow. These proposals represent 
analytical implications of the observed approval dependencies, cross-functional frictions, 
competency patterns, and limitations in available capacity data; they have not yet been 
tested as interventions.

First, given the observed dependence on hierarchical approvals, supervisory levels 
and approval channels should be reviewed so that recurring decisions can be made closer 
to operations, while senior management remains focused on issues involving greater risk 
or strategic scope. This redistribution does not eliminate control but replaces unnecessary 
escalation with explicit boundaries and accountability. Second, because the mapping 
identified recurring frictions across customer-related processes, coordination among Sales, 
Customer Onboarding, Development, and Customer Experience should be strengthened 
through shared objectives, clearly defined responsibilities, and end-to-end indicators. This 
process-oriented approach is intended to reduce the risk that local improvements transfer 
costs, delays, or rework to other areas.

Third, the combination of centralized decision patterns and survey demand for greater 
empowerment supports a gradual rather than immediate decentralization approach, accom-
panied by adequate information, competencies, and accountability. The contribution levels 
within the ON Competency Model can help align decision rights with demonstrated capa-
bility and the scope of responsibility. Fourth, the competency findings support progressive 
implementation rather than immediate organization-wide adoption of the model. It should 
initially inform role profiles, development, mentoring, and assessment. The proposed 
360-degree feedback process should have a developmental purpose, supported by feedback 
conversations and individual development plans, rather than serving as the sole basis for 
compensation or employment decisions.

Finally, the absence of complete baseline data on demand, processing times, rework, 
productivity, and service levels means that the evidence does not support an immediate 
staffing recommendation. Workforce sizing should therefore follow process clarification 
rather than precede it. Critical processes should first be identified and baseline indicators 
established. Competency requirements, continuity risks, and alternative staffing scenarios 
could then be assessed with the managers responsible for each process.

Process priority should reflect customer impact, contribution to revenue, workload, 
technological dependence, rework, operational continuity risk, and strategic importance. 
Accordingly, these proposals should be treated as evidence-informed directions for imple-
mentation and subsequent evaluation rather than as empirically demonstrated solutions.
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5. Discussion
The findings answer the research question by showing that organizational design, com-

petency management, and strategic workforce planning can be articulated within a common 
analytical sequence in a growing technology company. This process should not begin by 
calculating headcount. It should begin by understanding the work system: how responsi-
bilities are distributed, where decisions are concentrated, which interdependencies shape 
operations, and which capabilities employees need to act autonomously. Workforce sizing 
thus becomes the outcome of a joint diagnosis of processes, coordination, competencies, 
and capacity rather than an isolated staffing exercise.

The study also addresses the fragmentation between three fields that are usually 
developed separately. In the ON OFF case, their integration suggests a conditional sequence 
rather than three independent managerial interventions: organizational design defines 
how work should be organized and coordinated; competency management identifies the 
capabilities required to operate that configuration; and workforce planning translates both 
dimensions into future needs concerning the number and composition of employees.

ON OFF’s growth strengthened technical specialization but also increased interde-
pendence among Sales, Customer Onboarding, Customer Experience, Development, and 
Technology Infrastructure. Empirically, the case showed unclear decision rights, shared 
responsibilities, and reliance on hierarchical approval. Interpreted through information pro-
cessing theory, these patterns are consistent with the proposition that increasing uncertainty 
and reciprocal interdependence reduce the sufficiency of exclusively vertical coordination 
(Galbraith, 1974; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Hierarchy remains necessary for direction and 
control, but the findings suggest that it should be complemented by lateral mechanisms 
when decisions in one process affect workloads, response times, or quality elsewhere.

The central problem was therefore not the absolute number of hierarchical levels, but 
the observed mismatch between structural evolution and current coordination require-
ments. This interpretation is consistent with contingency theory, which links organizational 
effectiveness to the alignment among strategy, environment, structure, and integration 
mechanisms (Burton & Obel, 2018), and with the need to examine formal architecture 
together with interdependencies and decision processes (Joseph & Sengul, 2025).

This distinction is important when interpreting potential duplication. The empirical 
evidence identified partial overlaps, responsibility gaps, and cross-area dependencies, but 
did not establish complete duplication of positions. Participation by several units in the same 
process is not inherently dysfunctional. Our interpretation is that the relevant problem lies in 
unclear decision, execution, escalation, and accountability boundaries rather than in overlap 
per se. Consequently, eliminating apparently repeated functions without first examining 
these interfaces would be a recommendation unsupported by the available evidence.

External organizational practices should likewise not be transferred mechanically. 
Flatter structures, value-based units, and greater autonomy may support agility, but their 
effectiveness depends on process maturity and available capabilities. Reducing levels with-
out clarifying responsibilities may shift ambiguity toward operations, while decentralizing 
without adequate information, criteria, and competencies may increase error. Organiza-
tional principles must therefore be adapted to the specific work, technology, and strategy 
of the company (Burton & Obel, 2018), while balancing operational efficiency with the 
development of new solutions (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013).

Within this context, the ON Competency Model extends beyond a conventional human 
resource function. The survey provided descriptive evidence of a contrast between leader-
ship currently associated with results orientation, monitoring, and control and capabilities 
considered more relevant for future growth, particularly communication, empowerment, 
decision-making, collaboration, and innovation. Strategic Execution and Results, Mobiliz-
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ing Leadership, Systems Awareness, and Interpersonal Intelligence were developed from 
this evidence together with the structural diagnosis; they should not be interpreted as 
empirically validated competency dimensions.

The model is therefore not a generic competency catalogue. It connects selection, 
development, assessment, and mobility with strategy (Rodriguez et al., 2002), while draw-
ing on multiple evidence sources, stakeholder participation, and observable behaviors 
(Campion et al., 2011). Conceptually, the model proposes that greater autonomy is sus-
tainable only when employees can decide, coordinate, and remain accountable for results, 
thereby strengthening the alignment between responsibilities and competencies (Bagni 
et al., 2025). Its progressive contribution levels also differentiate expectations according to 
autonomy, decision complexity, impact, and responsibility rather than relying exclusively 
on hierarchical titles.

The proposed 360-degree feedback process requires similar caution. Multisource 
feedback does not automatically improve performance; its effects depend on coaching, 
receptiveness, and follow-up (Smither et al., 2005). Participant reactions influence its 
usefulness (Atwater & Brett, 2005), while differences between self-ratings and external 
assessments require contextual interpretation (Fleenor et al., 2010). The process should 
therefore remain developmental, include feedback conversations and action plans, and 
protect perceptions of organizational justice (Souki et al., 2025).

The case further shows that adequate staffing cannot be determined solely through 
headcount or cost comparisons. More precisely, the evidence shows that available head-
count data alone were insufficient to establish whether particular processes were over- or 
understaffed. Workforce decisions must integrate operational capacity, competency com-
position, and process relevance. Talent investments create greater value when they focus 
on positions and activities where a capability gap has significant strategic consequences 
(Boudreau & Ramstad, 2005) and when workforce availability is assessed together with 
required skills (De Bruecker et al., 2015).

This explains why the study does not propose a definitive staffing figure. Without 
reliable information on demand, processing times, variability, rework, productivity, quality, 
and service levels, such an estimate would be premature. Rather than treating the absence 
of a staffing figure as a limitation of the diagnosis, the analysis identifies the baseline 
information required before such a decision can be justified. Ratios, scenarios, simulation, 
or optimization could subsequently be selected according to the problem and the quality of 
available data (Peck, 2025; Sutton et al., 2023; Willis et al., 2018).

Capacity must also be examined at the level of the work system. Leaving a vacancy 
unfilled may reduce one unit’s costs while increasing delays, escalations, or rework else-
where. Conversely, adding employees will not resolve overload caused by poor inputs, 
unclear responsibilities, or unnecessary approvals. The unit of analysis should therefore 
extend beyond individual positions to include the process relationships that shape strategic 
execution (Levenson, 2018).

People analytics can support this process after processes, responsibilities, competen-
cies, indicators, and decision questions have been defined. Its value depends on reliable 
information, professional capability, and understanding of the organizational problem 
(Marler & Boudreau, 2017; Margherita, 2022; Minbaeva, 2018). Technology creates value 
only when analysis is converted into understandable, accepted, and useful decisions (Di 
Lauro et al., 2025; Thakur et al., 2025).

Ethical governance is equally necessary. Workforce measurement may intensify surveil-
lance, opacity, or unfairness when data are separated from the work context (Giermindl 
et al., 2022). Privacy, transparency, participation, and fairness should be built into the 
system from the outset (Tursunbayeva et al., 2022). People analytics should function as an 
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infrastructure for learning and review rather than as an automated mechanism for control 
or workforce reduction.

Overall, the case suggests that operational capacity may be more coherently addressed 
when structure, processes, decision rights, competencies, and talent planning are aligned in 
a deliberate sequence: understand the work system, clarify processes and responsibilities, 
define the required capabilities, and then construct evidence-based workforce scenarios. 
Four analytical inferences follow. First, increasing interdependence appears to reduce 
the sufficiency of exclusively hierarchical coordination. Second, competency models may 
strengthen organizational design when they emerge from real frictions and are linked to 
autonomy, coordination, and accountability. Third, workforce planning is likely to be more 
defensible when it integrates demand, capacity, process importance, and competencies. 
Fourth, people analytics is positioned to generate greater value when it responds to a 
previously defined organizational architecture and set of decision questions.

These inferences do not establish causal relationships or support statistical generaliza-
tion. They are analytical explanations derived from a single case and require comparative 
and longitudinal examination. The effectiveness of both the ON Competency Model and the 
integrated framework therefore remains an empirical question rather than a demonstrated 
outcome of this study. Nevertheless, they help explain how a technology company can 
move from an organically developed structure toward a more deliberate configuration. 
Formalization need not eliminate flexibility; it can provide the clarity, capabilities, and 
information required to exercise flexibility in a coordinated and sustainable manner.

6. Practical Implications
The findings support a staged implementation sequence rather than simultaneous 

organizational change. The first priority is to clarify processes, interfaces, and decision 
rights; the second is to pilot the competency model and associated development practices; 
and only after reliable operational baselines are available should alternative workforce-
capacity scenarios be evaluated. This ordering reduces the risk that staffing changes address 
symptoms rather than the underlying sources of coordination or workload problems. Table 3 
summarizes the proposed implementation sequence, its principal indicators, and their 
managerial purpose.

Table 3. Priority Implementation Sequence and Suggested Performance Indicators.

Stage Priority Action Core Indicator(s) Managerial Purpose

1. Process and 
decision clarification

Define interfaces, responsibilities, 
escalation criteria, and 
decision rights

Approval/escalation 
frequency; end-to-end 
cycle time

Identify unnecessary decision 
layers and coordination delays

2. Competency 
model pilot

Review behavioral indicators and 
contribution levels before wider 
implementation

Roles with defined 
competency expectations; 
pilot completion

Assess applicability and refine the 
proposed competency 
architecture

3. Operational 
baseline

Establish reliable measures before 
reallocating workforce capacity

Demand volume; end-to-end 
cycle time; rework rate

Distinguish capacity shortages 
from process-generated workload

4. Workforce-capacity 
scenarios

Compare staffing alternatives 
after baseline measurement

Available capacity; 
service-level attainment; 
continuity risk

Align workforce allocation with 
process and competency 
requirements

5. Monitoring and 
refinement

Review outcomes and adjust 
processes, competencies, and 
capacity assumptions

Trends in cycle time, rework, 
service levels, and 
competency indicators

Support organizational learning 
and subsequent validation

Note. Indicators are proposed as baseline measures derived from the case evidence and analytical 
framework. They were not used to demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed interventions and 
should be adapted to the operational characteristics and data availability of each process.
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A first priority is to clarify the interfaces among Sales, Customer Onboarding, Cus-
tomer Experience, Development, Support, and Technology Infrastructure. Required inputs, 
expected outputs, responsibilities, escalation criteria, and decision rights should be specified 
for each interface. Distinguishing who proposes, decides, executes, is consulted, and is 
informed can reduce unnecessary approvals without weakening control. Decentralization 
should remain gradual and be supported by explicit boundaries, accessible information, 
adequate competencies, and accountability.

The ON Competency Model should also be implemented progressively. Behavioral 
indicators and contribution levels should be reviewed and subsequently empirically val-
idated with employees and managers before wider implementation. Evaluators should 
receive training, and multisource assessments should be accompanied by feedback and 
development plans because their effectiveness depends on interpretation, receptiveness, 
and follow-up (Atwater & Brett, 2005; Smither et al., 2005). Full definitions and contribution 
levels are provided in Supplementary File S4.

As summarized in Table 3, workforce-capacity decisions should initially rely on a 
limited set of operational baselines. Demand volume establishes the amount of work 
entering each process, end-to-end cycle time identifies delays across process interfaces, 
and rework rate helps distinguish genuine capacity shortages from workload generated by 
process failures. Service-level attainment and available capacity can be incorporated once 
this baseline is established. The objective is not to accumulate metrics, but to understand 
the sources of workload and the wider consequences of local decisions.

Technology platforms should be selected only after the management model, compe-
tencies, indicators, and governance rules have been established. Technology may facilitate 
data collection and monitoring, but it cannot replace conceptual clarity or professional 
judgment. The credibility of people analytics depends on data quality, strategically relevant 
questions, and the conversion of findings into understandable and legitimate decisions 
(Minbaeva, 2018; Thakur et al., 2025), while protecting privacy, transparency, and fairness 
(Tursunbayeva et al., 2022).

The adoption of artificial intelligence will additionally require differentiated capabili-
ties to understand its potential, critically interpret its outputs, and recognize its limitations. 
AI literacy should correspond to employees’ responsibilities and forms of interaction with 
technology rather than assuming a uniform level of digital competence across the orga-
nization (Chee et al., 2025). At the leadership level, however, these capabilities should 
extend beyond technical literacy to include strategic judgment, responsible delegation, 
ethical oversight, and governance mechanisms capable of addressing the risks created by 
increasingly AI-mediated organizational decisions (Santiago-Torner et al., 2026a).

7. Limitations and Future Research
The findings should be interpreted in light of several limitations. As a single-case 

study, the research does not support statistical generalization to technology companies as a 
whole. Its contribution lies in contextual depth and in the cautious analytical transfer of 
insights to organizations experiencing rapid growth, strong interdependence, and increasing 
formalization needs (Yin, 2018). Accordingly, the proposed integrated framework should 
be understood as analytically derived from one organizational context rather than as an 
empirically validated model applicable across firms.

The functional mapping was exploratory rather than an exhaustive organizational audit. 
It identified potential overlaps, responsibility gaps, and dependencies but did not confirm 
complete position duplication. Future studies should test these interpretations through 
workshops with process owners, direct observation, and data on demand, processing times, 
rework, and service levels.
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The survey also requires caution. Although 41 of the 51 invited employees responded, 
representing an 80.4% response rate, participants accounted for approximately 22% of the 
target population. The instrument supported the diagnosis but was not designed as a 
validated psychometric scale. Its findings therefore represent perceptual tendencies rather 
than conclusive measures of leadership, climate, or culture.

Excluding employees with managerial responsibilities focused the analysis on those 
who experience leadership but prevented comparison with the perspectives of those who 
exercise it. Future research should combine self-assessments with evaluations by employees, 
peers, and supervisors. Differences among sources may provide relevant information 
when interpreted within their organizational context (Fleenor et al., 2010). Longitudinal 
examination of multisource feedback is also needed, particularly given the recent protocol 
for a systematic review and meta-analysis of its relationship with performance and potential 
moderators (Wietrak et al., 2026).

The cross-sectional design did not permit evaluation of the implementation of the 
ON Competency Model or its effects on coordination, productivity, quality, well-being, 
and sustainability. It also remains unclear whether reducing approvals and increasing 
autonomy would generate lasting improvements or new tensions. The effectiveness of 
both the competency model and the integrated framework therefore remains untested. 
Longitudinal research should examine their implementation over time and assess whether 
changes in coordination, capabilities, and workforce configuration are associated with 
subsequent organizational outcomes.

One researcher’s internal position enabled access to organizational information and 
contextual knowledge but may have influenced evidence selection and interpretation. Tri-
angulation reduced, but did not eliminate, this risk. External review, independent coding, 
and more detailed documentation of analytical decisions would strengthen future studies.

Further research should quantitatively validate the ON Competency Model across 
broader samples of technology SMEs, involving employees and managers at different or-
ganizational levels. Its behavioral indicators and proposed domains could be examined 
through factor-analytic procedures, while longitudinal designs and structural equation 
modeling could test the relationships proposed by the integrated framework among or-
ganizational coordination, competency development, operational capacity, and relevant 
organizational outcomes. Organizations should also measure demand, variability, process-
ing times, and capacity before developing staffing scenarios. Comparative studies across 
Latin American technology companies could distinguish case-specific findings from more 
transferable mechanisms. Future evaluations should integrate performance, well-being, 
and sustainability rather than reducing organizational optimization to economic outcomes 
(Kramar, 2014, 2022).

8. Conclusions
This study examined how organizational design, competency management, and strate-

gic workforce planning can jointly guide the development of a growing technology company. 
In the ON OFF case, expansion and specialization strengthened technical capacity but also 
increased interdependencies, hierarchical approvals, and frictions across processes.

These difficulties did not arise solely from the performance of particular individuals or 
areas. They reflected a mismatch among organizational growth, formal structure, decision 
rights, and coordination mechanisms. Within this case, the evidence therefore suggests that 
organizational redesign should extend beyond changes to the organizational chart or the 
number of positions and address the underlying relationships among processes, authority, 
and coordination.
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The survey identified a leadership model associated mainly with results orientation, 
monitoring, and control, alongside a demand for stronger communication, empowerment, 
autonomy, decision-making, and innovation. Combined with the structural diagnosis, these 
findings informed the development of the ON Competency Model: Strategic Execution and 
Results, Mobilizing Leadership, Systems Awareness, and Interpersonal Intelligence. The 
model should be understood as an analytically developed and internally reviewed proposal 
rather than as an empirically validated competency structure.

The case further suggests that organizational optimization requires alignment among 
processes, responsibilities, decision rights, coordination mechanisms, competencies, and 
operational information. Only after this architecture has been clarified can the required 
number and composition of employees be estimated defensibly. Strategic workforce plan-
ning is therefore treated in the proposed framework as an outcome of organizational design 
rather than as an isolated cost-control decision.

The study’s main contribution is an integrated sequence that begins with the diagnosis 
of complexity and organizational frictions, continues with the definition of capabilities and 
coordination mechanisms, and concludes with capacity and workforce planning. People 
analytics supports measurement, learning, and revision across this sequence, but requires 
a prior architecture of processes, roles, competencies, and indicators. This contribution 
is conceptual and analytical: the study does not demonstrate that the proposed sequence 
produces superior organizational outcomes. Its effectiveness requires longitudinal and 
comparative empirical validation.

The ON OFF case illustrates that formalization need not necessarily eliminate the flexi-
bility associated with technology companies. Rather, when responsibilities, coordination 
mechanisms, and decision boundaries are clarified, formalization may provide conditions 
for more consistent and accountable adaptation. Organizational design structures and con-
nects the work; competencies enable people to perform it; and strategic workforce planning 
can help ensure that the necessary capabilities are available where and when they create 
the greatest value.
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