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ABSTRACT 
 

Strategic Structural Contingency Theory is an expanded organizational framework integrating Classical Contingency Theory with Systems Theory, Chaos 
Theory, Resource Dependence Theory, Institutional Theory, the Theory of Reasoned Action, and the Theory of Planned Behavior. Strategic Structural 
Contingency Theory argues that organizational effectiveness depends on continuous alignment between strategy, structure, environment, institutional 
expectations, resource dependencies, and behavioral intent. Strategic Structural Contingency Theory positions alignment as an ongoing adaptive process rather 
than a static structural condition. The model provides leaders with a comprehensive diagnostic tool to evaluate misalignment, forecast structural needs, and 
implement targeted reforms in environments characterized by uncertainty and complexity. The purpose of this work is to articulate the complete conceptual 
architecture of Strategic Structural Contingency Theory and to demonstrate its practical value through theoretical integration and applied examples. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Organizations operate in environments that are increasingly volatile, 
interconnected, and shaped by rapid technological, political, and 
social shifts. Classical Contingency Theory (CCT) argues that 
organizational performance depends on achieving a fit between 
internal structure and external conditions. While foundational, this 
theory alone no longer captures the complexity of modern 
organizational demands. Strategic Structural Contingency Theory 
(SSCT) expands the original concept by integrating multiple 
theoretical domains that influence organizational alignment, including 
systems dynamics, behavioral intention models, institutional 
pressures, resource dependence relationships, and nonlinear 
environmental forces.1 
 

SSCT frames organizational alignment as a multidimensional state in 
which structural configuration, strategic intent, environmental 
turbulence, human behavioral capacity, and institutional expectations 
interact continuously. When these domains align, organizations 
experience improved communication, operational clarity, adaptive 
responsiveness, and long-term sustainability. When alignment breaks 
down, inefficiencies multiply, conflicts emerge, and organizational 
performance deteriorates.2 
 

This theory also emphasizes that structural alignment is neither static 
nor episodic. Instead, it requires continuous reassessment as 
environmental, strategic, and workforce conditions evolve. Systems 
theory contributes by highlighting ongoing feedback loops and cycles 
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of adaptation.3 Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) explains how 
external constraints shape internal structural design.4 Institutional 
theory illustrates how legitimacy requirements influence formal 
structures.5 Behavioral intention models, the Theory of Reasoned 
Action (TRA) and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), show how 
employee attitudes and perceived control determine whether 
structural changes translate into actual behavior.67 Chaos Theory 
(CT) adds the critical nonlinear dimension, demonstrating how small 
environmental disruptions can produce disproportionate effects that 
force rapid structural recalibration.8 
 

The purpose of SSCT is to unite these domains into a single analytic 
framework that leaders can use to diagnose misalignment, evaluate 
structural adequacy, and implement corrective strategies. By doing 
so, the model enhances organizational capacity to respond to 
uncertainty, innovate effectively, and maintain operational 
coherence.9 
 

OVERVIEW OF STRATEGIC STRUCTURAL 
CONTINGENCY THEORY 
 

SSCT reconceptualizes organizational alignment by integrating 
multiple theoretical perspectives into a single adaptive framework. 
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SSCT asserts that organizational effectiveness depends on the 
degree of fit between structure and environment.10 SSCT extends this 
concept by arguing that “fit” is multidimensional, shaped 
simultaneously by strategic intent, environmental volatility, 
institutional expectations, resource dependencies, system feedback 
cycles, and workforce behavioral readiness.11 
 
SSCT positions are structuredboth as an outcome of strategic 
decision-making and as a mechanism that shapes performance. 
Unlike traditional contingency models, which treat alignment as a 
relatively stable condition, SSCT emphasizes continuous 
recalibration. As environmental conditions shift, organizations must 
reevaluate whether their structures still support strategic objectives. 
Systems theory reinforces this dynamic orientation by illustrating how 
organizations adapt through iterative cycles of input, throughput, and 
feedback.12 
 
Institutional theory further expands SSCT by showing that legitimacy 
pressures influence structural decisions even when they are not 
strictly optimal from an efficiency standpoint.13 RDT highlights how 
external partners, regulators, and suppliers exert power that 
constrains structural choices.14 Behavioral intention models, TRA and 
TPB, contribute insight into workforce adoption of structural changes 
by demonstrating that attitudes, social norms, and perceived control 
shape employee behavior.15 CThighlights nonlinear sensitivity, 
demonstrating that even minor environmental disturbances can 
produce disproportionate effects that require structural adaptation.16 
Taken together, SSCT serves as a comprehensive diagnostic lens for 
identifying misalignments, anticipating structural vulnerabilities, and 
guiding adaptive reform. It positions alignment as a dynamic, multi-
criteria condition that must be continuously managed rather than a 
static organizational achievement.17 
 

STRATEGIC STRUCTURAL CONTINGENCY 
THEORY CONCEPTUAL DIAGRAM 
 
The SSCT conceptual diagram depicts a multidimensional model in 
which strategy, structure, and environment form the core interactive 
triad. These three elements represent the foundational drivers of 
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organizational alignment, each influencing and constraining the 
others through continuous feedback mechanisms. Surrounding this 
triad are three additional domains, institutional pressures, resource 
dependencies, and behavioral intent, that exert external and 
behavioral influence over the organization’s capacity to maintain 
structural coherence.18 
 
Bidirectional arrows in the conceptual model reflect SSCT’s central 
assumption: organizational alignment is not the result of linear 
causation but of circular, reciprocal interaction. Strategy shapes 
structure, yet structure simultaneously constrains strategic options. 
Environmental forces influence strategic direction and structural 
demands, while organizational actions feed back into the 
environment through systems-level interactions, reinforcing Systems 
Theory’s emphasis on dynamic adjustment cycles.19 
 
RDT clarifies how external suppliers, regulators, and partners impose 
constraints that limit strategic autonomy and shape structural 
design.20 Institutional Theory further demonstrates that organizations 
often choose structural configurations not solely for efficiency but to 
meet legitimacy expectations imposed by regulatory authorities, 
professional norms, or cultural standards.21 These legitimacy 
pressures guide leaders toward particular structural forms even when 
alternatives may offer greater operational effectiveness. 
 
Behavioral Intent, derived from the TRA and the TPB, serves as a 
bridge between structural design and structural implementation. Even 
well-designed structures will fail if employees do not hold positive 
attitudes toward the change, believe it is socially supported, or feel 
capable of performing required behaviors.22 Behavioral intent, 
therefore, determines whether structural alignment manifests 
operationally or remains theoretical. 
 
Taken together, Figure 1 visually represents SSCT’s central claim: 
alignment exists not between two isolated elements but within a 
multi-domain equilibrium generated by the interaction of strategic, 
structural, environmental, institutional, resource-based, and 
behavioral forces. Organizational performance improves when 
equilibrium is maintained and declines when misalignment occurs 
across any of these interconnected dimensions.23 Figure 1 is 
depicted below. 
 

 
 

Figure 1. The Original Proposed Model 
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Note that the model has three points of entry: the effectiveness of 
copying, the centrality of workflows, and the routinization of copying 
by information and absorption.  
 

ALIGNMENT BETWEEN STRATEGY AND 
STRUCTURE 
 
Alignment between strategy and structure has long been recognized 
as a central determinant of organizational effectiveness. CCT 
demonstrated that organizations perform best when their structural 
arrangements align with the strategic requirements of their 
environment.24 SSCT builds on this foundation by reframing 
alignment as a continuously evolving condition rather than a static, 
one-time achievement. As strategy changes in response to shifts in 
markets, technology, regulatory requirements, or stakeholder 
demands, structural configurations must recalibrate to maintain 
coherence.25 
 
Systems Theory reinforces this dynamic conceptualization by 
emphasizing that organizations operate through continuous cycles of 
input, throughput, and feedback.26 Structural designs that once 
supported strategic clarity may later impede efficiency or innovation 
when environmental pressures intensify. Leaders must therefore 
revisit structural decisions regularly to assess whether the 
organization’s architecture continues to support its strategic 
objectives. 
 
Environmental uncertainty plays a significant role in determining 
appropriate structural fit. In predictable environments, mechanistic 
structures facilitate efficiency, stability, and control. However, as 
uncertainty increases, through technological disruption, political 
volatility, or shifting stakeholder expectations, mechanistic structures 
often limit responsiveness and adaptability.27 Under high turbulence, 
more organic or hybrid structures become necessary to enhance 
cross-functional collaboration, accelerate decision-making, and 
enable flexible resource allocation.28 SSCT, therefore, positions 
structural alignment as dependent on both internal strategic priorities 
and external uncertainty levels. 
 
Behavioral factors introduce an additional, often underestimated 
influence on strategic–structural alignment. Even when leaders 
design an optimal structure, alignment fails if employees do not enact 
the behaviors necessary for the structure to function. TRA and TPB 
explain that alignment is only realized when employees (1) hold 
favorable attitudes toward the structural change, (2) perceive that 
significant workplace actors support the change, and (3) believe they 
possess sufficient control and capability to perform required tasks.2930 
Structural misalignment often emerges not from poor design but from 
insufficient behavioral readiness. 
 
Ultimately, SSCT asserts that alignment is achieved when structural 
configurations reflect strategic intent and remain viable under current 
environmental, institutional, resource-based, and behavioral 
conditions. Structural design that ignores any of these variables risks 

                                                           
24Mark N. K. Saunders, Philip Lewis, & Adrian Thornhill, supra, note 10. 
25Gary King, How Not to Lie with Statistics: Avoiding Common Mistakes in Quantitative 
Political Science, 30 American Journal of Political Science 3, 666–687 (1986), 
available at https://doi.org/10.2307/2111095. 
26James C. Touson, Nasreen Azad, Cathleen Depue, Timothy Crimmins, & Robert 
Long, supra, note 2. 
27JAMES GLEICK, CHAOS: MAKING A NEW SCIENCE (VikingPress 1987). 
28Michael Howlett, supra, note 1. 
29Icek Ajzen, & Martin Fishbein, supra, note 14. 
30Icek Ajzen, supra, note 15. 

creating organizational friction, reduced performance, and eventual 
misalignment.31 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL UNCERTAINTY AND 
CONTINGENCY DYNAMICS 
 
Environmental uncertainty is one of the most influential contingency 
factors shaping structural design. Organizations facing unstable 
conditions, such as rapid technological shifts, regulatory turbulence, 
geopolitical pressures, or fluctuating stakeholder expectations, must 
adopt flexible and adaptive structures to maintain performance. 
Classical contingency research emphasized that no single structural 
form is universally effective.Instead, structural appropriateness 
depends on the degree of environmental uncertainty.32 SSCT 
expands this premise by highlighting how uncertainty interacts 
simultaneously with strategy, institutional pressures, resource 
dependencies, and behavioral readiness. 
 
Systems Theory deepens this analysis by framing organizations as 
open systems engaged in continuous cycles of adaptation driven by 
feedback mechanisms. When environmental conditions shift, internal 
processes must recalibrate to maintain equilibrium and avoid 
performance degradation.33 Rigid, mechanistic structures often inhibit 
this recalibration, creating bottlenecks in communication and slowing 
decision-making. More organic structures, with decentralized 
authority, cross-functional integration, and fluid communication, 
facilitate adaptive responses to environmental turbulence.34 
 
CT adds a nonlinear dimension by demonstrating that environmental 
disruptions rarely follow predictable or proportional patterns. Minor 
fluctuations, such as a small policy change or brief supply chain 
disturbance, may cascade through the organization and produce 
significant, unexpected impacts.35 SSCT incorporates this insight by 
arguing that structural resilience is essential. Organizations must 
develop mechanisms capable of absorbing shocks and responding to 
emergent threats without collapsing into dysfunction. Structural 
designs that include decentralized decision-making channels, rapid 
information-sharing systems, and flexible work processes are better 
positioned to handle nonlinear turbulence.36 
 
Environmental uncertainty also shapes information-processing 
demands. In highly turbulent contexts, organizations must expand 
their capacity to scan, interpret, and act on rapidly changing 
information. This often necessitates flattened hierarchies, enhanced 
digital communication systems, and cross-unit coordination 
processes.37 When uncertainty increases, delay and distortion in 
information flow can cause significant misalignment between 
strategic intent and operational execution. 
 
Resource dependencies further complicate the influence of 
environmental uncertainty. When organizations rely heavily on 
external actors, suppliers, regulatory agencies, or funding bodies, 
uncertainty in those relationships can force structural adaptation to 

                                                           
31Wesley S. Randall, & John E. Mello, supra, note 17. 
32Mark N. K. Saunders, Philip Lewis, & Adrian Thornhill, supra, note 10. 
33James C. Touson, Nasreen Azad, Cathleen Depue, Timothy Crimmins, & Robert 
Long, supra, note 2. 
34John W. Creswell, & Vicki L. Plano-Clark, supra, note 7. 
35James Gleick, supra, note 26. 
36Sougata Sen, Surajit Guha, Anupam Datta, Sriram K. Rajamani, Jianyang Tsai, & 
Jeannette Wing, supra, note 11. 
37Mary Dixon-Woods, Andrew Campbell, Tiffany Chang, Graham Martin, Andreas 
Georgiadis, Vikki Heney, Sarah Chew, Amy Van Citters, Katelyn Sabadosa, & Eugene 
Nelson, A Qualitative Study of Design Stakeholders’ Views ofDeveloping and 
Implementing a Registry-Based Learning Health System, 15 Implementation Science 
1, 1–11 (2020), available at DOI: 10.1186/s13012-020-0976-1. 

International Journal of Innovation Scientific Research and Review, Vol. 08, Issue 01, pp.9411-9422 January 2026                                                                                    9413 



mitigate vulnerability.38 Institutional pressures may push 
organizations toward conventional or legitimate structural forms, even 
when innovation or flexibility is needed to manage volatility.39 
 
SSCT argues that optimal structural responses cannot be determined 
solely by the environment. Instead, structural fit emerges from the 
intersection of environmental turbulence, strategic priorities, resource 
constraints, institutional demands, and the workforce’s behavioral 
capacity to enact change. Structural designs that fail to account for 
this multidimensional interplay risk creating persistent misalignment 
and performance decline.40 
 

CHAOS THEORY INTEGRATION 
 
CT introduces a nonlinear perspective that significantly expands the 
diagnostic and predictive utility of SSCT. Traditional organizational 
models assume stable, proportional relationships between cause and 
effect, yet CT demonstrates that organizations, like other complex 
adaptive systems, often exhibit unpredictable and disproportionate 
responses to seemingly minor disruptions.41 SSCT incorporates this 
logic to highlight that structural alignment must account not only for 
predictable contingencies but also for volatile, emergent conditions 
that defy linear forecasting. 
 
A central principle of CT is sensitivity to initial conditions. Small 
variations in environmental inputs, such as minor regulatory 
amendments, fleeting supply chain delays, or modest staffing 
fluctuations, can cascade through an organization and generate 
disproportionately large outcomes.42 This insight directly challenges 
structural designs that assume environmental stability or rely on rigid 
procedural pathways. SSCT therefore positions structural flexibility, 
redundancy, and rapid sensing mechanisms as essential features of 
resilient organizations operating at the boundary between stability 
and instability. 
 
CT also aligns closely with Systems Theory (ST), which emphasizes 
how feedback loops shape organizational behavior. When a localized 
disruption occurs, for example, a temporary outage in a key 
technology system, the resulting feedback can propagate through 
operations, affecting communication, workflows, staffing patterns, 
and strategic decision-making.43 Without adaptive structures in place, 
these cascading effects may magnify misalignment and erode 
performance. 
 
Under SSCT, CT provides theoretical justification for several 
structural design principles:44 
 

 Decentralized decision-making, which distributes authority 
and allows rapid response at the point of disruption. 
 

 Cross-functional coordination, which enables teams to adapt 
collectively rather than relying on hierarchical escalation. 
 

 Flexible work processes, which can be reconfigured quickly to 
accommodate unexpected shifts in workload or resource 
availability. 
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 Dynamic information systems, which support rapid sensing, 
interpretation, and communication of early-stage disruptions. 

 
These features reduce organizational fragility and strengthen 
adaptive capacity. Rather than viewing disruption as an exception, 
SSCT, through CT, treats nonlinear turbulence as a normal feature of 
modern organizational environments. Structural alignment must 
therefore include both the capability to operate efficiently under stable 
conditions and the ability to respond effectively to unexpected 
disruptions. 
 
By embedding CT into the SSCT framework, leaders gain a more 
realistic understanding of how structural misalignment emerges and 
how organizations can maintain coherence amid unpredictability. 
Structural resilience becomes as crucial as structural efficiency, 
ensuring that organizations remain functional even in the face of 
rapid, nonlinear change. 
 

RESOURCE DEPENDENCE THEORY 
 
RDToffers a critical external-facing dimension to SSCT by explaining 
how organizational structures evolve in response to 
interdependencies with external actors. Few organizations possess 
all the resources necessary for sustained performance.Instead, they 
rely on suppliers, regulatory bodies, industry partners, funding 
agencies, and other stakeholders who control essential inputs. This 
dependence creates power asymmetries and constraints that shape 
both strategic decisions and structural configurations.45 
 
Under SSCT, RDT functions as a core contingency domain, 
interacting dynamically with strategy, environment, and institutional 
pressures. When dependence on external actors is high, 
organizations must design structures capable of monitoring, 
managing, and negotiating these relationships. This often requires 
specialized units focused on procurement, compliance, contract 
oversight, regulatory engagement, or partnership coordination.46 
These structural features are not optional. They emerge as functional 
necessities for mitigating vulnerability and preserving strategic 
autonomy. 
 
Conversely, when resource autonomy is greater, such as when 
organizations have diversified suppliers, strong internal capabilities, 
or favorable market positioning, structural designs may become 
flatter or more decentralized. Reduced dependency enables leaders 
to prioritize efficiency, innovation, and speed rather than external risk 
mitigation.47RDT also provides insight into how environmental 
turbulence amplifies dependency effects. When external markets 
become volatile, regulations tighten, or geopolitical tensions rise, 
organizations may be more vulnerable if their resource relationships 
are not resilient or diversified. Under these conditions, SSCT predicts 
structural adaptation: organizations may strengthen compliance 
teams, expand risk management functions, or centralize control to 
better manage external uncertainty.48 
 

Institutional pressures further complicate resource dependencies. 
Even when resource considerations suggest a particular structural 
configuration, legitimacy expectations, such as adopting formal 
compliance units or standardized reporting hierarchies, may push 
organizations toward conventional structures that external 
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stakeholders deem credible or trustworthy.49 SSCT integrates this 
tension by recognizing that structural alignment requires balancing 
external expectations, resource vulnerabilities, and internal strategic 
priorities. 
 

Finally, RDT helps explain how misalignment arises when 
organizations underestimate external dependencies or misjudge the 
structural capacity needed to manage them. Failure to monitor 
supply-chain fragility, regulatory constraints, or partner relationships 
can create structural blind spots that undermine performance.50 
SSCT emphasizes that effective alignment requires explicit 
consideration of these external influences, ensuring that structural 
choices enhance, not hinder, the organization’s ability to acquire, 
maintain, and protect critical resources. 
 

INSTITUTIONAL THEORY 
 
Institutional Theory (IT) adds an essential socio-cultural and 
regulatory dimension to SSCT by explaining how organizational 
structures are shaped not only by efficiency needs but also by the 
pursuit of legitimacy. Organizations must conform to expectations set 
by regulators, professional communities, funding bodies, 
accreditation agencies, and broader cultural norms. These 
institutional pressures often exert as much influence over structural 
design as strategic objectives or environmental demands.51 
 

Under SSCT, IT functions as a key contingency factor that interacts 
with strategy, environment, behavioral readiness, and resource 
dependencies. Organizations may adopt particular structures, such 
as compliance offices, formal hierarchies, or specialized 
administrative units, primarily to meet institutional expectations rather 
than optimize internal operations.52 Such conformity reflects the need 
to appear credible, trustworthy, or aligned with accepted industry or 
governmental standards.53 
 

In many cases, legitimacy pressures restrict the range of structural 
options available to leaders. Highly regulated sectors, including public 
administration, healthcare, finance, and education, face strict 
mandates that shape reporting relationships, documentation 
procedures, and decision-making pathways.54 Even when alternative 
structures might improve efficiency or responsiveness, institutional 
constraints may prevent their adoption. SSCT acknowledges that 
alignment must account for these limitations to avoid structural 
decisions that provoke external resistance or compliance risks. 
 

IT also explains the variation in organizational change processes. 
Organizations deeply embedded in normative or coercive institutional 
contexts tend to adjust structures slowly, cautiously, or symbolically, 
modifying surface features while retaining core legacy systems.55 In 
contrast, organizations with looser institutional constraints may 
experiment with more innovative or flexible structures, provided that 
they can maintain legitimacy among critical stakeholders. 
 

SSCT integrates IT by emphasizing that structural alignment requires 
balancing two demands:56 
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 Internal strategic and operational fit, ensuring that structures 
support goals, workflows, and resource needs. 
 

 External legitimacy and compliance, ensuring that structures 
conform to socially and legally sanctioned norms. 
 

When these forces conflict, leaders must make nuanced trade-offs. 
For example, adopting a traditional hierarchical structure may meet 
institutional expectations but hinder adaptability in volatile 
environments. Conversely, pursuing innovative structural designs 
may enhance flexibility but create legitimacy challenges if 
stakeholders perceive them as risky or inappropriate. 
 
Ultimately, SSCT positions institutional fit as a core dimension of 
organizational alignment. Misalignment arises when structures ignore 
institutional pressures, leading to reputational damage, regulatory 
sanctions, or stakeholder distrust, or when institutional conformity 
overrides strategic and environmental necessities, thereby reducing 
organizational adaptability. Leaders must therefore evaluate 
institutional legitimacy alongside efficiency, strategy, environment, 
resources, and behavioral readiness to design structures that are 
both effective and sustainable.57 
 

THEORY OF REASONED ACTION 
 
TRA provides a behavioral foundation that is essential to the SSCT 
framework. TRA posits that an individual’s intention to perform a 
behavior is determined by two primary factors:attitudes toward 
behaviorand subjective norms, meaning the perceived 
expectations of influential social groups.58In organizational settings, 
TRA clarifies why structural changes, regardless of how well aligned 
they are with strategy, the environment, or institutional demands, 
often fail during implementation. 
 

Within SSCT, TRA functions as a diagnostic mechanism for 
identifying behavioral misalignment. Structural change requires 
employees to modify work routines, adopt new tools, reconfigure 
communication patterns, and accept new supervisory or reporting 
relationships. These behavior changes occur only when employees 
believe the change is beneficial, worthwhile, and aligned with 
organizational values.59 If employees perceive structural reforms as 
unnecessary, disruptive, or inconsistent with established norms, their 
resistance undermines implementation regardless of the framework’s 
theoretical validity.TRA also highlights the importance ofsubjective 
norms in shaping behavioral intention. Employees often look to 
supervisors, peers, and organizational leaders to determine whether 
new structures are socially accepted. If influential groups express 
skepticism or indifference, employees are less likely to adopt new 
processes even when their attitudes are neutral or mildly positive.60 
Conversely, visible support from respected leaders can accelerate 
adoption and strengthen compliance. 
 

Communication plays a central role in shaping both attitudes and 
subjective norms. Leaders must articulate the strategic rationale 
behind structural changes, clarify expected benefits, and connect the 
reform to the organization’s mission and values.61 Without clear 
communication, employees may construct their own interpretations, 
which can lead to misinformation, skepticism, or resistance. 
 

SSCT integrates TRA by asserting that structural alignment does not 
occur solely through design.It emerges through collective behavioral 
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intention. Even structures that are strategically optimized, 
environmentally responsive, institutionally legitimate, and resource-
efficient can fail when employees lack the intention to perform 
required behaviors.62 This behavioral dimension explains why some 
structural reforms succeed despite limited strategic clarity while 
others fail despite strong rational justification. 
 
In the SSCT model, TRA serves as an early-warning system. When 
misalignment persists, leaders must examine whether the underlying 
cause is structural design or behavioral intention. Addressing 
attitudes and subjective norms becomes as essential as adjusting 
reporting lines or functional configurations. This recognition ensures 
that SSCT captures not only the structural but also the human drivers 
of organizational performance. 
 

THEORY OF PLANNED BEHAVIOR 
 
TPB extends TRA by introducing a third and critical determinant of 
behavioral intention: perceived behavioral control(PBC). Even 
when employees hold favorable attitudes toward a structural change 
and believe that influential workplace actors support it, they may still 
fail to adopt new behaviors if they perceive they lack the ability, 
authority, or resources to do so.63 Within SSCT, TPB is essential for 
understanding why structural alignment frequently breaks down 
during implementation. 
 
Perceived behavioral control reflects employees’ judgments about 
whether they can successfully execute required tasks under new 
structural arrangements. Factors such as access to adequate 
training, clarity of role expectations, resource availability, 
technological support, and managerial empowerment influence 
whether employees feel capable of performing their duties 
effectively.64 When perceived control is low, the likelihood of full 
behavioral adoption, even in the presence of positive attitudes and 
supportive norms, declines substantially. 
 

Structural reforms often fail not because of flawed design but 
because employees do not feel equipped to act within the new 
system. For example, organizations that adopt decentralized or team-
based structures may inadvertently create uncertainty if workers lack 
the training or authority needed to make autonomous decisions. 
Similarly, new technologies may enhance strategic capacity but 
reduce perceived control if employees feel unprepared to use them.65 
SSCT emphasizes that misalignment emerges when structural 
changes outpace the organization’s investment in behavioral 
capability. 
 

TPB also helps explain inconsistencies between formal structural 
diagrams and actual organizational behavior. Even when a structure 
appears well aligned on paper, real-world performance reflects the 
enacted behavior of individuals. If employees perceive barriers, such 
as unclear instructions, conflicting policies, insufficient staffing, or 
rigid oversight, structural alignment collapses during execution.66 
Thus, perceived behavioral control becomes a functional predictor of 
whether structures can operate as intended. 
 

Institutional and environmental pressures further influence perceived 
control. Highly regulated environments may limit employee 
autonomy, constraining behavioral adoption even when structural 
change is strategically necessary.67 Environmental turbulence may 
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reduce perceived control if workflows become unpredictable or if new 
demands exceed perceived capacity.68 SSCT integrates these 
interactions by positioning perceived control as both an individual-
level and systemic variable. 
 

In the SSCT framework, TPB underscores a fundamental principle: 
structural alignment requires more than optimal design.It requires 
human capability to execute the design. Leaders must therefore 
ensure that adequate training, clear expectations, supportive 
technology, and realistic workloads accompany structural reforms. 
When employees believe they can successfully perform their roles 
within the new structure, alignment becomes operational rather than 
theoretical. 
 

COMPARATIVE AND APPLIED ANALYSIS 
 
SSCT provides a multidimensional framework for examining how 
organizations respond differently to similar environmental and 
strategic conditions. Traditional contingency frameworks often 
attempt to identify universal structural prescriptions, assuming that 
organizations exposed to the same conditions would adopt similar 
structural forms.69 SSCT rejects this notion by demonstrating that 
structural choices are shaped not only by environmental demands but 
by a unique constellation of strategic intent, institutional pressures, 
resource dependencies, behavioral readiness, and systemic 
feedback cycles. 
 

`This multidimensionality explains why two organizations operating 
under the same environmental turbulence may adopt divergent 
structural strategies. For instance, one organization experiencing 
rapid technological disruption may decentralize operations to 
enhance agility and promote innovation, while another may centralize 
authority to ensure coordination, compliance, and risk control. SSCT 
interprets these differences not as contradictions but as logical 
adaptations based on each organization’s resource positions, 
legitimacy requirements, workforce attitudes, and strategic 
priorities.70 
` 

Comparative analysis under SSCT enables leaders to evaluate 
whether structural differences are adaptive responses or indicators of 
misalignment. Through a cross-sectional analysis of SSCT variables, 
strategy, environment, institutional pressures, resource 
dependencies, behavioral intent, and system dynamics, leaders can 
identify the precise factors that account for structural variation. Such 
analysis prevents oversimplified diagnoses that attribute performance 
differences solely to structure, without considering contextual 
contingencies.71 
  
SSCT also strengthens applied organizational diagnosis by providing 
an integrated lens for identifying structural weaknesses. Leaders can 
assess whether communication flows support strategic and 
environmental demands, whether decision-making speed aligns with 
uncertainty levels, whether workforce behavioral capacity is sufficient 
for required changes, and whether institutional and resource 
constraints are adequately addressed.72 This holistic approach 
ensures that structural reforms target the root causes of misalignment 
rather than superficial symptoms. 
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Moreover, SSCT reveals how organizational performance is affected 
by misalignment across even a single contingency dimension. For 
example, a structurally flexible organization may still underperform if 
behavioral intent is low, institutional legitimacy is weak, or resource 
dependence is high. Conversely, an organization with moderate 
structural inefficiencies may still achieve effective perfor
behavioral support, legitimacy, and resource stability compensate for 
structural gaps.73 
 
By integrating theoretical structural, behavioral, institutional, 
systemic, and resource-based perspectives, SSCT provides leaders 
with a richer, more realistic understanding of organizational diversity 
and performance outcomes. Comparative analysis using SSCT 
allows leaders to move beyond simplistic one
interpretations and instead evaluate structures as the outcome of 
multidimensional contingency interactions. 
 

REMOTE HIRING AND STRUCTURAL 
DECISION-MAKING EXAMPLE 
 
The remote-hiring scenario in Figure 2illustrates how SSCT operates 
as a practical analytical tool for evaluating structural decisions under 
complex and evolving conditions. During widespread telework 
periods, many organizations confronted a critical question: 
personnel be hired outside the central administrative district to 
support headquarters operations while remaining fully remote?
provides a structured method for analyzing this decision by 
integrating Systems Theory, Policy Implementation Theory, and 
behavioral decision models. 
 

 
Figure 2. Applied Example Flow Diagram

 
Policy Implementation Theory (PIT) emphasizes how administrative 
tools, policy mandates, and governing instruments shape 
organizational outcomes.74 Systems Theory clarifies that structural
decisions must be evaluated in terms of their effects on and their 
responses to ongoing input-throughput-feedback cycles.
integrating both perspectives, SSCT reveals that remote hiring is not 
merely a staffing decision but a structural realignment inv
communication flows, supervisory relationships, technological 
capacity, and institutional expectations. 
 

Using SSCT, leaders evaluate the scenario across seven analytical 
variables: 
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merely a staffing decision but a structural realignment involving 
communication flows, supervisory relationships, technological 

Using SSCT, leaders evaluate the scenario across seven analytical 
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 Employee Activities: Leaders must determine whether required 
tasks can be performed remotely without diminishing quality, 
timeliness, or collaboration. If tasks require co
synchronous interaction, or secure physical systems, remote 
hiring introduces misalignment. If tasks are primarily digital, 
analytic, or asynchronous, remote alignment is more feasible.

 

 Management Activities: Remote hiring may challenge 
supervisory oversight, role clarity, and team cohesion. SSCT 
requires leaders to assess whether management has the 
technological tools, training, and behav
supervise remote employees effectively. Without managerial 
capability, structural alignment weakens.

 

 Technology and Operational Methods
depends heavily on secure digital platforms, communication 
tools, workflow systems, and cybersecurity controls.
technology infrastructure is insufficient, perceived behavioral 
control diminishes, and structural adoption fails.
 

 

 Goals: SSCT emphasizes evaluating whether remote hiring 
aligns with broader strategic aims such as 
cost reduction, workforce expansion, or retention improvements. 
Structural design must support, not contradict, strategic intent.

 

 Obligations: Institutional pressures, legal constraints, policy 
mandates, and cultural norms may res
requires leaders to assess legitimacy concerns, compliance 
requirements, and whether remote work aligns with or violates 
institutional expectations.82 

 

 Resources: Training, onboarding
and workflow adjustments represent critical resources. RDT 
predicts that structural misalignment emerges when 
organizations lack the resources required to support remote 
employees.83 

 

 Opportunities: SSCT also evaluates potential benefits, such as 
reduced overhead costs, broader recruitment pools, decreased 
relocation burdens, and improved employee satisfaction. In 
some cases, remote structures may enhance institutional 
legitimacy by signaling modernization and workforce 
flexibility.8485 

 
After evaluating each variable, SSCT he
whether remote hiring increases or diminishes overall alignment. For 
example, if environmental volatility is high, technological readiness is 
strong, institutional support is in place, and behavioral intent is 
positive, SSCT would predict strong structural alignment with remote 
hiring. Conversely, if behavioral readiness is low, technology is 
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timeliness, or collaboration. If tasks require co-location, 
synchronous interaction, or secure physical systems, remote 
hiring introduces misalignment. If tasks are primarily digital, 

ynchronous, remote alignment is more feasible.7677 
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supervise remote employees effectively. Without managerial 
capability, structural alignment weakens.78 

Technology and Operational Methods: Structural viability 
depends heavily on secure digital platforms, communication 
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technology infrastructure is insufficient, perceived behavioral 

and structural adoption fails.80 

: SSCT emphasizes evaluating whether remote hiring 
aligns with broader strategic aims such as talent diversification, 
cost reduction, workforce expansion, or retention improvements. 
Structural design must support, not contradict, strategic intent.81 
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requires leaders to assess legitimacy concerns, compliance 
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hiring. Conversely, if behavioral readiness is low, technology is 

                   
Arpita Agnihotri, Extending Boundaries of Blue Ocean Strategy, 24 Journal of 

available 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2015.1069882. 

Creation Strategy to Transform Over-Priced 
13 (Dec. 11, 2018), available at  

Sougata Sen, Surajit Guha, Anupam Datta, Sriram K. Rajamani, Jianyang Tsai, & 

, note 14. 
Mark N. K. Saunders, Philip Lewis, & Adrian Thornhill, supra, note 10. 

supra, note 20. 
Hew, Garry Wei-Han Tan, & Keng-Boon Ooi, 

Green Technology Investment in a Decentralized Supply Chain Under Demand 
Uncertainty, 52 International Journal of Information Management (Jun. 2020), available 
at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.08.005. 

Cong Wang, Zongbao Zou, &Shidao Geng, Green Technology Investment in a 
mand Uncertainty, 13 Sustainability 3752, 1-25 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su13073752. 

                                                                                    9417 



insufficient, or institutional norms discourage remote work. SSCT 
would indicate misalignment despite theoretical strategic benefits. 
 

Ultimately, SSCT demonstrates that structural decisions cannot be 
evaluated solely through efficiency, cost, or managerial preference. 
Instead, they must be analyzed through a multi-domain framework 
that accounts for strategic intent, environmental conditions, 
institutional legitimacy, resource dependencies, systemic feedback 
processes, and behavioral capability. This applied example shows 
how SSCT transforms complex organizational questions into 
systematic, evidence-based decisions. 
 

INTEGRATED STRATEGIC STRUCTURAL 
CONTINGENCY THEORY FRAMEWORK 
 
As displayed in Figure 3, the integrated SSCT framework synthesizes 
structural, strategic, environmental, institutional, resource-based, and 
behavioral theories into a unified model of organizational alignment. 
This synthesis reflects SSCT’s core premise: alignment is not a 
single-condition achievement but a dynamic equilibrium across 
multiple interacting domains. Organizational effectiveness emerges 
when these domains reinforce one another, and misalignment occurs 
when even one dimension falls out of coherence with the others.86 
Figure 3is shown below. 
 

 
 

Figure 3. The Original Structural Contingency Theory Model 
 
Subunit power is derived from providing resources on which the 
organization most depends, as well as from dependency, coping with 
uncertainty, being irreplaceable, the ability to affect the decision-
making process, and shared consensus within the organizational 
subunit. 
 
At the center of the integrated SSCT model is strategic fit, which 
assesses whether structural configurations enable the organization to 
achieve its strategic objectives. Structure determines how information 
flows, how decisions are made, and how resources are coordinated. 
As strategic aims evolve, due to technological advancement, 
regulatory change, competition, or stakeholder demands, structures 
must adapt accordingly to maintain relevance and efficiency.87 
 

Environmental conditionsform the second primary domain. Stable 
environments often reward mechanistic structures that emphasize 
formalization and control. Turbulent environments, however, require 
more adaptive, flexible, and networked structures. Systems Theory 
emphasizes that environmental shifts generate feedback cycles that 
require recalibration, while CT highlights the potential for nonlinear 
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disruptions that can rapidly destabilize traditional structural 
designs.8889 
 

Institutional pressuresrepresent a third domain that influences 
structural choices. Organizations must conform to expectations 
established by regulators, accreditation bodies, professional 
standards, cultural norms, and key stakeholders. These legitimacy 
requirements often constrain or shape structural designs even when 
they differ from the most operationally efficient configuration.90 SSCT 
underscores that structural legitimacy is a contingency factor that 
cannot be ignored in the pursuit of internal alignment. 
 

A fourth domain is resource dependency, which shapes autonomy, 
risk, and structural configuration. Organizations that rely heavily on 
external suppliers, regulators, or funding agencies must develop 
structures to monitor, negotiate, and mitigate dependency risks. RDT 
demonstrates that power asymmetries arising from resource control 
significantly influence structural decisions and strategic flexibility.91 
 
The fifth domain is behavioral intent and is derived from TRA and 
TPB. SSCT identifies behavioral capability and willingness as 
essential determinants of whether structural changes translate 
successfully into operational performance. Even perfectly designed 
structures will fail if employees lack positive attitudes, supportive 
subjective norms, or sufficient perceived behavioral control to enact 
the required behaviors.9293 
 
Collectively, these five domains interact continuously. The integrated 
SSCT framework highlights that misalignment occurs when any 
domain becomes disconnected, for example, when strategy demands 
innovation but institutional norms restrict structural experimentation. 
Environmental volatility increases  and structures remain rigid, when 
leaders implement structural change without ensuring behavioral 
readiness. In this respect, SSCT offers leaders a diagnostic and 
prescriptive model for identifying vulnerabilities and guiding long-term 
structural adaptation.94 
 
The integrated model emphasizes that alignment is a living process 
requiring ongoing monitoring, assessment, and recalibration. 
Organizations must treat structure not as a static blueprint but as a 
dynamic architecture capable of evolving with the internal and 
external conditions that shape performance. 
 

PRACTICAL ORGANIZATIONAL APPLICATIONS 
 
SSCT provides leaders with a comprehensive toolkit to diagnose 
misalignment, evaluate structural adequacy, and guide organizational 
redesign. Because SSCT integrates strategic, environmental, 
institutional, resource-based, systemic, and behavioral contingencies, 
it allows practitioners to move beyond narrow, single-theory analyses 
and instead assess organizations holistically. This multidimensional 
diagnostic lens is especially valuable in complex environments where 
traditional structural models often fail to capture the interplay of 
forces shaping organizational performance.95 
 
A primary practical application of SSCT is the structural audit. 
Structural audits involve assessing whether communication flows, 
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decision-making pathways, reporting relationships, technological 
systems, and workflow processes adequately support strategic 
objectives and environmental demands. By evaluating these 
components across all SSCT domains, leaders can identify whether 
structural friction stems from strategic misalignment, resource 
constraints, institutional pressures, or behavioral factors such as low 
perceived control or resistance to change.9697 This level of diagnostic 
clarity prevents misguided reforms that target superficial symptoms 
rather than underlying causes. 
 
Another practical application is scenario modeling, which allows 
leaders to test how structural needs shift under different external 
conditions. For example, rising environmental turbulence may 
increase information-processing requirements and necessitate 
decentralized decision-making, while new regulatory mandates may 
require additional compliance structures.98 By modeling these 
scenarios through the SSCT lens, leaders gain foresight into how 
structural configurations must adapt to sustain alignment. 
 
SSCT also serves as an essential tool for workforce and behavioral 
planning. TRA and TPB reveal that structural misalignment 
frequently arises from gaps in attitudes, subjective norms, or 
perceived behavioral control rather than from design flaws. SSCT, 
therefore, guides leaders to assess whether employees understand 
the purpose of structural changes, perceive social support for the 
transition, and feel capable of performing new tasks.99 When 
behavioral capacity is low, structural change must be paired with 
training, communication strategies, and resource investments to 
enhance readiness. 
 
Additionally, SSCT strengthens continuous monitoring practices. 
Because environments, strategies, technologies, and institutional 
norms evolve, structural alignment cannot remain static. SSCT 
encourages organizations to establish ongoing evaluation processes 
that assess communication efficiency, responsiveness to external 
stimuli, decision-making effectiveness, stakeholder expectations, and 
workforce behavioral indicators.100 Through continuous monitoring, 
leaders can identify emerging misalignment early and implement 
corrective measures before severe performance degradation occurs. 
 
Finally, SSCT assists organizations in navigating trade-offs among 
competing priorities. For example, increasing regulatory 
compliance may require more formalized structures, but enhancing 
innovation may require flexible, team-based designs. SSCT provides 
a systematic method for evaluating how to balance these demands 
without compromising strategic goals or institutional legitimacy.101 
This balanced perspective allows organizations to make informed 
decisions that account for the whole landscape of contingencies 
influencing performance. 
 
In practice, SSCT equips leaders with a diagnostic and prescriptive 
framework that enhances structural decision-making, reduces the risk 
of misalignment, and promotes long-term organizational resilience. 
By integrating structural, behavioral, institutional, and systemic 
perspectives, SSCT offers a more realistic and actionable model for 
managing organizational complexity. 
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POLICY AND STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS 
 
SSCT provides policymakers and strategic leaders with a 
comprehensive, multidimensional framework for evaluating 
organizational effectiveness, policy implementation capacity, and 
long-term adaptability. Because public sector organizations often 
operate under stringent institutional constraints, competing 
stakeholder demands, and high environmental uncertainty, SSCT 
offers a more realistic diagnostic model than traditional structural or 
contingency approaches.102 It enables leaders to understand how 
strategy, structure, environment, resources, behavioral dynamics, 
and institutional legitimacy interact to shape policy outcomes. 
 
In public administration contexts, SSCT clarifies why structural 
reforms often fail despite strong political or strategic justification. 
Agencies frequently face institutional pressures, such as statutory 
mandates, oversight bodies, accreditation rules, and cultural norms 
that limit structural flexibility.103 SSCT helps leaders determine 
whether misalignment stems from external legitimacy constraints, 
insufficient behavioral readiness among staff, or structural 
configurations that do not match environmental demands. In this way, 
SSCT supports more targeted, evidence-based policy interventions. 
 
For strategic planning, SSCT highlights the importance of dynamic 
alignment, emphasizing that structural decisions must evolve in 
response to environmental turbulence, emerging technologies, 
shifting stakeholder expectations, and resource uncertainties.104 
Strategic leaders can use SSCT to evaluate whether long-term goals 
are supported by the organization’s capacity for adaptation, feedback 
processing, and behavioral implementation.105 When inconsistencies 
arise, such as overly rigid structures in volatile environments, SSCT 
guides structural redesign. 
 
In the private sector, SSCT helps makes decisions regarding 
mergers, acquisitions, technological integration, market-entry 
strategies, and organizational restructuring. Leaders must ensure that 
structural adjustments preserve institutional legitimacy, maintain 
resource stability, and enhance workforce behavioral capability.106 
SSCT also helps organizations evaluate whether proposed strategies 
are executable under existing structural conditions or whether 
structural change is required to support long-term competitiveness.107 
 
SSCT contributes significantly to risk mitigation (RM)and resilience 
planning(RP). Because the framework identifies potential 
misalignment across multiple domains, including institutional 
obligations, resource vulnerabilities, and behavioral constraints, it 
enables organizations to anticipate structural failures before they 
occur. This foresight is crucial in environments characterized by 
nonlinear disruptions, technological dependencies, or sudden 
regulatory changes.108 
 
Strategically, SSCT encourages leaders to view organizational 
alignment as an ongoing governance function rather than a periodic 
restructuring exercise. Leaders who implement SSCT principles 
engage in continuous alignment monitoring: assessing 
communication efficiency, decision-making coherence, regulatory fit, 
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and workforce readiness on an ongoing basis.109 Such monitoring 
supports proactive adaptation, ensuring that organizations remain 
agile and resilient amid rapid environmental or institutional change. 
 
Ultimately, SSCT offers policymakers and strategic leaders a robust 
analytical foundation for shaping reforms that are both feasible and 
sustainable. By integrating structural, behavioral, institutional, 
environmental, and resource-based considerations, SSCT provides a 
realistic roadmap for designing organizations capable of maintaining 
complex performance. 
 

METHODOLOGY SUPPORTING STRATEGIC 
STRUCTURAL CONTINGENCY THEORY 
 
The methodological foundation of SSCT is intentionally 
multidimensional, drawing from qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-
methods research paradigms to ensure both theoretical rigor and 
empirical applicability.110 Because SSCT integrates structural, 
behavioral, institutional, environmental, and resource-based 
contingencies, a single methodological tradition cannot adequately 
capture the complexity of interactions the theory seeks to explain.111 
Instead, SSCT requires methodological pluralism, an approach that 
mirrors the theoretical pluralism embedded within the framework. 
 
Qualitative methodologies are a cornerstone of SSCT, illuminating 
the lived experiences, perceptions, and interpretations of 
organizational members.112 Phenomenological methods provide 
insight into how managers conceptualize structural alignment, make 
sense of institutional pressures, and interpret environmental 
turbulence within their daily work context.113 These qualitative insights 
are essential for understanding behavioral intention, subjective 
norms, and perceived control, dimensions central to TRA and TPB, 
and for identifying how they influence structural adoption.114115 
 
Case study methodologies further support SSCT by contextualizing 
structural decisions within real organizational environments. Case 
studies allow researchers to examine how strategic intent, resource 
dependencies, institutional norms, and environmental conditions 
interact uniquely in specific settings.116 Because SSCT rejects one-
size-fits-all structural prescriptions, case studies provide empirical 
grounding for understanding how differing configurations produce 
varied outcomes across organizational types. 
 

Quantitative methods complement qualitative insights by identifying 
structural patterns, testing relationships among SSCT variables, and 
quantifying the effects of alignment. Measures such as 
communication flow efficiency, decision-making latency, 
environmental turbulence indices, institutional pressure ratings, and 
workforce behavioral indicators can be statistically analyzed to 
evaluate the conditions under which alignment strengthens or 
deteriorates.117 Quantitative approaches, therefore, provide 
generalizability and allow researchers to test the predictive validity of 
SSCT. 
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Mixed-methods designs are particularly valuable for SSCT because 
they integrate the strengths of qualitative depth and quantitative 
breadth. Mixed-methods research allows investigators to triangulate 
data, verify qualitative findings through statistical tests, and explore 
mechanisms that numbers alone cannot reveal.118 SSCT’s 
multidimensional scope, spanning structural, behavioral, institutional, 
environmental, and resource dimensions, makes mixed-methods an 
especially appropriate methodological choice. 
 

Systems-based evaluation techniques add a final methodological 
layer. Systems modeling and feedback loop analysis demonstrate 
how changes in one SSCT domain can cascade across the 
organization.119 Researchers can simulate alignment scenarios, test 
the sensitivity of structural configurations to environmental 
disruptions, and evaluate which combinations of contingencies most 
strongly influence performance.120 CT further supports dynamic 
modeling by enabling analysis of nonlinear disruptions and threshold 
effects.121 
 

Together, these methodological traditions ensure that SSCT is both 
theoretically grounded and empirically viable. By drawing from 
qualitative depth, quantitative measurement, mixed-methods 
triangulation, and systems-level modeling, SSCT provides 
researchers and practitioners with a rigorous, adaptable, and 
comprehensive methodological foundation for studying organizational 
alignment. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

SSCT advances organizational theory by presenting a 
comprehensive, multidimensional framework that unifies insights from 
classical contingency theory, systems theory, institutional theory, 
resource dependence theory, theory of reasoned action, theory of 
planned behavior, and chaos theory. Unlike traditional approaches 
that treat alignment as a static or episodic condition, SSCT 
conceptualizes organizational alignment as a dynamic 
equilibriumrequiring continual reassessment in response to evolving 
internal and external contingencies.122123 
 
At its core, SSCT argues that organizational performance depends 
on the degree to which strategic intent, structural configuration, 
environmental demands, institutional expectations, resource 
dependencies, and workforce behavioral readiness are aligned. 
Misalignment in even one domain can produce cascading effects 
across others, slowing decision-making, undermining legitimacy, 
reducing behavioral adoption, or weakening the organization’s 
capacity to adapt.124125This multidimensional interdependence 
positions SSCT as a more realistic and actionable tool for diagnosing 
performance issues than single-contingency or single-theory 
frameworks. 
 

SSCT equips leaders with a rigorous diagnostic model to identify 
structural vulnerabilities and guide targeted reforms. By integrating 
theories of behavioral intention, SSCT emphasizes that even optimal 
structures fail when employees lack supportive attitudes, social 
norms, or perceived control over required actions.126127 By 
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incorporating resource dependence and institutional theories, SSCT 
acknowledges external constraints, political, regulatory, cultural, and 
economic, that shape structural feasibility and legitimacy.128 By 
blending systems and chaos perspectives, SSCT prepares leaders to 
anticipate nonlinear disruptions and maintain structural resilience in 
volatile environments.129 
 

In practice, SSCT supports ongoing alignment monitoring, scenario 
modeling, strategic planning, risk assessment, and workforce 
readiness analyses. Organizations operating in environments 
characterized by uncertainty, technological disruption, regulatory 
complexity, or competing stakeholder demands can use SSCT to 
maintain adaptability, strengthen decision-making processes, and 
enhance long-term organizational sustainability.130 
 

Ultimately, SSCT contributes to both theory and practice by providing 
a unified, empirically grounded, and behaviorally informed model for 
understanding how organizations can achieve and maintain 
alignment. As environments continue to evolve rapidly and 
unpredictably, SSCT offers a comprehensive roadmap for designing 
and managing structures that can endure and thrive amid complexity. 
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