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Abstract 

Enterprise Architecture includes organizational and management part and visions and 
goals of the organization, business processes leading to the goals, innovation processes, 
control mechanisms, information and communication technologies and others. The pa-
per focuses on one of the most important components of corporate architecture, organ-
izational and management framework of an enterprise in terms of its present state and  
anticipated changes and the expected development in the context of the emerging new 
economy.  The research was carried out in a sample of 372 enterprises from the whole 
Czech Republic with the sector (industrial, manufacturing, services and primary sector) 
and size differentiation (micro-enterprises, small and medium-sized enterprises and 
large enterprises according to the classification of Ministry of Industry and Trade of the 
Czech Republic and the EU). The statistical methods were used (p-value with Pearson 
Chi quadrate output) to analyses the results. The conclusion indicates a possible devel-
opment in the corporate organization architecture in the context of the paradigm of 
changes in the external corporate environment. 
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Introduction  

 
  With emerging a new economy, seen by Cook (2004), De Cock at al. (2005), 

Eris and Saatcioglu (2007), Štědron at al.  (2009), Kislingerová (2011), and Li and Liu 
(2011), as the economy with significant changes, especially in the external environment, 
there is an urgent need of dealing with changes in existing enterprise architecture in-
cluding the organizational and management framework. The authors (Lansley 1994; 
Galbraith & Lawler 1998; Ashkenas at al. 2005; Friesen 2005) believe that the success 
and performance of enterprises in the future should be based on speed, flexibility, adapt-
ability, agility and integration capability of the enterprises, and on new organizational 
and managerial relationships and links. Hunter (2002) notices that enterprises need to 
improve continually. They should innovate their corporate architecture. Then, the task 
of managers is to determine the direction of development towards adaptable and inno-
vative organizations.  Hunter (2002) and Birkinshaw at al. (2002) and Cooper (2004) 
emphasize the important role of adopting new innovative structures in an organization 
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to achieve higher organizational goals. Hunter (2002), Drucker (2007), Johannessen and 
Skaalsvik (2014) add that organizations should improve continually. They must innovate. 
Their managers must determine the direction of development towards adaptable and 
innovative organizations. They found that the current organizational structures need to 
be changed to achieve higher organizational goals.  

 As highly vertical and horizontal differentiated organizations are still used in our 
enterprises, organizational and management barriers, especially in innovative processes, 
are more and more common as noticed by Ashkenas et al. (2005) and Koster (2014). 
The rigidity of old structures and their inability to respond flexibly to environmental de-
mands are significant weaknesses in many enterprises. There is consensus that compa-
nies respond to new stimuli (e.g. technological and market global changes) by creating 
new organizational structures (Senge, 1994). On the other hand, other authors warn of 
these considerations regarding the fundamental re-engineering of the corporate frame-
work. They say that the interference in the development and re-organization of links 
should not be carried out widely. Ford and Randolph (1992) and Binney and Williams 
(1995), for example, argue that structural change demands are often just a response to 
a fashion trend, and that the popularity of "cross-functional organizations" is just one of 
a many fashion trends. Bridge and  Tisdell (2004) and Bryan and Joyce (2005) propose 
a simpler solution - leaving the advantage of the hierarchical structure and streamlining 
and simplifying the vertical and linear management, supporting better collaboration and 
networking. Banner (1995) refers to the costs of the development and implementation 
of a new organic structure for an enterprise seen as insignificant.  

Banner (1995) also notes that the paradigm is not just a shift. People who are 
satisfied with the bureaucratic structure that corresponds to their paradigmatic beliefs 
and assumptions will have difficulty in taking over the organic structure. Only large-scale 
structural changes do not necessarily lead to the transformation of an organization or to 
its efficiency and performance. Mabey at al. (2001) highlight the efforts of large compa-
nies to increase efficiency through the reduction and restructuring of existing organiza-
tional structures. However, the changes have not led to any long-term significant in-
crease in efficiency and performance. The organization of the 21st century must find a 
way to spontaneously shape and reform the executive multidisciplinary teams as a nat-
ural way of working. By Miller, this reformation can be achieved (Hesselbein et al., 1997) 
as follows: the organization adapts to changes in the market environment and the or-
ganizational structure fluctuates smoothly to absorb all these changes. Teams will be 
formed depending on the problem being solved. So, as the problems will be solved 
gradually, some teams will disappear and others will emerge. The authors perceive the 
existence of cross-functional and multidisciplinary teams as an advantage to the organ-
ization (Katzenbach & Smith 1993; Senge 1994; Yeatts & Hyten 1998; Castka at al., 
2001). Undoubted advantages are experienced by teams of experts, as they adapt faster 
and more flexibly to a changing environment (Parker, 1994). These teams are more 
creative and more focused on customers. Strengthening the powers of these teams also 
has its disadvantages. Strengthening the powers of self-managed teams can often be 
counterproductive. An attempt to implement self-managed teams into the organizational 
structure can result in frustration for both staff and management if they do not adapt to 
the requirements of self-control (Tata & Prasad, 2004). Many organizations have re-
structured their structure to better meet new challenges such as globalization require-
ments, growing competition, continuous technological innovation, or custom-tailored 
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services and products. Beside this, Snow at al.  (1996) suggest that the pace of emerging 
products and technological change will accelerate. New markets will be created. The 
competitive pressures will arise. This is a challenge for the emergence of new organiza-
tional structures that will enable companies to quickly deploy new products and enter 
new markets, and manage business operations more efficiently. 

Network and process structures were created by expanding the matrix structures. 
They focus on horizontal processes and networking of multifunctional teams. A well-
developed information network is a prerequisite. The network structure is complex, flat 
with a large control system focused on creating and maintaining customer relationships 
(Bartlett & Goshal, 1997).  The basic co-ordination mechanism is team collaboration and 
customer satisfaction as the main influence on the decision process. Communication 
takes place in several directions between individual teams, and the managers are owners 
of individual processes and have sufficient qualifications to enable subordinates to show 
initiative, to collaborate, and to train (Hunter, 2002). The network structure may not 
only include teams or functional units within a single organization, but may also involve 
more enterprises with the same interest. A process-oriented approach comes with new 
needs, such as the quality of information needed for the decision-making process, or 
the need to spend more time jointly, so that everyone involved can properly understand 
who owns the process, and how to enter the decision-making process. On the other 
hand, this form of organization offers greater scope for promoting local interests of 
individual groups and for conflicts (Galbraith et al., 2002). By building up versatile mul-
tifunctional units within a network organization, not only time savings can be achieved 
by the management but also it is possible to accelerate the decision-making process 
itself, including overcoming barriers. Building network structures will allow flexibility and 
increased adaptability of enterprises (Galbraith at al., 2002; Jones 2012). The intercon-
nection of processes across organizations increases employee involvement and their in-
terest and understanding of the mission and the goal of an enterprise. Current time 
brings emerging new challenges and opportunities. These responses respond flexibly to 
those companies who set up independent teams quickly with a strong common interest 
and focusing on customer requirements and needs. Such teams are called a cell, and 
the organizational structure linking these cells to the stack is called a "cellular organiza-
tion."  Comparing the teams to a cell, is a best idea seeing the self-operating parts 
(teams) that respond individually and flexibly to opportunities or unexpected events, 
always in accordance with the rules and interests of the whole organization. This ap-
proach of self-regulation is completely different from the concept of the need for external 
guidance of individual units (Miles et al., 1997). A critical factor in the cellular manage-
ment structure is based on its decentralization, the democracies and the autonomy of 
the parts (Hunter, 2002; Harris & Raviv, 2002). The decision-making process is imple-
mented on a collaborative basis and guided by customer needs. Creativity and initiative 
are a basic competitive advantage. Communication takes place between individual cells 
and the available technologies allow them to set up the form of functioning that best 
suits the cell. The role of management is to secure the technological, knowledge and 
thought flow across the organization to enable and motivate individual cells to achieve 
success (Hunter, 2002). 

The authors want discussion about the necessary changes in organizational struc-
tures in line with changes taking place in the external environment of enterprises. 

 



Studia commercialia Bratislavensia           Volume 10; Number 37 (1/2017) 

 
 

178 

1 Methodology  

 
The research was carried in the sample of 456 enterprises from the Czech Republic. 

A comprehensive questionnaire survey was used. The sample included 109 micro-enter-
prises, 140 small enterprises, 124 medium-sized enterprises and 83 large enterprises.  

The predominance of small and medium-sized enterprises in the sample corre-
sponds to the structure of economic entities in the Czech Republic, characterized by very 
high share of small and medium-sized enterprises. During testing, the number of enter-
prises varies depending on the type of query. Data includes information about enter-
prises that did not answer to questions about enterprise architecture, particularly be-
cause of their small organizational framework and a one-step, directive way of manag-
ing, these were micro-enterprises in the sector of services. The aim of the paper was to 
analyze the current state of enterprise architecture from the point of view of the organ-
izational and management framework in the sample of enterprises from the Czech Re-
public. At the beginning of the research, the slope (the number of management steps 
in the respective enterprise) and the corporate architecture were assessed from the 
point of view of sector and size differentiation. The content of the main analytical part 
was the analysis of the types of organizational and management structures (OMS). Uni-
form management structure, divisional control structure, combined control structure and 
other organizational and management structures were tested in terms of frequency of 
occurrence depending on the size and sectoral nature of the enterprise. The relation 
between the type of OMS and the profitability of the enterprise was also monitored. The 
statistical methods were used (p-value with the Pearson Chi test quadrant). Tests were 
performed at a standard significance level of 0.05, i.e. 95 % confidence. The end of the 
paper indicated the expected development of corporate organizational architecture in 
the context of the paradigm of changes in the external corporate environment.  

 
 
2 Results and Discussion 

 
The first research area was the "slope" of organizational structures, the number of 

management levels in the enterprise. The analysis of the sample (Table 1) revealed that 
the slope does not depend on the sector (P. = 0.1325). Such result was not predicted 
by the author, and it is a significant change from the results of a similarly focused re-
search conducted in the 80´s and the 90´s of the last century, when such dependence 
was very significant.  

 
Table 1  Slope of the management structure does not depend on the focus of the en-

terprise 

 
Number Management levels 

Total 
Focus 1 2 3 4+
primary sector 5 4 3 2 14 
services 97 74 49 29 249 
manufacturing and industry 56 42 64 26 188 
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manufacturing and industry, services 1 1 2 4 
manufacturing and industry, services,   
primary sector 

  1  1 

Total 162 124 120 58 456 
Source: author´s analysis 

In addition to generally valid factors such as the effects of the external environ-
ment, increasing competitive pressure, ownership structure, a complementary explana-
tion of this fading says that the number of management levels significantly influences 
the development of information technology, the qualification structure of employees, 
especially at management levels. The factor of complexity of applied technologies and 
links to foreign markets are more important than the focus of the enterprise. The partial 
analysis of supplementary questions shows that mostly in case of enterprises whose 
headquarters are outside the territory of our republic there is a lower number of man-
agement degrees, it is the opposite for the enterprises owned by domestic entrepre-
neurs. 

The next part of the analysis tested the dependence of the organizational structure 
on the size of the enterprise and the focus of the company, as shown in Table 2 and 3. 

 
Table 2  Dependence of the organizational and management structure of the enter-

prise on its size 

 

Size 

organizational and management 
structure 

Total Divisional 
structure 

Combined 
structure  

Unit 
structure  

small enterprise (less than 50 employees) 8 18 102 128 

micro enterprise (less than 10 employees)  8 78 86 

medium enterprise (up to 250 employees) 13 9 99 121 

large enterprise (250+ employees) 7 25 46 78 

Total 28 60 325 413 

Source: author´s analysis 

 
Note: Enterprises that did not know or did not fall into the divisional combined and 

unit structure categories (413 enterprises used for the analysis) were filtered.  

A dependence of the type of structure on the size was proved (P.value = 1.649e-
06, V = 0.2999).  Unit structure is the most common (micro-enterprises = 90 %, small 
enterprises = 80 %, medium-sized enterprises = 65 %, large enterprises = 50 %). 
Divisional structure is the most common with medium-sized enterprises (23%) and com-
bined structure is the most common with large enterprises (35 %). A more detailed 
analysis of the sub-questions revealed, there is a significant terminological illiteracy in 
some business managers, which is a challenge especially for universities. At the same 
time, the trend of retreat from traditional business structures was fully confirmed at the 
expense of the unit structures. This result is further amplified by the fact that this trend 
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is the most intense in the largest size groups, which is very important in terms of their 
future prosperity, but at the same time it is understandable.  

 
Table 3  Dependence of the organizational and management structure of the enter-

prise on its scope 

Number 
  

 management structure 

Scope Divisional 
structure 

Combined 
structure  

Unit 
structure  Total 

primary sector 1 9 10 

services 20 32 174 226 

manufacturing and industry 7 28 139 175 

manufacturing and industry, 
services 

 1 4 4 

manufacturing and industry, 
services, primary sector 

  1 1 

Total 27 62 327 416 

Source: author´s analysis 

 
Note: Enterprises that did not know or did not fall into the divisional combined and 

unit structure categories (416 enterprises used for the analysis) were filtered.  

A comprehensive analysis significantly proved the predicted development of corpo-
rate management structures based on the transformation of classical structures (divisi-
onal, combined) into unit management structures. There is a gradual retreat of classical 
organizational structures such as divisional and combined structures, into the unit 
structures. Such a trend was subjected to sectoral orientation testing. It was proved that 
the process of transition to unit organizational structures is not dependent on the secto-
ral (production) orientation P. = 0.81. The factors causing this development will be sub-
jected to further analyses in the research. However, it is assumed that a wide range of 
factors are involved in this process, mostly from the internal environment of an enter-
prise. An example of this is the increasingly intensive process of manufacturing specia-
lization, including the field of services, the need for corporate co-operation and the di-
vision of labour between different departments, the requirement to increase value added 
in business processes at all enterprise levels, and the growing importance of specialists 
in corporate departments. Within the external environment, a significant role is assumed 
in the change of roles of both suppliers and customers in a market-based business en-
vironment, the increasing risk of entry of new competitors and the emergence of sub-
stitutes. The question of the specialty of the respective corporate value chain is at the 
forefront, where the organizational structures of the organization have undoubtedly hig-
her potential value for its appreciation. The author of the paper sees such factor as one 
of the most important factors of the gradual changes within the enterprise architecture. 
The writer of the paper also considers the intensity of this process as a very useful point 
of view, in which both the Czech and foreign literature refers to the gradual transition 
to the unit structure of an enterprise. However, these structures already represent about 
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80 % of the sample of more than 400 Czech enterprises, which is a very important fact, 
raising the demand for accelerated theoretical and practical development of this process 
by the research and academy sphere.  

Further analysis aimed at testing the dependence of organizational structures, size 
and profit of the sample enterprises; see graphs 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

 

Graph 1  Dependence of the type of the organizational structure and the profit of an 
enterprise (the whole sample) 

 
Source: author 

 
Analyzing the whole sample revealed that the frequency and profitability and the 

balanced profit/loss is most indicated in the unit management structure. Almost 75 % 
of these enterprises generate profits; 20.7 % is balanced, and 4.4% report a loss. The 
second most frequent structure is the combined structure (divisional and unit structure). 
With this structure, 68.6 % generate profits 20 % of enterprises are balanced, and 11.4 
% generate a loss. The third most common structure is the divisional structure gener-
ating profit in 70 %; 25 % are balanced and 5 % report a loss. In addition, 14 enterprises 
did not report the type of its organizational structure. In total, there are 71.4 % of the 
enterprises reporting profit; 28.6 % are balanced. The loss was not recorded, possibly 
also due to the overall economic growth in the Czech Republic. In testing 378 SMEs, a 
p-value was calculated less than the chosen significance level of 5%, therefore we can 
declare these two variables as X-squared dependent = 182.46, df = 116, p-value = 
8.071e-05 V = 6.6360). Subsequently, the dependency of enterprises based on the size 
is analysed.  
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Graph 2  Dependence of organizational structure and size category on the profitability 
of the enterprise in micro-enterprises 

 
 

Source: author 

 
In micro-enterprises, 70.6 % use unit management structure. Within these, 72.7 

% generate profit, 23.4 % are balanced and 3.9 % report a loss. Other organizational 
structures are not represented a lot. It is a very surprising finding, especially with a 
direct line structure. Micro-enterprises represent a group of 109 enterprises. In the micro 
enterprise category there are companies with up to 10 employees, often with only one 
employee - entrepreneurs. When testing micro-enterprises and organizational structure 
dependence on profitability, the value of p-value was calculated to be less than the 5 % 
significance level, therefore the dependency is confirmed with the micro-enterprises (X-
squared = 89.0591, df = 51, p-value = 0.0007739 V = 5.8837  ). 

 
Graph 3  Dependence of organizational structure and size category on the profitability 

of the enterprise in small enterprises 

 

 
Source: author 
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The micro-enterprise, small enterprises mostly use the unit structure (86.4 %). In 

these enterprises, 63.6 % is profitable, 17.4 % is balanced and 2.5 % is in a loss.  
Combined structure is the second most common (its frequency is approximately six times 
less common), with 82.4 % profitable enterprises, 11.8 balanced enterprises and 5.9 % 
of enterprises in a loss. Four enterprises did not define its structure. Ten enterprises use 
a different structure. Divisional and other structures are not significant.  

There are 140 small enterprises. Analysis of the dependence revealed the following 
results: X-squared = 912.9716, df = 13, p-value <2.2e-16 V = 54.3667). The achieved 
p-value is less than the 5 % significance level chosen by us. There is dependence be-
tween the variables.  

 

Graph 4  Dependence of organizational structure and size category on the profitability 
of the enterprise in middle-sized enterprises 

 
 

Source: author 

 
Unit structure was also common in middle-sized enterprises (78.9 %). Such enter-

prises generate profit in 75.3 %; 18.6 % are balanced and 6.2 % are in a loss. As 
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bined structure. Regarding the divisional structure, there are 66.7 % of profitable enter-
prises; 25 % are balanced and 8.3 % in a loss. Regarding the combined structure, there 
are 50 % of profitable enterprises; 30 % are balanced and 20 % in a loss.  

There are 123 middle-sized enterprises in the sample. The following results were 
found by the dependency test (X-squared = 505.592, df = 7, p-value <2.2e-16 V = 
31.9764). The achieved p-value is less than the 5 % significance level, so the variables 
are dependent. 
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Conclusion 

 
 The analyses of organizational and management structures suggest an inten-

sive process in a slow change of corporate architecture in the Czech Republic. 
 The transformation process of corporate organizational structures in the Czech 

Republic focuses mostly on a shift from traditional structures to unit structures. 
 The statistics proved that the process of the shift to unit structures does not 

depend on different sektors and production types (P = 0.81). 
 Analysis of sample suggests that the steepness of the organizational structure 

does not depend on the sector (P. = 0.1325). Such result was not predicted by 
the researcher. It is a significant change from the results of a similarly focused 
research conducted in 80-90s of the 20th century, when such dependence was 
very significant. 

  
 Partial analyses of follow-up questions revealed that especially enterprises es-

tablished outside the Czech Republic have a lower number of management 
levels compared to the enterprises of Czech owners, and vice versa. 

 The analyses indicate the start of the process of gradual reorganization of the 
enterprise architecture. The degree of their transformation will be increasingly 
influenced by the specifics of the factors of the internal corporate environment, 
but the restructuring process will not be of a general nature, they must show 
a high degree of specificity and originality. 

 The number of management levels is significantly limited by the effects of the 
external environment, increasing the competitive pressure. The ownership 
structure also affects the number of management levels; in enterprises with 
headquarters outside the territory of our republic there is a lower number of 
management levels; compared to the enterprises owned by Czech entrepre-
neurs.  

 The predicted dependence of the type of organizational structure on the size 
of the enterprise was proved. The most widely used structures include unit and 
divisional structure; the combined structure is less common. The research con-
firmed the ongoing process of transformation of classical business structures 
(divisional, combined) into unit management structures. The dependence of 
the type of organizational structure on the business sector was not confirmed. 

 In the size category of microenterprises is used the unit management structure, 
where more than 95% of enterprises generate profit or have a balanced pro-
fit/loss. Dependence of the type of organizational structure and profitability 
was proved. 

 Similarly, to micro-enterprises, the small enterprises mostly use unit structure 
(90%); 60% of which are profitable, 15% are balanced and 2.5% are in a loss. 
Dependence of the type of architecture and profitability was proved, too. 

 The medium-sized enterprise category also has the largest representation in 
the unit management structure, where more than 75% of businesses generate 
profit, more than 15% of businesses are balanced, and the loss is about 6%. 
In turn, the second structure is the divisional structure followed by the com-
bined structure. Even with this size category of enterprises, the relation be-
tween organizational structure and profitability was confirmed. 
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Such results are supposed to be discussed in further research. However, they sug-

gest, that it is necessary to re-build the enterprise architecture. Restructuring of organ-
izational structures, however, must not be a mere fashion trend. It must be complex 
and systemic. In today's turbulent and globalizing surrounding the enterprise need to 
be flexible to adapt the changes in the market environment. It will be appropriate to 
transform the organizational structure so that all the planned changes are absorbed by 
an enterprise.  
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