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Gres G. Flexible organizational structures: the essence, variables and factors of performance.

The article aims to clarify the essence of flexible organizational structure, the variables (dimensions) distinguishing
the flexibility and rigidity of a structure, and the impact of structure flexibility on enterprise performance. The need for a
clear definition of flexible organizational structure and the confusion between flexible and organic structures makes con-
ducting research in this field essential. Various reports of flexible organizational structure are presented in the article, each
highlighting different aspects of flexibility. Some definitions focus on temporary units and specific tasks, while others en-
compass broader characteristics such as flat hierarchy, decentralization, and adaptability. An empirical research study is
conducted through interviews with top managers of Ukrainian and foreign enterprises to clarify the essence of flexible
organizational structure. The research identifies critical characteristics (variables) of flexible structures, including low hi-
erarchy, low complexity, substantial decentralization, and low degree of formalization. The study finds that flexible struc-
tures positively correlate with flexible business processes and better adaptability to VUCA (Volatility, Uncertainty, Com-
plexity, Ambiguity) external environments, as seen during the pandemic. Thus, the article defines flexible organizational
structures as flat, simple, decentralized structures with a low level of formalization, enabling flexibility of the enterprise’s
business processes and allowing better adoption to VUCA external environment. Regarding performance, the research in-
dicates that enterprises with flexible structures did not consistently demonstrate better overall performance than rigid
structures. However, certain flexible structures were associated with higher performance in specific areas, such as overall
efficiency, profitability, growth, and customer satisfaction.

Keywords: organizational structure, flexible organizational structure, factors of enterprise performance, key perfor-
mance indicators, adaptation to external environment, determinants of organizational structure, variables of organizational
structure, organizational structure profile. of organizational structure, variables of organizational structure, organizational
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Formulation of the problem. Today it's
difficult to underestimate the role of organiza-
tional structure for enterprises. A transparent
model of the organizational structure will make
it possible to quickly identify the interaction
problems between the control and control sub-
systems, see how operational processes are ar-
ranged, and assess their strengths and weak-
nesses. An ill-conceived organizational structure
can significantly increase the duration of deci-
sion-making and working processes, cause ex-
cessive bureaucratization, non-optimal work
distribution, etc. A properly built, well-estab-
lished, and well-thought-out organizational
structure guarantees stable and dynamic busi-
ness development and full-fledged functioning
of the enterprise.

But the ever-changing environment only al-
lows enterprises to keep the once-developed
structure for a while, even if it was perfect at some
period. Thus, an increase in the pace of environ-
mental changes must lead to increased organiza-
tional structure flexibility. But even this simple
idea hasn't got the entire support in the academic
world: while most scholars prove that structure
flexibility must be used to respond to turbulent
environments [1; 2; 3; 4; 5], some researchers
strongly question this statement [6]. Moreover,

while theoretical researches often advocate com-
plex organizational structures, companies prac-
tice simpler forms of construction [7, p. 318].

Another problematic aspect is that the es-
sence of the flexible organizational structure
needs to be clearly defined, and many scholars
make no difference between flexible and organic
types of organizational structure [8]. The essence
of the flexible organizational structure still needs
to be clarified: many scholars defined this term,
but those definitions focus on different aspects of
flexible organizational structures, confusing
which aspects are distinguishing from the term
discussed.

Thus, it is necessary to clarify the essence
of flexible organizational structure, the variables
(dimensions) distinguishing the flexibility and
rigidity of a structure, and the impact of struc-
ture flexibility on enterprise performance.

Analysis of recent research and publica-
tions. First, to clarify the essence of flexible or-
ganizational structure, it is necessary to analyze
the existing definitions of this term. Stachova K.
and Stacho Z. [2, p. 245] state that flexible organ-
izational structure is "characterized by the crea-
tion of temporary units (teams) within a basic de-
partmental structure to solve a challenging task,
important for the organization and limited by
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the time". While providing a clear understanding
of the purpose of flexible structures: to address
specific tasks and challenges, this definition may
lack a broader perspective on the overall organi-
zation's adaptability and long-term effective-
ness, and the focus on temporary units might not
address the need for flexibility in other areas of
the organization.

Pawlowski E. [9, p. 2332] provides a much
broader definition of flexible organizational
structure based on five dimensions, defining it as
"an extremely flat organization, free of the offi-
cial hierarchy, based on horizontal coordination
relationships and variable hierarchy of goals,
blended into external economic networks, com-
pletely decentralized, based on the wide special-
ization of employees, and shallow level of stand-
ardization and formalization". As we can see,
this definition encompasses a broad range of
characteristics that promote adaptability and re-
sponsiveness.

Tyulkova N. defines the term analyzed as
a "structure in which business processes are no
longer stable, and functions of workers mix" [10].
The researcher acknowledges the importance of
dynamic and evolving business processes.

Kasak D. T. [11] claims it is "a system that can
adapt and adjust to meet the needs of individuals
or groups within an organization". This definition
emphasizes meeting the needs of individuals and
groups, fostering a people-centric approach while
lacking specific details on the structural aspects re-
quired for such adaptability. Moreover, focusing
on individual and group needs might neglect over-
all organizational objectives.

Van der Weerdt N. P., Volberda H. W.,
Verwaal E., Stienstra M. [12, p. 110-111] while
discussing the issue of organizational structure
and structural flexibility, emphasize the need for
coordination between different parts of the or-
ganization and thus widely define organic struc-
tures as those "characterized by a basic organiza-
tion form that can deal with increased
coordination needs between interfacing units, a
rudimentary performance-oriented planning
and control system that allows for ambiguous in-
formation and necessary experimentation and
intuition, and limited process regulation. Such
organic structures accommodate efficient mana-
gerial processing of information and facilitate
adaptation of organizational structures and pro-
cesses, which increases the potential for struc-
tural flexibility".

J. Miles [7, p. 315] highlights the im-
portance of networks and knowledge-sharing in

fostering flexibility and defines organic struc-
tures as "fluid, dynamic networks in which many
people share task, knowledge and information".
Donohoe A. [13] claims, "flexible structure is an
informal type of organizational structure that
puts less emphasis on departmentalization and a
strong chain of command than a traditional bu-
reaucratic structure. Instead, this structure al-
lows lower-level workers to make decisions as
much as possible and emphasizes the ability to
adapt quickly to changing business needs and al-
low growth".

Rapoport V. states that a flexible organiza-
tional structure allows a management system to
adapt effectively to varying goals and environ-
ments while maintaining stability [14]. This defi-
nition balances adaptability with the need for
peace in achieving organizational goals.

Adaptive (flexible, organic) organizational
structures are characterized by the absence of bu-
reaucratic regulation of the activities of manage-
ment bodies, the lack of a detailed division of la-
bor by types of work, the blurring of
management levels and their small number, the
flexibility of the management structure, the de-
centralization of decision-making, the individual
responsibility of each employee for the overall
performance results [15].

Thus, the various definitions of flexible or-
ganizational structures have strengths and
weaknesses. Some focus on specific aspects like
temporary units or flat hierarchies, while others
encompass a broader range of characteristics like
adaptability and decentralization. Emphasizing
adaptability while maintaining stability is a com-
mon theme in many definitions. The advantages
of these definitions lie in their recognition of the
importance of adaptability, employee empower-
ment, and cross-functional collaboration. On the
other hand, some reports lack specificity or ne-
glect certain organizational aspects, such as
standardization or clear reporting lines.

Flexible organizational structure is consid-
ered the basis for innovative operations in organ-
izations. However, many organizations rely on
individuals rather than specialized teams to han-
dle new and demanding projects, which can hin-
der the creation of an innovative environment.
Organizational flexibility, the ability to respond
to changing conditions and new situations, is
crucial for creating a creative environment. Re-
search suggests that only a smaller portion of an-
alyzed organizations have organizational struc-
tures that fulfill flexibility characteristics, such as
adapting to changing conditions and delegating
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operational decisions to line managers. The level
of flexibility in organizational structures also
varies across different functional areas of the en-
terprise, such as marketing and sales, research
and development, operational activity, and ad-
ministration. A comprehensive understanding of
flexible organizational structures should incor-
porate decentralization, adaptability, coordina-
tion, and employee empowerment while consid-
ering the challenges of maintaining stability and
clear accountability.

The empirical research was conducted to
formulate the final definition of flexible organi-
zational structure, and its results will be dis-
cussed below.

Another problem is that despite many
scholars believing flexibility of organizational
structure is the inevitable condition of the enter-
prise survival and high performance [2; 3; 7; 9;
12], others state that "excessive changeability of
the structure makes the management system un-
stable and leads to less effective organizational
behavior" [14] and "too much flexibility could de-
generate into dysfunctional behavior" [16,
p- 577]. Thus, the second task of the empirical re-
search discussed in this paper is to define if flex-
ible organizational structures fit the contempo-
rary environment of enterprises' activity,
securing high performance. Today's external
business environment can be characterized as ex-
tremely VUCA (standing for volatility, uncer-
tainty, complexity, ambiguity) [17], especially in
recent years. Thus, in 2022 Collins dictionary de-
fined "Permacrisis" as a Word of a Year, explain-
ing its meaning as "an extended period of insta-
bility and insecurity". Indeed, having just been
restored after the severe pandemic, the global
economy faced a new crisis long enough, caused
by the war in Ukraine. These significant changes
can impact the performance of enterprises with
different organizational structures.

The purpose of the article is to clarify the
essence of flexible organizational structure, the
variables (dimensions) distinguishing flexibility
and rigidity of a structure, and the impact of
structure flexibility on enterprise performance.

Main results of the research. The empirical
part of the research is conducted by interviewing
top managers of Ukrainian and foreign enter-
prises. Questionnaires were sent to 150 enter-
prises; the responses were collected from 102 en-
terprises, among which 86 were left for analysis.

Sample structure by enterprises' sector,
size, and age is provided in fig. 1 - 3, respec-
tively.

Retail,
Other __wholesale
20% 17%
Banking,
finance
6%
IT
Energy
8% 29%
Industry Consulting
12% 8%

Fig. 1. Sample structure by sector

Large
20%

< Micro-

Middle- and
sized small

21% 59%

Fig. 2. Sample structure by size
50+

20 - 50 years 0-4
years ——years

19%

21%

\_5—9

years

10-19— 24%
years
31%

Fig. 3. Sample structure by age

Thus, leading positions in the sample be-
long to IT, trading, and industrial companies.
Micro- and small enterprises comprise almost
60% of the piece, while middle-sized and large
enterprises comprise about 20% each. By age, en-
terprises aged 10-19 years prevail in the model,
followed by 5-9 years old and 20-50 years old
enterprises.
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The questionnaire asked about the type of
organizational structure the enterprise has and
the parameters (variables) of organizational
structure that shape the corporate structure pro-
file of the exact enterprise. Such parameters are
formed based on the specialized literature [2; 3;
6;9;18;19; 20; 21] and include, among others: the
number of hierarchy levels, the level of business
processes specialization, the level of tasks stand-
ardization, employees qualification, coordina-
tion mechanisms, friendliness of the corporate
climate, etc. (43 parameters in total). Then, the
correlation coefficients between the level of or-
ganizational structure flexibility and parameters
(variables) of organizational structure were cal-
culated, and the significance of correlation coef-
ficients (for p = 0.05) was estimated. Thus, the or-
ganizational structure flexibility has a strong
negative correlation with the number of hierar-
chical levels in the enterprise (correlation coeffi-
cient equals -0.46), which means that flexible or-
ganizational structures are relatively flat (but not
highly flat, as the average number of hierarchical
levels is 4).

Another finding is that the organizational
structure flexibility has a strong positive correla-
tion with the flexibility of operations (correlation
coefficient equals 0.40). Thus, flexible business
processes can be considered a structure flexibil-
ity driver, as stated in our work [22].

The level of organizational structure flexi-
bility has a robust negative correlation with such
variables as:

the workload of top management (correla-
tion coefficient equals -0.25);

organizational structure complexity (cor-
relation coefficient equals -0.35);

the level of organizational structure for-
malization (correlation coefficient equals -0.24);

the need for coordination (correlation coef-
ficient equals -0.29).

The first and the last variables mentioned
are instead consequences of the use of a flexible
organizational structure in the company, while
the other two are parameters of the structure,
making it flexible. Simultaneously, decreasing
the workload of top management can mean de-
centralization immanent for flexible structures.

It was asked how well the company has
adapted to the pandemic to analyze how well it
can adapt to the VUCA environment in the ques-
tionnaire, as it can be considered a perfect mani-
festation of the environmental VUCA [23].
Again, enterprises with flexible structures have

shown better adaptation (correlation coefficient
equals 0.25).

Thus, taking into account the results of the
empirical research, the definition of the flexible
organizational structure can be specified: flexible
organizational structure is a flat, simple, decen-
tralized structure with a low level of formaliza-
tion, which enables flexibility of the enterprise's
business processes and allows better adapt to
VUCA external environment.

Another task was to understand if enter-
prises with flexible structures perform better.
The following aspects of performance were con-
sidered to resolve this task [24; 25; 26]:

overall efficiency;

competitiveness;

profitability;

growth;

cost-effectiveness;

innovativeness;

customer satisfaction.

In general, enterprises with flexible organ-
izational structures did not perform better by
any of the critical performance indicators men-
tioned. But there is evidence that some types of
structures can be associated with higher perfor-
mance compared to others. Thus, divisional
structures, holacracies, process, and network
structures are better than others by overall effi-
ciency; process and flat structures - by competi-
tiveness; network, divisional, and project struc-
tures - by profitability; process, network, and
team-based - by growth, etc. At the same time,
the hierarchical structure is among the best by
profitability and customer satisfaction level,
functional - by profitability and cost-effective-
ness, etc.

Conclusion. The research defined the key
characteristics (variables) of flexible organiza-
tional structure: low hierarchy, low complexity,
decentralization, and low formalization. The pri-
mary outcomes for companies with flexible or-
ganizational structures are high adaptability to
the VUCA environment (a reasonable manifesta-
tion of which is pandemic) and flexible business
processes. Thus, a flexible organizational struc-
ture can be defined as flat, simple, decentralized
structure with a low level of formalization,
which enables flexibility of the enterprise's busi-
ness processes and allows better adoption to
VUCA external environment. At the same time,
there is no clear evidence that flexible organiza-
tional structures, in general, are more efficient
than rigid ones.
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Further research in this field should be | organizational structure and developing the ap-

aimed at analyzing the characteristics and per- | proach to choosing and forming the most appro-
formance of enterprises with exact types of | priate type of organizational structure.
JlirepaTypa.

1. Burns T., Stalker G. The Management of Innovation. London: Tavistock. 1961. 269 p.

2. Stachovd K., Stacho Z. Level of Focus of Organizations Operating in Slovakia on Flexible Organizational
Structure. International Review of Management and Marketing. 2017. Vol 7. Issue 1. P. 245-250.

3. Pennings J. M. Structural contingency theory: A multivariate test. Organization Studies. 1987. Issue 8(3).
P. 223-241.

4. DaftR. L. Organization Theory and Design. 11th ed. Mason: South-Western Cengage Learning. 2012. 688 p.
5. HlepwnvoBa 3. €. Crpateriune ympasminss. [linpydaamk. 2-re um., mepepo0. i mom. K.: KHEY, 2004. 699 c.

6. Pagell M., Krause D. Re-exploring the Relationship Between Flexibility and the External Environment.
Journal of Operations Management. 2004. Issue 21. P. 629-649.

7. Miles ]J. A. Management and organization theory. NY: Jossey-Bass. 2012. 467 (XI) p.

8. Kotlyk A., Gres G. Does flexible, agile, adaptive and organic organizational structure mean the same?
Cyuacni npobaemu ynpabainma nionpuemcmbamu: meopis ma npakmuxa: MaTepiaay MDKHapOgHOI HayK.-IIPakKT.
KoHdepeHIril (M. XapkiB - M. TopyHs, 16 xBiTHa 2021 poky). Arenp: Cepenmsx T. K. 2021. 339 c. C. 13-14.

9. Pawlowski E. Flexibility of Organizational Structure in a Context of Organizational Innovations and
Modern Concepts of Enterprise Management. Proceedings of PICMET '16: Technology Management for Social
Innovation. 2016. P. 2331-2337.

10. Tyulkova N. A Flexible Organizational Structure as a way of Knowledge Management in SMEs. Proceed-
ings of the International Conference on Intellectual Capital, Knowledge Management & Organizational Learning. 2014,
p. 549-557.

11. Kasak D. T. Flexible Organizational Structures: This we believe and now we must act. Middle School Jour-
nal. 1998. Vol. 29, No. 5. P. 56-59.

12. Van der Weerdt N. P., Volberda H. W., Verwaal E., Stienstra M. Organizing for Flexibility: Addressing
Dynamic Capabilities and Organization Design. In: Bollingtoft A., Donaldson L., Huber G., Hdkonsson D., Snow
C. (eds) Collaborative Communities of Firms. Information and Organization Design Series. 2012. Vol 9. New York:
Springer. P. 105-125.

13. Donohoe A. Flexible Organizational Structure. BizFluent. URL: https:/ /bizfluent.com/facts-6951648-flex-
ible-organizational-structure.html.

14. Rapoport V. Constancy and change: Flexible organization structures. Systems practice. 1989. Vol. 2(4).
P. 433-450.

15.I'myuxi i aganTmsHi opraniszanivHi crpykrypn. URL: http:/ /um.co.ua/13/13-8/13-81332.html.

16. Handbook of organizational theory and management: the philosophical approach. Thomas D. Lynch, Pe-
ter Cruise. (Ed.) 2nd ed. Boca Raton: Taylor & Francis Group. 2006. 857 (XLIX) p.

17. Kotlyk A. V., Jamal Y. Methodical approach to analysis of volatility, uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity of
the external environment. Axmyaasui npobaemu inHoBayinnoi exonomixu. 2018. Ne 4. C. 65-69.

18. Gholam A. A., Maryam M., Aghdas N. Organizational Structure. Procedia — Social and Behavioral Sciences.
2016. Vol. 230. P. 455-462.

19. Phillips F., Tuladhar S. Measuring Organizational Flexibility. Technological Forecasting and Social Change.
2000. Vol. 64. P. 23-38.

20.Saeed A. Rafique Z. The Impact of Organizational Structure on Employees’ Creativity: A Sector Based
Study. Information and Knowledge Management. 2014. Vol. 4. pp. 109-126.

21. Kortmann S. The relationship between organizational structure and organizational ambidexterity: a compari-
son between manufacturing and service firms. Wiesbaden: Gabler Verlag. 2012. 167 (XV) p.

22. Kotlyk A. V., Gres G. O. Securing business flexibility in conditions of war in Ukraine. Modeling the devel-
opment of the economic systems. 2022. Ne3. P. 20-24.

23. Watkins M. D., Yaziji M. COVID-19: People and organizations under pressure. International Institute for Man-
agement Development. URL: https:/ /www.imd.org/research-knowledge/articles/ COVID-19-under-pressure.

24.Kaplan R. S., Norton D. P. The Balanced Scorecard: Measures that Drive Performance. Harvard Business
Review. 1992. Vol. 70, no. 1. P. 71-79.

25.Masspeyv JI. M., IlmepeBepa A. B. 30amancoBaHa cmcTeMa IIOKa3HWKIB B OIIHIN MisUTBHOCTI
mignpueMcrsa: Haykose BunanHs. Xapkis: Bug. XHEY, 2008. 188 c.

«AKTYAJIbHI ITPOBJIEMY IHHOBAIIIMHOI EKOHOMIKW TA IIPABA» No 1-2 /2023
BceykpaiHcbKmi1 HayKOBUI XKy pHaJsI

~ 69 ~



https://bizfluent.com/facts-6951648-flexible-organizational-structure.html
https://bizfluent.com/facts-6951648-flexible-organizational-structure.html
http://um.co.ua/13/13-8/13-81332.html
https://www.imd.org/research-knowledge/articles/COVID-19-under-pressure

InnoBayinni nanpamu meneoxkxmenmy nionpuemcmo

26. Kollberg B., EIg M. H. The practice of the Balanced Scorecard in health care services. International Journal
of Productivity and Performance Management. 2011. Vol. 60(5). P. 427-445.

References.

1. Burns, T. and Stalker, G. (1961). The Management of Innovation. Tavistock. London.

2. Stachovd, K., Stacho, Z. (2017). Level of Focus of Organizations Operating in Slovakia on Flexible Organ-
izational Structure. International Review of Management and Marketing. Vol 7. Issue 1, pp. 245-250.

3. Pennings, J. M. (1987). Structural contingency theory: A multivariate test. Organization Studies. 8(3),
pp- 223-241.

4. Daft, R. L. (2012). Organization Theory and Design. 11th edition. South-Western Cengage Learning. Mason.

5. Shershnova, Z. Ye. (2004). Stratehichne upravlinnia. [Strategic management. Textbook]. 2nd ed. KNEU. Kyiv.
Ukraine.

6. Pagell, M., Krause, D. (2004). Re-exploring the Relationship Between Flexibility and the External Environ-
ment. Journal of Operations Management. Issue 21, pp. 629-649.

7. Miles, ]. A. (2012) Management and organization theory. Jossey-Bass. 467 (XI) p. NY.

8. Kotlyk, A., Gres, G. (2021). Does flexible, agile, adaptive and organic organizational structure mean the
same? Suchasni problemy upravlinnia pidpryiemstvamy: teoriia ta praktyka : materialy mizhnarodnoi naukovo-prak-
tychnoi konferentsii (m. Kharkiv - m. Torun, 16 kvitnia 2021 roku). Dnepr: Seredniak T. K., pp. 13-14.

9. Pawlowski, E. (2016). Flexibility of Organizational Structure in a Context of Organizational Innovations
and Modern Concepts of Enterprise Management. Proceedings of PICMET '16: Technology Management for Social
Innovation, pp. 2331-2337.

10. Tyulkova, N. (2014). A Flexible Organizational Structure as a way of Knowledge Management in SMEs.
Proceedings of the International Conference on Intellectual Capital, Knowledge Management & Organizational Learning,
pp. 549-557.

11.Kasak, D. T. (1998). Flexible Organizational Structures: This we believe and now we must act. Middle
School Journal. Vol. 29, No. 5, pp. 56-59.

12. Van der Weerdt, N. P., Volberda, H. W., Verwaa, E., Stienstra, M. (2012). Organizing for Flexibility: Ad-
dressing Dynamic Capabilities and Organization Design. In: Bellingtoft A., Donaldson L., Huber G., Hakonsson
D., Snow C. (eds) Collaborative Communities of Firms. Information and Organization Design Series. Vol 9. New York:
Springer, pp. 105-125.

13. Donohoe, A. Flexible Organizational Structure. BizFluent. Available at: https://bizfluent.com/facts-
6951648-flexible-organizational-structure.html.

14. Rapoport, V. (1989). Constancy and change: Flexible organization structures. Systems practice. Vol. 2(4),
pp- 433-450.

15. Hnuchki i adaptyvni orhanizatsiini struktury. Available at: http:/ /um.co.ua/13/13-8/13-81332.html.

16. Handbook of organizational theory and management: the philosophical approach (2006). Thomas D.
Lynch, Peter Cruise. (ed.). 2nd ed. Boca Raton: Taylor & Francis Group. 857 (XLIX) p.

17. Kotlyk, A. V., Jamal, Y. (2018). «Methodical approach to analysis of volatility, uncertainty, complexity
and ambiguity of the external environment». Aktualni problemy innovatsiinoi ekonomiky. Issue 4, pp. 65-69.

18. Gholam, A. A., Maryam ,M., Aghdas, N. (2016) Organizational Structure. Procedia — Social and Behavioral
Sciences. Vol. 230, pp. 455-462.

19. Phillips, F., Tuladhar, S. (2000). Measuring Organizational Flexibility. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change. Vol. 64, pp. 23-38.

20. Saeed, A. Rafique, Z. (2014). The Impact of Organizational Structure on Employees’” Creativity: A Sector
Based Study. Information and Knowledge Management. Vol. 4, pp. 109-126.

21. Kortmann, S. (2012). The relationship between organizational structure and organizational ambidexterity:
a comparison between manufacturing and service firms. Wiesbaden: Gabler Verlag. 167 (XV) p.

22. Kotlyk, A. V., Gres, G. O. (2022) Securing business flexibility in conditions of war in Ukraine. Modeling the
development of the economic systems. Issue 3. pp. 20-24.

23. Watkins, M. D., Yaziji, M. COVID-19: People and organizations under pressure. Available at:
https:/ /www.imd.org/research-knowledge/articles/ COVID-19-under-pressure.

24.Kaplan, R. S., Norton, D. P. (1992). The Balanced Scorecard: Measures that Drive Performance. Harvard
Business Review. Vol. 70, pp. 71-79.

25.Maliarets, L. M., Shtereveria, A. V. (2008). Zbalansovana systema pokaznykiv v otsintsi diialnosti pidpryiem-
stva. [A balanced system of indicators in the assessment of enterprise activity]. Vyd. KhNEU. Kharkiv. Ukraine.

«AKTYAJIbHI ITPOBJIEMY IHHOBAIIIMHOI EKOHOMIKW TA ITIPABA» No 1-2 /2023
BceykpaiHcbKMi1 HayKOBUI XKy pHaJsI

~70 ~


https://bizfluent.com/facts-6951648-flexible-organizational-structure.html
https://bizfluent.com/facts-6951648-flexible-organizational-structure.html
http://um.co.ua/13/13-8/13-81332.html
https://www.imd.org/research-knowledge/articles/COVID-19-under-pressure

InnoBayinni nanpamu meneoxkxmenmy nionpuemcmo

26.Kollberg, B., Elg, M. H. (2011). The practice of the Balanced Scorecard in health care services. International
Journal of Productivity and Performance Management. Vol. 60(5), pp. 427-445.

Amnorarris.

I'peco I. O. I'nyuxi opeanisayiini cmpyxmypu: cymuicms, 3SMinHi ma paxmopu egpexmubrocmi.

Memoto cmammi € ymounenna cymuocmi eHyuKkoi opeanizayiunoi cmpykmypu, sminnux (6umipi6), wo Giopisua-
10Mb eHYUKY opeanisayiiny cmpyxmypy 6i0 xopcmxkoi, i Bnauby enyuxocmi cmpykmypu Ha epekmubricms 0iasbHoCi
nionpuemcmba. Biocymmuicms uimkoeo usnauenHa eHyukol opeanizayiinol cmpykmypu ma nAYmManuHa Mix eHy4Ko ma
OpeaniuHow0 cmpyKmypamu pobums baxaubum npobedents 00CAIOKeHHA Y Yill eadysi. Y cmammi po3esanymo uucAenHi
Busnauenns eHyuKol opeanizayitiHol cCpyKmMypu, KoxHe 3 AKUX NIOKpecioe pisni acnexmu enyuxocmi. eaki Gusnauenns
30cepedoKyomsca Ha MUMHAcOBUX Nidpo30iiax i KOHKpemHUX 3a60aHHAX, MO0i AK IHWL 0XONAI0Mb WUPWLT XapaKimepuc-
muKu, maki AK nA0cka iepapxis, deyeHmparizayis ma adanmubricms. I ymounenHs CymHocmi enyuxol opeaHisayiiHoi
cmpykmypu npobedero emnipuune 00CAIONEHHA WAAXOM THMePE 106anHA mon-MeHeOxepib YKpaiHcokux ma THO3EMHUX
nionpuemcmb. docaiokenHsa BusHauuio ocHoBHi napamempu (3MIHHI) eHYUKUX cmpyKmyp, 6xkaouanyu «niocky» iepap-
xito, HU3bKuil pibens ckaadnocmi, Gucokuii pibens Oeyenmpanisayii ma Husvkui cmynins gpopmarizayii. Jocaioxenns 6u-
ABUNO, WO SHYUKI CPYKIMYPU MAIOMb CUALHY NO3UTMUBHY KopeAAyilo 3 enyukicmio 6i3Hec-npoyeciB nionpuemcméa ma
Kkpawjoto adanmobanicmio 00 306HiUIHbO20 cepedobunya, ke Moxcna busnauumu ax VUCA (minaube, Hebusnauene, ckiaore
il HeOOHO3HAUHeE), W0 nposabusoca, nanpukaad, nid uac nandemii COVID-2019. Taxum uurnom, y cmammi BusHaUeHO eHY-
uKY OpeaHizayitiny cmpyKmypy AK NAOCKY, Npocmy, 0eyeHmpaiizobany cmpykmypy 3 HUSbKUM cmyneHem gpopmanizayii,
Axa 3abe3neuye enyuxicms OisHec-npoyecib nionpuemcmba ma 0036o4s1€ xkpauje adanmyBamuca 00 306HIUHB020 MiHAUB020,
HeBU3HAYEHO020, CKAAOH020 T HEOOHO3HAUHO20 cepedobuuia. 1lodo ecpexmubrocmi diasvrocmi nionpuemcmba, mo doci-
O>keHHA NOKA3YE, W0 NIONPUEMCMBA 3 eHYUKUMU CHPYKIMYPaMu He 3a6k0u 0eMOHCpYBaiu Kpauyi pe3yAsmamu, nopié-
HAHO 3 nionpuemcmbamu 3 xopcmxumu cmpykmypamu. Ilpome nebui munu enyukux cmpyxmyp acoyiobaiuca 3 6unjorn
epexmubnicmio 6 neBnux cpepax, maxux Ak 3aeasvua egpexmubnicms, npubymrobicms, 3pocmanns ma 3a00604eHicmy
KAieHmib.

Katouo8i caoba: opeanizayiiina cmpykmypa, enyuka opeanisayitina cmpyxmypa, ghakmopu egpexmubrocmi 0iasb-
Hocmi nionpuemcmea, 0cHoBHI NokasHUKY epexmubrocmi, adanmayis 00 306HiuIHbO0 cepedoBunya, demepMiHAHINY Opea-
HI3AYIAHOT CIpYKIMYpU, 3MIHHI 0peani3ayiiHoi crpyKmypu, npodilb 0peaniz3ayiiHoi crpyKmypu.
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DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AS A KEY FACTOR IN
ENSURING THE MAIN COMPANY’S COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE

Shymanovska-Dianych L. Development of organizational culture as a key factor in ensuring the main
company’s competitive advantage.

A significant number of scientific works by foreign and domestic scientists are devoted to studying the problems of
the development of the company's organizational culture and the search for ways to transform the company's organizational
culture in the conditions of globalization. An essential factor in increasing the competitiveness of a modern company, on the
one hand, and one of the strategic resources of the company's development is precisely its organizational culture. In current
economic science, the study of the essence of the concept of corporate culture, its components, mechanisms of formation, and
development of the company's organizational culture occupies a leading place in both theoretical and practical aspects of the
activities of modern companies. This study aims to identify and analyze the features and components of the development of
the company's organizational culture. Organizational culture has a relatively significant influence on employees and the
entire company's activities. Corporate culture allows you to develop and maintain a stable social and psychological climate
in the team. It ensures the strength and development of the organization, including the development of personnel competen-
cies. Developing organizational culture is an essential process of every company's activity. It is this factor that will depend
on the efficiency of the enterprise in the future. A high degree of compatibility with the organization's strategy and culture
is an essential factor in the organization's competitiveness, success, and development. The sequence of developing the
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