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Abstract
Organizational structure influences how employees communicate, make decisions and complete business activities. Traditionally, many large organizations used hierarchical structures in which authority moved from senior managers down through several levels of management. However, globalization, technological development, stronger competition and changing customer expectations have encouraged many companies to use more flexible organizational structures. This report examines the movement from traditional hierarchical structures towards matrix and flat structures and considers how this change has influenced decision-making and management efficiency in global companies.
The report uses secondary research from academic journals, management literature and reliable company information. Examples from ABB, Procter & Gamble, W. L. Gore & Associates and Haier are used to connect management theory with business practice. The analysis finds that matrix and flat structures can improve communication, collaboration, innovation and the speed of some decisions. However, flexible structures also create challenges. Matrix structures can create unclear authority and conflict, while flat structures can become difficult to coordinate as an organization grows. Therefore, there is no single organizational structure that is suitable for every company. The most effective structure depends on the company's strategy, size, industry, workforce and operating environment.
1. Introduction
Organizational structure describes how jobs, responsibilities, authority and communication are arranged inside a business. It helps employees understand who is responsible for different tasks, how decisions are made and how different departments work together. The structure of an organization is important because even a strong business strategy may be difficult to achieve if the organization is not designed effectively.
Traditional organizations were often based on hierarchical structures. In a hierarchy, authority normally moves from senior management towards middle managers, supervisors and employees. This structure provides clear reporting relationships and can make responsibility easier to understand. Hierarchical structures have therefore been widely used in large companies, governments and other complex organizations.
However, the business environment has changed significantly. Global companies now operate across different countries, customer groups, technologies and product markets. Managers may have to coordinate employees from marketing, finance, operations, technology and other departments while also responding to local market conditions. A structure based entirely on several layers of management can sometimes make communication and decision-making slower.
As a result, organizations have experimented with more flexible structures. Two important examples are the matrix structure and the flat structure. A matrix combines more than one way of organizing work. For example, an employee may work within a functional department such as marketing but may also work within a specific product, region or project team. Galbraith (1971) explains that the matrix attempts to combine the advantages of functional specialization with the advantages of project or product-based organization.
A flat structure reduces the number of management levels and gives employees more direct responsibility. OpenStax explains that horizontal or flat organizations usually have fewer levels of hierarchy and allow more people across the organization to participate in decisions (Bright & Cortes, 2019).
The purpose of this report is to analyse how the movement towards these more flexible structures has changed decision-making and management efficiency in global organizations. It does not assume that flexible structures are always better than hierarchy. Instead, the report considers both their advantages and their limitations.
Four company examples are examined. ABB provides an important example of a multinational company that historically used a matrix to combine global coordination with local operations. Procter & Gamble provides a more modern example of a large multinational business using a multi-dimensional organizational design. W. L. Gore & Associates demonstrates a less hierarchical lattice model, while Haier provides an example of radical decentralization through small entrepreneurial units.
The main argument of this report is that flexible structures can improve speed, communication, knowledge sharing and employee involvement when they are designed correctly. However, flexibility alone does not guarantee efficiency. Clear responsibilities, suitable leadership, communication systems and accountability remain important.
2. Literature Review
2.1 Traditional Hierarchical Structures
Traditional hierarchical structures developed partly from classical approaches to management. Classical management theories focused strongly on order, division of labour, authority and control. Fayol's administrative management approach, for example, emphasised principles such as unity of command, authority, discipline and division of work (Fayol, 1949).
Similarly, Weber's theory of bureaucracy described organizations based on clearly defined positions, formal rules, specialization and authority (Weber, 1947). These ideas were useful for organizations that needed consistency and control.
A major strength of hierarchy is clarity. Employees usually know who their manager is and managers normally know the people for whom they are responsible. Formal procedures can also reduce uncertainty and support consistent standards.
Hierarchical structures may be particularly useful where safety, regulation, financial control or legal responsibility is important. Senior managers can set policies and employees can follow established procedures.
However, hierarchy may also create problems. Information often needs to move upwards through different management levels before a decision can be approved. Instructions then move back down the organization. When several layers are involved, this process can take time.
Hierarchical departments can also become separated from one another. For example, marketing may focus on customers, finance may concentrate on budgets and operations may focus on production. Each department may work efficiently individually while cooperation between them remains weak.
This problem becomes more important for multinational companies. A global business may need to balance several factors at the same time, including products, functions, countries and customer groups. A single vertical hierarchy may therefore struggle to process all of the information needed for complex global decisions.
Chandler (1962) famously argued that organizational structure should follow organizational strategy. This suggests that as a company's strategy becomes more complex, its structure may also need to change.
2.2 Matrix Organizational Structures
A matrix structure combines two or more organizational dimensions. For example, a company may organize employees both by function and by product, or by product and geographical region.
In a traditional functional structure, a marketing employee might report only to the marketing manager. In a matrix structure, the same employee may contribute to a product or project team while still remaining connected to the marketing function.
Galbraith (1971) explained that the matrix structure attempts to obtain the advantages of different organizational forms at the same time. Functional structures develop specialist knowledge, while project or product structures can improve focus on business outcomes. A matrix tries to connect both.
Ford and Randolph (1992) reviewed research on matrix and cross-functional structures and found that these forms can improve integration between different specialist areas. However, they also identified challenges, including conflict and complicated authority relationships.
Matrix structures are particularly relevant to multinational corporations because these businesses face several demands at once. They may need global product consistency while also responding to different customer preferences and regulations in individual countries.
Egelhoff, Wolf and Adzic (2013) studied matrix structures in multinational corporations. Their research explains that matrix and network structures are important options for multinational firms dealing with complex, multidimensional strategies. Their empirical analysis used a sample of 57 German multinational companies and showed the importance of matching the form of the matrix to the company's strategy.
This is important because it shows that simply adopting a matrix does not automatically produce good performance. The structure has to fit the strategic needs of the business.
One disadvantage is that matrix structures can create multiple reporting relationships. An employee may receive different priorities from a functional manager and a product or regional manager. This can create confusion about who has final authority.
However, conflict is not automatic. Research on multinational matrix firms has shown that some forms of matrix create more conflict than others. Therefore, matrix design and management behaviour matter as much as the basic organizational chart.
2.3 Flat Organizational Structures
A flat organizational structure has relatively few levels of management. More authority is usually given to teams and employees rather than being concentrated only at the top.
Bright and Cortes (2019) describe horizontal organizations as structures where individuals across the organization can be empowered to take decisions. They explain that horizontal organizations are often described as flat because they have only a small number of hierarchical levels.
The main idea behind a flat structure is that employees who are close to customers, products and operational problems may be able to make some decisions more quickly than senior managers who are further away from the situation.
Reducing management levels can also shorten communication channels. Rather than information travelling through several managers, employees may communicate directly with the people who have the knowledge needed to solve the problem.
Flat structures are closely connected to decentralization. Decentralization means transferring some decision-making authority from senior levels to employees or teams at lower levels.
Research does not show that decentralization always improves performance. Richardson et al. (2002) found that the relationship between decentralized decision-making and financial performance depends on other organizational conditions.
More recent research also supports a balanced view. Hüttermann et al. (2024) studied 5,807 people across 144 companies. Their findings suggest that decentralization can encourage leadership from employees and support organizational performance, but empowering behaviour from formal leaders remains important.
This means that reducing hierarchy does not remove the need for leadership. Instead, the role of leaders may change from giving instructions towards providing direction, support, resources and coordination.
2.4 Management Theories and Organizational Design
One useful theory for analysing organizational structures is contingency theory. The basic idea is that there is no single best structure for all organizations. The appropriate structure depends on factors such as strategy, size, technology and the external environment.
This approach is useful because hierarchical, matrix and flat structures each have different strengths. A company operating in a predictable environment may benefit from clear rules and centralized control. A company facing rapid technological change may require more flexible communication and quicker decisions.
Burns and Stalker (1961) distinguished between mechanistic and organic organizations. Mechanistic organizations depend more strongly on formal hierarchy, defined responsibilities and vertical communication. Organic organizations rely more heavily on flexible roles, lateral communication and cooperation.
The organic form becomes particularly useful when conditions change quickly. This connects closely to modern flat and networked organizational structures.
Another relevant perspective is information-processing theory. Global companies need to collect, share and use large amounts of information. When uncertainty increases, traditional vertical communication may not be sufficient. Matrix structures create additional horizontal relationships that allow knowledge to move between departments and geographical locations.
Egelhoff et al. (2013) connect matrix design in multinational companies with information-processing needs. Their findings support the view that organizational structure should be designed around the complexity of the strategy being followed.
Therefore, the development from hierarchy towards matrix, network and flat structures can be understood as a response to increasing organizational complexity rather than simply a management trend.
2.5 Decision-Making and Management Efficiency
Decision-making refers to the process of identifying a problem or opportunity, considering alternatives and selecting an action. Organizational structure can influence both who makes decisions and how quickly decisions are made.
In a highly centralized hierarchy, important decisions are usually made by senior managers. The advantage is stronger control and consistency. However, senior managers may not always possess the detailed local knowledge held by employees closer to customers or operations.
A decentralized structure can allow decisions to be made closer to the source of information. This can improve speed and local responsiveness.
Management efficiency refers to how effectively managers use resources, people, information and time to achieve organizational objectives. An efficient structure should avoid unnecessary duplication and delay while maintaining sufficient control.
The relationship between flexibility and efficiency is therefore complex. Removing management layers may reduce delay, but weak coordination could create duplicated activities or inconsistent decisions. Similarly, a matrix can improve cooperation but can also create additional meetings and negotiations.
For this reason, organizational efficiency should not be measured only by the number of managers. It should also consider communication quality, decision speed, accountability, innovation and the ability to respond to customers.
3. Methodology
This report uses a secondary research methodology. Secondary research involves analysing information that has already been collected and published by other researchers, organizations and companies.
The main sources used are peer-reviewed academic journal articles, recognized management books, university publications and official company information. Academic research was used to explain theories of hierarchy, matrix organizations, decentralization and organizational design. Company sources were used to understand how specific organizations describe their current management structures.
Four companies were selected for comparison: ABB, Procter & Gamble, W. L. Gore & Associates and Haier. They were chosen because they provide different examples of flexible organizational design and operate, or have operated, on an international scale.
ABB and Procter & Gamble provide examples relevant to multi-dimensional and matrix-style organization. Gore and Haier provide examples of organizations that have deliberately reduced traditional hierarchy and increased employee or team decision-making.
One limitation of secondary research is that organizations may describe their own structures positively. Company information has therefore been compared with independent academic research where possible.
Another limitation is that organizational structures change over time. A company described as using a matrix during one period may later redesign its structure. For this reason, the report distinguishes between historical examples and current organizational practices.
4. Findings
4.1 The Shift from Hierarchical to Flexible Structures
The research shows that the movement from hierarchy towards flexible organizational structures has mainly been driven by increasing business complexity.
Traditional structures are effective when responsibility needs to be clear and the environment is reasonably stable. However, global companies face decisions that cross traditional departmental boundaries.
For example, launching a product internationally may require involvement from research and development, marketing, finance, operations, supply chain, legal departments and local country teams. If each department operates independently and communication must always pass through senior management, decisions may take longer.
Matrix structures address this issue by creating horizontal connections between different areas of the business. Flat structures take a different approach by moving authority closer to teams and employees.
Both approaches therefore aim to reduce some of the limitations created by strict vertical hierarchy, although they achieve this in different ways.
4.2 ABB and the Matrix Structure
ABB provides an important historical example of matrix organization in a multinational company.
Berggren (1996) examined ABB's efforts to create a global organization. ABB used an innovative matrix and relatively lean management structure as it attempted to combine the advantages of global resources with decentralized local operations.
The purpose of this design was understandable. ABB operated in different product markets and countries. Managers needed to consider both the needs of particular businesses and the conditions of individual geographical markets.
A matrix allowed information and responsibility to be distributed across more than one organizational dimension. Local managers could remain aware of their market while product or business managers could coordinate activities internationally.
This can improve decision quality because decisions include more than one point of view. A purely product-based structure might ignore differences between countries, while a purely geographical structure might create unnecessary differences in products and technology.
However, ABB also demonstrates the limitations of matrix organization. Berggren's analysis identifies difficulties in integrating a complex multinational enterprise. The development of additional organizational dimensions increased complexity.
Therefore, ABB should not be viewed as evidence that matrix structures are automatically successful. Instead, its experience shows both the reason for using a matrix and the difficulties that managers must control.
Its main lesson is that a matrix can help a multinational company manage competing global and local demands, but responsibilities must remain sufficiently clear.
4.3 Procter & Gamble and a Modern Hybrid Structure
Procter & Gamble, commonly known as P&G, provides a useful modern example of a large global organization that combines several organizational dimensions.
P&G currently operates through five industry-based sector business units covering its product categories. In major focus markets, Market Operations works across these business units and provides shared capabilities including customer teams, transportation, warehousing and logistics. Other countries are managed through Enterprise Markets.
P&G describes the purpose of its structure as creating an organization that is more empowered, agile and accountable. Its business units have significant responsibility for sales, profit, cash and value creation, while market-based operations provide capabilities across different business units.
This is not a simple textbook matrix in which every employee has exactly two managers. It is better understood as a modern hybrid or matrix-like structure because product, market and functional responsibilities interact.
This arrangement demonstrates one way global organizations can balance specialization and coordination.
Product-focused business units can develop deep knowledge of their markets, brands and customers. At the same time, Market Operations can prevent every product division from creating separate logistics systems, customer teams and other activities in the same country.
The possible efficiency benefit comes from sharing resources. Instead of every business unit building completely separate systems, selected activities are coordinated across the organization.
Decision rights are also important. P&G states that its sector business units have end-to-end decision rights in important markets. Giving defined decision rights can address one of the traditional problems of matrix organization: uncertainty over which manager has authority.
P&G therefore illustrates an important development in modern organizational design. Large companies may not choose between a completely hierarchical structure and a completely flat organization. Instead, they can combine different structural elements according to the decisions that need to be made.
4.4 W. L. Gore & Associates and the Lattice Structure
W. L. Gore & Associates provides a different approach. Gore is a global materials science company and has approximately 12,000 associates across five continents. The company reports thousands of products and approximately $5.6 billion in annual revenue.
Despite its size, Gore is known for its lattice structure.
Gore explains that associates are empowered to make decisions and work through a lattice communication system instead of being restricted by traditional chains of command.
This creates direct person-to-person communication. Employees are encouraged to contact people with relevant expertise instead of always sending information upwards through several managers.
The structure can improve decision-making because employees can access knowledge more directly. It can also improve innovation because people from different parts of the organization can collaborate around opportunities and problems.
Gore connects its organizational model directly with innovation. The company states that employees are encouraged to explore opportunities and work directly with the people needed to complete the task.
This can reduce delays associated with formal approval processes. It may also increase employee motivation because individuals have more freedom and responsibility.
However, Gore's model does not mean that there is no leadership. Leaders and sponsors continue to provide guidance. The difference is that leadership depends less on traditional command and more on relationships, expertise and the ability to gain commitment from others.
This distinction is important. A flat company does not necessarily mean an organization without structure. Instead, the form of structure and authority is different.
Gore demonstrates that a less hierarchical organization can operate internationally and at significant scale. However, its success also depends strongly on culture. A company cannot simply remove management titles and expect employees automatically to coordinate effectively.
4.5 Haier and the Rendanheyi Model
Haier provides one of the most radical examples of moving away from traditional hierarchy.
Haier developed a management system called Rendanheyi. Peer-reviewed research by Frynas, Mol and Mellahi (2018) explains that Haier transformed itself from a conventional hierarchical manufacturing organization into a highly responsive entrepreneurial company.
Under this system, large parts of the organization were reorganized into smaller entrepreneurial units or micro-enterprises.
Haier's own explanation of its development states that its organizational structure moved from an inverted pyramid towards a flat management structure and later developed into a network or grid based on micro-enterprises.
The purpose was to reduce the distance between employees and customers. Teams have greater responsibility for understanding user needs and responding to market opportunities.
This has an important effect on decision-making. In a traditional hierarchy, a customer problem may be reported through several management levels before action is approved. In Haier's model, smaller units are expected to act with greater entrepreneurial responsibility.
Frynas et al. (2018) argue that the model helped Haier respond to an environment characterised by volatility, uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity.
The structure can therefore improve agility. Teams do not have to depend on a large central bureaucracy for every operational decision.
However, decentralization also creates risks. Independent teams can compete for resources, priorities may become inconsistent and senior management may have less direct control over everyday decisions.
Haier therefore still requires systems that connect the different units to the wider organization. This again shows that flexible organization does not mean the complete absence of coordination.
5. Discussion
5.1 Impact on Decision-Making
The strongest effect of the shift towards matrix and flat organizational structures is the redistribution of decision-making authority.
Traditional hierarchy concentrates more authority at senior levels. This can support consistency because major decisions are controlled by a limited number of managers. However, it may reduce speed.
Matrix structures distribute decision-making across different dimensions. A product manager may contribute product knowledge while a geographical manager contributes local market knowledge. Decisions can therefore include a wider range of information.
This is particularly valuable for multinational companies. A global decision made without local knowledge may fail to recognise cultural differences, regulations or consumer preferences. At the same time, giving complete independence to every country can prevent the company from achieving global economies of scale.
The matrix attempts to create a balance.
However, the same feature that improves decision quality can slow decisions. If several managers must agree, decision-making may involve more discussion and negotiation.
Therefore, the matrix can reduce the delay caused by vertical hierarchy while creating a different form of delay through horizontal coordination.
Flat structures deal with decision speed more directly by placing authority closer to employees and teams.
Gore demonstrates how direct communication can allow people to approach the colleagues needed to solve a problem rather than follow a traditional chain of command. Haier goes further by giving small business units significant entrepreneurial responsibility.
These structures can be particularly effective where speed and innovation matter. Employees close to a customer or technical problem may understand the situation better than senior managers.
However, the research on decentralization warns against assuming that more decentralization is always better. Richardson et al. (2002) found that the relationship between decentralization and financial performance depends on organizational conditions.
Hüttermann et al. (2024) similarly show that leadership remains important in decentralized organizations. Employees need support and direction if greater decision authority is to improve performance.
The main conclusion is therefore that flexible structures can improve decision speed and employee involvement, but companies must clearly communicate the limits of decision authority.
5.2 Impact on Management Efficiency
Flexible structures can improve management efficiency in several ways.
First, reducing unnecessary management levels may lower the amount of time spent passing information up and down the organization.
Second, cross-functional teams can reduce problems caused by departmental silos. Marketing, finance and operations employees can work on a problem at the same time instead of completing separate stages with limited communication.
Third, greater employee authority can allow senior managers to concentrate on more strategic issues. If senior executives have to approve every small operational decision, their time may not be used effectively.
Fourth, shared capabilities can reduce duplication. P&G's current structure shows how market operations can provide services and capabilities across different sector business units.
However, flexible structures can also create new management costs.
Matrix organizations may require additional meetings because employees need to coordinate with more people. Managers may spend time negotiating priorities. If authority is unclear, two departments may both assume that the other is responsible for a task.
Flat organizations can face different problems. When fewer managers supervise larger numbers of employees, managers may find it difficult to provide enough support. Employees may also become uncertain about career development if traditional management positions are limited.
Therefore, management efficiency should be understood as a balance between coordination and flexibility.
Too much hierarchy can produce bureaucracy. Too little structure can produce confusion.
5.3 Benefits and Limitations of Matrix Structures
The first important advantage of matrix structures is improved cross-functional cooperation. Employees from different specialist areas can contribute to the same product, market or project.
The second advantage is better knowledge sharing. A multinational company can combine information from different countries and functions.
Third, matrix structures can support resource flexibility. Specialist employees can work across projects instead of being permanently separated into individual divisions.
Fourth, they can support a balance between global standardization and local responsiveness.
These advantages help explain why matrix and network designs are important options for complex multinational strategies (Egelhoff et al., 2013).
However, the disadvantages are equally important.
The most obvious problem is dual authority. Employees can receive competing demands.
A second problem is role ambiguity. If responsibility is shared too widely, accountability can become unclear.
Third, the matrix can increase the communication burden. Collaboration is useful, but excessive meetings and consultation reduce efficiency.
Finally, conflict can occur between product, functional and geographical priorities.
The matrix is therefore most likely to work effectively when the organization genuinely needs to balance multiple dimensions and when decision rights are clearly designed.
5.4 Benefits and Limitations of Flat Structures
Flat structures offer different benefits.
One advantage is faster communication because there are fewer management levels.
Another is employee empowerment. Employees can have greater responsibility for decisions, which may increase involvement and encourage leadership.
A third benefit is innovation. Employees may find it easier to share ideas across traditional boundaries.
Gore shows how direct relationships can be used to support collaboration, while Haier demonstrates how decentralized teams can respond closely to users.
However, flat structures also have limitations.
Employees need to understand which decisions they can make. Without clear boundaries, empowerment may become confusion.
There is also a possible coordination problem. A small organization may communicate informally without difficulty, but a global organization containing thousands of employees requires systems for sharing information.
Flat structures may also depend heavily on organizational culture. Gore's system has developed together with the company's principles and working relationships over many years. Copying the organizational chart without copying the supporting culture would not necessarily achieve the same result.
Finally, highly decentralized units may focus too strongly on their own objectives instead of the wider organization.
5.5 Which Structure Is Most Suitable for Global Companies?
The research does not support the argument that either hierarchy, matrix or flat organization is always superior.
Instead, the evidence supports the contingency approach. Different structures are useful under different conditions.
A hierarchical structure can remain valuable where decisions involve major legal, safety or financial risks. Clear control is sometimes more important than speed.
A matrix can be valuable where managers need to balance several strong organizational dimensions, such as products and regions.
A flat structure may be valuable where innovation, entrepreneurship and rapid customer response are especially important.
Many global companies are therefore likely to use hybrid structures rather than one pure model.
P&G is a good example. It combines strong business units with market operations, enterprise markets and shared corporate capabilities. This allows the company to assign different types of decision to different parts of the organization.
The important management question is therefore not simply, "Should the organization be hierarchical or flat?"
A stronger question is, "Where should each type of decision be made?"
Strategic decisions affecting the entire company may remain centralized. Decisions involving individual customers may be decentralized. Specialist standards can remain within functions, while product teams can coordinate activities across those functions.
This produces a more balanced approach to organizational design.
6. Conclusion
This report examined how the movement from traditional hierarchical organizational structures towards matrix and flat structures has influenced decision-making and management efficiency in global companies.
Traditional hierarchy provides important advantages. It establishes clear authority, formal responsibility and control. These features remain valuable in many organizations.
However, globalization and increasing business complexity have exposed some limitations of highly vertical structures. Decisions can become slow when information must pass through several management levels, and functional departments can become isolated from one another.
Matrix structures respond to these problems by connecting different organizational dimensions. They can improve cooperation between functions, products and geographical regions and allow decisions to include different types of knowledge. ABB provides an important example of the opportunities and difficulties created by this model, while P&G demonstrates a modern hybrid approach that combines product, market and shared organizational responsibilities.
Flat structures take a different approach by reducing hierarchical layers and placing greater authority closer to teams and employees. Gore's lattice organization demonstrates the use of direct communication and employee empowerment, while Haier's Rendanheyi system demonstrates how a large organization can create smaller entrepreneurial units.
These structures can improve decision speed, communication, innovation and employee involvement. However, they also introduce risks. Matrix organizations can experience competing authority and role confusion, while flat organizations may face coordination and accountability difficulties.
The most important finding is therefore that organizational structure should fit the needs of the business. Flexible structures are not automatically more efficient simply because they contain fewer levels of hierarchy. Their success depends on clear decision rights, communication, leadership, organizational culture and alignment with company strategy.
Modern global organizations are therefore increasingly likely to combine structural models instead of relying on one pure form. Hierarchy remains useful for control, while matrix and flat elements can provide the flexibility required for innovation and rapid decision-making. The most effective organization is one that achieves the correct balance between control and flexibility.
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Appendix A: Comparison of Organizational Structures

	Area
	Hierarchical Structure
	Matrix Structure
	Flat Structure

	Main authority
	Senior managers
	Shared across two or more dimensions
	More distributed among employees and teams

	Management levels
	Usually several
	Several, with horizontal relationships
	Relatively few

	Communication
	Mainly vertical
	Vertical and horizontal
	Mainly direct and horizontal

	Decision speed
	Can be slower
	Moderate; depends on coordination
	Often faster for local decisions

	Role clarity
	Usually high
	Can be unclear
	Depends on team design

	Employee autonomy
	Usually lower
	Moderate
	Usually higher

	Cross-functional work
	More difficult
	Strong
	Strong

	Main advantage
	Control and clarity
	Coordination across complex activities
	Speed and empowerment

	Main risk
	Bureaucracy and slow decisions
	Conflict and dual authority
	Weak coordination or unclear accountability

	Example
	Traditional large organizations
	ABB / P&G hybrid model
	Gore / H




Appendix B: Main Company Examples
ABB: Demonstrates how a multinational matrix can combine global business needs with local market requirements. It also shows that additional organizational dimensions can increase complexity.
Procter & Gamble: Uses sector business units, Market Operations and Enterprise Markets. This creates a modern multi-dimensional structure in which responsibility can be placed at different levels depending on the decision.
W. L. Gore & Associates: Uses a lattice-based approach with direct communication and fewer traditional chains of command. Employees have significant responsibility for cooperation and decision-making.
Haier: Uses the Rendanheyi model, in which much of the organization has been divided into entrepreneurial micro-enterprises designed to respond closely to user needs.
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