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Abstract 
 
As many parts of the world markets are becoming saturated, it is becoming increasingly 
important for companies to seek new unexploited markets. Many emerging markets are 
currently undergoing significant economic growth, which makes them suitable targets for 
these companies. However, for a multinational company (MNC) venturing into an emerging 
market is seldom a straightforward task, as these countries often have little similarities to the 
home markets of the companies. Consequently, following a decision on a suitable way to 
enter the emerging market, the MNC has to adapt the organisational structure as well as its 
operations to suit the local characteristics. The purpose of this thesis is to get a deeper 
understanding of how companies adapt their organisational structure to suit emerging 
markets. The focus is on the desired degree of control the company wants over its operations 
in the emerging market, the types of organisational structure it uses, and finally, the factors 
influencing the choice of organisational structure used. In order to reach this purpose, 
interviews were conducted for case-studies in two Swedish companies in the 
telecommunications industry. The most significant finding of the study is the fact that there is 
no ultimate organisational structure for companies operating in emerging markets. Other main 
findings reveal that the organisational structure adopted to a high degree, depends on the 
mode of entry used, which is closely related to the desired degree of control the company 
wants over its operations in the emerging market. MNCs operating in emerging markets are 
generally complex in their nature, which can be related to the companies’ size and 
geographical spreading. In addition, companies that choose to enter the emerging markets in 
close cooperation with a local firm will have to adopt more of the characteristics of a firm 
originating in an emerging market. Finally, the study also shows that the local environment is 
the factor most heavily influencing the organisational structure. This is a significant factor to 
consider since the environment in many emerging markets is dynamic and influences 
companies’ operations to a high degree. 
 



Sammanfattning 
 
Mättade hemmamarknader blir ett allt större problem för många företag runt omkring i 
världen, vilket belyser betydelsen av att hitta nya oexploaterade marknader. Den ekonomiska 
tillväxten som för tillfället kan skådas i flertalet utvecklingsländer indikerar en framtida 
potential som ny målmarknad för dessa företag. Det är dock inte helt enkelt att gå in i ett 
utvecklingsland för ett multinationellt företag, vilket kan relateras till de stora skillnaderna 
som finns mellan ett utvecklingsland och en mer västerländsk marknad. Följaktligen blir det 
viktigt att dels bestämma hur företaget skall gå in på den nya målmarknaden, men även att 
strukturera företaget på ett sätt som passar de speciella karaktärsdragen hos utvecklingslandet 
likväl som företaget själv. Syftet med denna uppsats är att nå en djupare förståelse för hur 
företag anpassar sin organisationsstruktur till utvecklingsländer. Fokus ligger på den grad av 
kontroll som företagen vill ha över sina förfaranden på den nya marknaden, de olika 
organisationsstrukturer som används, samt på faktorer som påverkar valet av 
organisationsstruktur. För att nå detta syfte har fallstudier utförts genom intervjuer på två 
svenska företag i telekommunikationsindustrin. Det huvudsakliga resultatet i denna studie är 
att det inte finns någon perfekt organisationsstruktur för företag som är verksamma i 
utvecklingsländer. Övriga resultat från studien visar att organisationsstrukturen som används 
till stor del beror på vilken typ av inträdesstrategi som används, vilket är närbesläktat till 
graden av kontroll som företaget vill ha över sina förfaranden i utvecklingslandet. 
Multinationella företag som är verksamma i utvecklingsländer är generellt komplexa vilket 
kan relateras till företagens storlek samt geografiska utspridning. Företag som väljer att gå in i 
utvecklingslandet i nära samarbete med ett lokalt företag måste anpassa sig mer efter vad som 
är typiskt för utvecklingslandet i fråga.  Avslutningsvis så pekar denna studie på att den lokala 
miljön är den faktor som har kraftigast påverkan på valet av organisationsstruktur. Detta är en 
viktig faktor att ta hänsyn till då miljön i många utvecklingsländer är dynamisk och påverkar 
företagets verksamheter till en hög grad. 
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1 Introduction 
 
In this chapter, we intend to provide the reader with a brief introduction to our thesis. We 
begin with a background to the research area and a problem discussion that will guide the 
reader to the purpose, and the research questions. Finally, the structure of the study will be 
presented. 
 

1.1 Background 
 
Currently, the environment that organisations are operating in is constantly changing, which 
forces organisations to adjust their structure to the environmental changes (Bakka, Fivelsdal 
and Lindkvist, 1999). Additionally, as organisations currently are entering a knowledge era, 
they will need to become more adaptable and flexible in order to capture opportunities in the 
dynamic environment (Wang and Ahmed, 2003). An environment can be dynamic because of 
a number of reasons; for example, an unstable government, unpredictable shifts in the 
economy, unexpected changes in customer demand. This affects an organisation, since its 
work becomes unpredictable or uncertain. (Mintzberg, 1979) In order to survive the dynamic 
environment, the organisational structure becomes very important. According to Mintzberg 
(1993), organisational structure can be defined as the total sum of the ways in which the 
organisation’s labour is divided into distinct tasks and then its coordination is achieved among 
these tasks (ibid.). 
 
However, despite managerial attempts to create a functional structure, many structures end up 
obstructing the company’s chosen market strategy rather than furthering it (Goold and 
Campbell, 2002). According to Goold and Campbell (2002), “a well-designed organization is 
flexible for the future as well as fit for the present” (p. 123) and they further claim that 
“organisational structures rarely result from systematic, methodical planning. Rather they 
evolve over time, in fits and starts, shaped more by politics than by policies” (p. 117). The 
optimal design of the organisation also trades off the costs and benefits of various 
configurations of managers. This is related to the fact that the selection of organisational 
structure is not consistent over time, and that the organisation’s complexity and size varies 
throughout its life cycle. Once again, it is not only planning that creates a functioning 
structure, but also responsiveness to changes in the market environments. (Harris and Raviv, 
2002) 
 
In addition, since the market environment in the world today is undergoing significant 
changes, the increasing number of competitors in industrial (high income) countries forces 
companies to conduct their businesses in other attractive areas of the world (ibid). Emerging 
economies are markets that often present especially high market potential, and can be defined 
as “the transformation of nations from planned into market economies” (Czinkota and 
Ronkainen, 2001, p. 747). These countries are undergoing changes in their economic and 
political environments that present enormous future markets and therefore interest foreign 
investors. There are a great number of emerging economies in the world that are interesting 
from a future trade perspective, and a few examples are Russia, the Baltic States, Poland and 
China. (Dahlén, Forsman, and Levén, 2003). 
 
In these emerging markets, business leaders and their organisations providing goods and 
services find themselves attempting to survive many new threats in the new environment, and 
while at the same time capitalising on newly created market opportunities. This also 
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emphasises the importance to structure organisations in a manner that suits the customers, the 
market characteristics, and the organisation’s overall strategy. (Longenecker, 2001)    
 

1.2 Problem Discussion 
 
When a corporation establishes a subsidiary in a foreign country, including emerging markets, 
the headquarters (HQ) managers must decide how much control they wish to have over the 
subsidiary (Rodrigues, 1995). Wilson (2003) also agrees that organisational structure is often 
thought of in terms of complexity and control. Robbins (1990), on the other hand, argues that 
the core dimensions of organisational structure that is used to control, allocate and coordinate 
organisations are complexity, centralisation, and formalisation. Complexity refers to the 
extent of differentiation within the organisation (ibid.). Centralisation concerns the role of 
formal authority and hierarchical mechanisms in the company’s decision-making processes. 
Finally, formalisation includes decision-making through bureaucratic mechanisms such as 
formal systems, established rules, and prescribed procedures. (Rodrigues, 1994)  
 
More specifically, complexity includes the degree of specialisation or division of labour, the 
number of levels in the organisation’s hierarchy, and the degree to which the organisation’s 
units are dispersed geographically. The more complex an organisation is, the greater is the 
need for effective communication, coordination, and control devices is. In addition, the more 
complex organisation, the higher the demand on managers is to ensure that activities are 
coordinated and are working smoothly. (Robbins, 1990) Generally, higher levels of 
complexity in an organisation lead to greater needs of control (Wilson, 2002).  
 
Moreover, the centralisation versus decentralisation issue has always been a hot topic within 
the study of organisational design (Evans, 1992). In order to generalise or simplify the picture, 
it is possible to say that young firms usually have a centralised structure, in which the CEO 
(Chief Executive Officer) is highly involved in coordinating activities. When the firm 
matures, the degree of CEO involvement usually decreases, which includes increased 
decentralisation. (ibid.) Furthermore, small-scale organisations tend to apply a high degree of 
centralisation. However, this factor is always influenced by the organisation’s strategy. In 
large global organisations, the foreign subsidiaries and divisions are often highly 
interdependent in both operations and strategy. (Rodrigues, 1994) However, a well-
functioning decentralised organisation still requires that some functions are centralised. 
(Bakka, et. al., 1999) 
 
In addition, the degree of formalisation differs depending on a various number of factors. In 
some organisations, the managers desire to maintain strong organisational stability and thus 
apply a bureaucratic system, which means that the degree of formalisation is high in the 
organisation.  The size of the organisation is also an affecting factor, and large organisations 
have usually a higher degree of formalisation than smaller ones, but as previously mentioned, 
it is always affected by the company strategy. In addition, organisations faced with crisis 
conditions, such as environmental hostility, turbulence and financial adversity, usually 
increases the degree of formalisation and standardisation, in order to place greater emphasis 
on previously established rules, and to centralise and involve fewer people in the decision 
making process. (Rodrigues, 1994) 
 
Consequently, the desired degree of control, affected by the complexity, centralisation and 
formalisation, usually determines the visible structure of the organisation. In addition, many 
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organisations are designed as hierarchies, with each manager reporting to only one manager at 
the next higher level. Within the hierarchical structure, there is much variation in the number 
of levels and in the set of activities grouped together. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 
Moreover, there are numerous ways to structure an organisation to suit all external and 
internal aspects of the organisation. There is, however, no dominant type of organisational 
structure in every industry. One of the most common theorists within the area of 
organisational design, namely Mintzberg (1993), argues that there are five basic structures; 
the simple structure, the machine bureaucracy, the professional bureaucracy, the 
divisionalised form, and the adhocracy structure. The simple structure is characterised by 
direct supervision as a prime coordinating mechanism. The machine bureaucracy is 
characterised by standardisation of work processes, the professional bureaucracy by 
standardisation of skills and the divisionalised form by standardisation of outputs. Finally, the 
adhocracy has mutual adjustment by all the parts involved as a prime coordinating 
mechanism. (ibid.)  
 
Harris and Raviv (2002), on the other hand, claim that the organisational structure can be 
divided into two main groupings; “divisional” and “functional”. Other organisations have a 
matrix structure in which every low-level manager reports to two or more superiors. The 
divisional structure has all activities pertaining to a single product, set of products, or type of 
customer, grouped together into a division. The functional hierarchy have activities pertaining 
to a particular function organised into departments. Finally, the matrix structure, which 
involves dual authority relations, can combine divisional and functional divisions and 
reporting both laterally and vertically. (ibid.) Many global corporations adopt the matrix 
structure, since the structure allows extensive cooperation between all the operating 
subsidiaries (Rodrigues, 1995).  
 
Furthermore, the choice of organisational structure is always affected by situational factors. 
According to Mintzberg (1993), the main situational factors are; the age and the size of the 
organisation, the technical system, the environment, and the power relationships. To begin 
with, as organisations age, they repeat their work and consequently become more predictable, 
and thereby more easily formalised. Further, the larger the organisation, the more specialised 
its tasks, the more differentiated units, and the more developed its administrative components. 
This means that a larger organisation has to put more emphasis on coordination than a smaller 
one. Additionally, studies show that as organisations grow, they go through structural 
transitions. (Mintzberg, 1979) 
 
Moreover, the technical system is the collective instruments used by the operators to do their 
work. In other words, the instruments are used to turn input to output. The more regulated the 
technical system is, the more formalised is the operating work. (ibid.) 
 
In addition, the organisational environment can be characterised, for instance, by stability, 
complexity, market diversity, and hostility. An organisation’s environment can range from 
stable to dynamic, and is complex to the extent that it requires the organisation to have 
extensive knowledge concerning, for instance, customers or products. Moreover, market 
diversity influences the organisational structure by the diversity of work to be done. Hostility 
affects structure through the predictability of work, since hostile environments are 
unpredictable ones. Further, hostility is influenced by competition, the organisation’s 
relationships with governments, unions, and other outside groups, and the availability of 
resources. (ibid.) 
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Finally, the power relationships include, among others, the presence of outside control of the 
organisation, the personal needs of the members in the organisation, and the fashion of the 
day. The greater the external control of the organisation, the more formalised and centralised 
is the structure. (ibid.) 
 
In other words, the desired degree of control lays a foundation for the organisational structure 
to be implemented by companies. However, as previously mentioned, there are a number of 
factors also influencing this decision, which is therefore not a very straightforward task. This 
also applies to emerging markets, although a suitable organisational structure here might be 
even more important than in more westernised parts of the world. This also leads us to the 
purpose of this study.  
 

1.3 Purpose 
 
The purpose of this study is to get a deeper understanding of how companies adapt their 
organisational structure to suit emerging markets. 
 

1.4 Research Questions 
 
To reach this purpose we have formulated three research questions: 
 
Research Question 1: How can the desired degree of control that affects companies’ 

organisational structure in emerging markets be described? 
 
Research Question 2:  How can the types of organisational structures used by companies 

in emerging markets be described? 
 
Research Question 3:  How can the factors influencing the choice of organisational 

structure used by companies in emerging markets be described?  
 
 
The reason for the order in which the research questions above are presented is that a prior 
understanding of the desired degree of control is necessary for establishing organisational 
structures. Additionally, to be able to interpret the factors influencing the choice of 
organisational structure, an understanding both of the desired degree of control and the 
different structures that are possible is necessary.  
 

1.5 Demarcations of the Study 
 
Now that the purpose has been set, and the research questions has been explained, it is 
necessary to make delimitations in order to narrow the study. According to OECD (2001), the 
telecommunication industry is a good example of an industry in which changing market 
environments, in the form of rapid technological developments, in combination with 
regulatory reform, both enable and force companies to seek new partners across national and 
technical borders. In addition, deregulation has opened up national telecommunication 
markets (for example, Sweden) to foreign competitors and technological advantages have 
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simplified long distance communication services. For this reason, large telecommunication 
operators, many of them former national monopolies, have become global operators by 
acquiring and forming alliances with local (regional) telecommunication companies. (ibid.)  
 
Russia is one of the emerging economies of the former Soviet Union that in particular 
presents an interesting market for Swedish and international telecommunication firms. This is 
due to Russia’s closeness, size, natural resources, and expected economic growth. To 
highlight the market potential, the GDP in Russia increased more than in the Western 
countries between 2000 and 2001 (Sveriges Exportråd, 2003). Additionally, the Russian 
economy is also becoming more stable politically (ibid.) after decades of political turbulence 
connected to the reform of the country’s previously centrally planned economy (Dent, 1994). 
The economic reform programme is related to Russia’s history of communism that still 
strongly influences the country, although the Russian economy now is evolving towards a 
market system with distinctive Russian characteristics (Polonsky and Edwards, 1998). 
 
More specifically, the Russian telecommunication market has been growing with on average 
40 percent per year during the last four years, much related to increasing foreign investments 
within this industry. During the first eight months of 2003, the market grew by 42 percent 
compared to the same period of 2002. In total, experts from the Russian Ministry of 
telecommunications believe that the telecommunication industry will account for up to two 
percent of Russia’s GDP in 2003, including mobile telephony, fixed telephony, IP telephony, 
Internet services, and telecommunication equipment. The growth of the telecommunication 
market in Russia is influenced mainly by rapid inflow of mobile subscribers. In fact, by the 
end of 2003, the number of mobile subscribers in Russia is forecasted to grow up to 34 
million subscribers. In three years, this number is expected to reach 60.9 million subscribers. 
(ibid.)  
 
The segment of fixed telephony and local calls is characterised by stable development. In the 
cities, only 30 percent of families have stationary phones while in the countryside the number 
is only 11 percent. The international traffic on the fixed net increases with about 20 percent 
annually. However, the international and long-distance segment of the fixed 
telecommunications market is to a certain extent monopolised. This share is slowly decreasing 
due to competition from about 300 alternative operators. (ibid.) 
 
Moreover, IP telephony, a technology that allows voice transmission via data communication 
channels, has been around in Russia for a few years, but only recently, with the development 
of phone card sales, it began to be considered a promising area of telecommunication 
services. By 2005, IP telephony is forecasted to account for 40 to 50 percent of all long-
distance phone calls. However, the poor quality of the existing data-communication channels 
is hindering the development of IP phone services. (ibid.) 
 
Furthermore, in 2001 Internet services had a growth of 50 percent in comparison with 2000. 
In fact, the volume of information transmitted via the Internet channels is doubled every two 
to three years. By the number of Internet users, Russia holds the 15th place among other 
countries of the world. The number of e-mail users increased three times in the last two years. 
Furthermore, the on-line trade market in Russia doubled in 2002. Despite this, business-to-
business electronic trade is the most promising Internet business segment in Russia. (ibid.) 
 
To continue with, more than 40 foreign manufacturers are supplying telecommunication 
equipment to Russia directly or via authorised dealers, and foreign telecommunication 
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companies are controlling up to 70 to 80 percent of the Russian market. To compare with, 
Russian telecommunication producers are covering 20 to 30 percent of the local market. 
However, during 1999 and 2001 the number of foreign companies, which are already 
operating on the Russian market or just entering it, decreased. This indicates that the Russian 
telecommunication equipment market among foreign companies is near saturation, as well as 
proves the world trend of telecommunication equipment producers’ consolidation. (ibid.) 
 
To simplify the previous discussion, the telecommunication industry is a typical example of 
an industry that is forced to adapt to the dynamic environment of today, through both 
structural changes in the organisation, and through ventures into new unexploited markets. 
Russia, on the other hand, is not only a relatively new and unexploited market. It is also one 
of the world’s largest emerging economies that provide plenty of opportunities for companies 
within various areas of business, including the telecommunication industry. For this reason, 
this study will be limited to: 
 

 The Telecommunications Industry 
 Russia 

 

1.6 Structure of the Study 
 
The subsequent parts of the thesis will be structured as follows: 
 

 Chapter two presents an overview of the literature and the relevant theories concerning 
our field of study, based on our research questions. It also contains a conceptual 
framework that creates a foundation for the interview guide and the rest of the thesis. 
 Chapter three describes the methodology used when obtaining the data needed for this 

thesis. It begins with the purpose of our research, continues with our research 
approach, our research strategy, data collection method, our sample selection, the 
analysis of our data and finishes with the quality standards we have followed. 
 Chapter four presents the empirical data collected for this study. 
 Chapter five include a comparison of the collected data in the previous chapter, and 

the conceptual framework in chapter two in a within-case analysis. It also includes a 
comparison between the two case study companies through a cross-case analysis. 
 Chapter six presents our findings from the analysis in chapter five, and the conclusions 

we have drawn based on our research questions. In this chapter, we also give 
implications for management, theory, and future research within this area. 
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2 Literature Review 
 
The previous chapter introduced the reader to the research area and ended up in specific 
research questions related to the purpose of this thesis. In this chapter, theories relevant to 
the stated research questions will be presented. The chapter begins with an illustration of how 
the theoretical framework fits together. It then continues with a description of how the degree 
of control can affect companies’ organisational structure, which relates to research question 
one. Regarding research question two, the chapter continues with a description of types of 
organisational structures. Thereafter, theories concerning the final research question, which 
is the factors influencing the choice of organisational structure, will be presented. Finally, the 
chapter encloses with a conceptualisation of these theories.  
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2.1:  The Theoretical Framework 

 
Figure 2.1 presents the relationship between the different research questions, together with the 
most relevant theories in this area.  
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2.1  The Degree of Control’s  Influence on Companies’  Organisational  
Structure 
  
According to Robbins 1990, the three core dimensions of organisational structure are 
centralisation, formalisation, and complexity. Rodrigues (1994) uses almost the same basic 
mechanisms to describe the desired degree of control (centralisation, formalisation), but he 
adds normative integration. Moreover, Mintzberg (1993) includes centralisation and 
formalisation and he further, emphasises centralisation versus decentralisation as one of the 
most important coordination and control tasks (ibid). However, according to Wilson (2003), 
the degree of formalisation and the degree of centralisation are strongly affected by the degree 
of complexity and therefore a discussion concerning complexity is needed before the other 
control mechanisms. 
 

2.1.1 Complexity  
 
According to Robbins (1990) and Wilson (2003), complexity refers to the degree of 
differentiation within an organisation. Furthermore, complexity can be divided into three 
different parts; horizontal differentiation, vertical differentiation, and spatial differentiation 
(Robbins, 1990). 
 
To begin with, horizontal differentiation is the degree to which organisational units are 
differentiated from each other. The differentiation is based on the orientation of members, the 
nature of the tasks they perform, and their education and training. An organisation gets more 
complex depending on the larger number of different occupations within an organisation that 
require specialised knowledge and skills. The reason for this is the fact that the different units 
have to communicate with each other and thereby the need of coordination increases. (ibid.) 
 
To continue, vertical differentiation, on the other hand, is associated with the depth in the 
structure. Differentiation and complexity increases as the number of hierarchical levels in the 
organisation increases.  The span of control, which defines the number of subordinates a 
manager can direct effectively, determines the degree of vertical differentiation. If the span of 
control is narrow, managers will have few subordinates, and if the span is wide, managers will 
have many subordinates reporting to them. In other words, the smaller the span, the taller the 
organisation, and the wider the span, the flatter the organisation. Tall structures provide closer 
supervision controls, and communication and coordination get more complicated because of 
the increased number of layers through which directives must go. Flat structures have a 
shorter and simpler communication chain, but less opportunity for supervision because each 
manager has more people reporting to him/her, and less opportunity for promotion because of 
fewer levels of management. (ibid.) 
 
Finally, spatial differentiation is the degree to which an organisation’s operations are 
dispersed geographically. Spatial differentiation is highly connected to both horizontal and 
vertical differentiation. For instance, the connection to vertical differentiation can be 
exemplified; while tall organisations are more complex than flat ones, a tall organisation in 
which different levels of authority are dispersed geographically is more complex than its 
counterpart whose management is physically concentrated. (ibid.) 
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To summarise, the degree of complexity can be measured through three types of 
differentiation. These types are:  
 

 Horizontal differentiation 
 Vertical differentiation 
 Spatial differentiation 

 
In addition, all types of differentiation can be managed or coordinated by the control 
mechanisms in the form of centralisation and formalisation (Wilder, 2003). For example, the 
more complex an organisation is, the greater the need for effective communication, 
coordination, and control devices is (Robbins, 1990). Wilder (2003) agrees with Robbins 
(1990), since he argues that higher levels of complexity within an organisation lead to greater 
needs of control. For this reason, the subsequent parts within this research question will focus 
on centralisation and formalisation. 
 

2.1.2 Centralisation  
 
Very broadly, centralisation refers to the level of hierarchy with authority to make decisions 
(Daft, 2001). However, the concept of centralisation is more complex than this, and need 
further explanation (Mintzberg, 1993). Robbins (1990), however, uses a more specific 
definition of centralisation: 
 

“the degree to which the formal authority to make discretionary choices is 
concentrated in an individual, unit, or level (usually high in the 
organization), thus permitting employees (usually low in the organization) 
minimum input into their work”. (p. 106) 
 

Robbins definition implies that centralisation only is concerned with the formal structure and 
the fact that centralisation looks at decision discretion. It further implies that decisions are 
taken at a single point, which implies concentration of power at a high level. (Robbins, 1990) 
According to Mintzberg (1993), a structure is centralised when all the power for decision-
making rests at a single point in the organisation, and a structure is decentralised when the 
power is dispersed among several people. A decision-making process is most decentralised 
when the decision-maker controls only the making of the choice. (ibid.) However, the fact 
that no organisation is either fully centralised or decentralised, leads to a dilemma, since 
managers have to balance these two dimensions (Rodrigues, 1995). 
 
Generally, an organisation centralises in order to coordinate the operations of the 
organisation (Mintzberg, 1993). This is highly connected to a desire to keep the organisation 
on track. By centralising, for example, strategic decisions, centralisation makes it easier to 
balance functions within the organisation. (Bakka, et. al., 1999) According to Harris and 
Raviv (2002), centralisation enables headquarters to allocate capital efficiently across 
divisions. Centralisation can also save resources in administration, since these tasks are 
coordinated in one place. Centralisation, further, implies that the decision-making usually is 
concentrated to the most skilled leaders. This makes fast decisions possible when unexpected 
opportunities and/or crisis occur. (Bakka et. al., 1999) This view is supported by the fact that 
when organisations face crisis conditions, such as environmental hostility, turbulence and 
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financial adversity, they usually centralises and involve fewer people in the decision making 
process (Rodrigues, 1995). 
 
In comparison to centralisation, decentralisation occurs mainly because not all decisions can 
be understood at one single point (Mintzberg, 1993). In centralised organisations, the 
decision-making process is generally slow and complex, which often is a result of overloaded 
senior managers (Bakka et. al., 1999). According to Harris and Raviv (2002), the largest 
advantage of decentralisation is the fact that division managers are allocated a fixed amount 
of capital, which implies that these managers have an incentive to produce information. In 
addition, decentralisation allows the senior managers to concentrate on the most important 
tasks of the organisation’s operations (Bakka et. al., 1999). Another connected advantage of 
decentralisation is the fact that it allows the organisation to respond quickly to local 
conditions (Mintzberg, 1993). It also favours flexibility and fast decisions in operations 
(Bakka, et. al. 1999). Furthermore, decentralisation is an incentive for motivation, since it 
gives power to middle-line managers who can operate in a freer manner than in a centralised 
organisation. (Mintzberg, 1993) This is related to the fact that research in the area shows that 
people work more and better when they have the possibility to affect their own work 
situation. Moreover, when lower-level managers are allowed to make decisions, they get 
experienced and can later on be recruited for top positions.  (Bakka et. al., 1999)  
 
More specifically, decentralisation can occur through either vertical or horizontal 
decentralisation. Vertical decentralisation involves the dispersal of formal power down the 
chain of line authority. The focus is on formal power or informal power. Formal power 
involves the right to make choices and to authorise them. Informal power involves advising 
and executing the decisions made. (Mintzberg, 1979)  
 
Horizontal decentralisation, on the other hand, is the extent to which non-managers control 
decision-making processes. There are four different degrees of horizontal decentralisation: to 
a single individual, to a few analysts whose systems control the behaviour of others, to all 
experts with knowledge, and to everybody in the organisation. In the most horizontally 
centralised organisation, one person holds all the power. To compare with, the more the 
organisation relies on systems of standardisation for coordination, the greater power of the 
analysts who create the standardisation systems. This implies that this kind of organisation is 
rather centralised and that it is only partially horizontally decentralised. In addition, when the 
organisation is dependent on specialised knowledge, the power is allocated to the experts 
with knowledge. More specifically, there exist three kinds of expert power; informal expert 
power superimposed on a traditional authority structure, expert power merged with formal 
authority, and expert power with the operators. Firstly, informal expert power superimposed 
on a traditional authority structure means that the formal system of authority remains but 
certain experts attain considerable informal power, since the organisation is in need of 
specialised knowledge. Secondly, expert power merged with formal authority is when 
expertise is very important in decision-making and it is unclear whether the expert advises or 
has the formal authority to decide. Finally, expert power with the operators is when the 
operators themselves are the experts. Moving back to the concept of horizontal 
decentralisation, the fourth degree is when the power is allocated to everyone. This is only 
motivated by a membership in the organisation. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 
Furthermore, a particularly difficult dilemma concerning centralisation is the choice between 
centralising and decentralising of research and development (R&D) functions in the 
organisation. A decentralised structure and formal accountability for R&D are more likely to 
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bring more new products and incremental innovations than a centralised structure. However, 
a centralised and informal structure favours major technological advancements. (DeSanctis 
et. al., 2002) In addition to this, a high degree of centralisation seems to be connected to 
global product standardisation, and a low degree of centralisation seems to be connected to 
local modification of products (Ghoshal and Bartlett, 2001). 
 
In general, research also shows that companies tend to delegate power for manufacturing and 
marketing decisions farther down the chain of authority than they delegate power for finance 
and legal decisions. Research further shows that power for a decision process tends to rest at 
the level where the necessary information best can be accumulated. (Mintzberg, 1993)   
 
To summarise, this section can be explained in three dimensions: 
 

 Centralisation 
 Vertical decentralisation 
 Horizontal decentralisation 

 
Finally, a high degree of complexity usually leads to a decentralised organisation, since 
delegating decisions to higher levels of the organisation is very inefficient. Organisations 
with higher levels of overall control are likely to have lower levels of centralisation than 
those with lower levels of overall control. In other words, decentralised organisations reduce 
complexity, but enhance coordination and control through formalisation and administration. 
(Wilder, 2003) Formalisation will therefore now be more thoroughly explained. 
 

2.1.3 Formalisation 
 
To begin with, formalisation is the degree to which work processes of the organisation are 
standardised (Mintzberg, 1979). Formalisation includes, for example, rules, procedures, and 
written documents that prescribe the rights and duties of employees (Daft, 2001). In other 
words, formalisation includes regulating the behaviour of the employees in some way. 
Moreover, organisations formalise in order to reduce its variability, to predict and control the 
organisation, and to coordinate activities within the organisation. (Mintzberg, 1979) 
 
In addition, a high degree of formalisation is desired when tasks require precise, carefully 
predetermined coordination, for instance, in the work of a fireman. In the fully formalised 
organisation, no confusion is allowed and everyone knows exactly what to do in every event. 
(ibid.) More explicitly, there are clear job descriptions, several organisational rules, and 
clearly defined procedures (Robbins, 1990). In other words, this kind of organisation works 
well under conditions as close to certainty as possible. High formalisation is also used to 
ensure a machinelike consistency, which leads to efficient production. Furthermore, it is also 
used to ensure fairness to clients in order to treat everyone equally. Additionally, a 
questionable motive of formalisation is the desire for order in an organisation, made visible 
through for example requirements of special colours on clothes. (Mintzberg, 1979) 
 
However, the degree of formalisation also differs within the organisation (Robbins, 1990). 
Highly formalised work can be found in the organisation where the work is low on variability. 
In the operating core of the organisation, the most stable conditions, the most repetitive tasks 
and the most bureaucratic structure can be found. However, creative research centres and 
small entrepreneurial companies tend to be organically structured in their operating core. 
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(Mintzberg, 1979) Employees higher in the organisation are increasingly involved in activities 
that are less repetitive and require unique solutions. Further, jobs in production are, generally, 
more formalised than those in sales and research. The reason for this is the fact that activities 
in production are repetitive and stable. On the contrary, activities in sales have to be flexible 
to be able to respond to changing needs of customers, while research has to be flexible in 
order to be innovative. (Robbins, 1990)   
 
According to Mintzberg (1979), behaviour can be formalised in three different ways; by job, 
by work-flow, and by rules. Firstly, when formalising by job, the organisation attaches the 
behavioural specifications to the job itself, for instance, documenting it in the formal job 
description. Secondly, when formalising by work-flow, the specifications are linked to the 
work itself. Finally, when formalising by rules, the organisation institutes rules for all 
situations. These are, in general, written and can be found in some kind of policy manual of 
the organisation. (ibid.) The greater the standardisation of work procedures, the less input the 
employee has into how his or her work is to be done. Standardisation might have a negative 
effect, since it can remove the need for employees to consider alternatives. (Robbins, 1990) 
Finally, a high degree of complexity seems to lead to a high degree of formalisation in order 
to maintain the control within the organisation (Wilder, 2003). 
 
Finally, to summarise, important concepts in this section are those of:  
 

 Formalisation 
 Formalisation by job 
 Formalisation by work-flow 
 Formalisation by rules 

 
Finally, Rodrigues (1994) claims that there is another control mechanism than the concepts of 
centralisation and formalisation previously discussed that companies use, namely normative 
integration. This concept will therefore be further elaborated on in the subsequent section. 
 

2.1.4 Normative Integration 
 
To begin with, the management in some organisations want to keep a very flexible and 
adaptable organisation and therefore apply a highly interactive approach, which is the same as 
high normative integration. Normative integration relies neither on direct headquarter 
involvement nor on impersonal rules but on the socialisation of managers into a set of shared 
goals, values, and beliefs that then shape their perspectives and behaviour. (Rodrigues, 1994) 
 
Moreover, Lawrence and Losh in Robbins (1990) define integration as the quality of 
collaboration that exists among interdependent units/departments that are required to achieve 
unity of effort. Integration plans usually include rules and procedures, formal plans, the 
authority hierarchy, and decision-making committees.  (Robbins, 1990) 
 
In addition, Ghoshal and Bartlett (2001) argue that it exist positive links between creation, 
adoption, and diffusions of innovations by a subsidiary and the extent to which the subsidiary 
was normatively integrated with the parent company and shared its overall strategy, goals and 
values. This type of integration can be achieved through a high degree of organisational 
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socialisation, which can be the result of, for instance, transfer and travel of managers between 
the headquarters and the subsidiary. Additionally, communication patterns reflect the nature 
and the extent of normative integration. Finally, a high degree of normative integration can be 
the key determinant of whether the organisation is innovative or not. (ibid.)  
 
Finally, as a summary, the concept of normative integration revolves around: 
 

 The desire for a flexible organisation 
 Organisational socialisation 
 Managerial socialisation 

 
To conclude the theory on research question one, the desired degree of control of companies 
operations is made visible through the concepts of centralisation and decentralisation, 
formalisation and standardisation, and normative integration. In other words, the desired 
degree of control plays a significant role in the shaping of the organisational structure used by 
different companies. The following section will therefore focus on different organisational 
structures.  
 

2.2 Types of Organisational Structures 
 
There are various ways that companies can structure their organisations, and different 
researchers also have different views on the different structures, which will be made obvious 
in this chapter. It is important, however, to know that companies do not necessarily have to 
rely on only one structural form. In fact, they can have one predominant form, together with 
two or three minor forms in a hybrid relationship. (Lau and Snell, 1996)  
 

2.2.1 Mechanistic and Organic Structures 
 
To begin with, the most common organisational division in classic structure studies is the 
division between the mechanistic and the organic structure. (Wang and Ahmed, 2003) This 
choice between an organic and a mechanistic structure also often lays the foundation of what 
structure to use. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 

2.2.1.1 The Mechanistic Structure 

Mechanistic structures were developed to operate at high efficiency in stable environments 
and were based on the belief that organisations are rational entities in which the design of an 
organisation is a science and the people within the organisation are considered economic 
beings. Mechanistic organisations contain clear levels of hierarchy, in which organisational 
vision origin at the top. Decision-making is made through a long chain and over a prolonged 
process, and then communicated down to the employees, which implies strong management 
control and high centralisation of power. Vertical linkages are used to coordinate corporate 
activities between the top and the bottom of the organisation, and top management controls 
planning, problem solving, decision-making and directing. Additionally, the mechanistic 
organisation has a rather high degree of formality, and there are many bureaucratic and rigid 
rules and set procedures, and little individual freedom of action. This also applies to 
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communication, which is formalised. There is restricted flow and sharing of knowledge. In 
fact, the knowledge management process is mainly founded on deduction from practices and 
personal skills into theorised and formalised knowledge. However, as organisations grow it 
becomes increasingly difficult to exert control and influence for effective organisational 
functions. The solution for this has been increased decentralisation. For this reason, in the 
post-modern world of business, the organic structure has become more popular. (Wang and 
Ahmed, 2003) 
 
To summarise, the major concepts of the mechanistic structure are: 
 

 A clear hierarchy 
 Managerial control 
 Centralisation of power 
 High degree of formalisation 
 Restricted flow and sharing of knowledge 

 

2.2.1.2 The Organic Structure 

Organic structures are complex and social entities features by a collection of competing and 
interacting forces between individuals and social forces. The organic organisation is flat and 
team based. Moreover, the organisation composition typically consists of top management, 
strategic groups and project teams. Furthermore, the organisation is divisionalised, with little 
departmental barriers to facilitate cross-functional teams and integration of specialised 
sources of knowledge. Power and control is decentralised, with managers empowering the 
employees to proactively participate in organisational management and promote a culture of 
openness and trust. There is also a higher level of informality, with freedom from rules, more 
informal face-to-face communication, which goes upwards and downwards in the 
organisation. Finally, there is a general encouragement of interaction, which is regarded as the 
main mechanism to create knowledge. (Wang and Ahmed, 2003) 
 
To summarise, the major concepts of the organic structure are: 
 

 Complex 
 Flat 
 Cross-functional teams 
 Divisionalised organisation 
 Decentralisation of power and control 
 Promotion of openness and trust 
 Low degree of formalisation 
 Encouragement of interaction 

 
However, as companies grow, and in particular as they internationalise, there is another type 
of demand based on the structure in terms of control over larger geographical disperse 
organisations. In these type of environments, the organic structure results in the development 
of variations of more sophisticated, decentralised, divisionalised structures, such as the matrix 
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structure, which emerged in the 1970’s as a hybrid of hierarchical and flatter structures, and 
which will be further elaborated on later on in this chapter. (ibid.) 
 
Finally, as previously mentioned, the mechanistic and organic structures function as a base for 
other structures. For this reason  a discussion of other types of organisational structures will 
follow. 
 

2.2.2 Mintzberg’s Five Basic Structures 
 
First of all, in order to understand Mintzberg’s five basic structures, it is necessary to have 
knowledge concerning the five parts that Mintzberg (1993) claims is the essence of an 
organisation.  
 
The first part, which is the operating core of an organisation, contains the members, or 
operators, who perform the basic work directly related to the production of products and 
services. The second part, namely, the strategic apex, has as responsibility to ensure that the 
organisation serves its mission in an effective way, and also that the organisation serve the 
needs of those people who control or have some other power over the organisation (owners, 
government agencies, employee unions, pressure groups). In the strategic apex, people in 
charge of the overall responsibility for the organisation can be found. (ibid.) 
 
Moreover, the middle line is the third part of an organisation. It is the part of the organisation 
that joins the strategic apex to the operating core by a chain of middle-line managers. These 
managers are responsible for much of the information flow in-between these two departments; 
however, they also have tasks related to the function of their own departments. The fourth 
part, the technostructure, is where the analysts and their supporting clerical staff can be found. 
These people are removed from the operating work itself, but they are still closely related to 
it, in the sense that they can design, plan, change, or train the people involved in the operating 
work flow. These people also function as control analysts, since they are involved in creating 
standardisation of work processes, adaptation, and changing the organisation to suit 
environmental change. Finally, the last part is the support staff. These include those 
departments or activities that are not directly linked to the company’s operating core, for 
example mailroom, reception, cafeteria, and janitorial service. (ibid.) 
 
With these different parts of an organisation as a foundation, Mintzberg (1993) argues that 
there are five basic structures that an organisation can undertake; the simple structure, the 
machine bureaucracy, the professional bureaucracy, the divisionalised form, and, finally, the 
adhocracy structure.   
 

2.2.2.1 The Simple Structure 

To begin with, the simple structure is characterised as being highly non-elaborated. Typically 
it has little or no technostructure, few support departments, a loose division of labour, 
minimal differentiation among its units, and a small managerial hierarchy. Behaviour is 
seldom formalised, and the organisation seldom makes use of planning, training and liaison 
devices. This type of organisation is organic, and coordination is effected largely by direct 
supervision. The organisation is both vertically and horizontally centralised. Specifically 
power over all important decisions tends to be centralised and made by the CEO. As a matter 
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of fact, the simple structure often only consists of no more than a one-person strategic apex 
and an organic operating core. The strategic apex is the key part of the organisation. 
(Mintzberg, 1993)  
 
To summarise, the main concepts of the simple structure are: 
 

 Little technostructure  
 Few support services 
 Loose division of labour 
 Minimal differentiation  
 Small managerial hierarchy 
 Organic 
 Coordination through direct supervision 
 Vertical centralisation 
 Horizontal centralisation 
 Strategic apex key part of the organisation 

 

2.2.2.2 The Machine Bureaucracy 

The machine bureaucracy, on the other hand, is a structure based on standardisation of work 
processes, and regulation of the operating work, for coordination. This makes the 
technostructure the key part of the organisation. Rules and regulations permeate the entire 
structure, formal communication if favoured at all levels, and decision-making tends to follow 
the formal chain of authority. To simplify this, the organisation emphasises division of labour 
and unit differentiation in all forms; vertical, horizontal, line/staff, functional, hierarchical, 
spatial, and status. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 
Furthermore, the strategic apex has considerable power in the machine bureaucracy, and the 
only ones that share this power are the people in the technostructure, which implies vertical 
centralisation and limited horizontal decentralisation. The heavy standardisation also implies 
that the machine bureaucracy is obsessed with control, which further reflects two central facts 
about these structures. Firstly, the operating core must be sealed off from external influence 
so that standard output can function without interruption. The organisation wants to eliminate 
all possible uncertainty with the rules and regulations, and to enforce a closed, tightly 
controlled organisation where work can get done despite conflicts. In order to simplify this, 
the organisation has, in addition to the large technostructure, developed many support 
services, as searching for these services outside the organisation would equal exposure to 
potential dangers and threats that the organisation cannot control. Secondly, the use of direct 
supervision by first line managers is limited by the fact that standardisation handles most of 
the coordination issues. The middle-line managers are grouped on functional bases, and work 
in a liaison role with the analysts of the technostructure to incorporate their standards down 
into the operating units. The middle-line managers also handle the disturbances that might 
occur between the highly specialised workers of the operating core that standardisation of 
work processes cannot solve. They also support the vertical information flow in the structure, 
which require much personal contact with all departments. For this reason, units above the 
operating core tend to be rather small in size, while the administrative hierarchy is rather tall 
in shape. (ibid.) 



Literature Review 
 

17 

Finally, the top managers, that is, the strategic apex, are constantly searching for more 
efficient ways to produce given outputs, trying to keep the structure together in the face of all 
its conflicts (as conflicts are not dealt with in the organisation), and coordinating the activities 
of the middle-line managers. In addition, the process of strategy making is performed top-
down, with heavy emphasis on action planning. (ibid.)  
 
To summarise, the main concepts of the machine bureaucracy are: 
 

 Large technostructure  
 Horizontal differentiation 
 Vertical differentiation  
 Spatial differentiation 
 Vertical centralisation 
 Limited horizontal decentralisation 
 Many support services  
 Coordination by standardisation of work processes 
 Powerful strategic apex 
 Strategy making is performed top-down  

 

2.2.2.3 The Professional Bureaucracy 

To begin with, Mintzberg’s third organisational type, the professional bureaucracy, relies on 
the skills and knowledge of its operating professionals to function, as all produce standard 
products and services, and can be found among hospitals, universities, and school systems. 
The organisation hires specialists and professionals and gives them considerable control over 
their own work. Most of the necessary coordination between the operating professionals is 
then handled by standardisation of skills and knowledge, as they have learned what to expect 
from their colleagues. However, whereas the machine bureaucracy generates its own 
standards (by the technostructure), the standards of the professional bureaucracy originate 
largely outside the organisation by universal standards set by many professional bureaucracies 
joined together. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 
In addition, the operating core, which is the key part of the organisation, decides which 
standardised programme the client needs, and then apply that programme to the client. The 
support staff is also highly elaborated, and focus much on serving the operating core. On the 
other hand, since the need for planning and formalising of work of the professionals is 
limited, little technostructure is needed. Also, the middle line management is not highly 
elaborated. (ibid.) 
 
In other words, the professional bureaucracy is highly decentralised, in both the vertical and 
horizontal dimensions. In addition, within the professional bureaucracy, there is little notion 
of a common strategy, as outputs are difficult to measure, and goals cannot easily be agreed 
upon. The strategies are largely the ones of the individual professionals within the 
organisation, as well as of the professional associations on the outside. (ibid.)  
 
 



Literature Review 
 

18 

To summarise, the main concepts of the professional bureaucracy are: 
 

 Independency of work 
 Standardisation of skills (origins on the outside) 
 Operating core key part of the organisation 
 Many support services 
 Small technostructure  
 Small middle line management  
 Vertical decentralisation 
 Horizontal decentralisation 
 No common strategy 

 

2.2.2.4 The Divisionalised Form 

The fourth organisational structure, that is, the divisionalised form, has a set of entities, often 
called divisions, from the middle line grouped together by a central administrative structure. 
Thus, the middle line is the key part of the organisation. Additionally, the flow of power is not 
bottom-up, but top-down. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 
Moreover, in the divisionalised form, the divisions are created according to markets served, 
and are thereafter given control over the operating function required to serve these markets. 
Dispersal and duplication of the operating functions minimises the interdependence between 
divisions, so that each can operate as a partly autonomous entity, free of the need to 
coordinate with the other departments. This allows a great number of divisions to be grouped 
under the headquarters, which implies that the span of control at the strategic apex can be 
rather wide. Moreover, the divisionalised form is rather decentralised from the strategic apex 
out to the different department managers. However, within the different divisions the 
organisation can be highly centralised. (ibid.) 
 
Additionally, there is a sharp division of labour between the headquarters and the divisions. 
Communication between the two is formal, largely restricted to the transmission of 
performance standards down to the divisions, and performance results back up. Too much 
detailed knowledge at the headquarters can cause interference in the operations of the 
different divisions, and thereby reduce the autonomy. Despite the autonomy, strategy 
decisions are made by the headquarters, and they also have the power to interfere and for 
example replace an unsuitable division manager. They also design performance control 
system used to monitor the divisions, monitors divisional behaviour on a personal basis, and 
provide certain support services to the divisions (such as a central financial department that 
deals with, for example, salaries and pension funds). (ibid.)  
 
According to several authors, we are currently witnessing a departure from the multidivisional 
form of an organisation, which dominated much of the 20th century due to its superior 
performance (Ruigrok and Achtenhagen, 1999). 
 
Finally, to sum up with, the main issues of the divisionalised form are: 
 

 Middle line is the key part of the organisation 



Literature Review 
 

19 

 Flow of power top-down  
 Each division has its own structure 
 Low cross-divisional interaction 
 Wide control span at strategic apex 
 Decentralised (not necessary within divisions) 
 Sharp division of labour between HQ and divisions  
 Formal, restricted communication between HQ and divisions 
 Strategic apex formulates strategy 
 HQ provides support services (ex. financial department) 

 

2.2.2.5 The Adhocracy 

Sophisticated innovation requires another configuration that is able to combine expertise 
drawn from different disciplines into well-functioning ad hoc project teams. Mintzberg’s last 
organisational structure, the adhocracy, has a highly organic structure, since the organisation 
cannot rely on any form of standardisation for coordination in order to be innovative. For this 
reason the organisation avoids an emphasis on formalisation, planning and control, which 
implies a small technostructure. The organisation also has high horizontal work specialisation 
based on formal training, although it is based on cross-functional teamwork. Further, it 
applies selective decentralisation to and within the teams, which are located in various places 
in the organisation and contain various mixtures of line managers and staff and operating 
experts. Additionally, the adhocracy is not “locked to” the chain of authority and much power 
is given to experts within various fields within the organisation, which again implies selective 
decentralisation. However, unlike the professional bureaucracy, the adhocracy cannot rely on 
the standardised skills of these experts to achieve coordination, as this would lead to 
standardisation instead of innovation. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 
To continue, the adhocracy tend to use the functional and market bases for grouping 
simultaneously in the matrix structure, which will be more thoroughly discussed in the final 
part of this section. It then becomes vital to coordinate the activities between the functional 
units, which puts the liaison devices in focus. (ibid.) The adhocracy is with its heavy reliance 
on experts decentralised since “no one in the adhocracy monopolizes the power to innovate” 
(Mintzberg, page 257). 
 
Furthermore, the operating adhocracy innovates and solves problems directly on behalf of its 
clients. A key feature of the operating adhocracy is that its administrative and operating work 
tend to blend into a single effort. The administrative adhocracy, on the other hand, undertakes 
all its projects to serve itself. Thus, it cuts of the operating core from the rest of the 
organisation so that the administrative part can be structured as an adhocracy, whereas the 
operating core can maintain, for example, a machine bureaucracy. In both of these types of 
adhocracies, the support staff plays a key role, since this is where the experts the organisation 
is so dependent on origin. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 
To continue with, control of the strategy formulation process in the adhocracy is not clearly 
placed at the strategic apex or elsewhere. Moreover, this process is best called strategy 
formation since strategy in these structures is seldom formulated by the individuals, but 
instead formed implicitly by the decisions that they make. The people in the strategic apex 
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spend much time debating strategic choices (instead of formulating explicit strategies), 
handling many of the disturbances that arise all over these fluid structures, and to monitoring 
the different projects that take place within the organisation. The most important role, 
however, is that of liaison with the external environment, as these types of organisations often 
work for different projects and then disappear if they cannot find any more work. (ibid.) 
 
As possible to understand from the text above, Mintzberg (1979, 1993) proposes that 
organisational structure is the sum of the ways in which labour is divided into distinct tasks 
and the coordination is achieved among these tasks.  
 
Finally, the main ideas in the adhocracy concerns the concepts of: 
 

 Organic  
 Small technostructure 
 Horizontal work specialisation  
 Cross-functional teamwork  
 Selective decentralisation 
 Functional and market grouping simultaneously 
 Support staff key part of the organisation 
 No explicit strategy  
 Strategic apex in liaison with the external environment 

 
The Matrix Structure 
 
The Matrix structure, mentioned previously, is according to Mintzberg (1993) a type of 
adhocracy. Matrix management integrates a functional structure, that is, an organisation 
grouping based on the different functions in the organisation, with a horizontal project 
structure. Project participants report simultaneously to both project and functional managers. 
(Larson and Gobeli, 1987) 
 
Furthermore, according to Larson and Gobeli (1987), there are three types of matrixes. Firstly, 
a functional matrix occurs when the project manager’s role is limited to coordinating the 
efforts of the functional groups involved. The functional managers are responsible for the 
design and completion of technical requirements within their discipline. Secondly, a project 
matrix occurs when the project managers have direct authority to make decisions concerning 
personnel and work flow activities. The functional managers’ involvement is limited to 
providing services and advisory support.  Third and finally, a balanced matrix is a matrix in 
which the project manager is responsible for defining what needs to be accomplished, while 
the functional managers are concerned with how it should be accomplished. To sum up with, 
although they provide the organisation with much flexibility and an enhanced information 
flow in all directions, matrixes are generally delicate to manage. (ibid.) 
 
Finally, there are many more organisational structures developed than the mechanistic, 
organic and the matrix structure, and in order to get a deeper understanding of organisational 
design, it is necessary to further elaborate on more detailed different organisational structures 
(ibid.), which has been done by a various number of researchers.  
 



Literature Review 
 

21 

2.2.3 Schein’s Three Organisational Dimensions 
 
Recent studies recognised that earlier organisational theorists, such as Mintzberg, have mostly 
only revealed two functional relationships within the organisation, namely division of labour 
and control. (Wang and Ahmed, 2003) According to Wang and Ahmed (2003), Schein (1971, 
1988) is a rare exception in his identification of three organisational dimensions instead of 
only two. These are: 
 

 The hierarchical dimension 
 The functional dimension 
 The dimension of inclusion and centrality  

 
The hierarchical dimension shows relative ranks in a manner similar to the organisational 
chart. The functional dimension explains the different types of work to be done. Finally, the 
inclusion and centrality dimension presents the degree to which any person in the organisation 
is nearer or farther from the central core of the organisation. (Wang and Ahmed, 2003) 
 

2.2.4 The Informal Relationship Model 
 
Although Schein adds an extra dimension to the study of organisational structures, Wang and 
Ahmed (2003) argue that the area is still incomplete, since important informal relationships 
are neglected. People of key calibre who control the real future of the organisation may be 
well hidden within the organisational chart, and therefore its been argued that adding 
“informal relationships” as a fourth dimension to Schein’s three structural dimensions would 
provide a more complete picture of organisations. Informal relationships refer to 
interpersonal, cross-functional and inter-organisational interaction that is not explicitly 
expressed in the organisational chart. These informal relationships present the degree of 
workforce mobility and freedom to work beyond formal organisational structure. (ibid.)  
 
Furthermore, as companies entered the 1990’s, knowledge became one of the most important 
strategic resources, as traditional types of competitive strategies based on industry positioning 
were not sufficient to cope with the dynamic environment. For this reason, the organisation’s 
ability to renew and achieve new and innovative forms of competitive advantage, that is, the 
dynamic capability, became most important. Thus, the new focus within the study of 
organisational design is to develop new types of organisational forms to facilitate knowledge 
management, and in particular, knowledge flow. (ibid.)  
 
Ruigrok and Achtenhagen, (1999) also agree that the emerging organisational forms move 
beyond divisions and management hierarchies and operate on the basis of higher degrees of 
decentralisation and cross-division linkages. Studies showed that companies across Europe 
during the 1990’s reported significant progress with features such as decentralising 
operational decision making, introducing project-based forms, and linking up externally with 
suppliers (outsourcing) and competitors (strategic alliances). (ibid.) According to Wang and 
Ahmed (1999), this demands highly developed informal relationships. The company also has 
to have a structure that is flexible enough to allow appropriate and timely restructuring of 
knowledge and temporary constellations of people and units to meet organisational needs. 
Organisations can for this reason not be seen as solid frameworks, but more as temporary 
entities, created and moulded by different processes. Additionally, building trust enables 
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effective, non-barrier communications that in turn ensure ideas generated are integrated and 
coordinated to benefit the whole organisation, as well as a clear understanding of 
organisational vision at all levels. To share knowledge, organisational members also must 
possess a high level of trust and optimism about their relationship with each other. Moreover, 
the degree of external interaction reflects the openness of organisational structure and the 
ambiguity of organisational boundary, as well as the competitiveness of the environment. 
Finally, in order to achieve creativity and innovation, knowledge based structures require a 
balance of diversity and unity. Most of these factors can be found in the organic organisation. 
(ibid.)  
 
 To summarise, an organisation that has fully developed its informal relationships has focused 
on the following issues.  
 

 Promotion of informal relationships 
 Decentralisation 
 Cross-division linkages 
 Organisation as temporary entity 
 Organic structure 

 
As explained in the previous discussion, there exist a number of organisational structures. 
However, it is not only the desired degree of control, as explained in research question one, 
that influences the choice of organisational structure. There are naturally other factors, which 
will be further elaborated on in the following section. 
 

2.3 Factors Influencing the Choice of Organisational Structure  
 
To begin with, according to Mintzberg (1979), effective structuring requires a consistency 
among the design parameters and the situational factors. As mentioned in the introductory 
chapter, Mintzberg (1993) classifies the situational factors that affects the organisational 
structure as the age and the size, the environment, the technical system, and, finally, the 
power relationships of the organisation. Mintzberg adds that culture is a minor influencing 
factor, but Ruigrok and Achtenhagen (1999) claim that the importance of culture is an 
increasing phenomenon that also has to be taken into consideration. In addition to this, 
Robbins (1990) claims that the chosen strategy of the organisation is a large determinant of 
the organisational structure used. Finally, Park and Krishnan (2003) claim that the concept of 
institutionalisation is important and needed to complement previous organisational theories. 
For this reason, the following section will contain an explanation of all these influential 
factors.  
 

2.3.1 The Age and the Size of the Organisation 
 
Mintzberg (1979) claims that the age and the size of the organisation are fundamental bases 
for organisational structure. New organisations tend to have vague task definitions, which 
implies that an organisation becomes more formalised the older it gets. The reason for this is 
the fact that the older the organisation gets, the more repetitive and predictable it gets, which 
naturally leads to a higher degree of formalisation. (ibid.) 
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Moreover, as understood from the statement above, the organisational lifecycle has a large 
influence of the structural development of a company. Usually, an organisation starts its 
operations with an organic structure. Some organisations begin their life in the craft stage and 
then shift to the entrepreneurial stage as they begin to grow. The craft stage involves only one 
group that is informally organised and there is little need for direct supervision. When the 
organisation reaches the entrepreneurial stage, new levels of management is needed and direct 
supervision must be relied on for coordination.  Many companies start their organisational life 
cycle in this stage, typically young and small firms that want to grow fast. The structure 
remains informal and organic and there is no technostructure or middle-line hierarchy. (ibid.) 
 
Mintzberg (1993) continually claims that new organisations tend to adopt the simple structure, 
no matter the environment or technical system, for the reason that it has not had the time to 
elaborate its administrative structure. In other words, most organisations use the simple 
structure in their earliest years, but many small organisations remain within the simple 
structure beyond this period. (ibid.) As a matter of fact, empirical studies show that when the 
simple structure characteristics have a strong hold over the organisation, growth of the 
company is hindered (Lau and Snell, 1996). 
 
Further, an increased size of the organisation gives greater homogeneity of work within units, 
but greater diversity of work between the units. This is connected to the fact that a large 
organisation that is more differentiated than a small one needs more coordination and control. 
As an organisation expands, the more intermediate levels of supervision are needed and the 
organisation becomes more bureaucratic with higher degrees of formalisation, where more 
behaviour repeats itself. (Mintzberg, 1993) Daft (2001) agrees, saying that generally, large 
organisations are more formalised, since they rely on rules, procedures, and paperwork to 
achieve standardisation and control across their large numbers of employees and departments. 
Mintzberg (1979) adds that growth and aging usually also drives bureaucracies to apply 
market-based grouping on their functional structure, which is called divisionalisation. Some 
firms also go through a final transition to a matrix structure, when they have competing bases 
for grouping, such as, geographic, product, and functional. (ibid.) 
 
Finally, as organisations grow, the existing managers have to supervise more subordinates, 
and new managers must be hired. Consequently, this leads to a wider span of control in the 
organisation. (ibid.) Moreover, both vertical and horizontal differentiation of complexity can 
be positively related to both the proportions of supervisors and staff to total personnel, upon 
controlling size for the organisation (Wilder, 2003). In addition, studies show a positive 
relationship between the size of the organisation and the extent of decentralisation (Harris and 
Raviv, 2002). 
 

2.3.2 The Environment of the Organisation 
 
The environment is also an influencing factor on companies’ organisational 
structure(Mintzberg, 1993). Myung (1999) argues that since the emergence of open 
organisations, scholars are more likely to accept the effects of environments on organisations. 
These environmental characteristics include technological, legal, political, economic, 
demographic, ecological, and cultural conditions (ibid.). Mintzberg (1979), on the other hand, 
claims that an organisation’s environment consists of four characteristics; stability, 
complexity, market diversity, and hostility Park and Krishnan (2003) further claim that 
organisations scan the relevant organisational environment, formulate strategic responses to 
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environmental change and attempt to adapt to changing environmental contexts in order to 
ensure organisational survival. Implicit in this perspective is that organisations learn what 
their environment is and which organisational design features work best in their environment. 
In addition, it has been suggested that organisations adapt to the environment and remain 
stable through a variety of coordination mechanisms such as mergers and joint ventures. 
(ibid.) 
 
Moreover, stability is important for the organisation in order to be able to predict the future. A 
dynamic environment can have, as partly mentioned in the introductory chapter, an unstable 
government, unpredictable shifts in the economy, unexpected changes in customer demand or 
competitor supply, client demands for creativity, and a rapidly changing technology. A 
dynamic environment can cause several problems and it demands more of an organisational 
structure than a stabile environment does. (Mintzberg, 1979) Furthermore, the dynamic 
environment of today poses additional challenges for companies, as previously mentioned. It 
is therefore highly important to develop new types of organisational forms to facilitate 
knowledge management, and in particular, knowledge flow. (Wang and Ahmed, 2003) 
 
Mintzberg (1979) further argues that an organisation is best suitable with an organic structure 
when the environment is dynamic in order to be able to respond to environmental changes. On 
the other hand, when the environment is stable, the organisation can easily predict its future, 
and can therefore instead standardise and formalise the work. In general, research departments 
are the least bureaucratic because of their dynamic environment, and production departments 
are the most bureaucratic, since they are the most protected (from environmental uncertainty) 
unit in the organisation. (ibid.) Wang and Ahmed (2003) add that a dynamic environment 
requires that the firm has a capability to renew and achieve new and innovative forms of 
competitive advantage. This puts a large emphasis on the informal relationships in the 
organisation. (ibid.) 
 
Moreover, the complexity dimension previously discussed, affects the structure through the 
comprehensibility of work to be done. An environment becomes simple if knowledge of 
customers and products easily can be rationalised, and it becomes complex if it is difficult to 
rationalise. (Mintzberg, 1979) It has been argued that organic structures would be more 
suitable in situations characterised by high informational complexity and low resource 
dependence (universities), and that mechanistic structures would be best in situations with low 
information complexity and high resource dependence (steel, automobiles). (Koberg and 
Ungson, 1987)  
 
Furthermore, the diversity of work to be done diversity influences the organisational structure. 
Market diversity can be the result of a broad range of clients, or of products or services, or of 
geographical areas. Finally, hostility, as mentioned previously, is influenced by competition, 
by the organisation’s relationships with governments, unions, and other outside groups, and 
the availability of resources. Hostile environments are usually dynamic ones, and therefore 
they strongly affect the predictability of the organisation’s operations. In addition, very hostile 
environments demand quick responses to changes by the organisation. (Mintzberg, 1979) 
More specifically, under extensive legal constraints, organisations may not be able to utilise 
the best alternative to improving the outcomes. They also tend to rely on a higher degree of 
formalisation to avoid the possibility of legal liabilities. (Myung, 1999) As a matter of fact, 
crisis conditions can force an organisation to take on the simple structure, as described 
previously. This is the case since extreme hostility can force a firm to centralise, no matter its 
original organisational structure (Mintzberg, 1993).  
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In addition, according to Koberg and Ungson (1987), changes in the organisational structure 
are explained by the ability of competing organisations to acquire and control critical 
resources given their relative market power as defined by the environment. In general, 
organisations that are highly dependent on their environments tend to adopt more control 
mechanisms (ibid.). 
 
Finally, Mintzberg (1993) claims that owner-management normally encourages use of the 
simple structure. The classic owner-managed organisation is the entrepreneurial firm, 
aggressive and innovative, continually searching for the risky environments where no 
bureaucracies venture. The professional bureaucracy, on the other hand, appears in an 
environment that is complex enough to require the use of difficult procedures that can be 
learned only in extensive formal programmes, but still stable enough to enable these skills to 
become well defined, and standardised. It is mostly the necessity of market diversity that 
determines whether the divisionalised form can be used, or not. Still, it works best in an 
environment that is neither very complex nor very dynamic, which is similar to the machine 
bureaucracy. (ibid.) 
 

2.3.3 The Technical System of the Organisation 
 
Furthermore, the technical system is an influencing factor on the organisational structure, and 
it is used to produce output. According to Mintzberg (1979), the system can be divided into 
two dimensions; regulation and sophistication. The dimension of regulation describes the 
affect the technical system has on the work of the operators. More explicitly, it concerns to 
which degree the operators’ work is regulated by their instruments. With little regulation, the 
operator can control his/her own work and can determine his/her own work pace. On the 
contrary, with high regulation, the operator has almost no discretion in his/her work. The 
sophistication dimension describes the difficulty of understanding the technical system. In 
general, highly sophisticated technical systems require an elaborate support staff. (ibid.) 
 
The technology system can be grouped into three broad clusters; unit, mass, and process 
production systems. Unit production systems that manufacture individual units, prototypes, 
and large equipment, seem to be the least sophisticated and the least regulated group. 
Consequently, organisations in this group have an organic structure, since the operators’ work 
cannot be standardised or formalised. Additionally, first-line managers are directly 
responsible for production and works closely with the operators. Mass production systems 
seem to be much regulated with more impersonal control; however, they have a varying 
degree of sophistication. This group is highly standardised and formalised, which leads to a 
typical bureaucracy, as previously discussed. Finally, process production systems are usually 
highly regulated and, commonly, the most sophisticated of the three groups. In these systems, 
the rules and standards are built into machines and not into humans. These systems are 
usually organically structured and operations are highly automated. (ibid.) 
 
In other words, the more regulated the technical system is, the more formalised and 
bureaucratic is the operating core of the organisation. Moreover, the more sophisticated the 
technical system is, the more elaborate the administrative structure and the higher the degree 
of selective decentralisation. Automation of the operating core converts a bureaucratic 
structure into an organic one. (ibid.) 
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Finally, according to Mintzberg (1993), the simple structure is only suited when there is a 
technical system that is both non-sophisticated and non-regulating, since the opposite 
demands elaborate staff support structures, over which power over technical decisions must 
be delegated. When an integrated set of simple repetitive tasks must be performed precisely 
and consistently by human beings, Mintzberg (1993) further claims that the machine 
bureaucracy is the most efficient, and actually the only possible, structure. Finally, 
divisionalisation can only occur when the organisation’s technical system is possible to 
separate into segments, one for each division. (ibid.) 
 

2.3.4 The Power Relationships of the Organisation 
 
The power relationship of the organisation is another factor influencing the choice of 
organisational structure. Research has found a connection between external control of the 
organisation and the extent to which it is centralised and/or bureaucratised. A common belief 
is the fact that the external control usually comes from governmental sources. However, this 
external control can also be non-governmental. Organisations that are dependent in some way 
of some external source are usually more centralised, have less independence in decision-
making and are more formalised. On the contrary, independent organisations decentralise 
further down the hierarchical order. (Mintzberg, 1979) 
 
According to Mintzberg (1979), the most powerful ways of external control over an 
organisation is to hold its most powerful decision-maker responsible for its actions, and to 
force clearly defined standards on it. Moreover, the power needs of the members in the 
organisation create centralised structures. The reason for this is the fact that almost all 
members in the organisation seek power. Consequently, both managers in the strategic apex 
and middle-line managers promotes vertical and horizontal centralisation, the analysts of the 
technostructure and the support staff promote horizontal decentralisation, and the operators 
favour vertical and horizontal decentralisation. Mintzberg further claim that the divisionalised 
form is the most effective structure when it comes to increasing the power over the 
organisation, since it is easy to add or remove various divisional units. (ibid.)  
 
Finally, organisations with a high degree of publicity tend to have a high degree of 
formalisation, since their associations with governments entail a greater extent of external 
control with diverse stakeholders. It also reduces the degree of risk taking decisions in the 
organisation. (Myung, 1999)  
 

2.3.5 The Culture of the Organisation  
 
Moreover, an organisation’s culture is also an influencing factor in the choice of 
organisational design, and refers to a set of values, norms, and patterns that is shared by 
people in the organisation, and that directs people into specific patterns of performance 
enhancing or problem solving. At companies with an ethnocentric management orientation 
organisational culture plays a lesser role as a coordination mechanism than is done at 
companies with a geocentric orientation. (Ruigrok and Achtenhagen, 1999) The importance of 
organisational culture has increased significantly during the 1990’s, both as a vertical, 
horizontal and cross-unit coordination vehicle. The question is whether a company’s culture 
supports the transformation between different organisational structures, or not. (ibid.) 
 



Literature Review 
 

27 

2.3.6 The Strategy of the Organisation 
 
Strategy is another influencing factor on the organisational structure. Currently, recognition of 
the importance of strategic choices in intra- and inter-organisational structures has begun to 
emerge. (Park and Krishnan, 2003) As a matter of fact, observations show that a company’s 
machine bureaucracy structure might shift to a divisional structure or back to the simple 
structure, depending on how the company moves strategically. (Lau and Snell, 1996)  
 

2.3.7 Institutionalisation  
 
Institutionalisation is the final influencing factor on organisational structure. New theories 
concerning institutionalisation have lately emerged as a complement to the organisational 
theories discussed recently. A fundamental argument of the institutionalisation perspective is 
that an organisational structure does not necessarily support the work that goes on in an 
organisation. This perspective speculates that organisations conform to institutional rules such 
as norms and expectations. In addition, the organisation attempt to reduce turbulence through 
isomorphism, which acts as a constraining process that forces organisations to resemble other 
organisations that fact the same set of environmental conditions. (Park and Krishnan, 2003) 
 
Finally, fashion favours the structure of the day, sometimes even when it is inappropriate.  
This is based on the fact that there usually is a structure that is favoured by industries founded 
in a given period. However, some organisations keep structures that were favoured in 
previous periods. This implies that when a new structure appears, it is appropriate for some 
organisations to adapt to it and for some organisations it is not. (Mintzberg, 1979) 
 
To summarise, designing a suitable organisational structure is not a straightforward task. An 
organisation facing a structuring/restructuring of its different tasks, need to consider, not only 
the need for control that the management want over the company’s operations, but also other 
influencing factors, such as the age, size and technology of the organisation. The 
organisational structure is also affected by the surrounding environment, eventual external 
sources that have power over the organisation, the company culture, and the pursued strategy 
of the organisation. Naturally, unknowingly the organisations can also be affected by 
isomorphism, and thus try to resemble other organisations functioning under similar 
conditions.  
 
Although all theories brought up in the theoretical framework of this thesis make significant 
contributions to the area of organisational design, we have time and page constraints that 
force us to limit ourselves to the theories we consider to be most relevant. This will be 
conducted in the subsequent section. 
 

2.4 A Conceptual Framework 
 
As previously mentioned, because of the extensiveness of the literature review, parts of it 
have been chosen and conceptualised. The meaning of conceptualisation is to explain the 
main things that will be studied. This can be done through either graphics or text. (Miles and 
Huberman, 1994) We will begin conceptualising the degree of control’s influence on 
organisational structure, and then continue with the theories concerning the types of 
organisational structures. Finally, the theories concerning factors influencing the choice of 
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organisational structure will be conceptualised. Lastly, we will illustrate this conceptualisation 
of theories in an emerged frame of reference.  
 

2.4.1 The Degree of Control’s Influence on Companies’ Organisational Structure 
 
When conceptualising research question one, that is, the desired degree of control’s influence 
on companies’ organisational structure in emerging markets, we have decided to rely on 
Wilder’s (2003) view of the relationship between complexity and the other control and 
coordination mechanisms. This has the consequence that the issue of normative integration 
will be excluded from the conceptual framework. The reason for this is that Wilder (2003) 
argues that the degree of formalisation and the degree of centralisation are strongly affected 
by the degree of complexity. However, the theories concerning each element will be 
complemented with other researchers’ theories. Robbins (1990) will add to the theories 
concerning complexity. Further, the theories regarding centralisation will be complemented 
by Mintzberg (1979; 1993), Robbins (1990), Rodrigues (1995), Bakka, et. al. (1999), and 
Harris and Raviv (2002). Finally, Mintzberg (1979; 1993), Robbins (1990), and Daft (2001) 
will add to the theories concerning formalisation. 
 
Complexity (Wilder, 2003) 
 

 Horizontal differentiation (Robbins, 1990) 
 Vertical differentiation (Robbins, 1990) 
 Spatial differentiation (Robbins, 1990) 

 
Centralisation (Wilder, 2003) 
 

 Centralisation versus decentralisation (Mintzberg, 1993), Robbins (1990), (Rodrigues, 
1995), (Bakka, et. al., 1999) and (Harris and Raviv 2002). 
 Vertical decentralisation (Mintzberg, 1993). 
 Horizontal decentralisation (Mintzberg, 1993). 

 
Formalisation (Wilder, 2003) 
 

 Degree of formalisation (Mintzberg, 1979), (Daft, 2001) and (Robbins, 1990). 
 Manner of formalisation (Mintzberg, 1979) and (Robbins, 1990). 

 

2.4.2  Types of Organisational Structures  
 
Concerning research question two, that is, companies’ organisational structure in emerging 
markets, some of the base analysis relies on the difference between organic and mechanistic 
structures, as explained by Wang and Ahmed (2003), and will be further used in the other 
section as well. In addition, we have chosen to rely on Mintzberg’s five basic structures 
(1993), as his works are very often used and elaborated on by other researchers. However, as 
the world today does not look the same as it did during Mintzberg’s time of research, we have 
decided to complement his theories with Wang and Ahmed’s informal relationship model 
(2003), as this model take the dynamics of the world today into account. However, other 
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researchers complement these theories, including Ruigrok and Achtenhagen (1999), Larson 
and Gobeli, (1987), and Lau and Snell (1996) 
 
Finally, although Schein (1988) in Wang and Ahmed (2003) seem to have built a good 
framework, we have not been able to find his original article, which thus makes the theory too 
thin to develop any further research on. 
 
To summarise, below follows a list of the conceptualisation of research question two: 
 
The mechanistic and organic structures 
 

 Wang and Ahmed (2003) 
 
Mintzberg’s five basic structures (1993; 1979) 
 

 The simple structure  
 The machine bureaucracy 
 The professional bureaucracy 
 The divisionalised form (Ruigrok and Achtenhagen, 1999) 
 The adhocracy (Larson and Gobeli, 1987) (Lau and Snell, 1996) 

 
The Informal Relationship Model  
 

 Wang and Ahmed (2003) 
 Ruigrok and Achtenhagen (1999) 

 

2.4.3 Factors Influencing the Choice of Organisational Structure  
 
Regarding research question three, that is, the factors influencing the choice of organisational 
design, we will rely on theories by various authors. Mintzberg (1979; 1993) classifies the 
situational factors as the age and the size, the environment, the technical system, the power 
relationships of the organisation, and the culture as a minor influencing factor. Additionally, 
Ruigrok and Achtenhagen (1999) discuss culture as an important factor. Robbins (1990) adds 
chosen strategy of the organisation as an influencing factor. Finally, Park and Krishnan (2003) 
complements the theories with the concept of institutionalisation. In order to clarify the choice 
of theories, they are found in an eclectic list below.  
 

 The age and the size of the organisation (Mintzberg, 1979;1993), (Lau and Snell, 
1996), (Wilder, 2003), and (Harris and Raviv, 2002). 
 The environment of the organisation (Myung, 1999), (Mintzberg, 1979;1993), (Park 

and Krishnan, 2003),  (Wang and Ahmed, 2003), and (Koberg and Ungson, 1987).  
 The technical system of the organisation (Mintzberg, 1979;1993). 
 The power relationships of the organisation (Mintzberg, 1979). 
 The culture of the organisation and the market (Ruigrok and Achtenhagen, 1999), 

(Myung, 1999). 
 The strategy of the organisation (Park and Krishnan, 2003), (Lau and Snell, 1996). 
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 Institutionalisation (Park and Krishnan, 2003). 
 
Based on the conceptualisation of these theories made above, we have developed an interview 
guide that can be found in appendix one. The interview guide will later be used as a base for 
data reduction.  
 

2.4.4 An Emerged Frame of Reference 
 
Figure 2.1 is an emerged frame of reference, which clarifies the conceptual framework, and 
graphically shows the reader how the three research questions fit together. 
 
 

RQ2 
Companies’ Organisational Structure in Emerging 

Markets 
 

Mechanistic Structures Organic Structures 
 

Mintzberg’s Five Structures 
The Informal Relationship Model 

RQ3 
Factors Influencing the Choice of Organisational 

Structure Used by Companies in Emerging 
Markets 

RQ1 
The Desired Degree of Control’s Influence on 

Companies’ Organisational Structure in Emerging 
Markets 
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Figure 2.2:  The Emerged Frame of Reference 
 
However, before venturing into the world of empirical data, analysis and conclusions, we 
need to make a strategy of how to conduct this research.  For this reason, the subsequent part 
of this thesis is a methodology chapter, in which the reader can follow every step of our 
research.  
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3 Methodology 
 
In the previous chapter the theories related to each research question was presented and 
conceptualised. The methodology chapter provides a structure for how the necessary 
empirical data should be gathered in order to answer these research questions. For this 
reason, in this chapter, the method and the tools used in the research will be presented. The 
chapter also contains an analysis of the quality standards used in this thesis. Finally, the 
chapter is summarised in figure 3.1. 
 

3.1 Purpose of Research 
 
This section deals with the type of research that should be conducted to suite the purpose of 
the study. According to Yin (1994), it is possible to pursue three different types of research 
depending on the nature of the study; namely exploratory, descriptive and explanatory 
research. Firstly, exploratory research is performed when a problem is difficult to limit and 
when there is little or restricted research available on the topic (Wiedersheim-Paul & 
Eriksson, 1997). In addition, it is used when the researcher wants to explore questions and/or 
hypothesis of a subsequent study (Yin 1994). Secondly, descriptive research includes a 
complete description of a phenomenon within its context. (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill 
2000). This research is based on already existing theories and hypotheses (Yin, 1994). 
Further, it is appropriate to use it when a problem is clearly structured and the researcher does 
not intend to connect causes and effects (Wiedersheim-Paul & Eriksson, 1997). Finally, 
explanatory research explains causal relationships between cause and effect (Yin 1994).  
 
As previously stated in the introductory chapter, the purpose of this thesis is to get a deeper 
understanding of how companies adapt their organisational structure to suit emerging 
markets. In order to reach this deeper understanding of the subject, we are describing 
companies’ desired degree of control that affects the organisational structure in emerging 
markets, the types of organisational structure used by companies in emerging markets, and 
finally the factors influencing the choice of organisational structure used by companies in 
emerging markets. For the reason that the three research questions all aim at describing a 
phenomenon, this thesis can be seen as mainly descriptive. However, we will also explore the 
subject area, because we have not been able to find studies that focus on exactly the same 
problem as we are studying in this thesis. Additionally, we will begin to explain when we 
answer our research questions and draw conclusions at the end. As a result, this study can to 
some extent also be seen as somewhat exploratory and explanatory, as illustrated in figure 3.1. 
 

3.2 Research Approach 
 
To continue, the research approach is just as the section above connected to the purpose of the 
research and the research questions asked. There are two types of research approaches, 
qualitative and quantitative. The purpose of a qualitative approach is to gain a deeper 
understanding and to describe a problem. (Holme and Solvang, 1991) This can be 
accomplished by the gathering and the analysis of detailed data of ideas, feelings and 
attitudes. The qualitative research is conducted through deep interviews in one or in a limited 
number of companies in order to obtain comprehensive information. (Tull and Hawkins, 
1990) For this reason, the questions are normally open-ended in qualitative interviews (Holme 
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and Solvang, 1991). Lastly, the empirical data received is not easy to transform into numbers, 
and is best described in words (Tull and Hawkins, 1990). 
 
On the other hand, the purpose of a quantitative approach is to gather, analyse and measure 
statistical data. A quantitative approach is most suitable to use when an explanation and 
description of a problem is required. Thus, a wide sample selection is normally used. For this 
reason, the questions asked are generally not of a complex nature and close-ended. It is also 
possible to gather a large sample selection, which makes it possible to generalise the findings. 
Lastly, the findings can be presented in the form of numbers. (Holme and Solvang, 1991) 
 
On the basis of the purpose and the research questions of this thesis, a qualitative approach 
was selected, as illustrated in figure 3.1. The reason for this is that fact that we want to 
describe and get a deeper understanding of how companies adapt their organisational structure 
to suit emerging markets. What further emphasises a qualitative approach in this thesis is that 
the findings are detailed and cannot be described in numbers. 
 

3.3 Research Strategy 
 
Now that the purpose and the research approach of this thesis have been established, it is 
necessary to establish a suitable research strategy. The research strategy is the plan of how the 
author should carry out the answering of the stated research questions (Saunders et.al., 2000). 
According to Yin (1994), a study can take place through five different research strategies, 
namely experiments, surveys, archival analysis, histories, and case studies. He further states 
that the selection of which research strategy should be utilised depends on three distinct 
conditions, namely; the type of research question asked, the extent of control the investigator 
has over actual behavioural events, and the degree of focus on contemporary as opposed to 
historical events. 

 
All these research strategies are outlined in table 3.1. 

Table 3.1: Relevant Situations for Different Research Strategies 
 

RESEARCH STRATEGY 
 

Form of Research 
Question 

Requires Control over 
Behavioural Events 

Focuses on 
Contemporary Events 

Experiment how, why YES YES 

Survey who, what, where,  
how many, how much NO YES 

Archival Analysis who, what, where, how, 
how many, how much NO YES/NO 

History how, why NO NO 

Case Study how, why NO YES 
 

Source: Yin, page 7, (1994) 
 
As illustrated above, the research strategy suitable for the investigation depends firstly on the 
form of research questions asked. Secondly, the researcher has to consider if the study 
requires control over behavioural events and/or focuses on contemporary events (Yin, 1994).  
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To begin with, experiments are characterised by the researcher having control over 
behavioural events, at random spread participants, and a possibility to repeat the study 
(Wiedersheim-Paul and Eriksson, 1997). The purpose of a survey, on the other hand, is to 
draw general conclusions from a sample (ibid.), and therefore the capability to investigate the 
context with a survey is very limited (Yin, 1994). Moreover, in an archival analysis there is no 
control over behavioural events, which implies that this strategy is preferable when the goal is 
to describe the occurrence of a phenomenon and when the goal is to predict certain outcomes. 
The strategy of history is appropriate when the researcher is investigating the past and has to 
rely on primary documents, secondary documents or cultural and physical artefacts as the 
source of evidence. Finally, case studies are preferred when contemporary events are the 
subject of the investigation, and when the relevant behaviour cannot be manipulated. In 
addition, case studies provide the researcher with a rich understanding and are therefore 
useful as an all-encompassing method. (ibid.)  
 
In this study, all the research questions posed in chapter one begin with “how”, which 
according to table 3.1 leaves the choice of research strategy open. However, the fact that we 
are not requiring control over behavioural events, focusing on contemporary events, and want 
deep and exhaustive information from this study, indicates the use of case studies. For this 
reason, we decided that performing a case study was the most suitable strategy to use in this 
thesis, which also is illustrated in figure 3.1. 
 

3.4 Data Collection Method 

 
When our research strategy was decided upon, we needed to further develop the type of data 
we needed for our investigation, and the manner in which our data collection should be 
conducted.  
 
When a case study is performed, which as previously explained was done in this thesis, it is 
possible to gather the data through different sources of evidence, namely, through 
documentation, archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant observation and 
physical artefacts. (ibid.) The strengths and weaknesses of each of these methods will be 
presented in table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2: Six Sources of Evidence: Strengths and Weaknesses 

SOURCES OF EVIDENCE Strengths Weaknesses 

Documentation 
 

• Stable: can be reviewed 
repeatedly 

• Unobtrusive: not created as a 
result of the case 

• Exact: contains exact names, 
references, and details of an 
event 

• Broad coverage: long span of 
time, many events, and many 
settings 

 

• Retrievability: can be low 
• Biased selectivity: if collection is 

incomplete 
• Reporting bias: reflects 

(unknown) bias of author 
• Access: may be deliberately 

blocked 
 

Archival Records 
 
 

• (Same as above for 
documentation) 

• Precise and quantitative 
 

• (Same as above for 
documentation) 

• Accessibility due to privacy 
reasons 

 

Interviews 
 

• Targeted: focuses directly on 
case study topic 

• Insightful: provides perceived 
causal inferences 

 

• Bias due to poorly constructed 
questionnaires 

• Response bias 
• Inaccuracies due to poor recall 
• Reflexivity: interviewee gives 

what interviewer wants to hear 
 

Direct Observations 
 

• Reality: covers events in real 
time 

• Contextual: covers context of 
event 

 

• Time consuming 
• Selectivity: unless broad 

coverage 
• Reflexivity: event may proceed 

differently because it is being 
observed 

• Cost: hours needed by human 
observers 

 

Participant Observation 
 

• (Same as for direct observation) 
• Insightful into interpersonal 

behaviour and motives 
 

•  (Same as for direct observations) 
• Bias due to investigator’s 

manipulation of events 
 

Physical Artefacts 
 

• Insightful into cultural features 
• Insightful into technical 

operations 
 

•  Selectivity 
•  Availability 
 

 

Source: Yin, p. 80, (1994) 
 
Yin (1994) further argues that neither of these sources of evidence has a complete advantage 
over the other. Instead, the sources complement each other with their individual strengths and 
weaknesses. In fact, he states that “a major strength of case study data collection is the 
opportunity to use many different sources of evidence” (p. 91). The use of multiple sources is 
called “triangulation”, and is a way for the researcher to acquire multiple measures of the 
same phenomenon, which adds to the validity of the scientific study (ibid.).  
 
However, a researcher cannot rely on all sources of evidence, and therefore has to make 
selection of which source is most suitable in the study. As visualised in table 3:2, the strengths 
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in archival records are almost the same as in documentation, but archival records are more 
quantitative and precise. (ibid.) However, we need qualitative information rather than 
quantitative and for this reason we will not use archival records. Moreover, we will not use 
direct observations since it is too time consuming and costly. This is also the case with 
participant observation. Since we do not need a deep insight on cultural features, physical 
artefacts will not be used either. The first source of evidence used in this thesis is 
documentation. This will provide us with more information about the companies so we can 
get a clearer picture of their business activities. However, we will use interviews as our 
primary source of evidence, since Yin (1994) further claims that interviews are one of the 
most important sources of case studies. In addition, according to Yin (1994), interviews 
focuses directly on the case study topic and gives the researcher deep insight into the case 
companies 
  
This implies that we have followed Yin’s (1994) recommendations concerning triangulation 
in this thesis, as previously discussed. Wiedersheim-Paul and Eriksson (1997) further state 
that data is is either primary or secondary. Primary data is data collected for a specific purpose 
by the researcher, while secondary data is data that has already been collected by another 
researcher for another purpose (ibid.). As previously mentioned and illustrated in figure 3:1, 
our primary source of data was an interview with the two case-study companies, together with 
our secondary source of data, which was documentation. The interviews are considered our 
primary data as the data is collected by us for this specific purpose. Documentation, on the 
other hand is considered our secondary data, since it is data collected by another researcher 
for another purpose than ours.   
 
Furthermore, interviews are, as previously mentioned, one of the most important sources of 
case studies. More specifically, interviews can be open, structured or made in focus groups. 
Case study interviews are conducted in an open manner with open-ended questions, in order 
for the researcher to ask the key respondent for actual facts as well as for the respondent’s 
personal opinions regarding the topic. Structured interviews, or survey interviews, are 
interviews with pre-designed questions. Finally, focus group interviews are semi-structured 
research that allows for informal conversation in a predetermined manner. (Yin, 1994) 
Documentation, on the other hand, can take many forms, such as letters, agendas, written 
reports, administrative documents, formal studies or articles appearing in the mass media. For 
case studies, documentation is best used in order to support and augment evidence from other 
sources. (ibid.) 
 
In this thesis, we carried out two open telephone interviews with each company. The reason 
for conducting telephone interviews instead of personal interviews was that the respondents 
were located far from us. Additionally, the reason behind the open questions was the fact that 
we needed deep and complex information and wanted to be able to use the probing technique. 
Probing technique means that the interviewer continuously checks the correctness and 
accuracy of the given answers by posing follow-up questions to the respondent 
(Wiedersheim-Paul and Eriksson, 1997). We also wanted to know the respondent’s personal 
opinions as well as hard facts. 
 
Finally, as previously mentioned, documentation was used as our secondary source of 
evidence in order to support the findings of the interview and to get a broader understanding 
of the companies’ operations. The documentation consisted of information posted on the 
different companies’ homepages.  
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3.5 Sample Selection 
 
To continue, it is necessary to know what companies to investigate and who to interview. 
Sample selection deals with this aspect, that is, to select a suitable sample from the total 
population. As previously discussed, in this thesis a multiple-case study has been conducted 
including two cases, which are based on interviews with one person in each company. In addition, 
the purpose of this thesis is to get a deeper understanding of the organisational structure used in 
emerging markets. Saunders et. al., (2000) argue that non-probability sampling is best used 
when a deeper understanding of a problem is required, for example in case studies and market 
surveys. Since we desired an enhanced understanding of the topic of this thesis, we chose to 
conduct follow this recommendation and conduct a non-probability sampling. 
 
More specifically, non-probability sampling can be conducted through quota, judgment, 
convenience and purposive sampling. A quota sample is when demographic characteristics of 
interest are selected purposively and then represented in the sample in the same proportion as 
they are in the population. Judgment sampling is when the researcher draws a representative 
sample of the population by using judgmental selection procedures. In convenience sampling 
the only criteria for the selection is by what is convenient for the researcher. Finally, a 
purposive sample is purposefully selected to achieve some specific objective(s). (Tull and 
Hawkins, 1990) In this thesis, sampling has been conducted through the purposive sampling 
method, which has allowed us to use our judgement to choose a case firm that best enabled us 
to answer our research questions, and to meet the objectives of our study.  
 
Furthermore, our sample selection was, as previously mentioned, based on the notion that we 
desired a deeper understanding of the organisational structure used by companies in emerging 
markets. In order to limit the study, we decided that the telecommunications industry in 
Russia should be the target group of this study. This is the case since Russia is a relatively 
closely situated emerging economy that is one of the largest growing markets in the world, 
and since we have already done previous research in this area. Additionally, the 
telecommunications industry is presently experiencing significant growth in the country. 
Subsequent to this, we tried to find Swedish telecommunications firms that have operations in 
Russia through visiting mainly the homepage of the Swedish trade council. On this page, we 
discovered that Ericsson, which is a Swedish multinational telecommunications enterprise, 
was operating in the Russian market. When we contacted the company, we were directed to 
Catrin Düsing, who is the vice president of people and culture in the market unit of Eastern 
Europe and Central Asia. After establishing telephone contact with her, we got permission to 
have Ericsson as one of our case study firms. 
 
Moreover, during our research, we also realised that TeliaSonera was operating in Russia. 
When we asked to speak to a person responsible for the company’s Russian operations, we 
were directed to Mr. Saku Berg, situated in Finland, who is the project manager of the 
company. After establishing telephone contact with him, we were permitted to have 
TeliaSonera as the second firm in our case study. 
 
In addition, according to Holme and Solvang (1991), the selection of respondents is crucial. If 
the wrong persons in the organisations are being interviewed, the research may turn out to be 
invalid or worthless (ibid). As previously discussed, in order to avoid this problem, the 
intention of the research was explained and the right person was identified during the first 
contact with each company. In order to fulfil the purpose of this research it was vital to get in 
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contact with a person at the company with the best knowledge and experience of the 
organisational structure used in Russia. We believe that this has been achieved.  
 

3.6 Data Analysis 
 
To continue, when we had decided upon how data in our thesis should be collected, it became 
important that we knew how to analyse this data. Data analysis consists of examining, 
categorising, tabulating, or otherwise recombining the evidence to address the initial 
propositions of a study. The final goal with the data analysis is to treat the evidence fairly, to 
produce convincing analytic conclusions, and to rule out alternative interpretations. (Yin, 
1994).  Yin (1994) additionally states that the researcher needs to choose between two 
different analytical strategies, before data can be analysed. The researcher can rely on 
theoretical propositions, which is when the results from previous studies concerning the 
research questions are compared to the researcher’s findings from the case study. The 
researcher can also develop a case description, which is used when there is little previous 
research on the subject and thus no theoretical framework exists on the subject. (ibid.)  
 
For the reason that there is plenty of previous research on organisational structures, and the 
fact that we have followed our research questions throughout the thesis, we have relied on 
theoretical propositions. In other words, in the analysis chapter our empirical findings will be 
compared with results from previous studies on organisational structures. 
 
Moreover, the data analysis need to take into consideration the number of case study firms 
involved in the investigation. A within-case analysis is conducted when only one company is 
involved, and includes a comparison between the different theories used and the data gathered 
from the company involved. A cross-case analysis, on the other hand, is conducted when data 
from one company is not only compared to existing theories, but also to data from other 
companies in the same study. (Holme and Solvang, 1991) For the reason that we have more 
than one firm involved in the investigation, we have to conduct a cross-case analysis. 
However, Holme and Solvang (1991) recommend that a systematic analysis is best done 
beginning with a within-case analysis and followed by a cross-case analysis. Accordingly, we 
followed this recommendation and first conducted a within-case analysis, in which we 
compared the empirical findings with our theoretical frame of reference. After finishing the 
within-case analysis, we conducted a cross-case analysis, in which the findings from the 
within-case analysis were compared with each other. 
 

3.7 Quality Standards 
 
However, to only follow certain procedures to perform a good data analysis is not sufficient to 
create good research. The research also has to follow certain quality standards, in order to be 
seen as valid and reliable. According to Yin (1994), a research design is supposed to represent 
a logical set of statements, where it is possible to judge the quality of any given design 
according to certain logical tests. He further claims that there are four ways to judge the 
quality of the design of a research. These are the test of construct validity, internal validity, 
external validity, and finally the test of reliability. (ibid.) 
 
To begin with, validity concerns whether the investigation measures what it is supposed to 
measure or not (Svenning, 1999). More specifically, construct validity is about establishing 
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the correct operational measures for the studied subject. It is particularly complicated to 
develop in a case study, since the researcher usually is subjective when collecting data. (Yin, 
1994) Yin (1994) also states that there are three tactics available in order to increase construct 
validity. The first is to use multiple sources of evidence during the data collection. The second 
tactic is to establish a chain of evidence, which should also be done during the data collection, 
and includes the possibility for an external observer to be able to follow the source of any 
evidence throughout the entire thesis, that is to “trace the steps in either direction” (Yin, p. 98, 
1994).  Finally, the third tactic is to construct a case study report, which is reviewed by the 
key informants (Yin, 1994). 
 
In order to increase the construct validity, we have followed Yin’s recommendation to use 
multiple sources of evidence in this thesis in the form of documents from the companies and 
interviews. The chain of evidence has also been established throughout the thesis, including 
the data collection chapter, since we have made references to all sources that have been used. 
We have also constructed a case study report that was reviewed by our supervisor and other 
academic students. 
 
 To continue with, internal validity has to do with the problem of creating causal relationships 
between variables in an explanatory case study (ibid.). Since this thesis is mainly descriptive, 
we took little consideration to increasing internal validity. Furthermore, external validity 
concerns whether the findings can be generalised, or not. Single case studies often offer a 
poor basis for generalising, which is also true in a case study based on two companies, 
although it is better to generalise on than if only one company is involved. (ibid.) According 
to Wiedersheim-Paul and Eriksson (2001), high external validity is difficult to obtain since 
the people interviewed might be lying or answering incorrectly. We have taken this into 
account, firstly by ensuring that the respondent is the correct person to interview. However, it 
is always difficult to know whether the person interviewed has been truthful, or has been 
answering incorrectly, or not. 
 
Reliability, on the other hand, concerns whether another researcher will get the same results if 
conducting the same research at another point of time (Saunders et.al., 2000). The goal of 
reliability is to minimise the errors and biases in a study (Yin, 1994). We have increased the 
reliability in this thesis by sending out a preliminary variant of the interview guide one week 
in beforehand, with the intention of preparing the respondent for the interview. Moreover, the 
time set aside for the interview was short enough to keep the respondent alert and interested, 
and at the same time it was long enough not to stress the respondent. If time was not sufficient 
to cover all the questions, we had also prepared the respondent that the interview should 
continue at another time.  
 
Furthermore, according to recommendations by Yin (1994), a tape recorder was used during 
the interview, and the one of us that was not interviewing also took notes. The tape recorder 
was used in order to avoid any misinterpretations, and the notes were also taken to support a 
possible breakdown of the tape recorder. This double usage of recording devices also made it 
possible to double-check the answers after the interview, which additionally reduced the risk 
of wrongly interpreting the answers. We also used the probing technique, throughout the 
interviews, which gave us a chance to go back and further explore questions in case we 
considered the answers to be somewhat unclear. To complement this, after the interview was 
completed we contacted the respondents through e-mail. The respondents then proofread the 
final thesis and corrected eventual mistakes and misunderstandings. This also gave us an 
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opportunity to include questions that we had forgotten to ask, or had insufficient information 
on, during the interview. 
 
However, our study leaves room for some threats to reliability. To begin with, the interview 
with Ericsson was conducted in Swedish. However, since the language of this thesis is in 
English, we first had to translate the interview guide to Swedish and then translate the 
answers to English. In addition, the interview with TeliaSonera was conducted in English, and 
as our respondent only spoke little Swedish and was of a Finnish origin, neither of us had 
English as our native tongue. Both these situations might leave room for some translating 
errors and thus threat our reliability. Finally, the interviews were conducted by telephone, 
which can threat our reliability, since we could not interpret eventual visible cues. 
 

3.8 Summary of Methodology 
 
Figure 3.1 is a summary of the methodological issues in this thesis.  
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Figure 3.1:  Structure of the Methodology 

Source: Modification of Dahlén et. al. (2003) 
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4 Empirical Data 
 
The subsequent section will independently line up the data gathered from the two case study 
companies involved. It will begin with data from Ericsson, and then continue with data from 
TeliaSonera. 
 

4.1 Case One: Ericsson AB in Russia 
 
The section on Ericsson will first provide us with a company background and then move into 
the areas of the different research questions. If no other source is mentioned, Ms. Catrin 
Düsing is the source. 
 

4.1.1 Company Background 
 
To begin with, Ericsson, were incorporated in 1918 as a result of a merger between AB LM 
Ericsson & Co. and Stockholms Allmänna Telefon AB. Ericsson is one of the leading 
companies in the telecommunications industry, more specifically; in the development and 
supply of advanced systems and services for mobile and fixed line communications to 
network operators. Ericsson supplies operators and service providers around the world with 
end-to-end solutions, systems and services that enable mobile and fixed-line networks to 
transmit voice, data and multi media communication. The headquarters are located in 
Stockholm, Sweden, and the name of the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) and the president of 
the company is Carl-Henric Svanberg. (www.ericsson.com) 
 
In 1998, Ericsson strengthened its operations on the Swedish market by forming a new 
marketing company called Ericsson Sverige AB, (Ericsson Sweden) where competence within 
both fixed and mobile telephony and data-communication are concentrated. The company was 
founded in order to meet the customers' needs for innovative, profitable and future-proof total 
solutions. The company is built from customer and business support units from several 
different Ericsson companies. (ibid.) 
 
The mission of Ericsson is to understand its customers' opportunities and needs, and to 
provide communication solutions faster and better than its competitors. Thus, the company 
should generate a competitive economic return for its shareholders. The primary business 
objective of Ericsson is to strengthen its position as a leading provider of communication 
systems and services in combination with recovery of our financial performance. The strategy 
to reach this objective includes; to lead market development through constant innovation and 
the development of standards; to further develop its long-standing customer relationships with 
network operators and expand its business through increased focus on value added services; to 
exploit its position as a global market leader; and finally to continue to control costs and 
further enhance efficiency. (ibid.) 
 
Moreover, the overall structure of Ericsson (appendix C) is important as Ericsson applies the 
same organisational structure everywhere, according to Björn Hemstad who is head of market 
unit of Eastern Europe and Central Asia. Currently, Ericsson is also adjusting its organisation 
to benefit from the ongoing globalisation trend among operators and drive the technology 
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shift to mobile and broadband Internet. In other, words, Ericsson will create a market 
organisation with new global customer units for large global customers. (ibid.) 
 
The restructuring has, for instance, included that the market units have been reduced, the 
workforce has been reduced, production has been transferred to countries with lower costs, 
the number of local design centres have been reduced, costs for internal IS/IT operations were 
trimmed, and about 20 legal entities in Sweden were merged into one company, Ericsson AB. 
This also has resulted in three business segments, namely, systems, phones, and other 
operations. (ibid.) 
 
As illustrated in the design, Ericsson has divided its operations into Global Market and Sales 
Organization, Business units, Core units, and other Business operations. In 2002 Ericsson 
divided its sales and marketing operations into three primary market areas, which are Europe, 
Middle East, and Africa, North, South, and Central America, and finally Asia Pacific. These 
markets are then subdivided into 35 market units, with each typically representing a single 
country or a group of countries. In general, these market units operate locally through 
subsidiaries. Ericsson also has global customer units that provide focused sales and marketing 
activities targeted at the large multinational customers. The market and global customer units 
rely on the expertise of primary business units in tailoring and integrating our products for 
delivery to customers. (ibid.) 
 
The Russian operations of the organisation are structured into the market unit of Eastern 
Europe and Central Asia. Ericsson has been present in Russia since 1881 and currently there 
are 300 employees in the country. The company has supplied mobile and wired systems to 
more than 50 regions in Russia. Some customers in Russia are all top five Russian GSM 
operators. This year, Ericsson's market share for GSM systems in the country have increased 
faster than any other supplier. In wireline networking, more than 70 percent of all long-
distance and international traffic is handled by Ericsson switches. In addition, Russia is in 
Ericsson’s top ten list of orders and invoices. (ibid.) 
 

4.1.2 The Desired Degree of Control’s Influence on Ericsson’s Organisational Structure 
in Russia 
 
Ms. Catrin Düsing, vice president of people and culture in the market unit Eastern Europe and 
Central Asia, argued that it is seen as important to differentiate between different work tasks 
and to separate divisions in Ericsson. Ericsson has several differentiated units that are highly 
differentiated from each other. The reason for this is the fact that the company’s generic set 
out consists of 31 market units. Furthermore, the selling part of the organisation is divided 
into key account managers (KAMs) that are small entities who work to a specified and 
identified customer or group. The organisation has common resources that it shares between 
the different KAMs. For example, services, customer and sales support, marketing and 
business development, and business control are shared between the KAMs. 
 
Moreover, Ericsson does not have a high number of hierarchical levels, for instance, there is 
only one manager in the KAMs, one manager in sales services and two to three managers in 
customer solutions. In addition, the control span in the organisation is not especially large, 
which means that each manager does not have many subordinates to direct. Thus, the 
company strive for one manager on ten employees. However, the vice president of people and 
culture in the market unit does not believe that the managers have so many subordinates to 
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direct, and that the person with the largest span of control in the organisation is the marketing 
manager, since there are many subordinates who report to him. 
 
As stated in the company background of Ericsson, the company’s operations are 
geographically dispersed in the world. In addition, the operations also are dispersed 
throughout Russia. 
 
All decisions that are possible to delegate down in the organisation are dispersed down the 
chain of line authority in the organisation. Continually, where the decision-making takes place 
depends on which type of task it concerns. The speed of the decision-making process also 
depends on what kind of decision it is and where that kind of decisions can be made in the 
organisation. Decisions that are controlled within the market unit are implemented extremely 
rapidly. However, when decisions are dependent on input from other units, the decision-
making process can be time consuming. Moreover, Ericsson is a globally large and complex 
organisation, which makes it dependent on other units, since it is a selling organisation and 
other units affect its operations.  
 
Furthermore, the people who has the power to make decisions can be found everywhere in the 
organisation. Who has the power to make a decision depends on the nature of it; for instance, 
non-managers are allowed to take simple decisions. For instance, the vice president of people 
and culture in the market unit of Eastern Europe and Central Asia has delegated decisions to 
her lower managers in relation to what they can decide on in terms of money. When an 
employee is signing something that is a commitment for the company, there are only some 
people that are authorised to take the decisions, even if the job is conducted lower in the 
organisation.  
 
In addition, each unit in the organisation is allowed to take decisions that do not concern a 
large amount of money. However, because of the complex organisation, many people have to 
be involved when financing and an international organ is involved in the decision. Normally, 
non-managers lay the foundation for decisions, but somebody else makes the final decision. 
For instance, the financing expert in the market unit has influence on the decision but he is not 
the one who takes the actual decision. 
 
The market unit of Eastern and Central Europe is not involved in which type of technology 
that is used in the product development, instead the unit comes later in the process when the 
products are in place. However, the unit can make modifications on the product and the 
product portfolio. 
 
In Ericsson, there are clear processes for how the employees in the organisation should work, 
however, the organisation does not have a very high degree of standardisation. The reason for 
this is the fact that the organisation is dependent on intelligent, knowledgeable, creative, and 
innovative people, which is the case in most intelligent operations. The working processes are 
developed so that they presume individual accountability in the work. This makes the 
organisations behaviour hard to predict to a certain degree. In addition, the organisational 
structure is characterised both by informal and formal working relationships. To sum up, the 
standardisation in Russia is not higher than in any of the other countries Ericsson are 
operating in. 
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4.1.3 Ericsson’s Organisational Structure in Russia 
 
The Russian operations of Ericsson are a part of the market unit Eastern Europe and Central 
Asia. The organisational structure of the market unit is based on customers and functions. To 
begin with, there is a division into nine Key Account Managers (KAMs), which are small 
entities who work to a specified and identified customer or group. For instance, KAM number 
one consist of the company MegaFon that TeliaSonera is involved in. Continually, the 
organisation has common resources/functions that it shares between the different KAMs. 
These are services, customer solutions and sales support, marketing and business 
development, communications, people and culture, and business control.  
 
Moreover, the organisational structure is not especially solid over time. Changes in the 
structure are made because the organisation believes that another structure is more suitable for 
the market’s demands. The time span of changes of the organisational structure is related to 
the development on the market. In other words, it is not Ericsson that direct, the company tries 
to mirror the reality. Moreover, the organisational structure also changes because of mergers 
and acquisitions and because of changes in the parent company’s structure. For instance, the 
division of KAMs still exists in the organisation, however, they have been forced to adjust to 
the new parent company structure. 

 
Further, size is not related to the importance of the unit, since all units are dependent on each 
other. In addition, Ericsson tries to optimise resources, which implies that business 
control/communication are central functions that support the whole market unit. The 
management group makes strategic decisions in the organisation. Further, Ericsson relies 
more on work based on teams than on work based on individuals. The firm uses teams 
because of the complex organisation and bases the team on competence. In addition, the 
company is seen as the prime model of a networked organisation with top innovators and 
entrepreneurs working in global teams. 

 
Continually, the way communication occurs within the company is related to the nature of the 
information that is to be communicated. For example, the market unit manager communicates 
the market unit’s result of the month, but he gets the information from the key account 
managers. The company also communicates through its webpage and email. Additionally, the 
organisation has management group meetings in all countries the company are operating in. 
The communication between managers occurs by management group meetings in different 
locations in the world every sixth week. When the vice president of people of culture in the 
market unit is visiting different locations, she settles management meetings with all 
permanently placed managers and visiting managers in the country. These kinds of meetings 
do not occur at a specified interval, but more or less often.  
 
When conflicts between the employees occur, they are expected to handle it by themselves for 
the reason that they are grown-up people. However, if the task in conflict is related to the 
work itself, the employees can consult the manager. Additionally, Ericsson does not have a 
highly developed internal support service, since it is not one or its core operations. Thus, the 
company buys it. 
 
Moreover, Ericsson does not have to follow any universal standards concerning staff or 
products. However, the company has its own certification of products. According to the 
respondent, it is not possible to have identification or certification of the employees as in 
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hospitals, but the employees are expected to be professional in their area. Thus, almost all 
personnel in the company are required to have an academic education. 

 
Furthermore, Ericsson attempts to build an organisational culture that promotes and supports 
the communication between the employees. For instance, the organisation has a specific canal 
that handles information, personnel meetings, pub Fridays, and common coffee spaces. In 
addition, the company encourages trust between the co-workers. Ericsson does not have a 
specific process for doing this, since it cannot be as mechanistic as a process is. Instead, the 
establishment of trust between the personnel is compared to bringing up children. Regarding 
the question concerning whether Ericsson encourages diversity among the workforce or not, 
the respondent argued that the company is operating in 13 countries and that this should 
indicate a diverse workforce. 
 
Finally, Ericsson is open to external interaction, for instance it is accepting trainees from 
TeliaSonera and Nordpraktik (management trainees from the former Soviet Union). The 
government also affects the company, since it determines the rules on the market. Further, the 
company is influenced by the external interaction in different ways and that the degree of 
influence depends on the quality on what the stakeholders bring to the company. 

 

4.1.4 Factors Influencing Ericsson’s Organisational Structure in Russia 
 
As discussed previously, the main influencing factor on the company’s organisational 
structure is the external market. However, other influencing factors on the company’s 
organisational structure can, for instance, be decisions from the management of the group.  

 
The current organisational structure has existed two years but it has gone through some 
changes in the KAM division and changes in the market. The size and the age of the 
organisation have not affected the organisational structure. However, the organisation is 
dependent on its environment. The environment in Russia is perceived as very dynamic, since 
confiscation occurs and people can be put in jail without clear reasons. 

 
Moreover, the work to be done is not clear in the organisation, and reason for this is the fact 
that it is a complex business that prerequisites intelligent people. In addition, the knowledge 
of customers and products cannot easily be rationalised throughout the company. The reason 
for this is the fact that the organisation is divided into market units, which means that the unit 
works close to its customers. The personnel outside of the market unit should not have the 
knowledge they possess. However, the market unit gives information back to the product 
developers when they need knowledge from it. As partly discussed, the organisation is related 
to the structure of customers with a KAM and a team per customer. This means that all 
products are handled within the customer’s operating area. 

 
Continually, the competition does not affect the organisational structure. The reason for this is 
the fact that Ericsson is the market leader and the competitors adjust after it. Further, the 
availability of resources is good in Russia, for instance, there are many well-educated 
Russians. This entails that it does not affect the organisational structure. In addition, the 
organisational culture does not have any formal influence on the organisational structure since 
Ericsson’s structure is the same everywhere. 
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Additionally, Ericsson follows the rules and regulations in Russia but they do not influence its 
organisational structure. However, there are employees who are working with tasks that do 
not exist in any other country. For instance, in the Human Resource department in the Russian 
organisation, an assistant is only working with supplying public organs data concerning the 
company’s personnel. The most powerful decision-maker is made responsible for its actions 
in different ways. For instance, some work tasks have such a personal responsibility that 
involves a risk for being put in jail in the country (legal requirement), while other faults only 
is a cost for the company. 
 
Finally, the strategy has had influence on the organisational structure as it has affected the 
division into KAMs, which are developed in relation to customers. To sum up, the main 
influencing factor on Ericsson’s organisational structure is the environment.  
 

4.2 Case Two: TeliaSonera AB in Russia 
 
The section on TeliaSonera will first provide us with a company background and then move 
into the areas of the different research questions. If no other source is mentioned, Mr. Saku 
Berg is the source. Moreover, since TeliaSonera is in Russia functioning through the company 
MegaFon, it is mainly MegaFon’s organisational structure that will be investigated. 
 

4.2.1 Company Background 
 
TeliaSonera is the leading telecommunications group in the Nordic and Baltic regions. It 
operates under the Telia brand in Sweden and Denmark, under the Sonera brand in Finland, 
and under the NetCom brand in Norway. The company is the result of a merger between the 
Swedish company Telia and the Finnish company Sonera. The combined company became 
the leading telecommunications group in the Nordic and Baltic regions. TeliaSonera offers 
services within mobile telecommunication, Internet, data communications, and fixed 
telephony. (www.teliasonera.com) 
 
TeliaSonera’s primary focus is to serve its customers in the best possible way and to create 
value for its shareholders through stronger earnings and cash flows. The organisation’s 
primary focus is on business development in the company’s home market in the Nordic and 
Baltic countries. TeliaSonera also strives to renew and create value in its international mobile 
operations in Russia, Turkey and Eurasia, and seeks improved profitability in its international 
carrier operations. TeliaSonera will provide telecom services that create value for customers, 
rather than offering technical solutions or communications network connections. This is why 
TeliaSonera will attempt to transform from a technology-oriented company to a customer-
oriented business. (ibid.) TeliaSonera’s strategy in Russia is to become the number one in 
mobile telephony. (Berg, 2003) 
 
TeliaSonera’s home market encompasses the Nordic and Baltic countries, although the 
international operations extend to Russia, Eurasia, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
Moldavia, and Turkey. The Russian market is one of the markets where TeliaSonera sees 
great growth potential for mobile operations, and for this reason, it is TeliaSonera’s ambition 
to make Russia a part of the organisation’s home market in the future. (www.teliasonera.com) 
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Currently, TeliaSonera owns 43.8 percent of MegaFon, which is one of the leading mobile 
operators in Russia. More specifically, MegaFon was established in 2002 by merging North 
West GSM, in which Telia and Sonera held stakes, with Sonic Duo, in which Sonera was a 
partner, and several other regional Russian operators. MegaFon presently has operations in 
Moscow, the St. Petersburg region, the Volga region, Caucasus and the Urals. In addition, 
MegaFon has licenses for all of Russia’s 89 regions with a total population of about 150 
million. The company offers a wide range of mobile services. In fact, in Moscow and St. 
Petersburg, MegaFon has launched mobile multimedia services (MMS) and other advanced 
services, including positioning services. Additionally, high-speed mobile data services 
(GPRS) will be launched in 2003. (ibid.) 
 
Furthermore, in terms of number of customers, MegaFon is Russia’s third largest operator 
with approximately 3 million customers at year-end 2002, and the total market share at the 
end of 2002 was approximately 16 percent. The company showed strong development during 
the year and the number of customers increased about 230 percent. The ambition of MegaFon 
is to be one of the leading pan-Russian mobile operators, with the focus on areas with high 
population density. In addition, the two main competitors of MegaFon are MTS and 
Vimpelcom, in which the largest foreign owners are Deutsche Telekom. (ibid.) 
 

 4.2.2 The Desired Degree of Control’s Influence on TeliaSonera’s Organisational 
Structure in Russia 
 
To begin with, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) has not many differentiated units. Moreover, 
traditionally there are many levels of management in the organisation in Russia. This is also 
apparent in TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon’s) operations in Russia. TeliaSonera (MegaFon) has 
approximately eight to ten levels of management, which is a large number in comparison to 
more westernised companies. This is, as previously mentioned, a typical example of the 
Russian style of management. It is also an influencing factor that TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is a 
large company with operations in all Russian regions. In relation to this question, the 
headquarters of MegaFon is in Moscow, and it takes care of different regional departments. 
However, the regions are still functioning rather independently, and are run by managing 
directors. These managing directors and regional departments are the previously mentioned 
reason for the many levels of management in the organisation. Finally, in TeliaSonera 
(MegaFon) each manager is responsible for few subordinates, which also is related to the 
traditional Russian style of management.  
 
In order to understand the centralisation issue of TeliaSonera in Russia, it is necessary to 
know some basic historical facts of how TeliaSonera entered the country. As previously 
mentioned, some years ago, Telia, Sonera and a Russian company were independent 
shareholders functioning in the telecommunications industry in Russia. However, these three 
companies merged and thus created the company MegaFon, Russia’s third largest mobile 
operator. After the announcement of this merger, the headquarters was moved to Moscow, 
and this is the organisation that TeliaSonera currently is part of in Russia.  More specifically, 
the original plan was to have one managing director with overall responsibility of the 
organisation. There would also be lower level managing directors with responsibilities 
covering certain regions, and these regional offices would function as branches. In other 
words, the organisation should then have been heavily decentralised. However, this has not 
been possible to achieve in Russia yet due to legal constraints. 
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Moreover, traditionally in Russia, the view on decision-making is that who is the best 
manager to make decisions can differ. For that reason, all managers in Russia have much 
power to make decisions. However, especially the general directors have much power by 
Russian legislation. As previously mentioned TeliaSonera is the minority owner in MegaFon, 
and for this reason TeliaSonera is only influencing MegaFon via using power in the board of 
directors. This also applies to the people in charge of the Russian business. Consequently, 
TeliaSonera have no experts working at MegaFon in Russia. However, in the future, Harri 
Kopponen who is the CEO of TeliaSonera has stated that it is possible that TeliaSonera sends 
experts to the company. Finally, before the merger, both Telia and Sonera had much people 
working in both mobile and in fixed telephony in the Russian market..  
 
In order to understand how the Russian operations are doing, TeliaSonera is collecting 
information, such as operational reports and financial reports from MegaFon. The company 
also conducts internal audits on MegaFon. Currently, in TeliaSonera (MegaFon) everything 
has a written policy, which also includes highly formalised working relationships. This 
implies that there are always clear rules and clear working procedures concerning 
organisational practices. In fact, even the managing director signs document of what each 
employee will do. However, it is not necessarily so that this makes the behaviour in the 
organisation easy to predict. For the reason that in Russia, companies tend to take the shape of 
the personality of the managing director of the company, the organisational behaviour instead 
depends on the personality of the managing director.  
  

4.2.3 TeliaSonera’s Organisational Structure in Russia 
 
To begin with, TeliaSonera’s overall organisational structure has an international department, 
which is located in Helsinki. Under this department there are other minor sub-departments. In 
Finland, the company keeps the operations concerning the Russian market directly under the 
international department. Additionally, the international division is rather small in comparison 
to other departments in the organisation, and all issues concerning for example financial and 
marketing are handled by the overall financial and marketing departments in the organisation.  
 
Moreover, TeliaSonera’s structure can be seen as relatively solid. In other words, TeliaSonera 
will continue using the same organisational structure in Russia until it becomes clear that the 
current structure is not working in a good manner. The organisational structure depends on 
what will happen after it is clearly established what organisational changes the merger 
between Telia and Sonera will need. It is also possible that the organisational design might 
change depending on what will happen with the strategy of TeliaSonera (MegaFon) in Russia. 
The current discussion among top managers is if TeliaSonera should focus on attaining more 
or less control over MegaFon. It leans to TeliaSonera wanting MegaFon to be a stock 
company in the future.  
 
As previously mentioned, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is according to Russian legislation not 
allowed to be structured with fully independent divisions. Furthermore, in TeliaSonera 
(MegaFon), the labour is divided into different departments and there are many levels of 
hierarchies. The highest level in the organisation is the board of directors, serving above an 
overall managing director. Under the managing director, there is an executive management 
board, under which all divisions lay.   
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To continue, in TeliaSonera (MegaFon), there are also a great number of horizontal 
departments. To begin with, the largest departments are the commercial department, the 
financial department and the technical department. In the financial department under the CFO 
(Chief Financial Officer) there is an accountant department, which responds directly to the 
CEO (Chief Excecutive Officer). Moreover, the legal department, the administrative 
department, and the account department serve directly under the managing director. In 
addition, there is a human resource department, a commercial department, an IT department, 
and other regional departments. Under these departments, even more departments can be 
found. In addition to this, independently the company has a marketing department, external 
relationship department, and an internal relationships department, in which the company 
controls the telecommunications industry. Finally, MegaFon has a household division, which 
include company cleaners, drivers, and other supporting functions. As a matter of fact, in 
TeliaSonera (MegaFon) there is a huge amount of these support services, even of drivers. The 
key department of the organisation in Russia is the financial department, for the reason that 
tax planning is a “jungle”.  
 
Furthermore, instead of the desired organisational structure previously discussed, the 
company currently have a technical director, who supervises regional technical directors. His 
responsibility, as an example, is to administrate technical issues that the company is offering 
the customers. Furthermore, as discussed, there is a financial department that is situated in 
Moscow with a CFO. The problem in the organisation is that there are CFOs in the regions as 
well, and many of the directors in the different regions report to this manager instead of to the 
overall CFO. Hence, he/she becomes a supervisor for the directors. In addition, in the 
organisation there is a marketing and commercial department that have the same problem as 
the financial department. Moreover, these directors report to the regional directors. Thereafter, 
the regional directors report horizontally to the other regional managers. Finally, the 
information reaches the directors in the headquarters.   
 
Moreover, the strategic decisions of TeliaSonera (MegaFon) are made among the managing 
directors, in consultation with the board of directors. As previously mentioned, the managing 
directors have very much power in Russia. In addition to this, the company has a strategic 
planning department, which is a huge department that is also located horizontally in the 
organisation.  
 
To continue, work in the organisation is team based, with much discussion within the teams. 
The teams are either created through a mixture of different areas of expertises among its 
members, through special training for the particular task that is to be undertaken, or through 
top management. Moreover, diversity in the workforce is not specifically encouraged, as the 
organisation is more interested in getting workforce with professional skills.  
 
Additionally, the view on informal relationships in the organisation is affected by company 
policy. In Russia, traditionally there are many holidays. Normally, before these holidays the 
local staff has some kind of pre-celebration together. However, since TeliaSonera is only 
influencing the Russian operations through power in the board of directors in MegaFon, 
TeliaSonera has no possibility to know of, or affect, conflicts that arise within the MegaFon 
organisation. He further did not mention that the company promotes trust between the 
employees. 
 
Finally, communication within TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is handled highly traditionally. The 
company has a wall of information, on which all information, letters and announcements are 
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placed by the managing director or the human resource manager. Additionally, the managing 
directors are collecting information from the top managers. Afterwards, these managing 
directors further explain the top managers’ opinions and ideas to the divisions. 
 

4.2.4 Factors Influencing TeliaSonera’s Organisational Structure in Russia 
 
To begin with, people that can be found in the organisation are recruited in the “good old 
way”. Managers are recruited through personal relationships and rumours, which means that 
people who are personally acquainted with other competent people secure seats for them in 
the organisation. For this reason, TeliaSonera is like a big family, where everybody knows the 
background of somebody. However, the actual structure of the organisation in Russia is 
primarily influenced by very strict rules in the country that functions as a base for the 
organisational design. 
 
Furthermore, the increasing size of TeliaSonera (MegaFon) does not affect the company’s 
organisational structure to a great extent. The only thing that happens is that the departments 
that already exist are getting larger. Hence, additional managers are not recruited, and the top 
manager becomes even more important.  
 
Additionally, as previously mentioned, the structure of the organisation in Russia is primarily 
influenced by very strict rules in the country that functions as a base for the organisational 
design. Moreover, the legal situation in Russia makes its difficult to transfer knowledge from 
customers and products throughout the organisation, since TeliaSonera has such a low degree 
of influence over its Russian operations. In the beginning when TeliaSonera just had begun 
operating in Russia, the company sent experienced people to MegaFon in order to provide 
assistance in the structuring of the organisation. However, now this is entirely left in the hands 
of the Russians. Still, in the future, experts from TeliaSonera will probably enter Russia to 
assist MegaFon.  
 
Moreover, the legal system is also an external control factor of TeliaSonera (MegaFon).This 
heavy Russian legislation forces all companies to be in a certain form, as previously 
mentioned.  Furthermore, the most powerful decision makers in the organisation are always 
made responsible for their actions. However, decisions are never made alone and have to be 
approved by the managing directors. The managing directors have to act rather emotional and 
listen to people’s ideas and take a standpoint when asked about a problem. However, despite 
this is it very important to know that a Russian managing director is a very powerful person. 
 
In addition, the company does not follow any universal standards considering products or 
professional knowledge. Also, the company culture has no impact on the organisational 
structure. To continue, concerning external communication, when the merger between Telia 
and Sonera still was brand new, the company to a high extent appeared in the media. 
However, at this moment, the company is not as open to external communication as it was at 
the point of the merger.  
 
Furthermore, the strategy of TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is influencing the organisational 
structure. However, the new strategy is not yet made official and therefore does not influence 
the company’s current operations. As previously mentioned, there is at the moment much 
discussion among the top managers concerning the company’s future strategy in Russia. 
Related to the strategy, if MegaFon becomes an independent stock company in the future, the 
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rules of the stock will also have an additional influence on the company’s organisational 
structure. However, not until TeliaSonera has made an official announcement of what it wants 
to do with the company’s Russian operations, the strategy will be a highly influencing factor 
of the organisational structure used. Finally, if the managing director has a clear vision and 
strategy, it is an influencing factor on the organisational design used. 
 
Finally, Mr. Berg claimed that it is natural to hire experienced managers that have worked in 
other organisations. These managers always bring back knowledge of the other organisation’s 
structure and therefore TeliaSonera is indirectly affected by other organisations’ structure. 
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5 Data Analysis 
 
To begin with, the data analysis will contain a comparison between theory and the empirical 
findings from our two case study companies, Ericsson and TeliaSonera. We will first perform 
a within-case analysis of each company in order to see to what extent the empirical findings 
follow the theoretical propositions in chapter two. Thereafter, we will conduct a cross-case 
analysis, in which the results from the within case analyses will be compared with each other.  
 

5.1 Within-Case Analysis 
 
The coding system in the within-case analysis will be performed a bit differently in each 
research question. The reason for this is the different nature of the research questions. Since 
research question one deals with the desired degree of control, the grading is based on degrees 
ranking from low to high. Research question two concerns the type of organisational structure 
used, and is not possible to grade. Instead, a scale of fits, not fits, and partly fits with theory 
will be used. In the third research question, the grading system will be the same as the one in 
research question one. 
 

5.1.1 Case One - Ericsson AB 
 
The subsequent section contains a within-case analysis of Ericsson on each research question. 
Firstly, the desired degree of control’s influence on the structure, secondly, the type of 
organisational structure, and finally the factors influencing the choice of organisational 
structure will be analysed.  

5.1.1.1 The Desired Degree of Control’s Influence on Companies’ Organisational Structure in 
Emerging Markets  

Research question one concerns the desired degree of control on companies organisational 
structure in emerging markets. Here the most important concepts concerning complexity, 
centralisation and formalisation will be analysed. 
 
Complexity 
 
Table 5.1 contains a summary of the comparison of the theories of complexity with the 
empirical data used within this question, and will be used as a base for the following 
discussion. The grading is based on the coherence between the theory and the empirical data. 

Table 5.1: Complexity in Ericsson 

Ericsson No Low Medium High  E Ericsson 
Horizontal 
Differentiation 

   E 
Vertical 
Differentiation 

 E   
Spatial 
Differentiation 

   E 
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The empirical data supports the theory concerning complexity of Robbins (1990), as the data 
indicates a high degree of horizontal differentiation in the organisation. In addition, Ericsson 
is a very complex organisation and it has several differentiated units that are highly 
differentiated from each other because of the division of market units into KAMs.   
 
Continually, the empirical data partly supports Robbins’s (1990) theory of vertical 
differentiation and the span of control. Ericsson does not have a high number of hierarchical 
levels and the control span in the organisation is not especially large. This is the case since 
Ericsson strives for one manager on ten employees, and the fact that each manager does not 
have so many subordinates to direct. In other words, the empirical data showed that the 
vertical differentiation is low and that the control span in Ericsson is narrow, which according 
to theory implies that the organisation is tall. However, the theory and the empirical data 
contradict each other. The reason for this is that the theory argues that tall structures should 
have many layers of management, however, Ericsson does not have many hierarchical levels. 
 
Additionally, the empirical data is in line with Robbins’s (1990) theory concerning spatial 
differentiation, as it also affects the degree of complexity. The empirical data showed that 
Ericsson’s operations are geographically dispersed both around the world and throughout 
Russia, which increases the complexity of the organisation. Thus, the empirical data supports 
the theory and shows that Ericsson’s operations are of a complex nature.  
 
Centralisation 
 
Table 5.2 summarises the dimensions of centralisation in Ericsson in Russia. It contains a 
summary of the comparison of the theories of centralisation with the empirical data used 
within this question, and will be used as a base for the following discussion. The grading is 
based on the coherence between the theory and the empirical data. 

Table 5.2: Centralisation in Ericsson 

Ericsson No Low Medium High  E Ericsson 
Centralisation  E   
Vertical 
Decentralisation    E 
Horizontal 
Decentralisation  E   
 
 The data further favours Mintzberg’s (1993) theories concerning a high degree of 
decentralisation since all decisions that are possible to delegate down in the organisation are 
dispersed down the chain of line authority in Ericsson. The data also supports Mintzberg’s 
(1993) claim that decentralisation allows the organisation to respond quickly to local 
conditions as the division into market units in Ericsson was made in order to respond to the 
demands on the local market. 
 
However, the empirical data also supports Rodrigues’s (1995) theory concerning the fact that 
no organisation is either fully centralised or decentralised. This is the case since the location 
of decision-making in Ericsson depends on which type of task it concerns. Additionally, the 
data supports the theory of Mintzberg (1979) as some functions are not decentralised in the 
organisation. The reasons for this can be that many people have to be involved in financing 
decisions, and when an international organ is involved in the decision-making. 
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Mintzberg’s (1993) and Bakka et. al.’s (1999) theories regarding the difference in speed 
between decentralised and centralised decisions are also supported in Ericsson. The empirical 
data showed that the speed of the decision-making process depends on what kind of decision 
it is and where that kind of decisions can be made in the organisation. In addition, some 
decisions in Ericsson are centralised and more complex, for instance, decisions that concern 
financing and large sums of money, or decisions that require input from other units. 
Decisions of this nature involve many people from different divisions, which slow down the 
decision-making process. In addition, decisions that are decentralised and thereby controlled 
within the market unit are implemented extremely rapidly. Continually, the empirical data 
supports the theory of Mintzberg (1979) concerning vertical decentralisation as the power in 
Ericsson is dispersed down in the organisation.  
 
The empirical data is not consistent with the theory of Mintzberg (1979) concerning 
horizontal decentralisation as people who have power to make decisions can be found 
everywhere in the organisation. The respondent further argued that non-managers usually lay 
the foundation for decisions, but somebody else makes the final decision. According to the 
empirical data, Ericsson is dependent on specialised knowledge, which corresponds with 
Mintzberg’s theory concerning the power allocation to experts with knowledge. Ericsson’s 
dependence on expert power takes the form of Mintzberg’s informal expert power since the 
formal system of authority remains but certain experts attain considerable informal power. 
Additionally, power also has to be allocated to everyone in Ericsson as this only is motivated 
by a membership in the organisation. However, the power is not strong as the non-managers 
only influences the decisions, which leads to a low degree of horizontal decentralisation. 
 
Mintzberg (1993) stated that a high degree of complexity usually leads to a decentralised 
organisation, which also is the case in Ericsson. The theory of Wilder (2003) showed that 
decentralised organisations reduce complexity, but enhance coordination and control through 
formalisation and administration. This is not true in Ericsson as it is a decentralised 
organisation with a low degree of formalisation, which will be discussed in the subsequent 
section. 
 
Formalisation 
 
Table 5.3 summarises the formalisation issues in Ericsson in Russia. It is a summary of the 
comparison of the theories of formalisation with the empirical data used within this question, 
and will be used as a base for the following discussion. The grading is based on the coherence 
between the theory and the empirical data. 

Table 5.3: Formalisation in Ericsson 

Ericsson No Low Medium High  E Ericsson 
Formalisation  E   
Formalisation By Job    E 
Formalisation By 
Work-Flow  E   
Formalisation By 
Rules  E   
 
Mintzberg (1979) claimed that formalisation is the degree to which work processes of the 
organisation are standardised, and Daft (2001) argued that formalisation can include rules, 
procedures, and written documents that prescribe the rights and duties of employees. In 
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addition, Mintzberg (1979) argued that companies formalise to reduce its variability, to 
predict and control the organisation, and to coordinate activities within the organisation.  
 
The empirical data does not support the theories of Mintzberg (1979) and Daft (2001) 
regarding a high degree of formalisation. Ericsson is not highly formalised even though the 
organisation has clear processes for how the employees in the organisation should work. A 
low degree of formalisation in Ericsson is also supported by the fact that the company has 
developed work processes that favour individual accountability since the organisation is 
dependent on intelligent, knowledgeable, creative, and innovative people. Thus, the behaviour 
of Ericsson is not easy to predict and it is characterised by little standardisation. In addition, 
the organisation wants to be flexible and able to respond to local conditions, which is 
connected to the low degree of formalisation.  
 
Mintzberg’s (1979) manner of formalisation by job seems to correspond with Ericsson’s way 
of formalising since it is based around work processes in the organisation. The organisation 
does not have a high degree of formalisation by work-flow or rules, which results from the 
low general degree of standardisation. 
 
Moreover, the theory of Robbins (1990) showed that the degree of formalisation differs 
within the organisation. However, the empirical data contradicts this statement, since the 
standardisation in Russia is not higher than in any of the other countries Ericsson are 
operating in. 
 

5.1.1.2 Companies’ Types of Organisational Structure in Emerging Markets 

Lau and Snell (1996) claim that companies do not have to rely on only one organisational 
design, which implies that Ericsson’s organisational structure in Russia might consist of 
several different designs, which will be obvious in the following analysis. Additionally, the 
organisational structure in Ericsson is not especially solid over time. Changes in the structure 
are made because the organisation believes that another structure is more suitable for the 
market’s demands. Moreover, the organisational structure also changes because of mergers 
and acquisitions. The frequency of change of an organisational structure is related to the 
development on the market.  
 

5.1.1.2.1 Mechanistic and Organic Structures 
 
According to Wang and Ahmed (2003), organisational structures are founded on mechanistic 
or organic bases, which will be analysed in this section. 
 
The Mechanistic Structure 
 
Table 5.4 presents an illustration of the analysis of the mechanistic structure in comparison to 
Ericsson.  
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Table 5.4: The Mechanistic Structure of Ericsson 

The Mechanistic 
Structure 

Ericsson  E 
 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 

A Clear Hierarchy E  (E) Partly fits with theory 
Managerial Control     
Centralisation of Power  
High Formalisation  
Restricted Flow and Sharing 
of Knowledge  

 
According to the theory of Wang and Ahmed (2003) the mechanistic bureaucracy contains 
clear levels of hierarchy, strong management control and high centralisation of power, vertical 
linkages are used to coordinate corporate activities between the top and the bottom of the 
organisation, and top management controls planning, problem solving, decision-making and 
directing, high degree of formalisation, and little individual freedom of action. Additionally, 
the communication is also highly formalised, since the knowledge management process is 
mainly founded on deduction from practices and personal skills into theorised and formalised 
knowledge. The mechanistic structure does partly apply to Ericsson’s operations in Russia. To 
begin with, the graphical organisational structure of Ericsson shows rather clear levels of 
hierarchy, which favours a mechanistic structure. However, the control of the top 
management in Ericsson is restricted to very important strategic decisions, which contradicts a 
mechanistic structure. Further, the environment in Russia is dynamic, which is not suitable for 
a mechanistic structure. Additionally, the low degree of centralisation and the low degree of 
formalisation with focus on individual accountability, discussed in the previous section, imply 
an avoidance of this kind of structure. Furthermore, the communication in Ericsson is both 
formal and informal and not strictly formal as in the mechanistic structure. Ericsson also 
supports the communication and interaction between employees, which is not true in the 
mechanistic structure. 
 
The Organic Structure 
 
Table 5.5 presents an illustration of the analysis of the theories of the organic structure in 
comparison to the empirical data collected from Ericsson. 

Table 5.5: The Organic Structure of Ericsson 

The Organic Structure Ericsson  E Fits with theory 
Complex E   Does not fit with theory 
Flat E  (E) Partly fits with theory 
Cross-Functional Teams E 
Divisionalised Organisation E 
Decentralisation of Power 
and Control E 
Promotion of Openness and 
Trust E 
Low Degree of Formalisation E 
Encouragement of Interaction E 
 
According to the theory of Wang and Ahmed (2003), organic structures are complex, flat, 
based on cross-functional teams, and characterised by horizontal collaboration, which also is 
the case in Ericsson. To begin with, Ericsson’s organisation is complex. The company also 
has a low number of managerial levels, which implies a flat organisation. In addition, the 
organisation favours all sorts of teamwork.  
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The theory of Wang and Ahmed (2003) also showed that the organic organisation is 
divisionalised, with decentralisation of power and control, and that a culture of openness and 
trust is promoted. There is also a higher level of informality, together with a general 
encouragement of interaction to create knowledge (ibid.). Ericsson also is divisionalised into 
different units, which is in agreement with theory. The company also has a low level of 
centralisation. Furthermore, Ericsson attempts to build an organisational culture that promotes 
and supports the communication and interaction between the employees. This includes a low 
degree of formalisation. The data also supports the importance of trust in an organic structure 
as it showed that Ericsson encourages trust between the co-workers.  
 
As can be seen in the previous analysis, Ericsson’s organisational structure in Russia is clearly 
of an organic nature. This result will be used in the further analysis. 
 

Mintzberg’s Five Basic Structures 
 
The Simple Structure 
 
Table 5.6 is an illustration of how well Ericsson’s organisational structure in Russia fits with 
theory on the simple structure. The table constitutes a base for the following discussion. 

Table 5.6: The Simple Structure of Ericsson 

The Simple Structure Ericsson  E Fits with theory 
Little Technostructure  E   Does not fit with theory 
Few Support Services E  (E) Partly fits with theory 
Loose Division of Labour  
Minimal Differentiation   
Small Managerial Hierarchy E 
Organic E 
Coordination through Direct 
Supervision  

Vertical Centralisation E 
Horizontal Centralisation  
Strategic Apex Key Part of 
the Organisation  

 
Mintzberg’s  (1993) theory showed that the simple structure is characterised as being, organic, 
highly non-elaborated, since it has little or no technostructure, few support departments, a 
loose division of labour, minimal differentiation among its units, a small managerial 
hierarchy, behaviour is seldom formalised, and the organisation seldom makes use of 
planning, training and liaison devices. In addition, it is characterised by direct supervision, as 
power over all important decisions tends to be both vertically and horizontally centralised. 
(ibid.) As illustrated in table 5:6, the empirical data does only partly support the use of a 
simple structure in Ericsson. The reasons for this are that the technostructure is very small in 
Ericsson, which is connected to the low the degree of formalisation that favours the use of the 
simple structure. Additionally, this structure is also supported by the organic structure with 
few support departments as Ericsson buys in most of these kinds of services. Further, the 
company is highly differentiated, it has a high degree of decentralisation, and it is not 
characterised by direct supervision as all decisions that are possible to delegate down are 
dispersed down in the hierarchy. The data partly supports the vertical and horizontal 
centralisation as Ericsson is vertically decentralised but not horizontally. However, the 
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division of labour is probably not loose in Ericsson as differentiation is important in the 
organisation, which implies rather strict labour divisions. 
  
To sum up with, the empirical data matches many aspects of the simple structure. However, 
as the simple structure is used in small organisations it is not applicable in Ericsson’s large 
organisation. Still, many aspects of the structure can be found in other structures as well. 
 
The Machine Bureaucracy 
 
Table 5.7 is a summary of how well Ericsson’s organisational structure in Russia fits with 
theory on the machine bureaucracy. The table will be a base for the following discussion. 

Table 5.7: The Machine Bureaucracy of Ericsson 

The Machine 
Bureaucracy  

Ericsson  E 
 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 

Large Technostructure   (E) Partly fits with theory 
Horizontal Differentiation  E    
Vertical Differentiation   
Spatial Differentiation E 
Vertical Centralisation E 
Limited Horizontal 
Decentralisation E 

Many Support Services  
Coordination by 
Standardisation of Work 
Processes 

 

Powerful Strategic Apex (E) 
Strategy Making is 
Performed Top-Down E 

 
Mintzberg (1993) argues that the machine bureaucracy is based on a high degree of 
formalisation, which implies that formal communication is favoured at all levels, and that 
decision-making tends to follow the formal chain of authority. The organisation emphasises 
division of labour and unit differentiation in all forms. Consequently, the analysts within the 
technostructure have much informal power within the organisation. There is also vertical 
centralisation and limited horizontal centralisation. (Mintzberg, 1993) The empirical data does 
mainly not support these statements concerning the machine bureaucracy. The reasons for not 
supporting the structure are that Ericsson is not highly formalised, and the organisation 
favours both informal and formal communication. In addition, the analysts within the 
technostructure do not have much power in Ericsson because of the small technostructure and 
the low degree of formalisation. Further, the division of labour in the company does not seem 
to be as sharp as in the machine bureaucracy, even if they are more strict than loose, as 
mentioned previously in the analysis of the simple structure. Continually, one task that 
favours the machine bureaucracy is the high degree of differentiation within Ericsson, which 
already has been analysed under the previous research question.  
 
According to the theory of Mintzberg (1993), the operating core in a machine bureaucracy 
must be sealed off from external influence and that conflicts are managed by many rules and 
regulations. Additionally, the organisation has developed many support services (ibid.). These 
facts are not supported by the empirical data as when conflicts between the employees occur, 
they are expected to handle it by themselves or they can go to/consult the manager if the task 
in conflict is related to the work itself. Further, the operating core in Ericsson is not sealed off 
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from external influence as it is an open organisation. In addition, Ericsson does not have a 
highly developed internal support service, as it concentrates on core activities and purchases 
support services from the outside. 
  
Moreover, in the machine bureaucracy the top managers are constantly searching for more 
efficient ways to produce given outputs and to co-ordinate the activities of the middle-line 
managers through dispersal of power. (Mintzberg, 1993). However, we did not receive any 
empirical data concerning efficiency seeking in the organisation. The dispersal of power is 
great in Ericsson, since it favours decentralisation, which corresponds with theory.  
 
Finally, the theory of Mintzberg (1993) showed that the process of strategy making is 
performed top-down in the machine bureaucracy, and that the strategic apex is a powerful part 
of the organisation. Strategic decisions in Ericsson are mainly made by the top management, 
which implies a top-down strategy making. The strategic apex in the organisation seems to be 
rather powerful as it is important that the organisation serves its mission in an effective way. 
However, Ericsson is only sometimes influenced by external control and it does not seem to 
be as important as in the machine bureaucracy, which means that the data partly fits the theory 
concerning the strategic apex.  
 
There are only some parts of the machine bureaucracy that apply to Ericsson’s organisational 
structure. This can be related to the fact that Ericsson is a highly innovative organisation that 
does not want to restrict their employees in any way in fear of losing employee creativity. In 
addition, the used parts of the machine bureaucracy are mainly a result of the complex 
organisation. 
 
The Professional Bureaucracy 
 
Table 5.8 is an illustration of how well Ericsson’s organisational structure in Russia fits with 
theory on the professional bureaucracy. The table further constitutes as a base for the 
following discussion. 

Table 5.8: The Professional Bureaucracy of Ericsson 

The Professional 
Bureaucracy 

Ericsson  E 
 

(E) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory  
Partly fits with theory 

Independency of Work (E)    
Standardisation of Skills  
(Origins on the Outside)     

Operating Core Key Part of 
the Organisation E 

Many Support Services  
Small Technostructure  E 
Small Middle Line 
Management  E 

Vertical Decentralisation  E 
Horizontal Decentralisation  
No Common Strategy  
 
Mintzberg’s Professional Bureaucracy can be found among hospitals, universities, and school 
systems and it relies on the skills and knowledge of its operating professionals to function. 
There is a high degree of standardisation of skills and knowledge between the operating 
professionals, set by universal standards. (Mintzberg, 1993) In Ericsson’s industry, there are 
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not many universal standards and there is not a high degree of standardisation of skills and 
knowledge, which does not favour the use of a professional bureaucracy. It is unclear whether 
the personnel in Ericsson have a high independence in their work, or not. However, with the 
emphasis on flexibility and innovation in Ericsson, the employees should have considerable 
control over their work, which partly fits the theory. 
 
Furthermore, the support staff is highly elaborated, and focus much on serving the operating 
core. On the other hand, the technostructure and middle line management are not highly 
elaborated, which means that this kind of structure is highly decentralised, both vertically and 
horizontally. (Mintzberg, 1993) The little need of a technostructure applies to Ericsson, as 
previously discussed. Moreover, the small number of hierarchical levels in Ericsson indicates 
that the middle line management is not highly elaborated. The decentralisation degrees in the 
professional bureaucracy do partly fit with the data. The reason for this is the fact that 
Ericsson is vertically decentralised, but not horizontally. Further, the view of the operating 
core as an important part in the organisation seems to correspond to Ericsson’s view. 
However, the support staff in Ericsson’s Russian operations is almost non-existent and 
discourage the use of this kind of structure. 
 
Finally, according to Mintzberg (1993), the strategy is not common for the whole 
organisation, which is not supported by the empirical data. The reason for this is the fact that 
the data showed that Ericsson has a common strategy and that the power in the organisation 
can found almost everywhere.  
 
The empirical data does only partly favour a professional bureaucracy structure. This can be 
explained by the fact that the professional bureaucracy is a structure mainly used by hospital 
and universities. Moreover, the parts in Ericsson that supports this structure are mainly based 
on a low degree of formalisation and a high degree of decentralisation in the organisation. 
  
The Divisionalised Form 
 
Table 5.9 is a summary of how well Ericsson’s organisational structure in Russia fits with 
theory on the divisionalised form. The table will be used as a base for the following 
discussion. 
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Table 5.9: The Divisionalised Form of Ericsson 

The Divisionalised 
Form  

Ericsson  E 
 

(E) 

Fits with theory  
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Middle Line is the Key Part 
of the Organisation     

Flow of Power Top-Down E    
Each Division has its Own 
Structure     

Low Cross-Divisional 
Interaction (E)   

Wide Control Span at 
Strategic Apex     

Decentralised  E    
Sharp Division of Labour 
between HQ and Divisions E    

Formal, Restricted 
Communication between HQ 
and Divisions 

 
  

Strategic Apex Formulates 
Strategy (E)    

HQ Provides Services (ex. 
Financial Department) E    

 
According to Mintzberg (1993), the divisionalised form has a set of entities from the middle 
line grouped together by a central administrative structure, and thereby the middle line is the 
key part of the organisation. Further, the flow of power is top-down and each division has its 
own structure (ibid.). As already mentioned, the emphasis on the middle line is not true in 
Ericsson as the hierarchical levels are rather few in the company. This means that the middle 
line is not the key part in the organisation. The flow of power as top-down is not obvious in 
the organisation. However, because of the large organisation and the fact that strategic 
decisions are made by top-management implies that the flow is top-down. The empirical data 
does not support the divisionalised form in the structuring as Ericsson has one structure that 
applies to all units. However, Ericsson has divided its operations into units and is thereby 
differentiated. 
 
Moreover, the divisionalised form contains independent divisions created to serve certain 
markets. The interdependence between divisions is minimised, so that each can operate 
autonomously, which means that there is a low cross-divisional interaction. Because of the 
great number of divisions to be grouped under the headquarters the span of control at the 
strategic apex can be rather wide. (Mintzberg 1993) The empirical data does not support the 
use of autonomous units in Ericsson as some functions are coordinated and the span of control 
is rather narrow. In addition, the units in Ericsson are not formally restricted from interaction 
with each other, which contradicts the theory. However, they are supposed to focus on their 
area, which results in the fact that data partly supports theory. According, to Mintzberg (1993) 
there is decentralisation from the strategic apex out to the different department manager, 
which is supported by the empirical data as tasks are decentralised when it is possible in 
Ericsson. 
 
Additionally, in the divisionalised form there is a sharp division of labour between the 
headquarters and the divisions and the communication between the two is formal. The 
division of labour in Ericsson can be said to be rather sharp because of the importance of 
differentiation in the organisation. As previously mentioned, communication in Ericsson is 
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both formal and informal. However, the market units possess the knowledge concerning their 
market areas and this knowledge is transferred to others in the organisation when, for 
instance, the product development unit need their information. Subsequently, the data fits 
rather well with the statement of division of labour but not with the formal communication. 
 
The empirical data supports the fact that strategic decisions are made by top management as 
stated by Mintzberg (1993). However, it is unclear whether the departments in Ericsson are 
autonomous or not, which Mintzberg (1993) argues. Mintzberg (1993) also claims that top 
management has the power to interfere and control the divisions, and also provides certain 
support services. The business control function in the market unit provides the KAMs with, 
for instance, financing and accounting, which fits with the theory. 
 
Some parts of the divisionalised form apply to Ericsson’s organisational structure. Therefore, 
the empirical data partly fits with the divisionalised form, which is displayed in the table 
above. 
 
The Adhocracy 
 
Table 5:10 is an illustration of how well Ericsson’s organisational structure in Russia fits with 
theory on the adhocracy. The table constitutes as a base for the following discussion. 

Table 5.10: The Adhocracy of Ericsson 

The Adhocracy Ericsson  E Fits with theory 
Highly Organic E   Does not fit with theory 
Small Technostructure E  (E) Partly fits with theory 
Horizontal Work 
Specialisation 

E 
 

Cross-Functional Teamwork E 
Selective Decentralisation E 
Functional and Market 
Grouping Simultaneously E 

Support Staff Key Part of the  
Organisation  

No Explicit Strategy  
Strategic Apex in Liaison 
with the External 
Environment 

 

 
Mintzberg’s (1993) final organisational design is the adhocracy, which is partly supported by 
the empirical data. Some facts that favour the adhocracy are that Ericsson’s organisation is 
highly organic. The organisation also has a low degree of formalisation since it strives for 
innovation, a high degree of decentralisation, and it is also working with teams that are based 
on different competencies, which also corresponds with Mintzberg’s (1993) theory. The 
experts in Ericsson have little formal power as they only influence decisions and they do not 
have power to take final decisions, which also is the case in Mintzberg’s (1993) adhocracy. In 
addition, the personnel within the different functions are specialised and there are many 
differentiated units that indicates a high horizontal work specialisation. This in combination 
with the creative and the innovative emphasis in Ericsson support the theory. 
 
Continually, Mintzberg (1993) states that the adhocracy tend to use the functional and market 
bases for grouping simultaneously in the matrix structure, which Ericsson also has used. 
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However, Mintzberg (1993) claim that the support staff plays a key role in the organisation, 
which is contradictorily to Ericsson’s view as it buys support services from the outside. 
 
Strategy in adhocracies is seldom formulated by the individuals, but instead formed implicitly 
by the decisions that they make, instead the most important role of the strategic apex is that of 
liaison with the external environment. (Mintzberg, 1993) The fact that Ericsson has a clear 
strategy is contradictory to the adhocracy. The empirical data also showed that Ericsson is 
influenced by its external environment, since it adjust its operations to the environment in 
Russia. However, the external environment is not as important as the theory argues, and 
thereby it does not support the theory. 
 
To conclude, the empirical data mainly supports the use of the adhocracy. This is based on the 
fact that the structure is organic, which further influences many of the other aspects of the 
structure.  

The Informal Relationship Model 
 
Table 5.11 is a summary of how well Ericsson’s organisational structure in Russia fits with 
theory concerning the informal relationship model. The table will also be used as a base for 
the following discussion. 

Table 5.11: The Informal Relationship Model of Ericsson 

The Informal 
Relationship Model 

Ericsson  E 
 

(E) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Promoted E    
Decentralisation E    
Cross-division linkages (E) 
Organisation as Temporary 
 Entity E 

Organic Structure E 
 
To begin with, the empirical data showed that Ericsson encourages informal relationships in 
the organisation, which is in line with the theory of Wang and Ahmed (2003). More 
explicitly, Ericsson attempts to build an organisational culture that encourages trust, promotes 
and supports the communication between the employees. For instance, the organisation has a 
specific channel that handles information, personnel meetings, pub Fridays, and common 
coffee spaces. This means that the empirical data supports the theory.  
 
Ruigrok and Achtenhagen, (1999) also agree that the emerging organisational forms move 
beyond divisions and management hierarchies and operate on the basis of higher degrees of 
decentralisation and cross-division linkages. As previously mentioned, the degree of 
decentralisation is high in Ericsson, which in other words supports the theory. The cross-
division linkages in the organisation partly fit with the theory. This is based on the fact that 
there is a strong differentiation between the units and most information is kept within each 
unit. However, some information is also shared between the units. 
 
Additionally, the empirical data supports the theory of Ruigrok and Achtenhagen (1999) 
concerning organisations as temporary entities, since the organisational structure in Ericsson 
is not especially solid over time and adjustments are made in the design to reflect reality. 
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Theory also argues that an organic structure presents a shift towards the development of 
informal relationships. (ibid.) This also applies to Ericsson as the organisational structure is 
rather organic in its nature. In other words, Ericsson clearly promotes informal relationships 
in the organisation, which is made obvious in the previous discussion. 
 
To sum up with, table 5.2 displays the previous discussion concerning types of organisational 
structures used in Ericsson. The scale shows which organisational structure (-s) is (are) 
favoured in the company. 

Table 5.12: Organisational Structures in Ericsson 

Structure No Low Medium High  E 
 

Ericsson  
 

Simple Structure  E   
Machine 
Bureaucracy 

 E  

Professional 
Bureaucracy 

 E   

Divisionalised Form  E   
Adhocracy   E  
Relationship Model    E 
 
As possible to view in table 5:12, and as previously analysed, the structure with highest 
inflluence on Ericsson, is the adhocracy and the relationship model. The other structures only 
are of a low degree of influence.  
 

5.1.1.3 Factors Influencing the Choice of Organisational Structure Used by Companies in 
Emerging Markets 

Table 5.13 contains an analysis of factors that might be of influence on the organisational 
structure in Ericsson. The table will serve as a base for the discussion in the following section. 

Table 5.13: The Factors Influencing the Organisational Structure in Ericsson 

Ericsson No Low Medium High  E Ericsson 
Age E    
Size E    
Environment    E 
Technical System E    
Power Relationships  E   
Culture E    
Strategy   E  
Institutionalisation E    
Top Management 
Decisions 

  E  

 
The Age and the Size of the Organisation 
 
To begin with, Mintzberg (1979) claims that the age and the size of the organisation are 
fundamental bases for organisational structure and that an organisation becomes more 
formalised the older it gets. Moreover, a large organisation needs more coordination and 
control. As an organisation expands, the more intermediate levels of supervision are needed 
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and the organisation becomes more bureaucratic. (Mintzberg, 1993; Daft, 2001) Mintzberg 
(1979) adds that growth and ageing usually drives bureaucracies to apply divisionalisation. 
(Mintzberg, 1979) The empirical data contradicts the theory as the age and the size of the 
organisation has not affected the structure. Even if Ericsson has divided its operations into 
units, it is not in line with theory. The reason for this is the fact that the divisionalisation was 
made in order to be close to its markets and not because of organisational ageing and growing. 
Additionally, the current organisational structure has existed two years but it has gone through 
some changes in the KAM division and changes in the markets. 
 
Continually, as organisations grow, a wider span of control develops (Mintzberg, 1979). In 
addition, studies show a positive relationship between the size of the organisation and the 
extent of decentralisation (Harris and Raviv, 2002). The empirical data showed that Ericsson 
has a rather narrow span of control, even if the organisation is large. The organisation also has 
a high degree of decentralisation, which according to the theory should be related to the large 
size. However, Ericsson does not seem to have decentralised because of the large size as the 
size has not affected the organisational structure. Thus, size of the company has not affected 
the organisational structure, which contradicts the theory. To sum up, the size and the age of 
the organisation have not explicitly affected the organisational structure of Ericsson, as the 
main influencing factor is the external environment. 
The Environment of the Organisation 
 
Park and Krishnan (2003) state that organisations scan the relevant organisational 
environment, formulate strategic responses to environmental change, and attempt to adapt to 
changing environmental contexts in order to ensure organisational survival. In addition, it has 
been suggested that organisations adapt to the environment and remain stable through a 
variety of coordination mechanisms such as mergers and joint ventures. (ibid.) This is also 
true in Ericsson since the company tries to respond to changes in the local market. Mergers 
and acquisitions have affected the organisational structure but they are not mentioned as 
coordination mechanisms in the data collection.  
 
Mintzberg (1979) argues that an organic structure is best when the environment is dynamic in 
order to be able to respond to environmental changes. On the other hand, when the 
environment is stable, the organisation can easily predict its future, and can therefore instead 
standardise and formalise the work. (Mintzberg, 1979) Wang and Ahmed (2003) add that a 
dynamic environment requires that the firm has capability to renew and achieve new and 
innovative forms of competitive advantage.  (ibid.) The empirical data showed that Ericsson is 
dependent on the environment in Russia and that it is very dynamic, which is in line with 
theory. As discussed previously, the organisational structure of Ericsson is organic and 
therefore does the empirical data support Mintzberg’s (1979) connection between organic 
structures and dynamic environments. The empirical data also supports Wang and Ahmed’s 
(2003) theory concerning the connection between a dynamic environment and innovation as 
Ericsson highlights innovation. In addition, Ericsson as favours informal relationships, as 
previously discussed, which also fits with the theory. 
 
Moreover, the complexity dimension affects the structure through the comprehensibility of 
work to be done (Mintzberg, 1979). In addition, organic structures would be more suitable in 
situations characterised by high informational complexity and low resource dependence, and 
that mechanistic structures would be best in situations with low information complexity and 
high resource dependence. (Koberg and Ungson, 1987) The work to be done is not clear in 
Ericsson, and reason for this is the fact that it is a complex business that prerequisites 
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intelligent people. Moreover, the knowledge of customers and products cannot easily be 
rationalised throughout the company, and it should not be. This favours the theories 
concerning a complex environment.  
 
Mintzberg (1979) also argue that the diversity of work to be done influences the 
organisational structure. In addition, very hostile environments demand quick responses to 
changes by the organisation. (Mintzberg, 1979) More specifically, under extensive legal 
constraints, organisations may not be able to organise in the most profitable way, and also 
tend to rely on a higher degree of formalisation. (Myung, 1999). Extreme hostility can also 
force a firm to centralise, no matter its original organisational structure (Mintzberg, 1993). It 
was not mentioned in the data collection that the diversity of work to be done had any 
influence on the organisational structure in Ericsson. The empirical data showed that the 
environment in Russia is very dynamic, since confiscation occurs and people can be put in jail 
without clear reasons. According to theory, this should mean that environment is hostile. 
Additionally, the data showed that Ericsson follows the rules and regulations in Russia but 
they do not influence its organisational structure, which contradicts the theory. However, 
there are employees who are working with tasks that do not exist in any other country. For 
instance, in the Human Resource department in the Russian organisation, an assistant is only 
working with supplying public organs with data concerning the company’s personnel. 
Furthermore, the empirical data showed that the availability of resources is good in Russia, 
for instance, there are many well-educated Russians. This entails that it does not affect the 
organisational structure. 
 
In addition, according to Koberg and Ungson (1987), changes in the organisational structure 
are explained by the ability of competing organisations to acquire and control critical 
resources given their relative market power as defined by the environment. This is not true in 
Ericsson, as the competition does not affect the organisational structure. The reason for this is 
the fact that Ericsson is the market leader and the competitors adjust after it. 
 
The Technical System of the Organisation 
 
According to Mintzberg (1979), the technical system should also affect the organisational 
structure. However, this is not the case in Ericsson’s operations in Russia, since it is not 
producing anything in the country.  
 
The Power Relationships of the Organisation 
 
Research has found a connection between external control of the organisation and the extent 
to which it is centralised and/or bureaucratised. Organisations that are dependent in some way 
of some external source are usually more centralised, have less independence in decision-
making and are more formalised. On the contrary, independent organisations decentralise 
further down the hierarchical order. (Mintzberg, 1979) Ericsson is open to external control, 
but not dependent on it. The organisation can sometimes be influenced by external sources but 
it depends on the quality of the influence. 
 
According to Mintzberg (1979), the most powerful ways of external control over an 
organisation is to hold its most powerful decision-maker responsible for its actions, and to 
force clearly defined standards on it. In Ericsson, the most powerful decision-maker is made 
responsible for its actions in different ways. For instance, some work tasks have such a 
personal responsibility that involves a risk for being put in jail in the country (legal 
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requirement), while other faults only is a cost for the company. The decentralisation issues 
support the theory. However, it is hard to tell if the power needs of the personnel in Ericsson 
create higher centralisation, as this is not an obvious fact. 
 
The Culture of the Organisation  
 
According to Ruigrok and Achtenhagen (1999), an organisation’s culture is also an 
influencing factor in the choice of organisational structure. However, the culture does not 
have any formal influence on Ericsson’s organisational structure as the structure is the same 
everywhere, which means that the empirical data does not fit with theory. 
 
Moreover, firms with a high degree of publicity are more formalised since stakeholders wants 
more external control over the organisation. (Myung, 1999) Ericsson is influenced by the 
external interaction in different ways and that the degree of influence depends on the quality 
on what the stakeholders bring to the company. However, it is not of influence on the 
organisational structure. 
 
The Strategy of the Organisation 
 
Park and Krishnan (2003) and Lau and Snell (1996) argue that the strategy has an influence 
on the organisational structure. In Ericsson, the strategy has had influence on the 
organisational structure as it has affected the division into KAMs, which are developed in 
relation to customers. In relation to the other influencing factors, the strategy can be 
influencing the structure to a medium level. 
 
Institutionalisation 
 
Institutionalisation involves the fact that an organisational structure does not necessarily 
support the work that goes on in an organisation. This perspective speculates that 
organisations conform to institutional rules such as norms and expectations. (Park and 
Krishnan, 2003) In addition, Mintzberg (1979) argue that fashion favours the structure of the 
day. This is not supported by the empirical data as Ericsson is the leader in the industry and 
other companies adjust after it. Thus, institutionalisation is not an influencing factor on the 
organisational structure in Ericsson.  
 
Top Management Decisions  
 
Finally, the empirical data showed that the main influencing factor on Ericsson’s 
organisational structure is the external market. However, another influencing factor on 
Ericsson’s organisational structure can be decisions from the management of the group. The 
influence of top management decisions can be graded as medium influencing, since the 
degree changes depending on which type of decision it concerns. 
 

5.1.2 Case Two - TeliaSonera AB 
 
The subsequent sections will contain a within-case analysis of TeliaSonera on each research 
question. Firstly, the desired degree of control’s influence on the structure, secondly, the 
organisational structure, and finally the factors influencing the choice of organisational 
structure will be analysed. 
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5.1.2.1 The Desired Degree of Control’s Influence on Companies’ Organisational Structure in 
Emerging Markets 

Complexity 
 
Table 5.14 illustrates the degree of complexity of TeliaSonera (MegaFon) in Russia. It is a 
summary of the comparison of the theories of complexity with the empirical data used within 
this question, and will be used as a base for the following discussion. The grading is based on 
the coherence between the theory and the empirical data. 

Table 5:14: Complexity in TeliaSonera 

TeliaSonera No Low Medium High  T TeliaSonera 
Horizontal 
Differentation 

  T  
Vertical 
Differentation 

  T  
Spatial Differentation    T 
 
In contrary to Robbins’ (1990) theory on complexity, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) data from the 
interview claimed that the company does not have many differentiated organisational units. 
However, since the company according to the organisational structure has a great number of 
horizontal departments, the degree of horizontal differentiation has to be rather high. 
 
In favour of Robbins’ (1990) theory on what constitutes vertical differentiation, in Russia, 
traditionally there are a huge amount of levels in the organisation, which according to 
Robbins (1990) further implies highly vertically differentiated and complex organisations. In 
fact, there are approximately eight to ten levels of management in TeliaSonera (MegaFon), 
which is a large number in comparison to companies operating in the western hemisphere. A 
fact that also influences the large number of management is that TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is a 
large company with operations in all Russian regions. Consequently, concerning the 
hierarchical levels in the organisation, TeliaSonera’s Russian operations can be said to be 
highly vertically differentiated, which increases complexity in the organisation.  
 
Furthermore, concerning Robbins’ (1990) theory on span of control in relation to vertical 
differentiation, although there are many levels of management in the company in Russia, each 
manager is not responsible for many subordinates. This is implies a low degree of vertical 
differentiation, and thus a low degree of complexity in the organisation. Moreover, the 
empirical data fits with Robbins’ (1990) theory on tall organisations, since TeliaSonera 
(MegaFon) has a great number of management and small spans of control.  
 
Finally, since TeliaSonera (MegaFon) has operations in all regions in Russia, the company is 
according to Robbins (1990) spatially differentiated. Further, since MegaFon (TeliaSonera) is 
both horizontally and vertically differentiated, and for this reason tall, the organisation is 
complex according to Robbins (1990). Finally, according to Wilder (2003) and Robbins 
(1990) theory on that complexity requires control; MegaFon (TeliaSonera) should have a 
great need of control over its operations.  
 
Centralisation  
 
Table 5.15 summarises the centralisation issue of TeliaSonera (MegaFon) in Russia. It 
contains a summary of the comparison of the theories of centralisation with the empirical data 
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used within this question, and will be used as a base for the following discussion. The grading 
is based on the coherence between the theory and the empirical data. 

Table 5.15: Centralisation in TeliaSonera 

TeliaSonera No Low Medium High  T TeliaSonera 
Centralisation  T   
Vertical 
Decentralisation 

  T  
Horizontal 
Decentralisation 

  T  
 
However, Rodrigues (1995) adds that no organisation is either fully centralised or 
decentralised, which fits with the empirical findings of TeliaSonera (MegaFon). To continue, 
traditionally in Russia, it is argued that the person who is the best manager to make decisions 
can differ between specific situations. For that reason, all managers in Russia, and in 
particular the general directors, have much power to make decisions. This is in agreement to 
Mintzberg (1993) who claims that decentralisation occurs mainly because not all decisions 
can be made at one single point.  
 
More specifically, decentralisation can occur through either vertical or horizontal 
decentralisation. Vertical decentralisation involves the dispersal of formal power down the 
chain of line authority. (Mintzberg, 1993) According to the theory of Mintzberg (1993) and 
Robbins (1990) TeliaSonera (MegaFon) can be said to be vertically decentralised to a 
medium level. This is the case since all managers have much power. However, they have to 
consult top management before making strategic decisions.  
 
Moreover, the technostructure is well-developed in TeliaSonera (MegaFon), which means 
that the people who design the control systems have much informal power in the 
organisation. This is according to Mintzberg’s (1979) theory that in horizontally 
decentralised organisation non-managers control decision-making processes. However, since 
Mintzberg further argue that in the most horizontally decentralised organisation, one person 
holds all the power, the degree of horizontal decentralisation can be said to be medium to 
high. 
 
Formalisation 
 
Table 5.16 summarises the formalisation issue of TeliaSonera in Russia. It includes a 
comparison of the theories of formalisation with the empirical data used within this question, 
and will be used as a base for the following discussion. The grading is based on the coherence 
between the theory and the empirical data. 

Table 5.16: Formalisation in TeliaSonera 

TeliaSonera No Low Medium High  T TeliaSonera 
Formalisation    T 
Formalisation By Job    T 
Formalisation By 
Work-Flow 

  T  
Formalisation By 
Rules 

   T 
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To begin with, in TeliaSonera (MegaFon), everything has a written policy, which also 
includes highly formalised working relationships. The organisation also has clear rules and 
working procedures concerning organisational practices, and the managing director signs 
document of what each employee will do. This implies that the company has a highly 
formalised organisation, according to Mintzberg (1979) and Daft (2001).  
 
In contradiction to Mintzberg’s (1979) and Robbins’ (1990) theory on predictability of 
organisations, it is not necessarily so that the formalised Russian organisation makes the 
behaviour in MegaFon easy to predict. The reason for this is that in Russia, the organisational 
behaviour reflects the personality of the managing director. However, in line with Mintzberg 
(1979)’s claim that organisation formalise to control the organisation, our empirical data 
revealed that TeliaSonera needs to know how the Russian operations in MegaFon are doing. 
For this reason, there are some planning and standardisation of the control procedures. More 
specifically, Mr. Berg mentioned that TeliaSonera is collecting information, such as 
operational reports and financial reports from MegaFon. The company also conducts internal 
audits on MegaFon.  
 
To continue, in line with Mintzberg’s (1979) theory on formalisation by job, this is what 
TeliaSonera (MegaFon) has done in Russia, through the previously mentioned formalised 
working relationships, and the clear rules and working procedures concerning organisational 
practices that the company has. Secondly, partly in line with Mintzberg’s (1979) theory on 
formalising by work-flow, the empirical findings through the formal job descriptions to some 
extent indicated that the formalisation in MegaFon occurs through work-flow. Finally, 
completely supporting Mintzberg’s theory on formalising by rules, there are written policies 
concerning every aspect of the company in TeliaSonera (MegaFon).  
 
Furthermore, completely disagreeing with Mintzberg’s (1979) theory that companies 
formalise to achieve precise coordination, a machinelike consistency, and order no other 
reason for the implementation of the standardisation systems in MegaFon was mentioned than 
that it is the typical Russian way to run a company. These reasons were neither mentioned 
concerning TeliaSonera’s control relationship over MegaFon.  
 
Further, in contrary to Robbins (1990) statement on different degrees or formalisation within 
the organisation, no areas that were more formalised than other was mentioned. Finally, 
according to Wilder (2003) a high degree of complexity leads to a high degree of 
formalisation, which is also the case in TeliaSonera (MegaFon). It is unclear, however, if this 
is a result from the degree of complexity. 
 

5.1.2.2 Companies’ Types of Organisational Structure in Emerging Markets 

To begin with, Lau and Snell (1996) mention that companies do not necessarily have to rely 
on only one structural form. They further claim that more specifically, organisations can have 
one predominant form, together with two or three minor forms in a hybrid relationship. For 
this reason, if our empirical data indicates that the organisational structure of TeliaSonera in 
Russia though consists of more that one structure, we will make this obvious in the analysis. 
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5.1.2.2.1 Mechanistic and Organic Structures 
 
To begin with, table 5.17 illustrates the relationship between TeliaSonera and the mechanistic 
structure. 

Table 5.17: The Mechanistic Structure of TeliaSonera 

The Mechanistic 
Structure 

TeliaSonera  T 
 

(T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

A Clear Hierarchy T    
Managerial Control (T)    
Centralisation of Power  
High Formalisation T 
Restricted Flow and Sharing 
of Knowledge  

 
According to Wang and Ahmed (2003), the mechanistic organisation contains clear levels of 
hierarchy, which is in line with the findings from TeliaSonera (MegaFon). In addition, in the 
mechanistic organisation top management controls planning, problem solving, decision-
making and directing. This is partly in line with the empirical findings, as top management 
has the ultimate control over these aspects. The mechanistic organisation also has high 
centralisation of power. (ibid.) TeliaSonera (MegaFon), however, is more decentralised than 
centralised, which is in opposition to theory.  Moreover, a mechanistic organisation is also 
highly formalised, which is completely in line with the well-developed technostructure in 
MegaFon. Finally, in the mechanistic organisation, there is restricted flow and sharing of 
knowledge. However, this was not mentioned in TeliaSonera (MegaFon) and for this reason, 
data contradicts theory. 
 
Continually, table 5.18 illustrates the relationship between TeliaSonera and the organic 
structure. 

Table 5.18: The Organic Structure of TeliaSonera 

The Organic Structure TeliaSonera  T Fits with theory 
Complex (T)   Does not fit with theory 
Flat   (T) Partly fits with theory 
Cross-Functional Teams T 
Divisionalised Organisation T 
Decentralisation of Power 
and Control (T) 
Promotion of Openness and 
Trust  
Low Degree of Formalisation  
Encouragement of Interaction (T) 
 
Concerning organic organisations, TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) organisation is rather complex 
and therefore partly agrees with Wang and Ahmed (2003)’s theory that complex organisations 
are organic. Wang and Ahmed (2003) further claims that organic organisations are flat and 
team based. TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) has many hierarchical levels and is therefore not flat. 
However, the organisation has cross-functional teams, which is in agreement with theory. 
Furthermore, the organic organisation is divisionalised (ibid.), which is in line with the 
empirical findings since TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) has divisions.  In addition, the organic 
organisation is decentralised (ibid.), which is partly in line with empirical findings, since 
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TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) is partly, however not fully, decentralised. Moreover, the organic 
organisation promotes a culture of openness and trust, which is also contradicted by data. 
Further, what is also strongly opposing theory on organic organisations is that there is a high 
level of formality in TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon). Finally, in the organic organisation there is a 
general encouragement of interaction to create knowledge (ibid.). In TeliaSonera’s 
(MegaFon), the employees are encouraged to interact through celebrations of national 
holidays. However, as this is not a concept that is common knowledge in the organisation, the 
empirical findings only partly fit theory.  
 
To conclude, TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) organisational structure is neither fully mechanistic 
nor organic. Instead, it is a mixture between the two. These results will be used in the 
following analysis. 
 

5.1.2.2.2 Mintzberg’s Five Basic Structures 
 
As previously mentioned, Mintzberg’s five structures includes the simple structure, the 
machine bureaucracy, the professional bureaucracy, the divisionalised form, and the 
adhocracy. 
 
The Simple Structure 
 
Table 5.19 is an illustration of how well TeliaSonera’s organisational structure in Russia 
(MegaFon’s structure) fits with theory on the simple structure. The table will be further 
explained in the following section. 

Table 5.19: The Simple Structure of TeliaSonera 

The Simple Structure TeliaSonera  T Fits with theory 
Little Technostructure     Does not fit with theory 
Few Support Services   (T) Partly fits with theory 
Loose Division of Labour  
Minimal Differentiation   
Small Managerial Hierarchy  
Organic (T) 
Coordination through Direct 
Supervision  

Vertical Centralisation (T) 
Horizontal Centralisation  
Strategic Apex Key Part of 
the Organisation  

 
Since TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) is highly formalised through its well-developed 
technostructure, which is in contradiction to Mintzberg’s (1979) theory that simple structures 
are non-elaborated. In addition, also contradicting Mintzberg’s (1979) theory on the simple 
structure, TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) has a well-developed support structure, strict labour 
requirements, differentiated units and a large managerial hierarchy Mintzberg (1993) argues 
that the simple structure is characterised as being highly non-elaborated.  
 
Moreover, Mintzberg (1993) additionally claim that the simple structure is organic, and that 
co-ordination is affected largely by direct supervision. MegaFon cannot be seen as a fully 
organic organisation, since it is heavily formalised. The heavy formalisation is also the 
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company’s control mechanism, and for this reason data only partly fits theory. In contrary to 
Mintzberg’s (1979) statement on vertical and horizontal centralisation in the simple structure, 
TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is largely decentralised, since managers traditionally have much 
power in Russia. However, as previously analysed, the degree of vertical decentralisation is 
medium, which implies that the degree of vertical centralisation also is medium and therefore 
partly fits with the theory. Additionally, the financial department, which is part of the 
technostructure, is the key department in MegaFon, which is also in contradiction to 
Mintzberg’s (1979) theory that claims tat the strategic apex is the key department. To sum up 
with, it is rather clear that TeliaSonera (MegaFon) has not applied the simple structure in the 
organisation. 
 
The Machine Bureaucracy 
 
The following section will focus on whether the empirical data of TeliaSonera/MegaFon fits 
with the theory on the machine bureaucracy, or not. Table 5.20 contains an illustration of this 
discussion. 

Table 5.20: The Machine Bureaucracy of TeliaSonera 

The Machine 
Bureaucracy  

TeliaSonera  T 
 

(T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Large Technostructure T    
Horizontal Differentiation      
Vertical Differentiation  (T) 
Spatial Differentiation T 
Vertical Centralisation (T) 
Limited Horizontal 
Decentralisation T 

Many Support Services T 
Coordination by 
Standardisation of Work 
Processes 

T 

Powerful Strategic Apex (T) 
Strategy Making is 
Performed Top-Down T 

 
To begin with, since TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) organisation is heavily formalised and 
standardised, the data on this aspect agrees with Mintzberg’s (1979) theory on machine 
bureaucracies. Moreover, the data does not fit with Mintzberg’s (1993) theory on loosely 
divided labour. In fact, there are strict documentation of all individual work tasks and 
practices in TeliaSonera (MegaFon). However, in line with Mintzberg’s (1993) theory 
concerning machine bureaucracies, the company is to a low level differentiated horizontally. 
However, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is rather vertically differentiated but only to a medium 
level and therefore the empirical data does only partly support the machine bureaucracy. The 
company also have dispersed geographical operations, which imply high spatial 
differentiation. Furthermore, Mintzberg (1993) mentions that mechanistic bureaucracies 
develop many own support services. This is in agreement with the data, since in TeliaSonera 
(MegaFon) there is a household division with widely developed support services.  
 
For the reason that TeliaSonera (MegaFon) has allowed for plenty of freedom of decision in 
the different divisional departments, it is less necessary to coordinate the activities of top 
managers. This is in opposition to Mintzberg (1979) who claims that in the machine 
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bureaucracy, the top managers are coordinating the activities of the middle-line managers 
through dispersal of power. (Mintzberg, 1993) 
 
MegaFon is as previously discussed highly standardised and formalised, and for this reason 
there is evidence that the organisation relies on systems of standardisation for coordination, 
and that horizontal decentralisation exists. This is in line with Mintzberg’s theory on machine 
bureaucracies. Mintzberg additionally claims that the mechanistic bureaucracy is in the 
bottom vertically centralised. This can to some extent be supported, since it is managers who 
make all the decisions. However, the decisions do not necessarily always have to be made by 
the top manager, which is why the data only partially fits theory on vertical centralisation. 
 
Finally, strategic decisions in TeliaSonera (MegaFon) are made among the managing 
directors, in consultation with the board of directors. In addition to this, the company has a 
strategic planning department. In other words, the people who make the strategic decisions are 
positioned high in the organisation and then these decisions are implemented in the 
organisation in a top-down manner, just according to Mintzberg’s (1993) theory on machine 
bureaucracies. However, for the reason that the strategic apex in TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is 
important, although the division managers also have much power, the data only partially fits 
Mintzberg’s (1979) theory. 
 
To summarise, many aspects of the machine bureaucracy fit with the organisational structure 
in MegaFon. However, the organisation is also influenced by other structures and therefore do 
some parts of the data not correspond with theory. 
  
The Professional Bureaucracy 
 
The following section will focus on the professional bureaucracy. Table 5.21 illustrates how 
well TeliaSonera’s organisational structure in Russia (MegaFon’s structure) fits with theory 
on the professional bureaucracy. The table will be used as a base for the following discussion. 

Table 5.21: The Professional Bureaucracy of TeliaSonera 

The Professional 
Bureaucracy 

TeliaSonera  T 
 

(T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Independency of Work (T)    
Standardisation of Skills 
(Origins on the Outside)     

Operating Core Key Part of 
the Organisation  

Many Support Services T 
Small Technostructure   
Small Middle Line 
Management   

Vertical Decentralisation (T) 
Horizontal Decentralisation  
No Common Strategy  
 
To begin with, data contradicts Mintzberg’s (1979) theoretical proposition on independency 
of work in the organisation because of universal standards, since there are no universal 
standards considering products or professional knowledge to follow. However, as this was not 
clearly expressed by the respondent, the data has to be said to partly fit theory. Moreover, 
contradicting Mintzberg’s (1979) theory on the key department in professional bureaucracies, 
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in TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon), the financial department is the key part of the organisation 
because of the necessity of heavy tax planning.  
 
As previously mentioned, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) has a highly developed support service 
structure, which fits with Mintzberg’s (1993) theory on the professional bureaucracy. On the 
other hand, the technostructure, which consists of the people who standardise and formalise 
the organisation (ibid.), is highly developed in TeliaSonera (MegaFon) for the simple reason 
that the organisation to a large extent relies on documentation of, for example, work tasks. 
This contradicts to theory concerning formalisation in professional bureaucracies. Also, in 
TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) there are a great number of middle line managers, which also is in 
opposite to theory. 
 
Moreover, decision-making in TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is relatively decentralised, with much 
power resting in the arms of the managing directors. However, decision-making is still 
performed top-down, as managers are the only ones with power. For this reason, in relation 
to the professional bureaucracy structure, the empirical data fits with Mintzberg’s (1993) 
theory on horizontal decentralisation. However, the empirical data partly fits with 
Mintzberg’s (1993) theory on vertical decentralisation, as subordinates apparently have little 
authority to make decisions in TeliaSonera (MegaFon). Managers are those with power in the 
company, although they have to consult top management before making strategic decisions. 
Consequently, TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) is vertically decentralised to a medium level.  
 
Finally, also in opposite to Mintzberg’s (1993) theory that the professional bureaucracy has 
no common strategy, in TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon), strategies are formulated among the 
managing directors in consultation with the board of directors. Additionally, the company has 
a strategic planning department, which additionally contradicts the theoretical statement of no 
common strategy of the organisation as a whole.   
 
As analysed, it is obvious that the professional bureaucracy is not used by TeliaSonera 
(MegaFon). This can be explained by the fact that is a structure mainly used by hospital and 
universities. 
 
The Divisionalised Form 
 
The following section will focus on whether the empirical data of TeliaSonera/MegaFon fits 
with the theory on the divisionalised form or not. Table 5.21 contains a summary of this 
discussion. 
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Table 5.22: The Divisonalised Form of TeliaSonera 

The Divisionalised 
Form  

TeliaSonera  T 
 

(T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Middle Line is the Key Part 
of the Organisation     

Flow of Power Top-Down.  T    
Self-Sufficient Divisions (T) 
Low Cross-Divisional 
Interaction  

Wide Control Span at 
Strategic Apex  

Decentralised  T 
Sharp Division of Labour 
between HQ and Divisions  (T) 

Formal, Restricted 
Communication between HQ 
and Divisions 

 

Strategic Apex Formulates 
Strategy (T) 

HQ Provides Services (ex. 
Financial Department) (T) 

 
To begin with, Mintzberg (1993) argues that in the divisionalised form, the middle line is the 
key part of the organisation. In contradiction to this, the financial department is the key 
department of MegaFon.  
 
Furthermore, in line with Mintzberg’s (1979) theory on the divisionalised form, the intent 
with the organisational structure of MegaFon was to have self-sufficient departments like this 
in the organisation, managed by a managed director, covering the different regional areas in 
the Russia. However, due to legal constraints in the country, this has not been possible to 
achieve yet. More specifically, the managing directors (which are in charge of the different 
divisions) need to consult the board of directors (responsible of the overall organisation) 
before making any strategic decisions. For this reason the empirical data only partly fits the 
theory on self-sufficient departments in the divisionalised form. Accordingly, the organisation 
also has small spans of control, which is also against Mintzberg’s (1979) theory. Despite this, 
the data fits Mintzberg’s (1993) theory on the decentralisation issue, since many managers in 
the organisation has power to make decisions. It also fits on the flow of power, since it is the 
managers who have the power to decide, and then delegates down in the organisation. 
Mintzberg (1993) also claims that in the divisionalised form, the different departments have 
no need to, and therefore never, interact with the other divisions. To contradict this, in 
TeliaSonera (MegaFon) communication spreads horizontally across divisions before going 
vertical.  
 
Mintzberg (1993) further argues that in the divisionalised form there is a sharp division of 
labour between the headquarters and the divisions. Since the headquarters of TeliaSonera 
(MegaFon) seem to deal most with general issues such as strategy and finances, data party 
supports theory. In addition, communication is formal and restricted to the transmission of 
performance standards down to the divisions, and performance results back up. Moreover, the 
general communication within TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is handled traditionally. The wall of 
information acts as a message board created by the managing director or the human resource 
manager. The managing directors themselves are collecting information from the top 
managers.  Afterwards, the managing directors further explain the top managers’ opinions and 
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ideas to the divisions, and then implement them. This implies that the communication flow 
deals with more than just transmission of performance standards and performance results, 
which is the case in a pure divisionalised form. In other words, the empirical data does not fit 
with theory on this issue.  
 
Mintzberg (1993) continues arguing that despite the autonomy of the company using the 
divisionalised form, the headquarters makes strategic decisions, and control the divisions. As 
previously mentioned, the divisions in MegaFon have only part autonomy, which once again 
contradicts theory. However, as previously mentioned, the strategic decisions are made 
among the managing directors in the divisions in consultation with the board of directors. In 
addition to this, the company has a strategic planning department, which is a huge department 
that is located horizontally in the organisation. However, the fact that the point with the 
divisionalised form was to have an overall strategy made by the headquarters, and then 
provide the divisions with autonomy, makes it is more accurate to say that the empirical 
findings partly fit with theory.  
 
Finally, Mintzberg (1993) argues that in the divisionalised form, the headquarters provides 
certain support services to the divisions, such as a central financial department. From the 
explanation of the organisational structure of TeliaSonera (MegaFon), it is possible to see that 
there are some separate departments outside the divisions, for example one financial 
department. These can be in the form of support departments, but as this is not clearly 
expressed, data can only be said to partly support theory. 
 
To conclude, the data partly supports the use of the divisionalised form. It is possible that if 
the regulatory framework in Russia would allow self-sufficient divisions, TeliaSonera 
(MegaFon) probably would be more inclined to fully use this structure. 
 
The Adhocracy 
 
The following section will focus on the match between empirical data from 
TeliaSonera/MegaFon, and the theory on the adhocracy. Table 5.23 contains a summary of 
this discussion. 

Table 5.23: The Adhocracy of TeliaSonera 

The Adhocracy TeliaSonera  T Fits with theory 
Organic (T)   Does not fit with theory 
Small Technostructure   (T) Partly fits with theory 
Horizontal Work 
specialisation  T 

Cross-Functional Teamwork  T 
Selective Decentralisation (T) 
Functional and Market 
Grouping Simultaneously  

Support Staff Key Part of the 
Organisation  

No Explicit Strategy   
Strategic Apex in Liaison 
with the External 
Environment 

 

 
As previously mentioned, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) has a highly formalised organisation, 
which is in contradiction to the Mintzberg’s claim (1993) on adhocracies. However, as 



Data Analysis 
 

78 

previously analysed, many factors of the organic structure suits MegaFon’s organisation, and 
for this reason, the data partly fit theory. Moreover, for the reason that MegaFon is an 
organisation in need for skilled professionals and has many different horizontal departments 
with distinctive tasks, it can be suggested that the horizontal work specialisation is rather 
high, which is in agreement with Mintzberg’s (1993) theory.  
 
Moreover, in the Russian part of TeliaSonera, that is, in MegaFon, work in the organisation is 
team based. Furthermore, the teams are either created through a mixture of different expertise, 
special training for the particular task that is to be undertaken, or through top management. 
This is in agreement with Mintzberg’s (1993) theory on team-based adhocracies. 
Additionally, traditionally in Russia the person who is the best manager to make decisions can 
differ between specific situations, and thus, it can be argued that these teams sometimes have 
autonomy to make decisions as well. Accordingly, the empirical data to some extent supports 
Mintzberg’s (1993) on selective decentralisation.  
 
Moreover, for the reason that nothing was mentioned concerning simultaneous reporting 
systems, the data does not support Larson and Gobeli’s (1987) theory on this issue. In 
addition, since the support staff is not the key department in TeliaSonera (MegaFon), data 
does not fit Mintzberg’s (1993) on this issue. What contradicts Mintzberg’s (1993) theory on 
adhocracies is the notion of not having an explicit strategy, as TeliaSonera (MegaFon) clearly 
has a strategy, which is even implemented through a strategic planning department. Finally, 
since liaison with the external environment is not the most important role of the strategic 
apex, the empirical data does not support the Mintzberg’s (1993) theory.  
 
To conclude, the previous discussion showed that TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is little influenced 
by the adhocracy. The reason for this might be the fact that TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is 
basically a Russian company with Russian mentality that favour severe regulations and 
standardisation. 
 

5.1.2.2.3 The Informal Relationship Model 
 
The following section will analyse TeliaSonera’s application of informal relationships. Table 
5.24 illustrates the analysis and will constitute as a base for the following discussion. 

Table 5.24: The Informal Relationship Model of TeliaSonera 

The Informal 
Relationship Model 

TeliaSonera  T 
 

(T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Promotion of Informal 
Relationships (T)    

Decentralisation T    
Cross-Division Linkages T 
Organisation as Temporary 
Entity  
Organic Structure (T) 
 
To begin with, it is up to the company policy whether informal relationships are promoted in 
the organisation. Traditionally in Russia there are plenty of holidays. Normally, before these 
holidays the local staff has some kind of pre-celebration together. For this reason, it seems 
like the company policy of TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is to promote interpersonal relationships, 
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at least to some extent. In other words, it is possible to argue that the empirical data partly 
supports Wang and Ahmed’s theory on promotion of informal relationships. 
 
Ruigrok and Achtenhagen, (1999) also agree that the emerging organisational forms move 
beyond divisions and management hierarchies and operate on the basis of higher degrees of 
decentralisation and cross-division linkages. Also, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is a rather 
decentralised organisation, which fits with theory. In addition, before reaching top 
management, all information first spreads horizontally to the different divisions, which also is 
in line with theory.  
 
Finally, since the organisational structure is very solid over time, data contradicts Ruigrok and 
Achtenhagen’s (1999) theory on this issue. Finally, since TeliaSonera (MegaFon), according 
to previous analysis, is only partly organic, the company can, according to Ruigrok and 
Achtenhagen (1999), not be seen as a fully developed “knowledge organisation”.  
 
In other words, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is to some extent promoting informal relationships. It 
is possible that the typical Russian way of running a company does not promote informal 
relationships, since the country is still adjusting to a market economy and therefore perhaps 
has little experience in handling knowledge. 
 
To sum up with, table 5.25 displays the previous discussion concerning types of 
organisational structures used in TeliaSonera. The scale shows which organisational 
structure(-s) is (are) favoured in the company. 

Table 5.25: Organisational Structure in TeliaSonera 

Structure No Low Medium High  T TeliaSonera 
 

Simple Structure T    
Machine 
Bureaucracy 

  T  

Professional 
Bureaucracy 

T    

Divisionalised Form      T   
Adhocracy  T  
Relationship Model   T  
 
As possible to view in table 5.25, and as previously analysed, the structure with highest 
influence on TeliaSonera, is the machine bureaucracy and the relationship model. 
Furthermore, the divisionalised structure is of a low/medium influence, and the adhocracy of a 
low influence. The simple structure and the professional bureaucracy is not used TeliaSonera 
at all.  
 

5.1.2.3 Factors Influencing the Choice of Organisational Structure Used by Companies in 
Emerging Markets 

The following section contains an analysis of factors that might be of influence on the 
organisational structure of companies. Table 5.26 is a summary of that analysis in 
TeliaSonera. 
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Table 5.26: The Factors Influencing the Organisational Structure in TeliaSonera 

 

 

 

 

 

The Age and the Size of the Organisation 
 
To begin with, opposite to the view of Mintzberg (1979), age of the organisation is not seen as 
an influencing factor in TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon’s) organisational structure. The empirical 
data further contradicts Mintzberg’s (1993) and Daft’s (2001) statement that expanding 
organisations creates new departments, with the information that no new departments arise 
when TeliaSonera (MegaFon) grows. Instead, departments that already exist are getting 
larger. Additionally, in TeliaSonera (MegaFon) more managers are not hired when the size of 
the organisation increases, which is in opposite to Mintzberg’s (1993) theoretical proposition. 
Instead, the top managers become more important with larger spans of control. Moreover, 
TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is a relatively decentralised organisation. However, as organisational 
size was not mentioned as a reason for the decentralisation, this contradicts the theory by 
Harris and Raviv (2002). 
 
Finally, data from TeliaSonera (MegaFon) disagrees with Mintzberg’s (1979) statement on 
divisions as a result from growth and ageing. This is the case since the company only has a 
partly division based structure, only is partly bureaucratic, and since growth or aging never 
were mentioned as determinants of organisational structure.  
 
The Environment of the Organisation 
 
The by far largest factor influencing TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) organisational structure in the 
dynamic environment of Russia is the extensive legal framework in the country that forces all 
companies to have a certain organisational structure. In addition, TeliaSonera’s (MegaFon) 
financial department is the most important department in Russia, since tax planning is a 
highly complicated task. This also fits with Muyng’s (1999) theory that the environment is a 
factor that is of major influence on the organisational structure. 
 
Koberg and Ungson (1987) also agree that in general, organisations that are highly dependent 
on their environments tend to adopt more control mechanisms. Interestingly, TeliaSonera has 
not been able to use the desired organisational structure, which is according to Myung’s 
(1999) theory on results from extensive legal constraints. Moreover, as made apparent in the 
previous discussion, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is highly dependent on its environment. Thus, 
data fits Koberg and Ungson’s (1987) theory that companies dependent on their environment 
have more control mechanisms, such as the formalised working procedures in TeliaSonera’s 
(MegaFon’s) case. Finally, data contradicts Mintzberg’s (1979) and Wang and Ahmed’s 
(2003) theories that the organisation often is less formalised in dynamic environments.  
 
 

Factors No Low Medium High  T TeliaSonera 
Age T    
Size T    
Environment    T 
Technical System T    
Power Relationships  T   
Culture T    
Strategy   T  
Institutionalisation  T   
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The Technical System 
 
Technology was not mentioned as an influencing factor of the organisational structure at all. 
This contradicts Mintzberg (1979). 
 
The Power Relationships 
 
Partly in line with Mintzberg’s (1993) theory on external control source, and the degree of 
bureaucratisation and centralisation in an organisation, an external control factor obviously 
affecting TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is the previously mentioned legal situation in Russia. More 
specifically, the legal framework forces companies to adapt to a certain organisational 
structure. TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is also rather bureaucratised, although it is more 
decentralised than centralised. Empirical findings therefore partly fit theory. 
 
In addition, the most powerful decision makers in the organisation are always made 
responsible for their actions, which according to Mintzberg (1993) is a powerful way of 
external control. However, this is not such a heavy external control source as decisions are 
never made by one decision maker alone. Altogether, the previous discussion implies that the 
concept of power relationships is a minor influencing factor on the organisational structure. 
 
The Culture of the Organisation 
 
Contradicting the theory of Ruigrok and Achtenhagen, (1999), the organisation’s culture does 
not have an impact on the organisational structure. 
 
In addition, concerning Myung’s (1999) statement on publicity as a trait of the organisational 
culture, a few years ago the company to a high extent appeared in the media. However, at this 
moment, the company is not as open to this type of external communication as it was at the 
point of the merger. What is more, this type of publicity is not the kind that will affect the 
company’s organisational structure.  
 
The Strategy of the Organisation 
 
To begin with, agreeing with Park and Krishnan (2003), strategy indeed is an influencing 
factor in the organisational structuring of TeliaSonera (MegaFon). However, it is important to 
remember that TeliaSonera only is minority owner in the company MegaFon and therefore 
only can affect the strategy via the board of directors. For this reason, it is interesting to pay 
attention to TeliaSonera’s future strategic plans with MegaFon. As a matter of fact, if 
TeliaSonera acquires more control over MegaFon, strategy will be a highly influencing factor. 
 
Institutionalisation 
 
Concerning institutionalisation, TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is not influenced by other 
organisational structures in the same industry, which is in contradiction to theory by Park and 
Krishnan (2003) and Mintzberg (1993). However, in the company it is natural to hire 
experienced managers that have worked in other organisations. These managers always bring 
back knowledge of the other organisation’s structure and therefore TeliaSonera is indirectly 
affected by the structure of the other organisations. Thus, institutionalisation can be seen as a 
minor influencing factor. 
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5.2 Cross-Case Analysis 
 
In this part of the analysis the two cases will be analysed across each other. The within-case 
analysis performed in the previous section will be the base of the cross-case analysis. Almost 
the same scales as in the within-case analysis will be used. The only exception is the extensive 
tables concerning research question two, which will also be summarised in one table in the 
end of the discussion using the same grading system as in research question one and three. 
 

5.2.1 The Desired Degree of Control’s Influence on Companies’ Organisational 
Structure in Emerging Markets 
 
The following section contains a cross-case analysis of research question one. The tables 
under complexity, centralisation, and formalisation from each case-study company are 
summarised and compared in table 5.27.  

Table 5.27: Desired Degree of Control in Both of the Companies 

 No Low Medium High  E 
T 

Ericsson 
TeliaSonera 

Horizontal 
Differentation 

  T E 
Vertical Differentation  E T  
Spatial Differentation    ET 
     
Centralisation  ET   
Vertical 
Decentralisation 

  T E 
Horizontal 
Decentralisation 

 E T  
    
Formalisation  E T 
Formalisation By Job   ET 
Formalisation By 
Work-Flow 

 E T  
Formalisation By Rules  E T 
 
To begin with, both of the companies in our study have rather high degrees of complexity. 
The degree of horizontal differentiation is higher in Ericsson than in TeliaSonera. The reason 
for this is the fact that it is seen as important to differentiate between units in Ericsson. In 
TeliaSonera (MegaFon) horizontal differentiation is medium high, and is based on the great 
number of horizontal departments. Moreover, the degree of vertical differentiation also differs 
between the two companies. This is related to the fact that MegaFon is a rather traditional 
Russian company with many levels of management. On the other hand, Ericsson has few 
levels of management and power is dispersed down in the organisation. In addition, Ericsson 
has clearly expressed that their organisational structure does not change in different markets, 
and thus, the Russian heritage does not affect the number of their management levels in the 
same way. Finally, both of the companies ranked high on the degree of spatial differentiation 
as Ericsson’s and TeliaSonera’s operations in Russia are geographically dispersed. This is 
related to Russia’s large size. 
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Continually, the overall degree of centralisation is low in both of the companies in the case 
study, which implies that they are decentralised. Subsequently, both of the companies have 
similar degrees of decentralisation, however, some parts differ. More explicitly, the degree of 
vertical decentralisation is high in two firms as the formal power is dispersed down in the 
organisations. Continually, the degree of horizontal decentralisation is low in Ericsson but on 
a medium or high level in TeliaSonera. The low degree in Ericsson is explained by the fact 
that power is allocated to everyone in the organisation. This is related to the informal power 
of the people that design the technostructure and the formalisation systems in MegaFon. To 
summarise, this gives an indication of the need to decentralise large organisations operating in 
telecommunications industry in Russia. This might also be related to the country’s large size, 
and the difficulty to monitor and closely control all regional activities from the top of the 
organisation. 
 
Furthermore, concerning formalisation, the overall degree is low in Ericsson. However, in 
TeliaSonera’s Russian operations, that is, in MegaFon the degree of formalisation is very 
high. This is also related to the Russian heritage. Since Ericsson openly states that it applies 
the same organisational structure no matter the geographical location, the Russian heritage 
does not affect the company’s operations to the same degree as with MegaFon and 
TeliaSonera. It can also be an influencing factor that Ericsson has not entered the country 
through a merger or a joint venture as TeliaSonera has. Thus, they have not been forced to 
adapt to a typical Russian manner to run a company, with high degree of formalisation. 
 
Moreover, the manner of formalisation differs in the organisations. Ericsson has formalised 
by job since the formalisation is restricted to work processes in the organisation. Ericsson has 
low degree of workflow- and rules formalisation, which might be the consequence of a desire 
to be innovative and flexible in the organisation. TeliaSonera has used all the mentioned 
manners to formalise. This is natural since MegaFon is such a highly formalised organisation 
and Ericsson is not. 
 

5.2.2 Companies’ Types of Organisational Structure in Emerging Markets  
 
The following section contains a cross-case analysis of research question two. As previously 
mentioned, the fit/not fit sections will first be compared across the cases, and then 
summarised in another table. 

5.2.2.1 Mechanistic and Organic Structures 

Table 5.28 presents an illustration of the comparison between the analyses of the mechanistic 
structure for Ericsson and TeliaSonera.  

Table 5.28: The Mechanistic Structure in Both of the Companies 

The Mechanistic 
Structure 

Ericsson TeliaSonera  E or T 
 

(E) or (T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

A Clear Hierarchy E T    
Managerial Control  (T)    
Centralisation of Power   
High Formalisation  T 
Restricted Flow and Sharing 
of Knowledge   
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As possible to view from the illustration, it is a very low possibility that Ericsson is of a 
mechanistic nature. The only aspect of the company that is similar to a mechanistic 
organisation is that the company has a clear hierarchy. In TeliaSonera (MegaFon), results are 
a somewhat more inconclusive, which is mainly the result of the fact that the company is 
highly formalised, although it applies some decentralisation. For this reason, the company is 
partly mechanistic.  
 
Table 5.29 presents an illustration of the comparison of the analyses of the organic structure 
for Ericsson and TeliaSonera. 

Table 5.29: The Organic Structure in both of the Companies 

The Organic Structure Ericsson TeliaSonera  E  or T Fits with theory 
Complex E (T)   Does not fit with theory 
Flat E   (E) or (T) Partly fits with theory 
Cross-Functional Teams E T 
Divisionalised Organisation E T 
Decentralisation of Power 
and Control E (T) 
Promotion of Openness and 
Trust E  
Low Degree of Formalisation E  
Encouragement of Interaction E (T) 
 
According to the analysis, Ericsson to all aspects lives up to the norm of what constitutes an 
organic organisation. Again, the results of TeliaSonera are somewhat inconclusive. This time, 
it is related to the fact that the organisation is based on cross-functional teams and divisions, 
although it is flat, highly formalised, and does not highly promote openness and trust. For this 
reason, the company can also be seen as partly organic. 
 
The Simple Structure 

Table 5.30: The Simple Structure in both of the Companies 

The Simple Structure Ericsson TeliaSonera  E or T Fits with theory 
Little Technostructure E    Does not fit with theory 
Few Support Services E   (E) or (T) Partly fits with theory 
Loose Division of Labour   
Minimal Differentiation    
Small Managerial Hierarchy E  
Organic E (T) 
Coordination through Direct 
Supervision   

Vertical Centralisation E (T) 
Horizontal Centralisation   
Strategic Apex Key Part of 
the Organisation   

 
As obvious in table 5.30, the use of the simple structure differs between the companies. To 
begin with, Ericsson applies many aspects of the simple structure. However, as can be seen in 
the table, it is rather clear that MegaFon has not applied the simple structure in the 
organisation as hardly any data matches theory. As a matter of fact, the simple structure is 
mainly used in small organisations, which makes it rather unlikely that it is used by any of the 
two case-study firms. 
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The Machine Bureaucracy 

Table 5.31: The Machine Bureaucracy in both of the Companies 

The Machine 
Bureaucracy  

Ericsson TeliaSonera  E or T 
 

(E) or (T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Large Technostructure  T    
Horizontal Differentiation  E     
Vertical Differentiation   (T) 
Spatial Differentiation E T 
Vertical Centralisation E (T) 
Limited Horizontal 
Decentralisation E T 

Many Support Services  T 
Coordination by 
Standardisation of Work 
Processes 

 T 

Powerful Strategic Apex (E) (T) 
Strategy Making is 
Performed Top-Down E T 

 
As previously analysed, the empirical data from Ericsson to some extent fits with the machine 
bureaucracy. This can be related to the fact that Ericsson is a highly innovative organisation 
that does not want to restrict their employees in any way in fear of losing employee creativity. 
In TeliaSonera (MegaFon) on the other hand, many aspects of the machine bureaucracy fit 
with the organisational structure. This can be explained by the fact that MegaFon is 
functioning as a typical Russian company, which is heavily formalised. 
 
The Professional Bureaucracy 

Table 5.32: The Professional Bureaucracy in both of the Companies 

The Professional 
Bureaucracy 

Ericsson TeliaSonera  E or T 
 

(E) or (T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Independency of Work E (T)    
Standardisation of Skills 
(Origins on the Outside)      

Operating Core Key Part of 
the Organisation 

E 
  

Many Support Services  T 
Small Technostructure  E  
Small Middle Line 
Management  

E 
  

Vertical Decentralisation  E  
Horizontal Decentralisation  T 
No Common Strategy   
 
The empirical data from Ericsson partly favours a professional bureaucracy structure. It is 
also of very little influence in the organisational structure of MegaFon. This can be explained 
by the fact that the professional bureaucracy is a structure mainly used by hospital and 
universities. The parts in Ericsson that fit with theory are mainly based on a low degree of 
formalisation and a high degree of decentralisation in the organisation, and thus it can be 
argued that Ericsson is just as MegaFon not using the professional bureaucracy. 
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The Divisionalised Form 

Table 5.33: The Divisionalised Form in both of the Companies 

The Divisionalised 
Form  

Ericsson TeliaSonera  E or T 
 

(E) or (T) 
 

Fits with theory  
Does not fit with theory  
Partly fits with theory 

Middle Line is the Key Part 
of the Organisation      

Flow of Power Top-Down  E T    
Each Division has its own 
Structure  (T) 

Low Cross-Divisional 
Interaction (E)  

Wide Control Span at 
Strategic Apex   

Decentralised  E T 
Sharp Division of Labour 
between HQ and Divisions  E /  

Formal, Restricted 
Communication between HQ 
and Divisions 

  

Strategic Apex Formulates 
Strategy (E) (T) 

HQ Provides Support 
Services (ex. Financial 
Department) 

E (T) 

 
As seen in table 5.33, some parts of the divisionalised form apply to the two companies’ 
organisational structures. Both companies are using divisions, based in Ericsson on customers 
and functions, and in MegaFon on geographical location. For the reason that the 
divisionalised form has a certain feeling of bureaucracy that Ericsson does not possess, this 
structure is not fully applicable to the company. Moreover, as previously mentioned, it is 
possible that if the regulatory framework in Russia would allow self sufficient divisions, 
MegaFon would be more inclined to fully implement this structure.  
 
The Adhocracy 

Table 5.34: The Adhocracy in both of the Companies 

The Adhocracy Ericsson TeliaSonera  E or T Fits with theory 
Organic  E (T)   Does not fit with theory 
Small Technostructure E   (E) or (T) Partly fits with theory 
Horizontal Work 
Specialisation  E T 

Cross-Functional Teamwork E T 
Selective Decentralisation E (T) 
Functional and Market 
Grouping Simultaneously E  

Support Staff Key Part of the 
Organisation   

No Explicit Strategy   
Strategic Apex in Liaison 
with the External 
Environment 
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Ericsson clearly uses many parts of the adhocracy. This is explained through the fact that the 
structure is organic, which is supported by Ericsson. This further influences many of the other 
aspects of the structure. Ericsson is however not as loosely structured as the complete 
adhocracy, which is obvious since the company uses a clear strategy. MegaFon, on the other 
hand, applies few parts of the adhocracy. Once more, this is explained by the fact that 
MegaFon is basically a Russian company with a Russian mentality that favours a more closed 
organisation. 
 
The Informal Relationship Model 

Table 5.35: The Informal Relationship Model in both of the Companies 

The Informal 
Relationship Model 

Ericsson TeliaSonera  E or T 
 

(E) or (T) 

Fits with theory 
Does not fit with theory 
Partly fits with theory 

Promotion of Informal 
Relationships E (T)    

Decentralisation E T    
Cross-Division Linkages (E) T 
Organisation as Temporary 
Entity E  
Organic Structure E (T) 
 
As made obvious in the table, both organisations support the informal relationship model. 
This can be related to the telecommunications industry, which is knowledge and innovation 
demanding. However, Ericsson promotes informal relationships in the organisation more than 
MegaFon. This is possible to relate to the background of the companies. Ericsson is a typical 
modern western company, which has implemented an open organisation that is flexible to 
market changes and in the structure. This is done in order to capture the knowledge and the 
creativity of its employees to remain the market leader. MegaFon is a similar type of 
organisation. However, because of its Russian roots, the company has kept some of the typical 
Russian bureaucracy. In the future, it is possible that the company will even more open up 
towards the use of informal relationships. If TeliaSonera acquires further ownership of 
MegaFon as the company desires, it is also possible that this will happen rather soon. 
 
Summary of Organisational Structures 
 
Table 5.36 summarises and a compares the organisational structures of the two case-study 
firms. The table will be used as a base for the following discussion. 

Table 5.36: Organisational Structure in both of the Companies 

Structure No Low Medium High  E 
T 

Ericsson  
TeliaSonera 

Simple Structure T E   
Machine 
Bureaucracy 

 E T  

Professional 
Bureaucracy 

T E   

Divisionalised Form  E     T   
Adhocracy  T E  
Relationship Model   T E 
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One reason why the two companies apply different organisational structures is that the two 
companies are very dissimilar even though they are operating in the same industry in the same 
country. This can be explained by the entry modes used and the manner the company operates 
in Russia. Since TeliaSonera had to enter the country through minority ownership of the 
company MegaFon, it had to accept some typical Russian characteristics in the structuring of 
the company. Ericsson, on the other hand, is the market leader and had the possibility to 
structure the company in any manner. The reason for why Russian legislation does not force 
Ericsson to be of a certain form might be that the company only has non-producing operations 
in Russia. In addition, Ericsson clearly states that it always uses the same structure no matter 
the location. According to table 5:36, Ericsson is mainly structured as an adhocracy. This is 
also supported by the use of the factors in the informal relationship model. TeliaSonera 
(MegaFon), on the other hand, is mostly influenced by the machine bureaucracy. However, 
the company is also rather much influenced by the informal relationship model.  
 

5.2.3 Factors Influencing the Choice of Organisational Structure used by Companies in 
Emerging Markets 
 
Research question three concerns the factors influencing the choice of organisational structure 
used by companies in emerging markets. Table 5.37 contains summaries and comparisons of 
the theories between the two cases. The table will be used as a base for the following 
discussion 

Table 5.37: The Factors Influencing Choice of Organisational Structure 

Factors No Low Medium High  E 
T 
Italics

Ericsson  
TeliaSonera 
Addition to theory 

Age ET    
Size ET    
Environment    ET 
Technical System ET    
Power Relationships  ET   
Culture ET    
Strategy  E T  
Institutionalisation E T   
Top Management 
Decisions 

  E  

 
To begin with, neither the age nor the size of the organisations has influenced the choice of 
organisational design in Ericsson and TeliaSonera. However, the dynamic environment in 
Russia is of major influence on both of the companies. In Ericsson’s case the largest 
influencing environmental factor is the unstable environment in Russia. In TeliaSonera’s 
operations (MegaFon) the extensive legal system is the largest influencing environmental 
factor.  
 
Moreover, neither Ericsson’s nor TeliaSonera’s structure was influenced by the technical 
system. In Ericsson, the reason was the fact that the market unit in Russia does not have any 
kind of technical system. In TeliaSonera, on the other hand no specific reason was mentioned.  
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The power relationships in the organisation have had a minor influence on the companies’ 
structure. Ericsson can sometimes be influenced by external sources; however, no source in 
particular was pointed out. The degree of influence of the external sources in Ericsson 
depends on the quality of the information and the source, which results in a minor influence 
on the organisational structure. An external control factor of TeliaSonera (MegaFon) is the 
legal framework, since it controls the company’s way of structuring its organisation. 
 
Furthermore, the culture is not an influencing factor of the organisational structure on any of 
the companies involved in the study. However, the strategy of the companies is an influencing 
factor to a medium level. In Ericsson, the strategy has had influence on the organisational 
structure as it has affected the divisionalisation into KAMs. TeliaSonera, on the other hand, is 
influenced by the strategy, since what will happen with the organisational structure in the 
future depends on the future strategic plans of the Russian operations, including the company 
MegaFon.  
 
To continue with, institutionalisation affects the companies to different degrees. Ericsson 
organisational structure is not influenced by the concept of institutionalisation, since the 
company is market leading and other companies instead adapt to its structure. However, 
TeliaSonera’s organisational structure in Russia is somewhat influenced by 
institutionalisation, since the company hires experienced managers who always make some 
changes in the organisation according to what they have learnt in the previous organisation 
they worked with.  
 
A final influencing factor is that Ericsson’s organisational structure is affected by top 
management decisions. This is not related to any other of the influencing factors, and 
therefore it is an addition to theory. 
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6 Conclusions & Implications 
 
Based on the previous chapters this final chapter will provide answers to our research 
questions. We will first present the broader findings, and thereafter specific conclusions will 
be drawn for each research question based on the analysed data. However, we are aware of 
the fact that the conclusions are based only on two case-study firms in the 
telecommunications industry in Russia, and therefore cannot be generalised. For this reason, 
the conclusion can only be perceived as interesting insight in the area of organisational 
design. Finally, implications for management, theory and future research will be presented. 
 

6.1 How can the desired degree of control that affects companies’ 
organisational structure in emerging markets be described? 
 
From analysis, it is obvious that the degree of complexity is rather high in large companies in 
emerging markets. The degree of horizontal differentiation depends on how important the 
company considers it to have differentiated departments. For instance, in Russia it is natural 
to have a great number of differentiated units. Moreover, the degree of vertical differentiation 
depends on the company’s origins. Some emerging countries, such as Russia, have a history 
of many levels of management, which still affects companies, no matter the foreign influence. 
Firms that are foreign from the beginning will consequently not score as high on vertical 
differentiation. Finally, if the size of the emerging market is large, it is necessary with spatial 
differentiation, that is, geographically dispersed operations.  
 
Furthermore, in general, large companies in large emerging markets are rather decentralised, 
since it is difficult to monitor and closely control all regional activities from the top of the 
organisation. The degree of vertical decentralisation is high, as the formal power is dispersed 
down in the organisations. The degree of horizontal decentralisation depends on how the 
power over decision-making is allocated in the organisation. It is also related to whether the 
company origins from the emerging market, or not. In many emerging markets, companies are 
rather bureaucratised, which implies much informal power of the people in the 
technostructure.   
 
In addition, the degree of formalisation of companies in emerging markets depends on the 
organisation’s national origin and way of entering the country. Some emerging markets have 
not developed in the same way as western markets. This includes a higher degree of 
formalisation in companies with some foundation in the emerging market. Additionally, the 
degree of formalisation is lower in firms that consider themselves as innovative, since 
formalisation hinders creativity. The manner of formalisation is connected to the overall 
degree of formalisation. A high degree of formalisation implies that more manners of 
formalisation are used. 
 
To conclude our research, this is how companies in emerging markets use mechanisms to 
control their operations: 
 

 Large companies in emerging markets have a rather high degree of complexity. 
o The degree of horizontal differentiation depends on the company’s view of 

differentiation, and can be related to the customs of differentiation in the 
country. 
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o The degree of vertical differentiation depends on the company’s origins. 
o A large emerging market necessitates spatial differentiation. 

 Large companies in large emerging markets are rather decentralised in order to 
simplify control of the organisation’s regional activities. 

o The degree of vertical decentralisation is high in companies in emerging 
markets, since formal power tends to be dispersed down in the organisations. 

o The degree of horizontal decentralisation depends on the power allocation in 
the organisation, and on the company’s national origin. 

 The degree of formalisation in companies operating in emerging markets depends on 
the national origin of the firm.  

o A high degree of formalisation implies that more manners of formalisation are 
used. 

 

6.2 How can the types of organisational structure used by companies in 
emerging markets be described? 
 
 The type of organisational structure used depends on the entry modes used and the manner 
the company operates in the emerging market. For example, if a company has entered the 
country through a merger with a local company, it has to accept using some typical local 
characteristics in the structuring of the new organisation. The type of organisational structure 
also depends on the manner of operations in the emerging market, as producing and non-
producing organisations probably use different structures. There is no ultimate structure for 
organisations operating in emerging markets. It all depends on the individual characteristics of 
the company and the market. For instance, a western non-producing company operating in 
Russia has a many characteristics of an organic adhocracy. On the other hand, a producing 
organisation with Russian roots and western influence uses more characteristics of a partly 
mechanistic machine bureaucracy.  
  
Moreover, knowledge and innovation demanding organisations functioning in emerging 
markets support informal relationships. Typical modern western companies implement an 
organisation similar to an adhocracy. On the other hand, a company that origins in the 
emerging market is more bureaucratic, and for this reason is not as flexible and organic in its 
structure, which decreases the influence of the informal relationship model.  
 
In conclusion, the organisational structure used by companies in emerging markets can be 
described as follows: 
 

 There is no ultimate structure for organisations operating in emerging markets. 
 Knowledge and innovation demanding organisations functioning in emerging markets 

support informal relationships. 
o Non-producing organisations of western origin lean towards using an 

organisational structure similar to an adhocracy, which increases the usage of 
informal relationships. 

o Producing organisations originating in emerging markets lean towards using an 
organisational structure similar to a machine bureaucracy, which decreases the 
usage of informal relationships. 
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6.3 How can the factors influencing the choice of organisational structure 
used by companies in emerging markets be described?  
 
There are many factors that influence the organisational structure of companies in emerging 
markets. We will only consider those that were relevant to this study. To begin with, the 
environment in many emerging markets is the largest influencing factor on companies’ 
organisational structure. This is motivated by the fact that emerging markets often are highly 
dynamic, and that the legal system often is not developed to suit a market economy.  
 
Another highly influencing factor of the organisational structure used in emerging markets, is 
the manner the company has entered the country. Companies that have entered the country 
through collaborating with a local company, have to adapt their organisational structure to 
local customs more than organisations that have entered the country independently. Local 
traditions in emerging markets can be to use a structure close to the mechanistic one.  
 
Moreover, top management decisions are also an influencing factor, since they have all-
encompassing power of the organisation. This often includes strategic decisions. In addition, 
the strategy of the company is a major influencing factor on companies’ organisational 
structure in emerging markets. This is natural since all companies build its operations upon 
their strategy. 
 
In addition, the power relationships of the organisations in emerging markets are also an 
influencing factor on the companies’ structure, for the reason that they can affect the way the 
organisations can structure their operations. Some external control sources are more 
influencing that others, one example is the complex legal framework in emerging markets.  
 
Moreover, institutionalisation is a minor influencing factor on organisational structures. 
Often, managers in the organisation have knowledge about organisational structuring from 
their previous workplace, which they apply to the organisation they currently work in. 
However, market-leading companies are influenced to a lesser degree, as other companies 
most likely are affected by them instead.  
 
To conclude the research of the factors influencing the choice of organisational structure used 
by companies in emerging markets, we will now list the factors in order of significance with 
the most heavily influencing factor first. 
 

 The environment is the most significant influencing factor on companies’ 
organisational structure in emerging markets, since it often is highly dynamic. 
 The manner in which the companies have entered the emerging market is another 

significantly influencing factor, since they might have to adapt to a local partner. 
 Top management decisions is a significant influencing factor on companies’ 

organisational structure in emerging markets, since they have all-encompassing power 
of the organisation. 

o The strategy of the companies is a significant influencing factor on companies’ 
organisational structure in emerging markets, since all companies build its 
operations upon their strategy. 

 The power relationships of the organisations in emerging markets is an influencing 
factor on the companies’ structure, since they can regulate the structures allowed. 
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 Institutionalisation is an influencing factor on organisational structures used by 
companies in emerging markets, since external knowledge about organisational 
structuring can origin in another organisation. 

 

6.4 Implications/Recommendations  
 
In this final section we will give implications and recommendations to the management of 
companies interested in organisational structure in emerging markets, which is based on the 
findings in this thesis. Further, we will also give implications to theory and also for future 
research within our area of study. 

6.4.1 Implications for Practitioners and Management 
 

 When a company is deciding upon the desired degree of control in its organisational 
structure, managers have to bear in mind that the degree of formalisation and the 
degree of centralisation are strongly affected by the degree of complexity. This implies 
that managers have to consider the dimension of complexity first. Continually, the 
degree of complexity of organisations operating in emerging markets is rather high, 
with a great number of differentiated units. 
 All control mechanisms can be influenced by the organisation’s national origin as 

companies founded in emerging markets usually have a bureaucratic tradition. This 
can take the form of many differentiated units, many levels of management, 
geographically dispersed operations, decentralisation, a high degree of formalisation. 
Companies with foreign origin also have many differentiated units, geographically 
dispersed operations, and decentralisation. However, the degree of formalisation is 
lower and the hierarchical levels are fewer in these firms than in the ones founded in 
the emerging market. 
 Managers must be aware of the fact that there is no ultimate structure for organisations 

operating in emerging markets. However, non-producing organisations of western 
origin that emphasise innovation lean towards using an organisational structure similar 
to an adhocracy, which increases the usage of informal relationships, and producing 
organisations originating in emerging markets lean towards using a structure similar to 
a machine bureaucracy, which decreases the usage of informal relationships. 
 There are many factors that influence the organisational structure of companies 

operating in emerging markets, however, managers must be aware of the fact the 
environment of the organisation is the largest influencing factor on the organisational 
structure. This is motivated by the fact that emerging markets often are highly 
dynamic, and that the legal system often is not developed to suit a market economy.  
 The manner the company has entered the emerging market is also influencing, since 

organisations that have entered the country through collaborating with a local 
company, have to adapt their organisational structure to local customs more than 
organisations that have entered the country independently.   
 Top management decisions, including strategic decisions, are also influencing the 

organisational structure as they have all-encompassing power of the organisation.  
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6.5.2 Implications for Theory 
 
The purpose of this report was to get a deeper understanding of how companies adapt their 
organisational structure to suit emerging markets. The study has been exploratory since we 
have gained a deeper understanding of the research area through gathering information 
concerning an area we had limited knowledge about. In addition, the study has been of a 
descriptive nature since we, through data collection, have been able to describe the desired 
degree of control that affects the organisational structure in emerging markets, the 
organisational structures used by companies in emerging markets, and finally the factors 
influencing the choice of organisational structure used by companies in emerging markets. 
The study has also to some extent been explanatory for the reason that we have been able to 
draw conclusions, that is, to answer our research questions. 
 

 This thesis’ contribution to theory is based on empirical studies of the investigated 
phenomenon in two case studies, and can serve as a base for further research. For the 
reason that many emerging markets have large market growth potential, these markets 
are highly interesting to study. Western markets and emerging markets differs in many 
ways and for this reason, research within the area has to be conducted. 

 

6.5.3 Implications for Future Research 

 
 It would be interesting to conduct research within the same area of research, but by 

performing case-studies in small or medium sized firms, in comparison to large 
organisations. This kind of study would highlight the differences in organisational 
structures between small and large companies operating in emerging markets.  
 In addition, it would also be interesting to conduct a multiple case-study on a larger 

sample within the same area of research. This would enable a generalisation of 
organisational structures used in emerging markets. 

 It would also be highly interesting to compare organisational structures between 
different markets. This could be performed by comparing a company that is founded 
and operating in an emerging market, with a western company operating in a western 
market. This would be interesting since the factors influencing the choice of 
organisational structure, and the differences in organisational structures between the 
different markets would be highlighted. 

 To perform a case-study in a company that has been restructuring in order to benefit a 
new market would also be interesting. This study would investigate the restructuring 
process in detail and highlight problems the company in the study has faced. 
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Appendix A: English Interview Guide 
 
I Company Background and Organisational Facts 
 

1. What is the respondent’s name and title? 

2. What strategy does the company follow? 

3. What type of product/service does the company offer? 

4. Are the products/services of the organisation standardised or modified to local 

conditions? 

5. How is the competitive situation in the Russian telecommunications market? 

 

The subsequent parts only apply to the company’s operations in Russia. 

 

II The Desired Degree of Control’s Influence on Companies’ 
Organisational Structure in Emerging Markets  
 

1. Complexity 

1.1 Does the company have several differentiated units? Are these highly differentiated 

from each other? What is the differentiation based on? Is it seen as important to 

differentiate in the organisation? 

Examples of what is included in complexity: 

 Number of hierarchical levels 

 Number of subordinates to direct 

 Geographically dispersed operations 

  

2. Centralisation 

2.1. Are decisions in the organisation concentrated at a high level or are decisions 

dispersed down the chain of authority?  

 

Included in centralisation: 

 Location of power to make decisions  

 Dependence on specialised knowledge, experts  

 Time-span of decision-making process 

 



 
 

 

3. Formalisation  

 

3.1. Does the organisation need much planning and formalisation of work procedures? 

3.2. Formalisation can include: 

 Clear rules, procedures, and written documents that prescribe the rights and duties 

of the employees 

 The predictability of the organisation’s behaviour 

 Formal or informal working relationships 

 

3.3. If the behaviour is standardised/regulated, how is it performed? 

By, for instance: 

 Job 

 Work-flow 

 Rules 

 

III Companies’ Organisational Structure in Emerging Markets  
 

1. What does the visible organisational structure of your company look like? 

 Solid/temporary 

 Division of labour 

 Departments 

 

2. What does the internal organisational structure of the company look like? 

 Key department 

 Location of strategic decision making  

 Internal support services (company owned cafeteria, janitorial services… etc.) 

 Team/Individual work 

 Workforce diversity 

 

3. Are informal relationships between the employees within and across hierarchical 

levels encouraged?  

a. Is trust seen as important? 

b. How is conflict handled? 

 



 
 

 

4. How does communication within the organisation occur? 

 Top-down 

 Down up 

 Across managerial hierarchies 

 Cross divisional 

 

IIII The Factors Influencing Companies’ Organisational Structure in 
Emerging Markets 
 
1. Which is the main influencing factor on the company’s organisational structure?  

2. Which are the other influencing factors on the company’s organisational structure?  

 

Examples of factors that might be of influence: 

 The age of the organisation  

 The size of the organisation  

 The environment  

 The technical system of the organisation 

 Need for power over the organisation (internal, external) 

 Culture 

 Strategy 

 Other company structures 

 

 
 



 
 

 

Appendix B: Swedish Interview Guide 
 
I Företags- och organisations fakta 

 
1. Vad är respondentens namn och titel? 
2. Vilken strategi följer företaget? 
3. Vilken typ av produkt/tjänst säljer företaget?  
4. Är företagets produkter/tjänster standardiserade eller anpassas de till lokala 

förhållanden? 
5. Hur ser konkurrenssituationen ut på den ryska marknaden?  
 

De följande frågorna gäller endast företagets verksamheter i Ryssland. Utveckla svaren. 

 

II Hur önskad grad av kontroll påverkar organisationsstrukturen på 
växande marknader  
 

1. Komplexitet 

1.1 Har företaget flera differentierade avdelningar? Är dessa väl differentierade från 

varandra? Vad baseras differentieringen på? Ses det som viktigt att differentiera inom 

organisationen? 

Exempel på vad som innefattas i begreppet komplexitet: 

 Antal chefsnivåer 

 Antal underordnade som varje chef har 

 Geografiskt utspridda verksamheter 

  

2. Centralisering 

2.1. Är beslutsfattandet inom organisationen koncentrerat på en hög nivå eller är det 

delegerat nedåt i organisationen?  

Exempel på vad som innefattas i begreppet centralisering: 

 Var beslutsfattandet sker 

 Beroende av kunskap, expertis 

 Hur lång tid beslutsfattandet tar 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

3. Formalisering  

3.1. Behöver organisationen planering och formalisering av arbetsrutiner? 

Exempel på vad som innefattas i begreppet formalisering: 

 Klara regler, procedurer, och skrivna dokument som reglerar de anställdas 

rättigheter och skyldigheter 

 Förutsägbarheten av organisationens beteende 

 Formella eller informella arbetsrelationer 

 

3.2. Om organisationens beteende är standardiserat/formaliserat, hur är detta utfört? 

Till exempel genom: 

 Arbete 

 Arbetsflöde 

 Regler 

 

III Företags organisationsstruktur på växande marknader 
 

1. Hur ser den synliga organisationsstrukturen ut hos företaget? 

 Solid/tillfällig 

 Uppdelning av anställda 

 Avdelningar 

 

2. Hur ser den interna organisationsstrukturen ut hos företaget? 

 Uppdelning efter vilken del av organisationen som anses viktigast 

 Var strategiska beslut fattas  

 Intern stödservice (företagsägt kafé etc.) 

 Team/Individuellt arbete 

 Mångfald bland de anställda 

 

3. Är informella relationer mellan de anställda inom och över hierarkiska nivåer 

uppmuntrade?  

 Ses tillit och förtroende som viktigt? 

 Hur hanteras konflikter? 

 

 



 
 

 

4. Hur fungerar kommunikationen inom organisationen? 

 Från toppen till botten 

 Från botten och upp 

 Över chefsnivåer 

 Över avdelningar 

 

IIII Faktorer som påverkar företags organisationsstruktur på växande 
marknader 
 
1. Vilken är den största påverkande faktorn på företagets organisationsstruktur?  

2. Vilka andra påverkande faktorer finns det?  

 

Exempel på faktorer som kan påverka: 

 Organisationens ålder  

 Organisationens storlek  

 Organisationens omgivning/miljö 

 Organisationens tekniska system 

 Behov av makt i organisationen (intern, extern) 

 Kultur 

 Strategi 

 Andra organisationsstrukturer 

 



 

 

Appendix C: Overall Organisational Structure of Ericsson 
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