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Achieving a management structure or otherwise achieving an internal and external relational system, 
represent the essence of the implementation of one of the business policy. It can be seen a difference 
between the setting of an organizational structure which separates the company subdivisions and the 
managerial structure true which the relations between this subdivisions are established. So the managerial 
structure of a company who runs a policy of the cost leader will be based on a very strong financial 
department composed of a large number of posts and who owns managerial functions with huge 
responsibilities and authority and having in the same time coordinating relationships towards financial, 
staff, marketing or production departments. Policy choice determined by the specific conditions of the 
business environment will generate these choices of the managerial structures made to ensure the 
company a dynamism and adaptability to market demands.  
 
Keywords: polarization of politics, entrepreneurial approach, corporate approach, group approach. 

 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The improvement of the managerial structure, as well as 
organizing company is not an temporary action, but it 
must be considered a permanent action, thus being 
required the use of new strategic and political concepts 

according to the predicted values. True the managerial 
structures they will discuss the problems of defining 
authority, responsibility and relations inside the company 
and between the company and the market. A good  



 

 

 
 
 
 
structure assumes the existence of a well defined 
structure for the company. 

A business policy express (Bailey IW, Schechter AH, 
1994)  an approach to the environment both internally 
and externally. This study develops the relations between 
environmental elements setting inside a system who 
leads and who is driven depending of the strength and 
resources available to each item individually (Barney J.B, 
2001).  

So, a company representing a system 
(Bernstein ES, 2012)  includes a set of components and 
leadership positions between establishing a multitude of 
links and strength reports resulted from the role 
established for carrying out their activities (Brown JS,  
Duguid P,1991). In this way will be achieved the 
assembling and ordering (Wolfe RA, 1994)  of the 
constitutive elements of the firm in a coherent and 
functional structure characterized by a hierarchical and 
functional dimension (Thompson JD, 2011).  

To enforce a specific policy this company 
(Sluss DM, Ashforth BE, 2008)  is going to have a 
management structure to provide for a division of 
responsibilities and interdependence of the various 
component activities (Plsek PE, Wilson T, 2001).  

A specific policy in, first of all, a particular (Ogliastri E, 
1998)  “way of life “ of the company, a way of thinking 
that comes from the management levels of the company 
(McEvily B, Perrone V,  Zaheer A, 2003).  

The managerial leadership (McMillan E, 2002)  
transform the firm from an inert system in one in which 
defines a certain position within the environment (Knorr-
Cetina KD, 2013) . The managerial structure as “neural” 
(Jonkers H, Lankhorst MM, ter Doest HW, Arbab F, 
Bosma H,  Wieringa RJ, 2006)  organ of the company will 
subsequently generate the way of coordination and 
transmission of information and decision on the paths 
and structures of authority set out in advance, depending 
on the criteria and principles set out in the business 
policy (Cohen M, 1999).  

This will be precisely delineated the relations between 
each operation in part in order to achieve a coherent and 
efficient circuit of information and orders as well as the 
specific actions of the work environment 
(Castilla EJ, Benard S, 2010) .  

Depending on the completeness (Gold AH,  Arvind M, 
2001)  of the interactions you will be able to make an 
informational circuit in witch data and information will 
reach the destination on short trails, without having to be 
simplified or amplified in content, and without delays 
(Gordon LA, Narayanan VK, 1984).  

This will create a unified command system in total 
agreement with the central policy of the company (Hines 
P, Holweg M,  Rich N, 2004).Also between the 
organizational structure and the managerial structure 
there is a strong interdependence in the same way that  

Adina and Liviu, 081 
 
 
 
business strategy is intrinsically tied to the business 
policy (Markides CC,  Williamson PJ, 1996). One of the 
basic principles of management organization is the 
adaptation of management structures at the 
characteristics of the organizational structure derived 
from the general strategy of the company (Nonaka I. 
1994).  

A certain configuration of organization processes will 
require a cover with a management structure which to 
kick off from the most important function that 
development within the company (Picot A, Reichwald R,  
Wigand RT, 2009) .  

Any organizational structure becomes effective when it 
is assigned to a management structure (Rowley J, 2000). 
It becomes unnecessary to invest in a particular area if 
the created structure is not integrated in a complete 
managerial structure (Teece DJ, 1996). 

In the same time not to be forgotten as for the same 
sets of activities it can be create different management 
structures (Tsai W, 2002), so to a certain volume of 
activities does not correspond to only a single structural 
way possible, I mean a certain type structure (Wolf J, 
2008) . 
 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
The company policy as a way of distribute the power 
poles in a economic company can oscillate between a 
centralized approach (Nooteboom B, 1999)  to power and 
a focused approach in the cores of power on the principle 
of decentralization (Wanous J, Reichers AE, Austin JT, 
2000). Empirical research and modeling of routine 
dynamics has extended our understanding of the role of 
routines in producing stability and change (Seidl D, 
2009). 

According to this approach made naturally or 
scientifical (Sayer J, Campbell B, 2004) , it will be 
designate how to approach the markets from an 
operator’s business policy (Möller K,  Halinen A, 2000)  
how is trying to get the best position depending on all 
factors of success in the market (Löfsten H,  Lindelöf P, 
2002)., up to a heavily polarized politics on one of the 
success factors. ( see figure number 1 ): 

Between the polarized business policies (Jonker CM, 
Treur J, 2003)  there are also intermediate situations in 
which the approach becomes bipolar emphasizing the 
orientation towards two success factors in market (Adler 
P, Heckscher C, 2008).  

It requires abandoning static views of organization to 
reveal the microdynamics of organizing, including the 
processes through which organizational routines and 
capabilities emerge and evolve (Van Uden J, Richardson 
KA, Cilliers P, 2010). 
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Figure number 1. The degree of polarization of politics 
 
 
 
 
An example would be (Bailyn L, 2010) , the politics of 
differentiation-positioning in which (Dobbin F, 2009) the 
success factors (Lawson B,  Samson D,  2001)  that will 
be targeted are the competitors (market) and clients ( 
product). In terms of policies polarized approaches 
(Cooke P, 2005)  we could have three management 
structure: entrepreneurial approach, corporate approach 
and group approach.  

Capturing how organizations learn (Walker HJ., 
Armenakis AA, Bernerth JB, 2007) to strike a balance 
between stability and coherence, on one hand, and 
flexibility and change, on the other, however, is non-trivial 
(Anderson MJ, 2011).  
  
Entrepreneurial Approach 
 
This type of approach it delineates through the principle 
of authority and responsibility to establish a single center 
of leadership and coordination of relationships and 
decisions within the company (Anderson MJ, 2011).  

The business policy is not clearly defined the company 
tried to counter all the pressures of the marketplace 
through a central position and actions on all fronts. Is a 
valid policy option for small businesses trying to survive 
in a hostile environment (Miller D,  Toulouse JM, 1986)  
with a strong competition in the market, requiring an 
authoritarian power center and to ensure maximum 

flexibility of the firm compared to the frequent changes in 
the competitive environment.  

It is characterized by a system of hierarchical levels 
reduced in number but with numerous powers of authority 
allowing fast transmission, in due time as to the 
operational levels, allowing rapid adaptation of the firm to 
the competition (Adekola A, Sergi B, 2007). The power is 
centered at the highest management level, and is 
distributed vertically, there are weaknesses in 
communication and decision possibilities between the 
different compartment of the company. 

A manager located on a specific bin in a hierarchical 
structure it can give dispositions to hierarchically 
subordinates managers leading co-operative production 
subunits, marketing subunits and financial subunits, in 
this kind of structures there are no functional 
compartments to be located at different hierarchical 
levels, being just a direct subordination to the general 
manager who owns an functional status in addition to the 
hierarchical. So these chapters have their own 
hierarchical lines they manage independently and answer 
only the upper managerial authority (Byeon J, 2005).  

Even under these conditions, between those 
hierarchical lines it develops operational communication 
lines, no specific decision-making but only with the role of 
mutual information and cooperation (Tether BS, Tajar A , 
2008).  
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Figure number 2. Entrepreneurial management approach 
 

 
As such, at any hierarchical level a subordinate do not 
receive provisions than from a single leader, in front of 
which he answer for his entire activity (figure number 2.):     
                       
Insert Figure number 2. -  Entrepreneurial management 
approach 
 

The basic feature of this model of business policy 
implementation is given by the representation through a 
continuous flow line of authority and dispositions. 

 As long as the functioning of this organizational 
structure is based on the concentration of authority, it 
requires the existence of managers capable of 
outstanding efforts, on many ways. The general manager 
is thus able to coordinate his subordinate from all points 
of view: technical, organizational and economic, 
administrative (Oswick C,  Montgomery J, 1999). 

Because this type of management structure it has 
simple or reduced organizational elements, it can be 
easily done and modified according to the requirements 
of competitiveness of the company. Always on top of 
such structures is the collective and the individual 
manager, that exercise the strategic leadership, and at 
the base of her performers with operational role. 
The orientation towards an entrepreneurial policy shows 
some advantages at the level of managerial structures 
organized in linear system, by simplifying the process of 
management of the company: 

 Communication systems are based on 
relationships of bilateral and unilateral nature, having 
channels and circuits with relatively short and rapid 
information in both ascending and descending ways, 
generating an increase in efficiency; 

 True the low number of managerial functions and 
the increasing number of hierarchical levels including 
through the delegation of responsibilities, responsibility 
and authority are clearly defined; 

 Through the presence of a small number of 
functions with functional authority that have the right to 
make decisions in other areas than those driven 
hierarchically, there is a transition from the planning firm 
policies to operational actions, that are determined on 
targets; 

 Organizational schemes are quite simple, with 
the possibility of modifying them with the lowest costs, 
without requiring special resources and external 
specialists; 

 The possibility to elaborate the most appropriate 
operational decisions, promoting the spirit of practical and 
real actions, based on practitioners managers; 

 A strict delineation of authority and responsibility 
what to ensure discipline and control and a immediacy in 
the decision making process. 
Entrepreneurial approach has disadvantages of 
implementing business policies that are in generally at 
the level of communication and relationship building 
within the same hierarchical level, in terms of horizontal 
relationships.  
You can find such, in practical terms, some weak points 
of entrepreneurial structures: 

 At the level of leadership advertises an 
accentuation of authoritarian tendencies and individual 
leadership with all his negative consequences; 

 Such structures limit the development of the firm 
and the appearance of branches of intensive production 
together with an increase in the company’s profile; 

 

Where: Nn –hierarchical levels 
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 Centralist structures create a cumbersome 
information circulation in horizontal plane, because the 
connections between compartments located at the same 
hierarchical level it can only be done through joint boss, 
hierarchically superior; 

 It is not allowed to attract staff in essential 
activities, in the same time it does not ensure the 
condition of the multilateral scope of heads. To avoid this 
situation it is necessary the development of leading 
collectives what can high efficiency operation problems. 
Entrepreneurial management model determinate in first 
place the managers to correlate and to optimize all the 
necessary activities in order to achieve all the objectives 
at a certain level, asking a superior experience and 
capacity for top level managers. In this way the 
managerial responsibilities fall very much along with 
hierarchical level descent, growing up, instead, the need 
for professional training (technique and technology) for 
each management position. 
A company with entrepreneurial structure represents a 
set of operative units, within which each manager is head 
of the unit, grouped around a single senior manager.  
For this, the polarized entrepreneurial structure constitute 
a basis for variants with a low polarization as it ascertains 
easy orientation towards decentralization of authority.  
Business structure options are found under a few 
different names: hierarchical structure, pyramid, scalar 
type or military. Is the form of the company’s early 
approach and the simplest of managerial support 
structure for company policy. 
Because entrepreneurial approach ensures only the 
needs of a company’s operation for the development and 
growth of it is necessary to use a more complex 
approach. 
 
 
Corporate Approach 
 
Corporate approach appears in the moment in which the 
fields of activity of the  company are numerous while a 
centralized hierarchical leadership is becoming more and 
more difficult to achieve.  
The size of the company (Bartlett C, Ghoshal S, 1989)  
and its activities make almost impossible the flexibility 
that it own a small to medium company. For this reason, 
gradually the company is located in an optimal position 
true optimal policy, we could call it the focus of business 
policy. The great financial power that the firm holds may 
allow an aggressive  and concentrated approach for a 
unique approach within the market towards the other 
competitors (Choo CW, 2006). .  

The principle areas of business are integrated 
assuming a structuring and distribution of the firm activity 
in fields and functions, what lead the specialization of the  

 
 
 
 
 
lead persons. At the level of the market business is the 
only policy for the entire formation determined by 
functional authority that a function within the corporation 
(Kolstad I, Wiig A , 2009). Is such a central staff of the 
firm that along with the hierarchical leadership provides to 
the managerial system a functional unit. 

This system of leadership organization appeared quite 
early, in the interwar period, in SUA and in the 
industrialized States in Western Europe. Corporate 
approach can be considered and the cause of the great 
depression characteristic the period in question, 
generating overproduction and a poor business flexibility. 

Corporate approach has been extensively studied by 
the F. Taylor, he seeks to remedy certain disadvantages 
of entrepreneurial system.  

Through corporate structure, of functional type it past 
from the centralization of managerial decisions, based on 
linear management relationship, at a decision at the level 
of atomization of compartments with specific functions 
and activities, the relations are multilateral type 
developed in decision-making circuits. 

The main feature of the corporate structure type is 
reducing the number of hierarchical levels due to the fact 
that in the managerial structure all the operational 
functions of the same type are functional driven by a 
specialized manager in specific activities and functions 
(MacIntosh R,  MacLean D, 1999).  

This managerial function with functional authority and 
responsibility is on the same hierarchic level with 
hierarchical and equivalent functions. For the scope of 
work assigned, each of this managerial functions have 
full authority over the lower hierarchical levels (Kalev A, 
2014).  

So, a subdivision of a compartment it is at the same 
time in the hierarchical subordination of hierarchical 
manager but also in the functional subordination of a 
manager. Thus and so, at the level of a compartment the 
lead is assured besides his own manager and by other 
functional managers, each in his specialty.  

Through corporate-functional approach are made the 
foundations of orientation towards a focused policy 
business, in the sense that the entire activity is functional 
used by one or two functions considered strategic 
(Bamberger P, Belogolovsky E, 2010) . Through these 
strategic functions it connects all parts of the firm 
structure (figure namber 3): 

Functional managers are required in the same time 
managerial and professional competence (Mathiassen L, 
2002). Corporative system due to its size cannot be run 
as one unit becoming a operational aggregation . 
 
GROUP APPROACH 
 
Group approach characterizes modern firms which 
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Figure number 3. Corporate management approach 
 

 

 
 

Figure number 4. Management Group Approach 
 

attempt to combine the advantages of mobility of labor 
and entrepreneurial approach to corporate bullying 
(Frahm J,  Brown K, 2007). 

The management structure of the specific group 
approach is the linear functional representing a form 
combination of the two previous versions, incorporating 
the advantages of both simple organizational systems 
(Bergsteiner H, 2012) . The type of relation "staff" of the 

mixed structure have a resolution character (of decision); 
operative head (a21) in a particular domain/area (A1) 
decide in that domain/area with the approve of the 
executive chief (C1) of domain (a1) involved (figure 
namber 4.): 

Derived from the group approach can distinguish 
several types of management  structures to support 
business policies: geographic structure ; integrated  

C –Operational department 
Sn –staff compartment 
  Bn – post offices 
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structure; the structure of the product ; conglomerate 
structure . 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
For one and the same company, whatever the designed 
strategy and the activity field, there can be made various 
management structures with an approximately equal 
efficiency, of which only one can be deemed to be 
optimal. To be optimal a managerial structure needs to 
generate a higher value at the global level, compared to 
other alternatives. From those shown one can conclude 
as the managerial structures have more specific features 
to support the strategic system: 

 Represents a set of rules and regulations, that 
determine what needs to be done, where, when and how, 
also by whom and in what way ( rules and regulations 
that are part of the system of organization and operation 
and interior regulation of the company ); 

 Create the tasks distribution that needs to be 
fulfilled , for the translation in life of various functions; 

 Determinate the hierarchy of staff; 
 Secure investment with authority and 

responsibility required in fulfilling the tasks required; 
 Setting the premises for coordination of various 

components of the unit; 
 Ensure the organization of the information 

system; 
 Supposed to be a stimulating system in order to 

be able to get results as good as it can; 
The main task of a management structure is to be 

dynamic, easy adaptable at the changes occurred, these 
adaptation it should be made at the right time (Mathieu, 
J., Maynard, M. T., Rapp, T., & Gilson, L. 2008). The 
policies adopted by the company represent the 
fundamental decisions related to the business in which 
the company operates. The concept of the policy means, 
in general, a guide to action or a mode of conduct that 
the company must use it both inside and outside the 
company. 

Company policy governs relationship that unfold 
between this and the business environment and the 
external market and relationship that are established 
between individual and collective components internally.  

If external relations shall be governed true the 
marketing and business policy aspects, internally the 
relations are governed true the integrated management 
policy and functional-level policies. 
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